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IBSlRACT 

The Phase I archaeological survey reported herein was conducted at the 
site of a 9.5 acre parcel of 1 and know n as the 01 d Ford Pl ant property 
on the w aterf ront in Al exandri a, Vi rgi ni a. located at the corner of 
Franklin and South Union Streets, the parcel is scheduled for develop­
ment by Cook In1 et Region, Inc. The 1 nvest1 gat1 on was undertaken by 
John Milner Associates, Inc. to assist in compliance with Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended. The project 
area is all made land, the major portion of which is comprised of a 

"1 ate e1 ghteenth century wharf with twentieth century' add1 t1 ons. 
Documentary research and studies of settlement location for prehistoric 
and historic sites indicated "that historic archaeological resources may 
exist in the project area. An evaluation of the degree of previous 
disturbance in combination with the background research revealed that 
two areas have the potenti al~to contain evidence of sh1 pbull ding 
activities that had taken place on the surface of the wharf in the 
1 atter part of the n1 neteenth century. It was al so determ1"ned that two 
different kinds of resources from earlier periods may exist beneath the 
surface of the wharf: the wharf structure 1tsel f, and artifacts in the 
f ill of the wharf. It is recommended that addi ti onal documentary and 
archaeological investigations be undertaken in order to determine 
whether properties eligible for the National Register of Historic Places 
exi st wi th1 n the proj ect area. 
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1.0 INlROOOCTION 

1.1 Purposes and Goals of the Investig-ation 

The project reported herein consisted of a Phase I archaeological survey 

of the site commonly known as the Old Ford Plant, in Alexandria, 

V1rg1n1a (FigureD. Cook Inlet Reg10n, Inc. (CIR!), wh1ch-intends to 

develop the property, engaged John M 11 ner Associ ates, Inc. to conduct 

the survey of this property to assist in compliance with Section 106 of 

the National Histor1c Preserva~ion Act of 1966, as amended. CIRI 

acqui red the property from the General Serv1ces Administration (GSA). 

Since the sale of this property is considered a Federal Act10n under the 

1966 Act, and therefore subject to Section 106 procedures, GSA required 

the cons1deration of cultural resources which might be -located on the 

property. 

The purpose-of the survey was to locate and identify archaeological 

resources potent1 ally eli gi bl e for the Nati onal Regi ster of Hi stor1 c 

Places which might be affected by the proposed development and to 

develop a series of prioritized alternatives, as appropriate, to afford 

such resources further consi deration. Foll ow 1 ng a descri pti on of the 

project area and the proposeddevel opment, su bseq uent report sections 

.provide the prehistoric and historic cultural c·ontexts,descr.ibe the 

methods and results of the survey, offer preliminary evaluations of 

significance of· identified and potential archaeological resources, 

assess the degree of disturbance likely to result from the proposed 

development, and offer recommendations for further action. 
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1.2 Description of the Project Area 

The project area is a parcel of land of approximately 9.5 acres located 

on the southern end of the Alexandria waterfront east of the 

intersect10n of Franklin and Union Streets (Figures 1 and 2). A portion 

of the property is occupied by two adjacent buildings. The one nearest 

the i ntersecti on is a' 1943 bull di ng constructed by the Federal 

Government. The second and larger building is a plant built by the Ford 

Motor Company in 1932, which 1s commonly known as the "Old Ford Plant." 

While a parking area occupies the major portion of the remainder of the 

parcel, there are al so a boll er bull di ng near the center of the plant, 

some underground tanks, and a water tower. 

The north and east si des of the property are surrounded by water. To 

the west is Union Street and .the mainland. The south side is bordered 

by J ones Pol nt Pa rk", a parcel of tw enti eth century made 1 and covered 

with.small trees and shrubs. As detailed below, the Old Ford Plant 

property 1s made land and was orig1nal1y bu1lt as a wharf. 

1.3 Description of the Proposed Undertaking 

Althoug~ spec1fic plans have not been f1nalized, the prelimInary plans 

for development are to construct a series of tow n houses on the area 

currently used as a parkl ng lot. The boil er structure and other 

features, and possibly the 1943 Federal Building, wl1l be removed. The 

new constructlon w 111 be at grade, on pll e foundatlons. UtllItl es w 111 

be located underground and a new sew er system w 111 be constructed. It . 
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is also antfcipated that a marina may be cut into the east side of the 

property. 
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2.0 MElHOOS AND PROCEDURES 

This investigation focused on a review of existing information. 

Repositories visited or consulted include the Alexandria Library, lloyd 

House; the Department of Pl anni n9 and Communi ty Development and the 

Engineering and Design Division of the Department of Transportation and 

Envi ronmental Servi ces, Al exandri a; the Li bra ry of Congress Geography 

and Map Room; the Alexandria Archaeology Office of Historic Alexandria 

(AAQ); the Virginian Room of the Arlington County Central Library; the 

'Land Records Room, Arexandria Courthouse; the National Archives; and the 

Martin Luther King Branch of the District of Columbia Public Library. A 

variety of unpublished as well as publ ished sources were examined, 

i ncl u di ng archaeol ogi cal reports on, Al exan dri a an d other waterfront 

cities, local and specialized histories, newspaper articles, and 

hi sto':-ic maps and-atl ases. A deed search was undertaken to i denti fy 

past property owners and to determine the changes in the boundaries of 

properties within the project area. - For prehistoric:: resources, the site 

fl1 es of the AAO were rev1ewed. Pub11shed and unpublished archaeological 

reports were al so exami ned. 

A wide range of archaeological informat10n was collected to develop a 

model of prehistoric site 1 ocat1 on. Hi stori c maps were the primary 

docum'ents used to determine the presence of structures or other cul tural 

features on the surface of the wharf. Comparative material was also 

drawn from other waterfront archaeological sites and ,from historical 

4 



; 

I 
i 
! , 
i 
i 

I 
I 

I 
J 

descr1 pt1 ons to predi ct the presence of archaeol 091 cal resources under 

the surface of the wharf. 
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3.0 CUL lURIi. BACKGROOND 

3.1. Prehistoric Cultural Context 

3.1.1 Culture History 

A summary of the archaeology of the Potomac Valley in'thev1c1nity of 

Washington. D.C. arid Alexandria has been produced by Humphrey and 

Chambers· (1975). They rev 1 ew the resul ts of early pi oneers 1.n the 

archaeology of the area •. such as Willi am Henry Hol mes. who worked at the 

turn of the century. and of more recent research which began in the 

1930s and has conti nuad to the present. The d1 scussi on thatf 011 ow sis 

taken from Cheek. Meyer and Zatz (1986) and is based upon the above 

reference 'and the work of Carbone (1976); Cheek, Friedlander and Warnock 

(1983); and Gardner (1982); and Johnson <1981>. The cultural periods 

defined for the Potomac River parallel those in other areas of the East 

Coast,· and includ~: Paleo-Indian (11.000 to 8,000 B.c.), Early Archaic 

(8,000 to 6,500 B.C.), Middle Archaic (6.500 to 3.000 B.C.), Late 

Archaic/Transiti onal (3,000 to 1,000 B.c.), Early Woodl and (1,000 to 500 

B.C.), Middle Woodland (500 B.C. to A.D. 900) 'and Late Woodland (A.D. 

900 to 1,500). 

A hunting and gathering or foraging economy was characteristic of all 

prehistoric cultural periods except the Late Woodland. During the 

latter period subs1stence was based, at least 1n part, on the 

cult1vation of domest1cated plants. Although the,ear11er soc1et1es 

ut1lized a hunt1ng and gather1ng economy, there were cons1derable 

differ~nces 1n the kinds of protein sources exploited and 1n the 
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intensity with which particular resources were collected. During the 

Paleo-Indian and Early Archaic periods the subsistence pattern seems to 

have concentrated on 1 arger game a n1 mal s. The rel at1 vel y sm all hum an 

populations lived in bands that exploited relatively extensive 

territories.· Vegetative sources of food were not ignored and probably 

contributed a considerable portion of the caloric intake. However,· it 

is probable that game movements were more important in determining the 

schedule. of group behavior than was the seasonal availability of plants. 

It is also likely that the seasonal round of activity was at least 

partially deter~ined by a need to reside near deposits of particular 

types of fine-grained stone which were necessary for the manufacture of 

tool s and weapons (Gardner 1980). 

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

the Paleo-Indian and Early Archaic periods, game sources may have been 

d1 fferent. Duri ng the Pal eo- Ind1 an stage, P1 ei stocene fauna such as 

mammoth, mastodon, and car1 bou may have been the focus of the hunt. , .. At 

the end of the· Pl e1 stocene the vegetation 1 n the eastern United States 

changed as the climate grew warm ar and the gl aci ersretreated.' As a 

resu1 t of these env 1 ronmenta1 changes, perhaps exacerbated by over-

hunting, much of the large Pleistocene fauna became extinct. More 

solitary animal s, such as deer and other smaller game became the only 

aval1 ab1 e meat sources. However, some scho1 ars(e.g., Gardner 1980) 

bali eve that even the Pal eo- Ind1 an groups hunted pr1 marl1 y deer and 

moose rather 'than cari bou or mamm oth. 
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Dur1 ng the Mi ddl e Archaic, subsf stence -seems to have been focused more 

on seasonal plant resources and on thei r more intensive exploitation. 

This is reflected in the larger range of env1~onments in which sites are 

found and the appearance of tools specifically made for plant 

processing. ,The large number of sites attributed to thfs period implies 

a substantial- increase 'in population. 

