	Comments Matrix:
Woodlawn Cultural Landscape Historic District

	

	Comments-VDHR (SHPO)
	

	Although the significance of the historic district is indisputable, we do have several recommendations for revising the way the information is presented in Sections 7 and 8 of the nomination form, as well as numerous questions about how that information is presented. These are summarized below (please note that the questions being asked about Criteria C and D are meant as possible prompts, but we do not expect exhaustive answers to all of them)
	Document revised.

	In Section 7, the summary paragraph is much lengthier than the norm. We recommend revising it to include a single paragraph that is tightly focused on the proposed district’s overall physical characteristics and integrity, as well as a brief (1-2 sentences) summary of the contributing and non-contributing resources within the HD. The remainder of what is currently in the summary paragraph can be placed under the “Narrative Description” heading.
	Revised and relocated paragraph elements.

	Regarding the historic inventory, we recommend that each inventory entry in the summary starting on page 9 should specify the contributing/non-contributing status for associated resources and their type (building, structure, site, etc.)…The summary also should specify resources or properties already listed in the National Register, again to facilitate comparison with Section 5.
	Revised.

	Areas of Significance: Do all of these areas apply to the district as a whole, or are some applicable to just one property within the district? Refer to NR Bulletin 16, page 38-39 for additional guidance
	Revised to include only those areas that apply to the district as a whole.

	Significant Dates: please confirm that all significant dates relate to the district as a whole, not to dates significant to individual properties. Refer to NR Bulletin 16, page 43, for additional guidance.
	Revised to include only those dates that apply to the district as a whole.

	Cultural Affiliation: if Criterion D is selected, a Cultural Affiliation must be provided here.
	Understood.

	Criteria considerations are applicable to the district as a whole, not individual resources within the district. It is fine to mention there are relocated or reconstructed buildings or cemeteries, but I recommend not referring to the Criteria Considerations, otherwise a reviewer is left to wonder why none of these are checked in the form above.
	Deleted all criteria considerations.

	SoS Summary: Please list the areas of significance for the district here, and specify that they all apply to the district as a whole.
	Revised to include only those areas that apply to the district as a whole.

	“They have made a new arrangement in regard to the picket guard.  They now send out one entire Regiment, one thousand men, and they remain out three days and then another Regiment comes out.  Our Meeting house [is] their headquarters.  They attend Meeting, which [is] regularly kept…  At our Meeting today there was an unusual number of soldiers.  I had considerable to say in regard to practical religion in contrast with formal religion, if religion it might be called, wherein men can make demonstration of religion and go to church, as they call it, and at the same time plot Treason against the government, causing blood to flow like water; making widows and orphans wholesale and taking hundreds and thousands of men from their families.[footnoteRef:1]”    [1:  Buckman, et al., pages 10-11.] 


I'm confused by this quote. I thought the Quakers were against secession (but also against war). If there were Union troops occupying the meetinghouse, how were they committing treason?
	Deleted and reworded section.


	In Section 8, we recommend in the summary paragraph that it be explained briefly why the nomination has been prepared when all but two of the properties within it already are individually listed in the NRHP. What benefit is there to identifying these disparate properties as a district? How are they united as an entity distinguishable from their surroundings? What new information has been gained by examining this area as a district instead of a series of individually important properties? If the purpose of the NR nomination is to satisfy a Section 106 review requirement, it is fine to state this but an explanation still is needed of how the district came to be identified in its own right. Additionally, the summary paragraph should list all of the district’s Areas of Significance and specify that they apply to the district as a whole.
	Revised.

	Although it is not required for the narrative to be in chronological order, it is typical to provide at least a broad overview of a district’s establishment and evolution over time, thus familiarizing the reader with the district’s general history and significant dates (i.e., all those listed at the start of Section 8), before delving into particular aspects of its significance. Especially with a district as multi-layered and complex as Woodlawn, we recommend that an overview be provided at the start of the narrative.
	Reorganized roughly chronologically, with a broad introductory overview placed before the full discussion.








