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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Warwick Historical Survey; Warwick Township, Elizabeth Township, and Lititz Borough
Lancaster County, Pennsylvania was contracted to RETTEW by Warwick Township and
stipulated a cultural resources study of the three municipalities encompassing the Warwick
School District. It was the intent of the township to better determine the extent and significance
of the historic resources in the municipalities and to assist in further planning activities.

Warwick Township, the client, and RETTEW developed goals for the project: (1) Complete a
comprehensive survey of historic resources in Warwick Township, Lititz Borough, and Elizabeth
Township (the municipalities encompassing Warwick School District). (2) Identify significant
historic resources of interest to each municipality to assist with future planning activities. (3)
Provide the results of the historic resource survey in GIS and database formats for immediate use
by the municipalities and Lancaster County.

This report, and the accompanying database and maps, are the product of the research and results
of RETTEW. Within the report, RETTEW addresses the requests of the client and creates a basis
for future use and activities. This cultural resource study includes the consideration of the history
of the area, the creation of historic contexts, the development of a database of survey results,
identification of significant historic properties and potential historic districts, and the
development of recommendations for Warwick Township.

This report summarizes the methodology and justification for the survey portion of the
deliverables. It is the intent of the report to describe the project and need, identify the survey
methodology, create a historical overview, summarize the results, and develop recommendations
for the use of the survey results. The study expands the current perception of historic resources
within the municipalities, which initially included only a small portion of the actual number of
properties in the study area recorded at the state and national level. This report develops the
known history of the area and creates a platform for identifying and protecting historic resources
within the municipalities.

il



1.0 PROJECT NEED AND DESCRIPTION

1.1 Project Need and Description

The Warwick Historical Survey; Warwick Township, Elizabeth Township, and Lititz Borough,
Lancaster County, Pennsylvania, conducted by RETTEW was contracted by Warwick Township
in 2006. It was the expressed interest of the client to develop a better understanding of the history
and resources and to utilize a comprehensive database inventory of the resources in the three

municipalities.

The project was executed with the intent to identify the historic cultural heritage of Warwick
Township, Elizabeth Township, and Lititz Borough. The survey results were compiled in this
report for Warwick Township, the client, in order to consider the heritage and historic resources
of the area and assist in planning and future projects involving heritage. The project incorporated
several goals including (1) Complete a comprehensive survey of historic resources in Warwick
Township, Lititz Borough, and Elizabeth Township (the municipalities encompassing Warwick
School District). (2) Identify significant historic resources of interest to each municipality to
assist with future planning activities. (3) Provide the results of the historic resource survey in
GIS and database formats for immediate use by the municipalities and Lancaster County. This

resource survey report highlights the findings and conclusions of the project.

1.2 Project Area
The survey area of the project included the municipalities of Warwick Township, Elizabeth
Township, and Lititz Borough. The three municipalities are a part of the Warwick School

District. The project area was designed by the client for the purposes of their future planning



activities. The survey was defined and completed with the given specifications. All properties at

least 50 years old were surveyed, recorded, and photographed in a results database.

The project area consists of mostly rural land. Several small towns make up a portion of the
municipality, each identified with potential historic districts. The topography consists of mostly
rural land with rolling hills and the South Mountain border between Warwick and Elizabeth
Townships. The total acreage of the project area is approximately 25,526 acres. Within the
project area 3,138 parcel properties over 50 years old were surveyed. This includes 1,087
properties in Warwick Township, 377 properties in Elizabeth Township, and 1,674 properties in
Lititz Borough. A total of 4,570 resources, both primary and secondary resources, at least 50

years old were surveyed.



2.0 SURVEY METHODOLOGY

2.1 Survey

A step by step process was developed in order to accomplish the goals of the project. A database
was created to facilitate the recordation of buildings. The fieldwork was executed with a
programmable Tablet PC. Preliminary research was conducted throughout the project as a basis
to develop assessment of the resources. A report completed the project with the intent to identify

the process, present research findings, and develop recommendations for the survey results.

2.2 Mapping and Database

The Lancaster County Historic database was used as the foundation for this project.
Modifications to this database were necessary to correct technical issues and to tailor the
database to the needs of the municipalities. The resulting database structure is the product of GIS
Analysts at RETTEW. To enable the best manageability, a separate database was created to
house the information for each of the municipalities involved. Therefore, the final product
consists of three separate databases, along with corresponding photo images for each
municipality. The photos are provided in both low and high resolution JPG format, with the low
resolution photos linking to the corresponding database. All photo and resource information is
geographically identifiable through x and y coordinates points stored within the database for
each municipality, allowing for linking to a geodatabase. The data contained within these
databases has the potential to be queried, or searched, for specific information as desired by the

municipalities involved.



2.3 Fieldwork

The survey portion of the project made use of GIS mapping technology and compiled the results
into a database accessible to Warwick Township and Lancaster County. The survey project
encompassed a large area of land, although not all areas were densely populated. The majority of
work was completed as efficiently as possible by surveying all previously identified properties in

the general geographic area.

The field survey team conducted a reconnaissance level survey of all resources at least 50 years
old within the determined boundaries of the project area. A total of 3,138 properties were
surveyed and recorded. This includes 1,087 in Warwick Township, 377 in Elizabeth Township,
and 1,674 in Lititz Borough. Individual properties were surveyed in a window shield survey. All
resources were recorded on a Tablet PC tablet (Figure 1). A tax parcel overlay was used to
identify these properties (Figures 2 and 3). Each property was photographed with a digital
camera from the closest public right-of-way, with the intent to give the most informative view of
the resource. If possible, at least one photograph was taken from a 45 degree angle, showing the
front facade and one side of the resource. The photographs were then correlated to a form on the
Tablet PC. The Tablet PC application includes fields identified prior to the start of work. The
fields include basic features, attributes that are identified on the Pennsylvania Historic Resource
Survey (PHRS) form, sections for description, and an eligibility field. The resources were
mapped on GIS software linked to the form field on the tablet. All information was recorded on-

site and verified in the office.
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2.4 Background Research

Research began with the collection of materials that addressed the broad history of Warwick
Township, Elizabeth Township, and Lititz Borough. These sources were gathered based on
review of special collections, maps and library materials in the Lancaster County Historical
Society, the Lititz Public Library, collections held by Gladys Crowl for the Lititz Historical
Foundation, the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission (PHMC), and the
Commonwealth Library of Pennsylvania. Maps were consulted to document changes to the
landscape throughout time. County histories, biographical sources, relevant texts, documents,

and local publications were the basis for the report.

2.5 Eligibility Determinations

After a basis for the study area was established, a review of resources at the Pennsylvania
Historical and Museum Commission (PHMC), Bureau of Historic Preservation (BHP) revealed
recordation of several historic resources and archaeological reports within the three study areas.
Within the study areas, 133 Pennsylvania Historic Resource Survey Forms (PHRSF) were on
file. Of these evaluated sites, 2 are National Historic Landmarks, 15 are Listed on the National
Register, 12 are eligible, 17 are ineligible, and 87 have undetermined status. Additionally, 2

archaeological surveys and 10 archaeological sites were identified in the study area.

A numbering system was utilized to indicate the recommendation for evaluation. The system is
based on a class system, I, I, or IIl. I is the RETTEW recommendation for a resource that is
eligible for the National Register, a II indicates the resource may be eligible or the status is

undetermined, a III is the RETTEW recommendation for ineligible for the National Register.



The recommendations are not definitive evaluations until the results are reviewed by the PHMC.
However, in order to indicate possible resources of interest for future surveys, planning

activities, or submissions to the PHMC, RETTEW recommended eligibility.

Based on the review of files at the PHMC, it was decided that the PHMC evaluated resources
should be recorded according to the PHMC eligibility in the field survey report and database.
Therefore, initially 29 resources were eligible, based on the numbering system developed for the
report. Additionally, resources with significant information available from the background
research in secondary sources that indicated the possibility of significance were also
recommended eligible. Further, other resources were assigned eligibility through the numbering

system, based on integrity and context.

2.6 Historic District Proposal

Proposed districts were identified based on the present historic district and research that
indicated the presence of historic village areas. The presence of structures dated 50 years or older
was a main criterion in the determination of the proposed new historic district boundaries.
Modern infill was also a factor in boundary determination. Areas where modern structures have
negatively impacted the original historic landscape were considered to be ineligible as part of the
proposed new historic district. The results of the survey indicate a significant expansion of the
existing perimeter of Lititz Borough and the addition of three new historic districts in Warwick

Township — the Brunnerville, the Millway, and the Rothsville Historic Districts.



2.7 Report

This report was generated for Warwick Township, as an assessment of the historical resources in
Warwick Township, Elizabeth Township, and Lititz Borough. The goals of this report were to
complete a comprehensive survey of the municipalities encompassing Warwick School District
and to identify significant historic resources of interest to each municipality for future planning
projects. In addition to the survey results, historical contexts of each of the municipalities have
been developed. These contexts place significance on the general history of each municipality
through the themes. RETTEW has identified possible historic districts in order to place
significance on areas of particular historical importance. Recommendations for future projects
are set out so that Warwick Township can interpret the results in an informed manner in order to
guide their future projects and planning. The report was the culminating phase of work for

Warwick Township, completed after background research, survey, and analysis of resources.
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3.0 HISTORICAL OVERVIEW

3.1 Summary of Previous Documentation

The basis for this report included previously surveyed historic resources and historic and
contemporary texts, maps, narratives, and records. The available resources were procured,
analyzed, and synthesized for the purposes of the field survey, database, and this report. The map
research aided in the identification of areas important as potential historic districts, while
municipal histories were used to develop historic contexts, which support assumptions about
significance and eligibility. This section contains a cursory overview of the findings of initial

research using historic maps and historic and contemporary texts and histories.

3.2 Map research

The early history of Lancaster County is known from historic written records that place
importance on locations and events. Early maps supplement this information and help to create a
context. Three sets of Lancaster County maps, from 1864, 1875, and 1899, were utilized to gain
an understanding of the settlement and use of the land that is presently Warwick Township,
Elizabeth Township, and Lititz Borough. Sections from the various county atlases depict
individual municipalities and, in some cases, details of specific towns within those

municipalities.

The changes of the general area are evident from the differences between a map taken from A
Brief History of Lancaster County of how Lancaster County was divided in 1729 and the
municipal divisions today (Figure 4). At this point, rough sketches of landscape features were

known, and they remain very similar to conditions today. However, portions of Lebanon County,

11
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Dauphin County and Berks County were originally considered part of Lancaster County. On a
local level, Warwick Township in 1729 consisted of Elizabeth Township and several other
municipalities not yet divided: Penn Township, Elizabeth Township, and Clay Township. At the
time, Warwick Township was bound by South Mountain to the north and several streams,

tributaries of the Susquehanna River, flowed into the township.

The 1864 Bridgen's Atlas of Lancaster County, Pennsylvania map of Warwick Township shows
the extent of township divisions compared to 1729 (Figures 5 and 6). Though several townships
continue to surround Warwick at this time, the area is much smaller. Elizabeth Township is now
situated on the map north of Warwick and other townships have been established. Lititz Borough
is depicted as a large town and several small towns, including Mill Port, New Haven, Rothsville,
Brunerville, and Lexington are beginning to develop. A main stream, a tributary of the
Susquehanna River, runs through the center of the township and continues adjacent to Lititz
Borough. This mode of transportation was likely a prime reason of the continued success of the
town and the Township. The names of individual property owners are marked on the map. These
names continue in some locations on maps of a later date. These trends in population are useful

in tracing the occupation and settlement of prominent families.

The 1875 maps from the /1875 Historical Atlas of Lancaster County, Pennsylvania show that in a
matter of nine years the population of the area grew dramatically (Figures 7-9). The population
growth is most significant in the small towns. Distinctly, the population congestion is noticeable
around the six towns that started to show growth in 1864. There are still agricultural areas, but

several additional properties are identified with owner’s names. The boundaries of the township

13
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did not change in this nine year period. Most of the local and major roads are consistent with the
1864 map. A map of Lititz drawn up in 1875 identifies specific lots and church properties.
Moravian ownership can be identified on several large plots of land, churches, and areas along
Lititz Spring and the Reading and Columbia Railroad. It is noted that Buch, Brubaker, Graver,
Bollinger, Evans, and Dutt all had land surrounding the town of Warwick and Lititz Borough. In
sum, within nine years, although the boundaries of Warwick Township and Elizabeth Township

did not change, the internal composition did.

In an 1899 map from the Atlas of Surveys of the County of Lancaster, State of Pennsylvania,
1899, the municipalities more readily resemble how they look today (Figures 10-12). Minor
changes in features and property distributions have occurred. Yet, features from very early maps
still exist including post offices, waterways, major and minor roads, railroads, and major
properties. Lititz Borough and the Village of Warwick in the detail map have been further
developed with individual properties. The cemetery is still in the same general location, but has
extended across Lemon Street and a park has been added. The general footprint of the local roads
within the borough is the same. Elizabeth Township includes most of the same properties on
earlier maps. Although not all the properties are noted with land ownership, the footprint of most

buildings is still evident.

Modern USGS maps from 1995 and 1999 show the major improvements to the municipalities
(Figures 13-15). Although individual properties are not noted on this map, areas of high
population within the townships can be inferred from the town boundaries. Lititz Borough

population density extends in sections outside of the actual borough. Linden Hall is one feature
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that is still identified on these recent Lititz maps. Slight road improvements are noticeable on all

maps compared to the maps at the end of the 19" century.

3.3 Warwick Township

The area now known as Warwick Township was originally settled by Richard Carter, a
wheelwright and bachelor of good financial status. He settled near the mouth of the Conestoga
Creek in roughly 1716. Robert Wilkins was the second known pioneer in the area, settling on
adjoining land. Both moved in 1717 or 1718, Wilkins to a spot along the east bank of the
Susquehanna River in what is now Marietta and Carter to a point further up Conestoga Creek

(Klein: 1924, 184).

Pioneer families had no trouble finding food, but the options were limited. Most often pork was
the best option for meat. Trapping was essential for substitutes. Small gardens were cultivated
for vegetables, though corn was not grown at first. Beef was rarely an option. In addition, flax
was commonly grown. Often the mill was the center of the community, and it was often

accompanied by a tavern. However, most farmers made their own whiskey.

Warwick Township was established at the inception of the formation of Lancaster County. It
drew its roots and name when Lancaster County became independent of Chester County on May
10, 1729. John Postlethwait’s residence was the site where magistrates of the area met to define
the townships of Lancaster. Richard Carter, the first settler in the township, named the township
in recognition of his place of residence in England, Warwickshire, and the boundaries were

defined on June 9, 1729. Carter became the first magistrate of Warwick Township. On August 5,
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1729, the Court of Quarter Sessions approved the boundary definition. The area was much bigger
than it is today, originally encompassing 62,533 acres including townships later known as
Elizabeth, Penn, and Clay, in addition to present day Warwick. The boundaries of, and areas of,
land included in Warwick Township changed numerous times throughout the course of its
history (Ellis and Evans: 1883, 1071). The establishment of Elizabeth Township is detailed in a
later section. Penn Township formed in 1846 from portions of the western part of Warwick
Township. Although it was proposed that the area would be named West Warwick, it was
decided before the issue was confirmed that the township should be named after the first

proprietor of Pennsylvania, and thus was called Penn Township.

3.4 Lititz Borough

The Borough of Lititz was part of Warwick Township when the first boundaries were developed.
Lititz was later devoted to a religious group, know as the Moravians. The tract of land was
owned entirely by the Moravian Brethren and was designated for both the secular and religious
interests of the community. The plan of the village was originally made in 1757 by Rev.
Nathaniel Seidel and John Reuter, named at its beginning for a village in Bohemia. The name
originally given was Litiz, though after some confusion over the correct spelling in later years, it
was renamed Lititz. Early settlers began occupying the area in 1754 (Ellis and Evans 1883:

1074).

The church was a conception of Count Zinzendorf, the patron of the Renewed Church of the

United Brethren, also known as the Moravians. In 1742, he moved from the established

Moravian settlement at Bethlehem westward visiting the Schwenfelders and other sects. When
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he got to Lancaster County he met Jacob Huber of Warwick Township. George Kline, another
resident of the area and a proud Lutheran, discouraged others from hearing Zinzendorf speak.
The following day, understanding his misstep, Kline traveled to Lancaster to hear Zinzendorf
speak at the court house. Kline was impressed with the speaker and encouraged him to return or
send another that could speak like him. Jacob Lischy was sent and meetings began in the homes

of the residents of the area (Klein 1924: 243-245).

Kline deeded 491 acres of his land to the congregation. A log structure on his former property
was the first church. The log structure stood near a road to Lancaster near an old graveyard. The
church was dedicated to St. James, and was named St. James Church by Rev. Nyberg on the
festival of St. James. Monthly services were held here until 1746, when he left the Lancaster
congregation. In 1745, the construction of a school, meeting house, a Gemeinhaus, and a
dwelling for the minister was discussed. Several contributors assisted in the financing and

creation of the structure, and in 1748 the school was opened (Klein 1924: 243-245).

The Moravian settlement continued to grow and become a self-sufficient community. The town
was overseen by an Augseher Collegium, a committee that ruled all facets of life. Every decision
of the residents, from occupation changes to receiving visitors, had to be approved by this
governing body. Only Moravians were permitted to live in the town. The idea was to establish a
utopian atmosphere with common religious and philosophical ideals. The land was leased to the
congregation. In 1855, the system changed and homes were to be purchased for 50 dollars. It was
then that the town decided to allow non-Moravians to live alongside the Moravians (Van

Brookhoven 1996: 1).
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3.5 Elizabeth Township

Elizabeth Township was part of Warwick before it became its own entity. It is believed that
Robert Old, an ironmaster in the county, named the township after Queen Elizabeth. Other
stories indicate that it may, in fact, have been named after [ronmaster Steigel’s wife and furnaces
(Klein: 1924, 185). In 1757, at its organization, Elizabeth Township did not have clear
boundaries. The township was described with vague descriptions of extents. Only the fact that it
“bounded upon Heidelberg Township,” was clear. The issue of taxation and the confusion over
which township residents belonged to gave way to disputes. In 1766, some of these issues were
resolved with the inclusion of fifty more farms from Warwick Township; however, three years
later the boundary was restored to the original (Ellis and Evans: 1883). Additional changes
occurred in 1813, when Lebanon County annexed part of Lancaster County. Then in 1815,
Elizabeth Township was given parts of Warwick and Cocalico Townships (Klein: 1924; 184-

185).

In 1880, the population of the township was 1,045, mainly Pennsylvania Dutch residents. Before
a division to Clay Township in 1,853, the population was 9,921. The main industries were
farming-related, with staple crops of wheat, corn, oats, and tobacco. Several iron manufacturing
furnaces, Hopewell and Speedwell Forges and Elizabeth Furnace, supported an important

industry, but were out of business by 1857 (Ellis and Evans: 1883).

29



4.0 HISTORIC CONTEXTS

The contexts, or themes, listed in this section are particular to the municipalities involved in this
project. While not all municipalities are characterized by every theme, it is worth noting the
general historic context of the area. It is important to note that there is an inter-relationship
between the contexts of the municipalities. This information can be used to begin to develop the
relationship between architecture and people, events, and construction technology in history. The
contexts were used as a guide to identify significance in the database and provide a template for

future research.

4.1 Agricultural Context

The study area is a largely rural area with farms across the townships. The heritage of the historic
working farms is of considerable importance to the area as a whole. As noted in the section on
map research, the area has developed slowly since the mid-1900s. Identifying the significance of
the farms and their value to the larger area is important to provide a comprehensive assessment

of the area and to guide future activities.

Although there is not a large amount of research on the history of farming in the municipalities,
an agricultural context has already been defined for Lancaster County in the “Historic Farming
Resources of Lancaster County” Multiple Property Documentation Form (APPENDIX A). The
Multiple Property Documentation Form illustrates the conclusions of seminal research on the
topic of agricultural resources in Lancaster County. It develops a historic context and guidelines
for evaluating resources that are being considered for eligibility on national and state registers.

This type of documentation is invaluable in creating a basis for evaluating and considering
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historic resources. Please refer to the attached Multiple Property Documentation Form for
“Historic Farming Resources of Lancaster County” for guidance on the evaluation farming

resources within the municipalities.

Elizabeth Township Farm

4.2 Industrial Context

4.21 Lititz

Industry in Lititz began with the Moravians, when they built a sawmill, a gristmill, a potash
factory, and several other industry-related facilities. A blacksmith in Lititz, John Henry Rauch,
made the first screw augers, a tool still being used today. Another noted individual was David
Tannenberg who manufactured organs and pianos (Reedy 2006, 46). The nature of the
Moravians was to work together to create a self-sufficient community. Most services and needs

were met within the community, but together they also provided services for the larger area.
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Lititz is well known as the location of the first manufacturer of pretzels (bretzels). John William
Rauch and his son, Henry Rauch, are well noted for pioneering efforts in the United States, and
Henry’s apprentice Julius Sturgis and his partner Jacob Kramer became independent bretzel

manufacturers in Lititz in 1861, creating a large market for production.

Julius Sturgis Pretzel House

Grain was an important industry in Lititz. A malt-house was erected on Broad Street, near
Carter’s run. After a chain of successive ownership, it became a tobacco warehouse, yet another

industry in the area (Reedy 2006, 46).

The Lititz Plow Company, in 1880, was the first incorporated industry. This industry was not
successful and was liquidated. The building was later used by the Lititz Bed Spring Company.
With the establishment of the Keystone Underwear Mills in Lititz in 1898, Lititz once again
became a hub of industry. The company distributed its product across the United States and

Europe (Klein 1924, 249).
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The Lititz Condensed Milk Company was formed in 1899 and then consolidated with the
Excelsior Confectionery Company as the Kendig Manufacturing Company. The company

manufactured cocoa and chocolate to meet demands (Klein 1924, 249).

In the early 1900s, Lititz was known for its presence in industry. The Wellington Manufacturing
Company was organized in 1902; later the Wellington Starch company was very successful in
domestic and foreign markets. The Lititz Lithographing Company in 1905 manufactured paper
boxes. Tobacco curing was a prosperous industry in Lititz. Several cigar manufactures, as well as
cigar box manufacturers were in business. The Lititz Planning Mill manufactured wood products
and was a prominent and successful business in Lititz. Other businesses of this time period
included safe manufacturers, pretzel bakeries, a planning mill, and a cement works (Klein 1924,

250).
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4.22 Elizabeth Township

Elizabeth Township was known for its forges. In approximately 1750, John Jacob Huber erected
Elizabeth Furnace on Furnace Run, a tributary of Middle Creek. Huber, a German American,
continued the manufacture of iron. The business was bought by his son-in-law in 1757 and
partners, John Barr and Alexander and Charles Stedman. Steigel is believed to have erected a
new furnace under the same name as his father-in-law’s furnace, Elizabeth. Elizabeth Township

may have been given its name because of the furnaces, which were the main industry in the area

(Klein 1924, 510).

Speedwell forge was located on Hammer Creek, in what is now Elizabeth Township, It is located
about three-and-a-half miles from Elizabeth Furnace. It was built by James Old and David
Caldwell in the 1750s. The forge property included 1,700 acres of land. Another forge, that is not

well noted, was Hopewell forge (Ellis and Evans 1883, 308).

i

Speedwell Forge Mansion
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Several mills and manufactories were started in Elizabeth Township. Four flour and grist-mills,
one independent grist-mill, and one saw-mill have been noted as historic to the area. All were run
by water-power. A flour and grist-mill, located on Hammer’s Creek, may have been erected in

1776 by J. Stauffer. A saw-mill was active in connection with the flour and grist-mill (Klein

1924, 831).

Zartman Mill

4.3 Religious Context

4.31 Moravians — Lititz

The Moravians of Lititz were an important entity during the early years of the area and the
foundation of the town. Their presence across eastern Pennsylvania, including Bethlehem and
Nazareth, is an important theme for local and state history. The music and schools of Lititz are
well revered. The Moravian religion and their settlement in Lititz drew followers from the area
into an exclusive settlement. Their religious belief and practice contributed to the broad diversity

of religion in the area.
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Moravian Church

The Moravians tried to create a utopian environment, entirely self-sufficient and coexisting with
like religious and philosophical beliefs. A controlled environment, dictated work and social life,
school, and all decision making. Their beliefs developed from European religious beliefs
established by Jan Hus in Bohemia, who wished to return to simpler practices of Christianity. As
a whole they emphasize conduct rather than doctrine, and governance by synods. The
community was strict and only allowed members to move there. Most functions were performed
within the community, making it self-sufficient. In 1855, individuals who were not members of

the congregation were allowed into the community.

The Moravian settlements of Bethlehem and Nazareth were established in eastern Pennsylvania.
It was their goal to continue gathering followers. It was in the mid-1700s that Count Zinzendorf
moved westward toward Lancaster to preach the teachings of the church. One early Lititz
resident, George Kline, heard Zinzendorf speak and devoted himself to the church, deeding all

his land to establish a settlement, Lititz. The settlement continued to grow followers and
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buildings for the function of the community. The first school, meeting house, and preacher’s
residence was located on George Kline’s property in a small building. Other, typical Moravian
structures were built to facilitate the growing congregation. A Sisters’ house, now part of Linden
Hall Junior College, and the Brethren’s house, now part of the Moravian Sunday School
building, were essential structures for the community. Both unmarried men and women were
relegated to these buildings to live and learn trades, although they were not required to live there.
The brothers worked a carding mill, still standing on North Oak Street, while the sisters made
needlework, embroidery, hosiery, and confectionery. Another integral building was the church.
In 1759, after the union of the Warwick and Lititz Moravian congregations, a Gemeinhaus, or
parsonage, was built. St. James Church, the original church, stood on Klein’s property and was
used for a number of years, until it fell into disrepair. In 1787, a new church was erected and still
functions today (Huebener 1947: 7-8). Additionally, in 1770, 18 houses dotted the town. A
general store, an inn, an apothecary, a potash factory, and a saw mill all contributed to the town’s
economy. These buildings were typical of a Moravian settlement and were essential to the ideas

about community planning and life.
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Moravian General Store

There is also a general context for several other religions in the area, including Dunkards,
Mennonites, Lutherans, Reformed, and Catholics. The first non-Moravian church in Lititz was

built in 1874 and named the Trinity Evangelical Congregational Church. However, roots of the
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practice of this religion can be traced back to 1816, when the followers of Jacob Albright found
other homes and buildings to worship in (Reedy 2006, 32). At the turn of the 20" century, many
years after the Moravians first started renting to non-Moravians, various religions built their own

churches and still continue to practice in Lititz today.

4.4 Educational Context

4.41 Warwick Township

Early on, school was often held in churches, including the old Warwick church. The first school
in the township, started in 1748 or 1749, was run by Rev. Leonard Schnell, a Moravian Minister.
A parochial school was held by the Brickerville congregation in Elizabeth Township. Peter
Wieland’s old mill on Middle Creek, in Clay Township, was used as a school house in 1787.
Several other schools developed: The Durlach schoolhouse for Mennonite, Lutheran, and
Reformed children, the Wood Corner schoolhouse, and many others in the area. Free schools
were first introduced in about 1843. The school tax was assessed at 5 cents on every 100 dollars
of the assessed valuation. Many refused to pay taxes, which complicated the matters of getting
children education. It wasn’t until 1847, or possibly even 1854, that the common school system

was adopted (Ellis and Evans 1883, 832).

4.42 Lititz

Lititz is known as an educational center, and its educational context began in 1748, when the
Gemeinhaus School for boys and girls was built. Moravian schools in Lititz were highly
regarded and students from Baltimore and areas farther removed attended the schools. The

Moravian school separated girls and boys schools in 1766. The result was an open woman’s
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school that drew girls from across the country early on. The development of a public school
system in 1852 did not dissolve the private schools. They continued to hold classes and draw

individuals from across the country.

The first school in Lititz was the Moravian Gemeinhaus School for boys and girls which
continued to be used from 1748 to 1766. The school was then split to accommodate girls in a
Sisters” House. The boys continued to use the Gemeinhaus. The log Gemeinhaus was dismantled
and moved to East Main and Water Streets, and continued to be used by the boys. The Sisters’
House, later to be named Linden Hall, took on a student from Baltimore in 1794. The girl’s
school is the second oldest girl’s school in the country, just behind another Moravian school in

Bethlehem.

Linden Hall

The John Beck School was started in 1815 as
a school for boys. The school started in a
blacksmith’s shop and potash factory on the
west side of the Moravian Church Square.
The school took a number of students from

Baltimore. In 1822, a larger building was

constructed and later incorporated the
Moravian Brethren’s House. The boys boarded in private homes in the area. The school changed

hands to Rickert and Hepp in 1865 and continued with limited enrollment into 1881.
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Abraham R. Beck, John Beck’s son, started the Beck Family School for boys in 1865. The
building where classes were held, a large mansion, is located at 125 S. Broad Street. The school
continued to hold classes until 1895. Only fifteen boys were admitted each year, often they were

of very high status.

A girl’s school, Sunnyside College, was built and overseen by Julius Theodore Beckler at 125-

129 East Main Street. It was in session for only a few years.

The public school system was put into effect in Lititz in 1852 with a primary school. A High
School was built in 1870 and was enlarged several times. The school is located at the northwest

corner of Orange and South Cedar Streets (Lititz 1756-1956, 1956).

4.43 Elizabeth Township
Similar to the other schools systems in the area, Elizabeth Township had an early school system
for children. The Brickerville congregation held a parochial school in Elizabeth Township, which

students from Warwick Township also attended.

The first public school was adopted in 1847 with a board of directors. The Board of Directors
included, John Beamesderfer, Ezra Nissler, Martin Weidman, Hiram Erb, Galsel Baer, and
Samuel Eberly. A number of individuals refused to pay taxes, but enforcement in 1852 ensured
the school had proper funding. In 1848, the pay for teachers was 22 dollars a month. The
teachers at this time were George Benjamin, Galsel Baer, John B. Nissler, Levi Young, and John

Bright (Ellis and Evans 1883, 831).
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5.0 ARCHITECTURAL STYLES

The architecture of Warwick Township, Elizabeth Township, and Lititz Borough draws
influence from buildings throughout Pennsylvania. Traditions follow European example in many
cases, but the styles are uniquely American. The architecture is varied throughout the
municipalities, consisting of buildings that show the breadth of architecture in America from the

beginning of colonization to the present day.

The styles outlined below are indicative of historic architecture in the municipalities. Although
certain high or low styles are depicted, there is often a range in the variability of uniqueness or
commonality to all styles. Certain buildings may represent only a few components of a distinct
example of a style. Others contain features consistent with two or several styles. The guide

below is the basis for the classification of architecture in the current study.
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5.111 Colonial

This style is characterized by steep gable roofs, central chimneys, and asymmetrical window
arrangements. Log or half-timbered construction dominates. Occasionally, stone or brick is used
over timber construction. There are variations of plan, configuration, and facade, although most
conform to the general rules listed. The dates of construction for this style are roughly 1720 to
1780, although periods of construction for this and all styles vary, depending on patterns of

settlement, area trends, materials, and technology.
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5.112 German Vernacular

Pennsylvania German Vernacular (1780-1920) houses often include a gable roof, four bays, and
two prominent front doors. Decorative trim may accent the fagade. Most houses are of stone and
the technology originates from German speaking regions. Brick, over wood, was a marker of
status. In this survey, Pennsylvania German Vernacular was used to define structures identifiable
by the traits listed here. Vernacular architecture is used to describe the local and common
materials and methods used because of availability and local tradition. On many occasions the
term was used for structures on rural farmsteads. Identification by this style indicates the use of
methods or materials passed down through many generations, and although these methods and
materials have evolved, they are based on construction precedents typical of German speakers in

Europe.
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5.114 Georgian

The Georgian style was dominant in the English colonies and grew from precedents of the Italian
Renaissance, which used classical details. This style of structure, built commonly from 1700-
1840, have several basic components. The gable roof is often accompanied by end chimneys.
The front fagade is usually three or five symmetrical bays. The front door holds importance and
is often adorned with trim. The typical plan of a Georgian structure is called the Georgian plan,
or a plan with a formal stair hall. Georgian architecture may include paneled front doors with a
transom, an emphasized cornice with moldings or dentils, and double-hung sashes with multiple

panes per sash.
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5.113 Federal

The Federal or Adam style was put into use in the mid-1790s in Lancaster County and continued
to be used until the 1830s. It is an extension of the Georgian style with changes in several
architectural details. Materials were the same, including the identifiable brick and stone. The
buildings are two or three stories high with symmetry both on the exterior and interior. Several
new architectural features defined the style as the predecessor of the Georgian style. Delicate
woodwork, circular and oval forms and six-over-six double-hung sash windows were definitive
of this new style. Other stylistic components include fanlights over an elaborate front door

surround, steep pitched gable roofs, dormers, and bulls-eye lintels.
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5.115 Greek Revival

Greek Revival structures in Pennsylvania most often fall into a time frame between 1820 an
1870. Prominent features include a front-facing, low pitch, gable roof with no dormers, and an
entry portico with heavy, square or round columns, usually Doric, without bases, a broad band of
trim, and frieze windows, which are often six-over-six. The plan of this style copies the Georgian
plan. At the end of the 18" century, there was an increasing interest in classical buildings in the
United States and Europe. The interest looked at Roman models and archaeological
investigations in the early 19" century revealed Greek construction as the center of the classical
world. In other instances, Greek Revival may be termed the National Style, extending from its
popularity throughout the United States from 1830 to 1850. During this period several states
experienced marked growth and construction, mostly in the Greek Revival style, including New
York, Pennsylvania, Ohio, Illinois, and Virginia. These states contain the largest concentrations
of Greek Revival structures today. Philadelphia was among the first to build structures in the
Greek Revival style. Although there may not be a large amount of Greek Revival structures in

the three municipalities, several business and public building examples can be found in the area.
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5.116 Gothic Revival

Gothic Revival structures showed occurrence from 1840 to 1890 in Pennsylvania. The style was
never as popular as Greek Revival or Italianate houses, but none-the-less they are found
throughout the country. Often they include a steep gable roof with a steep, central cross gable.
The structure may include pointed-arch openings, decorative bargeboards that extend into the
gable, and often include a full-width porch or veranda. The style was expressed to be used in
rural areas, as opposed to construction of urban dwellings. It was seen as compatible with the
natural environment. In addition, the multiple gables and large porches did not accommodate

small urban lots.
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5.118 Italianate

The Italianate style is a Victorian style which was introduced to Lancaster County in the 1850s,
continued to be used until the 1890s. The style draws its origin from the Italian villas in central
and northern Italy. Although Italianate houses can have either symmetrical or asymmetrical
designs several architectural details are consistent. Dwellings are often two or three stories with
low-pitched roofs and overhanging eaves with decorative brackets. The windows are tall and
narrow, usually with arched or curved decorative crowns. Some public buildings include cupolas
or towers centered on the roof. Variations of the typical Italianate style include Italianate Gothic

and Italianate Row Houses.