The next three cul tural peri ods (the Late Archai c/Transf ti onal, the 

Early and Middle Woodl~nd) can be considered together (Cheek, 

Fri edl ander and Hol t 1983 ':71> as has been done for other areas of the 

Mid-Atlantic region (Custer 1984).-

The deciduous Eastern Woodland environment had become established by the 

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

developed by the .i ndi genous soci eti es of the regi on. The subsi stence 

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

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

continued to rise and gradually leveled off, crea ti ngsal t- and 
I -

brackish-estuarine marshes! attractive to migrating birds and suitable 

for -the development of extenisive shellfish beds. Anadromous fish such 
I 
! 
I • 

as shad and herring traveledlupstream seasonally-to find fresh water in 
I 
I 

w hi ch they coul d spaw n, crea~1 ng 1 arge-scal ef1 sh runs. Seasonal cam ps 
- I _ •. 

along the Potomac were established to exploit this resource. 
I 

Seasonality was a primary de~erminant of economic organization through­
I 

out this period, and there wlas a great deal of variation in settlement 
I 
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pattern and seasonal-group movement dependent on local patterns of 

resource distribution and density, and on local responses to population 

increase (Gardner 1982). In the Middle Atlantic region, it is 1 ikely 

that major aggregations of population would have occurred seasonally on 

the maj or streams duri ng the annual m1grati ons of fish •. 

The Late Archaic/Transitional and Early Woodland periods witnessed the 

introduction of pottery. Iti s, however, unlikely that the pattern of 

adaptation· changed .significantly.with the adoption of ceramic 

technology; Most archaeolog{ists agree that, during both the Early and 

Middle Woodland in the Coastal Plain and the Piedmon~ subsistence was 

based pri mar11 yon i ntensi v,e hunti ng and gathering strategies. There 

may have been some mani pul ation of w 11 d pl ants to increase thei r yi el ds, 

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

true horticulture with actual plant domesticates in the Coastal Plain 

until, approximately A.D. 900.' 

Late Woodl and (after A.D. 9QO) soc1eti es supported themse1 ves with 

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

Hunting, gatheri ng, and f i'sh i ng st111 p1 ayed major ro1 es 1 n the 

subs1stenceeconomy but were:,now scheduled ·aroundthe requirements of 
I' 
I' 

the hortfcul tural eycl e. Peopl e tended to live for most of the year in 
I: 

sem i- permanent v 111 ages <1.e., v ill ages that were moved only every 
" 

generati onor so), and that w:iere often stockaded, at 1 east 1 n the a rea 
!, 

at and above the Fall L1 ne (Potter 1980>. V 111 ages of th1 5 ty pe were 
l' 

witnessed by Captain John Sri1fth when he explored the Potomac 1n the 
I' 
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earl y part of the seventeenth century. Contact between Europeans and 
I' 

I: _ 

the local Indians in northern Virginia started with the explora"tion of 

the Potomac by John Smith in 1608 (Feest 1978) and became more intense 

by the mid~1600s. By 1700, ~ost of the tribes in northern Virginia and 
11 

southern M~ ry 1 and had bee:n di spersed. .' Some had' been pl aced on 

reservations, while others hJd 1 eft the region al to'gether (Feest 1978) • 

. 3.1.2 Previous Research 

The record of known prehistorr1c archaeological sites in Alexandria, and 
',' 

I! 

to the north and south of the ci ty on the west si de of the Potomac, 15 
• 1'" • 

I: 

reviewed below. The purpos(:) is not only to determine if prehistoric 
" . 

sites have been previously identified within the project area, but also 

to collect data necessary ~or a preliminary model of the factors 

affect1 ng prehi stori c settl ament patterns in th1 s area. Such a model 

will allow the p~ed1ction of whether there is a h1gh, medium, or low 
:1 

probability of sites being located within the project area. 
I 

" I:' 

Information on the location of prehistoric sites in and about Alexandria 
, l' 

comes from several sources. A map by John Smith (Feest 1978: Figure 2) 
!i ' 
I: 

record~d si tes on both si de~ of the Potomac. Four were noted on the 
\; 

west side of the river in th~ vicinity of Alexandria. From south to 

north these were call ed Tauxenent, Manassi ngakent, Assaomeck and 

Namoraughquend. Because of the problems inherent in superimposing 

Smith's map on modern maps, :there have been di sagreements about the' 

exact locations of the settl aments. Many schol ars follow Mooney (1889) 
I, 

and place Tauxenent atMt. !: Vernon (see forexampl e Powell 1963). 

10 



I 
However, Feest <1978: Figure 2) has recently pl aced it on the Occoquan 

River south of Mt. Vernon. Mc>0ney and Feest both place Namoraughquend 
I: 

near the modern 14th Street Bridge (formerly known as long Bridge), 

w hil e Humphery and ,Chambers <1'975) pl ace f t further upstream. The only 

village that !'light have been ,:close to Alexandria is Assaomeck (Mooney 

1889), but Feest places'it squth of Hunting Creek. In summary, the 
I' 

preci se 1 ocat1 ons of these cOl')tact perf od si tes are unknow n, but it is 

unlikely that any of them w~re located in Alexandria or within the 

proj ect area. 

A survey of the earlier archae9logical literature revealed that only two 
I' 

sites were recorded for the area in the vicinity of. .Alexandria, and none 

actually from within Alexandria. Proudfit's (1889) map of the location 

of known sites included one north of Alexandria, on the site of the 

modern National .A1.rport. The site was apparently located above the 

mouth of Four Mile Run which enters a small bay on the south side of the 

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

1 t does 1 ncl u de some sites oppos1 te the c1 ty on the east bank of the 
I 

river. An archaeological base map prepared by the Natf onaLPark Service 
II 

(Powell 1963), which roughly l~'cated known sites in the Washington, D.C. 

vicinity, also fails to note any sites in the area. 

I 

Modern archaeological survey of:: the City of Alexandr1 a was not initiated 

until the Alexandria urban arc~aeology program was founded in the late 

1970s. This survey, part1 ally, reported by Henry (1983) and on fil e at 

Alexandria Archaeology, Off1~e of Historic Alexandria, recorded 22 
I 
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locations of prehistoric sites. However, all but one of these are 

located well inland. The exception, Site 44 AA. 53, was identffted by a 
I' 
I' 

collector at Jones Point, immediately south of the project area. Ceramic 

and 1 ithi c materf al recovered during recent testi ng at the site suggests 

occupation during the Late:: Archaic and Middle Woodland periods 

" 
. (LeeDecker and Friedl ander 19814:35). 

! 

I 
South of Al exandrf a, betweel"! Great Hunti ng Creek and L ittl e Hunti ng 

II 

Creek, thirteen prehi storic sites have al so been 1 denttfi ed (Inash tma 

1985 :21>. 
/1 

A recent survey of the ,Mt. Vernon Memori al Hi ghw ay (Inashi ma 
, 

]l' 

1985) reported preliminary tes'ting of four of these sites and identified 
j;. . 
r 

an additional one. From north l
! to south these sites are 44 FX 723, 44 FX 
/' 

713, 44 FX 618, and 44 FX 604'. Collections ex.ist in the Smithsonian 
" 

Museum of Natural History for sites FX 723, and FX 604. No detailed 
. i, 

" information was pr~sented by ~nashima on the eight other sites recorded 

along this shore., They are simply listed as Woodland Village, Archaic 
" I: 

camp, mlll ti-canponent si te, orrundefi ned prehi stori c sfte. 

I: 
Coll ecti ons from FX 723 were m,ade 1 n the 1 ate 1880s and 1890s as part of 

" 
1: 

a su rvey of the Potomac made i:by 'the Sm 1 thson1 a nand 1 n th e ,1940s by a 
[' 

collector CInash1ma 1985:65)::. -Artifacts included both hafted b1faces 
• . I 

and ceramic sherds. 'The bifac~s belong to types dating from the Middle 
i' 
" 

Archaic to the Late Woodl and,;' mostly from the Late Archaic. The three 

groups of sherds from the col'lectfon can, on the basis of temper and 
'I 

decorati on, be tentati vel y 1 oentf f 1 ed as Accokeek Creek, Mockl ey and 
Ii 

Potomac Creek wares. These celramfc types span, respectively, the Early, 
" 
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Middle, and Late Woodland periods. The testing by Inashima recovered 

"Popes Creek-1i ke Net Im pressed Sherds" w hi ch a1 so date to the Ea r1y 

Woodl and peri ode 

The newly recorded site, FX 713, contained Early Woodla'nd Pope's Creek 

ceramics. Unli kethe other sites tested it was characterized by a 

functi ona lly di verse lith 1 c tool ki t and had no temporally df agnostf c 

.bifaces • 

. The third site, .FX 618, was collected by Judge W. Graham in the middle 

of the twentieth century, but no record of the collection was found. 

Test1 ng recovered shell-tempered' Mockl ey sherds. and sand-tempered, net 

impressed (probably Pope's Creek) sherds from, respectively, the Middle 

and Earl y Woodl and peri ods. 

Col 1 ecti ons made by Graham were avail abl e for Site FX 604, and reveal ed 

a sequencefrom the Early :Archa1 c through the Late Woodl and .. based on 

·bf face ·T1th1cs.· ·;,-i Subsequent'-archaeol og1 cal ,testi ng recovered late··­

Woodl and pottery of Potomac Creek (A.D. 1300 through the seventeenth 

century) and Yeocom 1 co (A:~D. 1510-1690) wares (Egloff and Potter 

1982:112-114). 

·-As ·indicated above, knowledge of the types of prehistoric archaeological 

sites and their periods of occupation in the Alexandria area is not very 

detail ad. .Very l1ttl e modern work has been done, and that w h1ch has 
I . 

been undertaken has been hampered by the 1 ntense davelopment that has 

13 
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disturbed and/or destroyed sites. The indiscriminate collection of 

sites, beginning in at~east the late 1800s and continuing to the 

present, is another-factor which, by removing many diagnostic artifacts 

from sites, has hampered thei r modern study. 

3.1~3 Prehistoric Site locations 

It 1s- the purpose Df the following section to briefly outline and 

disctiss the factors which are prime indicators for the location of 

prehistoric sites~ These' commonly: used variables include the presence 
. . - . 

of water, topography- ,n and-form an'delevat1 on)", and density and 

diversftyof food resources.' The area from which specific site and 

environmental information is drawn is the same area reviewed under 

Section 3.1.2 (from Four Mil e Creek north of Al exa ndr 1 a to L 1 ttl e 

Hunting Creek south of Alexandria). More general 1nfonnation was drawn 

from the Mi ddl e Atlanti c regi on as a w hol e. 

Archaeol 091 cal' research' throughout, the M1 ddl e Atl anti c "regi o~ - has 

revealed that, while pr-ehistortc'sites are found in other settings as 

well, sftes are very frequently found at the confl uence of two streams. 

