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ABSTRACT 

On behalf of Prince William County, WSP USA Inc. (WSP) has prepared a Phase IA cultural resource 
study of the proposed University Boulevard Extension. The project corridor (or project area) is 2.5 miles 
long and extends from Devlin Road to a point 650 feet south of Wellington Road. The corridor would 
include four 12-foot travel lanes, a 5-foot sidewalk, and a 10-foot shared use path; WSP has assumed an 
overall width of 200 feet for the purposes of the study. Of the overall length of the project area, 1.5 miles 
consist of entirely new construction and the other 1 mile entails the widening of an existing two-lane road. 
The proposed project is located in the western part of the county, between Gainesville and Linton Hall. The 
project vicinity is not near major streams and seems to have been seldom visited in pre-Contact times; post-
Contact (historic) occupation seems to have begun in the late 1700s. 

The project must comply with the laws and regulations governing federal undertakings, including the 
National Environmental Policy Act and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, of 1966, as 
amended. These laws require Federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on 
historic properties that might be affected by a proposed project. 

The project corridor passes through two distinct environments. The western section has recently been 
densely developed, whereas the eastern two-thirds run across undeveloped land. The undeveloped section 
has already received cultural resource survey and several archaeological sites were found, some of which 
were considered potentially eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). One of 
these sites, 44PW1594, is directly within the project corridor. A Phase II study of Site 44PW1594 was 
carried out in 2022, and that in the investigators’ opinion the site was not eligible for listing in the NRHP. 
The Prince William County archaeologist concurred with this recommendation. However, the report has 
not been submitted to the VDHR for their review; Site 44PW1594 therefore remains potentially eligible for 
listing in the NRHP. Site 44PW1594 also includes a small cemetery, but the cemetery is outside the project 
corridor and will not be impacted by this project. 

There are no eligible or potentially eligible aboveground historic resources within the project corridor or 
close enough to the project corridor to be affected by the proposed project. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

A. PROJECT BACKGROUND 

On behalf of Prince William County, WSP USA Inc. (WSP) has prepared a Phase IA cultural resource 
study of the proposed University Boulevard Extension. The project corridor (or project area) would involve 
the construction of 1.5 miles of new four-lane roadway and the widening of an existing 1-mile road from 
two lanes to four. The corridor would include four 12-foot travel lanes, a 5-foot sidewalk, and a 10-foot 
shared use path. The project boundary used for this study was developed for the early-stage environmental 
assessments and includes a buffer beyond the likely impact areas; it varies in width from 120 to 400 feet. 
The project must comply with the laws and regulations governing federal undertakings, including the 
National Environmental Policy Act and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. These laws 
require that significant cultural resources that might be affected by a proposed project be identified and 
protected. This study is a first step in that process and may be followed by additional archaeological studies 
if required. The proposed project’s impacts on historic structures and landscapes are covered in other 
documents. 

B. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT AREA 

The project area is in the western part of the county, between Gainesville and Linton Hall (Figure 1). This 
area was largely rural as recently as 1980, but it is now densely developed. The project area includes two 
distinct environmental zones. The western portion is already developed; this is the section where an existing 
two-lane roadway is being widened to four lanes. The eastern two-thirds of the project corridor cross an 
undeveloped area. The western area, already built up with structures that are less than 50 years old, has 
little potential for cultural resources. The remainder of the project area was farmland in the early twentieth 
century. In recent decades much of it has grown up in trees. 

C. GOALS 

The goal of this study was to determine whether the project area is known to contain, or has the potential 
to contain, potentially significant cultural resources. Because the entire project area has been covered by 
previous cultural resource surveys, the conclusions are based on that preexisting work. 

D. PERSONNEL 

The Principal Investigator for the study was Dr. John Bedell. Historical research was carried out by Hilary 
Wehrle. Both Dr. Bedell and Ms. Wehrle meet the Secretary of Interior’s standards for their roles. 

1 
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II. RESEARCH DESIGN 

The project began with a review of existing information on the cultural resources on the project vicinity. 
WSP consulted the Virginia Cultural Resources Information System (VCRIS) and a number of secondary 
sources and previous reports on the history and archaeology of Prince William County. The review also 
included archaeological reports on nearby areas (obtained from DHR) and historical maps. Studies with 
particularly strong background sections have been carried out for the Manassas Battlefield (summarized in 
Bedell et al. 2023), Marine Corps Base Quantico, and the Prince William Forest Park. Because the project 
area has already been covered by cultural resource surveys, WSP did not develop a model of high versus 
low archaeological potential in the area for this study. 

3 
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III. RESULTS OF DOCUMENTARY RESEARCH 

A. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Western Prince William County is within the Piedmont geographic province, in particular the area known 
as the Triassic Basin. This is a region of gentle hills and relatively low relief. Elevations range from 200 to 
400 feet above sea level. The project area is drained by small streams that flow southward toward Broad 
Run. Soils in the undeveloped portion of the project area are mapped largely as Jackland and Haymarket 
silt loams, moderately well-drained types which are suitable for agriculture but not of the highest quality. 

In late pre-Contact times the project area would have been mostly oak-hickory forest. 

B. PRE-CONTACT CONTEXT 

People have lived in northern Virginia for at least 13,000 years. It was considered possible, therefore, that 
artifacts from all the periods discussed below might be found in the project area. However, the only 
precontact artifacts recovered in or adjacent to the project area were a few undatable flakes of stone, and 
no precontact sites were defined. 

The first people to reach northern Virginia arrived at the end of the last Ice Age, when the land looked very 
different from its appearance in recent times. Around 13,000 years ago temperatures were colder, and the 
forests resembled those of central Canada today, dominated by fir and spruce. Now-extinct beasts like 
mammoths, mastodons, and giant ground sloths roamed the hills. Much of the planet’s water was locked 
up in vast glaciers, and sea levels were around 300 feet lower than today. The Chesapeake Bay did not 
exist, and the Potomac River joined the ancient Susquehanna before the combined great river flowed south 
and then east, entering the Atlantic somewhere east of Hampton Roads. 

But the world was changing rapidly. The Ice Age animals died off, and by 10,000 years ago the spruce trees 
were gone and many oaks and alders grew in the forest. That does not mean, however, that the forests were 
just like those of today. They changed over the centuries, in response to changes in the climate and the ways 
people managed the landscape. 

Archaeologists divide the ancient past into periods that correspond to major changes in how people lived 
in this region (Table 1). Before 11,500 years ago, before the Ice Age had fully ended, is the Paleoindian 
period. The time between 11,500 and 3,450 years ago is called the Archaic period. Around 3,450 years ago, 
or 1450 BCE, the first pottery was made in the Chesapeake region, marking the beginning of the Woodland 
period, which lasted until the arrival of Europeans and Africans. The Archaic and Woodland periods are 
further divided, somewhat arbitrarily, into Early, Middle, and Late phases. Across this whole period Native 
American societies changed and evolved, creating several different ways of life. 

4 
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TABLE 1: MIDDLE ATLANTIC REGION, CULTURAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL CHRONOLOGY 

DATES 
cal AD/BC CLIMATE/ENVIRONMENT CHANGES 

CULTURAL 
PERIODS 

CULTURAL EVENTS AND 
ARTIFACT TYPES 

AD 1500 Little Ice Age onset (AD 1350); 
dry (AD 1320–1400) 
Medieval Climatic Optimum; 
dry (AD 800–1200) 
Ice-rafting event (AD 600) 
pollen change (AD 300) 
Dry (200 BC–AD 300) 
Ice-rafting event (800 BC) 
Pollen change (850 BC) 

Pollen change (2100 BC) 
Megadrought (2200 BC) 
Ice-rafting event (2000 BC) 

Mid-Late Holocene transition (3250 BC) 

Drought; Ice-rafting event (3900 BC) 

Pollen change (4700 BC) 
More severe El Niño events (5000 BC) 

Chesapeake becomes salty estuary (5800 BC) 

Ice-rafting event (6200 BC cold event); drought; 
Hypsithermal (warm, dry) begins 
More rainfall in Southeast (7000 BC) 
Ice-rafting event (7400 BC) 

Pollen change (8200 BC) 
Ice-rafting event (8300 BC) 
Pre-Boreal Oscillation cold event (9300 BC) 
End of Younger Dryas; Holocene begins (9500 
BC) 

Younger Dryas onset (cold) (11,000 BC) 
Intra-Alleröd cold period (11,400–11,200 BC) 
[warming] 
Bölling-Alleröd warming onset (12,700 BC) 

Late 
Woodland 
AD 900 

Palisaded villages (AD 1300) 

Maize (AD 900) 
Bow and arrow (AD 700) 
Algonquian migrations 

Delmarva Adena (400 BC) 
Piscataway points (500 BC) 

Pottery (1200 BC) 

Fishtail points (1500 BC) 
Stone bowls, grooved axes, 
Broadspear points (2200 BC) 

Lamoka points (3500 BC) 

Halifax points (4500 BC) 
Brewerton points (4500 BC) 
Otter Creek points (5000–4500 BC) 

Morrow Mountain points (6000 BC) 

Stanly points (6500 BC) 
Bifurcate base points (7500 BC) 

Kirk, Palmer corner-notched points 
(9000 BC) 

Side-notched points 

Extinction of megafauna (10,700 BC) 

Clovis fluted points 
Earliest sites in Alaska (12,000 BC) 

1000 

500 
Middle 
Woodland 
500 BC 

Early 
Woodland 
1200 BC 

CE 1 
500 BCE 

1000 

1500 
Terminal 
Archaic 
2200 BC 

2000 

2500 

Late Archaic 
5000 BC 

3000 
3500 
4000 
4500 
5000 

5500 

Middle 
Archaic 
7500 BC 

6000 

6500 

7000 
7500 
8000 

Early Archaic 
9500 BC 

8500 BC 
9000 

9500 
10,000 

Paleoindian 
11,500 BC 

10,500 
11,000 
11,500 
12,000 
12,500 

1. Paleoindian Period 

The date when the first humans arrived in the America is much disputed. Some experts think this happened 
tens of thousands of years ago, whereas others think the first people came around 14,000 to 13,000 years 
ago. Recent genetic data suggest that most Native Americans share common ancestors who lived around 
15,000 years ago, which supports the more recent dates for entry (Posth et al. 2018). There were certainly 
people in the Potomac Valley around 13,000 years ago. 

5 
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The people of that time were few and lived in highly mobile bands with 20 to 150 members. They probably 
traveled hundreds of miles across the country, following herds of game or searching for other resources. In 
the western part of the continent, they hunted large animals that are now extinct, like mastodons and 
mammoths, but the limited evidence from eastern North America suggests they relied on fishing and 
hunting smaller game. They had dogs, descended from the ones they had brought with them from Asia. The 
distinctive artifact of that time is the Clovis spearpoint. Many of these were made of striking stone—crystal 
quartz, red jasper, obsidian—and some of them are much bigger than they needed to be; like the jeweled 
swords and etched lances of later eras, they were symbols or art objects as well as hunting weapons. Several 
Clovis points have been found in the Potomac Valley. A previous study found fewer than 50 Paleoindian 
sites have been identified in Virginia out of roughly 14,000 known pre-Contact sites of all time periods. 
Most known Paleoindian sites are clustered in the state’s southeastern region, where there would have been 
high access to quality lithic sources. This region contained sources of jasper, chalcedony, and chert that 
were used to make Paleoindian tools. The same study also concluded that only 10 Paleoindian sites have 
been found in the Piedmont and Coastal Plain provinces (Turner 1989:78, 80). The lack of Paleoindian sites 
in the Piedmont may be a result of poor preservation caused by environmental factors, as post-glacial sea 
rise and sedimentation of the Potomac River may have covered or destroyed sites (Petraglia et al. 1993:10). 

2. Early Archaic Period, 8000–6500 BCE 

The beginning of the Archaic period is marked by the stylistic changes to projectile points around 8000 
BCE. They began to be notched near the base of the sides or the corners instead of basally thinned. Multiple 
styles of points have been found at sites in the Mid-Atlantic with side notching, all dating to slightly 
different periods. Side-notched Taylor, Warren, and Big Sandy points are comparably early in dating; 
however, their dating is not easily identified, and these types are rare in Virginia. Corner-notched Palmer 
points are more common and are roughly the same age as Kessell points (9500 to 9000 BCE). Corner-
notched styles like Charleston, Kirk, and Amos types date to roughly 9000 to 8000 BCE. High-quality lithic 
materials were preferred for points and tools, but groups in this period also used local stones (Custer 1990). 

More Early Archaic sites have been identified in the Mid-Atlantic region than Paleoindian sites (Turner 
1989:79). Most sites from this period are concentrated around rivers, which likely is related to the 
exploitation of riverine food resources (Kavanagh 1982). 

3. Middle Archaic Period, 6500–3000 BCE 

The Middle Archaic cultural period roughly coincides with the Hypsithermal climatic episode, with rising 
temperatures, decreasing precipitation, and more seasonally variable climate. An oak-hemlock forest 
dominated the region, and deer became the most dominant large mammal. The human population grew and 
people broadened their subsistence activities. Sites became larger and more numerous and were developed 
in new areas such as upland swamps and interior ridgetops (Gardner 1987). Many basecamps remained in 
floodplains of major drainages. New tool types were developed for woodworking, seed grinding, and nut 
cracking. New sites in swamps and ridgetops show evidence of an increasing reliance on plants for food 
and construction materials. 

Most artifacts of this period were manufactured from locally available lithic materials. One indicator of this 
trend is the abandonment of the jasper source at Flint Run in the Shenandoah Valley (Gardner 1974). This 
change may reflect increasing circumscription of band territories as a growing population filled in available 
environments and their movements became restricted. A noteworthy technological change is the shift from 
carefully made and curated unifacial scrapers of the Early Archaic to the expedient tools found in Middle 
Archaic and later assemblages (Gardner 1989). Common projectile points styles from this period include 
LeCroy, Stanly, Morrow Mountain, Guilford, and the side-notched Halifax type that developed roughly after 
3500 BCE. 

6 
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4. Late Archaic Period, 3000–1200 BCE 

Late Archaic groups that manufactured Halifax points maintained an adaptation to the eastern deciduous 
forest, focusing on nut-bearing trees (Mouer 1991). The meat part of their diet likely consisted 
predominantly of deer and turkey. The soils at Piedmont Archaic sites in Albemarle County likely were 
best suited to support nut-bearing hardwood trees, as Holland notes (Mouer 1991). In Powhatan, 
Goochland, and Cumberland counties, Middle and Late Archaic sites cluster on the upper and middle 
terraces of the James River (Mouer 1991:5). Interpretation of the distribution of Halifax points in the Late 
Archaic period has been complicated by the indistinguishability of later Middle Woodland points from 
Halifax projectile points. 

A major change in settlement patterns is associated with the development of Savannah River points. This 
point type is defined by large, broad bladed, stemmed features typically made of quartzite. They may have 
been used as projectile points or as specialized knives, but they were utilitarian in nature (McLearen 1991). 
The development of broadspear points is indicative of innovation and expansion of Indigenous communities 
in the region. Climatic changes during this period may have destabilized local cultures and encouraged 
populations to expand northward (Booth et al. 2005). Point types such as Perkiomen and Susquehanna 
likely developed in northern Virginia in the Potomac Valley because of the diffusion or migration of 
populations from Pennsylvania. These point types have been found in stratified context along the Potomac 
at Shepherdstown, West Virginia, and were made from rhyolite boulder quarries in Maryland (Fiedel and 
Galke 1995). 

The population at the end of the Late Archaic period seems to be more numerous than previous time periods. 
Some upland sites have been identified, but most sites occur along rivers and streams. Large sites ranging 
from 0.5 to more than 5 acres, which likely represent macroband encampments to exploit seasonal fish 
spawning, are known in the James River area of the Piedmont region. Smaller sites of about 480 square 
meters, which likely represent single-band camps, are more common in Piedmont (Mouer 1991). 

Two other significant new artifact types also developed in the Late Archaic: grooved groundstone axes, 
which replaced earlier chipped stone forms, and carved soapstone (steatite) bowls. Soapstone was quarried 
in the Piedmont of Virginia, Maryland, and Pennsylvania (Luckenbach et al. 1975). W.H. Holmes (1897) 
recorded quarries within present Washington, DC, at Rose Hill on Connecticut Avenue, and in Fairfax 
County at the Clifton, Holmes Run, and Falls Church sites. Vessels were carved at the quarries and then 
transported in finished form, likely by canoe. Soapstone pots were used for cooking, but it is not yet known 
what foods (fish, meat, seeds, tubers, or nuts) they were used to process or why such containers suddenly 
became necessary or desirable. Soapstone vessels were apparently not part of the Savannah River complex; 
they seem to have developed later (Sassaman 2006). The use of ceramics preceded manufacture of 
soapstone vessels along the lower Savannah River; however, the earliest ceramic pots in the Middle Atlantic 
are apparently imitative of soapstone pots. 