49



5.119 Second Empire

A Second Empire structure is easily identified by a steep mansard roof with dormers. Cornices
with molding below the roof slope are common and decorative brackets are often present beneath
the eaves. This style was popular in Pennsylvania between 1855 and 1910. The style was most
prominent in the northeast, but examples surface across the country. The style was considered
modern at the time, because it imitated in vogue French buildings. The roof accommodates extra

storage room, and is functional in that respect. The style was used in both new construction and

remodeling efforts. It was a very popular style for public buildings.
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5.121 Queen Anne

The Queen Anne style was prominent in Pennsylvania from 1860 to 1890. The roofs of Queen
Anne structures are complex, containing a steep hipped roof with cross gables and decorative
chimneys. Turrets may be present. The materials vary in range and combination. Often, a porch,
veranda, or balcony with detailed spindlework supports is present. Bay and oriel windows are
often located on the structure. Stained glass may be present in fixed windows or the upper sash.
This style borrowed many details from medieval models and extended from the designs of

English architects.

T
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5.122 Octagon Modern

The Octagon style is readily recognizable from the eight-sided shape of the exterior. Most have
low-pitched hipped roofs and overhanging eaves with brackets. Some examples have fewer or
more sides and some are round. The style may include a cupola or porch. Dwellings are very rare

and only several hundred from 1850 to 1860s survive.
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5.123 Shingle

In Pennsylvania the period when the Shingle style was at its height was from 1880 to 1910.
Characteristic shingle sheathing with curved surfaces identifies this style. The roofline is often
steep and complex or gambrel and may include eyelid dormers and overhanging eaves. The
asymmetrical structure may include a polygonal or round tower. Porches, verandas, and
balconies are common. Bay and oriel windows and round-arched openings may be present, as
well as, sets of windows. The style is extremely variable in form. In many ways, Shingle style

structures borrow from Queen Anne, Colonial Revival and Richardsonian Romanesque styles.
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5.124 Colonial Revival

The Colonial Revival style was a style constructed throughout the United States 1880 to 1955.
The term is a reflection of the rebirth of English and Dutch houses in the eastern portion of the
country. Georgian and Federal styles influenced the revival and the style draws from
Postmedieval English or Dutch Colonial elements. The buildings exhibiting such details are
rarely exact copies of the original style. Different versions of this style were a result of shifting

trends in design. In recent years, the style has appeared in a more pure fashion.

As there are variations, stylistic features listed here only indicate typical identifiers. Often a
prominent front door with a decorative crown and pilasters and entry porch front the fagade.
Fanlights, sidelights may be components of the door surround. Double-hung sash windows with

multi-pane glazing are often placed in pairs.
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5.125 Classical Revival (Neoclassical)

Neoclassical is an eclectic style dated to the time period between 1900 and 1920 in Pennsylvania.
It is similar to Greek Revival structures, but it is often larger with a pedimented porch. The
structures typically have lonic or Corinthian capitals, often not found in Greek Revival
examples. The fagade is almost always symmetrical with a centrally placed door. The doorways
typically have elaborate, decorative surrounds. The cornice usually has a boxed eave with a
moderate overhang, dentils or modillions, and a wide frieze. The windows are rectangular with
double-hung sashes. The may have six or nine panes or the variation of a multi-pane or singe-

pane upper sash and a single-pan lower sash.
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5.126 Beaux Arts

The Beaux Arts style was popular in public architecture, business buildings, churches, and
houses in Pennsylvania from 1890 to 1930. It is identifiable by a flat parapeted or low hipped
roof, its massive scale, and stone or brick materials. It often has a symmetrical design, paired
columns on an entry porch, round-arched openings, and elaborate Renaissance details on the
cornice lines, and sculpture. Classical quoins, pilasters, and columns are almost always found on
Beaux Arts style structures. These structures are often landmarks and architect-designed in urban

centers.
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5.127 American Foursquare

The American Foursquare style (1895-1930) developed in the post-Victorian era, though it drew
its main influences from the Prairie style developed by Frank Lloyd Wright. It was particularly
successful for small lots, often in more urban areas, because of its box-like massing. The design
gave the buildings as much roominess as possible in a small area. Many mail order catalogs,
including Sears, sold plans for this type of house.

Craftsman, Queen Anne, Mission, and Colonial Revival elements and detailing can be identified
on American Foursquare buildings. Consistently, the American Foursquare is a box-like
building, two-and-a-half stories, with a four-room plan. Often, elements included a low, hipped
roof with overhanging eaves, a large central dormer, full-width porch. The materials for

construction can range from brick to stone, stucco, concrete block, or wood siding.
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5.128 Bungalow

The Bungalow is an architectural style that developed across the country in 1900 and continued
in popularity until 1945 in Pennsylvania. The style was a hallmark of two Californians and given
general publicity that carried it to the masses. Pattern books were offered to construct these
homes, and offers of pre-cut lumber specific to the patterns made the style desirable. These
buildings were accessible and a general vernacular style surfaced with few high-style examples
on the east coast. The style may be referred to as Bungalow or Bungaloid and are part of the

general Craftsman category.

The distinct one-story or one-and-one-half-story style often includes a low-pitched gabled,
occasionally hipped, roof with overhanging eaves. Often decorative beams and braces are added
under the gables. Full or partial roofs are supported by tapered square columns or pedestals. A

large central dormer may or may not be present.
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5.129 Art Deco

Art Deco structures built from 1925 to 1950 usually include a flat roof with a stepped parapet.
Smooth surfaces are usually used. The windows are arranged between emphasized piers.
Polychrome materials are often used. Identifying features include stylized geometric details and
low-relief carving. The emphasis in Art Deco styling is on vertical extension. Art Deco structures

were particularly popular for commercial buildings or apartment buildings.
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5.130 Moderne

Moderne structures of the time period 1930 to 1960 often contain a flat roof with a parapet and
smooth surfaces similar to Art Deco styling. The emphasis in Moderne structures is horizontal
with prominent rounded corners and bands of windows or glass block. Grooves or lines often
extend horizontally on an asymmetrical fagade. This is not a common style but houses were built

in this style throughout the country.
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5.131 Ranch (Prairie)

The ranch style draws its inception from a style created in the 1930s by Californian architects. It
developed from Spanish Colonial forms of the southwest and drew components from Craftsman
and Prairie styles. By the 1940s, it was the most common style across the country and continued
to be constructed until the 1960s. The use in most areas was a response to the increased use of
the automobile. There was no longer a need to build on small lots next to streetcar lines and
sprawling houses on larger lots in more suburban and rural areas became an option. Garages

were added to the concept of the house.

Commonly, the ranch style is identified by its one-story asymmetrical shape, and low-pitched
roofs, often hipped or cross-gabled and occasionally side-gabled. The roofs may be boxed or
open with exposed rafters. The cladding may be wood or brick or a combination of the two.
Decorative iron or wooden porch supports are common, as well as, decorative shutters. Picture

windows or ribbon windows are often placed on the fagade.
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5.134 Tudor Revival

The Tudor style was used in the period from 1890 to 1950. A main characteristic is the steep roof
with overlapping cross gables and a prominent chimney. It may be of brick or stone or with
decorative half-timbering or stucco. It is often asymmetrical. The opening may be tall and
narrow, or arched. Bands of multi-paned casement windows may be present. The style draws
from traditions of thatch-roofed folk cottages and manor houses in the late medieval England.
The American examples are often unique and incorporate vernacular elements from other

traditions.
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6.0 RESULTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

6.1 Summary of Reconnaissance Survey

Field survey concluded in January 2009. The reconnaissance survey identified 3,138 properties
at least 50 years old. Within this 4,570 resources were identified, including outbuildings and
adjunct structures. During the survey 1,853 resources in Warwick Township, 691 resources in
Elizabeth Township, and 2,026 resources in Lititz Borough were documented. The results
indicate that 1,559 eligible properties 857 undetermined properties, and 1,991 ineligible

properties are within the survey area.

6.2 Explanation of Significance

Historic resources are evaluated by approving agencies for their eligibility for the National
Register of Historic Places. Resources evaluated by State Historic Preservation Offices, in
Pennsylvania the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission (PHMC), and the National
Park Service fall into one of three categories. Resources are evaluated eligible, ineligible, or
undetermined. This determination is given based on the significance of the resource. The
National Park Service and the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission, the federal and
state approving agencies, concur or disagree with an applicant’s recommendation of eligibility
and give the final determinations based on significance highlighted in four criteria set out by
those agencies. The National Park Service identifies the significance of resources with the

following criteria in consideration (Shrimpton 1997).

The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archeology, engineering,

and culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess
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integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association,

and:

A. that are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the
broad patterns of our history; or

B. that are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or

C. that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of
construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic
values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose
components may lack individual distinction; or

D. that have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or

history.

The recommendations of eligibility in the field survey results for each resource was determined
by RETTEW using a class scale of I, II, or IIL. I indicates an eligible resource. III indicates an
ineligible resource. II is assigned to resources that require further research and evaluation or are
undetermined at this time. The determinations, based on significance, are the opinion of
RETTEW and are subject to approval by the State Historic Preservation Office. Resources were
categorized in one of three categories based on cursory historical research, integrity, architectural
style, and context. The eligibility field in the database refers to present designation by the

PHMC, if the resource has already been evaluated by that agency.

One recommendation of this report is to continue the process of recognizing the resources within

Warwick Township, Elizabeth Township, and Lititz Borough, in order to provide protection,
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place importance, and make information readily available to the public. The survey for this
report was limited to evaluation by RETTEW. In order to become recognized by the PHMC
additional work is necessary. A report similar to the one created for this project, the Bureau of
Historic Preservation Comprehensive Survey Report, is submitted to the state for final
evaluation. The report may include information set out in the PHMC Comprehensive Survey

Guidelines (APPENDIX B).

Additional research to identify the significance of resources in the project area may consist of
review of local histories, biographical sources, census data, property maps and tax records, deed
research, map review, and similar sources. The research would take place at local historical

societies, local libraries, the state archives, the state library, and similar repositories.

Integrity is defined as the ability of a property to convey its significance. A property must have
integrity to be listed on the National Register. Integrity is assessed with seven aspects
(Shrimpton 1997). Several, if not all, integrity aspects must be present to warrant eligibility for
the National Register. Although some of the aspects are subjective, including feeling and
association, most aspects can be identified as distinctly factoring or not factoring toward the
overall integrity of a property. In the database, integrity is evaluated with a Y or N, indicating
that: yes (Y), the resource has integrity or no (N), the resource does not have integrity. This

evaluation helped to determine the RETTEW recommendations of eligibility.

Location of a resource is the first aspect. A historic property is held to hold this qualification of

integrity, if it is located where it was constructed or where the historic event occurred. A
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property located in its original setting allows for understanding of the relationship between the

property and the reason for its significance.

Design is also an important aspect of integrity. Design includes all of the elements that create the
form, plan, space, structure, and style of a property. Historically, these are the original
conceptions at the time of creation. Design also includes elements such as the organization of
space, proportion, scale, technology, ornamentation, and materials and conveys historic functions

and technology.

Setting, a third aspect, is the physical environment of a historic property. Location refers to a
specific point on the landscape, while setting refers to the character of the place where the
property had a historic role and the relationship with the surrounding features. The setting can
relate the designer’s concept of space and aesthetic preference. Natural or manmade physical
features can have this relationship with the historic property including topographic features,

vegetation, manmade features, and open space.

Materials are the physical elements that were combined or deposited during a particular period
of time and in a particular pattern or configuration to form a historic property. Materials are
considered because their choice and combination can reveal the preference of those who created
the property, availability, and technologies. A property must retain the key exterior materials

from the period of significance.
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Workmanship is the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people during any
given period in history or prehistory. This is the physical representation of labor and skills of
construction or alteration of a building, structure, object, or site. Workmanship includes the
components of a property, finishes, detailing, and construction. This aspect of integrity reveals

information about technology, aesthetic principles, and applications of practices and principles.

Feeling is a property’s expression of aesthetic or historic sense of a particular period of time. It is

the result of the historic character conveyed by the property.

A last aspect of integrity is association. Association is the direct link between an important
historic event or person and a historic property. If a property is located at the place of the historic
event or where the activity took place and is able to physically convey that relationship, it has

association.

6.3 Potential Historic Districts

Potential historic districts were identified in the course of the survey. The current Lititz Borough
Historic District was extended to include additional properties (Figure 16). Three additional
potential historic districts were identified. Historic districts for Brunnerville, Millway, and

Rothsville were delineated and incorporated into this report (Figures 17-19).

The basis for the decision relied on historic map research. The presence of properties in the

towns throughout history was identified with available historic maps. A particular time period of

development and significance was determined for each town. The historic districts were then
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Figure 16
Proposed Lititz Borough Historic District
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Figure 17
Proposed Brunnerville Historic District
Warwick Area Historic Survey
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Figure 18
Proposed Millway Historic District
Legend Warwick Area Historic Survey
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demarcated to include buildings that were present and contributed to the period of significance
for the towns. The historic district proposal intends to identify the village setting of the towns

during the historic stages of development within the communities.

A total of 1,157 resources are determined eligible and contribute to the Lititz Borough Historic
District. The proposed Millway Historic District, 31 acres, contains 37 contributing resources.
The Brunnerville Historic District, within 34.5 acres, is acknowledged as having 78 resources
that contribute to the district. The Rothsville Historic District contains 209 resources in the 78-

acre proposed historic district.

The historic district plans were determined using the guidelines set out in National Register
Bulletin 15: How to Apply the National Register Criteria and National Register Bulletin 12:

Defining Boundaries for Historic Properties. The reports acknowledge a district as:

a definable geographic area that can be distinguished from surrounding properties by
changes such as density, scale, type, age, style of sites, buildings, structures, and objects,
or by documented differences in patterns of historic development or associations. It is
seldom defined, however, by the limits of current parcels of ownership, management, or
planning boundaries. The boundaries must be based upon a shared relationship among the

properties constituting the district (Shrimpton: 1990, 6).

The historic districts were determined based on National Register Criteria, the significant

association to persons, events, or engineering; or the possibility of research potential. This was
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determined through historic research and previous documentation. In addition to a contiguous
definition of significance, physical integrity and geographic features were used to delineate the
boundaries. Geographic boundaries such as rivers, lakes, or major roads played a minor role in
determining the boundaries. Visual changes in the difference of architectural style and time
period and the condition of certain structures were a major consideration in defining the

boundaries.

6.4 Database Deliverable
RETTEW developed a database for the use of Warwick Township. This database is the end
result of the survey. All information gathered on the Tablet PC was downloaded, manipulated,

and cross-checked in the database (Figures 20-22).

The DVD included in this submission includes the results of the historic resource survey in
Microsoft Access 2003 format. One database for each municipality is provided. A GIS point
layer of historic resource locations is provided in shapefile format. A GIS polygon layer of
potential historic district boundaries is also in shapefile format. Digital photos for each historic
resource are provided in both high and low resolution JPG formats. A report summarizing the
results of the historic resources survey is in PDF format. Maps of proposed historic districts are

in PDF format. Maps of all resources and their eligibility rating per municipality are provided.

RETTEW utilized the LCPC MS Access database provided and made appropriate modifications
as needed. No compatibility with the Lancaster database can be assumed. The database can be
viewed and edited in MS Access 2003. Digital photos are viewable and linked within the Access

database. GIS shapefiles provided can be viewed in ESRI’s ArcGIS 9 software.
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7.0 RECOMMENDATIONS

This project included several goals (1) Complete a comprehensive survey of historic resources in
Warwick Township, Lititz Borough, and Elizabeth Township (the municipalities encompassing
Warwick School District). (2) Identify significant historic resources of interest to each
municipality to assist with future planning activities. (3) Provide the results of the historic
resource survey in GIS and database format for immediate use by the municipalities and
Lancaster County. This resource survey is a preliminary report and findings on the background
and significance of resources in the three municipalities. A logical extension of this report
includes more detailed understating of the resources, recordation of individual properties, and

submission to the PHMC.

7.1 Municipal Planning

The results of this survey may assist in planning activities for the municipalities. The
implementation of a plan for a local historic register, provisions in planning codes, and
provisions for the protection of the identified historic resources are recommended steps. A
further step would be the development of a comprehensive plan that includes the consideration of
historic resources and provides for future heritage planning goals and activities. These actions
are addressed to help guide the municipalities toward a goal of placing value and protection on
the communities existing historic resources. By developing planning provisions and programs,
the municipalities will stress the importance of historic resources to the community and

encourage community interest and support.
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7.2 Local Ordinance

The municipalities may want to incorporate a historic structures ordinance to promote the
importance of historic resources under its control. The intent of the ordinance may be expressed
as the pursuance of the health, prosperity, and welfare of those living or visiting the
municipalities. A key component of such intent would be to preserve and protect the resources

for their historic value and the heritage they represent.

A local ordinance would preserve the identifying characteristics of the area and the quality of the
environment, translate the historic past, increase property values, and develop the economic
strength of the municipality, while opening a market for tourism. A local ordinance would create
the opportunity for the municipalities to consider, and react to, arguments for the alteration or
demolition of significant resources. It would provide a forum for property owners to consider

alternatives that do not negatively impact historic integrity.

7.3 Local Register

In order to place value and protect significant historic resources and to continue to pursue the
comprehensiveness of this survey, it is suggested that a provision be made for adding historic
resources to the local register. The local register may or may not be enforced by an ordinance
and Historic Architectural Review Board. A register may include the application of individuals
and residents to nominate building and structures that are either undetermined at this point or are

not yet listed on the register.
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The buildings would be evaluated by a Historic Review Board detailed in later sections of this

report. Significant resources would include those:

A. that are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad

patterns of our history; or

B. that are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or

C. that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or
that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction;

or

D. that have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or

history.

Other criteria that the municipalities may consider are those having special local significance.
The register may include properties that have significance according to the historic contexts
listed in this report, agricultural, industrial, religious, or educational. Other significance factors
may include the broad contexts cultural, political, economic, social, or heritage. If a resource is
distinctive and embodies these concepts it may be included on the local register. Those that may
be a community landmark and excellent example of a particular neighborhood may also be

considered eligible.

7.4 Historic Architectural Review Board
A Historic Architectural Review Board (HARB) is an entity within a planning commission that

oversees the treatment of locally significant properties. The actual protection, one of the intents
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of an ordinance and register, comes from the review by HARB representatives. A HARB is
composed of professionals from various backgrounds and community residents. The HARB is
tasked with the review of proposals to alter or demolish historic resources. Property owners
make claims to this entity and the claims are weighed and considered at public meetings. The
decision of the HARB is binding and fines and penalties for non-compliance can be levied by
such an entity. It is the recommendation of RETTEW that all proposed historic districts be

protected in some way; an application of this recommendation would be a HARB board.

The Historic Architectural Review Board must provide stipulations for violations, demolition by
neglect, and penalties for unapproved actions. In such case as a building must be demolished and
the action is approved by the HARB, the applicant may be directed to follow the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Buildings and Guidelines for Architectural and
Engineering Documentation set out by the Historic American Building Survey/Historic
American Engineering Record. Minimum standards may be: photographs showing all sides of
the building, a sketch plan, and a short historical report and copy of the deed. These measures
will ensure the documentation of resources, set to be demolished, for posterity and community

interest.

7.5 Updating the Database
It is recommended that Warwick Township update the database at least every 10 years.
Developing plans early, in collaboration with Lancaster County, will ensure the status of all

properties is kept up to date. The results of future surveys can incorporate the new results into the
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existing database and applications in an effort to create an efficient and cost-effective update for

the purposes of the municipalities.

The townships should update the database for several reasons. In time, new resources may
change in status. After 10 years, resources built in 1968 may be eligible in 2018. Demolished,
dilapidated, or irreparable structures may require reevaluation to keep records current. New
research and information may become available that suggests that additional structures may be
eligible. Keeping records up to date will ensure accurate dissemination of research and results to
the public and internal planning agencies. The PHMC reevaluates most structures after 10 years
of their determination. For the same reasons, the townships are encouraged to reevaluate their

resources, state agencies seek to keep an accurate and up to date record.

7.6 State and Local Registers

Individual properties may spark the interest of the municipalities as particularly significant. It
may be in the interest of the municipalities to consider those properties on a state register.
Twelve properties are already listed as eligible by the PHMC. In addition, two National Register
Historic Landmarks and fifteen National Register Historic Properties are listed on the National

Register.

Resources can be submitted to the PHMC, or the National Park Service (NPS), if it is believed
they are especially significant on a state or national level. In order to qualify, forms for
individual properties would detail the existing conditions, history, and significance. The PHRS

form at the state level (APPENDIX C) and the NR form for the National Register require an
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investment of time and money. Each property must include information about history and

context. This requires research at local, state, or national repositories.

State and national protection applies to significant historic resources. Certain restrictions about
alterations and demolition restrict the treatment of properties and encourage the idea of
preserving heritage. Preservation of resources has the additional benefit of creating tourism, a

livable community, and a sense of identity.
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8.0 SUMMARY

The Warwick Historical Survey presents the results of the historic cultural resources study
conducted by RETTEW in the municipalities of Warwick Township, Elizabeth Township, and
Lititz Borough in Lancaster, Pennsylvania. This survey and was conducted for Warwick
Township with the stipulated parameters of the Warwick School District, which includes
Warwick Township, Elizabeth Township, and Lititz Borough. This study was requested with the

intent to guide future planning activities within the townships and municipalities.

This study expands the current perception of historic resources within the municipalities. The
basis for the report included the identification of significant resources on a state and national
level as recorded for the PHMC and the NPS. By developing and analyzing existing information,
the report aims to synthesize and develop the importance and significance of history and historic
resources within the municipalities. The report provides a survey methodology, background
research, historic contexts, and results and recommendations. In addition, a historic database and

area maps are being provided to the client to assist future endeavors.
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Introduction

Since before the American Revolution, Lancaster County, Pennsylvania has been noted for its significant
contribution to agriculture, eventually earning the nickname "The Garden Spot of America."' As the princi-
pal historic economic activity of the county, agriculture has both influenced and been influenced hy.the de-
velopment of other industries, transportation networks, and the cultural patterns of the county’s residents.

‘-Agriculture has shaped the social, cultural, and political history of the county and defines much of its
present character and built environment. The county’s farms continue to reflect this rich history, which ex-
tends from the period of early settiement and subsistence farming, through its prominence in wheat pro-
duction, its dominance in tobacco production, and its adaptation to changing technologies and market con-
ditions today. The community character that developed from this agricultural heritage has combined with
the dominant Pennsylvania German (or “Dutch”) communities, including plain sects, principally the Old Or-
der Amish and the Mennonites, and blended with English Quakers, Scotch-Irish, French and other cultural
influences, to create an identity that is recognized around the nation.”

Setting

Located in south-central Pennsylvania, Lancaster County is bordered to the south by Maryland, to the
southeast by Chester County, to the northeast by Berks County, to the northwest by Lebanon and Dau-
phin Counties, and to the west by the Susquehanna River and York County. The county currently encom-
passes 941 square miles; approximately seventy percent of its 602,240 acres, or 416,000 acres remain in
agricultural use.

Located to the southeast of Pennsylvania's Appalachian mountain ridges, within the Appalachian Pied-
mont, Lancaster County is relatively flat, largely consisting of an undulating plain averaging no higher than
four hundred-fifty feet above sea level. The rock strata underlying the county generally divides it into three
areas, each extending laterally across the county relatively parallel to one another. The largest of these is
a central limestone belt which spreads through the middle section of the county. While relatively flat, the
limestone plain is broken by the Welsh mountains to the east and Chickies Rock to the west, with a series
of smaller ridges between. Three major waterways, the Conestoga River, Pequea Creek, and Chickies
Creek, traverse the region, flowing southwesterly to the Susquehanna River. The northern tier is underlain
primarily with sandstone and shale and includes a series of hills and ridges, with elevations reaching
twelve hundred feet along the very northern tip of the county. Crystalline rock underlies the southern re-
gion of the county, which “has a wondertully varied and picturesque maze of low hills and shallow winding
valleys."3 Waterways in the southern tier tend to be within steep valleys and include the Octorara, Conow-
ingo, Tucquan, and Muddy Creeks, among others. A
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Weather in the county is generally mild. Soils are quite rich. Hagerstown loam covers most of the lime-
stone valley, Penn and Berks soils the northern tier, and Conestoga loam most of the southern end. Rain
is abundant and couples with the soil conditions to supply springs and wells. John Fraser Hart, in The
Land That Feeds Us, states: "The only extensive areas of good farming land on the eastern seaboard of
the United States are the limestone plain around Lancaster, Pennsylvania, and the Great Valley northeast
and southwest of Harrisburg...." This natural fertility has combined with Lancaster County's gentle topog-
“raphy and the skilled farming practices of local farmers to make it one of the most productive agricultural
regions in the nation.

The pattern of human development on this landscape includes Lancaster City, a centralized urban area
that has traditionally served as the county’s hub for government, trade, commerce, and the arts. Most of
the county's major transportation routes, including historic canal and rail routes, pass through or near the
city. Along these routes a series of smaller communities developed as regional market and trade centers.
Until recent decades, virtually all of the county's remaining developed lands were in agricultyral use. To-
day this historical pattern remains very much in evidence, although suburban and industrial development
have encroached on the farmland. :

Population grew steadily from 3,485 in 1729 to 12,800.by 1738, and then on average by 10,000 per dec-
ade through 1920. During this time, the percentage of the rural to total population declined from one hun-
dred percent to slightly more than fifty percent, although the decline was minimal until about 1840. There
are presently sixty political subdivisions, including the City of Lancaster, eighteen boroughs, and forty-one
townships. The population in 1990 was 422,822.

Settlement and Self Sufficient Farming, Circa 1710 - 1790

William Penn was granted title to Pennsylvania in 1681. It was his intention to create a colony of small
landowners, rather than a series of large estates held by a privileged class as was common in other colo-
nies. Together with Penn’s belief in religious tolerance, Pennsylvania became a destination for Europeans
seeking both economic opportunity and religious freedom.

When Penn acquired Pennsylvania, its Native American population stood at around fifteen thousand. By
1790, only thirteen hundred remained. In present-day Lancaster County, occupations by the Susquehan-
nock, Conestoga, Pequea, and Shawnee have been identified. The century prior to 1700 saw prolonged
periods of warfare between the Susquehannocks and the Five Nations of the Iroquois to control increasing
fur trade. As a result of these conflicts, most of the county's Native American population abandoned the
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area by the end of the 1600s. The relative absence of Native Americans was an attraction for early Euro-
5
pean settlers wary of discord with existing populations.

Yet the Native Americans left their mark on the landscape. Stevenson Fletcher, in Pennsylvania Agricul-
ture and Country Life, 1640-1840, describes what the early European settlers often found: “Small- cleared
areas near streams were mostly the sites of abandoned Native American villages. Large cleared- areas
had resulted from periodic firing of the woods by Native Americans in pursuit of game; these were particu-

“larly useful to the first settlers of Lancaster and York counties.” Native Americans aiso cleared out such ar-
eas for planting crops. Called grubenland, from the German word for small tree, the “Pioneer farmers of

[Lancaster County] harvested their first crops of hay on these natural meadows."

Prior to the creation of Lancaster County from Chester County in 1729, Pennsylvania was divided into
three large counties, Bucks, Philadelphia, and Chester. The first Europeans settlers in present day Lan-
caster County were primarily traders who established posts along the Susquehanna River. The first grants
of land occurred as early as 1691, although they were primarily speculative in nature, with owners rarely
settling on the land. One thousand acres, called the “Servants’ Tract,” was granted to a number of Welsh
servants who had reached the end of their obligation. They chose to return to England and the land revert-
ed to its Philadelphia owner in 1702.

Setflement

Substantial permanent settiement began to occur in what is now Lancaster County in the first decades of
the 1700s. The first settlers were primarily Swiss and German Mennonites in search of a stable environ-
ment for religious freedom and economic opportunity. The sect was named for their ieader, Menno Si-
mons, who founded.the Mennonite movement within the persecuted and fragmented Anabaptist sects of
mid sixteenth-century Switzerland.” The Mennonites continued to suffer from religious intolerance, eventu-
ally leading them to migrate into the Palatinate region along the Rhine River in present day Germany.
There they experienced periods of acceptance and discrimination as political and religious leadership
changed. The first group of Mennonite settlers left the Palatinate and eventually settled in 1709 on a ten
thousand acre tract along the north side of the Pequea Creek, south of the present day Lancaster City. At-
tracted by Penn's offer of land and freedom to pursue their own religious beliefs, many Mennonites saw in
Pennsylvania an opportunity to escape poverty and intolerance. Among these first settlers were Hans and
Martin Meylin, Hans Herr, Martin Kendig, Jacob Miller, Martin Oberholtzer and Wendell Bowman, progeni-
tors of some of the County's most recognizable families. In subsequent years other groups of Mennonite
settlers arrived in Lancaster County, often assisted by the Committee on Foreign Needs, a society found-
ed in Holland to aid Mennonite refugees. Another group of Mennonite settlers, numbering more than three
hundred, arrived in 1717 from Manheim, where they had relocated after a particularly fierce round of per-
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secution in their native Switzerland in 1710. Mennonite migration into Lancaster County continued
throughout the eighteenth century.a

The Mennonites were followed in 1712 by a small group of French Huguenots who settled in the Pequea
Valley. Like the Mennonites, the Huguenots came to this couhtry after having suffered religious intolerance
in Europe. With the revocation of the Edict of Nantes in 1685, King Louis XIV began to persecute Protes-
tants living in France. Many migrated to present day Germany, settling predominantly in the Palatinate.
“Like the Mennonites, many Huguenots responded to the economic and religious opportunities of America,
establishing footholds from South Carolina to New York by the turn of the eighteenth century. The Hugue-
not settiements in Lancaster began with the migration of Daniel Fierre, his mother Madam Fierre, and his
brother-in-law Isaac LeFevre from the Palatinate to England in 1708. In 1709 they left England
for America, settling first in New York and then arriving in Lancaster in 1712. They established a settle-
ment on a 2,300 acre tract purchased by Madam Fierre from 3,000 acres that had been acquired by Mar-
tin Kendig in 1711, which he named Strasburg.° ‘

By 1714, 58,937 acres of land in Lancaster County had been surveyed.'o Scotch-Irish began to arrive in
the area at roughly this time and they located in the western portion of the county near the Chickies Creek
in what is now Donegal Township and later along the Octorara Creek in the southern portion of the county
tfrom Sadsbury to the Susquehanna River. Contemporaneous to the early Scotch-Irish settlements were
those of English Quakers in the far eastern portion of the county in what are now Salisbury and Sadsbury
Townships. Present day Caernarvon Township was settled by Welsh Episcopalians in 171 7."

A group of Dunkers, a sect formed in Germany in 1708, arrived in Lancaster County in 1719 and estab-
lished a church at Conestoga in 1723. It was from this group that Conrad Beisel split in 1729 to form the
Seventh Day Baptist Brethren at the Ephrata Cleister. A contingent of Amish settlers moved into the
county by 1737, when a settlement was established northeast of present day Lancaster City.ﬁ Members of
a 1732 Berks County Amish settlement relocated to eastern Lancaster County between 1754 and 1790. In
addition, non-Mennonite German immigrants began to arrive in the 1720s, representihg a variety of relig-
ious beliefs, including Lutherans, Calvinists, and Baptist Brethren.