The Potomac River, which borders the entire area under review, is joined" 

at several points by both large and small streams flowing from the west. 

Four Mil e Creek, Great Hunti ng Creek, and L ittl e Hunti ng Creek are the 

1 arger streams. Between Four Mile Creek and Great Hunting Creek, the 

only water course noted on the historic and modern maps reviewed is that 

at Ral ph's Gut, al so know n as the Ori nocco Marsh, at tlTe north end of 

Alexandria. South of Great Hunting Creek a small stream -feeds a marsh. 
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South of that marsh, there are four intermittent streams and a spring 

bef ore th e mouth of Lf ttl e Hunti ng Cre'ek is reached. Of the th f rteen 

sites south of.Great Hunting Creek all but three are within 500 'feet of 

an addi ti ona 1 water source CInash 1 m a 1985). North of Great Hunti ng 
, 

Creek, tw 0 s1 'ies, IIX 53 on J ones Poi nt and the v 111 age site on Four Mil e 

Creek, are al so at a stream j unctureon the Potanac.. 

Topography is a useful indicator of high and low probability areas for' 

prehistoric site locations because often sites are located on particular 
- . 

1 andforms 1 n much higher frequencf es than on others. B1 uffs 1 fne most 

of the shore under. consi derat1 on, and become 1 ncreasi ngly hi gher . from 

south of Ral ph's Gut to L 1 ttl e Hunt1 ng Creek. There 1 s a "beach" at the 

base of the b1 uffs of varyi ng, but rel atively narrow, wi dth. North of 

Great Hunti ng Creek, the 1 and i nl and f rom the Potomac 1 s a rel ati vel y 

fl.at,. u~di ssected ~errace approximately a. m 11 e wide and between 10 and 

40 feet in elevation. High~r el~vations, betw.een 30 and 250fee~, 

characterize the more heavily dissected inland area between Great 

Hunti ng Creek arid L1ttl e Hunti ng Cre~k. Th 1 s terrai n conti nues 1 nl and 

for at least a ml1e. While only one water course drains the interior of 

the land north of Great Hunting Creek, several drain the area to its 

south~ 

Only four of the prehistoric sites noted above are known to be'located 

at' el evations of 10 feet a.s.l. or lower-1IX 53 on Jones Poi nt, the site 

at ·the mouth of Four Mil e Run, and both FX 31 and FX 723 near the marsh 

'15 



south of Great Hunting Creek. The other reported sites are on the 

bl uffs at or above 35 feeta.s.1. 

The presence of specific food resources or a combination of resources is 

another important factor affecting site locations; Within this 

reasonably small area, there are few, but possibly significant, 

variations in the environment. One source ,of vari abilityi n the 

available resources is the presence of wetland food resources around the 

mouth of Four Mil e Run, at Ral phiS Gut, and at the wetl ands south of the 

mouth of Great Hunti n9 Creek. Besi des vari ous plants and ani mal s used 

for tood and raw materi al that are avail abl e year round, these areas 

attract migratory waterfowl during the spring and fall. It is not known 

whether these specific wetlands were in existence in the prehistoric 

past or if, as is more likely, others existed in place of or in addition 

to the wetl ands of' today. Inash ima (1985) found consi derabl e evi dence . 

of shoreline change on.h1storic maps, l.ncluding both additions to and 
. ,-

erosi on of the shoreli neo . Furthermore, . as many hisve poi nted out, maj or 

changes occurred to the riverine systems at the end of the glacial 

period as sea level gradually rose. It was not until approximately 4500 

years ago that the riveri ne env ironment approxi mated modern condi ti ons. 

, . 

Another seasonally abundant resource is the runs of anadromous f1 she 

Historic sources mention that some ~ocales were part1cularlygo~d 

f1 sheries. However, hi storic fi shi ng technology has not been compared 

to prehistoric technology and, therefore~ it is unknown whether these 

same locales would have attracted prehistoric groups. It is also 
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uncertain if the prehistoric fishing technology would have been 

effective everywhere along the river or only in a few restricted 

1 ocati ons. 

The topogr~phic differences between the area immediately adjacent to 

Alexandria and the area to its south discussed above may also have 

affected the avall abl e resources .for prehistoric peopl es. The greater 

number of streams in the upl ands to the south created a fi ne grai ned 

mosaic of upland and riverine resource zones. North. around Alexandria. 

the uplands are more uniform. The adaptational val ues of the greater 

resource diversity in the south is not precisely known because detalled 

biomass studies have not been performed in the Middle Atlantic region. 

How ever. the greater number of habitat zones. even if repetiti ous. may 

have created an area of more abundant resources in the south. The 

concentrati on of such resources may help expl ai n the 1 arger number of 

sites (13). found along. the shore of the Potomac between the two Hunting 

Creeks and the two sites found in the Alexandria area. 

In summary. this review of the shore-line environment and prehistory of 

the Potomac River on either si de of the proj ect area has documented that 

sites are associ ated with stream confluences and are generally at hi gher 

elevations adjacent to areas of greater inland environmental diversity. 

Those sites at lower elevations are adjacent to a specific food resource 
. . 

such as wetlands CFX31. FX723. and FourMlleRun) or areatthemouth 

of a stream (AX 53 and Four M11 e Run). It must be poi nted out that thf s 

analysis is based on the assumption that the historic development of 
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Al exandri a and adj acent 1 and has not b1 ased our understandi ng of s1 te 

locations through the destruction or burial of prehistoric sites. Whlle 

it is uncertain how accurate this assumption is, it is an assumption 

that must be made. Given this caveat, it can be concluded that the 

project area "itself has none of the characteristics of areas with high 

probability for prehistoric sites. The project area is adjacent to 

upl ands of rel ative1y less environmental diversity; it has no additional 

water source joining the Potomac; it is below 10 feet a.s.l.; and it is 

not adj acent to know n w et1 ands. Accord1 ng1 y, the proj ect a rea 1 s 

predicted to have a low probability for the presence of a prehistoric 

site. 

3.2H1stor1c Cultur~l Context 
·'A 

3.2.1 Hi story of A1 exandr1 a 

The area which is-now the City of Alexandria was originally part of'a 

700 acre tractaw arded1 n a -1654 patent to Margaret Brent, formerly of 

St. Mary's City, Maryland. The Brent family was the ea"rliest English 

1 andhol der in thi s area of Vi rgi ni a border1 ng on the Potomac. Margaret, 

with her brothers and sister, accumulated over 9,610 acres of Virginia 

land in the mid-seventeenth century. The patent for the tract in which 

the s1 te of Al exa ndr1 a was i ncl uded was rei ssued 1 n 1662. It was the 

center of a title dispute .1n 1669. The land was eventually purchased by 

a Scottish merchant, John Alexander, for 600 pounds of tobacco. He was, 

however, required to pay an additional 10,500 pounds of tobacco in 1674 

for a clear title (Shornette 1985:16). 
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In 1682, Cadw all ader Jones estab11 shed a trad1 ng post on the poi nt of 

land which would come to be called Jones Point (Shomette 1985:17). 

Indi an trad1 ng soon gave way to the grow th of pl antati on soci ety as 

large areas of land were settled on both sides of the Potomac. Tobacco 

and other c::ash crops raised by these pl antat1 ons wa's coll ected and 

inspected for shipment at a port designated by the Virginfa Assembly in 

1724.' The si te ofth 1 sport was a bove the confl uence of Great Hunti ng 

Creek and the Potomac, where John Al exander, hi s brother Ph 111i p, and 

Hugh West had established a settlement. Phillip Alexander's "quarters" 

were located west of the project area, on the bl uffs above the river 

(Figure 3). In 1732 Hugh West's property became the site for the 

tobacco warehouse. West's Point was at the foot of modern Oronoco 

Street, 'and the location of the warehouse at West's Point was 

particularly amenable to the growing tobacco trade. The anchorage was 

the last major one before the fall line of the Potomac, 16 miles 

upriver, and roads from the west and northwest converged here. The 

combination of, access -to the productive -1 nter10ras -well as 'deepwater 

navigation proved to be important to the future of ,Alexandria (Shomette 

1985, Mill er n.d.). 

In 1749 the Virginfa Assembly ~assed an "Act for Erecting a Town at 

Huntfng Creek Warehouse 1n the County of Fairfax." Sfxty acres of land 

were surveyed by John West, wfth the assistance of his afde, the young 

George Washfngton. Lfke many new towns fn the colonfes, Alexandrfa was 

1 af d out on a grf d pattern, e1 ght streets runni ng east-west f ntersected 

by three north-south streets. Pofnt Lumley, now the foot of Duke 
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Street, formed the southern edge of the town. As Alexandria grew, land 

was annexed to the north, south, and west. To the east the arc of open 

water or shoals between Duke and Oronoco Streets was infilled to create 

more land for wharves and warehouses. Tobacco, and later wheat, formed 

the economic-base for the expansion of Alexandria (Shomette 1985:24). 

During the Revolutionary War, Alexandria was spared the destruction of 

many other cities, and it was a logistical supply center for the 

continental armies. Alexandria continued to prosper as a seaport after 

the _Revol uti on, becom ing a part of the Di strict of Col umbi a from 1801 to 

1849. Several factors contri buted to a peri od of decl1 ne after 1820, 

including "the 1803-1810 yellow fever epidemics, the Jeffersonian 

Embargo, a fire in 1810, and the effect of pirates preying on the 

shipping trade" (Miller n.d.:12). 

The town again became a supply center during the Cfvfl War for the Union 

army. 'A sh1ppi ng boom developed after -the Civil War,' and sh1pbull d1 ng 

and shipping goods and supplies continued to grow until after World War 

I. 

3.2.2 Development of the A1 exandr1 a Waterfront 

As noted earlier, the Alexandria waterfront began as a cluster of 

warehouses on West's Poi nt, at the foot of the present Oronoco Street. 