6. Middle Woodland Period, 300 BCE–1000 CE 

Two phases of the Middle Woodland period have been identified in eastern Virginia, characterized in the 
earlier phase by Popes Creek and related ceramics and the later phase by shell-tempered and net-impressed 
Mockley type pottery (Stewart 1992). The appearance of Albemarle type pottery made with crushed rock 
temper and net-impressed Popes Creek-type pottery marks the beginning of the Middle Woodland period 
in the Potomac Valley. Net-impressed ceramics after 500 BCE were replaced by cordmarking and fabric-
impressed ceramics, which is seen by the introduction of Clemson Island, Albemarle, and Shepard ceramic 
types in the late Middle Woodland period (Hantman and Klein 1992). The difference in ceramic styles is 
also indicative of ethnic boundaries during the Middle Woodland period, as seen with the difference in 
Piedmont Siouan and Coastal Algonquian linguistic groups in the late Middle Woodland period (Fiedel 
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1987, 1990, 1991). Projectile points in this period include Potts, Fox Creek, or Selby Bay points, Jack’s 
Reef, and Yadkin types. Jack’s Reef corner-notched points occur in small numbers in eastern Virginia 
around 600 to 900 CE. 

The regional population grew, and in turn the population became more sedentary and participated in 
regional exchange networks. Early Middle Woodland groups in the northern Virginia Piedmont appear to 
have been mobile, exploiting diverse and dispersed resources but focusing on riverine environments. The 
eastern Piedmont may have been used seasonally as part of the settlement round of groups based in the 
Coastal Plain (Stewart 1992:15). Potter (1982, 1993:142) identifies evidence of the concentration of a 
growing population into large semisedentary villages, with intensified oyster harvesting, represented by 
middens such as the Boathouse Pond Site (44NB111) on the Northern Neck around 700 CE. 

Sustained contact with the Ohio Valley Adena burial mound complex may have impacted burial traditions 
in the Mid-Atlantic region. Massive assemblages of Adena-type artifacts including but not limited to lobate-
stemmed points, tubular pipes made of Ohio fireclay, and stone gorgets were found in cremation burials 
from the Delmarva peninsula region, including at the West River Site (18AN18) in Anne Arundel County, 
Maryland, dating to around 1 CE (Ford 1976). Even after the end of the Adena mortuary cult, a regionally 
restricted network of exchange operated in the Mid-Atlantic circulating goods and ideas. Groups living in 
the Piedmont region participated in these trade networks after 200 CE, as evidenced by a sharp increase in 
exotic lithic materials such as Maryland and Pennsylvania rhyolite. 

By the end of the Middle Woodland period, long distance trade networks were reestablished, as indicated by 
similarities in mortuary practices. Mid-Atlantic burials began to contain items from the areas now known as 
New York, New England, Michigan, Ontario, and Ohio. Such items included combs of elk and moose antler, 
fossilized shark teeth, polished stone gorgets, and stone platform pipes with bowls shaped like tulips. A 
cremation burial near the mouth of Rock Creek contained many of these objects (Crowell 1999; Crowell and 
Potter 2000). Similar artifacts were also found at the Hand Site (44SN22) in Southampton County, Virginia. 

7. Late Woodland Period, 1000–1600 CE 

Diagnostic artifacts of the Late Woodland period in northern Virginia include Levanna and 
Madison/Clarksville triangular projectile points and Townsend (or Rappahannock), Shepard, and Potomac 
Creek pottery (Egloff and Potter 1982:107–112; McLearen and Mouer 1989:13–15; Potter 1993; Slattery 
and Woodward 1992). Around 1000 BCE many groups in the Mid-Atlantic adopted maize horticulture. In 
the Piedmont Potomac region maize cultivation has been inferred from ancestral remains and settlement 
patterns that indicate that Late Woodland sites are in floodplains and adjacent to high yielding agricultural 
soils (Chase 1988; Hantman and Klein 1992). Hunting, gathering, and fishing provided dietary staples in 
addition to the consumption of maize. The need for storage of surplus crops encouraged the establishment 
of more permanent settlements. Changes in settlement and cultural patterns may also have been a result of 
climate changes, as between 1000 and 1200 CE there was increased dryness, and between 1300 and 1800 
CE cooler conditions prevailed (Stewart 1993:165). Cooler overall climate conditions may have led to 
decreased agricultural production, and in turn led populations to rely more on hunting large game (Gardner 
1986:88; Walker and Miller 1992). Between 900 and 1000 CE, some large Middle Woodland villages may 
have been abandoned because of increased competition for arable land, and they were not occupied again 
until around 1300 CE (Potter 1992:142). 

Many small villages developed during this period with the increasing population sizes and establishment 
of sedentary villages. Late Woodland villages developed more complex sociopolitical structures, and by 
around 1300 CE ranked societies began to emerge or reappear. The complex societies that developed during 
the Late Woodland period were encountered later, in the late 1500s and 1600s, by Europeans (Potter 1993; 
Turner 1976). 
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In the Piedmont Potomac region two Late Woodland phases are recognized, based primarily on ceramic 
traditions: Shepard ware (1000 to 1300 CE) and Potomac Creek ware (1300 to 1600 CE). It is likely that 
Potomac Creek ceramics evolved from Shepard ware (Potter 1993:126–137). Archaeological sites dating 
to circa 1000 to 1300 CE and containing appliqué-collared, Shepard cordmarked pottery have been 
attributed to the Montgomery complex (Slattery and Woodward 1992). The population that produced these 
ceramics was dispersed over the landscape in small hamlets or villages, and sites were situated on 
floodplains and terraces of higher-order streams (Potter 1993:126-127; Stewart 1993:171). 

By roughly 1300 CE the people of the Montgomery complex came under more pressure from groups located 
to the west in the Ridge and Valley and Plateau portions of the Potomac basin. Schmitt (1952), Potter 
(1993:126–130), Gardner (1986:88), Stewart (1993:171), and others have posited that some of the 
population of the Montgomery complex migrated to the Inner Coastal Plain of the Potomac. Around 1350 
CE in the Piedmont Potomac, ceramics of the Montgomery complex were replaced by limestone-tempered 
Page cordmarked ware of the Mason Island complex (Slattery and Woodward 1992:158), which was spread 
by migration down the Shenandoah Valley and into the Piedmont Potomac. By 1500 CE a new culture 
known as the Luray focus, which made shell-tempered Keyser ceramics, had appeared in that portion of the 
Potomac drainage. 

C. POST-CONTACT HISTORIC CONTEXT 

1. Contact Period 

The first contact between Native Americans in Virginia and Europeans occurred in the early 1600s. 
Evidence of contact between the groups comes from a map made in 1608 by John Smith, who documented 
five Indigenous villages that existed along the Potomac between the mouth of Aquia Creek and the 
Anacostia River. These settlements included the Pamacocack, Tauxenent, Namassingakent, Assaomeck, 
and Namoraughquend nations. The people who occupied Prince William County during this period are 
known as the Doegs (or Tauxenents). The Doegs likely spoke the Algonquian language; however, they 
were not members of the Powhatan chiefdom. On a map created by John Smith from 1608, the village and 
capital city of Tauxenent is depicted on the northern shore of the Occoquan River, and by 1650 the capital 
was on Mason Neck. They lived on both sides of the Potomac River, and their territory may have ranged 
as far as to the mountains in the west. 

Even though the territory of the Doegs was beyond the boundaries of early English settlement along the 
lower James and York rivers, the expansion of settlers in the 1620s and 1630s caused tension between the 
populations. The Second Powhatan war from 1644 to 1646 ended with English victory and continued 
expansion of colonists further into the Piedmont and Potomac regions of Virginia. Expansion of colonists 
continued through the 1650s with colonists patenting thousands of acres of land, and by the 1670s all the 
land along the Potomac River and its tributaries was claimed by colonists. The Doegs’ main village was 
also claimed by English settlers (Harrison 1924:41). 

Throughout the 1660s and 1670s the Doegs still hunted and traded in their old Virginia territories. In 1675 
tensions rose between the Doegs and the settlers after the body of Robert Hen, a herdsman hired by Thomas 
Mathew, was found mutilated. The Doegs were blamed for his death, and Virginia militiamen led a punitive 
raid that led to further fighting with Indigenous people in the area. One of the affected nations, the 
Susquehannocks, raided plantations in Virginia and took refuge with the Occaneechi near present-day 
Clarksville, Virginia. Nathaniel Bacon raised troops and attacked, disobeying the order of the royal 
governor whom the planters believed was too lenient toward Native Americans. This was the origin of 
Bacon’s Rebellion. 

After the Susquehannocks and Doegs were forced out of the region, many English settlers began to acquire 
new land. Much of the land was used to grow the region’s cash crop, sweet-scented tobacco. Its labor-
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intensive cultivation led to the encouraged exploitation of indentured servants from Britain and Ireland, 
free Black immigrants, and African and Atlantic creole enslaved laborers, who were imported in increasing 
numbers after 1680 (American Public History Laboratory 2003:6). The banks of the Potomac and 
Rappahannock rivers were well suited for tobacco cultivation, which led to the development of plantations 
in the mid-1600s. The rivers also allowed easy transportation of goods along the waterways. 

2. Eighteenth Century 

The population of northern Virginia remained small until after 1722, when the Treaty of Albany ended the 
threat of attacks by the Five Nations Iroquois and their allies. After this, the land began to fill up with 
settlers. Planters spread beyond the tidal shores and up into the Piedmont, laying out a network of roads as 
they went. In 1724 the rector of Overwharton Parish, which then included all northern Virginia, said that 
he ministered to 650 families. In the same year colonial tax documents indicate that there were 1,554 
“tithables” in Stafford County, which covered the same area (Harrison 1924:117). A person was deemed as 
“tithable” if they could engage in tobacco cultivation. This category included enslaved men over the age of 
15 and enslaved adult women. A series of records in 1699 for the colony show that in the population as a 
whole there were about 2.79 people for each tithable, so in 1724 the population of northern Virginia was 
about 4,300. Prince William County was among the new counties formed because of rapid population 
growth in 1731. A new parish in 1744 named Dettingen was erected with similar boundaries to that of 
modern Prince William County. 

The registers of the new parish of Dettingen provide counts of tithables for almost every year from its 
founding to 1802, and they document the very rapid population growth over that period. The first head 
count in the parish record was taken in 1745, when there were 977 tithables, or about 2,800 people, in the 
county. By the start of the Revolution, the county held more than 2,000 tithables and probably around 6,000 
people. After stagnating during the recession of the Revolutionary period, population growth resumed after 
1785 and continued until about 1800. 
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As the population grew, settlement of the region gradually spread away from the main waterways and into 
interior locations. Road networks slowly developed to serve these inland farms, beginning with “rolling 
roads” down which hogsheads of tobacco could be rolled to river landings. 

In the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries, the economy and society of the region were 
dominated by large plantations. The biggest landowners subdivided their land into huge “tracts” that were 
divided into smaller tracts of around 1,000 acres (Parker and Hernigle 1990:3). These plantations had a 
large, enslaved labor force. Large plantations not only produced tobacco for export but also much of their 
own food. They traded directly with ships from England or the Netherlands at their own wharves, so they 
had little need for stores or towns. Some of the working plantations were leased to tenant farmers. 

After the Revolution, many Virginia landowners fell into debt, and some of them responded by selling 
much of their land. These sales by the great planters led to the rise of the middling planter class, families 
that owned working farms of 150 to 1,000 acres. The rural population thus rose, and communities of free, 
landowning farmers grew up. 

5. Early Woodland Period, 1200–300 BCE 

The Early Woodland period begins in the Mid-Atlantic with the adoption of ceramic technology (Gardner 
and McNett 1971). The earliest finds of modeled clay vessels (Marcey Creek type) from roughly 1200 to 
800 BCE imitated the shapes of flat-bottomed soapstone pots and were tempered with bits of soapstone 
(Manson 1948). Several new types emerged through the experimentation of different tempers, designs, and 
modeling. These new styles include Dames Quarter, Bushnell Plain, Selden Island, Accokeek, Elk Island I 
and II, Elk Island III, and Popes Creek types (Egloff and Potter 1982; Mouer 1991; Slattery 1946; Waselkov 
1982a, 1982b). 

Sites in the Early Woodland period are generally located along tidal creeks that flow into the Potomac 
River. Marcey Creek type sites typically represent short-term camps in riverine regions in Piedmont and 
Fall Line zones. The Selden Island type site on the Potomac River was a large site with storage pits, 
indicative of longer-term habitation that required their use. An Accokeek component at the 522 Bridge Site 
in Front Royal includes storage pits, pieces of burnt daub, and traces of nine oval houses. Flotation of pit 
contents yielded carbonized seeds of wild amaranth, Polygonum, mustard, and grape plants. Large Elk 
Island sites seem to represent semipermanent villages in the floodplain; smaller foray camps, used while 
harvesting nuts and hunting deer and turkey, occur in upland and Inner Coastal Plain settings (Mouer 1990, 
1991). Small Savannah River points, Calvert points, and forms reminiscent of the Orient Fishtail type of 
New York and the Delaware Valley are found in association with Marcey Creek pottery. Point types 
associated with other Early Woodland ceramics include Piscataway/Rossville, Teardrop or ovoid, Calvert, 
and possibly Clagett and Vernon. At White Oak Point, Calvert points were associated with Popes Creek 
ceramics (Waselkov 1982a). 

3. 1800 to 1860 

Around 1800 the population of eastern Virginia reached a peak and then stagnated there until the twentieth 
century. The lack of population growth despite continued high birth rates can be attributed to the migration 
of Americans westward. The migration included many enslaved people, some of whom moved westward 
with their enslavers, while others were sold away from their homes. Even some free African Americans 
were able to acquire land. 

After the Revolutionary War the Commonwealth of Virginia largely governed itself, and leadership secured 
local interests. Most planters wanted to uphold the slave-based agrarian culture and economy, but others 
considered slavery a violation of revolutionary principles and freed some or all of their enslaved workforce 
(Blake and Bowden 1999:21). In 1791 Robert Carter III (1728–1804) emancipated nearly all of the 508 
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people he had enslaved at his plantations by “Deed of Gift” filed with the county courts. This is the largest 
known release of enslaved individuals in North American history prior to the Civil War and the largest 
number released by an individual in the United States (Berkeley and Dictionary of Virginia Biography 
2020). 

The local economy shifted from the sale of tobacco to seaborne merchants to more local and regional trade. 
Rural towns formed throughout Prince William County as a result (Blake and Bowden 1999:21, Reeves 
2000:15). Centreville, Buckland, Haymarket, and Occoquan were established in 1792, 1796, 1799, and 
1804, respectively. The significance of Alexandria as a port city and the county seat at Dumfries encouraged 
the construction of a new rural roadway network (Reeves 2000:13). Postal roads and carriage trails 
developed in the mid- to late eighteenth century. Some of these roads followed Native American trails, 
including the Fauquier-Alexandria Turnpike. Blacksmiths, wheelwrights, millers, merchants, and 
craftspeople began businesses in support of the area’s farmers, as Daniels noted (Reeves 2000:17). 

The result of transportation roadways led to the construction of taverns to service travelers. Tavern 
operators required a license correlated to their “good standing” within the community and testimony of 
their character and suitability to host travelers. Licensed taverns provided meals and sometimes overnight 
lodging to travelers. They became social hubs and locations for exchange of local and regional news. 
Stagecoach companies and taverns could make deals to serve as way stations (Reeves 2000:14). Roads also 
allowed inland inhabitants to transport their crops to urban markets and acquire manufactured goods. 
Gainesville, Virginia, originated as a stagecoach stop on the Alexandria-Warrenton Turnpike, which was 
in full operation by 1828 (Galke 1992:23; Writers’ Program of the Works Progress Administration [WPA] 
1941:71, 167). 
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In 1850 the General Assembly chartered the interconnected Manassas Gap Railroad Company and the 
Orange and Alexandria Railroad. The introduction of the railroad provided another important mode of 
transportation to those who lived in Prince William County’s interior. Construction began the following 
year, and the Manassas Gap Railroad opened in 1852, running between The Plains, Rectortown, and 
Markham (Blake and Bowden 1999:22; Galke 1992:23; Harrison 1924:588–592). Local farmers with the 
intent to connect Gainesville to Jones Point initiated more railroad construction, but it proved too expensive 
for its backers, who filed for bankruptcy in 1858. The line was abandoned with only the bed constructed, 
and the railway bed would play a significant role in the Second Battle of Bull Run (McGarry 1982:63; 
National Park Service 2009:66). 

By the beginning of the nineteenth century, slavery had been a part of the culture of Manassas and 
Gainesville area for 50 years (Kulikoff 1986:41; Mullin 1972; Reeves 2000:11). An enslaved subculture 
developed within and between area plantations, and to some extent this local culture was connected to other 
African American communities across the state. Enslaved individuals on large Virginia plantations lived 
mostly in clusters of huts, called “quarters,” placed around the estates and easily accessible to the fields. 
Their living space was similar in function and appearance to small villages. The quarters were surrounded 
by gardens where they could cultivate some of their own food. Enslaved people were generally given 
Sundays off and spent that time laboring on their own behalf (Fox-Genovese 1988; Genovese 1974). 