Clearing the Land and Early Farming

Much of Lancaster County was covered by dense forest when its earliest settlers arrived. In their 1883 his-
tory of the county, Ellis and Evans, “according to the most reliable accounts” described the landscape this
way: “heavy timber upon most of the limestone land, with occasional meadows and swamps; lighter woods
covering the southern belt, shale and sandstone ridges, while some exposed areas may have been entire-
ly barren of trees and verdure.”"” A variety of factors entered into the choice of land by early settlers. They
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may have preferred land resembling that from which they came, yet decisions were also influenced by ex-
isting settlements, a desire to settle in groups, etc. The largest portion of the limestone plain was settled -

. by Pennsylvania Germans, with the Scotch-Irish settling in the Donegal area. The hillier southern portion
of the county was largely settled by the English and Scotch-Irigh.

Clearing the land and providing shelter for both families and livestock became the settlers' first tasks. Dur-
ing this early period, farming was practiced primarily to sustain the farm family. The earliest dwellings tend-
‘ed to be relatively temporary, providing shelter while land was cleared and crops were established. Often
permanent barns were erected prior to the completion of a permanent dwelling. Houses constructed of
logs were common in the first third of the 1700s and, as settlements became more firmly established,
more substantial log or stone dwellings were erected. Among the earliest surviving dwellings in Lancaster
County from this period are the log Mathias Slaymaker House (circa 1710) and the stone Hans (or Chris-
tian) Herr House (1719; National Register).

Mills, for processing agricultural produce, were established along the county's creeks and rivers and soon
became commonplace. Christian Schegel built a mill on the Conestoga circa 1714 and others soon fol-
lowed, including John Galbraith’s in Donegal (1720), John Gardner's hemp mill on Chickies Creek (1721-
1722), and Theodorus Eby's on Mill Creek by 1726. The mills were important centers of trade and meeting
in this early period and were soon connected to surrounding farmland by paths and crude roadways.
These trails would later serve as the basis for many of the county's permanent roads.

Farming Practices

With the increased availability of land, farming patterns developed in a markedly different way than had
been common in Europe, where farmers often resided in villages surrounded by farmiand on which “three
field farming” or “Dreifeldwirtschaft” took place. In this system, crops were rotated on a three year cycle of
"tood, feed, and fallow,” where, as Ivan Glick has described it, “one field would be idled in fallow, one field
was planted in winter grain, and the third field was planted in spring grain or roots.” " With this system, and
because the generation of animal manure for fertilizer was limited by insufficient land on which to produce
large quantities of hay, the soil was gradually depleted. When Mennonite and other refugees arrived in the
Palatinate they were forced to settle on depleted lands. Through experimentation, they soon discovered
new feeds, which could yield sufficient food to support their cattle on lesser acreages. Increased herds
yielded greater quantities of manure. Manure nourished the soils and provided greater yields. To this, they
added the discovery of the use of gypsum and lime and the rotation of hay and other crops with legumes,
both of which substantially replenished the soil. These practices made it possible to farm the land without
depleting the soils while increasing its productivity.
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About the same time, English farmers also discovered the positive impact of clover in replenishing the soil,
although the discovery was made for very different reasons. Sheep production became widespread as a
result of increasing markets for cloth. Farmland was soon given over to pastures on which clover was of-
ten grown in addition to grass. This rotation of grazing crops substantially improved the soil and, after a
few seasons, made the land productive for other crops.

Both the Germans and the English settlers to North America brought knowledge of these renourishing

“techniques with them. Yet, for reasons that are not well documented, the use of soil conservation meth-
ods, including the spreading of lime/gypsum and the use of legumes within crop rotations, was not univer-
sal among settlers in this country. Several published historical accounts suggest that the vast quantities of
land available in America made it easier for farmers to justify using crop rotations that relied on a fallow
period, or simply to move on to more productive lands, rather than practices involving gypsum and le-
gumes. Fletcher suggests that the "introduction into grain tarming of soil conserving crops, especially red
clover and grass, was advocated and practiced by a few farmers for nearly a century before it was gener-
ally adopted."15 There is evidence that the German farmers in Lancaster County were among the first to
utilize these practices and their use of gypsum/ime appears to have been widespread.

The production of lime, a key ingredient for soil conservation and also an important building material, be-
came commonplace in Lancaster County very early. In 1754, following a visit to "the beautiful Valley soil,
of the Pequea,” Governor Pownall found “on every farm a lime kiln and the land adapted for the best of
wheat.” " Lime kilns were constructed to burn limestone to produce lime and were often cooperative facili-
ties established for use by several adjacent farmers. Many of these structures remain scattered about the
countryside. In addition to lime, Lancaster County's German farmers were among the first in Pennsylvania
to widely store and apply manure. Typically not practiced in the earliest settlements because of crude barn
facilities, manure collection became common in local farms as soon as permanent barns were established.

Ellis and Evans described the farming practices of the settlers in their first years of settlement:

“The early farmers cultivated spelt, barley, oats, and buckwheat for summer crops, and rye
for a winter crop. Wheat was not then extensively raised: it was considered too delicate a
growth and uncertain yield...Flax and hemp were also cultivated, and manufactured into lin-
en and wearing apparel....The fields were plowed in lands, a certain number of furrows be-
ing thrown together, leaving two uncovered furrows between the lands, as is still done in wet
soil. In harvesting, two reapers would take a land. Young women who could be spared in the
house helped, many of whom did a full day's work....The meadows were' mowed earlier than
the uplands and the hay dried by spreading and turning it in the field during fair weather, and
by putting it on weathercocks over night or at the approach of rain....Corn was in that day,
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and even in later years, often topped and bladed, leaving the ears to ripen on the

stalk.... Threshing was done with a flail or by tramping it out by horses; - a labor that lasted
: 1

through the greater part of the winter, and was cold and tedious work "

Cows and sheep were added to the farms as early as it was bractical to do so and provided dairy products
and fleece. Large draft horses were also raised. Cattle for meat production was limited due to the abun-
dance of wild game.

During the decades following 1710, particularly after 1725, the county developed rapidly. By 1729, Lancas-
ter's population had risen to 3,485. In 1728, local residents petitioned to have a county created from Ches-
ter County. They were successful and on 10 May 1729 Lancaster County, named after Lancashire, Eng-
land, was erected. At the time, the county included much of the western Pennsylvania frontier, only to be
reduced to its present size through the creation of York, Cumberland, Berks, Northumberland. Dauphin,
and Lebanon Counties between 1749 and 1813. What would become Lancaster City was laid out by
James Hamilton and became the County seat in 1730.

During the first third of the eighteenth century, farms began to produce greater yields and markets devel-
oped in Lancaster City and other population centers within the county. As quoted in Fletcher's Pennsylva-

‘ nia Agriculture and Country Life 1640-1840, Robert Praud stated in 1721: “The settlements about the Indi-
an village of Conestoga [Lancaster] were considerably advanced in improvements, the land thereabout
being exceedingly rich...They raise great quantities of wheat, barley, flax, and hemp...."‘8 The marketing of
crops beyond the county's borders was limited at the time by the difficulty in transporting goods. The com-
pletion of the King's Highway to Lancaster from Philadelphia in 1733 greatly increased such traffic. Trade,
to a degree prompted by the rapid deterioration of the King's Highway, was also established with Balti-
more by the 1740s. - :

Pennsylvania became the greatest producer of wheat in America by the 1730s, earning it the title “granary
to the colonies.” Wheat production was tavored both because it was easily grown in the region and be-
cause it could be exported to the other colonies and abroad. By 1740, Pennsylvania flour and other grain
products were being extensively exported to Europe. Lancaster soon dominated the state in wheat produc-
tion. During the years between 1740 and 1790, wheat was responsible for much of the county’s wealth
and this was represented in local farms by the construction of larger and more substantial houses and
barns. Seventy percent of the state's export trade was in wheat by the 1770s. By 1781, the assessed val-
ue of Lancaster County land reached $700,000.

Many chroniclers of Pennsylvania have given full credit to Lancaster’s soil characteristics as the reason for
its productivity. In reality, the practices of its farmers were a major contributing factor. During this period,
Lancaster. County’'s German population dominated the farming landscape. In terms of population, the per-
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centage of the county's German speaking people fluctuated: in 1722 it stood at sixty-five percent; in 1758-

- 1759 at fifty-eight percent; and in 1782 at sixty eight percent.19 These statistics, and historical accounts, re-
flect that some of the county's English settlers moved away, and often German farmers acquired their
lands. As Fletcher noted: “Former non-German settlements in Lancaster County are now evidenced by de-
funct or struggling Quaker meeting-houses and Episcopal or Presbyterian churches.” This shift has often
been oversimplified as a testimony to the superiority of Pennsylvania German farming practices over those
of the more transient English, Scotch-Irish, and Welsh. As early as 1789 Benjamin Rush wrote, "the Ger-
man farm was easily distinguished from those of others, by good fences, the extent of orchard, the fertility
of the soil, productiveness of the fields, the luxuriance of the meadow.”” Recent writers, most notably
James T. Lemon through his book The Best Poor Man's Country, have challenged this widely held notion,
arguing that there were a variety of other factors contributing to the out-migration of non-German farmers
from south-central Pennsylvania.

“Lancaster County retained a substantial non-German population throughout its history and their contribu-
tions to its agriculture, economy, and cultural development are significant. Yet, if for no other reason than
their greater population, the patterns of farming in Lancaster County were most influenced by the Pennsyl-
vania Germans. The “Farms in Berks County, PA" multiple property nomination to the National Register of
Historic Places described the typical Pennsylvania German farm' this way: "The excellence of the
Pennsylvania Dutch [German] farms was no accident; they were the result of good judgment, hard work,
and superior methods of farming. Not only did the Pennsyivania Dutch [German] play a major role in the
agricultural prosperity of Pennsylvania, but they established a tradition of family farming that has endured
to this day."

In addition to wheat, corn became an important crop in Lancaster County soon after settiement, primarily
as a feed crop for livestock. Rye was also raised by the early settlers for its straw, which could be used for
thatch and the making of baskets, and also for its cereal. Grasses were not grown initially, as settler relied
on natural grasses for the feeding of their livestock. By the mid eighteenth century “artificial” grasses be-
came popular. Fiber crops were grown extensively, including flax, and to a much lesser extent hemp, and
Pennsylvania also led the colonies in their production. Other popular crops included potatoes and tobacco.

Prior to 1790, livestock was raised principally for domestic use in Pennsylvania. Lancaster County's Ger-
man farmers were noted for their livestock practices, whereby they treated and fed their cattle well and de-
rived good yields of work and products from them. However, cattle of the settlement period typically pro-
duced little milk and were not extensively used to provide meat. Chickens were raised primarily for
domestic use in the years prior to 1790. While horses were not used extensively on farms in the colony
prior to 1790, they were used extensively to haul farm products to market. Lancaster farmers are credited
with the development of a superior breed of draft horses by 1750. Fletcher states:
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It was natural that the first great horse of American origin should be developed by the Penn-
sylvania Germans....Hitched to the great, canvas-topped Conestoga wagons - ‘the ships of
inland commerce,’ as Dr. Benjamin Rush called them, they moved the heavy tonnage from
farm produce of Lancaster, York, and adjacent counties to the Philadelphia market....It
[was] a symbol of the transition period in Pennsylvania agriculture - between tl;e pack- .
horse train and the railroad; between subsistence farming and commercial farming.

Like livestock, the growing of fruit, vegetables, flowers, and ornamental trees was primarily a domestic ac-
tivity in the colonial period. Apples were grown extensively and were the primary fruit used for domestic
consumption on the farm, typically for the production of cider. Ciders and other fruit beverages, often fer-
mented or distilled, were very popular among the county's German population.

Lancaster farmers experimented with the growing of silk in the 1700s. Susanna Wright, daughter of the
founder of Wrightsville, is credited with having generated the county’s best production with. a.mantua of
more than sixty yards. Weaving was.a major home industry in the county but gradually dwindled by 1790.

Slavery existed in Pennsylvania and Lancaster County's slave population in 1790, at 348, was third high-
est in the state. Slaves were mostly owned by the non-German farmers, as the Germans were generally
opposed to the practice both for religious and practical reasons. Fletcher cites an exception in “James
Kiemer, a German farmer in Lancaster County; he bequeathed eight slaves to his wife and children, with
the stipulation that they be set free at specified times.”” Pennsylvania passed America’s first abolition law
in 1780, which freed most slaves by the 1820s. Physical evidence of Lancaster's slave population is quite
rare. A portion of a stone slave cabin remains within a barn at the Jasper Yeates farm in Salisbury Town-
ship.

Early Industrial Development

During this period, a number of industries developed in Lancaster County. Curtis Grubb, a Welsh settler,
who established Cornwall Furnace in 1742, added extensive land in Lancaster County to his holdings, in-
cluding Hopewell Forge which he acquired in 1765. Grubb's son Peter established Mount Hope Furnace in
present day Rapho and Penn Townships in 1784. Windsor Forge, in present day Caernarvon Township
began producing iron in 1742, John Huber built Elizabeth Furnace circa 1750, Thomas Smith began Martic
Furnace in the southern end of the county in 1751-1752, and Old and Caldwell created Speedwell Forge
on Hammer Creek in 1760.” “Baron” Henry William Stiegel established a glass factory in Manheim about

1765 and also acquired Elizabeth Furnace in 1757. Important eighteenth-century industrial developments
attributed to Lancaster County are the Pennsylvania, or Lancaster, long rifle and the the Conestoga wag-
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on. As each of these industries developed, increasing numbers of Lancaster County’s residents became
involved in non-farming occupation, forming an expanding local market for local agricultural products.

he Farm 710-17

During the county's earliest period of settlement, the farmstead generally consisted of a small farmhouse
and barn. Shelter for the settler's family was always the first consideration, although the first shelters were
“often quite temporary. Temporary shelter would be arranged for any livestock as soon as practical and of-
ten the first permanent structure was the barn. Once land was cleared, often only a small portion of the to-
tal farm tract, and crops were established, attention could be given to the erection of a more permanent
dwelling. In Lancaster County, this typically meant the construction of a one story log cabin.” Outbuildings
often were not constructed until the farm operation was more fully established.

By the mid 1700s, the full pattern of future Lancaster County farm complexes had been developed. The
farmstead was dominated by the farmhouse and barn. A series of outbuildings associated with domestic
functions were grouped about the farmhouse and those associated with agricultural functions around the
barn. Among the domestic outbuildings were kitchens (out-kitchens, summer kitchens), springhouses, bak-
eovens, washhouses, smokehouses, woodsheds, butcherhouses, and pumphouses. Agricultural outbuild-
ings included pigpens, sheepfolds, chickenhouses, coracribs, hay barracks, wagon sheds, tool sheds, and
often blacksmith forges, ice houses, and distilleries. Lime kilns and tamily burial grounds were other impor-
tant built features of the farm that were located either adjacent to or separate from the farmstead. The
building types common to the Pennsylvania German tamily farm dominated the county and were widely
accepted among other cultural groups, through placement of buildings and styles and methods of con-
struction varied.

By the later 1700s, new farmhouses constructed in rural Lancaster County tended to be two stories in
height, generally three to five bays wide and two bays deep, and reiatively conservative stylistically. During
the mid to late eighteenth century, the distinctions between Germanic and traditional English styles dimin-
ished as aspects of each were accepted by the other. The Georgian style began to have influence by the
1760s. In rural Lancaster County, examples of the style tended to be vernacular interpretations, with a few
notable exceptions. It was also during the latter eighteenth century through the mid nineteenth century that
the Pennsylvania barn reached its height of development. The size of barns increased, to meet changing
needs for increased storage, additional threshing floors, and upper level mows were accommodated.
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Commercial Farming, 1790 - 1840

Commercial farming became an increasingly important aspect of Lancaster County farms throughout the
mid to late eighteenth century. By 1800 Pennsylvania farmers tumed the state into the leading producer of
wheat in the country; Lancaster County farmers soon made it the leading wheat-growing county. in the
state. The county's wheat production led the nation on and off until 1850, when it produced 1,365,111
bushels and barely edged out Monroe County, New York. In addition, the acceptance of the land renour-

“ishing farming techniques of the “"Agricultural Revolution" expanded rapidly in conjunction with the devel-
opment of a major livestock industry. The expansion of better access to markets brought on by improved
transportation, further stimulated Lancaster County's agricultural economy. Lancaster City was by this time
the largest inland town in Pennsylvania with a population of 4,292. The assessed value of land in Lancas-
ter County grew from $700,000 in 1781 to $6,700,000 in 1814. By 1830, it reached $28,700,000, four
times the value of adjacent York County.2$

The use of gypsum, or “land plaster,” stimulated the growing of red clover which enriches the soil by add-
ing nitrogen to it. The need to let fields lie fallow in order to control weeds was eliminated by the growing of
corn, which is planted in rows, allowing farmers to hoe weeds from between the plants. Clover and corn
became improved sources of feed for livestock. More livestock produced more manure, another vital
source of nutrients for the soil. As John Fraser Hart described it in The Land That Feeds Us:

The new rotation greatly increased the amount of winter feed available for live-
stock....Farmers valued their animals for their manure almost as much as for their meat be-
cause they needed manure to fertilize their soil in the days before chemical fertilizer had
been invented. You could tell how good a farmer was by the size of his manure pile. More
manure meant richer soils, richer soils meant better crops, better crops meant larger ani-
mals, and larger animals meant still more manure. This interdependence of crops and live-
stock in a tightly integrated farming system is called mixed farming.27

According to the “Farms in Berks County, PA" multiple property nomination to the National Register of His-
toric Places:

...the half-century from 1790 to 1840 has been called the golden age of Pennsylvania agri-
culture, a period when an agricultural economy reigned, before the age of industry brought
its revolutionary changes to the patterns of work and life. This half-century was a time of ag-
ricultural awakening when worn-out fields were rejuvenated and farm mortgages paid. [The]
new husbandry and new markets brought to Pennsylvania farmers a period of prosperity
that has not been surpassed.
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The development of Lancaster County as a major commercial producer of agricultural products was also
aided by transportation and technological improvements, e.g. the cast iron plow, wheelbarrow sowers, and
threshing machines. While Lancaster's farmers had been trading their goods in markets outside the county
for quite some time, they had always been hampered by poor road conditions. With better roads and other
forms of transportation, these limitations would be removed,'freeing farmers to produce greater quantities
of marketable products. As these markets opened, new technology was producing farm equipment that
greatly increased the farmer's capacity for production. The result was a sustained period of prosperity for
“local tarmers, that was soon reflected in their built environment.

Ellis and Evans had this to say about the prosperity of the period:28

The orchards planted were beginning to yield fruit. There were barrels of cider on the shady
side of the house, red and russet apples in the cellar, fragrant dried fruit, gathered seeds,
and sweet herbs in the garret. The granary and the mows in the barn did not get altdgether
empty between harvests, The manure pile grew large and fat; and still there remained
stacks of hay left over from last year. As the substantial comforts of the farmer thus multi-
plied other and new cravings and wants began to be felt, and he and his household needed
more than ever the stern warnings from their ministers against the lusts of the eye and the
pride of life....

Transportation Improvements

The “Tobacco Buildings in Lancaster City” multiple property nomination to the National Register of Historic
Places provides the following descript_ion of these transportation improvements:

Roads were laid out in what was to become Lancaster County beginning in 1718, connect-
ing back country settlers along the Susquehanna and Conestoga Rivers to Philadelphia,
New Castle on the Delaware, and ports in Maryland. Once the county was formed and the
county seat located at Lancaster, a "King's Highway" was opened around 1730 which began
at the old courthouse in Lancaster and ran almost to the division line of Lancaster and Ches-
ter Counties. For sixty years this "great road," or "Old Philadelphia Road,” was the shortest
way from Lancaster to Philadelphia. In 1792 the earliest turnpike in the United States was
laid out between the (then) borough of Lancaster and Philadelphia. Known as the Lancaster
Turnpike, it was opened in 1794; by the time Lancaster became the capital in 1799, the turn-
pike was heavily traveled by stagecoach. The construction of this advanced road was fol-
lowed by others which linked the county to far-flung points around the state.
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As part of Pennsylvania's internal improvements system, the Board of Canal Commissioners
was appointed around 1826 to extend an existing canal program along the Susquehanna. In
1830, despite opposition, the canal along the river was extended southward to Columbia, a
borough on the river about twelve miles west of Lancaster City. From Columbia, boats were
either filled with produce and merchandise or the contents were transterred to carts and later
railroad cars to be taken to Philadelphia. At Columbia large privately owned warehouses -
were erected to accommodate the canal boats. This commercial traffic soon was greatly ex-
panded by rail and bridges’ linking Columbia with Pittsburgh: via this route goods and immi-
grants were shipped to the western states.

In 1820 the Conestoga Slack-Water Navigation Company was chartered with the objective
of building several dams and locks between the mouth of [Conestoga Creek] and Lancaster
for the navigation of boats; however, no progress was made on this until 1825. In 1829 large
quantities of coal and boards began to arrive in Lancaster by this method. The navigation
company alternated between prosperity and hard times for about thirty more years until it
was finally displaced by the railroads.

The Pennsylvania ‘Railroad Company was chartered in 1823: two of the incorporators were
from Lancaster County. The purpose of the campany was to build a railroad line between
Columbia and Philadelphia, an ambitious project at this early date and one which predates
the opening of the canals. This line was to divert the growing trade down the Susquehanna
from continuing on to Baltimore. Although the plan at this time did not come to fruition, in
1826 another rail line was chartered, the Columbia, Lancaster, and Philadelphia. The major
decision to building the expensive link between Columbia and Philadelphia, either by canal
or rail, fell to the legislature which in 1828 passed an act authorizing the canal commission-
ers, then in charge of internal improvements, to extend what was known as the Eastern Divi-
sion of the Pennsylvania Canal to the mouth of the Conestoga Creek and to determine the
best means of establishing a route between Columbia and Philadelphia. Accordingly, the
commissioners voted in favor of a rail line to be known as the Columbia and Philadelphia
Railroad (later the Pennsylvania Railroad).

Engineering for the new railroad link between Columbia and Philadelphia began in May 1828 and was
completed by December. Construction contracts were let in January 1829. The first passenger coaches
were drawn by horses between Columbia and Lancaster on 31 March 1834 and the line from Columbia to
Philadelphia was dedicated on 15 April 1834. Use of the railroad for transporting agricultural products took
time to develop. The railroad did not replace the droving of cattle, for example, until after 1840.
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Crops

During this period, wheat continued to be the county's major crop. Ellis and Evans described the crop rota-
tion typical of the period: “Two years in grass, of mixed clover and timothy, one year in corn, one year in
oats, then a heavy coat of barnyard manure plowed down, and two years in wheat, to be followed again by
grass. Accordingly, many farms were divided into six fzigelds. receiving one coat of manure every sixth year,
and an application of lime once in the same year...."~ Portable threshing machines were introduced into
“the county by William Kilpatrick about the year 1832. This was a substantial development, as threshing,
which previously was much of the farmer’s winter work, could now be accomplished in a matter of days.

Corn became an increasing popular crop throughout this period. Native Americans introduced it to the Eu-
ropean settlers who raised it raised primarily for domestic consumption and as a feed for livestock. Be-
cause it was an important livestock feed, and because it was grew well in Lancaster County's climate, the
rise of cattle production resulted in an ever increasing demand for corn. This was furthered by improve-
ments made in the way corn was grown, specifically the closer spacing of plants and the use of cultivators,
after 1790.

Rye also continued to be grown as a major crop and was used domestically for the baking of bread and
the distilling of whiskey. Barley was produced, primarily by German settlers, for the production of beer.
Production of hay rose due to increased demand brought on partly by transportation improvements that re-
sulted in the greater use of horses. In 1828, the first leaf tobacco was grown in Lancaster County.

‘The use of gypsum, or “land plaster,” and its subsequent impact of the growing of red clover, was a major
development in the re-nourishing of the soil that became commonplace by the early 1800s. The increased
production of grasses and red clover that resulted from the use of gypsum provided an improved source of
teed for livestock. More livestock produced more manure, another vital source of nutrients for the soil.
These developments, coupled with the expansion of livestock production and the better access to markets
brought on by improved transportation, further stimulated Lancaster County's agricultural economy.

Historical accounts and agricultural statistics indicate that by the end of the eighteenth century, Lancaster
County's farms were in a high state of cultivation. Duke De La Rochefoucault Liancount, in his Travels
Though the United States of North America, The Country of the Iroquois, and Upper Canada, published in
London in 1799, described the farm of Colonel Matthais Slough, located just east of Lancaster, as he visit-
editin 1795:

This estate, which contains one hundred and ten acres, is now in a fine state of cultivation.
About eighteen or twenty acres lie in grass, and form the most beautiful meadows; twenty-
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five are covered with wood, and the rest are under the plough. He lays from twelve to four-
teen tons of dung on each acre: no land lies fallow, but he entertains the same prejudices as
the rest of the farmers in favor of flat ridges, and against sheep. His son, in whose company
I surveyed the estate, confessed, that the theory and practice which prevail in Europe do not
agree with the husbandry of the Americans...." x

‘Iniv K

The period after 1790 also saw the rise of cattle and livestock industry in Lancaster County. With improve-
ments in transportation, and the increased productivity of the land and its ability to provide surpluses be-
yond that necessary to sustain the farm family, the production and feeding of livestock became common-
place. Significant improvements in livestock husbandry resulted in greater productivity. Where the early
settler's cow had often been a somewhat scrawny creature capable of producing only a limited quantity of
milk, by the 1800s cows were substantial animals of seven to eight hundred pounds. Locally grown beef
increasingly became an important export commodity and Lancaster County developed as a center for the
fattening of cattle from the west prior to its shipment to markets in the east. According to John Fraser Hart:

Philadelphia and other seaboard cities were growing rapidly, and they needed ever larger
quantities of meat. Their demands were satisfied, in part, by cattle from the newly settled
areas of the west. Professional drovers assembled great herds of cattle in the back country
and walked them eastward toward Philadelphia. The cattle lost weight en route, and they
were lean, gaunt, and hungry by the time they reached Lancaster. The local tarmers bought
them cheaply, fattened them on corn, and shipped them off to the slaughterhouses of Phila-
delphia for a nice profit. The Lancaster plain became a major beef fattening area, and for
many years L.ancaster was one of the nation's leading cattle markets.”

Cattle were typically pastured in Lancaster County, with stall feeding practiced in the winter months. Cattle
for sale in easter markets were driven in herds in the late spring and summers. Early on, grass was the
preferred feed. In later years grains, especially corn, were mixed in with the grasses. According to Fletch-
er, “Lancaster County, with its bountiful crops of grass and grain, became the center of the stall-fed beef
industry of the state, a preeminence which it holds to this day [1950]."32 Frank B. McClain, President of the
Lancaster Livestock Exchange in 1924, wrote an essay about the Union Stock Yards in Klein's history of
the county in which he stated: “| remember well hearing my father tell the story of a drive of 300 head of
steers he participated in, away back in 1843, from Champaign County, lllinois to Lancaster, and the
progress made was about twelve miles per day on the average, and seventy days to the whole- trip."m
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Between 1790 and 1840, the commercial production of swine also developed as an aspect of Pennsylva-
nia farms, including Lancaster County. Swine were relatively easy to raise and their meat could be cured -

- for use throughout the year. Prior to 1790, swine existed in Lancaster that had been brought from Europe
by early settlers. Rather than being held captive and fed, farmers routinely let them forage for food in their
nearby woods. The swine of this early period were a sturdy breed of razorbacks. One early visitor was
quoted as saying: “They have great stocks of Hogs kept in the Woods....I saw a Hogg Kill'd of about a
Year old, which weighed Two Hundred weight; whose Flesh is much sweeter and even more luscious than

“that in England, because they feed and fatten on the rich (though wild) Fruits, besides those fattened at
home by Peaches, Cherries, and Apples."y Between 1810 and the 1830s, competition from western swine
producers, particularly in Ohio, increased significantly. Herds of hogs were driven overland across the Al-
leghenies to southeastern Pennsylvania. Although this affected commercial production in Lancaster
County, local farmers continued to raise pork for their own use or for export to local markets.

Sheep production was also a major commercial enterprise in Pennsylvania, yet never devéloped signifi-
cantly in Lancaster County. Again, competition from breeders in the west eventually led to the. decline of
the already minimal local production by about 1840. With the improvement of local transportation routes,
and the subsequent increase in the shipping of goods, the raising of horses became an important enter-
prise. The Conestoga draft horse continued to be raised until horsepower was largely replaced after the
World War |, .

Dairy P .

Prior to 1830, the production of butter, cheese, and fluid milk was a secondary by-product of the county's
cattle industry. Most of the county's dairy production was consumed locally, either for on-farm use or as a
market commodity in Lancaster City or the County's smaller boroughs. Butter was produced and stored in
the cool of the springhouse. Commercial dairy production began to become an important industry with the
increased demand for milk in the urbanized areas of the county, especially Lancaster City, brought about
by their growing populations. Butter and cheese, however, were the most significant market dairy com-
modities prior to 1840.

Horticulture

The commercial production of fruits and vegetables increased significantly in the years following 1790, pri-
marily as a result of increasing demand in urban areas and improved transportation. Apples, always an im-
portant product of Lancaster's orchards, were extensively grown and often converted and sold as cider.
Another development on Lancaster's farms was the increasing occurrence of ornamental gardens. As
farms developed and became more prosperous, the flower gardens that had always been a feature of the
Pennsylvania German household gradually also became more elaborate. '
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Ihe Farmstead

The major changes that occurred to the Lancaster County farmstead during this period were the increas-
ing size and substantial character of the farmhouse and barn. H. M. J. Klein wrote: “...Lancaster county
farms produce bigger crops per acre than the farms of any other county in Pennsylvania, and it is one of
the reasons why the farmhouses and farm buildings of the ‘man who follows the plow’ in Lancaster fairly
“shout prosperity to the passerby.”35 Architecture saw a blending of cultural influences and an acceptance
of elements of major national styles. By the 1790s, the Federal style of architecture became popular for lo-
cal farmhouses and the vernacular Pennsylvania style developed. Additional outbuildings began to ap-
pear, as commercial farming developed and diversified. The regional “Pennsylvania” style evolved into a
fully recognizable vernacular form of farmhouse and the Pennsylvania barn reached its full development.

Tobacco Production and Industrial Development, 1840-1900

Lancaster County led the United States in total tarm production in every U.S. Census from 1850 to 1900.
In 1870, Lancaster County's total farm production reached $11,815,008, making it probably the first agri-
Cultural community in the United States to exceed ten million dollars. 7,411 farms yielded 2,077,413 bush-
els of wheat, 2,820,843 bushels of corn, and 88,245 bushels of oats. The County led the state in the fol-
lowing categories: improved acres of farmland, cash value of farms, cash value of farm implements, total
tarm wages, total value of all farm production,value of animals slaughtered or sold for slaughter, value of
livestock, number of horses, number of mules, number of swine, and in production of wheat, corn, oats,
seed grass, and hemp. It was a close second to Chester County in orchard production.

The period from 1840 through 1900 saw many changes in the county's farming industry. Frederic Klein
stated of the period from 1850 to 1860 alone: “In three distinct ways the Lancaster farmers of 1860 dif-
fered markedly from those of 1850. By the end of the decade they had become mechanized, organized,
and specialized; mechanized through newly invented tools, organized through agricultural societies, and
specialized by the rapid introduction of tobacco culture.”

In addition, the face of the county itself was changing as non-farm industries developed in the latter part of
the century. During this period the City of Lancaster grew rapidly due to industrial development and be-
came a larger market for local farmers. By 1870, the county’s 1,616 manufacturing establishments ranked
second in state. By the 1890s, the county's manufacturing economy was beginning to rival its agricultural
production.
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From Wheat to Tobacco

In 1850, Lancaster County led the nation’s counties in total wheat production by raising 1,365,111 bush-

els. By the next census, the county's national dominance in this crop waned as counties in the upper Mis-

sissippi Valley out-produced it. Still, Lancaster County continued to lead Pennsylvania with. Crops of

2,125,722 bushels in 1860, 2,077,413 bushels in 1870 and 2,232,590 bushels in 1890. York County, the

state’s next highest producer in 1870 raised 1,129,500 bushels, only slightly more than half Lancaster's to-
“tal. '

Yet by the mid century, farming counties in the west were providing an ever increasing supply of the na-
tion's wheat. The opening of the Erie Canal and the improvement of steamboat and early railroad service
provided cheap transportation for western producers and they soon overtook Pennsylvania in wheat pro-
duction.

As western wheat production increased, many local farmers chose to work to improve the yield of their
wheatfields in order to compete. A local strain of wheat, referred to as Lancaster red, became the regional
wheat ot choice for a time. For other farmers, simply increasing production was not enough and they
turned to another cash crop: tobacco. By the mid 1860s, Lancaster County was leading the state in the
production of tobacco. In essence, it had anticipated its declining supremacy in wheat production and as-
sumed a similar leadership in tobacco without missing a beat.

Tobacco

In 1990, the Historic Preservation Trust of Lancaster County completed a multiple property nomination to
the National Register of Historic Places titled “Tobacco Buildings in Lancaster City.” Gloria O. Becker,
Ph.D. served as the principal researcher and author. The following excerpts from that nomination detail
the history of tobacco production in the county.