This settlement was referred to as Belhaven, in honor of John Hamilton, 

the second baron of Belhaven, Scotland (Shomette 1985:23). The first 

change to the wa'terfront landscape was the gradual 1nf1111ng of the area 
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between West's Point and Point Lumley with additional wharves and ware-

houses. Infilling also occurred from south of Duke Street to the 

southernmost point of the waterfront, at the foot of Franklin Stree~ 

Development of the waterfront was undertaken both by prtvate lot owners 

and the Trustees of the City of Alexandria. Owners of waterfront lots 

claimed the right to f111 in the river and bul1d warehouses. This right 

was protected by an act of the Trustees of Al exandri a: 

.Every purchaser ofriversi de lotts [sic] by the 
terms of the sal e was to have the benef it of 
extending said lotts into the river as far as they 
shall think proper without any obstruction from 
Water Street (Miller n.d.:6). 

The tow n agreed to improve the public wharf at West's Poi nt in 1761 and 

appoi nted a local' bu il der to keep it in good repair. In 1771 the 

trustees took over the. wharf and began imposing docking fees on ships 

not doi ngbusi ness at ,the publi c warehouse. Most of the ·cargo .at thi s 

time was lumber, shingles,. and oyster shells (Millern.d.:7). 

In th~ 1780s Alexandria became a major port in the Middle Atlantic area 

for the exportation of flour and hemp, and in 1784 it was.the only port 

on the Potomac designated as a port of entry for foreign vessels. 

During this growth period of 1780-1800 Water (now Lee) and Union 

Streets were gridded and laid ou~ The bluffs above. the river were cut 

down and the earth used as fill to create Union Street in the cove 

between Duke and Oronoco Streets (M111er n.d.:9). 
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One of the problems facing Alexandria was the increasing sedimentation 

of its port. The outer part of the bay contai ned shoal s or mud fl ats, 

as shown on various early maps of the town {Shomette 1985). The f nner 

harbor began to silt up, and shoaling continued to be a problem into the 

n1 neteenth century. Wharves were extended and dredgi n9 was attempted, 

but by 1908 only a few wharves could maintain access to deep water 

(Shomette 1985:290). 

The last major episode of infill1ng along the Alexandria waterfront 

occurred duri ng the years 1910-1912, w hen the Army Corps of Engi neers 

filled in Battery Cove for a sh1pbul1ding site. Battery Cove is located 

from the foot of Franklin Street south to Jones Poin~ 

The development of the Al exandr1 a waterfront seems to have been typical 

of most seapo~ts 'colonized by the English. Infilling and extend1ng 

substanti al wharves into the ,river as long as therew as avail abl e room 

was the pattern of ~rowth at other cities such a~ Newport, Boston, 

Norfolk"Philadelphia, and others (Huey 1984:27)., New York, with its 

Dutch i nfl uence, began by constructi ng an ordered seri es of sli ps and 

canal s. In the 1 ate ei ghteenth century New York~egan to conform to the 

style of waterfront development of other east coast seaports by us1ng 

proj ect1 ng p1 ers and wharves. 

A d1 st1 nct1 on shoul d be made between p1 ers, docks, and wharves. ' The 

terms are used f nterchangeably today, but tradi ti onally w ha rves were 

solid structures'buflt of wood and filled in with earth and ~tone. 
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Piers or docks referred to open structures or platforms on piles (Wilson 

and Moran 1980:5-6). This difference is indicated in a legislative 

petition in.1785 by reference to construction of piers and docks in 

front of the wharf (Keith.e.:t.al. 1785:4). 

Al exandr1 a was typi cal of other Mf ddl e Atl antf c and northeastern 

seaports f n its patterns of waterfront expansion as well· (Artemel .e.t .al. 

1985) The waterfront was created dur1n'g the initial period of growth 

(1749-1810), after which it stabfl ized until the period of industri al 

expansion in the nineteenth century. Alexandria emerged as a major port 

in the Middle Atlantic area during the eighteenth and early nineteenth 

centuries, but was ecl ipsed by larger and more complex seaports after 

1830. A revival of shipbullding after the Civil War brought new life to 

the waterfront, but it never regained its original importance (Miller 

n.d.; Cressey .at li. 1982). 

3.2.3 Hi story of the Proj ect Area 

The land on which the project area is situated was created between 1782 

and 1785 by riverside lot owners infilling the area to the east of the 

intersection of South Union and Franklin ·Streets. The precise location 

of .the original shoreline in the project area is unknown, but early maps 

(e.g, Fi gure3) indicate that it coul dhave projected beyond the present 

location of Union Street. A petition sent in 1785 to the House of 

Delegates in Richmond by the property owners describes how James Keith, 

John Harper, Cha rl es Simms, and Level Powell began to extend Frankl1 n 

Street four hundred feet into the river, creating a wharf, which came to 
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be called Keith's Wharf, and their intention to construct "commodious 

piers and docks in front of their wharf for the reception of shipping" 

(Keith ~ .al •. 1785:4). Apparently, the·town of Alexandria had 

complained to the legislature that the extension of Franklin Street was 

only 50 feet wide, where!ls it was 100 feet wide west of Union Street • 
./ 

The petition cited above is in response to these complaints. 

Figure 4, a map published in 1804, shows the town of Alexandria and the 

names of the wharfs. The reclaimed area at the foot of Frank11n Street 

can be clear-lysean •. The .configurat10n of this extension is 

. q uest1 onabl e, however" . s1 nce all su bseq uent maps 1 n the n1 neteenth 

century show a more 1 rregul ar outl ine" wfth 1 ess 1 and area than that 

shown in the 1804 map. Although the reclaimed area could have eroded 

away in the n1 neteenth century" it is more 1 ikely that the 1804 map 

depicts an idealized version of the area. 

In an 184S'map·published by Maskell C. -Ewing (FigureS). the Fr·anklin 

Street extension onto-the wharf is intersected by a cross street,· 

originally calle~ Madison Street in some deeds. but later changed to 

Strand. The "made 1 and" seen here is contai ned enti rely wi th.i n the 

proj ect area. As can be seen from the seri es of maps in Fi gures 6 

through 8. ·the outl1 ne of the proj ect area rem ai ned al most unchanged 

from the 1840suntll the construction of the Ford Plant in 1932. Two 

piers. however. were extended into the river during the occupation of 

the site by the Alexandria Marine Railway and Ship Bufldfng Works 

(Figure 8). and extended almost to the eastern edge of the project area. 

24 



; 

>; 

The area south of the boundary of the original landfill appears to have 

been created by the 1910-1912 Battery Cove landf111 (Figure 9). A 1943 

aerf al photograph in the City of Al exandri a Transportati on and 

Environmental Services Office clearly shows the dividing line between 

the original wharf fill and the fill deposited in the early twentieth 

century. In 1932 the Ford Motor Company extended a concrete wharf 300 

feet beyond the shoreline into the river, and constructed an automobfl e 

shipping and assembly cente~ 

Lane:{· use in the proj ect area has been pri marll y commerci al or i ndustri al 

in nature. However, Phillip Alexander's settlement on the bluffs above 

the project area shows early residential activity in the vicinity. The 

first references to the project area document the wharf building in 

1785. The Alexandria Gazette reported on September 15, 1785, "a laborer 

on Messrs. Harper"" and Keith's wharf lost his life by the falling of the 

bank". This apparently refers "to ~he bl uffs above the river that were 

being cut down to provide fill for the wharves. A map presented to the 

Circuit Court of the District of Columbia for the County of Alexandria 

on March 4, 1804 identifies the wharf at the foot of Franklin Street as 

Keith's Wharf (Figure 4). In Figure 7, Keith's Wharf is st111 

identified as such in 1841. The only commodity documented as being sold 

from Keith's Wharf is fish. On March 30, 1804 the Alexandria Gazette 

reported that the superi ntendent of poli ce "assi gn as a pl ace for the 

sale of fresh shad and herrings, from and after the first day of April 

next, the wharf of Mr. J ames Keith, a 11 ttl e to the south of the present 

harbour of th 1 stow n ••• " 
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A survey of the Alexandria Gazette for three years following this 

announcement reveals no other advertisements for Keith's wharf. Keith 

did apply, how ever, for a license in 1804 "to keep a public ferry from 

the lower point of his wharf to the opposite shore" (Alexandria Deeds, 

Liber G, p.399). All evidence available concerning the activities on 

Keith's Wharf indicate that it was not as prominent (geographically or 

econom 1cally) as the ·w harves located on the central waterfront. 

The next major period of activity involved the Alexandria Marine Railway 

Company, incorporated' on January 13, 1849, the sixth shipyard in 

Al exandri a. AMari ne ra ilw ay is a 

ramp w~th ties and rails for either launching or 
hauli ng a vessel out of th e water. A boat is 
cradl ed on a carri age that runs on the rails 1 ai d 
on the ramp. The carriage al so runs into the water 
under a boat, and the boat is positioned over it to 
be lifted by the carri age and pull ed from the water 
(Wl1 son_ and Moran 1980 :5) • 

The purpose of the Alexandria Marine Railway was the repair and 
.-

refitting of all tYpes of vessels. This yard continued to bul1d ships, 

particul arly Potom~c longboats, pungyboats, and schooners for more than 

seventy-five years (Tilp"1978:82). All these vessels were primarily 

local commerci al craft. 

During the Civil War, the wharf was used as a supply depot for the Union 

Army Quartermaster Corps (Hlp 1978:181>. A shipbuilding slump in the 

early 1870s predicated the reorganization of the yard. Robert Portner 

26 



,,", .. 

, . 

of Maine became president of the Alexandria Marine Railway and 

Shipbuilding Company (Figure 8). This company was primarily concerned 

w iththe repa1 r of the 1 arge coal, ice and stone schooners operati ng out 

of Alexandria and" Georgetown, but continued to build ships as well (Tl1p 

1978: 82) • 

In 1880, John Parke Custis Agnew, a coal dealer from Alexandria 

purchased the yard. The 1 argest sh1 p buil t at thi s yard, and the only 

four-masted schooner built on the river, was the William ~~. The 

.HaI::t was launched in 'July of 1883 with a carrying capacity of 1500 tons. 