	Furthermore, only two of the stated areas of significance are discussed in a way that truly applies to the district as a whole. These are Conservation and Community Planning. They also are the only two discussions that focus on more than just one or two properties within the historic district. Although the Social  History, Ethnic Heritage, Education, and Religion areas of significance seem applicable to the district as a whole, their placement at the beginning of the narrative makes it difficult to understand their importance because they are not discussed in chronological order, passing references are made to various individuals and ownership transfers, and in general there is not a narrative thread that can be followed by readers who are not already familiar with the area’s history.
	This issue is addressed following the reorganization and editing of the narrative.












	We do not agree that Military is an appropriate area of significance for the HD, especially given that this context is focused more on social history aspects of how community members responded to occupying troops, not how this district played a role in the defense of the territory and sovereignty of a group of people.
	Removed.  

	The area of Agriculture seems a little shaky as an area of significance. At the start of this section, the point is made that the Lewis family basically failed in their agricultural endeavors. The late nineteenth century agricultural projects are certainly interesting, but it is not clear where these events took place within the district or if any physical resources remain that are associated with those events. Conversely, the extant agricultural resources, particularly those dating from Sharpe’s ownership of Woodlawn, are not discussed in relation to how they are associated with the district’s agricultural significance.  In short, the discussion does little to relate the extant built environment’s resources with agriculture, making it difficult to ascertain how the district can convey this historical association. Given the winnowing of the original agricultural landscape from more than 1,000 acres to about 138 acres, it is imperative to explain how the extant landscape and resources continue to evoke the historic period.
	Removed as area of significance, as extant agricultural resources falling within the period of significance are few.  Agricultural discussions included under other areas of significance.








	Education appears to be an appropriate area of significance for the district as a whole since it was largely driven by the Quakers’ beliefs and social activism. It is not clear, however, if any of the educational activities actually took place within the HD, or if any of the school buildings are still extant (or their locations known and protected if the buildings are gone). This should be clarified, especially if the properties within the HDs are the last ones associated with the individuals who fostered public education in the surrounding community.
	Included additional info regarding education.  Clarified that schools constructed by district Quakers and Baptists were not located in district and added information regarding schools started at the meetinghouse and mansion.  



	We are not persuaded that the historic district is eligible under Criterion B…
	Removed.

	Under Criterion C, the discussion of landscape architecture concerns only Woodlawn, and concludes by explaining that the historic design landscape from the 1950s was largely removed in 2011. Thus we do not agree that this is an area of significance applicable to the district as a whole. The designed/managed aspects of the district’s entire landscape are covered by the aforementioned discussions on Conservation and Community Planning.
	Landscape Architecture removed as area of significance.

	I gather that this section is intended to explain the house's significance under the area of Community Planning, but no linkage is made to this area. The discussion needs to be revised to explain how construction of this particular house contributes to the HD's overall significance in Community Planning; alternatively, it can be moved to the Architecture discussion if the house has architectural significance, and then the discussion should focus on the architectural characteristics and how it contributes to the HD's overall sense of historic time and place. The biographical information about the Masons is more appropriate to an individual nomination for the house but I do not see how it's relevant to the HD's history since Otis Mason's productive career appears to have been focused elsewhere while the house was probably a weekend retreat.
	Neither the Mason House nor Grand View are individually architecturally significant.  Both are more closely tied to community planning and, in Grand View’s case, education.  Information added and revised.

Excess information included from the separate Mason House report removed.



	Grand View: 
as with the Mason House, this discussion needs to tie Grand View either to the Community Planning or Architecture area of significance. A recitation of land records does not constitute an argument for significance under any area.
	More information related to Grand View added.  Unnecessary deed info removed.

	Also under Criterion C, the discussion of architecture as an area of significance concerns only two properties – Woodlawn and the Pope-Leighey House. We did note that the discussions of Grand View and the Otis T. Mason House did not seem pertinent to the Community Planning section where it’s currently placed. If the houses do have architectural significance, that should be explained in the architecture discussion. Moreover, however, the overall character of the historic district is not discussed at all. What construction methods are present? What styles? What are the spatial relationships? What historic sense of time and place is evoked? Why isn’t the meetinghouse discussed as an important example of its resource type? What about the craftsmanship of the New Deal era work? What were the contributions of the architects who are mentioned? It should not be assumed that even someone as well known as F. L. Wright doesn’t need explanation – how did the Pope-Leighey House fit into his overall career?
	Described overall character of the district.