The Rise and Dominance of Tobacco

Tobacco was considered the crop of choice because it fit into the Lancaster County farmers'
crop rotation system and the weather was generally favorable for its growth. Many farmers,
however, feared the plant would deplete the soil. It was later found that with planned rotation
and manuring the plant could be cultivated without ill effects to the rich soil. Somewhere be-
tween 1840 and 1850, Lancaster farmers became the top tobacco producers in the country
and remained atop the industry for more than.seventy years.
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Most early efforts at tobacco cultivation in Pennsylvania had taken place in the Philadelphia
area and along the Susquehanna River, generally in Lancaster and York Counties. Farmers
in Lancaster County had grown tobacco which had evoived from the species nicotina toba-
cum as early as 1828 near Ephrata, mainly for Iocal:g:onsymption. These early attempts in
Lancaster and York Counties produced a tobacco described as "shoestring,” i.e., heavy,

black, and gummy. Nevertheless, Germans of Lancaster County did grow their own, hang it.

in the barn rafters to cure, and used it for chewing or smoking. The unused leaf, although

generally not properly cured, was rolled into cigars known as "stogies" (named for the near-
37

by Conestoga River), and sold at local stores.

The problem in shifting from tobacco culture as a local effort to one with commercial possibil-
ities was directly linked to the type of leaf grown in Pennsylvania. Despite William Penn's
hopes for tobacco cultivation and the colonists' early forays into its production--fourteen car-
goes of tobacco were shipped from the Province of Pennsylvania in 1689--the quality contin-
ued to be inferior to that of Maryland and Virginia until about 1837.%

The change to a superior product came in the 1830s with the introduction of a Cuban tobac-
co seed called Havana, which produced a broader leaf and- a better quality tobacco for use
in the manufacture of cigars. Benjamin Thomas of York is credited with experimenting with
this leaf in 1837 and distributing it to his friends the following year. It was then favorably re-
ceived when shown in the Philadelphia market. Thus began the Pennsylvania cigar tobacco
industry.

Several varieties of cigar leaf tobacco were grown in Pennsylvania and in Lancaster County,
but the primary types were the aforementioned Pennsylvania Havana Seed, used for bind-
ers (inner wrappers), and Pennsylvania Broadleaf or Seedleaf, developed to have a broader
leat and used primarily for cigar filler (chopped inner leaves), and sometimes for binders and
wrappers (wrappers were the outer leaves). |

The growth in the size of the cigar-leaf tobacco production in Lancaster and York Counties is
impressive: in 1840 Pennsylvania produced 225,018 pounds of which York County produced
162,748 pounds and Lancaster County produced 48,860. By 1860 over 3,000,000 pounds
were produced in the state with Lancaster County the leader in production. In that year, Lan-
caster County produced 63% of the total cigar leaf, by 1900 it would total over 90% of the
state’s production (49,335,407 pounds) valued at eight million doliars.” -
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By 1883 Lancaster City was second only to New York City as the largest seedleaf market in
the country. The seedleaf product for cigars coming out of Lancaster City at that time, in ad-
dition to large quantities of leaf used for filler, now also included a fine wrapper leaf which
was. "soft, pliant, silky...not light nor flimsy, but thin and tough, with veins so small as not to
show above the level of the leaf and only a moderate amount of nicotine.” It was said to be

"handsome in appearance and of pleasant flavor,” with a rich dark-brown color, and it .

burned with a white ash.w

The success of tobacco cultivation in Lancaster County has been credited to several factors,

especially the rich soil, favorable weather, and practice of its farmers to manure the soil to
protect it from depletion. Another contributing factor was the presence in the area of many
tarm tamilies, particularly among the Amish and Mennonites, who, with their strong work eth-

41

ic, provided a ready supply of workers almost year round for this labor-intensive crop.

In addition to soil conditions and tobacco-growing skills, the curing, packing, and marketing
of the leaf at the farm level are also important. Tobacco grown in Pennsylvania is stalk har-
vested, i. e., cut in the field and allowed to wilt in the sun for about an hour to prevent break-
age when handled. Next, the butt end is speared on a lathe, hung on temporary portable
racks known as "scaffolds” or "tobacco ladders,” and then hung in ventilated barns to cure
for a minimum of eight weeks. In the ventilated barn or curing shed the green ripened leaf
which is harvested full of moisture and is brittle and difficult to burn is converted to the
brown, easy to burn, aromatic, finished cigar tobacco by a process known as air curing (in
contrast to flue curing). (Additional drying of tobacco for storage and to further develop flavor
and aroma is referred to as fermentation or "sweating.") Both dry days and humid days are
needed to cure the tobacco in the barn. After drying, the tobacco wilts and is brittle, so farm-
ers then waited for humid days or moist snowy days to allow the tobacco to draw in some
moisture before making the final preparations prior to sale. This took place originally in the
tarmer's stripping cellar, or room with an earthen floor. The moisture softened the leaf and
made it pliable so it could be stripped from the stalk leaf by leaf, sorted into good or trash
grades, and baled.

When the tobacco was ready to be examined for purchase, buyers and representatives of
tobacco dealers and manufacturers from all over the country came to examine the farmer's
tobacco. If a sale was made, the bales were weighed, and a check was issued to the grow-
er. After the grower delivered the tobacco to the warehouse, further processing, curing
(sweating), and repacking of the leaf were the responsibilities of the packer-dealer at the
warehouse. Proper management of the sweat was vital to the finish of the leaf; therefore, it
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was far better done in the controlled environment of the warehouse than the barn. Eventual-
ly specialized tobacco warehouses were built for sweating (or resweating, as it was <:al|ed).42
The development of this warehousing system to handle and store tobacco in the second half
of the nineteenth century was directly linked to the growth of the tobacco products manutac-
turing industry, primarily cigar making, in Lancaster City.

The following comparison between Lancaster County tobacco production and the State of Pennsylvania is
“included in H. M. J. Klein's Lancaster County Pennsylvania: A Hi:story:“l

Year. State Lancaster Co. Lancaster Co.
Pounds. Pounds. Per Cent.
1839 325,018 48,860 15.0
1849 912,651 378,050 41.4
1859 3,181,586 2,001,547 62.9
1869 3,467,539 2,692,584 77.7
1879 © 36,943,273 23,946,326 - 64.8
1889 28,956,247 19,217,800 66.4
1899 41,502,620 28,246,160 68.0
1909 46,164,800 - 36,892,868 79.9
1919 55,984,791 48,335,407 88.1

After 1840, Pennsylvania's dominance in cattle production declined, as producers in Ohio and gradually
further west assumed leadership. In Lancaster County, however, cattle and livestock continued to be a
profitable aspect of total farm production. By 1870, the county had become the state's leading producer of
“tat cattle.” Fletcher quotes an 1879 description of the process by Frederick Watts of Cumberland County:
“[Stock] is brought from the West, purchased in the fall, fed with hay, corn, and oats during the winter, and
sold in the months of March, April, and May. The farmer finds that the increase of weight and the price of
cattle fed is the most profitable mode of disposing his corn and oats and increasing the quality and quanti-
ty of his manure."

Prior to the third quarter of the nineteenth century, local cattle were driven on foot to locations as far west
as Chicago and as far east as Phila'delphia. As the freight capacity of the railroad increased, the County
developed into a central processing point, as stockyards developed along the railroads in and near Lan-
caster City. A small stockyard was established in Lancaster City in 1868 near the site of the present Arm-
strong World Industries plant. Two more opened near McGrann's Park within a few years. The Pennsylva-
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nia Railroad established the Union Stockyards in 1895 on a twenty acre site along the northern boundary
of the city along Lititz Pike. At these stockyards, cattle and livestock would arrive by train from other loca-
tions across the United States and Canada, as well as from Lancaster County producers, and then be sold
and shipped to others for processing.

In 1880, Pennsylvania was hit by an epidemic of bovine tuberculosis. The Pennsylvania barn was blamed
for the higher incidence of the disease in Lancaster County because of the crowded conditions under
“which the cattle were kept. State égricultural experts predicted that all such barns would be demolished
and replaced with new barns by 1900. Yet no evidence has been found to indicate whether or not any
barns were actually demolished or modified as a result of these concerns. ‘

During this period, the production of swine and horses continued to be significant aspects of Lancaster
County’s total agricultural production. Lancaster was among the leading producers of swine in Pennsylva-
nia, topping all counties in 1860 with 54,826 and in 1870 with 50,070.% Sheep production continued to be
relatively insignificant.

Dairy P .

According to Fletcher, “Between 1840 and 1900 it [the dairy industry] was transtormed from a simple
home enterprise, conducted mostly by farm women, into a highly organized commercial enterprise, con-
ducted mostly by men."* The development of the railroad made possible the shipping of dairy products to
markets outside Lancaster County after 1850. Prior to the development of electric refrigeration, such prod-
ucts could only be shipped to markets within a range of rapid delivery. Technological developments, in-
cluding the invention of the vacuum condenser in 1856, the development of the silo about 1875, the inven-
tion of the continuous milk separator in 1879, and-the development of a method of determining milk's fat
content in 1892, contributed to the rise of the commercial dairy industry.

In addition, the breeding of dairy cattle underwent significant improvements during this period. Purebred
lines were slow to gain acceptance by farmers, other than experimentation by wealthy gentleman farmers,
until the mid nineteenth century. Henry A. Carpenter was one of the earliest Lancaster County farmers to
raise purebred cattle, acquiring a herd of one hundred such animals by 1830."

Most milk was made into butter. Storage of the milk was accomplished in the springhouse, or in milk hous-
es, where spring water would be used to provide a relatively constant refrigeration. Separation of the
cream from the milk was accomplished using a system that included a milk pan (often made.of earthen-
ware or stoneware). Fletcher quotes an 1849 description of the process by a Lancaster County farmer:

...farmers here keep from 4 to 12 cows,...and keep milk in a cool spring-house in summer,
and, during cold weather in a heated room; the cream is taken off as soon as it becomes
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sour, and kept in large crocks from 3 to 6 days; it is then churned, and the butter washed in
cold water till the buttermilk is all out; it is then lightly salted...The farmers’ wives usually
take it to market or exchange it for groceries as soon as made, and the country storekeep-
ers resalt and pack it in small firkins, to be sent to other ma(_kets_.“

After 1883, centrifugal milk separators came into use.

“Butter production gradually shifted away from the farm to the factory after 1880. Yet, in 1890 Lancaster
County led Pennsylvania in the production of butter for the first time. Fletcher cites the following sta_tistics
for butter making:“a

County 1850 1880 1890
Chester 2,092,000 4,247,000 1,628,000
Delaware 1,342,000 1,428,000 399,000
Lancaster 1,908,000 3,381,000 3,064,000

Market milk began to become a major dairy product for Pennsylvania farmers after 1870. Cities were
growing rapidly at this time, and the market for processed milk was expanding. The rate of this growth can
be seen in shipping from Lancaster County, which rose from 143,000 gallons in 1870 to 8,000,000 gallons
in 1890.

The development of the silo was significant. Prior to this advance, farmers could only store dry feed for
use during the winter months. Dairy cows fed dry feed produced significantly lower amounts of milk and
many farmers found it impractical to milk during the winter. Silos allowed moist feeds to be stored, thereby
allowing for yea~r-round dairying. Although invented in 1875, the first silo did not reach Pennsylvania until
1880. The round silo, so common in today's agricultural landscape, was not used extensively until 1890,
and only became commonplace on Lancaster County farms about 1920.

noloqi v

The period from 1840 through 1900 saw many significant technological advances and a rapid increase in
tarm mechanization. Between 1850 and 1860 the value of the county's farm machinery rose by more than
fifty percent, to more than a million and a half dollars. Frederic Klein sates: “When we consider that the
capital invested in all manufacturing enterprises of city and county in 1860 was only a little over five and a
half million dollars, we can see the extremely significant part agricultural implements played in the econo-
my of the region."50
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The grain drill was first used in Lancaster County in 1842. The McCormick Reaper, which could harvest
grains far more efficiently than by hand, was introduced into Lancaster County in 1851 by John B. Eby of
Clay Townshup The increased productivity of the reaper was augmented by the invention of self-tying
grain bundler.” Numerous other mechanical farm lmplements were developed during the period and those
in use were constantly improved. Jacob Mowrer of Lancaster County, for instance, patented a two row cul-
tivator in 1869 that saw widespread use until the turn of the century. '

“In addition, the mid-nineteenth céntury saw significant advancement in the technology of plows. John
Deere’s invention of a plow with a circular metal saw blade in 1837 began what would become a series of
major innovations in the design of metal plows. In 1859, Lancastrian Joseph F. Fawkes developed the
steam plow, for which he won a gold medal from the U. S. Agricultural Society. Unfortunately, the inven-
tion was not well suited to the relatively hilly Lancaster County countryside and was primarily used on
farms in the Midwest. By the 1860s, the use of metal plows was widespread in Lancaster County Other
developments, notably the riding plow, would follow by the turn of he century.

During this period, the use of horses to power farm machinery developed. “Horsepower rooms,” became
additions to many of the county's barns in which horse labor was used to power belts and gears to power
tarm machinery. Samuel Pelton, Jr., a Lancaster County farmer, developed a horse powered threshing de-
vice in 1852. A remnant of a horsepower room remains at the mare barn of the Speedwell Stock
in Elizabeth Township. The use of water and steam power also increased during the latter 1800s. The
Rohrer's Farm and Mill in Paradise Township retains substantial vestiges of a water-powered system used
to operate a sawmill, grist mill, and other farm machinery.

Yet in conservative Lancaster County, there was an appreciable level of concern over increasing mechani-
zation. Day laborers: especially were skeptical of new technological advances, fearing the loss of opportu-
nities for work. There were also religious crmcnsms with some literally interpreting the Bible passage “With
the sweat of thy brow thou shalt eat thy bread.”

The diversification of Lancaster County agriculture continued throughout the latter nineteenth century. H.
M. Engle of Marietta became a pioneer in the spraying of orchards in Lancaster County starting in 1889
when he sprayed his apple trees with London Purple for codling moth. He also became the first Pennsyl-
vanian to experiment with the growing of chestnuts in the 1890s. Fruit production and truck farming contin-
ued to add to the county's total agncultural output.

Srganizat

The mid-1800s also saw the rise of farming orgamzatlons in Lancaster County. These groups served
mostly as a venue for exchangmg ideas and information about new methods and other practical topics.
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References to the Lancaster County Agricultural Society date to as early as 1852. In 1854, the Octorara
Farm Ciub was established. It became one of the longest operating farm clubs in the nation.

During the 1880s, considerable tension developed between farmers and the railroads. Farmers generally
resented the high rates the railroads charged them for mO\/ing their goods to_market while charging the
same rates to ship goods from other, more distant producers to the same markets. Pennsylvania farmers
were also feeling the competition brought about by the settlement of the western United States, where be-
“tween 1870 and 1880 more than 297,000 square miles of farmland was created.

The Farmstead, 1840 - 1900

Technological advances resulted in the most notable changes to the Lancaster County farmstead during
this period. The increasing use of silos in the latter decades of the nineteenth century would have the
greatest impact on the county's skyline. The tobacco barn became commonplace. Additional barns were
needed to house increasing livestock populations. Cribs, machine rooms, chicken sheds, and.other out-
buildings developed. Farmhouses constructed during the period were typically of the Pennsylvania style,
often exhibiting simple Greek Revival detailing before about 1870. Farmhouses in a variety of Victorian
styles were also constructed, as were Pennsylivania style farmhouses with Victorian detailing.

SHIFTING ECONOMIES, 1900-1945

Lancaster County did not lose its place as the nation's top agricultural producer until the early twentieth-
century, when heavily irrigated counties in the far west began to outproduce it. The Lancaster County
Farmers Diréctory for 1909 listed the total agricukural wealth of Lancaster County as $20,767,146 and
ranked first among the twelve most productive agricultural communities, ahead of second ranked McClel-
lan County, lllinois and third ranked Los Angeles County, California. The 1910 Census, however, ranked
Lancaster second in total production behind Los Angeles, ending Lancaster County's séventy year agricul-
tural supremacy.53 By the 1930s, the county fell from the list of top ten producers, yet it continues to lead
the nation’s non-irrigated counties and more than four hundred thousand acres remain in cultivation.

Lancaster County continued to lead Pennsylvania in total agricultural production, notably in crop and ani-
mal production. In 1900 Lancaster produced $9,210,825 in revenues. lts 9,437 farms produced
28,246,160 pounds of tobacco; 1,906,440 bushels of wheat; 1,058,170 bushels of oats; and 4,523,550
bushels of corn.” 1906 saw the creation of the Lancaster County Farmers’ Association, a coaperative es-
tablished to help local farmers compete in the national market.
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The years prior to World War | were generally prosperous for Lancaster's farmers. The county as a whole
was experiencing tremendous industrial growth. Armstrong Cork moved to Lancaster from Pittsburgh and
merged with several local cork manufacturers in 1908; the Stehli Silk Mill, one of the largest in the world,
was in operation in Manheim Township; the Hamilton Watch Company grew steadily after its organization
in 1892; the Folimer, Clogg, and Company Umbrella Works was the nation's largest umbrella manufactur-
ing plant; and the Herr Manufacturing Company, makers of the Serta mattress, was founded in 1906. In
addition, the county was a major candy-making center, produced shoes, had a wide variety of metalwork-

“ing establishments, and everything from soap to bricks were made in its factories. Even with its increasing
agricultural production, reaching $32,191,563 by 1919, the county's industrial production by this time had
a far greater impact at $112,000,000. The number of farms reached 11,307 in that year.55 ‘

This increasing industrialization, in part spurred by the development of a trolley system throughout the
county by 1910, would begin to impact the county's agriculture. One major trend that started during World
War |, and would become commonplace after the war, was the decline in the availability and use of day la-
bor on Lancaster County farms. Prior to the War, many farmers employed day laborers from .the city or
surrounding countryside. The war itself took many of these men away, and most who returned joined oth-
ers who had left to take higher paying jobs in local factories. With the development of public transportation,
and the industrial growth the county experienced in the early twentieth century, industrial jobs gained in-
creasing popularity. To some extent, the trend reversed itself after 1929, when the Depression put many of
these same workers out of jobs and they returned to the farms; but the increasing mechanization of non-
plain sect farms and the increasing population of plain sect farmers further reduced the demand for day la-
borers.

During the Depression of 1929 to 1934, land values and market prices for agricultural goods dropped to
the extent that some-farms lost as much as half their value by the end of the period. Average farm income
in Lancaster Country dropped from three to four thousand dollars per year in 1927 to about eight hundred
dollars in 1931. Land values also declined, on average, from $9,052 per farm in 1930 to $6,782 by
1935.” Nature added its measure to these adverse conditions when the county suffered two severe
droughts in the early 1930s. Sheriff's sales were a common occurrence.

Later in the Depression, Lancaster's farms regained much of their vigor. 1937 saw one of Lancaster's
most productive years in more than a decade. Gideon Fisher, an Amish farmer, details the production at
his eighty-six acre farm in 1937 in his book Farm Life and Its Changes:ﬂ3

20 acres in wheat
22 acres in corn

§ acres in potatoes
3 acres in tobacco
4 acres in barley
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14 acres in mixed hay
12 dairy cows

6 heiters

5§ brood sows

250 laying hens

1 pair mules

3 draft horses

10 feeder steers

~.Fisher's farm machinery included-a carriage, a McCormick mower, a McCormick riding cultivator, and a
McCormick single cultivator. ‘

JTobacco

Tobacco continued to be Lancaster County's most prominent crop between 1900 and 1945. According to
“Tobacco Buildings in Lancaster City:" | :

Between 1919 and 1940 the once-popular Pennsylvania Havana Seed, grown on the sand
river bottoms and having a thin-bodied leat when cured, declined substantially in impor-
tance. Pennsylvania Broadleaf or Seedleaf superseded it to become the primary type of to-
bacco grown in Lancaster County and the state. Lancaster County continued its dominance
of Pennsylvania's tobacco production: in 1936 Pennsylvania produced 32,500,000 pounds
of tobacco, of which Lancaster County produced 31,024,000 pounds or 96.4%, mainly the
Pennsylvania Broadleaf or Seedleaf variety.50

QrQQﬁ

The major development in crops in Lancaster County after 1900 was the growth in the production of corn
as a feed crop for the county's increasing cattle and dairy production. Prior to 1900, corn was utilized pri-
marily as a ripened grain or dry feed and afterward, silage of corn steadily increased. Technological ad-
vances and improved breeding, including most notably the development of hybrid seed corn, resulted in
substantially increased corn production in Lancaster by the 1920s: from 3,260,080 bushels in 1890 to
5,840,368 bushels in 1922. One of County's major agricultural contributions occurred about 1911-1912
with the development of Lancaster Surecrop corn by Isaac Hershey, a Mennonite farmer. One of the three
major lines of corn grown today is based on Lancaster Surecrop, which Hershey exported to farmers in
other parts of the Unites States and North America. As a result of the increased production of corn, silos,
whichwhad been introduced in Lancaster County in the late 1800s, became commonplace after about
1920.
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Most Amish farmers in the early part of the twentieth century continued to practice a four crop rotationmsys-
tem, where hay was planted first, then corn, then tobacco in the following year, followed by wheat. In-
- creasingly, cattle, dairying, and the production of chickens took precedence.

Tobacco continued to be a leading cash crop throughout the Menfieth century. Wheat production also di-
minished. Potatoes enjoyed a brief popularity among the county’s farmers in the 1940s and 1950s. .

“Cattle

Lancaster County continued to be the largest cattle fattening center in the East, with cattle valued at more
than $4,037,286 fed in 1910. Klein's 1924 history states: “In Lancaster County during the winter months
there are made more pounds of beef from corn and other dried feeds, than in any other county in the Unit-
ed States.” According to Klein, more than five thousand Lancaster County farmers “convert their corn, their
hay and their fodder into beef from November 1 to June 1. Some of them feed thirty cattle, a few as many
as forty cattle in one barn, but the greater number feed five or six head and the average, it js estimated,
runs about nine head to each farmer.” He further cites statistics from the 1922 Bureau of Statistics, Penn-
sylvania Department of Agriculture, showing 44,475 cattle with a value of $1,790,118.75. In 1922, 7,293
cars of cattle, 361 cars of hogs, twenty-two cars of sheep, and sixty-five cars of horses arrived and were
sold at the Union Stockyards. Ten thousand head of Lancaster County cattle, worth $900,000, were
shipped out through the stockyard that same year. In addition, Lancaster County farmers sold more than
ten million pounds of hay and 6,500 bushels of corn to the stockyard to service the animals between the
time of their arrival and departure. By the 1920s, more cattle were being winter-fed in Lancaster's stock-
yards than in any other location in America.”

iry Pr ion

Countywide, production of dairy products increased substantially in the early twentieth century, even
though local farmers experienced problems with bovine tuberculosis and its impact on milk markets in Lan-
caster and other cities. In 1893, efforts began in Pennsylvania to control the disease including the testing
of herds. Lancaster farmers were generally opposed to mandatory testing from the outset. In 1926, the
City of Lancaster, passed an ordinance similar to ones passed by Philadelphia and New York that required
milk sold locally come from animals that had been tested and found free of the disease. Lancaster County
farmers reacted by forming the Farmers' Protective Association, the intent of which was to overturn Lan-
caster City's ordinance. A decision by the Pennsylvania Supreme Court in 1927 upheld Lancaster City's
ordinance and the rights of the municipalities to regulate milk. Afterward, acceptance of the state's testing
programs gradually became commonplace in the County. Notably, the last holdout from the testing pro-
gram in Pennsylvania was a Lancaster County farmer, who complied in 1935.%
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Lancaster milk producers found additional outlets for their product. The rise of the local candy industry pro-
vided an important one. In 1922, Lancaster produced 3,504,500 pounds of candy, consuming the equiva- -
lent production of milk from two thousand farms. By 1940, Lancaster County led the state in dairy produc-
tion and ranked seventh nationally. In addition, Lancaster County led the state in butter production from
1900 through 1940.% '

Poultry

Prior to 1900, poultry was typically a small industry for most Pennsylvania farms. Between 1900 and 1915,
the industry boomed, due to sustained high prices and the availability of better breeds of chickens. Virtual-
ly all of Lancaster County’s dairy farmers also began to produce chickens. Advances in poultry husbandry
continued to result in higher and higher production. By 1940, the county led the nation in poultry produc-
tion. Chicken hatching became a specialized industry after 1910 with the invention of the mammoth incu-
bator.

With the vast increases in the number of chickens on each farm, and the increased incidence of disease,
they were no longer allowed to roam about the farmsteads as earlier flocks had done when they were pri-
marily kept for domestic use. By 1934, poultry houses were common on farms throughout the county, of-
ten reaching three of four stories in height. Prior to 1920, chickens were primarily raised for egg produc-
tion. Afterward, markets developed for poultry meat. Production of broilers became increasingly popular,
especially after the development of the retail cut chicken trade after 1930. Accompanying the rise of chick-
en production was a corresponding increase in turkey production, which had all but ceased by 1910.%

- Both chickens and turkeys have remained important aspects of the county’s agricultural production in the
years since 193‘0.

The Stoltzfus farm in Leacock Township provides an example of the growing importance of poultry to the
average local farmer. In the 1920s or 1930s, Jake Stoltzfus built a chicken house with a capacity of one
hundred chickens. A subsequent owner of the farm, Christian Stoltzfus, added a second chicken house in
the 1940s vevsith a capacity of six hundred chickens. A twelve thousand cage chicken house was construct-
edin 1975.

Lancaster County continued to be a leading producer of swine in Pennsylvania between 1900 and 1945,
although its ranking had dropped to second behind York County by 1919.

Orchards and Truck Farming

Disease and insects began to become a significant problem in Lancaster County orchards after about
1820. By 1940, most small orchards were abandoned and replaced by a few commercial growers.
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Increasing urbanization and industrialization resulted in truck farming becoming popular in the early part of
the century, with small farms devoted to the raising of cash crops that could be sold from wagons, at mar-
ket stands, or in the market houses of Lancaster City or the boroughs. Three market houses, the Central,
Southern and Northern were popular in the city around the turn of the century in which producers could
rent stands from which to sell their products.67 '

The changes in local agricultural production, notably the increases in cattle, dairy, and poultry, have resuit-
ed in both the adaptation of older structures and the construction of new ones. Cattle barns, additional
dairy facilities, and chicken houses became commonplace. In addition, the increasing use of mechanized
equipment, especially tractors and harvesting equipment since the 1930s, resulted in the need for adapta-
tion of construction. Changes in regulations affecting the production of milk required farmers to construct
separate milk houses for the cooling and separating milk.

Within the farmhouse, the introduction of electricity and modern appliances made summer kitchens and
ground cellars largely obsolete by mid century. Likewise, the introduction of indoor plumbing resulted in
the virtual abandonment of the outhouse.

. -

Increasing population and improved public and private transportation began a trend toward the systematic
conversion of farmland for residential development in the twentieth century. In 1890, the Lancaster Street
Railway Company was formed to eleétrify existing horse drawn trolleys that served the City of Lancaster
and its immediate surroundings. By 1891, an article in the Lancaster New Era appeared describing the ad-
vantages of suburban living: “Lots are cheaper in the outskirts than nearer the center, and larger grounds
can be secured for the same money...for (most) some easy distance from the dust and the din of the busy
city is more desirable as well as healthier than the turmoil and heat of the thickly settled portion.” By 1900,
thirty-five miles of track serviced the Lancaster City area with commuter service to Columbia and Lititz.
Within ten years one hundred and fifty miles of suburban tracks connected the city with all of the county's
population centers. 1900 also saw the introduction of the automobile into Lancaster County, when the Her-
shey Chocolate Company, which was founded in the county, purchased one.” With the subsequent popu-
larization of the automobile in the early twentieth century, residential developments outside Lancaster City
and the county's numerous boroughs and villages became increasingly popular. Early developments such
as North Lancaster, West Lancaster, and Fairview, offered free trolley or automobile rides to prospective
purchasers.
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By 1930, non-farm property values began to rise out of proportion to farm values. The average building
value in Leacock Township, for instance, reached three-quarters of the average farm value. Farmland was
becoming scarce and beginning to be overpriced for young farm families. The result was the beginning of
the first appreciable out-migration of Lancaster County farmers, nOtably Amish_and Mennonites, in search
of land.

“ One non-farm development that did not materialize was the federal government's plan to acquire eleven
thousand acres of land in the Donegal area on which to develop an explosives manufacturing facility. Fre-
deric Klein provided this description of a meeting that occurred between local farmers and the War'Depart-
ment in 1942: “the Lancaster County farmers, [spoke] slowly and softly about the generations of families
who had made the soil of this area more fertile and productive than that of any county in the nation.” The
tarmers were successful in convincing the War Department to locate the plant elsewhere.”

Private Estates and Suburban Landmarks

The suburbanization that occurred in the county in the first half of the twentieth century was accompanied
by a trend toward the conversion of farms and farmsteads into country or suburban estates and suburban
residences. The most locally recognized conversion, occurred in 1927, when James Hale Steinman, a
prominent local businessman and newspaper magnate, acquired the former Hershey Farm on Marietta Av-
enue trom School Lane Hills Inc. and converted it into his mansion complex, called Conestoga House. The
Steinmans utilized the services of noted local architect Frank J. Everts, assisted by nationally acclaimed
artist Charles Demuth, to transform the traditional Lancaster County farmhouse into a Colonial Revival
style mansion retaining much of the character of its nineteenth-century design. The complex was further
refined between 1937 and 1940 when the Philadelphia firm of Mellor and Meigs designed the present for-
mal gardens, outbuildings, stables, garages, and other exterior features. " Other farms have been convert-
ed for use as “gentleman” farms or country estates, where commercial agriculture is either no longer prac-
ticed or is secondary to the primarily residential or resort activities of the propehy. Within suburban
developments, especially those created in the early twentieth century, farmhouses and occasionally their
associated outbuildings, have often been retained as single family residences or as centers for community
activities.

A CHANGING LANDSCAPE, 1945 - PRESENT

The end of World War Il marked a turning point in Lancaster County's history. The Post-War Planning
Council, created in 1943, marked the beginning of planning for the expansion of urban facilities, principally
water and sewer lines and roads, into the rural areas of the county. Increased demand for housing, fueled
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by tederally-assisted mortgages from the Federal Housing Administration and the Veteran’s Administra-
tion, resulted in rapid suburban development in the late 1940s and 1950s. Retail, banking, and transporta-
tion facilities in the center city were gradually disbursed throughout the county. According to the Lancaster
County Plann7ipg Commission, “by 1954, there were more than 100 homes being built in Lancaster County
each month.” '

In 1940 Lancaster recorded 8,823 farms, the first time since the eighteenth century the number of farms in
“the county actually decreased. Since 1940, the downward trend continued steadily:

Number of Lancaster Farms 1945 - 1987

Year # of Farms Acres in Farms
1945 8,823 509,424
1950 7,952 495,500
1954 7,951 498,206
1959 7,043 482.579
1964 6,247 467,325
1969 5,323 426,100
1978 4,915 425,561
1987 4,775 . 403,964

Even with this decline, the county continued to lead the state in value of production: $335,180,200 in 1975
and ranked twelfth in the nation among all counties and first among non-irrigated counties.”

By 1975, livestock and dairy and poultry products accounted for almost three-quarters of the county's total
agricultural output, with dairy products alone accounting for twenty five percent of the total.”

Selected Lancaster County Agricultural Statistics, 1975

Commodity Value State Rank
Dairy Products 83,375,000 1
Cattle/calves 81,857,800 1
Layers/eggs 37,564,000 1
Poultry Broiler 32,057,000 1
Corn-Grain 26,803,000 n/a
Silage 20,487,000 n/a
Tobacco 20,295,170 n/a
Hay _ 14,653,000 n/a

Hogs 12,213,600 1
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Wheat 3,334,060 n/a
Vegetables - 2,525,700 . n/a
Fruit 962,000 n/a
Sheep 255,100. . 3

In recent decades, growing suburbanization has had a dramatic impact on Lancaster County. More than
ninety-two thousand acres of farmland have yielded to development since 1959. Since the late 1970s, the
"trend has accelerated. With one of'Pennsylvania’s tastest growing populations, the county lost fifteen thou-
sand acres to development in 1987 and 1988 alone.”* Since 1980, according to the Lancaster County
Planning Commission: “approximately 4,800 acres of land have been approved for development every
year. This translates into 68 square miles of land over a ten year period to accommodate approximately
60,000 people. In contrast, Lancaster City accommodates approximately 60,000 people on only 7 square
miles of land.” Since 1959, the county has lost an average of eight acres of farmland per day.‘76

(o and Community Planni

In"his Lancaster County 1841-1941, Frederic S. Klein described remarks made by William Uhler Hensel
before the Lancaster Board of Trade in 1300: “[] Lancaster County made the same strides in the coming
century that it had made in the past one, a hundred years hence we would have a population of 1,100,000,
Columbia would be an annex and Philadelphia a suburb.”” While the realization of Hensel's vision ap-
pears unlikely, the changes it envisioned for the county have become partially true. Population grew from
about 320,000 in 1970 to 422,822 in 1990 and is predicted to exceed 540,000 by 2010. Lancaster and Co-
lumbia, while not annexed to one another, are rapidly being joined by suburban development. And rather
than Philadelphia being Lancaster County's suburb, Lancaster County has become a home for commuter
residents to and from metropolitan Philadelphia, Chester County, and Harrisburg.