The cabins were fitted out in oak and red plush, at a total cost of over 

$45,000. The first cargo carried by thel:ia..r.:t was a load of coal bound 

fcir Providence, Rhode Island (Alexandria Gazette July 13, 1883). In 

1883, Agnew and Company advertised in a business directory of Alexandria 

as "retail and wholesale dealers of coal, with shipping yards at 

Georgetown, A1 exandr1 a and Ba1 timore" (Brockett and Rock 1883:118). The 

address 1 n Al exandr1 a was 11 sted as the corner of Frank11 n and South 

Union Streets (F1 gure 10>. 

The last ship launched from this yard was a 50-foot longboat bunt in 

1917. The company became know n as Grover's Rallway and prospered dur1 ng 

World War I. It survived until 1923, when it was sold to the George 

Washington Stone Company, who in turn sold the property to the Ford 

Motor Company (Tllp 1978:83; Alexandria Deeds, L1ber 109, p. 70; 195, p. 

241> • 
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The Ford occupation of the property, with the construction of an 

automobfl e shi ppi ng termi nal and factory, began the next maj or ,Phase of 

activity. In 1942, Ford sold the property comprising the project area to 

the U.S. Governme-nt. The extension to the west end of the Ford pl ant 

was bu 11 t 1 n 1943 by the government, and the com pl ex was used as an 

annex to the Torpedo F.actory. Si nce Worl d War II, the property has 

served various government functions, the most recent being as a surplus 

equipment and records storage facflfty. 

The specific methods -by which wharves were constructed in the eighteenth 

an d n1 neteenth centur1 es are better know n for other east coast ci ti es 

than for Al exandr1 a. One of the few references to wharf constructi on 1 n 

this city ,fs found in the legislative petition of Keith and others, 

stati ng that: 

, ••• your Pet1 tf oners ••• began to construct a frame to 
include the street. •• and are now engaged in filling 
it in with earth at a very heavy expense 
(Keith .at .al. -1785:2) 

An advertisement in the Alexandria Gazette for July 12, 1785 by a wharf 

builder, David Shaon: 

••• professes al so the capabfl ity of bul1 di ng a 
complete pile driver, one being sufficient for the 
w hol e pl ace, and recommends the driv 1 ng of 1 arge 
'piles on the outside walls of every wharf, which 1s 
the custom in Bal ti more even 1 n the Bason [sic]; 
but is peculf arly suitabl e here from the steepness 
with which the channel of Potomack is formed. ' 
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The only wharf in Alexandria to be examined ~rchaeolog1cally is the 

Carlyle-Dalton wharfl which exhibited the crib type of construction 

documented in many other eastern ports (CresseYI personal communi cati on 

1986). This wharf is located at Cameron and Union Streetsl in the 

center of the waterfront. 

Tw 0 ty pes of construction seem to have been 1 n use 1 n the e1 ghteenth 

century: cribb1ngl which consisted of a "rectangular frame of logs or 

squared timbers notched together horizontally" (Wilson and Moran 

1980:4), and a bulkhead system. This is probably the method used by the 

wharf builder advertising in the Alexandria Gazette. A bulkhead would 

be constructed using a pile driver to sink vertical timbers, creating a 

retaining wall for the stone and earth fill (Wilson and Moran 1980:4). 

It is not known which type of construction was used at Keith's Wharf. 

Upriver at Georgetow n, the Comm i ss1 oners of the ci ty speci fi ed ina 

contract for the construction of a wharf in 1762 that: 

The outsides ••• to be hewed 10ggs [sic] 12 inches 
thick ••• braced or girded with hewed 10ggs 10 inches 
thick of 15 feet long and dovetailed into the 
outs1 des (Arteme1 and. Mack1 e 1985:5). 

This wharf would have been a crib'type. 

The su bstructure of wharves excavated 1 n New bu ryport, Massachusetts 

illustrate both construction techniques. Retaining walls of pilings or 

boards held fill of earth and ballast stones at the City Wharf, while a 
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breakwater constructed in 1831 used a wooden crib, floated into place 

and loaded with stones until it sank (Faulkner.e.:tli. 1978:36,39-40). 

Crib,construction was also used in Baltimore, as documented by the 

excavations at the Cheapside Wharf (Norman, personal communication 

1986). 

References to the use of crib construction continue into the early 

twentieth century, with little change in technology. This method was 

used in Boston, New York and Salem, as well as in the southern colonies. 

An early reference' to wharf constructi on comes from W 111i am Byrd 1 n 

1728, describing a wharf in Norfolk, Virginia: 

The Method of building Wharffs [sic] here is after 
the f 011 ow i ng Manner: They 1 ay dow n long Pi ne 
Logs, that reach from the Shore to the Edge of the 
Channel. These are bound fast together by Cross­
P1eces,notcht [sic] into them, according to the 
Architecture of the Log-Houses in North Carolina 
(W 11 son and Moran 1980:20). 

The practice of using cord wood as fill has been documented in the 

southern colonies, and seems to be the maj or difference between the 

wharves of New Engl and and the south. Stone was more readfly avafl abl e 

in the north, and consequently was used there more frequently as fill 

(W 11 son and Moran 1980:21). 

3.2.4 Historic.Land Use Patterns 

The primary patterns of land use in the project area were industrial and 

commercial, with minor amounts of domestic use as well. The initial 
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land use may have been a possible boat landing, serving at least the 

domestic needs of Phillip Alexander's WJ.uarters," pictured in Figure 3. 

Most of the 1 and conta i ned in the 01 d Ford Pl ant project area was 

originally created about 1785 as a wharf owned and operated by James 

Keith. Land-use at this time was primarily commercial. Use of the site 

shifted to industrial after 1849, with occupation by the Alexandria 

Marine Railway and Ship Building Company. A break in its industrial use 

occurred during the Civil War, when the wharf served as a supply depot 

for the Union Army Quartermaster Corps. After the Civil War, the 

property was owned by aser1 es of 1 ndustri al and marine-related 

proprietors. The Ford Motor Company ownership from 1931 to 1942 and the 

subseq uent ow nershi p 'by the U.S Government conti nued the i ndustr1 al use 

of the property. 

For convenience,,"and in the discussion that follows, the historic 

resources at the wharf can be assigned to the following periods of use: 

1) Pre-Wharf (pre-1780s); 2) Keith's Wharf <17805-1849); 3) Marine 

Railway and Ship Build1ng! (MRSB I) <1849-1860); 4) Civ1l War <1860-

186,5); 5) Marine Railway and Ship Building II (1865-1932); 6) Ford Plant 

(1932-1942); 7) Federal <1942-present). 

The original shoreline in the project area is depicted in Figure 3. The 

first,landfill activity in this location occurred with the construction 

of the wharf in the late 1780s. The approximate location of the 

shorel i ne after the wharf constructi on is 1 nd1 cated 1 n Fi gure 9. The 

next major physical change to the project area took place during the 
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1910 i nf i111 ng of Battery Cove, adj acent to the proj ect a rea. Fill 

dating to this time ,period can be seen in Figure 9. The last f111 

deposited in the project area is connected with the construction of the 

FordPl ant, and the extension of the wharf under the Ford bun ding. 

Although some of the 'p1ansre1ating to the construction of the Ford 

Plant were found at the Division of Engineering and Design in 

Alexandria,. they did not include information on whether the surface of 

the property had been either graded, inf111ed or both. Siml1arly, no 

other evidence of. land a1tera~ion activity on the surface of the wharf 

was recovered. No maps except one recent ci ty map prov i ded el evati on 

data at a scale sufficient to determine the elevation of the wharf, 

preventing an analysis of whether the elevation of the surface had 

changed over ti me. 

;. ~ 
;,. .. 

',,;. 
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4.0 EVAlUATION OF POTENTIAL FOR SIGNIFICANT M(}fAEa..O.HCAl RESOURCES 

4.1 Archaeological Potential 

Analysis of the data on prehistoric site location concluded that the 

probability of a prehistoric site in the project area is low. The 

identification of potential historic archaeological resources was 

derived from the documentary and rna p research. In the paragraphs that 

follow, the potential resources are reviewed by time period. To more 

readily accommodate a planning viewpoint, potential historic 

archaeological resources will be presented in terms'of whether they were 

originally below the surface of the wharf (subsurface resources) or 

whether they were originally on the surface of the wharf (surface 

resources). 

The first potential subsurface resource to consider is any evidence of 

activity associated with the pre-1780 period. Evidence from this period 

could be contained in the fill of the wharf. It is known that the fill 

of the Carlyle-Dalton Wharf on the central waterfront of Alexandria 

included art1facts from the ear11est period of occupat10n in Alexandria, 

and it is possible that a similar situation exists at this~harf. 

The source of early period artifacts in the fill of Keith's Wharf could 

be the occupants of the structures identified as "Phillip Alexander 

Quarters", possi bly situated on the bl uff overl ooki ng the wharf (Fi gure 

3). As detalled by Miller (n.d.:9), the bluffs on which the town was 

bull t, with thei r attendant trash deposi ts, were a maj or source of fill 
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for the central wharf area. The same f 5 at 1 east part1 ally true for the 

southern waterfront. A sim 11 ar process of cutti ng down the bl uff for 

use ascthefill ·of Keith's Wharf was documented by the.Alexandria 

Gazette notice, refe·rred to earlier, of a bank falling on·a worker 

during the construction of Keith's Wharf. Such archaeological deposits 

from the pre-1780 period are very rare in Alexandria (Cressey 1986: 

persona1'communication), perhaps because they became part of theff11 

used to create waterfront '1 and. ' 

Generally,' 1t1s more effective'andeff1c1ent to study a particular 
- -

peri od through deposits w hi ch have not.been removed from thei r or1 gi nal 

context. However, in a case such as this, where other data are very 

scarce, f1l1deposits can provi de important information on the economy 

of the city that·can be compared with material fram other periods. 
" 

The su bsu rface resource most 1i ke1 y . to exi st at the s1 te is the. 

framework;of the:wharf itself. Evidence for the technique of its' 

construction may be found'insevera1 places-if a crib technique was 

used. If the bulkhead system was used, evidence would only be found 

along the edge of the wharf.' The reason for the angled, rather than the 

square,conf1gurati~n of the south edge of Keith's Wharf is unknown. 

Since the crib system would have been 'insta11ed in rectangular units, 

such an ang1 e may imply the use of the bul khead system. 