Enslaved Africans brought their own inherited craft traditions and innovated new techniques of animal 
husbandry, gardening, ironworking, basketry, and pottery making. These products could be exchanged 
through a barter system or for cash. Market activities left more traces in the written record than other aspects 
of the daily lives of the enslaved (Schlotterbeck 1995; Sorrels and Simmons 1999). Pottery made by this 
population has been found at Manassas and was traded throughout the neighborhood. Enslaved laborers on 
smaller farms sometimes lived in the basement or attic of their enslaver’s house rather than in quarters 
elsewhere and worked alongside other members of the household. It is more difficult for archaeologists to 
identify their homes and cultural materials because of this; however, some evidence can be studied. 

4. Civil War Period 

Northern Virginia was one of the key battlegrounds of the Civil War, and several large battles were fought in 
the region. The First and Second Battles of Manassas or Bull Run and the Battle of Bristoe Station all affected 
the area of Gainesville. Linton Hall Road was already an important transportation route in this period, so 
troops marched past the project area on several occasions. Troops from both sides also camped in Prince 
William County, and wherever Civil War regiments camped, they had a dire impact on the landscape. 

The battle that had the biggest impact on Gainesville was the Second Battle of Manassas or Bull Run, fought 
in the summer of 1862. That year’s campaign began with a Union advance toward Richmond from the 
southeast under the command of Maj. Gen. George McClellan. To defend Washington, the Union had left 
about 50,000 men in northern Virginia. After the Union advance stalled in front of Richmond, the new 
Confederate commander, Robert E. Lee, reinforced by Stonewall Jackson’s men from the Shenandoah 
Valley, attacked the Union army in the battles known as the Seven Days (June 25 to July 1). None of these 
was a clear-cut Confederate victory in tactical terms, but McClellan withdrew after each one. Seeing that 
the attack on Richmond had failed, Lincoln ordered McClellan to return to Washington. 

While McClellan was still engaging Lee, on June 26 Lincoln appointed John Pope, who had been a successful 
leader, as commander of a newly organized Army of Virginia. Pope’s new command consisted of three corps: 
I Corps (Franz Sigel), II Corps (Nathaniel Banks), and III Corps (Irvin McDowell). I Corps, formerly the 
Mountain Department commanded by John Frémont, was now commanded by Maj. Gen. Franz Sigel. II 
Corps, formerly known as V Corps and Department of the Shenandoah, was commanded by Nathaniel Banks. 
III Corps, formerly known as I Corps and Department of the Rappahannock, was commanded by Irvin 
McDowell. Pope’s army also included a cavalry brigade commanded by George Bayard. 
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Lee, sensing that McClellan’s attack on Richmond was effectively over, began shifting his troops northward 
on July 13, beginning with Jackson’s and Ewell’s divisions. Jackson was now commander of one “wing” 
of the army, composed of three divisions. James Longstreet commanded the other wing, with four divisions. 
As soon as the threat to Richmond was gone, Longstreet and Lee followed Jackson north. Jackson tried to 
drive Pope’s men from the line they were holding along the Rapidan River, and a significant battle was 
fought at Cedar Mountain on August 9. Pope fell back to the Rappahannock River but maintained a strong 
front. Jackson crossed the Rappahannock at Hinson’s Mill Ford and followed a circuitous route through 
western Fauquier County via Orlean and Salem (now Marshall) before turning east through Thoroughfare 
Gap into Pope’s rear, where he attacked and destroyed Union supply depots at Bristoe Station and Manassas 
Junction. Pope abruptly turned his army northward, hoping to trap and destroy Jackson’s force before Lee 
could reassemble his army. Lee meanwhile hoped to trap and destroy Pope before he was significantly 
reinforced by McClellan’s troops, some leading units of which had already joined Pope. 

The result of these maneuvers was the Second Battle of Bull Run, or Second Manassas, fought August 28 
to 30, 1862. The fighting began when some of Pope’s men, searching for Jackson, marched down the 
Warrenton Turnpike right past his troops. Jackson, afraid that Pope was withdrawing to Centreville, 
resolved to draw him into a battle before he could escape the trap that he and Lee were planning. Jackson 
therefore deployed artillery near the Brawner Farm and began shelling the troops passing along the turnpike. 
Ordered to silence the guns, Union Brigadier John Gibbon sent one regiment of his Black Hat brigade up 
the hill. There the men were surprised to find a whole brigade of Confederate infantry advancing toward 
them, and Gibbon hurriedly deployed the rest of his brigade. The resulting fight lasted until dark and 
included what Gibbon later called the most intense small arms fire he saw during the entire war. 

The next day Pope, realizing that he had found Jackson’s force, struggled to bring his own army into 
position to attack. Jackson took a strong position on the wooded Stony Ridge, behind the berm for the 
unfinished Independent Line of the Manassas Gap Railroad. Pope was appalled to discover that his corps 
were now scattered, and only Sigel was available to attack Jackson on the morning of August 29. Sigel’s 
attack was made forcefully in places but it was always localized, allowing Jackson to transfer men from 
other parts of his line to wherever there was danger. Later in the afternoon, Pope launched another attack 
using fresh reinforcements, including units from McClellan’s army, but again the attack was disjointed and 
made little progress. Meanwhile, Longstreet’s men were beginning to arrive. 

On August 30 Pope tried again to attack Jackson, even though he had known since the evening before that 
Longstreet was in the field. However, Porter’s assault on the Deep Cut also failed, largely because of 
devastating fire from massed Confederate artillery. Around 4:00 p.m. Longstreet finally launched the 
Confederate counterattack, sending more than 20,000 men forward in a line nearly a mile and a half long. 
Their initial objective was Henry House Hill, site of the first great Confederate victory of the war. Pope’s 
army, still mostly facing northwest toward Jackson, was further disordered by retreating men from the failed 
attack at the Deep Cut, giving Longstreet’s men a great initial advantage. However, a series of Union 
commanders, sometimes acting without orders, brought their men into the fray to delay the Confederates, 
allowing McDowell, Reynolds, and others time to assemble a defense. Federal troops held for a time along 
Chinn Ridge, then fell back to Henry House Hill. There they blunted an attack by Anderson’s division, 
which gave the Union army time to make an orderly retreat across Bull Run toward Centreville. The last 
fighting of the day took place around 7:00 p.m., when John Buford’s Union cavalry prevented Confederate 
cavalry from crossing Lewis Ford to interfere with the Union retreat. 

The Second Battle of Bull Run, or Second Manassas, was a Confederate victory, but it did not fulfill Lee 
and Jackson’s hope of destroying a large part of the Union army. The difference between the two Union 
retreats showed how much the soldiers had learned in a year of fighting, and therefore how hard it was 
going to be for either side to win decisive battlefield victories in the future. 
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Bristoe Station saw fighting again in October 1863. After returning to Virginia following their defeat at 
Gettysburg, Lee’s men were maneuvering again on familiar ground, seeking advantage (Campi 2024). On 
October 13, near Auburn, an unplanned skirmish instigated by Confederate Maj. Gen. J.E.B. Stuart pushed 
troops of the U.S. Army under Maj. Gen. Gouverneur K. Warren southwest toward Bristoe Station. Maj. 
Gen. George G. Meade of the U.S. Army had been given notice of Lee’s movement by semaphores on the 
signal tower on Mount Pony near Culpeper and rushed troops under command of Gen. Alexander Hays to 
aid Warren, whose division lay concealed along the road embankments. As Lt. Gen. A.P. Hill’s III Corps, 
under orders from Lee, attempted to close the gap on the U.S. Army, they failed to see Hays’s men lying in 
wait. As Hill rushed his men forward, the men from Hays’s division rose from the sides of the embankment 
and poured heavy fire into Hill’s III Corps. In the ensuing chaos the U.S. Army claimed victory and captured 
several pieces of heavy artillery. 

5. Reconstruction and Growth 

The population of Prince William County fell in the late 1860s, because of the war and the flight of people 
from the devastated parts of the landscape. The agrarian economy suffered from neglect as many men 
returning from the war were unable to farm. Field workers had to be hired, and local farmers began to 
cultivate fruit and vegetable crops and focus on animal husbandry, which were activities better suited to the 
local economy. Many farmers could not hire workers at all, and the average farm size decreased to 150 
acres (Galke 1992:29; McGarry 1980:5; Reeves 2000:19). Over time, the county population began to 
increase again, by about 22 percent in the late 1800s and early 1900s (WPA 1941:55 in Reeves 2000:19). 

Industrialization in Prince William County brought further changes, with steam- and horse-powered 
farming equipment replaced by gasoline-powered tractors that were faster and more efficient. Trucks and 
automobiles replaced horses, which in turn made road improvements pivotal to ease their travel. Land 
previously used to raise livestock feed was repurposed to grow plants for human consumption (Galke 
1992:26). 

Although new jobs in mining, foresting, and tobacco manufacturing, as well as railroad expansion, allowed 
some of Virginia’s white citizens to prosper, the institutionalized racism of the Jim Crow era blocked the 
economic and political progress of Virginia’s African American residents (DHR 2017:112). Black people 
had been enfranchised and guaranteed equal rights in the Reconstruction-era Underwood constitution, but 
this theoretical equality, never fully realized in practice, was reversed by the new state constitution of 1902 
and was in effect until July 1, 1971. 

Between 1901 and 1905, the number of Black voters decreased from approximately 147,000 to only 10,000 
(Breitzer 2015; Reeves 2000:19, 2001:2.8). Under “the white-dominated political and economic power 
structure,” African Americans suffered discrimination in every realm, including lower wages and restricted 
property ownership, reduced school funding, substandard public facilities, and state-enforced segregation 
(DHR 2017:112). 

6. World War I and World War II and the Modern Era 

Prince William County in the early twentieth century remained largely rural, but with the onset of World 
War I and the construction of the Quantico Marine Corps base, the area began to grow economically and 
in population density. The construction of Fort Belvoir for the Army Corps of Engineers aided in war efforts 
and drew more people to the county. The population of the county would grow exponentially throughout 
the twentieth century (Sadler and Stewart 2023). 

No Civil War maps of this area show any structures in the project vicinity. The first map that does show 
structures around the project corridor is a large-scale United States Geological Survey (USGS) map of 1933 
(Figure 2). A 1:24,000 quadrangle of 1953 shows more detail (Figure 3). 
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Figure 3: Project Vicinity in

1953 
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In the 1970s and 1980s, the population continued to grow exponentially as Prince William County became 
a seat for suburbs for people working in the metropolitan area of Washington, DC. Large-scale development 
of commercial and industrial enterprises shifted the county away from its agricultural heritage into a newer 
suburban area (Sadler and Stewart 2023). 

D. PREVIOUS STUDIES AND KNOWN SITES 

1. Archaeological Studies 

Four previous archaeological studies have been completed within the project area, and several additional 
studies within 1 mile of the project area (Figure 4; Table 2). 

TABLE 2: PREVIOUS ARCHAEOLOGICAL STUDIES IN PROJECT VICINITY 
STUDY NO. NAME REFERENCE 
PW-019 Phase I Evaluation of Three Streams in Prince William County, Cromwell et al. 1985 

Virginia 
PW-041 Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed Manassas McLearen and Harbury 1988 

Bypass, Route 234 
PW-058 Consolidated Gas Transmission Corporation Virginia Natural Artemel et al. 1988 

Gas Project, Phase I Archaeological Survey, Loudoun and 
Prince William Counties, Virginia 

PW-110 Phase I Archaeological Survey of 242 Acres at the Kingsbrooke Fessler 1994 
Development 

PW-127 Phase I Archeological Investigations of Virginia Gateway Gardner et al. 1995 

PW-134 Archaeological Survey: Manassas Historic Sites Survey, McGarry 1982 
Manassas National Battlefield Park 

PW-148 Archaeological Survey of the Proposed Improvements to Route Voigt and Schmidt 1998 
619 

PW-155 I-66 Widening and HOV Study Brady et al. 1999 

PW-174 Phase I Survey and Phase II Testing Along the CNG Natural Rosenthal et al. 1992 
Gas Pipeline (TL-465) and Facilities 

PW-228 Phase I Archaeological Survey for the Proposed Sudley Manor Hornum and Williams 2005 
Drive Public-Private Transportation Act (PPTA) Project 

PW-255 Phase I Cultural Resource Survey of the Hunter Tract O’Donnell et al. 2005 

PW-263 Phase I Archeological Investigations of the 103.8 Acre Buchanan 2006 
Southview Center Property 

PW-317 Cultural Resource Survey of the Proposed Bristers-Loudoun LaBudde et al. 2008 
500kV Transmission Line 

PW-418 Phase I Archaeological and Architectural Survey of the Dutton et al. 2013 
Proposed Cannon Branch Substation to Gainesville Junction 
230kV Transmission Line 

PW-442 Archaeological Survey of the 22.9 Acre Buckeye Timber, LLC Schamel-González 2008 
Property 

PW-486 2015 Addendum Phase I Archaeological Survey of the Interstate Hatch et al. 2015 
66 Corridor 

PW-515 Phase I Cultural Resources Survey, Proposed Dominion Leithoff 2015 
Virginia Power Wheeler-Gainesville 230 kV Transmission Line 

PW-531 Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of Approximately 11 Acres Hill et al. 2003 
on Wellington Road 

PW-533 Phase II Archeological Evaluation of Site 44PW1593 and Boyd and Sipe 2016 
Archeological Investigation at Site 44PW1596 
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Phase IA Cultural Resource Study 
University Boulevard Extension 

Prince William County 
Virginia 

STUDY NO. 
PW-560 

NAME 
Independence Parcels A and B, Prince William County, 
Virginia, Phase I Cultural Resources Investigation 

REFERENCE 
Smith et al. 2018 

PW-564 Phase II Evaluation of Site 44PW1616, Prince William County Stewart, Brynn and Ellen Brady 
2019 

PW-572 Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of the Gainesville-
Haymarket 230kV Transmission Line 

Taylor and Dutton 2019 

PW-593 Phase I Archeological Survey of the Clem (Piney Branch) 
Property 

Hill et al. 2003 

PW-613 11951 Sudley Manor Drive Hill et al. 2019 

PW-623 Phase I Cultural Resource Survey of the Devlin Road Project 
Area 

McCloskey and Barni 2021 

LD-058 Consolidated Gas Transmission Corporation Virginia Natural Gas 
Project, Phase I Archaeological Survey 

Artemel et al. 1988 

LD-157 Tri-County Parkway Location Study Stewart and Lautzenheiser 2004 

FQ-060 Consolidated Gas Transmission Corporation Virginia Natural Gas 
Project 

Duplantis et al. 2007 

Most of the northern part of the project area was covered by a survey carried out for the Virginia Gateway 
project (PW-127, Gardner et al. 1995). The survey identified 13 archaeological sites consisting of pre-
Contact lithic scatters, nineteenth- to twentieth-century farms and homes, and two mid-nineteenth-century 
cemeteries. No sites were identified within the current project corridor. Neither of the two cemeteries was 
within 500 feet of the current project corridor. 

The large open area crossed by the proposed project is known as the Hunter Tract. Phase I archaeological 
survey of this 1,034-acre area was completed in 2005 by Cultural Resources, Inc. (O’Donnell et al. 2005) 
During this survey, 9,382 shovel tests were excavated. The survey resulted in the recording of three 
architectural structures (076-0512, 076-5125, and 0583A-2) and 11 archaeological sites (44PW1588 
through 44PW1597 and 44PW1599). Two of these sites were said to include cemeteries. 

DHR found that five of these sites—44PW1588, 44PW1592, 44PW1593, 44PW1594, and 44PW1595— 
should be considered potentially eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). One 
of these, Site 44PW1594, is directly in the path of the proposed University Boulevard Extension. 

Subsequently, two separate Phase II evaluations were carried out on these sites. Thunderbird, Inc. carried 
out archaeological investigations for the Western Bus Facility in 2016. These included Phase II testing at 
Site 44PW1593 and a surface inspection of the site of the “cemetery” at Site 44PW1596 (Carroll and Sipe 
2016). It concluded that Site 44PW1593 is not eligible for listing in the NRHP, and it found no trace of a 
cemetery. DHR concurred with these findings. 

In 2022 Phase II evaluations of Sites 44PW1588, 44PW1590, 44PW1592, and 44PW1594 were carried out 
by Dutton + Associates, LLC. In Dutton’s opinion, Sites 44PW1588 and 44PW1592 are eligible for listing 
in the NRHP but Sites 44PW1590 and 44PW1594 are not eligible. Site 44PW1592 is adjacent to Linton 
Hall Road, well away from the project corridor, and Site 44PW1588 is about 350 feet away. The report on 
that survey (Dutton 2022) has been reviewed and approved by the Prince William County archaeologist; 
however, the report has not been submitted to DHR for state review. 