Information regarding the architectural significance of the meetinghouse and bank barn added.

Woodlawn Mansion and the Pope-Leighey House reevaluated within the careers of William Thornton and Frank Lloyd Wright.



	The discussion of Criterion D is inadequate as well. Section 7 contains only the briefest discussion of the sites that have been identified to date. Archaeology is not listed as an area of significance at the start of Section 8. At minimum, the narrative in Section 8 should explain what level of investigations have been conducted – reconnaissance, intensive, data recovery? What research questions already have been answered by these investigations? What questions can be answered by future investigations? What should those future investigations entail – remote sensing, shovel testing, data recovery? What is the integrity of the various sites? Have relic hunters destroyed the information potential of the site at the meetinghouse? The mere presence of known sites is not enough to constitute significance under Criterion D. This section either should be expanded upon, or Criterion D could be removed and the thrust of the discussion shifted to that of the district’s archaeological potential.
	Revised to add discussion of previous survey efforts and to reference the specific contributing sites and their data potential.   







	DHR also has received the review comments provided by the Alexandria Monthly Meeting of the Religious Society of Friends. Lacking in-house staff expertise on the history of the Society of Friends (Quakers), we of course defer to this group concerning aspects of their history in Alexandria, particular alterations to the meetinghouse, and ownership of various properties and sites.
	Concurrently addressed comments by the Alexandria Monthly Meeting of the Religious Society of Friends where applicable.

	We agree that discussion of the African American community after the Civil War would be appropriate, especially as it pertains to their continued participation in religious, commercial, agricultural, social, or other events at properties within the historic district.
	Reassessed resources on hand for and included additional information regarding the African American community following the Civil War.  


	Regarding the district’s name in Section 1, we do not take issue with referring to it as “Woodlawn Cultural Landscape Historic District.” Much of the acreage within the district does appear to have been subjected to conscious attempts at preservation and “restoration” since the early twentieth century. As noted above, the discussions of the Community Planning and Conservation areas of significance are persuasive and thus make the term “cultural landscape” applicable.
	District name retained.

	Regarding Section 2, please feel free to consult with DHR’s Review & Compliance staff member Marc Holma if needed to respond to the question of how the historic boundaries were established.
	Researchers previously spoke previously with Marc Holma and referred to the VDHR district form and the boundary associated with that form.  The district boundary denoted included the extents of the parcels, but excluded Woodlawn Baptist Church Cemetery.  The form itself included the cemetery as a contributing element to the district.  Thus it was assumed that this parcel was left out in error.  

	Photos: this is a very large number of photographs to accompany a historic district of fewer than 200 acres. Virginia has rural historic districts encompassing 10,000+ acres that are not accompanied by this many photos. It is not necessary to show all elevations of all major buildings within the HD. The photos that show the HD's overall character are very good. I recommend reducing the number of photos to 60-75.
	Number of photos reduced.





	Comments-FFX Co
	

	A sketch map is missing. The sketch map should show the district boundaries and locations of all resources within the district
	The photo key maps and boundary map include boundaries.  Photo key maps include the locations of all resources within the district.  

	Section 7 page 5, table, Woodlawn Baptist Church. Primary resource should only refer to cemetery. Church is a non-contributing resource.
	Revised.

	Section 7, pages 9-23. The VDHR numbers in the list starting on page 9 are inconsistent with the VDHR numbers in the detailed description of resources on pages 11-23. The detailed description is more accurate (many resources listed on pp. 9-11 show incorrect numbers or show numbers where none are recorded for non-contributing resources).
	Revised.






[bookmark: _GoBack]

	Comments—Friends
	Note: comments from Friends were received and partially addressed before receiving VDHR comments.  Some changes will reflect both sets of comments, but formatting and deletions of areas of significance, etc., will be made based on VDHR comments.

	Reorganize
	In process.

	Criterion A areas of significance are listed differently on page 9, page 25, and page 26; then the actual explanation covers areas and an order that match none of those lists. Clearly, a logical order for the Criterion A areas of significance is needed. Then that order should be followed throughout the document.
	Reordered.