The 1 ast type of potent1 al subsurface resource i nc1 u des the art1 facts 

that may have been depos1 ted 1 n the s11 t along the edge of the wharf. 
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If present, the artifacts from such deposits could potentially reveal 

information about activities on the wharf and about trade patterns 

during the Keith's Wharf period, and possibly during the MRSB and Civil 

War periods as well. It is a common phenomena to find material in the 

silt on riv~r bott.oms, including ballast and artifacts from ships, as 

well as artifacts rel ati ng to act1vi ti es that took pl ace on the wharf 

(Huey1984). Such.artifacts from the late 1700s and early 1800s have 

been found in Potomac River sl1 t across the river from Alexandri a in 

Maryland (Shomette 1986: . personal communication). However, certain 

events occurred in the 1880s w hi ch .may have resul ted in the removal of 
." ; f 

these deposi ts f n the proj ectarea through dredgi n:9. __ 

The w reck of a barge in 1889 contri buted to ,a permanent change in the 

hydrology of ,the Potomac River (Shomette 1985:280) by diverting the 

current. The Alexandria waterfront began to sl1t considerably faster 

than 'pr~10uslY, "This change may have' begu~ earl ier since private wh~~f 

own~~~'~~~~>d;~~dgingth'e a~fi~s'~'~xt:t~th~1'~' wh'~'fves ~'~"e~:r'l,ya~ 1875 
~ '. '. ~ ... 

(Shorn ette 1985: 282). 
. ' . 

Shomette (1986: personal c'omm uni'cati o~) tl as' 

suggested that the east sfde of the Old Ford Plant Wharf, an.d probably 

the south sf de as well, would certaf nl y have been dredged. Thus, most 
.. ". 

artifacts 1 n the s11 tmay have been removed before the south '51 de of the ' 

wharf was covered by the f n 1 i ng of Battery Cove. 

Potenti al surface resources woul d date to the Keith's Wharf (Fi gure 6) 

and to the MRSB II (Fi gures 8 and 10) peri ods. It 1 s possi bl e that the 

... , . 
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configurati on of structures and features in MRSB II are the same as in 

MR$ I, but no maps from that peri od conta1 n structural information. 

A structure located on an 1836 map produced by the Topographical 

Engineering Pepartment of the u.s. Army (Figure 6) is the only bullding 

documented durf ng the' Kef th' s Wharf peri od <17805-1849). The 1 ocati on 

of thfs buflding ~as at the eastern end of the wharf, approximately 

under the western end of the 1932 Ford bull di ng •. Dependi ng .on the 

extent of di sturbance from construct10n of the Ford bu 11 df ng, ev1 dence 

-. 
of this structure m~ystfll be extant. However, since the proposed 

development does not fnclude removal of the Fordbul1dingand would not 

affect evidence of the structure, ft fs not consfdered further. 

Although various deeds suggest Keith's Wharf was div1ded by streets and 

alleys, addft10na)-structures dating from the wharf period have not been 

documente~~;, .,Nof nformat10n has, been found w hi.ch suggests that such 
;. .. 

structures exi sted. The deeds'concerni ng the lots in the. proj act area 

do not descri be any bu i1di ng situated r there. A ni neteenth centu ry 

directory f<:>r' Alex'andria (Boyd 1934) does not contafn listings for:­

either resi dences or busi nasses in the 'project area or the surroundi ng 
. ~. . . 

blocks, suggest1 ng .that the area was not developed to any extent until 

1 ater f n the n1 neteenth century. 

Military resources might al so be present on the property, dati ng from 

the use of the wharf durfng the Civil War. No structures erected durfng 
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this period are documented, although very little information exists for 

thi s time peri od of use. 

Potential resources dating from after the Keith's Wharf period may 

include those related to shipbuilding after 1849. There is no map for 

th i s ti me peri od, but the a rrangement of wharf features may have been 

similar to those noted on the 1811 Hopkins' map (FigureS). On this map 

several shipways are visible on the northeast and southeast portions of 

the wharf."Severa1 other structures also existed during -this period, 

1 nc1 u di ng ·a .rectangu1 ar bu i1 di ng along the north edge of -the wharf, 

two small ,structures along the western edge of the property at Union 

Street, a rectangular building between the shipways at the northeastern 

end of the wharf, and a rectangular building with an addition in line 

with Frank1i n Street to the east of Uni on Street. Of these, the three 

structures and shipways onthe north half of the wharf (Figures Sand 

10> arecomp1 ete1y under the Ford P1 ant. These w ill not be affected by 

the project and will' ,not beconsfdered, further. , -',' 

-.' '" 
" , 

" , , , 

Shipbuilding activity in the last decades of the nineteenth century 

1 nc1 u ded ra 11 road track~; extendi ng out onto one of the pi ers, m ari ne 

ral1ways" and several small service buildings (Figure 10). The small 

service buildings and sheds are aligned along the eastern edge 'of Union 

Street. 

In summary" potential subsurface resources include: '1) artifacts in the 

fill of the wharf from the pre-wharf period and 2) the structure of 
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Keith's Wharf ftsel f which is located either on the south side of the 

wharf or throughout all areas of the wharf, depending of the wharf 

construction, techniques. 

Potential surface resources include several structures'from the Marine 

Railway and Ship Bullding II period. These resources are located in two 

areas. Al though -the mar1 ne rail way does not appear on the 1877 map 

(Figure 8),' there can be little doubt, since the firm at that time used 

the words "Marine Railway" in its name, that it existed then as well. 

First, one or two buildings were located on the south side of the wharf 

in 1891 with a mar,1ne rallway and a shipway (Figure 10). The major 

structure in this case can be identified as the engine room which housed 

both the engine and the capstan which pulled the ships out of the water, 

along the marine rallway, and pnto the shipway. Second, a series of 

structures along Union Street are depicted in 1891 (Figure 10). These 

are identified-as an office and storage sheds. for .shipbuild1ng supplies. 

Only one structure, ,in a similar .location ,but of, unidentified function, 

appears on the 1877 map (Figure 8). " 

'. ,- -

4.2 Eyidence of Previous Disturbance 

The most obvious evidence of previous disturbance of potential historic 

archaeol og1 cal resources 1 s the Ford P1 ant and the Federal buil di ng. As 

indicated previously, those structures under the Ford Plant are outside 

of the potenti al impact area. However, if the Federal bu 11 di ng is 

ranoVed, that area would be 1 ncl uded in the potent1 al impact area. 



Of the potentfal resources on the south portion of the wharf, the ship-

way and most if not all of the Mar1ne Railway have probably been 

destroyed by, 'from east to west, the boiler bu1ld1ng, quonset huts, 
, 

subsurface tanks noted on the 1941 Sanborn map, and modern subsurface 

tanks. The historic eng1 ne room structure has not been affected by any 

know n maj or d1 sturbances. A ra 11 road s1 di ng constructed through that 

a rea (Sanborn 1941> passed just to the south east of the structure. It 

is possible that the row of structures along Union Street was disturbed 

by the construction of the 1943 Federal building. 

Subsurface resources waul d al so have been affected by the construction 

of the Federal building. Drawings in the Engineering and Design office 

of the City of Al exandri a .show that it was on pll es: these p11 es woul d 

have penetrated into the fill, poss1 bly destroy1ngsecti ons of the wharf 

structure. The construct10n of the boiler building would have had 

si m 11 ar effects on the subsurf ace resources. An addi t1 onal source of . . 

disturbance may have been the placement of the underground tanks wh1ch 

would have impacted the flll, .and possibly the structure, of the wharf. 

; Potentf ally important resources most 11 kely to be preserved are those f n 

the fill of the wharf,' and fn sections of the' wharf's internal 

structure. On the surface,' the hf stor1 c engi ne room structure, the 

office, and the storage sheds have a medf um probabf11ty of be1 ng 

-
preserved~ The area 1 n w h1 ch these 1 atter potenti al resources may be 

located 1 s depicted 1 n F1 gure 9. Thei r degree of preservation depends 

on the amount of surface alterat10n that was undertaken when the Ford 
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Plant and the Federal building were built. These activities were not 

recorded. 

4.3 Potential for S1gnif1cant Arcbaeological Resources 

According t~ the criteria established for the evaluation of significance 

pursuant to a determination of eligibility for the National Register of 

Historic ,Places (36 CFR 60): 

The quality of significance in American history, 
architecture, archeology, and culture is present in 
districtsi sites, buildings, structures, and 
objects 'that possess integrity of location, design,' 
setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and. 
association, and: 

A. that are associ ated with events that have made 
a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 
our hi story; or 

B. that a re associ ated with the lives of persons 
s1gn1f1~ant in our past; or 

c.' that embody the distinctive characteristics of . 
a type, period of method of construction, or that 

,represent the work of a master, or that possess 
high artistic values, or that represent a 
significant and distinguishable entity whose 
canponents may lack individual distinction; or 

D. that have yielded, or may'be,likely to yield~ 
1 nformation important in pre hi story. or hi story. 

Archaeological sites in the urban environment are most frequently 

considered sign1ficant in accordance with Criterion 0 of the National 

Register because their further study may address current research 

questions and provide information not readily obtaina.b1e elsewhere. 

Less frequently, urban si tes may al so be consi dered si gn1ficant because 
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of their historical or cultural associations as defined by Criteria fu , 

B~ or C of -the National Register. 

The determi nat1 on of sci ent1f1c s1 gn1f1cance~ Cr1teri on D~ with regard 

to archaeological resources involves both a theoretically-oriented 

evaluation of current research questions as they apply to the study area 

in question and,a substantive evaluation of the degree to which 

predicted resources can provide viable analytical data from which the 

desf red resul ts can' be obtaf ned. A serfes of im portant research 

que?tfons have been established by Alexandria Archaeology, Office of 

Historic Alexandria, through a model for the archaeologicalinvestfgation 

of changes in urban stratification (Cressey 1983). The model focuses on 

the causes of change as expressed 1 n the manifestatf on of settl ement and 

consumer behavioral patterns. 