Several other archaeological studies have been carried out within 1 mile of the project area. They have 
generally reported the same kind of sites as the reports already discussed, that is, farm of dwelling sites 
dating to the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, with a few small pre-Contact camps. Several small 
cemeteries have also been recorded. 
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Phase IA Cultural Resource Study Prince William County 
University Boulevard Extension Virginia 

2. Previously Identified Archaeological Sites 

Figure 5 and Table 3 show the archaeological sites that have been identified in the project vicinity. The long 
site list shows that the project vicinity has a rich historical record. Most of the sites are domestic sites or farms 
dating to the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, with a few dating to the later eighteenth century, or else 
small pre-Contact camps. Many domestic sites were abandoned in the early twentieth century, and at the time 
of their recording some of them still had building foundations, standing chimneys, and similar features. 
Several small cemeteries have also been identified. Two sites, 44PW1590 and 44PW1594, are directly within 
the project corridor, and Site 44PW1588 is only about 300 feet away. Site 44PW1590 has been found not 
eligible for the NRHP, but Sites 44PW1588 and 44PW1594 remain unevaluated. 

Site 44PW1594 sits squarely across the project corridor, so it merits a more extended discussion. The Phase 
I investigators identified the site as a farm dating to the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. It is quite large, 
measuring more than 900 feet north-south and 600 feet east-west. It lies mainly on low-lying ground 
between hills to the north and south. It was identified by a series of surface features, including what was 
interpreted as a stone chimney base, multiple dirt roads, and several pits. The residents “moved a great of 
fieldstone,” forming numerous piles and what appear to be walls or terraces. A cemetery with at least eight 
burials was identified near the center of the site. The first investigators thought the site might have been 
founded as early as 1820, although nothing in their artifact inventory supports a pre-Civil War date. 
Extensive shovel testing of the site did not locate any subsurface features or trash middens, and all artifacts 
were recovered from mixed deposits in near-surface soils. There was evidence of recent disturbance. DHR 
concurred with the opinion that the site was potentially eligible after the Phase I survey. 

Dutton carried out Phase II testing of the site in 2022. They did not interpret the site as a farm or residence: 

Archaeological investigations of the site did not yield conclusive evidence of structural features or 
ruins within the limits of the site. During the Phase II evaluation survey the stone piles identified by 
CRI were revisited and based on size, spatial patterning, and lack of observable structural function, 
it is possible that some of the stone piles more likely reflect field clearing rather than structural 
features. Subsurface testing in and around the rock pile features did not reveal any conclusive 
subsurface evidence suggesting domestic structures. . . . Location of Site 44PW1594 in the lower 
lying lands of the general area could suggest that use of the site was primarily for agricultural and 
animal husbandry purposes. Structures associated with such activities may have been simple 
agricultural barns or sheds. . . . It is also possible that several of the stone piles simply reflect clearing 
of pastureland [Dutton 2022:6-2]. 

The Phase II investigators concluded that the site lacked the integrity to contain important information about 
the past. However, Dutton’s report was never submitted to DHR, so the site remains formally unevaluated. 

The Phase II investigation did confirm the presence of a small cemetery. The cemetery boundary was 
delineated archaeologically by mechanically removing the topsoil from a band around it, providing a clear 
edge to the grave shafts. This careful mapping shows that the cemetery is outside the University Boule-
vard project corridor (Figure 6). 

3. Previously Identified Aboveground Cultural Resources 

Figure 7 and Table 4 present the aboveground cultural resources within 1 mile of the project corridor. Most 
are dwellings and agricultural outbuildings dating to the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, and most of 
these have been found not eligible for listing in the NRHP. As with archaeological sites, most have actually 
been destroyed by development. The three possible historic structures documented within the Hunter Tract 
have all been found not eligible for listing (O’Donnell et al. 2005). In general, there are no historic structures 
close enough to the current project to be affected by it. 
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Figure 5: Archaeological

Resource Map 
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Phase IA Cultural Resource Study Prince William County 
University Boulevard Extension Virginia 

TABLE 3: PREVIOUSLY IDENTIFIED ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES IN PROJECT VICINITY 
SITE NO. REFERENCE DESCRIPTION NRHP ELIGIBILITY 
44PW733 Fesler 1994 Pre-Contact camp Not eligible 

44PW740 Fesler 1994 Artifact scatter Not eligible 

44PW742 Fesler 1994 Pre-Contact camp Not eligible 

44PW745 Fesler 1994 Pre-Contact camp Not eligible 

44PW746 Fesler 1994 Pre-Contact camp and wrought nails Not eligible 

44PW747 Fesler 1994 Agricultural outbuilding Not eligible 

44PW749 Fesler 1994 Hornfels quarry Potentially eligible 

44PW750 Fesler 1994 Pre-Contact camp Not eligible 

44PW751 Fesler 1994 19th-c domestic Not eligible 

44PW874 Gardner et al. 1995 Scatter/debris Not eligible 

44PW875 Gardner et al. 1995 Mid-19th-c road, well, domestic, ag site Not eligible 

44PW876 Gardner et al. 1995 Mid-19th/early-20th-c domestic Undetermined 

44PW877 Gardner et al. 1995 Mid-19th-c Domestic site Not eligible 

44PW878 Gardner et al. 1995 Late 19th-c Undetermined 

44PW879 Gardner et al. 1995 Pre-Contact and late 19th-c debris Not eligible 

44PW880 Gardner et al. 1995 Late 19th-c debris Not eligible 

44PW881 Gardner et al. 1995 Pre-Contact and late 19th-c debris Not eligible 

44PW882 Gardner et al. 1995 Pre-Contact lithics Not eligible 

44PW883 Gardner et al. 1995 Late 20th-c debris Not eligible 

44PW884 Gardner et al. 1995 Late 20th-c debris Not eligible 

44PW885 Gardner et al. 1995 Mid-20th-c debris Not eligible 

44PW886 Gardner et al. 1995 Late 19th-c domestic site Not eligible 

44PW985 Leithoff, 2011 Mine, quarry Not eligible 

44PW986 Leithoff, 2011 Batavia Farm Historic Vineyard Domestic site Not eligible 

44PW987 Voigt et al. 1998 20th-c domestic Destroyed 

44PW989 Voigt et al. 1998 1780–1850 domestic Note evaluated; primarily 
outside survey area 

44PW991 Voigt et al. 1998 20th-c trash dump Not eligible 

44PW995 Voigt et al. 1998 African American cemetery Potentially eligible 

44PW1040 Hatch et al. 2015 Morton Ody Cemetery Potentially eligible 

44PW1236 Thunderbird 2001 Pre-Contact camp Not eligible 

44PW1237 Thunderbird 2001 Pre-Contact camp Not eligible 

44PW1244 Thunderbird 2001 Pre-Contact camp Not eligible 

44PW1401 Thunderbird 2002 Pre-Contact camp Not eligible 

44PW1402 Thunderbird 2002 19th-c domestic Not eligible 

44PW1403 Thunderbird 2002 Godfrey cemetery Potentially eligible 

44PW1588 O'Donnell et al. 2005 James Monroe site, farm, c. 1870–1950 Rec. as eligible 
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Phase IA Cultural Resource Study 
University Boulevard Extension 

Prince William County 
Virginia 

SITE NO. 
44PW1589 

REFERENCE 
O'Donnell et al. 2005; 
Dutton + Associates, LLC 
2022 

DESCRIPTION 
19th-c domestic site, visible structural ruins 

NRHP ELIGIBILITY 
Not eligible 

44PW1590 O'Donnell et al. 2005 W.A. Rollins site, farm, c. 1870–1940 Rec. as not eligible 

44PW1591 O'Donnell et al. 2005 Mid-19th-c domestic site Not eligible 

44PW1592 O'Donnell et al. 2005 1780–1850 domestic site, possibly a county poor house Rec. as eligible 

44PW1593 

44PW1594 

44PW1595 

O'Donnell et al. 2005; 
Carroll and Sipe 2016 
O'Donnell et al. 2005 

O'Donnell et al. 2005 

Late 19th-c Domestic site 

18th-c domestic site with possible multiple structural 
components 
Late 19th-c 

Not eligible 

Rec. as not eligible 

Not eligible 

44PW1596 O'Donnell et al. 2005; 
Carroll and Sipe 2016 

20th-c domestic Not eligible 

44PW1597 O'Donnell et al. 2005 Late 18th-c domestic site Not eligible 

44PW1599 O'Donnell et al. 2005 Late 18th-c domestic site Eligible 

44PW1616 Stewart and Brady 2019 19th- to 20th-c domestic site Not eligible 

44PW1617 Stewart and Brady 2019 Outbuilding foundations Not eligible 
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Figure 6: Location of the Small
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Figure 7: Aboveground Cultural

Resource Map 
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Phase IA Cultural Resource Study Prince William County 
University Boulevard Extension Virginia 

TABLE 4: PREVIOUSLY IDENTIFIED ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES 

NAME DHR ID REFERENCE DESCRIPTION NRHP STATUS 
Manassas Station 076- 5036 Multiple Civil War Battlefield Eligible 
Operation Corridor 
Battle of Gainesville/ 076-5190, 001, Tyrer 2022 Civil War Battlefield Eligible 
Brawner Farm 002, 003 
Ody Cemetery 076-0535 Hatch 2016 Cemetery Unevaluated 
Manassas Gap Railroad 076-5989 Dutton/Taylor 2018 Railroad corridor Eligible 

Atlantic Research 076-5833 O'Donnell 2005 Commercial complex Not Eligible 
Company Complex 
St Benedicts Convent 076-0173 Leithoff et al. 2017 Religious complex Not Eligible 

Larkinton Estate 076-0155 Pohill 1987/2007 18th-c farm Not Eligible 

Two Dwellings /shed 076-6221 McCloskey 2021 8730 Linton Hall Road Not Eligible 

Hunter Tract 076-0512 O'Donnell 2005 8383 Linton Hall c. Not Eligible/Demo 
1940 

Hunter Tract 076-5125 O'Donnell 2005 Linton Hall Road c. Not Eligible 
1950 

Hunter Tract 0583A-2 O'Donnell 2005 Wood Frame Shed ~50 Not Eligible 
years 

King Family cemetery 44PW0878 Gardner et al. 1995 King family cemetery Undetermined 

Rollin-Clemm Farm 076-5090 Leithoff et al. 2017 Piney Branch cemetery Not Eligible 
and Piney Branch 
Shirley family 44PW0876 Duley 2001 (registration) Shirley family cemetery Undetermined 
cemetery 
None 076-0513 Leithoff et al. 2017 8709 Linton Hall Rd Demo 

Dwelling 076-0507 DHR/Dutton, 1997 7604 Linton Hall Rd Not Eligible 

Dwelling 076-0508 DHR/Dutton, 1999 710 Linton Hall Rd Not Eligible 

Davis cemetery 076-0212 Leithoff et al. 2017 House and Graveyard Not Eligible 
Late 19th-c 

Dwelling 076-0514 Leithoff et al. 2017 14007 Glenkirk Road Not Evaluated 

Dwelling 076-5794 Leithoff et al. 2017 14013 Glenkirk Road Not eligible 

None 076-0511 Leithoff et al. 2017 Farm complex Demo 

None 076-0512 Leithoff et al. 2017 None Demo 

Abandoned farm 076-0525 Leithoff et al. 2017 13704 Vint Hill farm Not eligible 

Dwelling 076-5791 Leithoff et al. 2017 8608 Linton Hill Rd Not Eligible 

Dwelling 076-5792 Leithoff et al. 2017 8610 Linton Hill Rd Not Eligible 

Dwelling 076-5789 Leithoff et al. 2017 8604 Linton Hill Rd Not Eligible 

Dwelling 076-5790 Leithoff et al. 2017 8606 Linton Hill Rd Not Eligible 

None 076-0513 Leithoff et al. 2017 None Demo 

Dwelling 076-5789 Leithoff et al. 2017 8604 Linton Hill Road Not Eligible 

Dwelling 076-5790 Leithoff et al. 2017 8606 Linton Hill Road Not Eligible 

Murphy-Davis 076-0212 Leithoff et al. 2017 8500 Linton Hill Road; Not Eligible? 
Cemetery African American 

family burial ground 
None 076-5125 Leithoff et al. 2017 None Demo 

None 076-0511 Leithoff et al. 2017 8220 Linton Hall Road Demo 

27 



    
  

 

       
          

         

          

         

          

         

          

         

         

           

         

          

         

           
             

                 
                 

       

              
                   

                  
                

              
                 

              
             

              
                

               
              

Phase IA Cultural Resource Study Prince William County 
University Boulevard Extension Virginia 

NAME DHR ID REFERENCE DESCRIPTION NRHP STATUS 
Dwelling 076-5793 Leithoff et al. 2017 8219 Linton Hall Road Not Eligible 

Dwelling 076-6018 McCloskey and Barni 2021 8112 Devlin Road Not Eligible 

Dwelling 076-6019 McCloskey and Barni 2021 8032 Devlin Road Not Eligible 

Dwelling 076-6020 McCloskey and Barni 2021 8030 Devlin Road Not Eligible 

Dwelling 076-6021 McCloskey and Barni 2021 8028 Devlin Road Not Eligible 

Dwelling 076-6023 McCloskey and Barni 2021 8027 Devlin Road Not Eligible 

Dwelling 076-6026 McCloskey and Barni 2021 8033 Devlin Road Not Eligible 

Dwelling 076-6028 McCloskey and Barni 2021 8111 Devlin Road Not Eligible 

Dwelling with Barn 076-0510 DHR/Dutton 1999 Linton Hall Road Not Eligible 

Dwelling 076-6022/ McCloskey and Barni 2021 8026 Devlin Road Not Eligible 

Dwelling 076-6024 McCloskey and Barni 2021 8029 Devlin Road Not Eligible 

Dwelling 076-6025 McCloskey and Barni 2021 8031 Devlin Road Not Eligible 

Dwelling 076-6027 McCloskey and Barni 2021 8105 Devlin Road Not Eligible 

Of greater possible importance are other kinds of aboveground resources, specifically cemeteries and Civil 
War battlefields. Three cemeteries had been reported near the western part of the project area, two during 
the Gateway project (Gardner et al. 1995) and one during the Hunter Tract Survey. However, both of the 
cemeteries identified in the Gateway project area are well away from the current project corridor, and the 
other, supposed to be part of Site 44PW1596. Phase II evaluation of Site 44PW1596 found no evidence of 
human burials. 

All of western Prince William County was repeatedly crisscrossed by Civil War forces. The largest military 
movements in the project vicinity took place in August 1862 during the campaign that led up to the Second 
Battle of Manassas or Bull Run. Robert E. Lee and Stonewall Jackson devised a plan to trap and destroy 
the Union army in northern Virginia before they could be reinforced by troops withdrawing from the 
Peninsula Campaign southeast of Richmond. As part of this campaign, Jackson led his wing of the 
Confederate army on a march through the Shenandoah Valley and into the rear of Union forces. Jackson’s 
men attacked Union supply depots at Manassas Station and Bristoe Station, and during these attacks 
substantial forces marched along Linton Hall Road past the project area. A corridor along Linton Hall Road 
has therefore been included in the “Manassas Station Operations” historic property, 076-5036, and the 
broader historic zone for Second Manassas. However, Linton Hall Road is more than 1,000 feet from the 
project corridor, and the character of the road has been transformed by development in recent years. It is 
difficult to see how the University Boulevard Extension project could have an impact on this resource. 
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IV. ASSESSMENT AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. ASSESSMENT 

The entire project area has been surveyed for cultural resources, as has much of the surrounding area. One 
archaeological site (44PW1594) within the project corridor remains potentially eligible for listing in the 
NRHP. This site was discovered in 2005, and DHR agreed with the investigators’ opinion that the site was 
potentially eligible for listing in the NRHP. It received Phase II archaeological testing in 2022, and the 
Phase II investigators found the site not to be eligible for listing. The Prince William County archaeologist 
concurred with this finding; however, the Phase II report was not then forwarded to DHR for their review. 
Formally, therefore, the site remains potentially eligible for listing in the NRHP. The site includes a small 
cemetery, but this cemetery has been carefully delineated and it is well outside the University Boulevard 
project corridor. 

No eligible or potentially eligible aboveground historic resources are present in or adjacent to the project 
corridor. The most significant nearby cultural resource is the corridor along Linton Hall Road associated 
with the campaign of Second Manassas, but given the distance to the project area and the current 
configuration of the neighborhood, the University Boulevard Extension would not have an impact on the 
Civil War resource. 