	Grand View—more history needed
	Revised.

	Revise emphasis on timber as initial motive fro settlement
	Revised.

	Sources used are largely confined to oft-cited, but flawed, secondary references. Such sources have not been cross-checked or supplemented by more recent research, even when such research has been noted, and used selectively, by the authors.
	The nomination uses both primary and secondary sources.  Where inaccuracies are pointed out, point was deleted.

	More information on free black community, before and after Civil War
	Revised.

	Include additional Quaker themes using meetinghouse and Grand View
	Themes predominantly relating to the district as a whole included in nomination.

	1. Name of Property
Historic name: Woodlawn Cultural Landscape Historic District
Question: Does this name reflect a determination by the Virginia SHPO that a Cultural Landscape District is the appropriate category for the nomination?
	Yes, according to project scope.

	2. Location 
Street & number: 
Bounded by Old Mill Rd, Mt Vernon Memorial Hwy, Fort Belvoir, and Dogue Creek
Questions: How were boundaries determined? How was inclusion of the Woodlawn Methodist Cemetery within the boundaries ruled out? What response will be provided to comments by consulting parties throughout the Section 106 process, requesting that the Woodlawn Methodist Cemetery property be evaluated and considered for inclusion within the historic district?
	Boundaries determined prior to draft nomination.

	pages 6-7 - “recently acquired by the NTHP from Fort Belvoir” 
Comment: Note that, at this time, the status of ownership is in transition.
	Revised.

	page 7 - Grand View
Question: Have the boundaries of the 13-acre Grand View farm been delineated and considered in the nomination?
	Grand View acreage included in discussion and nomination 

	page 11 
Comment: Lack of information about Woodlawn’s architect is perplexing.  It would also seem to deserve mention that William Thornton was a Quaker, albeit from a different era from the Woodlawn Quaker settlers.
	Revised.

Reference to Thornton as a Quaker may be misleading and could perpetuate future inaccuracies, as he does not appear to be associated with the later Quaker settlement history at Woodlawn.  Thornton’s religious associations do not appear to be relevant to the discussion of Woodlawn Mansion.

	Question: Is there some uncertainty about Thornton’s role as architect? Note that elsewhere in the draft nomination, and also in the Otis Mason Context report, his role as architect is expressed tentatively.
	Revised.

	page 13 - Grand View
Comment: Grand View’s original 13-acre setting should be acknowledged.
	Grand View is discussed in Section 8, but information on the building’s original setting not located during research.  

	page 19
Comment: Deed restrictions that were intended to preserve religious uses in perpetuity are noted for the Baptist Church property. It would therefore be appropriate to include similar information about the Woodlawn Quaker Meetinghouse property transfer.
	Deed restrictions for Meetinghouse added.

	pages 19-20
Comment: In this summary description of the Woodlawn Quaker Meetinghouse, note that some important features and aspects of the building’s development over time are unclearly described or omitted. In addition, the description of Woodlawn Quaker Meetinghouse interior states: “. . . an elevated platform with a ‘clerk’s desk’ along the west wall . . .” However, as documented in the Woodlawn Quaker Meetinghouse National Register Nomination, Section 7, page 3, there are two clerk’s desks located at the elders’ facing bench platform—one on either side of the two-cell building.
	The narrative description section describes the current physical appearance of the property and the date/s of construction.  It does not describe the history of the building over time.

As this is a district nomination, the inventory gives an overall description of each contributing resource and does not intend to describe each resource with the level of attention it would receive if this were a document written to individually nominate each resource.  The architectural significance of the meetinghouse is addressed in Section 8.

Description revised.

	page 21
Comment (revised 9/22/14): Archaeological Site 44FX1211 designates the Burial Ground on the property owned by the Alexandria Monthly Meeting of the Religious Society of Friends. The description of it as having been recorded in 2001 by John Milner with reports of relic hunters, etc., is unknown to the Friends. This needs to be corrected if in error, or clarified in relation to the Burial Ground.
	Revised.  Site was first recorded in 1987 by Terry Middleton, no affiliation noted, and was visited by John Milner in 2001 in a survey of Civil War sites in Fairfax County.  Components listed on the site form include the Meeting House, Cemetery, and Federal camp.  Revised to read; “44FX1211 is an archaeological site associated with the Woodlawn Quaker Meetinghouse.  First recorded in 1987 by Terry Middleton, the site was revised in 2001 by John Milner Associates during an inventory of Civil War sites in Fairfax County.  Recorded components include the Meeting House, cemetery, and a Federal Civil War picket post and camp. (C).”

	page 21
Comment: Recommend consulting additional sources on the reconstruction of the shed, to ensure accuracy in description. Full plans should be on file at the Fairfax County Board of Architectural Review. The record is important because of the potential eligibility of the shed upon reaching 50 years of age.
	Revised.