In recent years the Lancaster community has focused a great deal of attention on reversing the trend to-
ward scattered, unplanned suburban sprawl. In 1975, the Lancaster County Planning Commission issued
a comprehensive plan for the county that called for improved growth management to prevent the irretrieva-
ble loss of prime farmland and historic character.” The Commission is currently developing a sweeping
and innovative growth management strategy.

Farmland preservation has recently become both very successful and very popular and has included note-
worthy private, non-profit, and governmental activity. Lancaster County established the Lancaster County
Agricultural Preserve Board in 1980. This governmental effort was supplemented in 1985 by the-formation
of a private, non-profit organization to promote tarmiand preservation. In addition to its advocacy role, the
organization, now known as Lancaster Farmland Trust, has also been actively pursuing permanent agri-
Cultural easements. Between the two entities, more than sixteen thousand acres were preserved through
easement by 1993. In addition, most local municipalities now have some form of effective agricultural zon-
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ing to promote the continuance of farming. As a result of these efforts, there is an excellent chance that at
least a sense of Lancaster County’s traditional agricultural character will survive.

The Historic Preservation Trust of Lancaster County, founded in 1966 as a countywide advocate for histor-
ic preservation, has in recent years focused greater attention on the rural cultural resources of the county.
Through its Rural Preservation Project, under which this nomination has been completed, and by cooper-
ating with elected officials, the Lancaster County Planning Commission, the Lancaster Farmland Trust,

" and other interests, attention is béing focused on the national significance of the county’s agricultural heri-
tage as it is expressed in the built environment.
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Notes:

'A precise origin for this nickname has never been fully documented.. ﬁennsylvania was often referred to in early
accounts as the "Granary to the Colonies."” Reference to the use of the title "Garden Spot of America" for Lancaster
County can be dated to at least 1853, when Eli Bowen's The Pictorial Sketch-Book of Pennsylvania states: "An intelii- -
gent Englishman called this county the ‘Garden of America,..." [it] is, without a doubt, the garden of this glorious Un-
ion, and there are few spots in this wide, wide world, which could present a nobler scene to the eye than is here af-
torded.”; Eli Bowen, The Pictorial Sketch-Book of Pennsylvania (Philadelphia: William Bromwell, 1853), p. 31.

*The term “Pennsylvania Dutch” is actually a misnomer that came into common use at least by the latter nine-
teenth century. The term appears to have originated from the mispronunciation of "Pennsylvania Deutsch” which re-
fers to the county's large Pennsylvania German community. It is also important to point out the distinction between
Pennsylvania Germans and German Americans. The earliest migrations of Europeans from what is now Germany
began to arrive in Lancaster County in the early eighteenth century and developed a Germanic culture that actually
predated the rise of German nationalism. Pennsylvania Germans developed many of their own traditions and dia-
lects. As Germany began to take on the aspects of a unified nation in the nineteenth century, later immigrants from
the region arrived with a more unified cultural tradition and formed the group we refer to as German-Americans.

*H. M. . Klein, Ph.D., ed., Lancaster County Pennsylvania: A History ( New York: Lewis Historical Publishing
Co., Inc., 1924), p. 4.

* John Fraser Har, The Land That Feeds Us (New York: W. W. Norton & Company, 1992), p. 20..

® Franklin Ellis and Samuel Evans, History of Lancaster County. Pennsylvania. 2 Volumes (Philadelphia: Everts
and Peck, 1883), Volume i, pp. 6-18.

® Stevenson Whitcomb Fletcher, Pennsylvania Agriculturé and Country Life 1640- 1840 (Harrisburg, PA: Penn-
sylvania Historical and Museum Commission, 1971) ,p. 4 ,

"The Anabaptist movement developed in the sixteenth century, a time of significant social and religious transfor-
mation. John A. Hostetler provides a succinct description of the roots of the Mennonite, and subsequently the Amish,
sect in Amish Society (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1980), pp. 25-27. Hostetler cites the develop-
ment of the printing press and the resultant widespread availability of printed Bibles as a contributing factor to a “ris-
ing rebellion against old systems of authority.” From this rebellion rose Martin Luther, founder of what would become
the Lutheran Church, Ulrich 2wingl, John Calvin, and other Protestant reformers. Yet others sought even more
sweeping changes and, Hostetler states, "Those seeking [to] ‘reform the reformers, were called Anabaptists.” The
major tenet of the Anabaptists was the “rejection of infant baptism,” viewing it as unnecessary, since chiidren were
not yet capable of discerning between good and evil. For additional background on the development of the Mennon-
ite and Amish sects, see also Donald B. Kraybill's The Riddle of Amish Culture (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Uni-
versity Press, 1989), pp. 1-8.

® Ellis and Evans, pp. 9, 324-337:

® Ellis and Evans, pp. 9; J. Russell Cross, Historic Ramblin's through Berkeley (Columbia, S.C.: The R. L. Bryan
Co., 1985), pp. 106-117.

"H. M. J. Klein, p. 16.

" Ellis and Evans, pp. 9-10.

" Kraybill, p. 8.

" Ellis and Evans, p. 345.

**Ivan Glick, "The Story of Barns,” Ford New Holland News. June 1991, pp. 6-22.

" Fietcher, pp. 127-139.

" Fletcher, p. 133; "Valley of the Pequea” probably refers to the area of present-day Upper Leacock or Earl
Townships. ' '
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' Ellis and Evans, p. 348-351.

" Fletcher, p. 123.

®Lemon, p. 79.

®Fletcher, p. 57. |

' Berks County Conservancy, "Farms in Berks County, PA" multiple property nomination to the National Register
of Historic Places, 1992, p. E-6. - .

~ #Fletcher, p. 199-200.
ZFletcher, p. 117.

* Ellis and Evans, pp. 301-305; Historic Resource Survey files for Hopewell Forge, Speedwell Forge, Windsor
Forge, and Martic Forge, Historic Preservation Trust of Lancaster County.

% Arthur C. Lord, "Architectural Characteristics of Houses: Lancaster County, pp. 132-151.

*H. M. J. Klein, p. 660; U. S. Census statistics.

“Har, p. 25.

* Ellis and Evans, p. 350.

* Ellis and Evans, p. 351.

* Worner, pp. 99-100

' Han, pp. 21-22.

pFIetcher, p. 181.

¥H. M. J. Klein, p. 667.

* Fletcher, p. 187-188.

*H. M. J. Klein, p. 667.

* Frederic Klein, p. 18. .

A major work on the history of the tobacco industry is Willis N. Baer, Ph.D., The Economic Development of the
Cigar Industry in the United States (Lancaster, PA: n.p., 1933); on p. 2#, Baer discusses the early type of tobacco
raised. For an excellent study of tobacco culture, processing, warehouse practices, see William Frear, Ph.D., "The
Cigar Tobacco Industry in Pennsylvania,” Pennsylvania Dept. of Agriculture, General Bulletin No. 371 (1922), in
Bulletins, 5 (Nos. 364-371; PA 12) on file at the State Library of Pennsylvania, Government Publications Division;
also very useful is Horace Richards Barnes, "Early History of Tobacco,” in Papers of the Lancaster County Historical
Society, 45 (1942): 1-24, 6; for a summary, see Fletcher, 165-6.

* Fletcher, 166; Ellis and Evans, 355: Baer, 38.

» Baer, 37-8: Good, 194-7; see also the National Register nominations for the North Prince Street Historic Dis-
trict, the North Charlotte Street Historic District, and the Nissley-Stauffer Tobacco Warehouses, all Lancaster City.
Figures for Lancaster County tobacco yields vary somewhat depending on the source, but in general appear reliable;
figures for 1936 are from Barnes, 7, citing the Yearbook of Agriculture, 1935; figures for 1987 are from John Clem-
ents, Flying the Colors: PA Facts, 168.

‘°Bames, 14, citing The Lancaster Farmer, XV, 2 (Feb. 1883), 23; Ellis and Evans, 1:355.

“'Good, 196-7.

@ Special thanks to Geoffrey H. Ranck of Domestic Tobacco Co., Lancaster, PA, who provided much information
on the growing, curing, and packing of leaf tobacco, as well as the fermenting and repacking at the warehouse (be-
low); telephone conversations with Gioria 0. Becker, Ph.D., 1989. Also, Joe Fanelli, Packing Manager, Lancaster
Leaf Co., was very helpful in sharing information about the leaf packing process and in particular, about the buildings
at 850 N. Water Street; further useful information on drying and curing of tobacco is in Frear, 28-62.

“H. M. J. Klein, p. 662.

“ Fletcher, p. 257.

*°1860 and 1870 Census statistics.

“® Fletcher, p. 165.

“ Fletcher, p. 167.
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“ Fletcher, p. 183.

“ Fletcher, p. 185.

* Frederic Klein, p. 19.

*' Fletcher, p. 54.

* Gideon L. Fisher, Farm Life and its Changes (Gordonville, PA: Pequea Publishers, 1978), p. 52

®Lancaster County Farmers Directory for 1909; Frederic Klein noted the comparison in size between Lancaster
at 4,202 square miles and Los Angeles County at 7,326 square miles (Frederic Klein, p. 87). .

1900 Census.

* Frederic Shriver Klein, Lancaster County 1841-1941 (Lancaster, PA: Intelligencer Printing, 1941), pp. 154-155.

* Fisher, p. 16. ’

* Frederic Kiein, p. 186.

* Fisher, p. 45.

*Baer, 37-8; Good, 194-7; see also the National Register nominations for the North Prince Street Historic Dis-
trict, the North Charlotte Street Historic District, and the Nissley-Stautfer Tobacco Warehouses, all Lancaster City.
Figures for Lancaster County tobacco yields vary somewhat depending on the source, but in general appear reliable;
figures for 1936 are from Barnes, 7, citing the Yearbook of Agriculture, 1935; figures for 1987 are from John Clem-
ents, Flying the Colors: PA Facts, 168; in 1987 Lancaster County still ranked first in the state for the produc-
tion of tobacco.) L

& Fietcher, pp. 119-126; Interview, Steven Miller, Pennsylvania Farm Museum at Landis Valley, Lancaster, PA,
25 March 1994.

& Stephen Scott, Amish Houses and Bamns (Intercourse, PA: Good Books, 1992), p. 68.

®H. M. J. Klein, p. 667.

* Fletcher, pp. 207-210.

*H. M. J. Klein, p. 678; Fletcher, p. 234.

& Fletcher, pp. 239-255,

% Scott, pp. 74, 78-80.

In 1993, only Central Market remains in active use as such a market.

% Gary Hovinen, "Lancaster's Streetcar Suburbs, 1890-1920," Journal of the Lancaster County Historical Socie-
ty. Vol. 82 (1978), pp. 50-51; Frederic Kiein, p. 118-119._

* Frederic Kiein, p. 196-197,

" Historic Preservation Trust of Lancaster County, Historic Sites Survey Files, "Conestoga House, # research by
John J. Snyder, 1981. _

"' Lancaster County Planning Commission. Lancaster County Comprehensive Plan: Growth Management Plan
(Lancaster PA: Lancaster County Planning Commission, Draft, January 1992), p. 5.

" Lancaster Tomormow Group, Lancaster Today: A Description of Community Life (Lancaster PA: The Lancaster
Tomorrow Group, 1977) p. 26.

" Lancaster Tomormow Group, p. 26.

" Ed Klimuska, “Lancaster County: The ( Ex?) Garden Spot of America,” Lancaster (PA) New Era, 1988, refer-

enced in John A. Hostetler, “Toward Responsible Growth and Stewardship of Lancaster County's Landscape,” Penn-
Sylvania Mennonite Heritage, Vol. XIl, No. 3 (July 1989), p. 3.

” Lancaster County Planning Commission. Lancaster County Comprehensive Plan: Policy Plan (Lancaster PA:
Lancaster County Planning Commission, 1991 ). p. 3. '

" Lancaster County Planning Commission. Lancaster County Comprehensive Plan: Growth Management Plan
(Lancaster PA: Lancaster County Planning Commission, Draft, April 1993), p. 3. :

" Frederick Kiein, p. 113.

" Lancaster County Planning Commission, Directions: A Comprehensive Plan for Lancaster County, Pennsylva-
nia (Lancaster, PA: Lancaster County Planning Commission, 1975), pp. 1-5.
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The property type described in this nomination is "the farm." For purposes of this nomination, the definition
of "The Farm," developed for the “Farms in Berks County, PA" multiple property nomination to the National
Register of Historic Places will be used: "The farm consists of land and land forms, buildings and struc-
tures utilized by man for the production of agricultural goods,....the farm is commonly a “family farm", oper-
ated by the members of a family working as a cooperative unit. The farm includes a combination of natural
and cultural or man-made features, such as cropland, woodland, wetland and waterways with different

“topographical and soil characteristics, as well as fences, roads, lanes, bridges, lime kilns, walls, springs,
ponds, contour strips, ditches, terraces and groups of buildings for domestic and agricultural use. Each
farm is unique in its physical and cultural features, its history and its current use. Although some farms are
representative of a period of architecture or a type of use, most farms exhibit a combination of periods and
types, and an evolution of farming customs and practices.” Lancaster County farms follow this definition
closely.

As in Berks County, even though early settlement in Lancaster County was multi-cultural, the Pennsylva-
nia German farm form serves as the primary model for the description of the farm in Lancaster County.
The following discussion relies heavily on extensive documentation available through the following sourc-
es: Amos Long, The Pennsylvania German Family Farm (1971) and its adaptation to the “Farms in Berks
County, PA" multiple property nomination to the National Register of Historic Places;" Robert Ensminger,
The Pennsylvania Barn (1991); and Joseph Glass, The Pennsylvania Culture Region: A View from the
Barn (1986). The following descriptions of the various components of farm units in Lancaster County have
been developed from these studies, coupled with analysis of the Lancaster County Historic Sites Survey.
Significant ethnic, technological, or other variations to these models will be described where they occur.

The Farmstead

On most Lancaster County farms, both domestic and agricultural buildings and structures are centralized
in a relatively close-knit complex, reterred to here as a farmstead. The location of the farmstead on the
farm unit varies by farm and is based on topography, road access, and other considerations. A typical
Lancaster County farmstead consists of a farmhouse, barn, other outbuildings serving both domestic and
agricultural functions, yards, gardens, and roadways, paths and other circulation patterns. In Lancaster
County, farmsteads are often not delineated from adjoining croplands, orchards, and occasional woodlots
except by minimal fencing, ditches, or landscape features.

The principal structures within a farmstead are the farmhouse and the barn. Outbuildings serving domestic
functions, such as tenant houses, springhouses, kitchens (out kitchens and summer kitchens), bakeovens,
root cellars, distilleries, smokehouses, woodsheds, privies, washhouses, butcherhouses, and pumphous-
es, are generally clustered around the farmhouse and its immediate yard. Farming-related outbuildings, in-
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cluding tobacco barns, hay barns, wagonsheds, carriage houses, toolsheds, pigpens, chicken houses,
sheepfolds, corncribs, and milkhouses, tend to be sited around the bamn. Additional features, such as lime
kilns and family burial grounds, tend to be located within the farmland, often some distance from the farm-

stead.

Among the site characteristics that influenced the location of farms and the placement of buildings were
topography, orientation to transportation routes, access to roads and fields, and the availability of fresh
water supplies. Sloping sites provided drainage of water away from buildings and influenced the siting of
buildings, as did the location of springs and streams over which houses were often built to provide an ele-
mentary form of interior refrigeration.

The number, size, and function of buildings varies with the size and type of farm and its evolution over
time. Arrangement of buildings within the farmsteads is a product of the original owner's concepts of what
would prove most productive, and alterations to that layout made by subsequent owners, and varies based
upon site conditions. Symmetrical layouts, irregular ones, as well as linear placements are common. While
barns are often the most substantial buildings within the tarmstead, farmhouses are typically the visual fo-
cus. This is often accomplished by the placement of the house closer to the road, in a central location, on
a higher elevation, etc. Barns and farmhouses are often sited with their roof ridges parallel to one another,
although perpendicular, and angled placements are cormmon.

In more recent times, a variety of additional farm structures, such as silos, manure handling and storage
facilities, and equipment sheds have been added to meet changing technological conditions. The adapta-
tion of Lancaster County farms to technological and market changes over the past two centuries has re-
sulted in its continued present day economic viability. This is an integral part of their significance that is
represented in the evolutionary character of most farms and their buildings.

The Farmhouse

The farmhouse serves as the principal dwelling unit on the farm. Unlike the evolving function of other farm
structures, the principal function of the farmhouse as a residence for the farm family has generally re-
mained constant in Lancaster County, where most farms continue to be family farms.

In Lancaster County, farmhouses remain from all periods of the county's history. The earliest farmhouses
tend to refiect relatively undiluted architectural influences of the ethnic groups that created them. However,
many of the surviving examples have also been extensively altered. Among the earliest farmhouses re-
corded in the Lancaster County Historic Sites Survey are a number of log dwellings, many of which have
been incorporated into larger evolutionary houses or concealed behind later finishes and architectural em-
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bellishments. Among the county's early log buildings retaining their historic exterior appearance is the
Mathias Slaymaker House (circa 1710) in Paradise Township.

In 1981, the Journal of the Lancaster County Historical Society published Arthur C. Lord's analysis of the
Direct Tax of 1798 as it applied to housing. The tax lists studied covered most of the western half of the
county. According to Lord's findings, more than forty percent of the houses outside Lancaster City. were
constructed of log, approximately forty to forty-five percent were stone, ten to fifteen percent were brick,
‘and five to ten percent were frame. More than seventy percent were one story in height and their average
size was less than seven hundred square feet. While these statistics seem to indicate the relative rarity of
substantial farmhouses, the numbers of larger stone and brick houses in the nine present day towhships
covered by the study are impressive: 488 stone houses, 78 brick houses, and 536 multistory houses.?

Germanic. The Hans (or Christian) Herr House (1719; National Register) near Willow Street, now restored
as a museum, reflects the architecture of the county's early German settlers. Stylistic characteristics of
early Germanic houses illustrated in the Herr House include a steeply pitched roof, central chimney, and
small casement windows. Traditional floorplans of Germanic houses typically included a Kiiche (kitchen),
Stube (stoveroom, parlor/meeting room), Kammer (bed chamber), and often an Arbeitsraum (workroom).
Perhaps the most recognized arrangement of spaces in Lancaster County Germanic style houses is the
Ernhaus plan, also referred to as the Flurkiichen plan, which consisted of three, or in the case of the Herr
House, four rooms: a Kiiche with a large central "walk-in* fireplace forming approximately one-half of the
house, a Stube and a Kammer forming the other half, and an occasional fourth room partitioned from the
Kuche, as found in the Herr House (see Figure 2.1, page F-2, 22 on page 63).° Other room arrangements
have been documented in Lancaster County. Among them is the Durchgéngigen Haus plan, as illustrated
by the Johannes Hess House (circa 1744) in Warwick Township, with a central hallway flanked by a
Kiche and Arbeitsraum and a Stube and Kammer. Other early Germanic farmhouses include the Abra-
ham Herr House (circa 1725) in Lancaster Township; the Theodorus Eby House (circa 1735) in Earl Town-
ship; the Martin Weybrecht House (circa 1741) in Manheim Township; the John Musser House (circa
1744) in Manor Township; the Benedict Eshleman House (circa 1759) in Conestoga Township; the Isaac
Long Farmhouse (circa 1760) in Manheim Township; and the Christian Stauffer House (circa 1767, Na-
tional Register) in East Lampeter Township. The Frederick White House in Paradise Township, while es-
sentially Germanic in style, retains several distinctive characteristics reported to be of Huguenot influence,
notably its double pegged window casing joinery detail.

English: English style farmhouses ditfered stylistically from their German counterparts in that they were
typically long and narrow, often only one room deep, had low-pitched gable roofs with gable.end chim-
neys, and double-hung sash windows. The William Downing House (circa 1747) in Bart Township, built for
a Quaker miller in 1747 is an example of this style. The Stubbs-Cutler House (circa 1767) in Drumore
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Township is another English style farmhouse. The David Davis House, in Earl Township, is representative
of a stylistic blend of features common to both German and English forms, having been constructed for a -
Welsh farmer and soon thereafter converted by Pennsylvania Germans.

During the mid to late eighteenth century, the distinctions between Germanic and traditional English styles
diminished as aspects of each were accepted by the other. Farmhouses in rural Lancaster County during
the mid to late eighteenth-century period tended to be larger than their predecessors, generally reflecting
“the increased prosperity of Lancaster County agriculture. Typically, surviving farmhouses constructed dur-
ing the period are two and one half stories tall, four to five bays wide, and two bays deep, yet are typically
relatively conservative stylistically. ' '

Georgian: The Georgian style began to have influence in Lancaster County by about 1760 and lasted until
the transition to the Federal style at the end of the century. Based on high style English architecture of the
period, common elements of Georgian farmhouses in Lancaster County include both interior and exterior
symmetry, elevations of between three and five bays width, and heights of two to three stories. Typical
Georgian exterior ornamentation and features are found, such as flat arches over doors ad windows, belt
courses between upper floor levels, water tables, and pedimented doorways. The typical interior plan of lo-
cal Georgian style houses includes four rooms per floor with a central stair hall.

While high style examples are found, such as in Rock Ford, the home of Revolutionary War General Ed-
ward Hand (circa 1792, National Register), most Georgian houses in Lancaster County are vernacular in-
terpretations of the style that often incorporate other stylistic influence. Most notable among these influ-
ences are the introduction of Germanic. details, resulting from the adoption of the Georgian style by
tarmers of German lineage. Among the common examples of this are the use of datestones, the presence
of Germanic sty'le bakeovens, and the presence of various Germanic decorative arts. Another variation is
the so-called "two-thirds" Georgian style of the Quaker community that, although Georgian in character,
lacks its traditional symmetry.

Additional examples of the Georgian style include: the John Jenkins Farmhouse (circa 1775) in Caernar-
von Township; the Michael Baughman Farmhouse (circa 1790) in East Hempfield Township; the Jacob
John Mohler Farmhouse (circa 1794) in Ephrata Township; the Wendell Hibschman Farmhouse (circa
1801) in Ephrata Township; the Abraham Landis Farmhouse (circa 1763) in East Lampeter Township; and
the Andreas Graeff Farmhouse (circa 1767) in Lancaster Township.

There are also a number of farmhouses that represent the stylistic transition between the Federal and
Georgian styles in Lancaster County in the late 1700s. Examples include the Philip Friedrich Farmhouse
(circa 1797) in Warwick Township, which has a classic Georgian exterior with Federal interior details, and
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the John Haldeman Mansion (pre-1798, also called "Locust Grove," National Register) in Conoy Town-
ship. .

Federal: By the late 1790s, the Federal style became popular in Lancaster County and continued to be
popular through the first third of the 1800s. The period immediately following the creation of the United

States saw building designers seek to develop a national style that reflected our indigenous materials, the

importance of the common man, and a need to exercise a certain economy in construction and ornamen-

tation. The resulting Federal style was well suited to Lancaster County farmers who continued to use local

materials and whose cultural patterns often found architectural expression in simplicity of construction and

a rather restrained use of ornamentation. Many Lancaster County farmhouses retained the basic Georgian

house form, including the four room plan, central hallway, and symmetrical facade. To this form they add-

ed Federal style details, sometimes sophisticated but most often simplified, and the continuation of cross-

cultural influences that had been common during the Georgian period. .

President James Buchanan's farmhouse at Wheatland (circa 1828, National Historic Landmark) is a rec-
ognized local example of the Federal style. Other Lancaster County examples include: the Peter Elser
House (circa 1807) in Clay Township; the Nissley Farmhouse (circa 1811) in Rapho Township; the Henry
Hertzler House (circa 1813) in Rapho Township; the John Pfautz Farmhouse (1813) in Warwick Township;
the John Keller Farmhouse (circa 1813) in Ephrata Township; the Jacob Kirk mansion (circa 1815, Nation-
al Register) in Little Britain Township; and the Jacob Keller Farmhouse (circa 1820) in Ephrata Township.

Pennsylvania Style: By the first third of the nineteenth century, a vernacular style, referred to here as the
"Pennsylvania style,” developed as a recognizable form throughout Lancaster County and the southeast-
ern Pennsylvania region. Rooted in the symmetry of the Georgian style, the earliest Pennsylvania farm-
houses are vernacular interpretationsAof the carry-over of its four room plan, central stairhall, and symmet-
rical tacade .into the Federal period. As the Pennsylvania style developed and flourished throughout the
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, it became, in essence, a vernacular platform upon which details
trom other architectural styles, first the Federal, then the Greek Revival, and later the Victorian, were ap-
plied. Pennsylvania style farmhouses are therefore identifiable more by massing, fenestration, and floor-
plan, than by stylistic features. Among the traits common to all examples of the style are: a rectangular, of-
ten square or almost square, core shape; a lateral gable roof over the core; two and one half stories; and a
symmetrical tacade of three, four, or five bays in width. The four room plan of the Georgian and Federal
periods is typically continued, although stair location varies widely and the stairhall is often deleted in favor
of a simple closed stair. '

The most common materials are stone or brick, with frame and log examples also found. Other features
typical to the style are the use of datestones, often listing the original owners of the house, and bell cupo-
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las, in which a farm bell was hung. Many examples have original or later wings, typically placed as a rear ell,

a recessed side wing with a front porch, or a rear tee. Entrance placement varies extensively, although the

majority of documented four bay Lancaster County examples have paired central entrances and the majority

of five bay examples have single central entrances. Enclosed stairs located toward the rear of the house are
- prevalent, but other placements, including central and side hall examples, are documented.

Because the Pennsylvania style began as a vernacular form of the Federal style, early examples can overlap
both styles. The John Pfautz House in Warwick Township is a Federal style house that shares the basic char-
acteristics of the Pennsylvania style. The more vernacular character of the Michael Schindel House (1816), in
Manor Township, illustrates the divergence of the Pennsylvania style, with its simplicity of detail and the addi-
tion of a recessed side wing. Other examples of early Pennsylvania style farmhouses exhibiting Federal style
details are: the John Weidler Farmhouse (1813), in Manheim Township; the John Herr Farmhouse (1813), in
Manor Township; and the Jacob Seigrist Farmhouse (1816), in Manor Township.

As the Federal style waned in popularity, both nationally and locally, the Pennsylvania style hecame more
recognizable as a distinct form. The basic rectangular core, with its two and one-half story height, symmetri-
cal facade, and four room plan remained constant. Details of individual farmhouses were often influenced by

. the architectural styles popular at the time of their construction and the level of ornamentation varied greatly.
While the most recognizable Pennsylvania style farmhouses tend to be simply detailed, it is also common to
find examples with elaborate Greek Revival or Victorian elements.

The William and Mary Smith Farmhouse (1853) in East Hempfield Township is typical of the style (see Figure
2.1, page F-2, 22 on page 63). A sampling of other examples includes: the Shreiner Farmhouse (circa 1828)
in Manheim Township; the Joseph Good Farmhouse (circa 1836) in Pequea Township; and the John and Su-
san Eshleman Farmhouse (1851) and the Habecker Farmhouse (1878), in East Hempfield Township. At least
one six bay example of the style has been documented in the Charles Bamford Farmhouse (ca. 1860) in East
Hemptfield Township, which also exhibits both Greek Revival and Victorian stylistic elements. An interesting
example of a late nineteenth-century conversion of a Germanic style farmhouse into a Pennsylvania style
farmhouse has been documented in the Peter and Catharina Reyer Farmhouse (1792, circa 1880), in Ephra-
ta Township.

The “Farms in Berks County, PA" multiple property nomination to the National Register of Historic Places
identifies these common farmhouses as "Pennsylvania German" style buildings because of their retention of
basic elements of Pennsylvania German craftsmanship.’ Yet farmhouses of this type were built by non-
Pennsylvania Germans and the style is rooted in both English Georgian and American Federal styles. Other
writers, notable Henry Glassie and Allen Noble, have referred to these houses as simply “four over four” in
reference to their basic floorplan, but such a description is also applicable to high style examples of both the
Georgian and Federal styles. Joseph Glass, who identified a number of the characteristics of these farmhous-
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es in The Pennsylvania Culture Region, all of which are well represented in Lancaster County, does not
assign a specific name to the style.®in, Architecture of the Pennsylvania Dutch Country, 1700-1900, Henry
Kauffman includes several Pennsylvania style examples in his "Post Georgian style,” but at least three of
the houses in his subsequent chapter on the Victorian style are similar to the Pennsylvania style.® The
choice of the term "Pennsylvania style” here therefore reflects the origin of the style as a vernacular tradi-
tion that developed as a distinct form in southeastern Pennsylvania and spread to other regions, in much
the same manner as the more widely recognized Pennsylvania barn.

Greek Revival: No farming-related examples of high style Greek Revival architecture have been identified
in the Lancaster County Historic Sites Survey. The Leaman Mansion in Paradise Township, the county's
primary example of the columned Greek Revival style, was built for a doctor and was later acquired by a
gentleman farmer. While pure examples of the Greek Revival style are rare, Greek Revival examples of
the vernacular Pennsyivania style continued to be popular throughout the the nineteenth century. For ex-
ample, the Christian O. Herr House (1860) in Manor Township retained a particularly noteWoﬂhy Greek
Revival style entrance until it was demolished in 1992.

Victorian: The broad range of Victorian styles became popular in Lancaster County in the late nineteenth
century. Second Empire, Italianate, Gothic Revival, and Queen Anne style farmhouses are found, as are
eclectic examples mixing stylistic elements and Pennsylvania style tarmhouses utilizing ornamentation
and features from each of the Victorian styles. As in past stylistic periods, ornamentation in most Lancas-
ter County farmhouses is most often quite restrained, although high style examples are occasionally
found.

The Second Empire style, typified by the use of a Mansard roof, found acceptance locally primarily from
circa 1860 to 1900 and is represented by houses such as the Burkholder-Rush Farmhouse (circa 1875), in
Pequea Township, and the Watts Mansion (circa 1873-1874), in East Donegal Township. The David May-
er Farmhouse (circa 1870), in Manheim Township, is a particularly good example of the ltalianate style,
which began to become popular in the 1850s and continued to be used to the turn of the century. Among
the other ltalianate style farmhouses in the county are the Bausman farmhouse (1879) in Lancaster Town-
ship and the L. R. Reist Farmhouse (1 875) in Manheim Township. The Gothic Revival style was popular in
Lancaster County from the 1840s through the 1870s. The Silas Eshelman Farmhouse (circa 18700,
in Paradise Township, is a frame Gothic Revival style dwelling with ltalianate elements. The Mellinger
Farmhouse (1893) in Manor Township is a good example of the Queen Anne style.

Often details and elements from a variety of Victorian styles are found within a single farmhouse. The
John Kendig Mansion (circa 1874-1886) in West Lampeter Township is such a high Victorian eclectic de-
sign. Among the Pennsylvania style farmhouses exhibiting Victorian details are: the Christian Herr Farm-
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house (1864) in East Lampeter Township; the Abraham Brubaker Farmhouse (1876) in East Hempfield
Township; and the Daniel and Margreda Weldy Farmhouse (1801), in West Hempfield Township.

Twentieth Century. Early twentieth-century architectural styles are also represented in Lancaster County
tarmhouses, although somewhat infrequently. Variations of the American Foursquare and other simplified
Victorian derivatives are found, as are Craftsman and Bungalow style houses. In addition, there are also a
number of early twentieth-century houses constructed of patterned concrete block. An example of an early
“twentieth-century Lancaster tarmhouse is the Shenk Farmhouse (1901) in Manor Township. The John
Brenneman Farm (1900), in Pequea Township, is representative of a simple early twentieth-centu_ryvpat-
terned block farmhouse.

The Barn

Germanic Barns, by Robert Ensminger: The paragraphs below are reprinted and edited from the “Farms
in Berks County, PA" multiple property nomination to the National Register of Historic Places.by permis-
sion of Mr. Ensminger and the Berks County Conservancy.

in the early eighteenth century, permanent barn structures were built in Lancaster County by
Germanic pioneers. These early types were mogdeled after similar structures from their Euro-
pean homelands. The earliest barns were small and simple and consisted of a single log
crib plus various attached sheds. They could house some cattle, feed, grains and a few
hand implements.

This standard ground barn plan soon replaced the small first generation pioneer barns. This
barn had two.log cribs separated by a central threshing floor combined under a gable roof.
The ground level of each log crib provided stabling space while the space above the stables
and beneath the roof provided storage tfor hay and straw. This multiple purpose ground level
barn, or Grundscheier, was modeled after similar structures common in the German Palati-
nate whose masonry and half-timbering were the common materials of construction. The al-
most universal use of log construction was most appropriate on the Pennsylvania frontier
where the precedent had already been effectively established by earlier Swedish settlers in
the lower Delaware Valley who passed on the technology to Germanic pioneers who moved
farther inland. '

Germanic settlers from eastern Switzerland introduced the log, two-level, banked, forebay
barn during the same period when the Grundscheier was introduced. The Pennsylvania ver-
sion closely resembled its Swiss prototype from Pratigau in Canton Graubunden. The upper
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level had two log crib mows and central threshing floor accessed by a ramp or bank on the
back side. A forebay extended from this level six to eight feet beyond the lower stable front
wall providing protection for the stable doors below. Commonly called the "Sweitzer" barn,
this structure was characterized by an unsupported, cantilevered forebay which also provid-
ed a diagnostic asymmetrical gable end configuration. Both the Grundscheier and Sweitzer
barn were commonly built in all Germanic regions of southeastern Pennsylvania.