In a survey of _ Al exandri a's politi co-econom ic sectors from 1770 to 1890, 

three major analytical perfo'ds - emerged.' ; "These are: - Mercantile 

Capitalism (mid-eighteenth century), Indigenous -Commercial Cap1talism 

(late efghteenth to mid-nineteenth century), and Industrfal Capitalism 

(mid-late nfneteenth century to early twentieth century) (Cressey .et .4l. 

1982:147). 

The research problems of,urban stratification and dffferentiation, and 

the subsequent dffferenti ation of art1fact patterns, has been addressed 

in Al exandr1 a for the second and th1 rd perf ods defi ned above. The fi rst 

period, Mercantile Capftalism, might possibly be represented in the 
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project area through artifacts in the original wharf fill. Since the 

initial infilling activity in the project area was restricted to the end 

of the first period of Capitalism, artifacts predating the wharf 

construction could allow comparisons among all three of the above 

economic periods. It should be noted. that such ftll 'is frequently not 

c~nsidered a significant resource, since its contents are not in their 

origi nal context. However, ftll deposits, especi ally those associ ated 

with waterfront areas, have recently become a center of research 

interest as witnessed by the May, 1986 conference, "Archaeological 

Investi gations of Landmaki ng in New York Ci tyRo Informa t1 on obtained 

from such fill deposits have been used to study land engineering 

methods, including dating and rates of infilling, the economic 

arrangements necessary for extending land into the water, a'nd 

comparative studies of European/American wharf-making procedures 

(Gei smar 1983; Huey 1984; Rockman iLt .li. 1983) •. 

, '. 

Additional information on activities associated with the city itself may 

be identified from artifacts in the fill. Such studies have focused on 

waterfront activities and trade patterns (Geismar 1983; Huey 1984). The 

effectiveness of this kind of study depends on the location from which 

the fill was ,taken, the contents of the flll, and the research probl em 

identified. Such a study is aided when fill deposits are from a 

restricted period, as is probably the case here. 

Part of the Alexandria urban archaeological model addresses the 

sectoralization and differentiation processes. As industrialization and 
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capital ism led to increasing differences in wealth and power between 

groups, such groups became separated from each other phys1 cally 

(sectoral1zation) to prevent confl1ct, and consumer behavior began to 

diverge (differentiation) as the gulf between groups became larger 

(Cressey 1983:10). Another factor in sectoralizat10n'1s the increasing 

separation of 1 ndustri al, res1 dent1 al, and commerc1 al activ1ties. The 

process of .,sectora11 z at1 on 1 s de'scri bed using a Core-Periphery 

Schematic, showtnga central core where wealth and power are 

concentrated, ringed by semi-periphery and periphery areas. Groups 1 n 

urban areas can be placed within this model, and viewed on the basis of 

"distance-from-center" as well as "distance-from-power" (Cressey 

1983:11> • 

The project area has continually been located 1n the per1phery, with a 

bri ef fncl usi on in the sem i- peri phery around 1850 (Cressey .e:t ill. 1982). 

Even when the wharf was first constructed 1.n the 1780s, 1t was 

considered to be outside the central harbor of the town. The only other 

Alexandria wharf to be examined archaeologically 1s.the Carlyle-Dalton 

wharf, located at the center of the waterfront. A comparf son of wharf 
,'!,. ~ 

construct10n ancLf,ill techniques between the central waterfront and the 

periphery would provide important informa1,:ion on the similarities and 

d1fferences betwee'n the two wharves. ' Such a comparison could inform our 

understandi ng of the development of the waterfront in both the center 

and the peri phery of Al exandr1 a. Potent1 al rema1 ns of Keith's Wharf 
I 

within the project area may provide such an opportunity.' 
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In Alexandria the change from Commercial Capitalism to Industrial 

Capital 1 sm occurred around the mid-n1 neteenth century (Cressey 1983:10>. 

This coincided with the change in use of the project area in 1849, with 

the beginning of the Marin~ Railway period. Although the use of the 

project area remained the same through the Industrial Period, 

infonnation on changing technologies used in shipbuilding may be extant 

in the archaeological recGrd. Such evidence would contribute to an 

understanding of an important Alexandria industry in the last half of 

the nineteenth century, this being the industry that produced the ships 

that were the mai nstay of commercf al transportation on the river. 

In summary, if archaeological resources are present in the project area, 

they have the potential to provide infonnation on a number of important 

research questions including, but not necessarily limited to, the 

foll owi ng: 

• What 1nformation do artifacts from the Mercantile Capitalism 

peri od 'w hi ch may be 1 n the wharf f 111 provi de about di fferences 

• 

• 

between that period and the two succeeding ones? 

What specific technologies were used to. create the e{ghteenth 

century wharf, in tenns of both structural and infilling techniques? 

How do these tech n1q ues com pare with those us~d at the Ca rlyl e­

Dalton wharf, located in the center of the waterfront, and what do' 

they reveal about the economic differences between the central 

waterfront and its periphery? 
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• What do the shipbuilding remains reveal about changing technologies 

and land use during the industrial pertod? 

·~ 
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5.0 EVAlUATION OF POTENTIAl EFFECTS OF PROPOSED DEVROfl£NT 

5.1 Ant1c1pated Construct1on Actiyities 
. 

The precise types and locations of construction actfvity cannot be 

discussed because s pecif1 c pl ansf or the proj ec·t have not been 

f i nalf zed. However, 1 nf ormati on from the developer's agent (Artemel 

1986) suggests that certain kinds of ground disturbing activities may be 

likely or necessary. For exampl e, it is likely that the wharf s·urface 

w 111 be prepared for constructi on through the removal of the current 

. surfacing material and possibly, since it is not level, through grading. 

Currentl y, it 15 anti ci pated that new structures w 111 have pll e 

foundations and that ditches will be excavated for the underground 

utlli ties. Add1 ti onally, a marfna may be constructed 1 n the area of 

the extant boiler building. Durfng thisactivity, a rectangular area 

will be removed .from the original wharf and the fill placed at the 

southeast corner of the property to create a more regul ar shoreli nee . 

5.2 Potentia] Effects 

A potenti al di rect effect may resu] t from the sea11 n9 of. any 

significant cultural resources below the new construction (Larson 1986), 

such as occurred on the north half of the wharf when the twentieth 

century bu 11 d1 ngs were constructed. Addf tf onall y, surface resources '= 

(F1 gure 9) may be df sturbed through the preparatfon of the surface of 

the sfte for constructfon and possfbly through the excavatfon of utflfty 

trenches. 
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Predicted subsurface resources may also be disturbed by the placement of 

piles, the construction of a marina, and the excavation of utility 

trenches. In light of current knowledge of the proposed development, it 

can be predicted that the piles may impact only small areas in the wharf 

f 111. The eff~ct of the pl1 es on ev 1 dence of wharf' constructi on 

technology w ill depend on whether the cri b or bul khead method was used. 

If a bul khead had been pl aced a round the peri meter of the wharf, the 

only part that may be affected would be where the proposed pile system 

" intersected-the bulkhead. ,If'the cribbing system were used, 'i_t ,is 

1i kely'that a 1 arger number of pil es w ourd intersect and affect the 

wooden framework. Obviously, -the ext~nt'of~1sturbance would also 

depend on the number, and size of piles. Current plans for the 

construction of a marina in the area of the boiler building will also 

,resul t'1 n the d1 sturbance of the wharf structure and the fill of the 

wharf. 

" .. "'"f' '. . i, 
' .. ,' ... .:.. .' ,-' 

Utility' trenches ':are" likely to disturb ,thet.il1·:of, thew hart.;, Depend1 rig " 
,on'their-depth, they may'm1x d1st1nctf111Jayers, thereby destroying 

the strati graphy of the s1 teo Oepend1 ng on -the nature of wharf 

. construction, the utility trenches may .d1sturb substantial sections of 

that particular resource, or may have little effect upon it. 

., " ...... :.: ; .... ", 

This discussion of potential effects is based on currently available· 

information on proposed construction. The actual effects will depend on 

the presence or absence of significant resources and the design and 

kinds of ,construction techniques ultimately implemented. 
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6.0 SUfoWtRY AND RECXMIENDATIONS 

6 ~l SUlIIIDary 

A review of existing literature and the preparation of models of 

historic and prehistoric site locations have demonstrated that 

potenti ally. si gn i fi cant cul tural resources may exi st 1 nthe proj ect 

area. These may include both surface and subsurface historic 

archaeological .resources. No prehistoric resources are known for the 

area and the probabi1i ty that any exi st is low. Any surface hi stori C 

resources are probably restricted to the Marine Railway and.,Ship 

Bu 11 di ng . II peri od.(possi b1y MRSB I as ·w ell) ,'and are limited to 

speci f1 c 1 ocat1 ons on the surf ace of the wharf. The subsurface 

resources are not as'l oca1 ized,' and probably date from the Pre-Wharf, 

Keith's Wharf, and MRSB I and II periods. 

6~2 ' Recommendations and Planning Considerations 
.' y' ,'. 

Si~ce·.the preceeding analysis has indicated that the project ar.ea has 

the potential to contain sign1fi~ant archaeological resources, it is 

recommended that the first 'prior1ty, before the project design is 
" 

final ized, is to conduct a Phase II evaluation in consultation with the 

S~ate' Historic', Preservation Officer '(SHPO) •. The purpose of -the 

evaluation would be ,to confirmor .refute the existence of significant 

resources and to determine their eligibility or ineligibility tothe 

National Register of Historic Places. In conducting such an evaluation, 

it·wou1 d be necessary to establish three points: 1> the integrity of 

extant archaeol og1 cal- resources,--2) the boundar1 esof. the resources, . 

":.' 
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and 3) the signfficance of such resources fn lfght of the National 

Regi ster criter1 a. The resul tant data woul d provf de a basi s for the 

SHPO to determ 1 ne the National Register e11g1 bfl1ty ofarchaeol og1 cal 

resources within the project area. 

If it is found that no' significant archaeological resources are present 

in the project area, or that they do not possess integrity, then no 

additional consideration of archaeological resources would be necessary • 

. If si gn1f1cant cu1 tura1resources elf gi b1 e for the National Regi ster do 

exist, a determinatfon'of effect would.bemade in consultation with the' 

SHPO. The effects a proposed undertak1 ng w 111 have upon' a cu1 tura1 

resource are determined by both the distinguishing elements of the 

resource and the desi gn and con seq uence of the undertak1 ng. Effects to 

cu1 tura1 resources are eva1 uated w fth regard to Cr1ter1 a of Effect and 

Griter1,a of A.dv~rse Effect establi shed .by the Advi sory Council on. 