B. RECOMMENDATIONS 

WSP concurs with the assessment by Dutton + Associates, LLC that Site 44PW1594 is not eligible for 
listing on the NRHP. If DHR concurs, there will be no impacts to historic properties from the University 
Boulevard Extension Project. 
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July 31, 2025 

To: Sherry Teal 

Virginia Department of Historic Resources 

Richmond, VA 

CC: Prince William County 

VDOT 

Subject: Above-Ground Resources along the University Boulevard Extension 

Dear Ms. Teal: 

Prince William County is planning to construct the University Boulevard Extension, a new four-

lane roadway located in the western part of the county, between Gainesville and Linton Hall. The 

project corridor (or project area) is 2.5 miles long and extends from Devlin Road to a point 650 feet 

south of Wellington Road. The corridor would include four 12-foot travel lanes, a 5-foot sidewalk, 

and a 10-foot shared use path. Of the overall length of the project area, 1.5 miles consist of entirely 

new construction and the other 1 mile entails the widening of an existing two-lane road. The project 

has progressed to 30 percent plans, and the right-of-way has been obtained, so it is highly unlikely 

that there will be significant changes in the route. Because the project is receiving Federal funding, 

it must comply with the laws and regulations governing federal undertakings, including the National 

Environmental Policy Act and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, of 1966, as 

amended. 

WSP USA, Inc. has prepared a Phase IA cultural resource study for the project, which was submitted 

to the VDHR on June 11, 2025. This study documented that numerous above-ground resources had 

been recorded within one mile of the project corridor, including old houses, barns, and cemeteries, 

and a portion of a Civil War battlefield (Figure 1). However, in terms of what resources might 

actually be impacted by the project, WSP believes that a much narrower Area of Potential Effect 

(APE) is appropriate. The project vicinity is relatively flat, with a maximum elevation change along 

the route of about 50 feet, and has no long vistas. In recent decades much of it has been wooded, 

limiting sight lines. The area is also highly developed and becoming more so with each passing year. 

The construction of housing developments, commercial buildings, an electrical substation, and an 

elementary school has screened off the roadway from many nearby resources. A 1000-foot wide 

APE, extending 500 feet in each direction from the project centerline, should contain all the 

resources from which the roadway will be visible. 

The screening effect of recent development is particularly significant for resources along Linton 

Hall Road, including the Battlefield. (Linton Hall Road was used for troop movements during the 

Second Manassas Campaign and at other times during the Civil War). The area between the roadway 

and Linton Hall Road is called the Hunter Property. The General Development Plan for the site was 

approved by the County in September 2021 and includes approximately 4 million gross square 

footage of data center development in four different areas within the site. Data centers are large 

structures, so they will very much impede any views, and they are also loud, so traffic along 

University Boulevard will likely not be heard at Linton Hall Road. The University Boulevard 

Extension will be invisible from Linton Hall Road and have no effect on resources there. 

As Figure 2 shows, the only above-ground cultural resource within the proposed 1000-foot APE is 

a small historic cemetery. This small cemetery, with at least eight burials, was identified during a 

Phase I cultural resource survey of the property. The date of the cemetery is not known, since there 

are no stones carved with dates or names. However, the cemetery is within an archaeological site, 
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44PW1594, that dates to the post-Civil War period. During the Phase II evaluation of Site 

44PW1594, the cemetery was carefully delineated by using a smooth backhoe bucket to remove 

topsoil from a belt around the graves. No features other than the graves visible on the surface were 

identified. 

The cemetery is roughly 155 feet from what will be the limits of construction along the University 

Boulevard Extension. At present, this area is forested, providing an adequate buffer between the 

cemetery and the new roadway. The cemetery will be preserved in place during data center 

construction. Figure 3, a sheet from the plans for the data center development, shows the cemetery 

and its surroundings after construction is complete. The plan shows the cemetery, its fence, a buffer, 

and University Boulevard. Access to the cemetery will be via a foot path that connects to the 

sidewalk along the University Boulevard Extension. The cemetery will have a low iron fence, and 

it will largely be screened from University Boulevard by vegetation, since the area between the 

cemetery and the roadway is designated for tree preservation. The cemetery will therefore continue 

to be screened from the University Boulevard Extension after construction of the data centers is 

complete. 

If you have any further questions, do not hesitate to reach out to me and the rest of the project team. 

I can be reached at john.bedell@wsp.com; 202-303-2664. 

Kind regards, 

John Bedell, Ph.D. 

Principal Consultant Archaeologist 
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA 

Department of Historic Resources 
2801 Kensington Avenue, Richmond, Virginia 23221 Stefanie K. Taillon 

Secretary of Natural and 
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Julie V. Langan 
Director 

Tel: (804) 367-2323 
Fax: (804) 367-2391 
www.dhr.virginia.gov 

July 2, 2025 

Dr. John Bedell 
WSP 
1920 Westchester Ave 
Catonsville, MD 21228 

Re: University Boulevard Extension 
USDOT 
Prince William County, VA 
VDHR File No.: 2025-4122 

Dear Dr. Bedell: 

The Virginia Department of Historic Resources (DHR) has received a project (the Project) review request for 
our review and comment from WSP on behalf of the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) for the 
above referenced project in Prince William County (the County). Federal undertakings require compliance 
with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA, 1966), as amended, and it’s implementing 
regulations in 36 CFR Part 800. DHR understands from the application that WSP requests assistance from 
DHR to assess the Project's potential impacts on historic resources. DHR provides review and comments to 
USDOT, Prince William County, and their consultants as assistance in meeting its responsibilities under 
Section 106. 

We will need additional information in order to provide meaningful comments regarding impacts to historic 
resources. 

Archaeology 
DHR requests that the Phase II Report prepared by Dutton +Associates for site 44PW1594 be provided to 
our office for our review. In accordance with our Survey Guidelines, please provide one (1) comb-bound 
hard copy printed on archival quality paper and one (1) digital Adobe .pdf copy of the report. 

Architecture 
The report appears to be a desktop review of the Project area and provides a summation of previous cultural 
resources survey. In the table of previously identified architectural resources (Table 4, Pages 27-28) of the 
submitted report, Phase IA Cultural Resource Study University Boulevard Extension (WSP, June 4, 2025), 

Western Region Office Northern Region Office Eastern Region Office 
962 Kime Lane 5357 Main Street 2801 Kensington Avenue 

Salem, VA 24153 PO Box 519 Richmond, VA 23221 
Tel: (540) 387-5443 Stephens City, VA 22655 Tel: (804) 367-2323 
Fax: (540) 387-5446 Tel: (540) 868-7029 Fax: (804) 367-2391 

Fax: (540) 868-7033 



    
   
    

 
 

   
   

   
   
   

 

   
   
   

    
   
   

 

   
   

   
   
   

 

                 
                

                    
                   
                 

 
                  

                
                 

             
         

           
                   

                
              

                
                 

           
 

                   
                   
                 

                     
      

 
                   
             

 
 

 
 

    
    

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Page 2 of 2 
July 2, 2025 
DHR File No. 2025-4122 

many resources included in the table were last surveyed in 2017 or before (Pohill 1987/2007; Hatch 2016; 
Leithoff et. al., 2017, etc.). Please note that DHR requires previously-recorded resources to be resurveyed if 
they have not been surveyed in the last five years. We generally rely on the accuracy of survey data on 
specific resources for no more than five years, due to possible changes to resources that may occur over the 
passage of time, advancements in scholarship, and rapid development that affects many parts of the state. 

Given the development in the area, we recommend conducting a Phase I architectural survey of the Area of 
Potential Effects (APE) to find the status of previously recorded resources and identify any other resources 
45 years old or older. A Phase I survey of architectural resources must be conducted by qualified 
professionals, in the appropriate discipline, in accordance with DHR’s Guidelines for Conducting Historic 
Resources Survey in Virginia (October 2011, Revised 2017) at https://www.dhr.virginia.gov/wp-
content/uploads/2018/06/SurveyManual_2017.pdf. DHR recommends a survey of all resources 45 years and 
older be recorded and assessed for eligibility and project impacts. Resources that are no longer extant or in a 
ruinous condition should also be photographed (or their vacant lots), documented, and included in the report. 
When recording distances of historic resources relative to the Project area, please provide accurate 
measurements and descriptions (e.g. The 1940s Minimal Traditional house is 550 feet from the Limits of 
Disturbance (LOD and outside the viewshed of the proposed Project due to a vegetative buffer). Of special 
interest are the cemeteries listed in Table 4 of your report. 

One comb bound copy and one digital copy (PDF) of the resulting report should be submitted to our office 
for review and approval prior to proceeding with the project. It should be noted that all archival material for 
the architectural study must be submitted and approved by our Archives before we can complete our review 
of the report. Once we have the results of the surveys, we will be able to advise you whether any further 
investigations and/or other actions are warranted. 

If you have any questions or comments regarding the project in general or our review, please do not hesitate 
to contact me via email at sherry.teal@dhr.virginia.gov or via telephone at (804) 482-6090. 

Sincerely, 

Sherry Teal, Architectural Historian 
Review and Compliance Division 

Western Region Office Northern Region Office Eastern Region Office 
962 Kime Lane 5357 Main Street 2801 Kensington Avenue 

Salem, VA 24153 PO Box 519 Richmond, VA 23221 
Tel: (540) 387-5443 Stephens City, VA 22655 Tel: (804) 367-2323 
Fax: (540) 387-5446 Tel: (540) 868-7029 Fax: (804) 367-2391 

Fax: (540) 868-7033 

mailto:sherry.teal@dhr.virginia.gov
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EVALUATION OF IMPACT AREAS AT SITE 44PW1594 

PRINCE WILLIAM COUNTY, VIRGINIA 

John Bedell and Joseph Clemens 

WSP USA Inc. 

October 31, 2025 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Site 44PW1594 is a collection of historic artifacts and features located in the Linton Hall area of Prince 

William County, Virginia. The site is located in a comparatively low-lying area and includes a small 

cemetery and several stone piles. The site was historically on the same property as nearby site 44PW1588, 

a farm dating to the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, and the two sites may be related. The northern 

portion of site 44PW1594 is in the path of the proposed University Boulevard Extension. Questions have 

arisen about whether the site is eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places and what the 

impact of the new roadway might be on this resource. This memorandum is intended to address those two 

questions. 

II. PREVIOUS STUDIES 

Site 44PW1594 was discovered in 2005 (O’Donnell et al. 2005). The Phase I investigators identified the 

site as a farm dating to the nineteenth and twentieth centuries (Figure 1). It is quite large, measuring more 

than 900 feet north to south and 600 feet east to west. It sits mainly on low-lying ground between hills to 

the north and south. It was identified by a series of surface features, including what was interpreted as a 

stone chimney base, multiple dirt roads, and several pits. The residents “moved a great deal of fieldstone,” 

forming numerous piles and what appear to be walls or terraces. A cemetery with at least eight burials was 

identified near the center of the site. The first investigators thought the site might have been founded as 

early as 1820. Extensive shovel testing of the site did not locate any subsurface features or trash middens, 

and all artifacts were recovered from mixed deposits in near-surface soils. There was evidence of recent 

disturbance. DHR concurred with the opinion that the site was potentially eligible after the Phase I survey. 

Dutton carried out a Phase II testing of the site in 2022 (Figure 2). The Phase II investigators did not interpret 

the site as a farm or residence: 

Archaeological investigations of the site did not yield conclusive evidence of structural 

features or ruins within the limits of the site. During the Phase II evaluation survey the 

stone piles identified by CRI were revisited and based on size, spatial patterning, and lack 

of observable structural function, it is possible that some of the stone piles more likely 

reflect field clearing rather than structural features. Subsurface testing in and around the 

rock pile features did not reveal any conclusive subsurface evidence suggesting domestic 

structures. . . . Location of Site 44PW1594 in the lower lying lands of the general area 

could suggest that use of the site was primarily for agricultural and animal husbandry 

purposes. Structures associated with such activities may have been simple agricultural 

barns or sheds. . . . It is also possible that several of the stone piles simply reflect clearing 

of pastureland. (Dutton 2022: 6-2) 
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 Figure 1. Plan of Phase I Testing, with University Boulevard Corridor. Source: O’Donnell et al. 2005 
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Figure 2. Plan of Phase II Testing and Artifact Density, with University Boulevard Corridor. 

Source: (Source: Dutton 2020) 
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The Phase II investigation did confirm the presence of a small cemetery. The cemetery boundary was 

checked by mechanically removing the topsoil from a band around it, providing a clear edge. This careful 

mapping shows that the cemetery is more than 150 feet outside the University Boulevard project corridor. 

The Phase II investigators concluded that the site lacked the integrity to contain important information about 

the past. Dutton’s report was approved by the county but not submitted to VDHR until June 2025.  VDHR 
raised questions about the report and found that it falls short of their requirements in several ways. In 

particular they requested more information about the northern part of the site, where no test units were 

excavated; this is area where University Boulevard is projected to cross. 

III. REANALYSIS OF THE PHASE II DATA 

As the Phase II investigators wrote, 44PW1594 is an unusual site and difficult to interpret. The four stone 

piles are not obviously the remains of structures, the low-lying location would be unusual for a residence, 

and it would also be unusual for a house to be placed so close to, and topographically below, a cemetery. 

None of the “stone walls” described by the Phase I investigators was confirmed during the Phase II, and 
there were also no obvious remains of fences, as there might well be on a livestock management area in use 

down to 1920. 

During the Phase II testing, 1,256 artifacts were found. They span the whole nineteenth century, from 

Creamware (1762-1820), Pearlware (1775-1840), and hand-wrought nails (before 1820) to machine-made 

bottle glass and metal machine parts. A date range of 1800 to 1920 seems like a reasonable estimate, but a 

starting date as early as 1780 is possible. Interestingly, nearby Site 44PW1588 is in a much better location 

than Site 44PW1594 and included a clear house foundation with chimney but produced fewer artifacts than 

44PW1588 and appears to be decades younger. 

The full range of domestic material was found at Site 44PW1594 except that there was little animal bone, 

which might be partly due to soil acidity. All artifacts were recovered from a single stratum, an old, eroded 

plowzone measuring 10 to 30 cm deep. The artifacts are concentrated in a space measuring about 100 feet 

across, more or less within the area bounded by Stone Piles 1 and 2. What would that area represent? It 

might be a working yard within a farm, but it might also simply be a trash disposal area, perhaps a place 

where trash was burned. 

Some structural artifacts were found, including 135 nails, 16 pieces of window glass, and 39 small pieces 

of sheet metal that may have come from roofing material. However, that is not a great deal of material to 

represent multiple structures on a site that was occupied for at least a century. The nails include 

handwrought specimens likely dating to before 1820 and wire nails probably made after 1890. That number 

of structural artifacts could equally derive from the burning or dumping of wood from demolished buildings 

or fences, and certainly does not prove that structures stood here. 

The question of the site’s dating is complicated by the documentary record, because the Phase II 

investigators did not find any written evidence that people lived on this property before the twentieth 

century. No nineteenth-century map shows a residence in this location. Throughout the nineteenth century 

the c. 130-acres tract that included archaeological sites 44PW1588 and 44PW1592 belonged to families 

who lived elsewhere, including the Tebbs’s and Haislips. Prince William County’s property tax records are 
fairly well preserved for the nineteenth century, and assessments were updated every few years, but no 

taxes for houses or other buildings were ever assessed on this property. 

The first indications of any buildings on the site come in the twentieth century. The “Maneuver Grounds” 
map of 1904 shows the residence of “J. Monroe” in what could be the location of Site 44PW1588. This 

may be James Monroe, a black man who was enumerated in the Gainesville District in 1900, along with 
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his wife and daughter. The first textual evidence comes from 1914. In that year a Chancery lawsuit was 

filed concerning the estate of Henry C. Haislip, who had died in 1896. A witness in the 1914 trial stated 

that the 133-acre property containing Sites 44PW1588 and 44PW1594 was “all practically in timber, pine 
and oak, and of heavy clay soil.” (The 1904 map also shows this area as forested.) The witness also said 

that “at one time” there had been two “cabins” on the site, and that the last time he had been on the property 
only one had been occupied. These two “cabins” could conceivably equate to the two archaeological sites, 
and if they were sufficiently crude they might have escaped the attentions of the tax assessors. However, 

some of the artifacts recovered, such as highly-decorated ceramic dishes, do not seem to indicate rough life 

in crude cabins. Crude cabins also tend not to last very long, when both 44PW1588 and 44PW1594 were 

occupied for at least several decades. And if the “cabins” of 1914 were old and run down, why were they 
never noted by nineteenth-century tax assessors? No structures are shown on the site on the very detailed 

1933 USGS map, so the site seems to have been abandoned by then. 

At this time it must be said that the nature of Site 44PW1594 remains obscure. It may represent a residence, 

perhaps one of the cabins described in 1914, but it might also be a trash disposal area and some stone piles. 

It is also not at all clear that further testing would shed any more light. The excavation of 12 test units did 

not provide clarity, and quite likely the excavation of 12 more would not, either. 

During the Phase I survey, no artifacts were recovered in the northern part of the site that will be impacted 

by University Boulevard. That area was included in the site because of other features, mapped as a spring 

box, two stone walls, a “barn pad,” and an arced arrangement of stones described as a “barn enclosure.” 