During the latter part of the eighteenth century, commercial tarming gradually replaced sub-
sistence agriculture in southeastern Pennsylvania. Regional commercial market towns, such
as Lancaster and Reading, and the development of an interconnecting road net focused on
Philadelphia, stimulated the expansion of commercial agriculture and the evolution of larger
barns. Sweitzer barns displaced the smaller Grudscheier and were built much larger and uti-
lized stone construction. These classical Sweitzer barns came to dominate the early nine-
teenth-century landscape. ‘

During the golden age of Pennsylvania agriculture from 1790 to 1840, the rapid expansion
of commercial agriculture stimulated barn evolution resulting in a variety of styles and sizes
of forebay barns which had come to characterize and symbolize the rural Pennsylvania Ger-
manic landscape of Lancaster and surrounding counties. The name "Pennsylvania barn"
has come to be used exclusively to designate the forebay bank barns which developed
here.

The first major barn style change resulted in what became the most abundant class of Penn-
sylvania barn in southeastern Pennsylvania and Lancaster County. It occurred when the
asymmetrical cantilevered forebay was eliminated. The forebay form, however, was retained
by recessing the lower front stable wall four to six feet back under the upper level, thus re-
creating the forebay overhang which was now part of the main barn frame. This resulted in a
symmetrical gable wall configuration and is named the standard Pennsylvania barn.

Various versions of this form were built throughout the nineteenth century. The earliest ones
were stone construction with lower gable end walls completely closing the recessed forebay.
Many of these utilized "L*-shaped pillars, or Peilers, to strengthen and support the frame
torebay front wall producing an L-shaped alcove, or Peiler Eck, on either side of the front
stable wall. Most standard barns built after 1850 were frame with timber frame bent con-
struction. Many of these eliminated the extended foundation end wall.support producing an
"open forebay" cantilevered configuration. Later examples frequently included posts below
the forebay sill for additional support.
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Another evolutionary development which originated in adjacent Chester County and spread
north and west was the addition of a large, extended forebay straw shed to various existing
barns. The resulting deep 20 to 25 foot forebays necessarily required additional support pro-
vided by posts. In Chester County, conical stone columns of English origin were frequently
used.

An alternative strategy for barn enlargement involved the inclusion of rear outsheds on ei-
ther side of the barn bank. This plan, which emerged in Lancaster County in the early nine-
teenth century, soon diffused west and north. The outshed appendage, which included the _
basement stable, usually provided a granary function adjacent to the upper level mow and
threshing bays.

In the nineteenth century, many barns, were amended by enclosing the entire rear bank wall
creating a large “rampshed" storage area. Other barns were enlarged by the addition of a
large shed projecting from the forebay producing an "L"-shaped wing with an additional
gable wall. Both additions permitted storage of large amounts of straw and hay.

Although the building and rebuilding of two-level Pennsylvania barns continued into the
twentieth century, most new barns built after 1900 were specialized, dairy barns designed
and promoted by agricultural colleges and journals. A fascinating example is provided by the
barn at Grandview Farm near Wernersville, Berks County, now owned and operated by
Adam Schaeffer. In 1901, an existing 1849 stone, standard Pennsylvania barn was greatly
enlarged by extending the barn lengthwise for an additional 100 feet. This two-level banked
addition replicated the earlier timber frame bents creating two additional mows and thresh-
ing floors. The under forebay space of the addition was enclosed, thus enlarging the stable
area providing room for 60 cows in two longitudinal rows of wooden stalls each served by a
water line and drinking bowl. The stable was ventilated by wooden ducts which removed
stale air to a row of gable dormers along each of the eaves and to large cupolas along the
roof ridge. Large hay drop holes enclosed in two sheds were built onto the barn's bank side.
One of the sheds also enclosed the silo as an integral part of the barn's design. This was, in-
deed, high technology for that period, and it continues to function well today with no revision.

Barn evolution in the eighteenth, nineteenth and twentieth centuries has produced a varied
and interesting assemblage of types. In Lancaster County, the traditional Pennsylvania barn
with its forebay and bank, has maintained its dominance of the landscape revealing the
strength of Swiss and Germanic traditions.
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English Barns: Barns constructed by the English, Welsh, and Scotch-Irish in the eighteenth through the
early nineteenth century developed differently than the Pennsylvania Barn. Typically rectangular with
gable roofs, they were constructed on flat sites rather than banked ones and had no projecting forebay.
Frame and stone were common materials, although early log examples undoubtedly were present. Many
of the surviving examples identified in the Lancaster County Historic Sites Survey are located within the
northwestern section of the county. They are generally constructed of stone and typically have seen a
gréat deal of alteration in response to changing farm practices. Among the examples identified is a barn
“located adjacent to Spring Grove Forge in East Earl Township.

Plain Sect Variations: Amish, Mennonite, and other plain sect groups within Lancaster County histbrically
built and utilized Pennsylvania Barns. With increasing reliance on milk and cattle production throughout
the nineteenth century, forebays were commonly enclosed and straw and cattle sheds attached. The ap-
pearance of many Pennsylvania barns operated by plain sect farmers today have become almost unrec-
ognizable due to these additions. Yet this practice is a continuance of the traditional Lancaster County re-
sponse to changing market conditions and technologies.

Tobacco Barns: In Lancaster County, tobacco barns became an integral component of the farm by the
mid nineteenth century. Typically constructed of wood, these large open storage facilities usually have a
system of vertical or horizontal ventilators within their sidewalls and often roof ventilators. Tobacco barns
are generally constructed on a raised stone foundation to provide for a tobacco cellar, or dampening room,
and stripping room. Within the barn, a series of poles and racks provide a framework from which tobacco
is hung to cure. A relatively unique feature found in some Lancaster County barns is a gable ventilator in-
corporated within the cornice at the barn's sidewalls. The majority of operating farm complexes identified
in the Lancaster County Historic Sites survey possess one, if not more, tobacco barns.

Domestic Outbuildings

The Springhouse: Springhouses, from which water was provided for domestic uses, were almost universal
elements of the Lancaster County farm. The purpose of the springhouse was to shelter the water supply.
They generally consisted of small rectangular buildings, often recessed into the ground, of stone, brick, or
wood. Some examples were more than one story in height and provided a living or working space on the
upper level with a springroom below. Storage was often provided for perishables, milk, and butter in the
springroom and occasionally spaces were provided for laundering, cooking apple butter, making soap, or
even butchering. Springhouses continue to be an integral part of Lancaster County's agricultural land-
scape and many farms identified in the Historic Sites Survey retain them.
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Kitchen: Some form of building detached from the farmhouse, in which butchering, the processing of dairy
products, and other domestic activities were carried out, appears to have been common to Lancaster
County farms from the period of settiement. Often springhouses served this function, although early refer-
ences to out kitchens or back kitchens can be found. By the latter part of the eighteenth century, the food
preparation functions of springhouses and/or out kitchens were typically carried out in what became
known as a summer kitchen or summer house. Summertime cooking and preserving of foods were done
in these structures during hot weather in order to keep the heat out of the main dwelling. In addition, sum-
“mer kitchens often served as a washhouse or butcherhouse. Summer kitchens were located in close prox-
imity to the farmhouse and often attached to it by an open breezeway. During the mid nineteenth century,
summer kitchen functions were often relocated to basement rooms constructed for this purpose. The Mi-
chael Schindel House in Manor Township is among many sites identified in the Lancaster County Historic
Sites Survey that retain excellent examples of summer kitchens.

Bakeoven, Smokehouse, and Butcherhouse: Among the outbuildings devoted to the procesSing of foods
tor domestic consumption were the bakeoven, smokehouse, and butcherhouse. The bakeoven.was used
for baking breads and pies, roasting cornmeal and nuts, and drying vegetables. Bakeovens were com-
monly constructed as free standing exterior structures, such as the example at the Caushey-Ankrim
House in Drumore Township (circa 1765), or attached to the rear of-interior cooking fireplaces at the farm-

" house or summer kitchen, such as is evidenced in the summer kitchen of the Shreiner Farm in Man-
heim Township. Smokehouses, in which meats were cured, were, and are, also common. Typically de-
tached buildings of stone or brick, examples include the brick smokehouse at the Schindel House
in Manor Township and the brick and stone smokehouse at the Peter LeFever House in Strasburg Town-
ship. It was also common to find smoking rooms or chambers in the attics of farmhouses adjacent to the
chimney, as in the Martin Barr House in Strasburg Township. Butchering of meats was often accomplished
in a butcherhouse, where pigs and beef could be slaughtered, hung, cleaned, cut and processed. Stoves
with large kettles to provide hot water to render the lard out of the carcasses were common. In addition to
butcherhouses, this activity was often accomplished in the washhouse or even the basement of the farm-
house.

Washhouse: The other prominent domestic outbuilding was the washhouse in which clothes were
cleaned. The washhouse contained a fireplace or stove to heat water and shelves or benches for tubs and
washing equipment. Washhouses continue to be an active component of many of Lancaster County's
plain sect farms. '

Cave or Ground Cellar: Before the days of refrigeration nearly every farmstead-had a cave or ground cel-
lar for the storage and preservation of food. Both detached cellars, such as the example found at the Cir-
cle Creek Farm in East Donegal Township, and those beneath or adjacent to the house were common in
Lancaster County. They were typically constructed of stone, often whitewashed or parged on the interior,
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and had arched ceilings. Floors were typically earth, brick, or stone. The cellar provided cool storage area
for fruit, vegetables, and dairy products. .

Ice House: Prior to the invention of electric refrigeration in the twentieth century, the cutting and storage of
ice was an important seasonal event on the farm during the winter months. Ice was cut from streams or
ponds and stored in an icehouse for use during the remainder of the year. lcehouses were typically con-
structed of stone or wood and often had double insulated walls or cork-lined walls. The Rohrer Farm

“and Mill in Paradise Township retains two icehouses and a series of ponds and races from which ice was
collected.

Outdoor Privy: Until the twentieth century, all farms had outdoor privies. Construction materials and sizes
varied, as did architectural embellishment. Simple examples, such as the privy located on the Benjamin
Herr Farm in East Lampeter Township, and more elaborate ones, such as the Silas K. Eshe!man Farm in
Paradise Township that mimics the Victorian Gothic architecture of its adjoining farm buildings, remain
throughout the county. The outdoor privy continues to be used today within the county's plain sect commu-
nity, principally at rural schools.

Farm Outbuildings

Silo: Silos were introduced on Lancaster County farms beginning in the last third of the nineteenth century,
yet did not become commonplace until about 1920. They are typically round, constructed of wood, con-
crete, tile, or metal, and located adjacent to the barn. The visual character of Lancaster County has
“evolved through the introduction of this vertically prominent element within the landscape. Much as the
historic character of the skyline of Lancaster City was defined by church steeples, that of rural Lancaster
County is now shaped by silos. :

Milkhouse: In the earliest farms, milk was typically cooled in the waters of the springhouse, ground cellar,
or basement. By the late eighteenth century, specialized milkhouses, typically built of stone and near or
adjacent to the barn, became commonplace. By the late nineteenth century, milkhouses constructed of
wood, concrete block, brick, or tile were introduced. Increasingly strict regulations for the handling of milk
have resulted in further evolution of milkhouses. In Old Order Amish farms and other plain sects that do
not otherwise utilize electricity, modern refrigeration is found in the milkhouse.

Other Qutbuildings: Among the other common outbuildings historically found on Lancaster County farms
are malthouses, stillhouses, and wineries, in which beverages were produced principally for domestic con-
sumption; corn cribs, both detached and as appendages to barns; tool sheds; pig pens, sheepfolds, and
chickenhouses; and, typically in larger farms, hay barns, which were used to store excess hay mows that
could not otherwise be accommodated within the barn.
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Other Site Features

Garden, Yard, and Orchard: Like the farm buildings themselves, the land was divided among largely do-

mestic and farming activities. The domestic spaces adjacent lo the farmland were, and are, typically used
for vegetable and flower gardens. Vegetable gardens, and gardens for the production of cutting. flowers,

are typically located to the rear or side of the farmhouse. Often planting beds of flowers were sited to the

front of the house and along walks leading to it. Fruit and shade trees are also commonly found around

‘the house. Historically, gardens were often surrounded by picket fences or even stone walls. Orchards,

when used primarily for domestic use, were often located in close prokimity to the farmhouse.

Cropland: In the eighteenth century, Pennsylvania farmers developed a pattern of farming that was far dif-
ferent than what had been generally practiced in Europe. Unlike the southern plantation system, where
much of the labor was provided by servants, or the New England practice of cultivating gardens, plentiful
land, rich soils, and good farming practices, allowed each farmer to develop a series of his own “fields."
Croplands, like the farm buildings themselves, were and are constantly adapted to new farming technolo-
gies and market conditions. With the technological advance widely accepted and used by the Pennsylva-
nia farmers, such as the use of horse drawn equipment and, later, mass produced farm machinery, fields
expanded dramatically in size. In more recent years, contour farming and soil conservation practices have
continued this evolutionary process.

Meadow, Stream, and Woodiot: Meadows were typically used for cattle and often winter wheat was grown -
on them. They generally were created in the lowlands surrounding streams. Permanent pastures devel-
oped after about 1750. Streams and springs are important features, as they provide fresh water for both
the farm family and its animals. In Lancaster County, much of the thick forest that covered the land when
the settlers arrived disappeared by the nineteenth century. Small woodlots were retained, generally where
topography made farming difficult. :

Fencing: Fencing was a common feature of the Lancaster County farm that has changed considerably
over time. Early settlers utilized the products of the forests they cleared to construct wooden fences, such
as the worm fence, or snake fence, constructed of split rails built in a zig-zag course that did not require
posts. The post and rail fence was often used as a replacement for the worm fence. Although it required
more time and labor to erect, it was more substantial and took up less space. Posts of chestnut or locust
were preferred, as they were long lasting. As farms became more permanently established, stone walls
and fences and rail fences became commonplace. Stone walls typically separated the barnyard, served as
retaining walls where sloping sites surround the domestic. buildings, and surrounded family burial plots.
Otherwise, stone boundary walls were either not common to Lancaster County or have simply not sur-
vived. Fences served to keep farm animals within the farm, wild animals out, divided fields and established
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boundary lines. In the county’s early history, rail fencing or vegetation such as hedgerows or tree lines pro-
vided boundaries for farms and fields. In the late nineteenth century, wire fencing was introduced. Iron and -

- cast iron fencing became increasingly popular for house yards and family burial grounds in the mid to late
nineteenth century. Of more recent origin is the board tence, often used for horses and cattle pastures.
Fences around the farmhouse were more ornamental in cha'racter, favorites being the wrought iron fence
and the pale or picket fence. Particularly in eastern Lancaster County, fencing as boundary or field demar-
cation has largely disappeared. Farmers generally use natural landmarks, such as streams, scattered
‘trees or other natural features, or remnants of earlier demarcation of land use, such as ditches, fence
posts, etc., to delineate their lands.

Lime Kiins: Lime, used to improve the productivity of the soil and as a building material, was an important
aspect of farming for Lancaster's Pennsyivania German community. By the 1750s, lime kilns, used to ex-
tract lime from limestone, were common throughout the county. The operation of lime kiins were often
cooperative ventures, with several farms sharing a single kiln. The kilns themselves varied in design and
construction. The most common examples remaining today are constructed of stone, with arched or point-
ed openings, located on steep slopes or within woodlots. Made technologically obsolete by the introduc-
tion of commercially available lime in the mid nineteenth century, and its popular acceptance by the late
nineteenth to early twentieth century, most surviving kilns have fallen into disrepair. A typical example of
lime kilns identified in the survey is found on the Martin Barr Farm in Strasburg Township.

Family Burial Grounds: The practice of establishing small family burial plots was common on Lancaster
County farms throughout the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. Often surrounded by low stone walls or,
in later examples, iron fencing, these plots were typically small in size and sited away from the farmstead,
often overlooking it. Surviving gravestones and markers are typically plain or iconographic in style, al-
though some monumental elements are occasionally found. Although most family graveyards retain no
more than one or two dozen markers, and often less, many contain unmarked graves of infants or for
which markers have disappeared due to deterioration or removal. Typical Lancaster County examples in-
clude the Baughman Family Burial Ground (circa 1774) near Georgetown in Bart Towhship and the Shirk
Family Burial Ground( circa 1820) in Manheim Township. The Lancaster County Historic Sites survey has
recorded more than twenty-five extant tamily burial grounds in Manheim Township alone, with numerous
other examples identified that have been lost.

For European-Americans, the family burial ground was a unique phenomenon for which their was little
precedent in their homelands. While the reasons they developed in this country are not yet well document-
ed, they survive as an important aspect of the eighteenth and nineteenth-bentury agricultural landscape.
The frequency with which these burial grounds occurred historically is difficult to estimate, since many
were too small to be shown on county atlases, families often did not specifically reserve their plots on their
deeds, and many have disappeared as a result of vandalism or deterioration.
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Water and Wind Power. Relatively common features of many, particularly plain sect, farms in Lancaster
County are systems to harness water and wind to produce power for farming operations. Many creeks re--
tain small dams or races which power pulley systems that transmit mechanical power to a variety of activi-
ties. Likewise, windmills remain in common use.

Varlations Within the Property Type, “The Farm”

« Two important variations of the property type, “the farm,” are found in Lancaster County. The first is the
“plain sect farm,” notably those of the Old Order Amish and conservative Mennonites. The second in-
cludes farming related buildings and complexes that have lost their farming use or context. .

Plain Sect Farms: As much as farming has given Lancaster County a national identity, so too have the
plain religious sects that settied here in the eighteenth century and remain here today. Not only do these
groups preserve many of the oldest working farms in the county, they often do so using a unique mix of
modern and pre-industrial technologies. The character of the county as a whole is strengthened and diver-
sified by the continued experience gained from being able to witness horse drawn agricultural machinery
and buggies. The character of the community is even affected at nighttime, when vast stretches of farm-
land are pitch dark because of the absence of electrical lighting. These visual aspects combine with signifi-
cant cultural traditions to form one of the county's most unique dimensions.

These cultural patterns are reflected in the farms of thé plain people. Simple in design and typically lacking

ornament, the sites are nonetheless often complex groupings of farm buildings with numerous generations

of additions. The telescoping visual effect of a farmhouse with successive Dawdy Haus additions and the

sprawling evolution of the barns are examples of this.” The continued presence of windmills, water en-
| gines, and other elements are defining elements of this variation.

Of this variation, there are two major subsets: those farms representing “pure” plain sect farms, where the
present character of the farm is wholly a product of its development by plain people, and “altered” plain
sect tarms, where farms of other cultural groups have been acquired by plain sect farmers and yet still re-
tain aspects of their previous character. An example of the former is the Stoltzfus Farm in Leacock Town-
ship and of the latter is the Benjamin Brackbill Farm in Paradise Township.

Farming Resources Having Lost Their Agricultural Context: Since the early twentieth century, an increas-
ing amount of Lancaster County farmland has given way to suburban development. While much of this
merely expanded the boundaries of existing urban centers, suburban development has also been scat-
tered throughout the rural areas of the county. Lancaster County has lost more than 92,500 acres of farm-
land to development since 1959 and continues to lose approximately 3,000 acres per year. Because of the
rapid growth and development experienced in Lancaster County in recent years, many historic farm build-
ings and farmsteads have lost the context of their farmland. Yet, both individually, and by their pattern on
the land, they are valuable both for what they contribute to a broader understanding of the overwhelming
historical significance of farming in Lancaster County and as reminders of the prior agricultural function of
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areas now in other land uses. The farm, within the context of its working historic landscape, is the most
significant form of the property type; the farm, as represented by its vestiges throughout the landscape no
longer in cultivation, has important secondary significance to the context of "Agriculture in Lancaster
County 1700-1945."

While farming related resources that have lost their farming context can have significance under the prop-
erty type “The Farm,” the interdependence of the buildings, the land, and agricultural use represents the
primary test for assessing significance. Where individual resources have lost this context, the sites should
either be relatively rare or intact examples of a period, style, or type. ‘

Continuity of the Agricultural Landscape

The landscape of Lancaster County is still dominated by farming. The farm in Lancaster County is the unit
from which a broad fabric or, appropriately for the region, its quilt, is made. In Lancaster County, farms
generally exist within the context of active agricultural districts where farming activity is'broken'bnly by oc-
casional alternative land uses along transportation routes or modern suburban residential development.

The pattern of large expanses of open cultivated fields interspersed with complexes that include substan-
tial tarmhouses, large barns, and numerous outbuildings has remained relatively unchanged since the
1700s. A number of written descriptions of Lancaster County survive from the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries. Several of them were edited by William Frederic Worner, Librarian of the Lancaster County His-
torical Society, in his 1927 book Old Lancaster: Tales and Traditions. While most of the descriptive ac-
counts Worner uses in the book relate primarily to Lancaster City, the following give indication that travel-
lers to the area have long recognized the richness of the county's agricultural landscape.

One of the earliest descriptions of Lancaster County in Old Lancaster is found in a series of excerpts from
Travels Through the Interior Parts of America in a Series of Letters By an Officer, written by Thomas An-
burey in 1789. Anburey was a British lieutenant who had served in America during the Revolution and lat-
er wrote a two volume description of the country as he experienced it. Anburey's comments on Pennsylva-
nia farming are not limited to Lancaster County, but undoubtedly reflect what he saw during his visit here
in 1778: '

After you get over the Delaware, a new country presents itself, extremely well cultivated
and inhabited; the roads are lined with farm houses, some of which are near the road, and
some at a little distance, and the space between the road and houses is taken up with fields
and meadows; some of them are built of stone, two stories high, and covered with cedar
shingles, but most of them are wooden, with crevices stopped with clay; the ovens are com-
monly built a little distance from the house, under a roof to secure them from the weather.?
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Anburey continues: "The farmers of Pennsylvania, and in the Jerseys, pay more attention to the construc-
tion of their barns than their dwelling houses.”

In 1783, Johann David Schoepf, a German physician, visited Lancaster. He later published a book on his
travels in America in which he recorded his observations on Lancaster City and County. Travels Through
the Confederation was published in Germany in 1788 and its 1911 English translation is quoted in Old
Lancaster:

The road to Lancaster lies through a limestone valley, a fertile, varied, and well-farmed re-
gion. Along the road, indeed, ones sees, for the most part, sorry cabins, for the better hous- - -
es of the well-to-do landowners are set a little off the road. This and the custom of always
leaving some timber next to the road, brings it about that travellers think they are going
through nothing but wilderness when all around them are plantations and dwellings stuck
away in the bush. On this road everybody | met | addressed in German, and they all an-
swered me in the same language. Very many Anabaptists live in these parts; good, kind
people, and sturdy subjects who here as well as in Germany, win the love of their neigh-
bors and the regard of the magistracy."

Unlike most of the verbal sketches of Lancaster surviving from the eighteenth century, which typically fo-
cus on the eastern portion of the county, Duke De La*Rochefoucault Liancourt provides a description of
the area northwest of the then Borough of Lancaster. In Travels Through the United States of North Ameri-
ca, The Country of the Iroquois, and Upper Canada, published in 1799 and based on his visit here in
1795, is contained the following:

The road from Lancaster to this place [Maytown] lies chiefly through a woody tract of coun-
try, which assumes a wilder appearance than we have hitherto seen. Cultivated land ap-
pears more rarely as we proceed, except a few valleys, which still lie in grass, or are sown
with Indian corn. In proportion as the distance from Lancaster increases, houses of brick or
stone are less frequently seen. We met with scarcely anything but log houses; every where
we observe German farms, small houses, and large barns. Cows and oxen, which seemed
tolerably good, we found grazing in the woods and near the road; and also saw, at times,
sheep, but never more than eight or ten of them together."

Jedidiah Morse, father of Samuel F. B. Morse who invented the electro- -magnetic telegraph, was himself a
noted geographer who was often referred to as the "Father of American Geography." Morse's 1797 book,
The American Gazetteer, includes a brief passage about Lancaster County: "Lancaster is a populous and
wealthy county in the interior part of Pennsylvania....The lands in this county are rich and well cultivated.
The hills in the northern part abound with iron ore..."" Englishman Fortescue Cuming visited Lancaster in
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1807 and his description of it was published in Sketches of a Tour to the Western Country...," published in
Pittsburgh in 1810: "The road continued fine, and the country rich, laid out in large farms, with good dwell-
ing houses of brick and stone, and immense barns."" :

Worner includes a description of Lancaster County by Mrs. Anne Rbyall. who he terms "America's pioneer
woman journalist.” Mrs. Royall produced a ten volume work entitled Travel in the United States in 1829 in
which she related her impressions of the county from a visit here in 1828:

The beauty of Lancaster appears to just burst upon the traveler as he proceeds to Lancas-
ter from Reading, and becomes more beautiful every mile of the distance. Two things sug- - -
gested themselves to me as | drove this fertile state, viz. that neither the inhabitants them-
selves, nor the inhabitants of other states, have any idea of the superiority of Pennsylvania
over other states, it being almost out of the common routine of fashionable tours; and no
writer has, or perhaps can, do justice to Pennsylvania. '

The country is visible to a great extent, the road sometimes rising upon gentle swells: the
land then suddenly changes to a rich soil, the whole chequered with fields, meadows, or-
chards, and adorned with alternate patches of Iofty timber...." ’

As we draw near Lancaster, it still grows more, beautiful. Leve! as far as the eye can see,
and as rich as any bottom land on the western waters, and in such a beautiful order, — the
ploughing, the fences (post and railing,) exact and regular to a mathematical nicety, — not a
particle to mar the beauty of the prospect."

Worner's selection of descriptions of Lancaster County by its many visitors ends with the visit of Mrs. Roy-
all. In 1848, noted artist Arthur Armstrong painted a view of the 1805 Jacob Miller House and Farm in Lan-
caster Township. The painting shows a farm scene, complete with the farmhouse, bank barn, mill, and oth-
er outbuildings (see Continuation Sheet F-2, Page 23 (p. 62)). Similar scenes are still prevalent throughout
the county today. Another written account, dating from 1853, can be found in Eli Bowen's The Pictorial
Sketch-Book of Pennsylvania:

As we leave Chester County, and pass through the range of hills called Mine Ridge, the
great county of Lancaster, in all its glory, expands before the eye. An intelligent Englishman
called this county the ‘garden of America, and a view of it from this position will fully justify
the propriety of this compliment. It is, without a doubt, the garden of this glorious Union, and
there are few spots in this wide, wide world, which could present a nobler scene to the eye
than is here afforded....

The whole of the country is, therefore, in the highest state of cultivation; and in the econo-
my which characterizes the general agricultural system, there is probably not a more prolific
region in the United States. '
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Bowen continues his description of the farms themselves.

In passing through this splendid agricultural region, the straﬁger will particularly observe the
neatness and order which characterize the general aspect of the scene of farming opera-
tions...the substantial and comfortable buildings, especially the imposing appearance of the
barn. Nearly every large farm has a cluster of buildings, the most prominent of which is the ‘
barn, situated next to the mansion house, around which are scattered wagon and carriage-
sheds, corn-cribs, wash-house, summer dining-house, etc., with adjacent tenant house.'®

An engraving of the "General Appearance of a Lancaster County Farm" accompanies the above descrip-
tion and depicts a pastcral farm scene still common in the County today (see Continuation Sheet F-2,
Page 24 (p. 63)). Present in the drawing are a substantial farmhouse and barn, an ancillary building, and a
mill. A series of similar, yet more detailed, engravings are included in Everts and Stewart's 1875 Atlas of
Lancaster County (see Continuation Sheet F-2, Page 23-24 (p. 62-63)). Again, the continuity of the pattern
of farming activities on the landscape that is evident in these sketches remains throughout much of the
present day county.

It is interesting to note that the prominence of Lancaster City as the centralized hub of the agricultural
county is acknowledged by these early visitors. Dr. Schoepf described the City as he saw it in 1783: "Lan-
caster, of all inland towns of America, is the most considerable, numbering already 900 houses, and it is
hardly 80 years since the place was first established.” The Reverend Manesseh Culter said of the City af-
ter a visit in 1788: "Lancaster is a large and ancient town; the best built inland town in America.” Jedidiah
Morse, writing in 1795, called the City: "a handsome and flourishing post-town, the capital of Lancaster
county, Pennsylvania, and the largest inland town of the United States....Its trade is always great, and
must increase in proportion as the surrounding county populates.” Anne Royall captured the essence of
the town's relationship to the countryside: "Lancaster city is surrounded by a large unbroken body of the
richest land in Pennsylvania, or in any other of the Atlantic states.'
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'Berks County is adjacent to Lancaster County to the northeasf and its farming resources share many s:mxlarmes
in terms of style and development.

? Athur C. Lord, "Architectural Characteristics of Houses: Lancaster County, 1798 Journal of the Lancaster
ACounty Historical Society, Vol. 85, No, 4 (1981), pp. 132-151.

" Accordmg to research provided by Lancaster County historian and author Henry J. Kaufiman, the Flurkiichen
plan would actually represent somewhat of a variation of the Herr House plan. Where the Kiiche is partitioned at its
rear to provide a workroom in the Herr House, a traditional German Flurkiichen plan would have a small room parti-
tioned to the tront of the Kiiche as an entry hall, or Flur. Often the original German precedents also have an attached
stall or stable at the opposite end from the Stube and Kammer. Only one house has been documented in Lancaster
County with such a plan, the Reiber-Herr-Hershey House near Creswell. This particular house is rather late for a
"pure” Germanic house in this county as it dates from circa 1772 and additional research is required to determine if
the existing plan is indeed original.

“Berks County Conservancy, “Farms in Berks County, PA" multiple property nomination to the National Register
of Hnstonc Places, n.p., 1992.

® “Farms in Berks County, PA"; Joseph W. Glass, The Pennsylvania Culture Reg/on A View from the Barn (Ann
Arbor MI: UMI Research Press, 1971, 1986), pp. 111-169.

Henry J. Kauftman, Architecture of the Pennsylvania Durch Coun!ry, 1700-1900 (Lancaster, PA: By the author,
1992) p. 59-94. ,

A "Dawdy Haus," or grandfather house, is typically defined as either an attached addition or separate structure
build to house the older generation of a family when the younger generation assumes principal responsibility for the
operation of the farm. In common practice, Dawdy Haus additions may also house other generations of the family as

“well. In many cases, successive Dawdy Haus additions are constructed and result in a houses with stepped or tele-
scopmg appearance.

* William Frederick Worner Old Lancaster: Tales and Traditions (Lancaster, PA: William Frederick Womer, 1927),
p. 37

® Ibid.

" Ibid, p. 57.

" Ibid, p. 107-108.

?Ibid, p. 114.

" Ibid, p. 150-151.

" _lbid, p. 163,
" Eli Bowen, The Pictorial Sketch-Book of Pennsylvania (Philadelphia: William Bromwell, 1853), pp. 31-32.
"* Worner, p. 58, 78, 114, 164.
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FIGURE 2.1 SAMPLE FLOORPLANS OF REPRESENTATIVE LANCASTER COUNTY
FARMHOUSES AND BARNS

Pennsylvania German

Example of the three roem plan, illustrating

the Kuche (right), Stube (lower-left), and

Kammer (upper-left), central "walk-in" fire-
place, and simple board wall enclosed stair

Adapted from Lancaster County Architecture 1700-1850, The Historic
Preservation Trust, 1992

Traditional English

' Example of the linear plan of a traditional
English style house, showing one room
! ! depth, end chimneys ‘

Adapted from Lancaster County Architecture 1700-1850, The Historic
Preservation Trust, 1992 .

Quaker or Three Quarter Georgian
' Example of the Quaker or Three Quarter
Georgian plan with end chimneys and three
« room plan
é Adapted from Lancaster County Architecture 1700-1850, The Historic

Preservaton Trust, 1992

| § Pennsylvania Style

~— " Typical variant of the Pennsylvania style with
four room plan at principal block and rear
wing

Michael Schindel Farmhouse, Manor Townsh;p

Pennsylvania Barn, Threshing Floor

ek \ / \ / Example of the threshing floor plan of a typi-
Y T ; cal Pennsylvania Barn. Note the granary and

hay mows separated by threshing bays. The
floorplan of the lower, or stable, level would
vary based on the barn's function.

Forebay—4— 1 O 1 Granary
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Figure 2.2 THE 1805 JACOB MILLER HOUSE, LANCASTER TOWNSHIP
Source: 1848 painting by Arthur Armstrong, courtesy Mr. Gerald Lestz
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Figure 2.3  VIEWS OF LANCASTER COUNTY'S AGRICULTURAL LANDSCAPE, 1853-1875

1853
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GENKRAL AVPEZARANCE OF A LANCASTER COUNTY FARM,

"GENERAL APPEARANCE OF A LANCASTER COUNTY FARM"

Source: Eli Bowen, The Pictorial Sketchbook of Pennsylvania, 1853..