	Section 8 – Statement of Significance
page 24 - Criteria Considerations
Comment: Section is incomplete, as noted on page 26.
	Revised.

	page 26 - Statement of Significance Summary Paragraph
“Waxing and waning in size for more than 150 years, the Woodlawn Cultural Landscape Historic District grew in significance as its associations increased and became widespread.” 
Comment: This statement, which is apparently intended to capture key concepts relating to the historical significance of the proposed historic district, needs to be revised and its meaning clarified before meaningful consideration and comment can be provided.
	This statement is intended as an abbreviated introduction to the following discussions, which outline the significance of the proposed district.






	

	page 27 - “. . . only area of its kind in antebellum Virginia . . .”
Comment: This claim to uniqueness, while perhaps superficially plausible, would be unwise to assert without evidencing that a methodology was rigorously followed that could substantiate it.
	Revised.

	page 27 – “In both Pennsylvania and New Jersey, virgin forests were depleting [sic], leaving Philadelphia shipyards devoid of shipbuilding materials.” 
Comment: This statement is not made in Muir, pages 36-37, as attributed. Rather, on page 38, Muir states (as usual, without documentation) the Troths “knew how fast timber in the neighborhood was being exhausted.” There is no mention of shipyards “devoid” of materials.
	Deleted.

	page 28 - “In one account of the Woodlawn transaction, it is stated that when learning that the proposed buyers were abolitionists, the original grantee of Woodlawn and Lorenzo Lewis’ mother, Nelly Parke Custis Lewis, attempted to stop the sale in court.”
Comment: Reliance on a secondary source for this information may simply amount to a perpetuation of falsehood. The unattributed assertion should only be used if it can be substantiated through court records.
	Deleted.

	page 28 - “The Gillinghams and Troths formed the Troth-Gillingham Company and, together with Mahlon Gillingham and Joseph Gillingham, mortgaged the property in 1849 and divided it into two plots, one Troth-owned and one Gillingham-owned, in 1850 (Figure 2).”
Comment: The plat shown in Figure 2 does not illustrate this division. It also does not correspond to the deed reference [O-3: 331] provided in the footnote to this sentence. The many transactions that occurred among the Troth, Gillingham, and Mason families have not been sorted through to allow an accurate summary of the exchanges.
	Revised.

Figure will be updated to include both pages of plat.

	page 30
Question: Is there evidence to substantiate the claim that Rachel Lincoln Mason was a first cousin of Abraham Lincoln? If so, it should be presented or cited.
	Deleted.

	page 31 - Quotation from Tumenaro (1998)
Comment: The quotation is not entirely accurate or substantiated by primary sources, especially in its characterization of the uniqueness of the settlement on the site of a former plantation. What methodology was used to arrive at this conclusion? At a minimum, additional qualifiers are needed to make the assertions true.
	Revised.

	page 31 - “Some Quaker and non-Quaker residences in the area, including what is now known as the Otis Tufton Mason House and even Woodlawn Mansion, may have also hosted stations.”
Comment: This statement follows an admission that no evidence has been found to support the commonly held belief that Woodlawn Quakers were participants in the Underground Railroad during their residence in the Woodlawn neighborhood. It is unnecessary, and counterproductive, to speculate on this question. There are many sources to support the participation of certain Woodlawn Friends in Underground Railroad and other anti-slavery activity in northern states prior to their relocation to Virginia; however, the free-labor settlement was an alternative strategy to oppose slavery and, therefore, may have ruled out carrying on activities that could jeopardize the strategy. The role of free blacks in Underground Railroad activity should be considered, as well as the fact that areas like Woodlawn and Gum Springs that were within Union lines became a haven for slave refugees during the Civil War. These themes are relevant to the discussion of anti-slavery activity engaged in by Quakers at Woodlawn, but have not been explored.
	Revised.