During the Phase II, the spring box, stone walls, and “barn pad” were not relocated, although the report 

notes that the area of the spring box was heavily overgrown. The one feature that was recorded was the 

rough arc of stones. The only positive shovel tests were directly south of this feature, two tests from which 

four artifacts were recovered (2 sherds of whiteware, one sherd of coarse red earthenware with black glaze, 

and a fragment of unidentifiable iron). 

IV. 2025 FIELDWORK 

On October 28, 2025, WSP archaeologist Joe Clemens visited the site. He carried out a surface inspection 

and limited metal detecting; all artifacts recovered during the metal detecting were photographed and then 

reburied. He noted that the site had been clear-cut a few years ago (c. 2016) and had since grown up in a 

dense tangle of blackberries and other brush, severely limiting both visibility and metal detecting. He was 

able to relocate the key features of the site: the cemetery, the four stone piles, and the stone arc in the 

northern area. Clemens did not believe that any of these stone features were the remains of structures. He 

noted that besides the numbered stone piles, there are a great number of rocks on the site, some of them in 

piles as large as those that were given numbers. A Lidar map of this area (Figure 3) shows many, many 

small mounds, most of them probably rock piles. In the location of the “Stone Quarry” shown on the Phase 
I map Clemens found a bulldozer push pile, likely dating to the when the site was logged. Some of the stone 

piles contain numerous artifacts, especially glass bottles. These artifacts appeared to range in date from the 

mid 19th-century to the 1970s. A substantial trash pile dating to the mid to late 20th century was observed 

just south of the cemetery. 

In the area where the Phase I investigators reported a “barn pad,” Clemens did not see any evidence of a 
structure, and metal detecting did not produce any artifacts. There was also no evidence of a spring head, 

or of any stone walls. 

WSP believes that the stone piles on the site are the result of agriculture and field clearing. The entire site 

has been plowed, including the areas under the stone piles. How? Consider what might happen when sloping 

soils are subject to plowing and poor soil management. The surface erodes, so the plow cuts ever deeper 

into the ancient subsoil, exposing more and more bedrock,  leading to more and more stones breaking off 
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Figure 3. Lidar Map of 44PW1594. Above, Raw Image; Below, Calling out the Features Identified in the 

Phase I Survey. Notice How Many Mounds and Stone Piles were Not Assigned Numbers. Source: USGS 

National Map. 
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and ending up in the plowed fields. These stones are piled up so that plowing can continue in the areas 

around the piles. As time goes on the situation gets worse and worse until plowing is abandoned and the 

site reverts to pasture, later growing up in trees. Massive soil erosion was a major problem across the 

Virginia Piedmont, so it is not surprising to see its effects on this site. 

Clemens made a particular inspection of the arc of stones that was the only feature found by the Phase II 

investigators in the northern part of the site (Figure 4). It does not appear to be a structural feature. It has a 

different shape from the other stone piles but is otherwise identical to them, just rocks piled up on the 

ground surface. Intensive metal detecting was carried out around this feature in an area measuring about 50 

by 50 meters, resulting in the discovery of eleven artifacts. These consisted of one copper alloy button, two 

iron machine parts, one bullet, and seven nails, four of them machine cut and three that appear to be 

handwrought or at least hand-modified (Figure 5), likely dating them to before 1820. No other artifacts, 

such as glass or ceramic fragments, were noted during excavation of the metal detector finds. 

During the metal detecting, a single Civil War artifact was found, an unfired .54 caliber Sharps bullet 

(Figure 6). These would normally have been carried by cavalry. Given the amount of troop movement along 

Linton Hall Road during the war, cavalry scouting and foraging undoubtedly took place across the project 

area. This bullet was most likely dropped during such activity. 

I. RECOMMENDATIONS 

Despite three rounds of archaeological investigation the nature of Site 44PW1594 remains uncertain. It 

appears to be a domestic site with a long occupation period, circa 1800 to 1920. However, the only visible 

features are stone piles that are probably not related to structures and a road trace that may have nothing to 

do with the historic occupation. One way to interpret this confusing assemblage would be to assume that it 

has been even more severely disturbed than can readily be seen, perhaps by multiple rounds of logging; but 

this is also uncertain. It is certain that since the last residents moved away the site has been used for trash 

dumping and logged using heavy machinery. 

The ability of Site 44PW1594 to provide information about the past beyond what it has already yielded is 

limited. The artifacts were all recovered from a single stratum that contains everything from Creamware 

and handwrought nails to bottle caps and a 7-Up bottle. There is no reason to believe that any of the stone 

features represent structures. WSP suspects that the excavation of twelve more test units on the site would 

yield a larger sample of the same types of artifacts but leave the interpretation of the site just as unclear as 

it is now. 

The potential of the northern part of the site that will be impacted by University Boulevard is even more 

limited. Most of the northern part of the site should probably never have been included within the site 

boundary. The spring, “barn pad”, “stone walls,” and “rock quarry” were not relocated during either the 
Phase II study or WSP’s limited investigation, and metal detecting around the “barn pad” produced no 
artifacts. The stone feature originally described as a “barn enclosure” was found, and some artifacts were 

recovered around it during both the Phase II shovel testing and the metal detecting. However, the artifact 

density is far less than in the core of the site, and the stone feature is almost certainly not any kind of 

structure. As a guess, a shed may have stood here, but this small number of nails could also represent the 

burning or dumping of lumber from demolition. 

In WSP’s opinion, the construction of the University Boulevard Extension will have no measurable impact 
on whatever ability Site 44PW1594 has to provide information about the past, and therefore no adverse 

effect on any resource eligible or potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP. 
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Figure 4. “Barn Enclosure” Feature, Facing East. Scale is one meter. 
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   Figure 5. Handwrought Nail from 44PW1594 Figure 6. Sharps Bullet, .54 Caliber 
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Re: University Boulevard Extension 
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Prince William County 
DHR File Number: 2025-4122 
RE: Memo submitted November 13, 2025 

Dear Mr. Bedell, 

Thank you for submitting the memo with the updated information requested to the Department of Historic 
Resources (DHR) regarding the above project. We have reviewed the information provided and have the 
following comment pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA, 1966, as 
amended). DHR provides review and comments to Prince William County, the agencies engaged, and to their 
consultants to assist their compliance responsibilities. 

The National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) evaluation management summary prepared by WSP USA 
Inc. documents a pedestrian survey and targeted metal detection conducted for the proposed University 
Boulevard Extension project. Two historic artifacts were recovered during the metal detection survey: a Civil 
War–era Sharps Bullet (0.54 caliber) and a handwrought nail. Given the low density of artifacts recovered 
during the Phase I and II surveys, the findings of the current re-evaluation study, and the limited vertical 
integrity resulting from recent disturbance activities, WSP USA Inc. recommends that no further 
archaeological investigation is warranted. DHR concurs with this recommendation. 
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Page 2 of 3 
December 9, 2025 
DHR File No. 2025-4122 

Based upon the information in the memo, DHR requires the submission of a full technical report for the 
current study to be available to agencies and municipalities for future planning efforts. DHR recommends 
WSP USA Inc. include mapping of the metal detection survey and positive hit locations to allow reviewers to 
better understand the investigation. Upon receipt of the full technical report and review to ensure consistency 
with DHR’s Survey Guidelines (rev. 2017), DHR will work quickly to formally resolve consultation on the 
effects of the undertaking on historic properties. 

If you have any questions or comments regarding the project in general or our review, please do not hesitate 
to contact me via email at sherry.teal@dhr.virginia.gov or via telephone at (804) 482-6090. If you have any 
questions regarding the archaeological comments for this project reach out to Chardé Reid via email at 
charde.reid@dhr.virginia.gov or via telephone at 804-309-3111. Thank you for your consideration of 
Virginia’s historic resources. 

Sincerely, 

Sherry Teal, Architectural Historian 
Review and Compliance Division 

cc: Gary Li, Prince William County Department of Transportation 

Western Region Office Northern Region Office Eastern Region Office 
962 Kime Lane 5357 Main Street 2801 Kensington Avenue 
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Fax: (540) 868-7033 
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University Boulevard Extension Virginia 

ABSTRACT 

On behalf of Prince William County, WSP USA Inc. (WSP) has carried out additional Phase II 
archaeological testing of Site 44PW1594, which is in the corridor of the proposed University Boulevard 
Extension (project). The proposed project, located between Gainesville and Linton Hall in the western part 
of Prince William County, Virginia, would involve the construction of 1.5 miles of new four-lane roadway 
and the widening of an existing 1-mile road from two lanes to four. The project would include four 12-foot 
travel lanes, a 5-foot sidewalk, and a 10-foot shared use path. 

The project corridor, also referred to as the project area, was developed for the early-stage environmental 
assessments and includes a buffer beyond the likely impact areas. The project area is 2.5 miles long and 
varies in width from 120 to 400 feet. It extends from Devlin Road to a point 650 feet south of Wellington 
Road. 

The project must comply with the laws and regulations governing federal undertakings, including the 
National Environmental Policy Act and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, of 1966, as 
amended. These laws require federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on 
historic properties that might be affected by a proposed project. The goal of this study was to determine, 
based on two past studies and additional research, whether archaeological Site 44PW1594, identified within 
the project area, is eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 

WSP prepared a Phase IA study of the project area in 2025. During that Phase IA study it was discovered 
that most of the project area had been covered by a Phase I cultural resource study carried out in 2004. That 
study identified two archaeological sites within the project area. One of those sites, 44PW1597, was 
recommended as not eligible for listing in the NRHP, and the Virginia Department of Historic Resources 
(DHR) concurred with that finding. The other site, 44PW1594, was recommended as potentially eligible. 
Site 44PW1594 was described as a domestic site dating to between 1820 and 1900. It also included a small 
cemetery, which is outside the current project area and will not be impacted by this project. 

Site 44PW1594 could be described as a collection of historic artifacts and features in a comparatively low-
lying area, including the small cemetery in the southern portion of the site and several stone piles. The site 
was historically on the same property as nearby Site 44PW1588, a farm dating to the nineteenth and 
twentieth centuries, and the two sites may be related. The northern portion of Site 44PW1594 is in the path 
of the proposed project. Phase II testing of Site 44PW1594 was carried out in 2022, and it was the 
investigators’ opinion that the site was not eligible for listing in the NRHP. The Prince William County 
archaeologist concurred with this recommendation; however, the report was not submitted to the DHR for 
their review, so Site 44PW1594 therefore remained potentially eligible for listing in the NRHP. After the 
Phase II report was submitted to the DHR in 2025, they found that the Phase II report fell short of their 
requirements in several respects. They therefore requested that additional fieldwork be carried out and a 
new Phase II report prepared. 

For the new Phase II study, WSP reviewed both previous studies of the site, performed additional 
documentary and map research, completed a field inspection of the site, and carried out metal detecting of 
those portions of the site that could be impacted by the project. 

The nature of Site 44PW1594 remains uncertain. It appears to be a domestic site with a long occupation 
period, circa 1800 to 1920. The identified cemetery is located more than 150 feet outside the project area. 
The site itself is heavily disturbed, and its ability to provide information about the past is limited. In WSP’s 
opinion Site 44PW1594 is not eligible for listing in the NRHP, and therefore the proposed project will have 
no adverse effect on any resource eligible or potentially eligible for listing in the NRHP. 
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Additional Phase II Archaeological Testing of Site 44PW1594 Prince William County 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

A. PROJECT BACKGROUND 

On behalf of Prince William County, WSP USA Inc. (WSP) has carried out additional Phase II testing of 
Site 44PW1594, which is within the corridor of the proposed University Boulevard Extension (project). 
The project, located between Gainesville and Linton Hall in Prince William County, Virginia, would 
involve the construction of 1.5 miles of new four-lane roadway and the widening of an existing 1-mile road 
from two lanes to four. The corridor would include four 12-foot travel lanes, a 5-foot sidewalk, and a 10-
foot shared use path. The project corridor, also referred to as the project area, was developed for the early-
stage environmental assessments and includes a buffer beyond the likely impact areas. The project area is 
2.5 miles long and varies in width from 120 to 400 feet. It extends from Devlin Road to a point 650 feet 
south of Wellington Road (Figure 1). 

The project must comply with the laws and regulations governing federal undertakings, including the 
National Environmental Policy Act and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. These laws 
require that significant cultural resources that might be affected by a proposed project be identified and 
protected. WSP therefore prepared a Phase IA study of the project area (Bedell et al. 2025). That study 
showed that one archaeological site (44PW1594) within the project area remained potentially eligible for 
listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The Virginia Department of Historic Resources 
(DHR) deemed subsequent Phase II work (Dutton 2022) insufficient and has requested additional, Phase II 
work for this site. The current document summarizes the previous studies of Site 44PW 1594, describes the 
additional testing carried out, and makes a new recommendation as to the eligibility of the resource. 

B. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT AREA 

The project area is in the western part of the county, between Gainesville and Linton Hall (see Figure 1). 
This area was largely rural as recently as 1980, but it is now densely developed. The project area includes 
two distinct environmental zones. The western portion is already developed; this is the section where an 
existing two-lane roadway is being widened to four lanes. The eastern two-thirds of the project corridor 
cross an undeveloped area. The western area, already built up with structures that are less than 50 years old, 
has little potential for cultural resources. The remainder of the project area was farmland in the early 
twentieth century. In recent decades much of it has grown up in trees. 

Site 44PW1594 measures approximately 960x400 feet (290x92 meters), or roughly 9 acres (3.6 hectares), 
of which about 2.5 acres (1.0 hectare) is within the current project area. 

C. GOALS 

The goal of this study was to determine, based on two past studies and additional research and fieldwork, 
whether archaeological Site 44PW1594 is eligible for listing in the NRHP. 

D. PERSONNEL 

The principal investigator for this study was Dr. John Bedell, and the field director was Joseph Clemens. 
Historical research was carried out by Hilary Wehrle. Dr. Bedell, Mr. Clemens, and Ms. Wehrle meet the 
Secretary of Interior’s standards for their roles in this project. 
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II. RESEARCH DESIGN 

The project began with a review of existing information on the site, most of it derived from the previous 
Phase I and Phase II studies (Dutton 2022; O’Donnell et al. 2005). Wider background information was 
drawn from WSP’s Phase IA study (Bedell et al. 2025). 

The Phase I and II investigators disagreed about the nature of the site, with the Phase I study calling it a 
residence (O’Donnell et al. 2005) and the Phase II investigators thinking it a hodgepodge of features mainly 
related to stock raising (Dutton 2022). The additional fieldwork in the current study was designed to resolve 
the dispute over the site’s nature and answer particular questions, including the following. 

• Were any of the stone features noted on the site structural remains? 

• What were the dates of its occupation or use? 

• Are any potentially significant deposits present in the northern part of the site that will be impacted 
by the project? 

Fieldwork consisted of surface inspection and metal detecting; metal detecting was carried out only within 
the project area. 

3 
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III. RESULTS OF DOCUMENTARY RESEARCH 

A. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Western Prince William County is within the Piedmont geographic province, in particular the area known 
as the Triassic Basin. This is a region of gentle hills and relatively low relief. Elevations range from 200 to 
400 feet above sea level. The project area is drained by small streams that flow southward toward Broad 
Run. Soils in the undeveloped portion of the project area are mapped largely as Jackland and Haymarket 
silt loams, moderately well-drained types that are suitable for agriculture but not of the highest quality. 

In late pre-Contact times the project area would have been mostly oak-hickory forest. 

B. POST-CONTACT HISTORIC CONTEXT 

1. Eighteenth Century 

The population of inland northern Virginia remained small until after 1722, when the Treaty of Albany 
ended the threat of attacks by the Five Nations Haudenosaunee (Iroquois) and their allies. After this, the 
land began to fill up with settlers. In 1724 the rector of Overwharton Parish, which then included all northern 
Virginia, said that he ministered to 650 families. In the same year colonial tax documents indicate that there 
were 1,554 “tithables” in Stafford County, which covered the same area (Harrison 1924:117). People were 
deemed “tithable” if they could engage in tobacco cultivation, and this category included all men over the 
age of 15 and enslaved adult women. A series of records in 1699 for the colony show that there were about 
2.79 people in the population as a whole for each tithable, so in 1724 the population of northern Virginia 
was about 4,300. Prince William County was among the new counties formed because of rapid population 
growth in 1731. 

A new parish in 1744 named Dettingen was erected with similar boundaries to that of modern Prince 
William County. The registers of the new parish of Dettingen provide counts of tithables for almost every 
year from its founding to 1802, and they document the very rapid population over that period. The first 
head count in the parish record was taken in 1745, when there were 977 tithables, or about 2,800 people, in 
the county. By the start of the Revolution, the county held more than 2,000 tithables and probably around 
6,000 people. After stagnating during the recession of the Revolutionary period, population growth resumed 
after 1785 and continued until about 1800. 

As the population grew, settlement of the region gradually spread away from the main waterways and into 
interior locations. Road networks slowly developed to serve these inland farms, beginning with “rolling 
roads” down which hogsheads of tobacco could be rolled to river landings. 