1875

"FARM AND SUMMER RESIDENCE OF W. L. PEIPER ESQ."

Source: Everts & Stewant, Atlas of Lancaster County, 1875, p. 29.
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Figure 2.4  VIEWS OF LANCASTER COUNTY'S AGRICULTURAL LANDSCAPE, 1853-1875

1875

2o
"RESIDENCE, MILL AND FARM PROPERTY OF JNO. SNYDER"

Source: Everts & Stewart, Atlas of Lancaster County, 1875, p. 19.

W Fret LA g bl T @

"THE LATE RESIDENCE OF HENRY K. STONER, DECEASED"

Source: Everts & Stewart, Atlas of Lancaster County, 1875, p. 9.
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The farming related resources of Lancaster County, Pennsylvania, as defined by the property type ‘“The
Farm,” are significant in the area of agriculture under Criterion A because they illustrate the nationally sig-
nificant agricultural history of Lancaster County, traditionally referred to as “the Garden Spot of America.”
They are also significant under Criterion C for their representation of the broad pattern of evolving archi-
tectural styles and technologies found on Lancaster Couhty farms from the early eighteenth century
through the twentieth century. Farming, farmland, and farm buildings have been, and continue to be, the
principal character-defining elements of Lancaster County.

Historical Significance

Between 1710 and 1945, agriculture in Lancaster County dominated the local culture and economy as it
developed from a primarily subsistence activity to a commercial one. By the late eighteenth century, the
county was the top agricultural producer in Pennsylvania, then known as "the bread basket of the colo-
nies" for its superior wheat production. As its prominence in wheat growing yielded to farms further west,
Lancaster County farmers turned to tobacco and cattle and the county retained its leadership in total agri-
cultural production, topping all agricultural censuses from 1850-1900. It was not until the early twentieth
century that the county's dominance was challenged and eventually overtaken by irrigated counties in Cal-
ifornia. Yet, Lancaster County remains a place whose character is largely defined by farming and that con-
tinues to leads the nation in many statistical categories of farm outp‘ut.

Thomas W. Kemp summarized the role of agriculture in the county's history in H. M. J. Klein's 1924 Lan-
caster County Pennsylvania: A History:

So closely is agriculture woven into the history of Lancaster county that every phase of
development has for its basis the unfolding and strengthening of agricultural evolution. The
history of every township, every borough-and of Lancaster city is part and parcel of the
agricultural history of the county as a whole. The county was founded upon agriculture and
to-day it is the determining factor in every progressive step of its history. From the standpoint
of agricultural wealth Lancaster county to-day produces more than any single area of equal
size in the United States. It is the sustaining force that gives to the industries of the county
their peculiar advantage over the industries of other localities.'

The cultural influences that shaped Lancaster County and contributed to its leadership in agriculture add
to the overall significance of its agricultural history. The Pennsylvania Germans, English, French, Welsh,
Scotch-Irish, and others contributed to the diversity of the county's character. The county's plain sect pop-
ulation is an essential element of its cultural composition and the historical and continued presence of sub-
stantial Old Order Amish, Mennonite, and other plain sects is recognized nationally as the very symbol of
the community.
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Mennonite and Amish were among the County’s earliest settlers and have historically made a significant
contribution to its agricultural history. Within each plain sect, subgroups vary in terms of orthodoxy. The
Mennonites developed culturally into two rather distinct groupings: the Progressive Mennonites no longer
wear plain dress and "have largely assimilated into the mainstream culture” and the Old Order Mennonites
who continue to wear plain dress. Members of different groups of Old Order Mennonites use different
modes of transportation: the more conservative continue to utilize horses and buggies and the less con-
" servative drive automobiles (typically black automobiles with all chrome and accents painted out; mem-
bers of which are referred to as "black bumper Mennonites”). Each of these groups have a degree of di-
versity in terms of their religious, cultural, and social beliefs, but all are generally linked by their
prioritization of community and family over individual interests. Material wealth is not considered to be de-
sirable and ornamentation is often considered an outward sign of material wealth.

This rich agricultural history and its associated cultural associations are represented by the property type
“The Farm.” The farm consists of cultivated land, buildings related to the processing and storage of crops,
and buildings and land uses associated with the farm family. Specific periods in Lancaster County's agri-
cultural history can be reflected by certain farms and farm features. Typically, due to their evolutionary na-
ture, the farm illustrates the changing market conditions and technological advances that have occurred
over several generations.

Architectural Significance

Under Criterion C, the architectural development of the context “Agriculture in Lancaster County 1710-
1945" is illustrated by the buildings and structures exhibiting the characteristics of a style, period, construc-
tion method, or vernacular tradition common to Lancaster County farms. In assessing the significance of
individual resources, they can be comparatively reviewed according to type, function, period, construction
technology, materials, form, and regional variation. They can also be evaluated in terms of the presence or
absence of structural or stylistic evolution. Three major studies have analyzed the architectural develop-
ment of Lancaster County and regional tarming resources and were consulted for this nomination: Dr.
Robert F. Ensminger, The Pennsyivania Barn, published by Johns Hopkins Press in 1992: Dr. Joseph W.
Glass, The Pennsylvania Culture Region: A View from the Barn, published by UMI Research Press in
1986; and Amos Long, The Pennsylvania German Family Farm, published by The Pennsylvania German
Society in 1972.

Regional differences were identified in the Lancaster County Historic Resource Survey and were largely
based on traditional cultural and development patterns that occurred. The areas settled by the county's
German, Welsh, and others can still be identified by studying the built environment. Stylistic differences
between the farmhouses and barns of Germanic and English settlers are recognizable. Likewise, evidence
of changing cultural patterns can be seen, such as in the case of the abandoned Quaker meeting houses



NPS Form 10-900a OMB Acprovas No. 1024-016
(8-88) :

United States Departmerit of the Interior ) Final Version: 31 May 1904
National Park Service Page #69
National Register of Historic Places

Continuation Sheet

Section number _F-3 Page _3 _ Historic Farming Resources of Lancaster County

mentioned by Fletcher or, more extensively, through the adaptation of farms by Amish farmers. In addition,
natural features of the land influenced building construction. Log houses are still common, although rarely

. visible beneath layers of more recent construction, and reflect the abundance of timber found by early set-
tlers. Limestone farmhouses, barns, and outbuildings are found within the limestone plain. Sandstone and
brownstone construction is common along the northern tier of the county. Bank houses are common in
many areas of the county and respond to site conditions to meet functional requirements.

~Stylistically, farm buildings in Lancaster County tend to be relatively conservative, although high style ex-
amples remain of all major architectural styles except the Greek Revival. All farm buildings, both high style
and vernacular, reflect high quality craftsmanship and construction detail. ‘Many buildings show evidence
of one or more stylistic or cultural influences. For example, many Georgian.and Federal style farmhouses
retain Germanic features. This cross acceptance of influences was in part responsible for the development
of the vernacular Pennsylvania style farmhouse that began to appear in the early nineteenth century and
to which details of later stylistic periods were applied. Likewise, the Pennsylvania barn, so much a symbol
of the Pennsylvania Dutch region, represents an adaption of earlier forms and the acceptance of new
technologies.

The cultural traditions of the county's plain sect farmers are evidenced in the built environment. The impor-
tance of family is evidenced by the construction of additions, including the "Dawdy Haus"; the practicality
of low maintenance and the restraint of ornament gives rise to the use of synthetic siding materials and re-
placement windows; in Amish houses, where religious meetings are held, interior floorplans are open and
often front porches are enclosed to provide additional gathering space; and other structures are often add-
ed to farmsteads to accommodate differing technologies and operations from non-plain sect farms, for ex-
-ample windmills remain common since connection to outside sources of power are not permitted.

Itis precisely this melding of cultural, stylistic, and technological influences and their adaptation to chang-
es that has defined the distinctive character of Lancaster County. In many respects the county's built envi-
ronment reflects the embodiment of the American ideal: a place where different cultures met, adapted to
one another, and forged a community, based on the toil of the common man rather than a reflection of its
social elite. For these reasons, the commonplace, the vernacular aspects of Lancaster County's architec-
ture are particularly significant.

This continued adaptation to changing technologies and market conditions is also a major character defin-
ing aspect of Lancaster County farms. In assessing integrity, it is essential that consideration be given to
the significance of the continuing viability of the farm and its ability to adapt to future changes. The farm-
stead must be evaluated as a vital and changing complex and the significance of individual components
must be assessed for their contribution to the whole. Where individual farm buildings have lost the context
of their associated farmland or farm complexes, or are no longer in a farming related use, this aspect of vi-
ability is not a consideration for judging integrity.
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Period of Significance.

The period of significance, 1710 to 1945, encompasses all major phases in the agricultural history of Lan-
caster County from the period of its first permanent European settlement to the end of World War Two.
The end of World War Two marks a significant turning point due to the increased subdivision and develop-

..ment of farmland for housing and industrial use. 1945 therefore reflects the ending point of the historic pe-
riod of the county’s agricultural development as defined in this nomination.

'H. M. J. Klein, Lancaster County Pennsylvania: A History (New York: Lewis Historical Publishing Co.,
1924), p. 658.
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The nominated resources must be located within the present geographic boundaries of Lancaster County,
and have been associated with the processing and technology of cultivating soil, producing crops, and
raising livestock and plants during the period 1710 to 1945. Resources should include domestic and/or
farm characteristics described in the section F-2 of this nomination.

In assessing the significance of individual resources within the property type “the farm," as identified in this
nomination, Criterion A and C are interdependent. Farming use is a major character-defining element of
this property type. Resources having lost the context of their farming activity or surroundings, can be con-
sidered significant within the property type only if they possess architectural significance under Criterion C
and retain excellent integrity of design, are particularly noteworthy or rare examples of a particular building
type or style, or provide good illustration of one or more aspects of Lancaster County farming.

Variations within the property type “the farm," including "Plain Sect Farms and Farming Resources Having
Lost Their Agricultural Context," have special requirements for review. Plain sect farms typically exhibit
features not commonly consistent with evaluations of design integrity for other styles of American architec-
ture. These generally include the successive construction of additions, including the Dawdy Haus, the ex-
tensive use of synthetic siding, the infill of porches, and other variations. To be eligible under this nomina-
tions under Criterion C, such resources should exhibit these culture-based architectural characteristics.
"Pure plain sect farms," as defined by this nomination should also have significance under Criterion A, typ-
ically representing sustained Plain sect ownership over several generations. "Altered Plain sect farms,"
also as defined by this nomination may be evaluated under Criterion C only if they retain integrity to the
original design of the resource as adapted by the introduction of traditional Plain sect architectural fea-
tures.

In assessing the significance of "farming related resources having lost their agricultural context®, integrity
of design will be an important factor, as will the relative significance of the resource in relation to others of
its style, period, construction method, or vernacular tradition.

The remainder of this section has been adapted from the “Farms in Berks County, PA" multiple property
nomination to the National Register of Historic Places by permission of the Berks County Conservancy.

Criterion A
Area of Significance: Agriculture
To be eligible for registration under Criterion A, a property must have originally, or throughout much of its

history, been associated with the processing and technology of cultivating soil, producing crops, and rais-
ing livestock and/or plants. It must include both the land and buildings where these agricultural processes
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ing livestock and/or plants. It must include both the land and buildings where these agricultural processes
have taken place. The land must retain characteristics that provide evidence of its use in the production of

- crops or livestock, although past and current agricultural uses and methods may have changed. The agri-
cultural buildings must include characteristics associated with the production and storage of crops, live-
stock, and farm buildings. The domestic buildings must display characteristics associated with farm life
and the common household chores during the period of significance of the property.

“ Area of Significance: Ethnic Heritage

To be eligible for registration under Criterion A, a property must have originally, or throughout pah of its
history, been operated as a farm by a member of one of Lancaster County's plain religious sects. The
most recognized of these sects are the Old Order Amish and Old Order Mennonites, yet there are a varie-
ty of others, including the River Brethren, whose membership continues to wear plain dress or have a heri-
tage of plain dress.’ '

Criterion C
Areas of Significance: Architecture

To be eligible for nomination Under Criterion C, the property must include a building or buildings that rep-
resent the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction relating to the historic con-
text "Agriculture in Lancaster County 1710-1945." In particular, farmhouses may represent the characteris-
tics of an architectural style or type of vernacular architecture popular in Lancaster County or in
Pennsylvania during a given period. A barn may exhibit characteristics of the construction methods and
building type that illustrate its place in the evolution of the Pennsylvania barn, as described in this nomina-
tion. An outbuilding may exhibit characteristics in which its form was fitted to the function for which it was
built and or to which it was converted during the period of significance. Under Criterion C, a Farm may in-
clude a complex of farming related buildings, some or all of which are contributing resdurces, or an individ-
ual building, where it is the only surviving element of a previously existing historic farm complex.

Integrity
Location: The significant buildings and landscape features of the property must retain this historic location.
Design: The layout of buildings and of the surrounding lands should exhibit an organizational pattern that

is characteristic of the agricultural use of the property. The orientation of farmstead groupings, for in-
stance, is an expression of design that can be analyzed and compared to other farm properties in the re-
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gion. The human decisions in land use and construction of enclosures, connecting roads or lanes, size
and shape of fields, location and composition of woodlots or orchards are all indicative of a design that fits
the particular property and its owner's wishes, and that exhibits common, yet distinctive, features when
compared with other properties. It should be specifically recognized that Lancaster County farms are evo-
lutionary, and that the design of individual elements often éhanges to reflect changing technological and
market conditions. In addition, where resources have lost their integrity of setting, they should retain a high
degree of integrity of design.

Setting: The physical environment within and surrounding a property provides its own unique setting. With-
in Lancaster County there are many types of settings, depending upon the topography, soils, watérways.
transportation routes, adjacent land uses, proximity to urban or developed areas, etc. The setting is one of
the most important aspects of integrity in evaluating a farm for its National Register eligibility. To be eligi-
ble for the National Register, a farm should retain its farmland or open space setting. In instances where a
resource’s setting has been lost or compromised by urban development, nomination will réquire that the
resource possess high levels of integrity of location, design, materials, workmanship, feeling, and associa-
tion.

Materials: A property must exhibit integrity of materials in the construction of the buildings and structures.
Cases of alteration or additions should be evaluated as to the impact on the ability to identify the original
materials used. When evaluating plain sect farms, the cultural rationale for alteration and use of synthetic
materials should be considered when assessing integrity of materials.

Workmanship: Integrity of workmanship should be evident on a farm property. It should illustrate the
soundness and durability of construction methods and materials, and the aesthetic or folk qualities that
typify the heritage of.the region or the craftsmanship of the individual builder.

Feeling: Integrity of feeling gives a property its sense of time and place. Each farm should evoke its own
feeling - its connection with the past, and its place in the overall history of the area.

Association: A property should have integrity of association, the relationship between the place and its
chain of owners and its community. Some properties may reflect their ethnic heritage of the settlement pe-
riod, their regional character or their association with an industry or an institution. Among the special quali-
ties adding to a property's integrity of association in Lancaster County are continued agricultural use
throughout the period of significance, ownership of farms either historically or recently by plain sect farm-
ers, and the ownership of farms by many generations of the same family.
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'Donald Kraybill, The Riddle of Amish Culture (Baltimonj_e__, MD: The Johns Hopkins University Press,
1989), pp. 12-13. ' _
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This nomination was developed as part of an integrated survey and nomination project designed to ex-
pand and supplement the existing base of data documenting the historic resources of Lancaster County, -
Pennsylvania. The project is a key component of the Lancaster County Rural Preservation Project of the
Historic Preservation Trust of Lancaster County and has resulted in four basic products: 1) a comprehen-
sive reconnaissance level inventory of rural historic resources in Lancaster County; 2) an intensive survey
of twenty-five historic farming related resources; 3) a National Register of Historic Places Multiple Property
Documentation Form for “The Historic Farming Resources of Lancaster County”; and 4) individual National
“Register nominations for six representative farms based upon the Multiple Property Documentation Form.
The project was funded through the Community Development Block Grant program of the Lancaster
County Housing and Redevelopment Authorities; the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Comm‘ission,
Bureau for Historic Preservation (BHP), Survey and Planning Grant program; corporate support from Arm-
strong World Industries, The Building Industry Association of Lancaster, and the Lancaster County Devel-
opers’ Association; as well as donated matching services by the Lancaster County Planning Commission
and the Historic Preservation Trust of Lancaster County. '

Survey Data Complled Prior to 1992

Maintained by the Historic Preservation Trust as a community planning tool, the Lancaster County Com-
prehensive Historic Sites Survey is a base of photographic and written data documenting historically signif-
icant buildings, structures, and sites in Lancaster County. Between 1978 and 1985, the Trust completed its
first major survey of historic sites, which was later published as Our Present Past. That survey was intend-
ed to select “representative buildings and/or sites...for detailed, in depth study.” From the sampling devel-
 oped for that publication, predictions could be made regarding sites in the county as a whole. While the
1978-1985 survey was comprehensive in that it identified resources throughout the county, it did not result
in field inspection of-all areas of the county. Rather than driving every road in the county and evaluating
each property, the survey was compiled from an earlier publication called Lancaster's Heritage, contacts
with other historical organizations, and primary research. The result was that only a portion of the county's
significant historic resources were identified.

Recognizing the need for the completion of a detailed inventory, the Historic Preservation Trust developed
revised methodology and conducted a trial project, a re-survey of Manheim Township, in 1990 and early
1991. The survey more than doubled the number of sites identified as potentially eligible for individual list-
ing on the National Register. In addition, although not otherwise eligible for the National Register, more
than four hundred properties were identified as having significance to the local community. More than six
hundred seventy-five resources were added to the sixty-eight sites previously surveyed in the township.
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Tobacco Buildings In Lancaster City, 1990

In 1990, the Historic Preservation Trust of Lancaster County completed a multiple property nomination to
the National Register for “Tobacco Buildings in Lancaster City.” Gloria O. Becker, Ph.D., Director of Pres-
ervation for the Trust was the principal researcher and author for the project, which was partially funded by
the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission, Bureau for Historic Preservation (BHP), Survey
and Planning Grant program. While concentrated on the City of Lancaster itself, the nomination and back-

“ground research for the project included considerable information on the historical development and signif-
icance of the County's tobacco history. The majority of the information regarding this aspect of Lancaster
County's agricultural history has been taken directly from the "Tobacco Build‘ings in Lancaster City" nomi-
nation.

Reconnaissance Level Inventory, 1992

The Reconnaissance Level Inventory of the rural areas of the county was conducted as an initial phase of
this project in order to provide a more comprehensive base of data regarding the nature and location of
both farming and non-farming-related resources in the rurai areas of the county. The reconnaissance level
survey methodology developed by the Trust in 1990 for the Manheim Township survey was utilized. All
buildings and structures existing in the survey areas that were built prior to 1945 and that had not been
substantially altered were documented.’ For each site, a "Reconnaissance Field Survey Form" was com-
pleted, the resource was mapped on U.S.G.S. topographic maps, and a photograph(s) were taken.

Phase | was intended to include all rural areas of the county and to incorporate forty of Lancaster County's
forty-one townships (the forty-first being the already completed Manheim Township). Due to the extensive
number of resources. encountered (more than seven thousand) only twenty-eight townships were complet-
ed during fieldwork, which occurred between 1 May and 31 December 1992. While incomplete, the addi-
tional survey data, coupled with the pre-1992 survey, provided a representative sampling from which to
draw conclusions for this nomination. All sites have been entered into the Lancaster County Planning
Commission's computerized Geographic Information System in order to utilize the survey data as a com-
munity planning tool.

The reconnaissance survey results for West Hempfield Township were submitted to the Pennsylvania His-
torical and Museum Commission as a representative example of the types of resources identified. A modi-
fied Pennsylvania Historic Resource Survey Form Photo/Site Plan Sheet containing additional survey in-
formation and a photograph was prepared for each of these sites.
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Intensive Survey and Nomination

From the reconnaissance level inventory data and the survey records already on file, the Historic Preser-
vation Trust identified farming related resources that warranted further evaluation for National Register eli-
gibility. A representative sampling of twenty-five sites were selected for intensive level survey utilizing cri-
teria developed to illustrate a wide spectrum of resource variations. For this selection process, a Technical
Advisory Committee comprised of individuals knowledgeable about regional agricultural and architectural

“history was assembled. Concurrent with the final two months of the inventory process, background archi-
val research was gathered for the nomination.

Lancaster County is unique for its abundance of continuously operated historic farms. Such farms have
continued as viable economic enterprises because they adapted to technological advances and changing
market conditions. The county is fortunate that structures dating from the eighteenth century through the
twentieth century continue to be used for their original purposes. Yet the landscape is also bécoming more
suburban and many farm sites have been compromised due to development. Therefore, the. twenty-five
sites were chosen to represent the full diversity of Lancaster County's farming heritage, which is not repre-
sented by pristine museum pieces but rather typical working examples of evolving farmsteads.

Farming has been a mainstay of Lancaster County since the area's founding. It continues to thrive in most
parts of the county. Therefore, the sites selected for the intensive level survey were chosen to represent
various periods of the agricultural history of the county. In addition, the sites were chosen to include repre-
sentation from the various ethnic and cultural groups that founded and currently farm Lancaster County.
Plain sect farms add a unique cultural dimension to the county, as do those of the Pennsylvania Germans,
as well as English examples. Sites were also selected to reflect the historic patterns of diversified farming
activity in the county. ~

Farms retaining a high level of physical integrity were chosen to illustrate various aspects of the county's
agricultural history. Yet, because of its historic ability to adapt to change, the farming community survives
today. Sites were chosen that illustrate the evolution of farming and architectural styles that have effected
the Lancaster County farm. With the increasing suburbanization of Lancaster County, many farming relat-
ed resources have lost the context of their associated farmland, and in some cases even their associated
farm complexes, yet are significant vestiges of the historic importance of farming in these areas. The sur-
vey examined examples of such sites, the reasons why they are no longer in farming use, and the contri-
bution they continue to make as indicators of the county’s broad historic pattern of farming.

Pennsylvania Historic Resource Forms were completed for each site and submitted to the Pennsyivania
Historical and Museum Commission (PHMC) for review. Upon acceptance by the PHMC, six representa-
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tive sites were selected by the Historic Preservation Trust and National Register nominations were pre-
pared for them based on this Muitiple Property Documentation Form.

The Multiple Property Documentation Form was developed based on the results of all eras of survey work
completed by the Historic Preservation Trust and utilized both existing research and extensive primary and
secondary sources. A similar nomination prepared for Berks County in 1991 was used as a model to
which local architectural variations and history were applied. The following sources were used extensively:

“Robert F. Ensminger, The Pennsylvania Barn, Joseph W. Glass, The Pennsylvania Culture Region: A
View from the Barn, and Amos Long, The Pennsylvania German Family Farm.

Analysis of Survey Data Relating to Farming Resources
in the Lancaster County Historic Site Survey

The majority of rural sites recorded in the Lancaster County Historic Sites Survey, excluding those within
rural villages, are farm related. Prior to the beginning of the 1992 Reconnaissance Level Survey, the Sur-
vey had recorded 4,644 sites in the rural areas of the county. Approximately 7,830 sites were added to
these areas in 1992. None of pre-1992 sites were computerized, making quantitative arialysis difficult.
Computer data entry and analysis of the 1992 survey is not yet complete. However as part of this project,
West Hempfield Township was selected as a representative sample for analysis. In addition, typed index-
es of the original survey were consulted. :

There are 418 sites recorded in West Hempfield Township:
» 331 Farm related resources
110 Farmhouses only
83 Farmsteads

130 Working farms
Barns
Family graveyards
Smokehouse
Tenant house
* 87 Non-farm related resources, including 1 mill and one tobacco warehouse

L 7 B O )

An index card system for the pre-1992 survey records arranges them by "Original Use”. While evidence
suggests the section labelled “Farms and Farmsteads” is incomplete, the majority of rural sites are found
in this category. Of the remaining sites approximately one hundred twenty-five are barns. Agriculture relat-
ed buildings represented include approximately fifty mills, rural schools, lime kilns, and a grange hall.
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As part of the development of this Multiple Property Documentation Form, twenty-five sites were intensive-
ly surveyed. From these, six sites were chosen and a National Register of Historic Places Registration
Form was prepared for each. These survey cards and nominations provide a substantial body of back-
ground data for this multiple property documentation form. The following is a summary of these sites:

The six sites for which National Register of Historic Places Registration Forms were completed were:

1) Windom Mill Farm, Manor Township, Site #071-35-001: The resources that comprise this site il-
lustrate a wide array of agricultural activities - farming, commerce, and manufacturing - important
to Lancaster County from the settiement period to the present. The buildings illustrate architecture
typical to rural Lancaster County. That is, they exemplify the trend of the latter half of the eight-
eenth century whereby Germanic and English stylistic influences were mixed to bring about a re-
strained, rural vernacular style. This handsome complex evolved from a farm, to a mill, to a small
cross-roads community complete with a post office. Windom Mill Farm continues to operate as a
tarm within an agricultural setting.

2) Shreiner Farm, Manheim Township, Site #071-34-0015: The Shreiner family farm is'an early nine-
teenth-century agricultural complex on the north side of Oregon Pike, southwest of the village of
Oregon in Manheim Township. The irregularly shaped 51.5 acre parcel is located within an area in
transition between agricultural use and intensive suburban development. A farmstead, consisting
ot seven structures, a stone farmhouse, stone Pennsylvania bank barn, frame tobacco barn, frame
and stone summer kitchen, and three frame sheds, is located toward the southwest corner of the
tarm along Oregon Pike. The farm buildings are sited on a working farm that has been owned by a
single family since an original land grant from William Penn to Hans Adam Schryner in 1743. It has
evolved to meet the changing needs of agricultural business, while still retaining its rural feel and
fine stock of period buildings. The farm has received both the Century Farm and Bicentennial Farm
designations.

3) Habecker Farm, East Hempfield Township, Site #071-19-0088: The Habecker Farm is a 90.4 acre
parcel located in a low stream valley at the northwest corner of the intersection of US Route 30 and
Rohrerstown Road. As it presently exists, the farmstead includes a brick farmhouse, a frame Penn-
sylvania bank barn, a brick tenant house, two frame tobacco barns, a summer kitchen, a garage, a
pigsty, a milkhouse, a creamery, a springhouse, and an aircraft hangar, all of which are oriented
around Spring Valley Road. The farm is part of a 230 acre tract acquired by Abraham Brubaker in
1793 and on which he began to construct a permanent farmstead in 1797. Since 1853, the farm
has been owned by the Habecker family and all of the existing buildings date from their period of
occupancy. Although surrounded by commercial and residential development, the now ninety acre
site remains under cultivation as a working farm and represents a typical mid nineteenth-century
Lancaster County farm complex.
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4) Christian and Emma Herr Farm, West Lampeter Township, Site #071-60-0022: The Christian
and Emma Herr Farm is representative of a typical Lancaster County agricultural complex with ar-
chitectural elements dating from the eighteenth century through the present. The farm has been
under the ownership of one family since it was created. The farmstead includes a farmhouse, barn,
tenant house, tobacco barn, shed, garage, and cow barn all grouped near the road along a farm
lane. The house and tenant house are sited perpendicular to the road, facing one another, and are
the closest buildings to it. Remaining outbuildings are are located between the houses and the
barn, which is located furthest from the road. '

S) David Davis Farm, Earl Township, Site #071-14-0020 & #071-14-0044: The David Davis Farm,
which was originated by Welsh settler David Davis circa 1730, is an excellent example of the evo-
lutionary nature of many Lancaster County farms through several generations of ownership by dif-
tering cultural groups. While it continues to reflect some of its early Welsh characteristics, and
therefore evidences the eighteenth-century Welsh settlement in this portion of the county, it also
exhibits the influences of subsequent generations of Amish and Mennonite farmers. The.largely in-
tact farmstead, consisting of a farmhouse, bank barn, springhouse, tobacco barns, sheds, and a
tamily cemetery, includes resources dating from circa 1750 through the early twentieth century.

6) Bausman Farmstead, Lancaster Township, Site #071-29-0004 & #071-29-0019 The Bausman
Farmstead is an example of the “farming resources having lost their agricultural context" variation
of the property type "the farm.” The farmstead consists of a brick dwelling, brick end barn, and
stone still house, located on a 4.8 acre tract on the south side of Millersville Pike, and a later brick
mansion house, set on a separate 1.2 acre tract on the north side of Millersville Pike. Although the
remainder of the original 317 acre farm has been sold and is now covered by dense twentieth-
century residential development, the remaining structures continue to reflect the eighteenth and
nineteenth-century development of the farm complex. As such, it is significant for its relationship to
Lancaster County agriculture, the county's principal character defining historic economic activity
from the eighteenth century to the present. |

The remaining sites that were intensively surveyed include:

7) Michael Schindel House, Manor Township, Site #071-35-0095: The Michael Schindel house, built
in 1816, is a fine example of a vernacular Federal style Lancaster County farmhouse with German-
ic details and of the evolution of the Pennsylvania style farmhouse. No longer part of a working
tarm, the house, a summer kitchen, and a smokehouse are surrounded by residential development
and the complex is representative of the “tarming resources having lost their agricultural context"
variation of the property type “the farm."
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8) Hostetter Farm, Lancaster Township, Site #071-29-0056: The Hostetter Farm is a working farm
complex that includes a 1745 Germanic style stone farmhouse. The site is representative of a typi--
cal Lancaster County farm and exhibits evidence of all periods of its evolution since the mid eight-
eenth century.

_8) Benjamin Herr Farm, W. Lampeter Township, Site #071-60-0071: The Benjamin Herr House is an
example of the early twentieth-century conversion of many Lancaster County farms for use as
country or suburban estates. Built for Herr in 1844, the house was remodeled by a wealthy New
Jersey businessman in 1931.

10) Shenk Farm - Amos H. Martin Farm, Manor Township, Site #071-35-0204: The Shenk Farm rep-
resents an early twentieth-century farm complex that was later acquired for use by a gentleman
farmer and subsequently became a suburban residence. The complex retains a barn, chicken
house, and cabin. '

11) Martin Barr Farm, Strasburg Township, Site #071-52-0014: The Martin Barr Farm retains an archi-
tecturally significant early eighteenth-century stone farmhouse within a working farm complex that
includes a stone end bank barn, a tobacco barn, a lime kiln, and other outbuildings.

12) Engle Farm, Conoy Township, Site #071-11-0090: The Engle Farm is a working farm that retains
a Federal style farmhouse, frame barn, and other outbuildings.

13) Rohrer's Farm and Mill, Paradise Township, Site #071-43-0027: The Rohrer's Farm and Mill com-
plex retains two farmhouses, a working mill, barns, ice houses, and other outbuildings. The site re-
tains evidence of a well established nineteenth and early twentieth-century ice business that uti-
lized the existing mill ponds and ice houses. In addition, the water powered mill continues to
operate with much of its original mid-nineteenth-century equipment intact.

14) Stauffer-Breaker Lane Farm, East Earl Township, Site #71-18-0064 & #71-18-0066: The Stauf-
ter-Breaker Lane Farm is a working farm that retains an evolutionary complex of buildings.

13) Stoner Farm, W. Lampeter Township, Site #071-60-0035: The Stoner Farm is no longer a working
farm, but it retains an intact farmstead including a mid nineteenth-century farmhouse, a large frame
bank barn, and other outbuildings.

16) Kirk-Halnes Farm, Little Britain Township, Site #071-32-0027: The Kirk-Haines Farm retains a rel-
atively rare Quaker farmhouse dating from circa 1820. The farm is a working one, with the land
leased by its owner to an Amish farmer.
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17) Erlsman/Snyder Farm, East Donegal Township, Site #071-16-0002: The Erisman-Snyder Farm is
located within a traditionally Scotch-Irish section of the county and remains a working farm. The
complex includes a stone and brick Federal style farmhouse, an "English” barn, and other outbuild-
ings.

18) Schneder Farm, Brecknock Township, Site #071-4-0012: The Schneder Farm remains a working
farm although its exceptional Federal style farmhouse has been subdivided as a separate resi-
dence. ' ‘

19) Coble Farm, W. Donegal Township, Site #071-57-0009: The Coble farm is a working farm that re-
tains an architecturally significant circa 1800 farmhouse, a large and well detailed stone barn barn,
and other farm buildings.

20) Barclay Farm, Fulton Township, Site #071-27-0009: The Barclay Farm includes a stone and brick
farmhouse illustrating the transition between Georgian and Federal styles in Lancaster County.
The complex retains only one other historic building, a springhouse, with remaining buildings being
of recent construction. The site is historically related to the adjacent Ballance Meeting House and
the early Quaker history of this area of Lancaster County.

21) Risser Farm, Mount Joy Township, Site #071-40-0005: The Risser Farm is representative of a typ-
ical eighteenth-century farm that has remained in the ownership of a single family since it acquisi-
tion from William Penn. The farm is a working one and its buildings include an 1811 stone farm-
house, a stone and frame bank barn, a summer kitchen, and a large complex of related ancillary
buildings.

22) Pleasant Acres Farm, Rapho Township, Site #071-48-0291: Pleasant Acres Farm, as it is now
known, is a working farm that includes a vernacular early nineteenth-century frame and log farm-
house with a complex of frame barns and outbuildings.