 

	page 33 - Figure 3. Official Mascot of the Democratic Party, Queenie, and Mrs. Roosevelt at Woodlawn, between 1935 and 1937
Questions: This caption suggests that little is known about the occasion and date of the photo. Why was this photograph considered important? Can the African American figure be identified? Does the historical value of the photograph outweigh the non-egalitarian aspect of the imagery?
	Caption updated.  The date of photograph was given as between 1933 and 1940, but information related to photograph states that it was taken during the Woodring residency at Woodlawn (1935-1937).  

The photograph was only included to display the accompanying point that significant persons attended social events at Woodlawn during the Woodring period.  Census data was analyzed for information regarding employees at Woodlawn, but no census record occurred during the Woodring tenancy.  While it is possible that Bertha Underwood left employees at Woodlawn during the 1935-1937 period, no reference was found indicating such.  

	page 37 - “. . . former slaves of the Washingtons who were set free upon the death of Martha Washington in 1802” 
Comment: A more factual account is called for than this description, since Martha’s manumissions took place before her death.
	Revised.

	page 38 - “The small meeting welcomed all races . . .”
Question: Which source is this fact attributed to? (Two sources are cited for the sentence.)
	Revised.

	page 40 - “Though a Quaker settler, Joseph Cox was also instrumental in the founding of Woodlawn Methodist Church in 1865. As constructed on lands now occupied by Fort Belvoir, the original and replacement sanctuaries of the former slave-founded church are no longer standing. 
However, the cemetery remains an active, private burial ground on Fort Belvoir, used by 
members of Woodlawn United Methodist Church, which is now located in Alexandria.”
Comment: The above quoted paragraph is inadequate in research and has numerous factual errors. Although based on oral history that has a basis in fact, additional research is warranted. For instance, Joseph Cox is actually a descendant of the Gillinghams who initially assisted the African American Methodists in establishing the Woodlawn Methodist Church. The current church is located in Fairfax County, with an Alexandria postal address. It recently relocated from Gum Springs to Harrison Lane. The purpose of this comment is not to provide or to correct the missing information, but to recommend that additional research is necessary, not only for properly representing the history of the Woodlawn Methodists but also to ensure that adequate consideration is given to its inclusion in the historic district. The eligibility of the cemetery is the first step to such consideration. Yet, as noted above, to date, it appears that the site has not been evaluated.
	Revised.  Information on the recently updated church website states that there are now two different campuses for the combined Woodlawn Faith UMC: one on Fordson Road (Woodlawn) and one on Harrison Lane (Faith).  

Currently, the Woodlawn Methodist Church Cemetery is not considered to be part of the district.  It was not evaluated as part of the current study.

	page 50 – “In 1912, Sharpe expresses her wish to acquire the adjoining ‘Cox farm’ ” 
Comment:  Identification of the Cox farm is an omission that should be remedied. The Cox family and its association with Woodlawn Quaker Chalkley Gillingham is relevant to the history of the Woodlawn neighborhood in the 19th and 20th centuries. While many descendants of Woodlawn’s African American population do not recall the Gillinghams, they often do remember the Cox family, who was their neighbor on the farm once occupied by Chalkley Gillingham.
	No additional information located regarding the Cox family and its association with historic district.

	page 50 - “The first African-American teacher at the Gum Springs school was Annie M. Smith, who was the wife of Dandridge Smith, grandson of West Ford. Later in 1871, Gillingham states that it was necessary ‘to change the teacher in the Woodlawn school from colored to white . . .’ ”
Comment: As is clear from the article cited, the timeframe for Annie Smith’s teaching career was “the late 19th century.” It did not precede Gillingham’s 1871 journal entry. Further, the journal entry refers to the Woodlawn School, not the Gum Springs School. The relationship between the two schools, established with the assistance of Quakers, both locally and in Pennsylvania, is important; however, the text as written appears to confuse the two, and fails to provide the historical context for their relationship.
	Revised.