In the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries, the economy and society of the region were 
dominated by large plantations. The biggest landowners controlled multiple large “tracts” that were 
sometimes scattered across the region (Parker and Hernigle 1990:3). These plantations had a large, enslaved 
labor force. Large plantations not only produced tobacco for export but also much of their own food. They 
traded directly with ships from England or the Netherlands at their own wharves, so they had little need for 
stores or towns. Some of the working plantations were leased to tenant farmers. 

After about 1750, some large planters began subdividing their estates and selling properties of 150 to 1,000 
acres to farming families. These sales by the great planters led to the rise of the middling planter class. 
Some of these middling planters employed enslaved laborers, but others did not. This process of subdivision 
accelerated during and after the Revolution, when many of the big planters fell into debt. The rural 
population rose, and communities of free, landowning farmers grew up. 

4 
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2. 1800 to 1860 

Around 1800 the population of eastern Virginia reached a peak and then stagnated until the twentieth 
century. The lack of population growth despite continued high birth rates can be attributed to the migration 
of Americans westward. The migration included many enslaved people, some of whom moved westward 
with their enslavers, and some of whom were sold away from their homes. Even some free African 
Americans were able to acquire land. 

After the Revolutionary War the Commonwealth of Virginia largely governed itself, and leadership secured 
local interests. Most planters wanted to uphold the slave-based agrarian culture and economy, but others 
considered slavery a violation of Revolutionary principles and freed some or all of their enslaved workforce 
(Blake and Bowden 1999:21). In 1791 Robert Carter III (1728–1804) emancipated nearly all of the 508 people 
he had enslaved at his plantations by “Deed of Gift” filed with the county courts. This is the largest known 
release of enslaved individuals in North American history prior to the Civil War and the largest number 
released by an individual in the United States (Berkeley and Dictionary of Virginia Biography 2020). 

The local economy shifted from the sale of tobacco to seaborne merchants to more local and regional trade. 
Rural towns formed throughout Prince William County as a result (Blake and Bowden 1999:21; Reeves 
2000:15). Centreville, Buckland, Haymarket, and Occoquan were established in 1792, 1796, 1799, and 
1804, respectively. The significance of Alexandria as a port city and the county seat at Dumfries encouraged 
the construction of a new rural roadway network (Reeves 2000:13). Postal roads and carriage trails 
developed in the mid- to late eighteenth century. Some of these roads followed Native American trails, 
including the Fauquier-Alexandria Turnpike. Blacksmiths, wheelwrights, millers, merchants, and 
craftspeople began businesses in support of the area’s farmers (Reeves 2000:17). 

Establishing roadways led to the construction of taverns to service travelers. Tavern operators required a 
license correlated to their “good standing” within the community and testimony of their character and 
suitability to host travelers. Licensed taverns provided meals and sometimes overnight hospitality to 
travelers. They became social hubs and locations of exchange for local and regional news. Stagecoach 
companies and taverns could make deals to serve as way stations (Reeves 2000:14). Roads also allowed 
inland inhabitants to transport their crops to urban markets and acquire manufactured goods. Gainesville, 
Virginia, originated as a stagecoach stop on the Alexandria-Warrenton Turnpike, which was in full 
operation by 1828 (Galke 1992:23; Writers’ Program of the Works Progress Administration [WPA] 
1941:71, in Reeves 2000:167). 

In 1850 the General Assembly chartered the interconnected Manassas Gap Railroad Company and the 
Orange and Alexandria Railroad. The introduction of the railroad provided another important mode of 
transportation to those who lived in Prince William County’s interior. Construction began the following 
year, and the Manassas Gap Railroad opened in 1852, running between The Plains, Rectortown, and 
Markham (Blake and Bowden 1999:22; Galke 1992:23; Harrison 1924:588–592). Local farmers with the 
intent to connect Gainesville to Jones Point initiated more railroad construction, but it proved too expensive 
for its backers, who filed for bankruptcy in 1858. The line was abandoned with only the bed constructed, 
and the railway bed would play a significant role in the Second Battle of Bull Run (McGarry 1982:63; 
National Park Service 2009:66). 

By the beginning of the nineteenth century, slavery had been a part of the culture of Manassas and 
Gainesville area for 50 years (Kulikoff 1986:41; Mullin 1972; Reeves 2000:11). An enslaved subculture 
developed within and between area plantations, and to some extent this local culture was connected to other 
African American communities across the state. Enslaved individuals on large Virginia plantations lived 
mostly in clusters of huts placed around the estates and easily accessible to the fields, called “quarters.” 
Their living space was similar in function and appearance to small villages. The quarters were surrounded 
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by gardens where they could cultivate some of their own food. Enslaved people were generally given 
Sundays off and spent that time laboring on their own behalf (Fox-Genovese 1988; Genovese 1974). 

Enslaved Africans brought their own inherited craft traditions and innovated new techniques of animal 
husbandry, gardening, ironworking, basketry, and pottery making. These products could be exchanged 
through a barter system or for cash. Market activities left more traces in the written record than other aspects 
of the daily lives of the enslaved (Schlotterbeck 1995; Sorrels and Simmons 1999). Pottery made by this 
population has been found at Manassas and was traded throughout the neighborhood. Enslaved laborers on 
smaller farms sometimes lived in the basement or attic of their enslaver’s house rather than in quarters 
elsewhere and worked alongside other members of the household. It is more difficult for archaeologists to 
identify their homes and cultural materials because of this; however, some evidence can be studied. 

3. Civil War Period 

Northern Virginia was one of the key battlegrounds of the Civil War, and several large battles were fought 
in the region. The First and Second Battles of Manassas or Bull Run and the Battle of Bristoe Station all 
affected the area of Gainesville. Linton Hall Road was already an important transportation route in this 
period, so troops marched past the project area on several occasions. Troops from both sides also camped 
in Prince William County, and wherever Civil War regiments camped, they had a dire impact on the 
landscape. 

The battle that had the biggest impact on Gainesville was the Second Battle of Manassas or Bull Run, fought 
in the summer of 1862. That year’s campaign began with a Union advance toward Richmond from the 
southeast under the command of Maj. Gen. George McClellan. To defend Washington, the Union had left 
about 50,000 men in northern Virginia. After the Union advance stalled in front of Richmond, the new 
Confederate commander, Robert E. Lee, reinforced by Stonewall Jackson’s men from the Shenandoah 
Valley, attacked the Union army in the battles known as the Seven Days (June 25 to July 1). None of these 
were a clear-cut Confederate victory in tactical terms, but McClellan withdrew after each one. Seeing that 
the attack on Richmond had failed, Lincoln ordered McClellan to return to Washington. 

While McClellan was still engaging Lee, on June 26 Lincoln appointed John Pope, who had been a 
successful leader as commander of a newly organized Army of Virginia. Pope’s new command consisted 
of three corps: I Corps (Franz Siegel), II Corps (Nathaniel Banks), and III Corps (Irvin McDowell). I Corps, 
formerly the Mountain Department commanded by John Frémont, was now commanded by Maj. Gen. 
Franz Sigel. II Corps, formerly known as V Corps and Department of the Shenandoah, was commanded by 
Nathaniel Banks. III Corps, formerly known as I Corps and Department of the Rappahannock, was 
commanded by Irvin McDowell. Pope’s army also included a Cavalry Brigade, commanded by George 
Bayard. 

Lee, sensing that McClellan’s attack on Richmond was effectively over, began shifting his troops northward 
on July 13, beginning with Jackson’s and Ewell’s divisions. Jackson was now commander of one “wing” 
of the army, composed of three divisions. James Longstreet commanded the other wing, with four divisions. 
As soon as the threat to Richmond was gone, Longstreet and Lee followed Jackson north. Jackson tried to 
drive Pope’s men from the line they were holding along the Rapidan River, and a significant battle was 
fought at Cedar Mountain on August 9. Pope fell back to the Rappahannock River but maintained a strong 
front. Jackson crossed the Rappahannock at Hinson’s Mill Ford and followed a circuitous route through 
western Fauquier County via Orlean and Salem (now Marshall) before turning east through Thoroughfare 
Gap into Pope’s rear, where he attacked and destroyed Union supply depots at Bristoe Station and Manassas 
Junction. Pope abruptly turned his army northward, hoping to trap and destroy Jackson’s force before Lee 
could reassemble his army. Lee meanwhile hoped to trap and destroy Pope before he was significantly 
reinforced by McClellan’s troops, some leading units of which had already joined Pope. 
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The result of these maneuvers was the Second Battle of Bull Run, or Second Manassas, fought on August 
28 to 30, 1862. The fighting began when some of Pope’s men, searching for Jackson, marched down the 
Warrenton Turnpike right past his troops. Jackson, afraid that Pope was withdrawing to Centreville, 
resolved to draw him into a battle before he could escape the trap that he and Lee were planning. Jackson 
therefore deployed artillery near the Brawner Farm and began shelling the troops passing along the turnpike. 
Ordered to silence the guns, Union Brigadier John Gibbon sent one regiment of his Black Hat brigade up 
the hill. There the men were surprised to find a whole brigade of Confederate infantry advancing toward 
them, and Gibbon hurriedly deployed the rest of his brigade. The resulting fight lasted until dark and 
included what Gibbon later called the most intense small arms fire he saw during the entire war. 

The next day Pope, realizing that he had found Jackson’s force, struggled to bring his own army into 
position to attack. Jackson took a strong position on the wooded Stony Ridge, behind the berm for the 
unfinished Independent Line of the Manassas Gap Railroad. Pope was appalled to discover that his corps 
were now scattered, and only Sigel was available to attack Jackson on the morning of August 29. Sigel’s 
attack was made forcefully in places but it was always localized, allowing Jackson to transfer men from 
other parts of his line to wherever there was danger. Later in the afternoon Pope launched another attack 
using fresh reinforcements, including units from McClellan’s army, but again the attack was disjointed and 
made little progress. Meanwhile, Longstreet’s men were beginning to arrive. 

On August 30 Pope tried again to attack Jackson, even though he had known since the evening before that 
Longstreet was in the field. However, Porter’s assault on the Deep Cut also failed, largely because of 
devastating fire from massed Confederate artillery. Around 4:00 p.m. Longstreet finally launched the 
Confederate counterattack, sending more than 20,000 men forward in a line nearly a mile and a half long. 
Their initial objective was Henry House Hill, site of the first great Confederate victory of the war. Pope’s 
army, still mostly facing northwest toward Jackson, was further disordered by retreating men from the failed 
attack at the Deep Cut, giving Longstreet’s men a great initial advantage. However, a series of Union 
commanders, sometimes acting without orders, brought their men into the fray to delay the Confederates, 
allowing McDowell, Reynolds, and others time to assemble a defense. Federal troops held for a time along 
Chinn Ridge, then fell back to Henry House Hill. There they blunted an attack by Anderson’s division, 
which gave the Union army time to make an orderly retreat across Bull Run toward Centreville. The last 
fighting of the day took place around 7:00 p.m., when John Buford’s Union cavalry prevented Confederate 
cavalry from crossing Lewis Ford to interfere with the Union retreat. 

The Second Battle of Bull Run, or Second Manassas, was a Confederate victory, but it did not fulfill Lee 
and Jackson’s hope of destroying a large part of the Union army. The difference between the two Union 
retreats showed how much the soldiers had learned in a year of fighting, and therefore how hard it was 
going to be for either side to win decisive battlefield victories in the future. 

Bristoe Station saw fighting again in October 1863. After returning to Virginia following their defeat at 
Gettysburg, Lee’s men were maneuvering again on familiar ground, seeking advantage (Campi 2024). On 
October 13, near Auburn, an unplanned skirmish instigated by Confederate Maj. Gen. J.E.B. Stuart pushed 
troops of the U.S. Army under Maj. Gen. Gouverneur K. Warren southwest toward Bristoe Station. Maj. 
Gen. George G. Meade of the U.S. Army had been given notice of Lee’s movement by semaphores on the 
signal tower on Mount Pony near Culpeper and rushed troops under command of Gen. Alexander Hays to 
aid Warren, whose division lay concealed along the road embankments. As Lt. Gen. A.P. Hill’s Third 
Corps, under orders from Lee, attempted to close the gap on the U.S. Army, they failed to see Hays’s men 
lying in wait. As Hill rushed his men forward, the men from Hays’s division rose from the sides of the 
embankment and poured heavy fire into Hill’s III Corps. In the ensuing chaos the U.S. Army claimed 
victory and captured several pieces of heavy artillery. 
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4. Reconstruction and Growth 

The population of Prince William County fell in the late 1860s, because of the war and the flight of people 
from the devastated parts of the landscape. The agrarian economy suffered from neglect as many men 
returning from the war were unable to farm. Field workers had to be hired, and local farmers began to 
cultivate fruit and vegetable crops and focus on animal husbandry, which were activities better suited to the 
local economy. Many farmers could not hire workers at all, and the average farm size decreased to 150 
acres (Galke 1992:29; McGarry 1980:5; Reeves 2000:19). Over time, the county population began to 
increase again, by about 22 percent in the late 1800s and early 1900s (WPA 1941:55, in Reeves 2000:19). 

Industrialization in Prince William County brought further changes, with steam- and horse-powered 
farming equipment replaced by gasoline-powered tractors that were faster and more efficient. Trucks and 
automobiles replaced horses, which in turn made road improvements pivotal to ease their travel. Land 
previously used to raise livestock feed was repurposed to grow plants for human consumption (Galke 
1992:26). 

Although new jobs in mining, foresting, and tobacco manufacturing, as well as railroad expansion, allowed 
some of Virginia’s white citizens to prosper, the institutionalized racism of the “Jim Crow” era blocked the 
economic and political progress of Virginia’s African American residents (DHR 2017:112). Black people 
had been enfranchised and guaranteed equal rights in the Reconstruction-era Underwood constitution, but 
this theoretical equality, never fully realized in practice, was reversed by the new state constitution of 1902 
and was in effect until July 1, 1971, and the Civil Rights movement (Breitzer 2015). 

Between 1901 and 1905, the number of Black voters decreased from approximately 147,000 to only 10,000 
(Breitzer 2015; Reeves 2000:19; Reeves 2001:2.8). Under “the white-dominated political and economic 
power structure,” African Americans suffered discrimination in every realm, including lower wages and 
restricted property ownership, reduced school funding, substandard public facilities, and state-enforced 
segregation (DHR 2017:112). 

5. World War I and World War II and the Modern Era 

Prince William County in the early twentieth century remained largely rural, but with the onset of World 
War I and the construction of the Quantico Marine Corps base, the area began to grow economically and 
in population density. The construction of Fort Belvoir for the Army Corps of Engineers aided in war efforts 
and drew more people to the county. The population of the county would grow exponentially throughout 
the twentieth century (Sadler and Stewart 2023). 

None of the Civil War maps of this area show any structures in the project vicinity. The first map that does 
show structures around the project area is a large-scale United States Geological Survey (USGS) map of 
1933 (Figure 2). A 1:24,000 quadrangle of 1953 shows more detail (Figure 3). 

In the 1970s and 1980s, the population continued to grow exponentially as Prince William County became 
a seat for suburbs for people working in the Washington, DC, region. Large-scale development of 
commercial and industrial enterprises shifted the county away from its agricultural heritage into a newer 
suburban area (Sadler and Stewart 2023). 
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Figure 3: Project Vicinity in

1953 
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C. PREVIOUS STUDIES 

1. Summary 

Site 44PW1594 was discovered in 2005 (O’Donnell et al. 2005). The Phase I investigators identified the 
site as a farm dating to the nineteenth and twentieth centuries (Figure 4). It is quite large, measuring more 
than 900 feet north to south and 600 feet east to west. It sits mainly on low-lying ground between hills to 
the north and south. It was identified by a series of surface features, including what was interpreted as a 
stone chimney base, multiple dirt roads, and several pits. The residents “moved a great deal of fieldstone,” 
forming numerous piles and what appear to be walls or terraces. (O’Donnell et al. 2005). A cemetery with 
at least eight burials was identified near the center of the site. The first investigators thought the site might 
have been founded as early as 1820. Extensive shovel testing of the site did not locate any subsurface 
features or trash middens, and all artifacts were recovered from mixed deposits in near-surface soils. There 
was evidence of recent disturbance. DHR concurred with the opinion that the site was potentially eligible 
after the Phase I survey. 

Dutton carried out a Phase II testing of the site in 2022 (Figure 5). The Phase II investigators did not interpret 
the site as a farm or residence: 

Archaeological investigations of the site did not yield conclusive evidence of structural features or 
ruins within the limits of the site. During the Phase II evaluation survey the stone piles identified by 
CRI were revisited and based on size, spatial patterning, and lack of observable structural function, 
it is possible that some of the stone piles more likely reflect field clearing rather than structural 
features. Subsurface testing in and around the rock pile features did not reveal any conclusive 
subsurface evidence suggesting domestic structures. . . . Location of Site 44PW1594 in the lower 
lying lands of the general area could suggest that use of the site was primarily for agricultural and 
animal husbandry purposes. Structures associated with such activities may have been simple 
agricultural barns or sheds. . . . It is also possible that several of the stone piles simply reflect clearing 
of pastureland [Dutton 2022: 6-2]. 