23) Brackblll Farm, Paradise Township, Site #071-43-0024: The Brackbill farm is representative of an
eighteenth-century Pennsylvania German farm complex that has in recent years been acquired
and remodeled by Amish farmers. The house retains much of its original character, yet exhibits al-
terations common to many Amish farms, including the enclosure of a porch, the addition of a daw-
dy haus, and certain interior plan changes.

24) Keneagy Farm, Paradise Township, Site #071-43-0070: The Keneagy Farm is also representative
of a non-Amish farm that has been acquired and altered to meet the needs of an Amish farm fami-
ly. The nineteenth-century farmhouse has been altered by extensive additions. Like the Brackbill
farm, the complex retains a highly significant barn; in this case a relatively rare triple deck barn.
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25) Stoltzfus Farm, Leacock Township, Site #071-30-0038: The Stoltzfus Farm is historically signifi-
cant as an example of a typical Lancaster County Amish farm. The farm has been under Amish
ownership since 1825 and its late nineteenth to early-twentieth-century buildings reflect many of
the architectural characteristics of the county's Amish character-defining population.

General Information

“The project was completed between 1 January 1992 and 30 June 1993. Project personnel included David
B. Schneider, Executive Director of the Historic Preservation Trust, who served as the Project Director, au-
thor of the Multiple Property Documentation Form, and co-author of the six nominations. Heidi Pawidwski,
Rural Preservation Specialist for the Trust, completed most of the fieldwork for the reconnaissance level
inventory and intensive level survey. She was also primarily responsible for research for the six individual
nominations and co-authored them. Edwin Shock, a volunteer intern, assisted with research relating to the
national context of Lancaster County farming. Nancy J. Haubert provided clerical assistance throughout
the project.

Members of the Advisory Committee Technical Advisory Committee were: Ivan Glick, a local author and
authority on agricultural history, barns, and Pennsylvania German architecture; Gary Baer, an authority on
local architecture and construction; Christian Earl Eaby, a local attorney; Joseph Glass, retired Professor
of Geography at Millersville University and author of The Pennsylvania Culture Region; Clarke E. Hess, an
authority on Pennsylvania German and Mennonite art, history, and architecture; James Kurtz, a local his-
torian and cultural resource planner for the Lancaster County Planning Commission; and Alan Musselman,
-Executive Director of the Lancaster Farmland Trust. In addition, the draft Multiple Property Documentation
Form was reviewed by Prof. David Schuyler, of the American Studies program at Franklin & Marshall Col-
lege; Steve Miller, of the Landis Valley Museum; and Thomas Daniels, of the Lancaster County Agricultu-
ral Preserve Board.

Notes for Section G

'Due to the cultural significance of plain sect farms, many of which have been substantially altered, this
requirement was loosely applied to these resources. A
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Bureau for Historic Preservation
Guidelines for Comprehensive Surveys

This document is intended to provide guidance for preparers of comprehensive surveys.
Surveyors of large project areas for Environmental Review compliance should also refer to the
guidelines provided by the Advisory Council for Historic Preservation

(http:/ /www.achp.gov/work106.html).

All grant-funded surveys must use the Bureau for Historic Preservation (BHP) CRGIS database
and comply with BHP survey standards. All grant-funded survey material must be useful to the
BHP in order to carry out its responsibilities under the National Historic Preservation Act of
1966 as amended. All surveys supported by state or federal funding must be conducted by
surveyors who meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards
for Archaeology and Historic Preservation (http://www.nps.gov/history/local-
law/arch_stnds_9.htm).

BHP will not accept comprehensive survey information unless it conforms to BHP filing,
database, and GIS conventions. Use only BHP-approved Historic Resource Forms. Contact
BHP for further details.

When planning a survey, consult the National Register Bulletin Guidelines for Local
Surveys: a Basis for Preservation Planning for detailed information
(http://www.nps.gov/history/nr/publications/bulletins/nrb24/nrb24.pdf). For other
guidance on survey consult BHP as needed.

Work Products provided to BHP:
= printed Historic Resource Forms (unbound)
= Original of all USGS maps and GIS coverage
= Original of all photography (if using conventional film photography)
= Survey Report (one copy)
= Printed Inventory
= CD/DVDs with all survey materials: reports, mapping, photography and other
images, database

Requirements
Historic Resource Forms & Inventory
= BHP will provide a portable database application with existing records and a data entry
form. BHP will provide training and instructions for using the database. Prepare an
entry for each property surveyed and complete all the required fields. The database
permits mapping, text, and photography to be linked to the survey data electronically and
printed on a single form.
= For properties already recorded in the BHP files, include the BHP Key Number on the
Historic Resouce Form and in the inventory.
BHP Guidelines for Comprehensive Survey 5



= Provide the tax parcel and street address for each property. Always enter the full tax
parcel numbers exactly as they appear in municipal records; do not abbreviate, truncate,
or otherwise alter tax parcel numbers.

=  Cross index all Survey material.

Maps

Map all properties on USGS 7.5 minute series maps

Provide a master USGS map or maps with the survey area and all surveyed
properties marked.

Use the Key Number, tax parcel, or Survey Code to identify properties ad cross
reference them to Historic Resource Forms and other materials.

To the printed Historic Resource Form for each property attach a copy of the
USGS map with the property location marked.

The BHP portable database application permits maps to be linked to the record
when printed.

GIS mapping based on local tax coverage

Photographs

BHP must approve the tax parcel coverage; contact BHP before beginning.
Provide a base map in paper form showing the location of all surveyed resources.
Key the individual properties to the GIS map using the Key Number, tax parcel
number, or other identifier used for all parts of the record.

To each copy of the Historic Resource Form attach a copy of the pertinent section
of the GIS map with the property location marked

The BHP portable database application permits maps to be linked to the record
when printed.

All photos must meet National Park Service standards for conventionally processed or digital
images. Full National Park Service guidance regarding photography can be found at
http://www.nps.gov/history/nr/policyexpansion.htm.

= Provide clear and descriptive photographs. Include views of the primary elevation,
additional elevations, outbuildings, and landscape features are desirable. At least one
view of the primary elevation of a building is required. For complexes, include at least
one view of each feature and a view showing the complex if possible.

= All photographs must be numbered and labeled with name and Key Number (or tax
parcel number, or other identifier used in the survey project).

= Photocopies of photos are not acceptable.

= For survey purposes, digital images may be submitted as jpg files. If digital photos are
used, an electronic set of images must also be submitted. Label the CD with the name of
the project, survey area, municipalities, and state. For surveys related to Section 106 or
History Code compliance, include the ER number.

= Digital photos printed at a high resolution on regular printer paper are acceptable. Print
images no smaller than 4x6 and no more than two per page. Captions can be printed on
the page; include the photo number, name of the property, municipality, county, and
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description of the view. Digital images printed individually on photo paper should also
be labeled, either on the back of the image or in the margin as a caption.

Processed photos must be printed to 3 %2 by 5 inches (minimum) to 5x7 (maximum) on
double or medium-weight photo paper. Each photo must be labeled on the back in pencil
or permanent photo-marking pen with the photo number, name of the property,
municipality, county, and description of the view.

Do not glue photos to the forms or any other papers or cards. If the images are not
printed on the form, either staple the photos to the form or place them in an envelope
stapled to the form.

The BHP portable database application permits images to be linked to the record when
printed.

Survey Report
See the BHP Standards for Survey Reports for directions on the organization and formatting of
the report.

Explain the Methodology for the project. Explain how the survey was conducted.
Outline the research used. Identify the nature of the background research, the number of
properties, the acreage of the area surveyed, and level of information collected on
properties.

Prepare a Historic Context outlining the history of the area being surveyed. Identify the
themes, development patterns, and events that characterized and shaped the built
environment and landscape. See the BHP Historic Context Guidelines for further
information.

Outline the results of the project. Summarize the findings of the survey, identifying the
types of properties found, and explaining how they reflect the history of the area.
Summarize the trends or patterns in the architecture and built environment, including an
assessment of the integrity and condition of extant resources. For ER projects, identify
potential districts ad properties that could be further documented for potential National
Register eligibility. Explain how the National Register Criteria were applied to make the
recommendations. Outline further research needed if appropriate.

SURVEY PRINCIPLES

A comprehensive survey is a tool for enabling communities, organizations, and agencies to
inventory the historic resources of an area. The survey area can be defined by municipal
boundaries, topographic features, project area, or other useful boundary. The fundamental
purpose of a comprehensive survey is to assist in planning, so that historic resources important to
an area can be provided for in future development. (The Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning
Code requires that communities develop comprehensive plans that include a historic preservation
component for locally important historic resources.) The purpose of survey is not solely to
identify candidates for National Register eligibility. It is critical to remember that for planning
purposes, resources that are important to a community should be considered for preservation
regardless of National Register eligibility.

BHP Guidelines for Comprehensive Survey 5



Basic principles to keep in mind when considering a comprehensive survey are:

Understand your goal: why are you conducting the survey? Is it to facilitate a road
improvement project? To prepare tourist materials such as walking tour brochures? To create a
baseline record for planning decisions by the municipality? To identify potential resources for
listing in the National Register eligibility? Your reasons for conducting the survey will influence
the type, amount, complexity of the information you collect beyond the minimum record.

Think long term: you are creating a record that can remain useful for decades. Try to capture
information about newer resources that may not seem important now but might be twenty or
thirty years from now.

Think holistically and comprehensively: don’t be arbitrary in what you select to survey. You
are not developing an inventory of what you know you like or what you think is the best; don’t
limit the survey to resources like just brick or stone houses or just the earliest buildings. Seek to
capture information about all the resources that reflect the development of the survey area.

Prepare carefully: DON”'T start before you have some understanding of your municipality’s
history. What kind of places do you expect to have (such as agricultural, industrial, suburban)?
What periods of development are reflected in your area?

DO preliminary research before you ever look around; find out what historic research materials
may assist you, such as county atlases, municipal directories, deeds, census data, Sanborn
insurance maps, and learn where these materials are located.
= Depth of research: you need to evaluate how much historical research is necessary to
understand the history of the development of your community AND how much research
is necessary for each property.
= Identify benchmark references, such as the 1708 direct tax, county maps or atlases of a
particular years or years, Sanborn Insurance Company maps at specific years. If each
property is researched using the same references, you will be able to relate them to each
other and to the history of the community.
= [dentify what information can be gathered from historical documents and what
information can be gathered only by going to the property.

DETERMINE what places have been surveyed previously. What properties are already in the
state or local inventories. Who has the information and where is it located?
= The Bureau for Historic Preservation Cultural Resources Inventory and online CRGIS
have thousands of records for properties, as well as the reports and records of state-wide
survey projects for bridges, state hospitals, iron furnaces, state parks, and other property
types.
= Local historical and preservation organizations have records for their own areas.
= County governments have tax and other property records, planning and zoning
documents, even local survey information. Look for records in tax offices, housing
agencies, redevelopment offices, and planning commissions.
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=  Municipal government records, including historical commission and Historic
Architectural Review board records can be helpful.

ESTABLISH a workplan

= In what order will you do the field work?

=  Which municipalities or communicates will you survey first? Why?

=  Who will do the work? All surveys supported by state or federal funding must be
conducted by surveyors who meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional
Qualifications Standards for Archaeology and Historic Preservation
(http://www.nps.gov/history/local-law/arch_stnds 9.htm). A qualified surveyor can train
volunteers, direct development of methodology, review products and evaluate
information collected to ensure the NPS survey standards are met.

Document accurately

= Make sure that all addresses, dates, physical data and locations are accurately recorded.

=  Map every place, ie, individual property or district that you survey.

= Prepare sketch site plans that show the boundary of the property and the location/identity
of important buildings and landscape features.

= Collect correct geographic information. Make sure you know the difference between the
municipality in which the property is located and the mailing address.

= Be consistent in your recordation.

=  Photograph as thoroughly as possible, showing the primary elevation, distinctive
detailing, all outbuildings in a complex, landscape and settings, associated farmlands,
streetscapes.

= Key photographs to all maps and plans.

In the end you should be able to answer these three simple questions. When you use the
file, can you

Locate the property?

Understand what the property looks like?

Understand if the property is important for your goals?

BHP Guidelines for Comprehensive Survey 5
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PENNSYLVANIA HISTORIC RESOURCE FORM - DATA SHEET 89t

- Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission, Bureau for Historic Preservation
IDENTIFICATION AND LOCATION

Survey Code: Tax Parcel/Other No.: 6-5
County: 1. Lancaster 0 7 1 2,
Municipality: 1.  Elizabeth Township s -

Address: 1615 Brunnerville Road, Lititz, PA 17543
Historic Name:  Risser Farm Property (3)

Other Name: Stauffer Property
Owner Name/Address: Ear]l L. and Linda M. Stauffer

Owner Category: X Private Public-local Public-state Public-federal
Resource Category: X Building District Site Structure Object
Number/Approximate Number of Resources Covered by This Form: S o

USGS Quad: 1. Lititz 2k

UTM A. zone 18 0391141E 4450353N (@

References: Bl )

HISTORIC AND CURRENT FUNCTIONS

Historic Function Category: Subcategory: Code:
A.  Domestic Single Dwelling 0 1
B. Domestic Secondary Structure 0 1 )
C. Agriculture/Subsistence Animal Facility 0 9 i
D. Domestic Secondary Structure 0 1 i
Particular Type: A.  Farm House '
B.  Farm House
C. Bam
D.  Shed
Current Function Category: Subcategory: Code:
A. Domestic Single Dwelling 0 1
B. Domestic Secondary Structure 0 1
C.  Agnculture/Subsistence Storage 0 9
D.  Domestic Secondary Structure 0 1
PHYSICAL DESCRIPTION
Architectural Classification: A: :
B. @,
D. Other: Center-hall Plan House 8
Exterior Matenals: Foundation  Stone 4 0 Roof Slate 4
Walls  Weatherboard 2 1 Walls
Other Other
Structural System: 1.  Frame I 4 2.

b

Width: S bays E Depth:  2rooms B Stones/Height:
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o HISTORICAL INFORMATION
Year Builtt X C. 1888 o (@ Additions/Alterations Dates: X C. 1970 -
Basis for Dating: X Documentary X Physical

Explain: Based on historic maps, documentary research, conversation with the owner, and architectural analysis.

Cultural/Ethnic Affiliation: 1 N/A 5,
Associated Individuals: 1. NA 9
Associated Events: 1. N/A )
Architects/Engineers: 1 N/A Ol
Builders: 1 N/A 7%

MAJOR BIBLIOGRAPHICAL REFERENCES

See Continuation Sheet.

PREVIOUS SURVEY, DETERMINATIONS

None

EVALUATION (Survey Director/Consultants Only)
Individual NR Potential: X Yes No Context(s):
Contributes to Potential District Yes X No District Name/Status:

Explain: The property appears to be eligible for listing on the National Register under Criterion A for its ability to convey i
farming history and under Criterion C for its architectural significance.

THREATS

Threats: 2 1. None 2. Public Development 3. Private Development 4, Neglect 5. Other
Explain: This property may be affected by the S.R. 1035, Section 002 Bridge Replacement Project.

SURVEYOR INFORMATION
Surveyor Name/Title: Neeta Jitendra Desai Date:  July 2, 1999
Project Name: S.R. 1035, Section 002 Bridge Replacement Project
Organization: CHRS, Inc. Telephone:  215-699-8006
Street and No.: 403 E. Walnut Street
City State:  North Wales, PA Zip Code: 19454

Additional Survey Documentation:
Associated Survey Codes:
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PENNSYLVANIA HISTORIC RESOURCE SURVEY FORM - NARRATIVE SHEET 89C
Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission, Bureau for Historic Preservation

Survey Code: Tax Parcel/Other No.: _ 6-5

County: _ Lancaster Municipality: Elizabeth Township

Address: 1615 Brunnerville Road, Lititz, PA 17543

Historic/Other Name: _ Risser Farm Property (3) S 1@ o &
PHYSICAL DESCRIPTION:

This historic property is located on the north side of Brunnerville Road in Elizabeth Township, Lancaster
County, Pennsylvania. The property is owned by Earl L. and Linda M. Stauffer, whose address is 1615
Brunnerville Road, Lititz, PA 17543, Its tax parcel number is 6-5. The property contains an early nineteenth-
century house and barn, as well as a smaller house of approximately the same age. Two historic sheds are also
located on the property. Two archaeological sites are also located within the boundary of the property, one a
historic site (36L.al312) and the other a prehistoric site (36Lal311). The property is sited on farmland, with
large open fields to the rear of the houses, and adjoining pasture land across Brunnerville Road from the
structures. The farm was originally a dairy farm and is now used as a produce farm (pers. com, Llinda Stauffer,

April 21, 1999). -

The main farm house faces south toward Brunnerville Road. It stands two stories tall on a stone
foundation. The house is laid out in a rectangular plan that measures five bays wide by two bays deep. A
modemn rear ell extends out from the north elevation, and a large modern addition that houses the garage is
attached to the west elevation. The frame dwelling is clad with historic horizontal wood drop siding and topped
with a slate-covered side-gable roof with a simple boxed wood cornice. A one-story shed-roof porch covers the
main entryway. Additionally, a two-story porch runs along the east side, and a one-story porch is appended to
the east elevation of the rear ell. A large modem exterior brick chimney rises up the north elevation of the rear
ell. A historic interior brick chimney rises through the roof ridge at the eastern gable end. A modern exterior
concrete block chimney is located at the western gable end of the house.

The main, or south, facade is five bays wide, with a centrally located door. Historic two-over-two double-
hung sash windows set in wood frames and topped with decorative wood lintels fill the other bays. The
windows are all covered by modern aluminum storms, and are flanked by wood paneled shutters. The door is a
modern pane-and-panel wood-and-glass type, covered by a modern aluminum storm door. A wood frame
encases the modern door. Its wood lintel matches those of the windows. The porch extends across only the
entryway. Its shed roof is covered with slate shingles and is supported by paneled wooden posts. A two-story
shed-roof porch extends out from the east elevation of the house. It is enclosed on the first floor, and is pierced
by a series of eight six-over-one wood frame windows. A modem pane-and-panel door provides access into the
porch. The second story is open, with turned wood posts supporting the roof and a wooden balustrade running
between them.

A large modern one-story ell dominates the rear, or north, elevation. This wood-shingled gable-roof
addition has a large exterior brick chimney rising up its north elevation. Two modern six-light bay windows
flank the chimney. A one-story shed-roof porch is appended to the east elevation of the ell. Turned wood posts
on a concrete deck support the roof. A series of windows and a door pierce this portion of the ell.

On the west elevation of the ell, appended to the northwest corner of the older core of the house, is
another large modern addition, which houses the garage. The ridgeline of this wood-shingled hipped-roof
portion runs perpendicular to that of the ell. This addition is pierced by numerous modern windows and doors,
as well as by two modern garage doors on the south elevation. Recessed entryways on both the north and south
sides provide access into the house.
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PHYSICAL DESCRIPTION (cont.):

E N =

To the east of the main house is a smaller house. It i1s a one—story’stone house with an asphalt-shingled
side-gable roof. Historic brick interior chimneys rise through the ridge line at each end gable. A modem
concrete-block exterior chimney is located at the western gable end. The main facade faces south. It measures
three bays wide with a central doorway. A small gable-roof porch shelters the entry. Two six-over-six double-
hung sash windows with paneled wood shutters flank the door. The remainder of the elevations are also pierced
by similar windows. A two-story shed-roof section is appended to the east side of the house. It appears to be
original to the construction of the house, as it stands on a stone foundation like that of the gable-roof portion.
The section is unusual in that the roof slopes back to the north, matching the rest of the house, which makes it
look as if it had been cut in half. The entire house is banked into the slope that runs from west to east. The
section is clad with historic wood drop-siding and is pierced by several two-over-two double-hung sash
windows. A board-and-batten door provides entry into the exposed basement wall on the east elevation. A
modemn shed-roof porch has been inserted at the southeast juncture of the house and section. A modern shed-
roof addition is appended to the north side of the building.

=== &
] ] it -] .

Two small sheds are located on the property, one slightly to the northeast of the main house, and one to
the southeast of the main house. Both sheds are identical, with wood-shingled pyramidal roofs and board-and-
batten siding. Six-light fixed-sash windows light the interior, which is accessed by a wood batten door. The
sheds were probably moved to their present locations as they sit on poured concrete pad foundations.

The final outbuilding on the property is a large bank barn located to the south of the main house. The barn
is banked into the slope that rises from east to west. The gabled-roof structure is clad with vertical-board siding
and stands on a stone foundation accented with contrasting stone quoins. A forebay projects out along the east
side of the barn. A datestone set under the forebay in the center of the stone foundation indicates in German
script that the bam was built for “Cristian & Marie Risser” in 1838. A series of doors and windows pierce the
foundation beneath the forebay. A modem concrete dock extends out from this elevation of the barn. A large
gabled addition, approximately as tall as the barn, is appended to the northwest corner of the barn. It too is a
gabled-roof structure clad with vertical-board siding. Its roof line runs parallel to that of the bam. It appears to
be used for vehicle storage, as a large sliding garage door is located on its northern elevation. At the southwest
corner of the barn is a slightly smaller gabled ell, also clad with vertical-board siding. A historic interior brick
chimney rises through the south slope of the western gable end. Attached to the ell is a shed-roof structure that
may have been used as a chicken coop. It is clad with tongue-and-groove wood siding and is pierced by a series
of six nine-light fixed-sash windows.

A prehistoric archaeological site (36Lal311) is located on the historic Risser Farm Property. Due to the
nature of the prehistoric site, it is not considered a contributing element to the Risser Farm Property. A second
archaeological site (36Lal312) is also located partially within the Risser Farm Property. While this second site
is historic in nature, it is unclear if the site is directly related to the Risser Farm. This ambiguity is clearly seen
on an 1899 map of the area, which depicts a second farm directly adjacent to the Risser Farm (Graves &
Steinbarger 1899). The archaeological site is located on the boundary of the two farms, and the archaeological
evidence excavated at the site is insufficient to positively link the site to the Risser Farm Property (Tractenberg,
Ruth and Basalik et al. 1999). Therefore, the historic archaeological site is not a contributing element to the
Risser Farm Property.
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HISTORICAL NARRATIVE:

An 1824 map shows no buildings on the property (Scott 1824). By the late 1830s, the farm encompassed
approximately 32.37 hectares (80 acres) Iying on both sides of Hammer Creek and was owx?ed and occupied by
Mennonites Christian Snyder Risser, his wife Mary, and their children. The date and circumstances of the
Risser’s acquisition of this property was not recorded in subsequent deeds of conveyance for this property, nor
was such data included in the Grantor-Grantee Index. A datestone on the Risser Property bam indicates in
German script that the structure was built by “Cristian & Marie Risser” in 1838. The two residences standing
near the Risser bam appear to date from the same period as the bamn. In 1864, the property was owned by Henry
Risser, but it is unclear what buildings were on the property (Bridgens 1864). On a map of the area published in
1873, the Risser Farm Property was correctly attributed to Henry Risser. It included two residences, a lime kiln,
and a limestone quarry on 40.46 hectares (100 acres). The Risser farm was attributed to “Harry” (Henry) Risser
on an 1899 map of the area (Graves & Steinbarger 1899). This map clearly indicates three buildings, one of
which is the barn. The other two are most probably the current main house and small house (Graves &
Steinbarger 1899). Five years after this map was published, by a deed dated November 29, 1904, Henry and
Barbara Risser conveyed the Risser farm to their son Jacob B. Risser (Lancaster County Deed Book L.21:383).
In that deed, the farm was said to encompass 33.88 hectares (83.73 acres).

Jacob B. Risser composed a will sometime after the war in which he directed the executors of his will,
following his death and that of his wife Susan Y. Risser, to sell his real estate at public sale. This sale was
eventually conducted by the only surviving executor of Risser’s will: Henry H. Risser of Elizabeth Township.
By a deed dated April 20, 1921, Henry Risser conveyed the 27.62-hectare (68.26-acre) farm “situate in
Elizabeth and Warwick Townships” to Christian B. Risser of Lititz Borough in consideration of $10,171
(Lancaster County Deed Book C25:106). Christian Risser does not appear to have moved to his newly-acquired
farm; later deeds would indicate that he and his wife Lizzie 1. Risser remained residents of Lititz.

The Risser farm passed through a number of hands during the twentieth century. Lititz resident Christian
B. Risser died on February 27, 1939, leaving his widow Lizzie to sell the couple’s Elizabeth Township fanm,
which she did by a deed dated March 28, 1940 (Lancaster County Deed Book P34:50). The new owners, who
paid Lizzie Risser only $7,099 for the 27.62-hectare (68.26-acre) farm, were Jacob S. Holsinger and his wife
Kathryn. Identified in the deed as residents of Elizabeth Township, the Holsingers may have been renting the
farm from Lizzie Risser prior to purchasing it.

Jacob and Kathryn Holsinger owned the former Risser farm together until Jacob’s death on May 3, 1973.
Kathryn held the property for a few more years, then conveyed the core of it—encompassing 21.62 hectares
(53.44 acres) “located mostly in Elizabeth Township, and a small part located in Warwick Township”—to one
of the present owners, Ear]l W. Stauffer, by a deed dated January 2, 1976 (Lancaster County Deed Book F67:5).
The sale price was $135,000. Later in 1976, Stauffer and his wife Linda further reduced the property by selling
off 12.9 hectares (31.88 acres) to John K. and Anna W. Sensenig (Lancaster County Deed Book W69:528). The
Stauffers are the present owners of the Risser Farm Property, which encompasses 8.72 hectares (21.55 acres).
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HISTORICAL NARRATIVE (cont.):

The main house on the Risser Farm Property is an example of a center-hall-plan house. Center-passage
dwellings are rectangular houses characterized by a symmetrical organization of rooms on either side of a
hallway passing through the center of the house from front to rear. The center passage provides access to the
surrounding rooms and usually contains the only exterior doors as well as the stairway to the second floor. One-
to two-and-one-half-stories in height, and one- or two-rooms deep, the central passage house generally has a
side-gable, gambrel, or hipped roof. Chimneys stand either at the gable ends or in the interior partition walls.
The center passage was an eighteenth-century introduction to the hall-parlor plan that lasted through most of
the nineteenth century and reflected the transmission of high style architectural concepts from England. It is
sometimes also referred to as Georgian, Palladian, Federal, or Adam (McAlester and McAlester 1984:140;
Noble 1984:46-47, 51; Jakle, Bastian and Meyer 1989:213-14; Lanier and Herman 1997:28-32). The main
house on the Risser Farm Property retains numerous characteristics of center-hall-plan houses. It is a side-gable
symmetrical-plan house, with a single interior chimney. Historic details such as the wood siding, paneled
shutters and slate-covered roof contribute to the historic integrity of the house. The side porch, while not
original to the construction of the house, appears to be a historic addition. The large modem additions, located
at the rear of the house do not detract from the historic feel of the main house.

The barn on the property is an example of a bank barn. Such buildings are characterized by an earthen
ramp or embankment against one side that provides vehicle access to the second level, which houses the main
threshing floor and hay mows. The basement level, usually constructed of fieldstone, serves as a stabling area.
Remaining open on the side of the barn opposite the threshing floor entrance, the basement is sometimes
sheltered under a forebay, adjacent to an enclosed barnyard. Typically of stone, log, or frame construction, bank
barns were first built in southeastern Pennsylvania in the eighteenth century by settlers of continental European
origin. The type became pervasive throughout the Delaware Valley in the nineteenth century (Ensminger
1992:50; Herman 1987:206-207). While the use of the barn has changed from when the property was a dairy
farm, the bam retains many characteristics of traditional bank barns. The basement level is constructed of
fieldstone, a forebay extends out over the basement, and the barn is a frame construction. Although additions on
the west side of the barn disguise the original earthen embankment that led into the second story, these
additions appear to be historic, a manifestation of the barn’s changing use through the years.
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HISTORICAL NARRATIVE (cont.):

The Risser Farm Property was evaluated according to criteria set forth in National Register Bulletin 15:
“How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation” (National Park Service 1991). The property was
assessed as an agricultural resource as defined in the Agricultural Context prepared in the Historic Farming
Resources of Lancaster County, Multiple Property Documentation Form by the Historic Preservation Trust of
Lancaster County (Schneider and Pawlowski 1994). The property satisfies the physical requirements for an
eligible “farm” property type as defined in the Historic Context. The resource is in Lancaster County and has an
association with farming processes that continues today. The historic house and bam survive, and the
agricultural setting of the property remains intact. In addition to these basic requirements, the farm possesses a
high level of integrity as a farm complex. The property includes both *“land and buildings where . . . agricultural
practices have taken place,” and although “past and current agricultural uses and methods” have changed, the
land retains characteristics that “provide evidence of its use in the production of crops™ (Schneider and
Pawlowski 1994). The house is a good example of a vernacular center-hall dwelling, a common type for the
county. The house retains numerous historic elements, including windows, roofing and cladding materials, as
well as decorative elements, like the door and window lintels. The barn is a good example of a standard
Pennsylvania bam. Despite historic additions, it retains numerous historic elements including cladding and
form. The farmstead overall has integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling and
association, as defined in the Agricultural Context. The Risser Farm Property appears to be eligible for listing
on the National Register under Criterion A for its ability to convey its farming history and under Criterion C for
its architectural significance.

NATIONAL REGISTER BOUNDARY AND JUSTIFICATION:

The National Register boundary for the Risser Farm Property follows the legal tax parcel boundary for the
property, which encompasses 8.70 hectares (21.5 acres), a portion of which is on either side of Brunnerville
Road. The boundary includes all buildings and landscape features associated with the history of the farm from
its construction in the middle of the nineteenth century through 1949, including the main house, smaller house,
barn, and sheds. The boundary also includes the pasture land located on the southwest side of Brunnerville
Road, the fields located to the rear of the house, and all trees, hedgerows and other natural features that make
up the legal tax parcel. The boundary for the property was prepared in accordance with guidelines set forth in
National Register Bulletin, “Defining Boundaries for National Register Properties™ (Seifert et al. 1997).
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Photograph 2. Risser Farm Property (3): View looking southwest. Note
historic shed and two-story side porch.

Photograph 3. Risser Farm Property (3): View northeast. Note smaller house
and historic shed.



Photograph 4. Risser Farm Property (3): View looking west. Note unusual
roofline of smaller house and stone foundation. Bam can be seen on the left.

Photograph 5. Risser Farm Property (3): View of barn looking southwest.
Note stone foundation, forebay and vertical-board siding.
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Photograph 6. Risser Farm Property (3): View of barmn looking north.
Note historic additions.

Photograph 7. Risser Farm Property (3): View looking southwest along
Brunnerville Road. Note historic pasture land associated with property.




Photograph 8. Risser Farm Property (3): View northeast along Brunnerville Road.
Note historic pasture land associated with property.
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APPENDIX D: Qualifications of Professionals

Suzanne Stasiulatis - Ms. Stasiulatis has Bachelors Degrees in Anthropology and Art History
from the Pennsylvania State University and a Masters Degree in Historic Preservation from the
University of Maryland. Ms. Stasiulatis has over 5 years experience in the cultural resources
management field. She has worked throughout Pennsylvania, Maryland, the District of
Columbia, and West Virginia on archaeological and historic structures compliance projects. Ms.
Stasiulatis has worked for the state and federal government, as well as in the private sector. She
has experience with the U.S. Forest Service, National Park Service, and the State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO). Her specialties include architectural recordation in the form of
comprehensive surveys and individual properties, historic structures assessment, context
research, community historic preservation planning, and archaeological compliance. She has
completed historic preservation and archaeological assessments of private developments, public
works, and transportation projects involving local, state, and federal regulations. Ms. Stasiulatis
exceeds the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Architectural Historians and Archaeologists.

Barbara Smith-Mahaffey — Ms. Mahaffey has Bachelors Degrees in History and Art from
Millersville University and an Associates Degree in Specialized Business, Computer Systems
Specialist, from York Technical Institute. Ms. Mahaffey has nearly 10 years of experience in the
Information Technology field and is MCP Certified for Microsoft Windows XP and A+ certified
for computer hardware. Her expertise and knowledge of the hardware and software involved in
this project, coupled with her History degree, focused on historic preservation, were ideally
suited to the needs of this survey.

Gerry Reidel - Mr. Reidel is a skilled GIS Analyst with more than 18 years of experience
creating mapping projects using CADD and GIS software for a variety of clients. He has
developed award-winning techniques for integrating GIS and CADD software. Prior to working
in RETTEW’s GIS group, he worked with the Land Development group, where he prepared
complete land development plans and represented clients at municipal meetings. Mr. Reidel's
experience with computer programming and instruction extends more than 25 years. He is an
experienced user of Arc GIS Desktop, Land Development Desktop, AutoCAD Map, Microsoft
Office products, and multiple graphics programs. He is also versed in the programming
languages of AutoLISP, Avenue, HTML, JavaScript, SQL, VB, VBA, and ASP.NET.

Carrie Meyers - Ms. Meyers is a certified GIS Professional (GISP) with more than thirteen (13)
years of GIS experience specializing in ArcGIS 9.x and ArcPad. Ms. Meyers has diversified
technical skills with proven success in developing, implementing and improving efficiency on
the desktop and in the field.