H1stor1.c Preservation (3~ .CFR 800.3) •.. An undertaking is considered to 
, "... .. ' . ,,~ ." ,. . .' -' ,: \.:,. '. . ~ .' . , . ., 

hav'e an ;effect.".1f.it ~causes or may cause any change. •• i n the quality of .. 
.. , ... ~: ., ". j',.. .' ~ '. ..' ". -. •. . ~ -t.:-.·· • . " •. . - ~ • ." 

the..~character1sti cs that qua11fy.,the·. property,.:to meet ... the·cri.ter1 a .. of 
. • • ; .. ' ~ ·l:' ~ ~.- ',' .",. _" ~ .' • ' .. ~'. -.::': ,. ~". ,,' - .'. 

the National Reg1 ster" (36 CFR 800.3 [a]). '~~1 ~ce effects are based upon 
~: ( . 

characteristics which contribute to th~.s1gn1f1cance and National 

Regi ster e11 g1 bl1i ty of a property,. effe'cts occur only to propert1 es 

which are eligible for the Register. 

Effects mayincl ude positive or negative changes and may be di rect or 

fndi recto Di rect effects are often construction rel ated and occur at 

the same. ti me and pl ace as the undertak1 ng •... Ind1 rect effects are 
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normally long term or further removed from the project in time and 

s pace. Adverse effects occu r w he n the proj ect res ul ts 1 n detr imental 

ch anges, e1 ther di rect or 1 ndi rect, to a Reg1 ster-el ig1 bl e property's 

significant historical, architectural, archaeological, or cultural 

character1si;1cs. 

One option for obtaining a determination of "No Adverse Effect" is to 

design the project so that there are no, or min1rnal, direct or indirect 

effects. If ,this is not feasible, a "No Adverse Effect" determination 

can be achi eved through, the impl ementation of a professionally adequate 

research design which would recover information from the resources to 

mitigate the effect of the undertaking. 

The approach recommended above is routinely applied in situations such 

as the current one and is 1 n keepi ng with regul ati ons of the Advi sory 

Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) (36 CFR 800.4). This approach 

allows it to"be know~ 'before construction what level of effort will be 

sufficient to meet applicable responsibilit1es under the cultural 

resources legislation and regulations. Furthermore~ the information 

'gathered 'by the Phase II operat10n will allow effective planning 50 that 

construction schedules are not impacted. 

Another option for obtaining a determination of "No Adverse Effect" may 

be through a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the develope~ 

u5~allya Federal Agency, but occasionally a private corporation or 

individual. 'the SHPO, and the AOiP. Such an agreement would allow the 

50 . 



project to proceed directly from Phase I (location and i dent1ficati on) 

to Phase III (data recovery). However, in Virginia this usually only 

occurs if a site is obviously eligible to the National Register of 

Hi stori c Pl aces and does not requi re addi ti onal work to document its 

boundaries, .depth, integrity and abllity to contribute information on 

important problems in' history or prehistory (Larson 1986). A "No 

Adverse Effect" determination is awarded in such a case when the 

developer .comm1ts the resources to produce and implement a 

professionally adequate research design • 

. In summary,' the fi rst approach, the Phase II test1 ng and eval uation of 

the. potent1 al archaeol og1 cal resources, 1 s recommended. Federal 

regulations (36 CF~ 800.4(3» require that each site be evaluated for 

eligibility totheNat1onal Register. Phase II evaluative testing is 

necessary. to det~rmine eligibllity, to identify more precisely the 

effect of the development, and to more appropriately determine, if 

necessary, efficient mitigation strategies and techniques., 

Th e reasons for the recommendation are tw 0 fol d: '1) A Ph ase II 

operation will provide sufficient information to plan for avoidance, 

preservation, or mitigation of extant and eligible archaeological 

resources, if any are 1 ndeed present with in the project area. Such a 

pl an can be integrated 1 nto the development and constructi on schedul e to 

avoid or minimize any impact on the schedule. 2) Since no subsurface 

testing has been undertaken to determine the presenc.e or extent of 

. possi bl e archaeological resources, the data necessa ry for a consensus 
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determination of eligibiity or an adequate data recovery program are not 

avaflable. Without this information, it seems unlikely that a 

Memorandum of Agreement would'be negotiated. 

6.3 Recommended Phase II Testing and Eyaluation Program 

One of the goals speCified in the Scope of Work was to provide an 

"acceptable field research design" for possible Phase II evaluative 

testing. The Phase II ,significance evaluation should address the 

follow 1 ng potent1 al resources through both s1 te-spec1f1 c hi stor1 cal 

research and archaeological field 'testing: 1) the two areas with 

surface structures, now below ground, 2) the wharf structure, and 3) 

artifacts in the fill of the wharf. The general policy of the State 

Hi stor1 c Preservation Off1 ce 1 s to eval uate ,the si gni fi cance of 

resources tha~ may be seal ed by modern constructi on 1 n order that the 

effects of the project can better be determined (Larson 1986). 

Since the current asphalt parking 'lot effectively masks any' evidence' of 

earlier structures, it is recommended that placement of test excavations 

to eval uate the sped f1ed resources adequatel y shoul d be based upon 

1 nformation' from the ex1 sti ng map research. Test units shoul d be .. 

trenches of variable length and width depending both on scientific and 

safety considerations. The initial step in the excavation process 

should be the removal of the asphalt parking lot in the trench locations 
y 
with a backhoe. ' Machi neexcavat1 on shoul d proceeq until features or 

deposits requiring hand excavation are encountered. The engine house­

area shoul~ be tested with a trench oriented north-south through the 
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structure. The row of structures along Un10n Street shoul d be tested 

with one excavation through the office and one through the shed area, 

north of the office. 

Two loci shoul d be the focus of the test1 ng of subsurface resources. 

Both could provide information on wharf construction and artifact 

content of the fill. Two trenches shoul d be located perpendi cul ar and 

adjacent to Union Street in an attempt to determine the presence of 

deposits from the pre-1780 period. The' area closest to the shore woul d 

have been filled in first and may contain fill from the bluffs. The 

second area should also have two trenches, these located perpendicular 

to the southern edge of·the wharf in order to locate and define its 

nature. This fill should also be examined for artifactual evidence from 

the early period of Alexandria's history. 

'It 1 s. not pract1 cal to recover all art1 facts f rom the '1 arge vol ume of 

earth w hi ch shoul d be excavated in these operat10ns. However, sampl es 

of art1facts should be collected from each 'stratum to ident1fy its date 

and compos1t10n. Wet sed1ments should be water screened to enhance the 

rec~very of art1facts. All art1facts recovered should be properly 

proven1enced as to horizonta11 oca t1 on and natural or cu1 tura1 strata 

and features •. The strat1graph1c prof11e of each trench should be 

recorded and the texture and color of the 5011 5 descr1 bed accordi ng to. 

standard textural c1 ass names (e.g. 01 son 1976), and Munsell 5011 color 

chart desi gnat1 ons. 
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Artf facts shoul d be cl eaned accord1 ng to thei r nature and thei r state of 

preservat10n. Stone, cerami c, gl ass, bone and shell art1 facts whose 

surfaces are stable should be gently washed 1n warm water. Items of the 

above material classes whose surfaces are not stable, as well as metal 

items, should be dry brushed. Organic artifacts that are water 10gged;1 

such as leather, bone; wood, and shell should be kept damp or field 

stabf 1 fzed untll preservat10n measures can be 1 mpl emented 1 n the 

1 aboratory.Allmateri als should be cl ass1f1 ed by time per10d, 

mater1 al, . and funct10n, where poss1 bl e. 

An appropriate reposftory for the art1facts 1s the Alexandr1a 

Archaeology Office of Histor1c Alexandria. The AAO is a recognized 

repository which conforms to state and federal curation standards. The 

artifacts should be prepared for curation in a format compatfble with 

that used by the, ·AAO, and a state s1te form shoul d be compl eted and 

reg1 stered. w1th the AAO and the Vi rg1 n1 a Research Center for 

Archaeology. . .:: 

It 1s ant1c1pated that the report of the Phase II investigations would 
'.' 

be approx1mately 50 pages 1n length and woul~~fully document the 
I.·,' 

purpose,. theoret1 cal· framework, prey i ous . research" methods, and resul ts 

of the ·1 nvest1 gat1 on. It 1 s further ~nt1 c1 pated that the f1 nal report 

would fnclude, but not necessarfly be l1m1ted to, the following 

e1 anents: 
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• an executive summary or abstract incl udi ng sped fic 1 dent1 ficati ons 

of significant areas and recommendations 

• a statement of the theoretical framework of the investigation 

• a summary of the hi stori cal research and comparative i nfonnation to 

prov1d~ a context for evaluating significance 

• a revi ew of research q uesti ons w hi ch may be ad dressed by the 

resources. 

• a detailed description of the field and background research 

methods and thei r applicabl1ity 

• a discussion of the results. inchiding a review of .the stratigraphy 

of each test area, construction details of the wharf. and artifact 

analysis 

• an evaluation of the significance of the resources 

• recommendations concerning resources requiring further 

investigation,' pr,eservation or mitigation 

• a complete list of references and individuals consulted 

• photographs of important features a"nd arti facts 

• maps of excavation units and artifact locations 

• measured profiles of excavation units and features. as appropriate 

In conclusion, the historical research undertaken for this investigation 

has indicated that the developmental history of the Old Ford Plant 

property both parallels and contrasts with the land use patterns of 

other wharves in the center of Alexandria. The research also suggests 

the presence of potenti ally significant archaeological resources which 

may refl ect thi 5 development. Accordi ngly, it is recommended that Phase 
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II testing and significance evaluation be undertaken to determine the 
" . 

ex1 stence and extent of the predi cted archaeol og1 cal resources an d to 

determine their eligibility or ineligibility to the National Register of 

Hi stori c Pl aces. 
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