The Phase II investigation did confirm the presence of a small cemetery. The cemetery boundary was 
checked by mechanically removing the topsoil from a band around it, providing a clear edge. This careful 
mapping shows that the cemetery is more than 150 feet outside the University Boulevard project area. The 
Phase II investigators concluded that Site 44PW1594 lacked the integrity to contain important information 
about the past. Dutton’s report was approved by the county but not submitted to the DHR until June 2025. 
The DHR raised questions about the report and found that it did not meet their requirements in several 
ways. In particular they requested more information about the northern portion of the site, where no test 
units had been excavated; this is area that the project is proposed to cross. 

2. Reanalysis of Phase II Data 

As the Phase II investigators wrote, Site 44PW1594 is an unusual site and difficult to interpret (Dutton 
2022). The four stone piles are not obviously the remains of structures, the low-lying location would be 
unusual for a residence, and it would also be unusual for a house to be placed so close to, and 
topographically below, a cemetery. None of the “stone walls” described by the Phase I investigators in 2005 
was confirmed during the Phase II in 2022, and there were also no obvious remains of fences, as there might 
well be on a livestock management area in use down to 1920. 

During the 2022 Phase II testing, 1,256 artifacts were found. They span the whole nineteenth century, from 
creamware (1762‒1820), pearlware (1775‒1840), and hand-wrought nails (before 1820) to machine-made 
bottle glass and metal machine parts. A date range of 1800 to 1920 seems like a reasonable estimate, but a 
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FIGURE 4: Phase I Testing at Site 44PW1594 (O’Donnell et al. 2005)
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FIGURE 5: Phase II Testing at Site 44PW1594 (Dutton 2022) 
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starting date as early as 1780 is possible. Interestingly, nearby Site 44PW1588 is in a much better location 
than Site 44PW1594 and includes a clear house foundation with a chimney but produced fewer artifacts 
than Site 44PW1588 and appears to be decades younger. The full range of domestic material was found at 
Site 44PW1594 except that there was little animal bone, which might be partly a result of soil acidity. All 
artifacts were recovered from a single stratum, an old, eroded plowzone measuring 10 to 30 centimeters 
deep. The artifacts were concentrated in a space measuring about 100 feet across, more or less within the 
area bounded by Stone Piles 1 and 2. What would that area represent? It might be a working yard within a 
farm, but it might also be simply a trash disposal area, perhaps a place where trash was burned. 

Some structural artifacts were found during the 2022 Phase II testing of the site, including 135 nails, 16 
pieces of window glass, and 39 small pieces of sheet metal that may have come from roofing material. 
However, that is not a great deal of material to represent multiple structures on a site that was occupied for 
at least a century. The nails include hand-wrought specimens likely dating to before 1820 and wire nails 
probably made after 1890. That number of structural artifacts could equally derive from the burning or 
dumping of wood from demolished buildings or fences, and it certainly does not prove that structures stood 
in this location. 

The question of the site’s dating is complicated by the documentary record, because the Phase II 
investigators did not find any written evidence that people lived on this property before the twentieth 
century. No nineteenth-century map shows a residence in this location, even though Linton Hall Road 
appears on several Civil War-era maps. Throughout the nineteenth century the tract of about 130 acres that 
included archaeological Sites 44PW1588 and 44PW1592 belonged to families who lived elsewhere, 
including the Tebbses and Haislips. Prince William County’s property tax records are fairly well preserved 
for the nineteenth century, and assessments were updated every few years, but no taxes for houses or other 
buildings were ever assessed on this property. The first indications of any buildings on the site come in the 
twentieth century. The “Maneuver Grounds” map of 1904 shows the residence of “J. Monroe” in what 
could be the location of Site 44PW1588 (Burr 1904; Figure 6). This may be James Monroe, a Black man 
who was enumerated in the Gainesville District in 1900 along with his wife and daughter (Dutton 2022). 
The Burr (1904) map also shows a second structure north of Monroe’s house, but if its mapped location is 
taken literally, it would be more than 1,500 feet north of Monroe’s house, well north of Site 44PW1594 and 
also north of the current project area. This map would appear to indicate that Site 44PW1594 is somehow 
associated with the Monroe residence rather than being a separate farm. 

The first textual evidence of structures on the Haislip property comes from 1914. In that year a Chancery 
lawsuit was filed concerning the estate of Henry C. Haislip, who had died in 1896. A witness in the 1914 
trial stated that the 133-acre property containing Sites 44PW1588 and 44PW1594 was “all practically in 
timber, pine and oak, and of heavy clay soil” (Dutton 2022). The Burr (1904) map also shows this area as 
forested. 

The witness also said that “at one time” there had been two “cabins” on the site, and that the last time he 
had been on the property, only one had been occupied. These two “cabins” could conceivably equate to the 
two structures shown on the 1904 map, one of them Site 44PW1588 and the other the location north of the 
current project area. It is also possible, although unlikely, that these two cabins equate to archaeological 
Sites 44PW1588 and 44PW1594. If those cabins were sufficiently crude, they might have escaped the 
attentions of the tax assessors; however, some of the artifacts recovered, such as highly decorated ceramic 
dishes, do not seem to indicate rough life in crude cabins. Crude cabins also tend not to last very long, 
whereas both Sites 44PW1588 and 44PW1594 were occupied for at least several decades. And if the 
“cabins” of 1914 were old and run down, why were they never noted by nineteenth-century tax assessors? 
No structures are shown on the site on the very detailed USGS (1933) map, so the site was apparently 
abandoned by then. 
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FIGURE 6: Map Showing the Lewis Residence and Vicinity, 1904 (Burr 1904) 
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IV. ADDITIONAL PHASE II FIELDWORK 

A. FIELD INSPECTION AND METAL DETECTING 

On October 28, 2025, WSP archaeologist Joe Clemens visited the site. He carried out a surface inspection 
and limited metal detecting (Figure 7); all artifacts recovered during the metal detecting were photographed 
and then reburied. He noted that the site had been clear-cut a few years ago (circa 2016) and had since 
grown up in a dense tangle of blackberries and other brush, severely limiting both visibility and metal 
detecting. 

Clemens was able to relocate the key features of the site: the cemetery, the four stone piles, and the stone 
arc in the northern area. Clemens did not believe that any of these stone features were the remains of 
structures. All of them sit on top of plowed soil, with no evidence of foundations sunk into the ground. He 
noted that, besides the numbered stone piles, there are a great number of rocks on the site, some of them in 
piles as large as those that were given numbers. A Lidar map of this area (Figures 8a‒b) shows many, many 
small mounds, most of them probably rock piles. 

In the location of the “Stone Quarry” shown on the Phase I map (O’Donnell et al. 2005), Clemens found a 
bulldozer push pile, likely dating to the when the site was logged. Some of the stone piles contained 
numerous artifacts, especially glass bottles. These artifacts appeared to range in date from the mid-
nineteenth century to the 1970s. A substantial trash pile dating to the mid- to late twentieth century was 
observed just south of the cemetery. 

In the area where the Phase I investigators had reported a “barn pad,” Clemens did not see any evidence of 
a structure, and metal detecting did not produce any artifacts. There was also no evidence of a spring head, 
or of any stone walls. 

Clemens made a particular inspection of the arc of stones that was the only feature found by the Phase II 
investigators (Dutton 2022) in the northern part of the site (Figure 9). This arc did not appear to be a 
structural feature. It has a different shape from the other stone piles but is otherwise identical to them, just 
rocks piled up on the ground surface. Intensive metal detecting was carried out around this feature, 
extending westward to the “barn pad.” This testing led to the discovery of 11 artifacts. These consisted of 
one copper alloy button, two iron machine parts, one bullet, and seven nails, four of them machine-cut and 
three that appear to be hand-wrought or at least hand-modified (Figure 10), likely dating them to before 
1820. No other artifacts, such as glass or ceramic fragments, were noted during excavation of the metal 
detector finds. 

During the metal detecting, a single Civil War artifact was found, an unfired .54 caliber Sharps bullet 
(Figure 11). These would normally have been carried by cavalry. Given the amount of troop movement 
along Linton Hall Road during the war, cavalry scouting and foraging undoubtedly took place across the 
project area. This bullet was most likely dropped during such activity. 

WSP believes that the stone piles on the site are the result of agriculture and field clearing. The entire site 
has been plowed, including the areas under the stone piles. This might happen when sloping soils are subject 
to plowing and poor soil management. The surface erodes, so the plow cuts ever deeper into the ancient 
subsoil, exposing more and more bedrock, leading to more and more stones breaking off and ending up in 
the plowed fields. These stones are piled up so that plowing can continue in the areas around the piles. As 
time goes on the situation gets worse and worse until plowing is abandoned and the site reverts to pasture, 
later growing up in trees. Massive soil erosion was a major problem across the Virginia Piedmont, so it is 
not surprising to see its effects on this site. 
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FIGURE 8a: Lidar Map of Site 44PW1594 (USGS National Map) 

FIGURE 8b: Annotated Lidar Map of Site 44PW1594 (USGS National Map) 
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FIGURE 9: Stone Arc at Site 44PW1594, Facing East (scale is 1 meter) 
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FIGURE 10: Hand-wrought Nail, Site 44PW1594 
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FIGURE 11: .54 Caliber Sharps Bullet, Site 44PW1594 

21 



    
  

 

  

   
   

    
   

   
     

   
  

    
     

      
     

    
        

       

  

Additional Phase II Archaeological Testing of Site 44PW1594 Prince William County 
University Boulevard Extension Virginia 

B. SUMMARY 

At this time it must be said that the nature of Site 44PW1594 remains obscure. It may represent a residence, 
perhaps one of the cabins described in 1914, but it might also be a trash disposal area and some stone piles. 
The most obvious interpretation of the Burr (1904) map is that one of the cabins was Site 44PW1588 and 
the other was to the north of the current project area. 

During the Phase I survey (O’Donnell et a. 2005), no artifacts were recovered in the northern part of the 
site that will be impacted by the project. That area was included in the site because of other features, mapped 
as a spring box, two stone walls, a “barn pad,” and an arced arrangement of stones described as a “barn 
enclosure.” During the Phase II survey (Dutton 2022), the spring box, stone walls, and “barn pad” were not 
relocated, although the report notes that the area of the spring box was heavily overgrown. The one feature 
that was recorded was the rough arc of stones. The only positive shovel tests recovered during that survey 
were directly south of this feature, two tests from which four artifacts were recovered (two sherds of 
whiteware, one sherd of coarse red earthenware with black glaze, and a fragment of unidentifiable iron). 

During WSP’s reinspection of the site, no evidence of structures was found. WSP does not believe that any 
of the stone piles on the site are structural remains. The one feature that was relocated within the current 
project area is the rough arc of stones, and this also does not appear to be structural. 
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V. ASSESSMENT AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. ASSESSMENT 

Despite three rounds of archaeological investigation (Bedell et al. 2025; Dutton 2022; O’Donnell et al. 
2005), the nature of Site 44PW1594 remains uncertain. It appears to be a domestic site with a long 
occupation period, circa 1800 to 1920; however, besides the cemetery, the only visible features are stone 
piles that are probably not related to structures and a road trace that may have nothing to do with the historic 
occupation. One way to interpret this confusing assemblage would be to assume that it has been even more 
severely disturbed than can readily be seen, perhaps by multiple rounds of logging; but this is also uncertain. 
It is certain, however, that since the last residents moved away, the site has been used for trash dumping 
and logged using heavy machinery. 

The ability of Site 44PW1594 to provide information about the past beyond what it has already yielded is 
limited. The artifacts were all recovered from a single stratum that contains everything from creamware 
and hand-wrought nails to bottle caps and a 7-Up bottle. There is no reason to believe that any of the stone 
features represent structures. WSP suspects that the excavation of 12 more test units on the site would yield 
a larger sample of the same types of artifacts but leave the interpretation of the site just as unclear as it is 
now. 

The potential of the northern portion of the site, the area that will be impacted by the project, is even more 
limited. Most of the northern part of the site should probably never have been included within the site 
boundary. The spring, “barn pad,” “stone walls,” and “rock quarry” have not been relocated since the 
O’Donnell et al. (2005) investigation, and current metal detecting around the “barn pad” produced no 
artifacts. The stone feature originally described as a “barn enclosure” was found, and some artifacts were 
recovered around it during both the Phase II shovel testing (Dutton 2022) and the metal detecting. However, 
the artifact density is far less than in the core of the site, and the stone feature is almost certainly not any 
kind of structure. As a guess, a shed may have stood somewhere near this location, but this small number 
of nails could also represent the burning or dumping of lumber from demolition. 

B. RECOMMENDATIONS 

In WSP’s opinion Site 44PW1594 is not eligible for listing in the NRHP, and therefore the proposed project 
will have no adverse effect on any resource eligible or potentially eligible for listing in the NRHP. 
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February 5, 2026 

Gary Li 
Prince William County Government 
Department of Transportation 
5 County Complex Ct., 
Prince William, VA  22192 

Re: Revised Phase II Report 
Project Name: University Boulevard Extension 
City/County: Prince William County 
DHR File Number: 2025-4122 

Dear Mr. Li, 

On January 22, 2026, The Department of Historic Resources (DHR) received through mail and digital copy 
the additional information we requested regarding the referenced project (the Project). The revised report titled, 
Additional Phase II Archaeological Testing of Site 44PW1594 University Boulevard Extension Prince William 
County, Virginia (WSP, January 2026) addressed DHR’s editorial comments provided in our December 9, 
2025, letter. Our comments are provided to Prince William County to assist with their compliance 
responsibilities under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA, 1966, as amended) for 
federally funded undertakings. 

We are pleased to inform you that the survey and report meet the Secretary of the Interior's Standards and 
Guidelines for Archeology and Historic Preservation (48 FR 44716-42) and DHR’s Survey Guidelines (rev. 
2017). 

The Phase I archaeological identification survey consisted of pedestrian survey and targeted metal detection 
conducted for the proposed University Boulevard Extension project. The report updates included a figure 
depicting metal detection survey results. Two historic artifacts were recovered during the metal detection 
survey: a Civil War–era Sharps Bullet (0.54 caliber) and a handwrought nail. Given the low density of artifacts 
recovered during the Phase I and II surveys, the findings of the current re-evaluation study, and the limited 
vertical integrity resulting from recent disturbance activities, WSP USA Inc. recommends that no further 
archaeological investigation is warranted. Previously, DHR concurred with this recommendation. 

Western Region Office Northern Region Office Eastern Region Office 
962 Kime Lane 5357 Main Street 2801 Kensington Avenue 

Salem, VA 24153 PO Box 519 Richmond, VA 23221 
Tel: (540) 387-5443 Stephens City, VA 22655 Tel: (804) 367-2323 
Fax: (540) 387-5446 Tel: (540) 868-7029 Fax: (804) 367-2391 

Fax: (540) 868-7033 



  
  

 
 
 
 

  
  

 
  

  
 

 
  

  
  

  
 

 

  
  

  
  

 

 

       
      

    
 

   
  

    
  

 
    

     
      

  

  

 
 
 

  
 

 
 
 

 

Page 2 of 2 
February 5, 2026 
DHR File Nos. 2025-4122 

Based on the information provided, DHR concurs with the Prince William County’s determination that the 
historic properties in the area of potential effects will not be adversely affected by the undertaking. DHR 
previously concurred with the consultant that there were no concerns for historic architecture in the Project’s 
Area of Potential Effects (APE). 

Implementation of the undertaking in accordance with the finding of No Adverse Effect as documented 
fulfills the federal agency’s responsibilities under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
(NHPA, 1966, as amended).  If for any reason the undertaking is not or cannot be conducted as proposed in 
the finding, consultation under Section 106 must be reopened. 

If you have any questions or comments regarding the project in general or our review, please do not hesitate 
to contact me via email at sherry.teal@dhr.virginia.gov or via telephone at (804) 482-6090. If you have any 
questions regarding the archaeological comments for this project reach out to Chardé Reid via email 
at charde.reid@dhr.virginia.gov  or by phone at 804-309-3111. 

Thank you for your consideration of Virginia’s historic resources. 

Sincerely, 

Sherry Teal, Architectural Historian 
Review and Compliance Division 

cc: John Bedell, WSP USA, Inc. 

Western Region Office Northern Region Office Eastern Region Office 
962 Kime Lane 5357 Main Street 2801 Kensington Avenue 

Salem, VA 24153 PO Box 519 Richmond, VA 23221 
Tel: (540) 387-5443 Stephens City, VA 22655 Tel: (804) 367-2323 
Fax: (540) 387-5446 Tel: (540) 868-7029 Fax: (804) 367-2391 

Fax: (540) 868-7033 
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