	page 51 -  “The Masons donated the land on which Woodlawn Elementary School, a school predating the Virginia public school system by 25 years, was constructed.”
Comment: Woodlawn Quaker settler Courtland Lukins should be mentioned in this reference, as he donated half of the land, which adjoined that of the Masons.
	Revised.

	page 82 - “Terms of sale typically reserved timber rights for the Troth-Gillingham Company . . . The company also included a clause in deeds prohibiting the sale of intoxicating liquors. If the clause were not obeyed, the sale would be invalidated.”
Comment: As stated in a previous comment, these assertions are not substantiated by primary sources, and serve only to perpetuate false information and incorrect interpretation of the Woodlawn Quaker settlement. The deed reference provided in Footnote 219 as an “example” of retaining timber rights and prohibition of alcohol evidences neither.
	Revised.

	page 85 – Otis Tufton Mason House
Comment: See comments on the Otis Tufton Mason Context Report. The text and content of the draft nomination and that of the report are similar; therefore, it is requested that the comments provided on the Report be incorporated by reference to apply to this section of the draft nomination.
	Comments not yet received.

	pages 90-91
Comment: This section is incomplete. The rich history associated with Grand View and its owners and residents has not been explored or presented. No consideration has been given to Grand View’s association with significant themes in Quaker settlement at Woodlawn and with individuals whose lives reflect upon the intent and actions of the religious community of which they were a part. The property’s original identity as a 13-acre farm tract is not acknowledged or studied to determine its integrity as a landscape component of the district, or its potential for restoration to a state where its interpretation as a landscape that was the setting for the Grand View house could be considered. While the meetinghouse survives to represent the period of Quaker settlement before and during the Civil War (and thereafter), Grand View survives to represent the domestic and agricultural aspects of Woodlawn’s Quaker history for the remainder of the 19th century. If , for purposes of this nomination, extant resources are required for presentation of the history of the proposed district, then, even by that narrow standard, the existence of Grand View should be sufficient to justify a level of research commensurate with properties associated with the Mason family.
	This document will not address the restoration potential the landscapes. 

Revised.





	page 91
Comment: It is stated that the purpose of Chalkley Gillingham’s trip to Iowa was to visit a good friend, Joseph Wood. Although Joseph Wood became a good friend, there is nothing in the record of Chalkley’s trip to suggest that he had any prior association with Joseph. The stated purpose of the trip was to conduct an oversight visit on behalf of Baltimore Yearly Meeting. Gillingham had been appointed to the committee for that purpose. His involvement with Joseph Wood’s Meeting was a part of his duties. Joseph Wood’s relocation to Gillingham’s farm, his and his wife’s contributions to the community, and his association with Grand View warrant coverage in the nomination as an illustration of the activities of Woodlawn Quakers during the Reconstruction period.
	Revised.  

	page 91
Comment: The construction date for Grand View by Joseph Wood is stated as between 1867-1869; however, the tract on which it was built was not sold to Joseph Wood until 1869. If there is evidence of the possibility of construction of the house an earlier date, before its ownership by Joseph Wood, it should be referenced and explained.
	Revised.

	page 92  - “While no plans or models exist for the home, written evidence suggests that Dr. William Thornton, first architect of the U.S. Capitol, designed the house.”
Question: How did the evidence “suggest” that William Thornton was the architect of Grand View? Was the evidence referenced in Footnote 259 compelling? Inconclusive? What historical and architectural analysis has been conducted to evaluate the possibility, and to justify the attribution to Thornton?
	I think this question should refer to Woodlawn Mansion—not Grand View.  

Revised.

	page 93 – Figure 28
Comment: If the image is intended to show the north and south cart roads on the meetinghouse property, it should not be cut off on the left margin, and the roads should be delineated graphically. If it is intended to show the 1859 alignment of the turnpike, that also should be indicated graphically
	Delineated roads in this graphic.

	Bibliography
Catlin – (Crossroads): This is an unpublished draft manuscript. Please identify it as such, and remove “Fort Belvoir, Virginia, Alexandria Monthly Meeting of the Religious Society of Friends.”
Parker – The publisher of this article should be identified as the Gum Springs Historical Society.
	Revised.
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