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INTRODUCTION TO SYMPOSIUM PROCEEDINGS  

KIM ALLEN, CONFERENCE CHAIR 

These proceedings contain session summaries and related resource documents that 

supported the Before It’s Too Late symposium held on Saturday, March 29, 2014, at the Richmond 

Public Library.  

 

The current proposal to construct a baseball stadium in Richmond’s Shockoe Bottom has 

given rise to public concern over the cultural and historical resources in Richmond’s Shockoe 

Bottom district. In response to this public debate, history enthusiasts and preservationists, planners, 

students, scholars, educators, and members of the general public participated in a one-day 

educational symposium in support of an archaeology of Shockoe Bottom…“Before It’s Too Late.” 

 

The symposium brought together experts and scholars on Richmond’s archaeology, history, 

and historic preservation and participants discussed how the public can become better stewards of 

Richmond’s vast cultural and historical resources.  Presentations explored the archaeological 

review process with an emphasis upon Federal Section 106. 

 

We determined several goals.  Participants would: 

 

1. Learn about the various communities and commercial and industrial uses in Shockoe Bottom; 

2. Better understand Richmond's slavery-related industry; 

3. Understand the Federal Section 106 Review Process; 

4. Review findings from the Lumpkin’s Jail Site project; and 

5. Explore the possibility of a Community Archaeology of Richmond. 

 

Conference organizers were surprised by the overwhelmingly positive response to our 

rather restrained publicity efforts.  It was our desire that the “content” of the symposium and an 

array of highly-informed, professional, and reputable presenters and scholars would be our best 

“selling point” and further anchor our informational and educational focus.  Also, we did what we 

could to keep overall costs for the conference at a minimum, deciding not to ask participants to pay 

a registration fee.  Although we were aware of the possibility that a major city event (10K) may 

impact attendance, we also recognized that time was of the essence and that the event should take 

place at a fairly accessible and well-known location, one that symbolized education and 

knowledge.  We don’t expect future conferences or symposiums to rival a major city event, but our 

scheduling was driven by our recognition that another type of conversation needed to take place, 

one outside of the narrow litmus-test themes of most current discussions.  Hence, the birth of 

“Before It’s Too Late.”   

 

We were also surprised by Mayor Jones’ announcement of his archaeological initiative just 

days before the event and were secretly delighted at this “gift” of serendipity.  We were hoping our 

symposium would be the catalyst for a substantive community-wide discussion of archaeology and 

help make a case for archaeology, “Before It’s Too Late.”  The Mayor catalyzed the discussion 

and set the stage for what turned out to be a well-timed symposium that made it onto the Sunday 

pages of the Richmond Times Dispatch.  What follows detail the significance of the day. 
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SYMPOSIUM SYNOPSIS 

Thank you for attending “Before It’s Too Late,” our one-day educational 

symposium held March 29, 2014, at the Richmond Public Library that educated and 

encouraged you to join our efforts to preserve the historical and cultural resources of 

Shockoe Bottom and to use archaeology as a “tool” to do it.  Ninety-three people attended 

and overwhelmingly expressed delight in having participated in an event that was 

“beautifully done”, “very informative and exciting…and [was] well worth my Saturday”.  

One attendee thanked organizers for “fulfilling an obvious need” and many remarked at 

having “learned so much”.  This initiative broadens current conversations about the 

development of Shockoe Bottom and includes a need to embrace important questions about 

its future, the future of our city, and our relationship to our past.  

 

For example, Americans must grapple with balancing the need for national security, 

e.g. The Patriot Act, and our cultural values and constitutional freedoms, e.g. Bill of Rights.  

Likewise, we must balance the need for economic development in Richmond and the 

importance of preserving our cultural heritage and historical resources.  This requires 

grappling with values and priorities. Does the possibility of economic development trump 

the value of studying and documenting our historical and cultural heritage AND the 

lessons we’ve learned from victories we celebrate and losses we’ve endured?  

 

The Mayor’s announcement of his archaeology initiative just days before the 

conference was an event of serendipity that provided an uncanny timing for the symposium 

and an ideal context for its agenda and discussion.  There was substantial overlap between 

the Mayor’s initiative and an archaeology proposal Dr. Kim Allen, organizer of the 

symposium, submitted “for the record” during a February 24th Richmond City Council 

meeting.  This overlap suggests more than tacit agreement at the Mayoral level of the 

importance and need for a comprehensive archaeology of Shockoe Bottom, but hopefully 

agreement of the need for significant community involvement in this process, and 

transparency.   

 

Interestingly, a March 30th Richmond Times-Dispatch article suggested that the 

conference provided support for the Mayor’s initiative from “an unlikely source.” It would 

have been more accurate to say that the Mayor’s initiative provided “an unlikely support” 

for a comprehensive archaeology with a high level of community input that was proposed 

by Dr. Kim Allen, archaeologist Terry Brock, and other historians and experts.  Dr. Allen 

left us with the mantra, “Trust, but verify!” 

  

This symposium extended the conversation about the mere importance of 

archaeology and delved into the archaeological process and its scientific, systematic, and 

meticulous protocols.  It included a highly-informative presentation by Dr. Matthew Laird, 
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who helped conduct the excavation of Lumpkin’s Jail. He spoke of the need for a 

comprehensive study including exhaustive reviews of documents, maps, and other 

materials required to make the case for a feasible project.  More importantly, he clearly 

stated that the archaeological excavation of the site revealed more than what was 

anticipated by initial studies and investigations.  He suggested that a location as rich in 

historical and cultural resources such as Shockoe Bottom probably has a large number of 

“surprises” under its soil.   

   

Roger Kirchen, from the Virginia Department of Historic Resources, spoke about 

the Federal Section106 Process, a requirement for projects using funds or requiring permits 

by the federal government.  This process itself has stringent protocols and he also 

suggested that the Mayor’s archaeological initiative is “no substitute” for the Section 106 

process. 

 

  Dr. Philip Schwartz and Harry Kollatz spoke at length about the history of Shockoe 

Bottom including Native American encounters with Europeans.  It became clear that 

Shockoe Bottom, despite being known as a slave-trading center, has a rich multicultural 

history suggested by the name “Chyinek” or “Shockoe.”  The symposium’s last session 

featured a panel that included archeologists Pam Cressey and Terry Brock and David 

Herring, a historic preservationist.  They provided participants with an engaging discussion 

about possibilities for community archaeology and suggested that archaeology was the 

purview of all citizens.  Among many insightful comments, one was made by Dr. Pam 

Cressey, former archaeologist for the City of Alexandria and currently an Adjunct 

Professor of Anthropology at George Washington University.  Given an area rich with 

historical and cultural resources, “Richmond should be a model for archaeology” and an 

example of community archaeology “for the whole world.” 

 

The symposium ended with a discussion of “NEXT STEPS!” during which 

symposium participants shared their ideas about “what they could do” to contribute to a 

credible archaeology of Shockoe Bottom and Richmond.  Several area archaeologists, 

historians, and experts expressed a willingness to join an emergent community working 

group that is addressing the Federal Section 106 process. Others suggested taking action to 

form an archaeology commission or at a minimum a Richmond-based volunteer association 

of archaeologists and friends of archaeology. Still others hoped that a community 

archaeology would include opportunities for school children to participate in the excavation 

and dissemination process of an archaeology of Shockoe Bottom.  The event was timely 

and attendees look forward to more.  In future efforts, rest assured of the same quality of 

presenters, “low-key professional tone”, and organized format.
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WELCOME ADDRESS 

 

Welcome to “Before It’s Too Late,” an educational symposium organized by 

concerned citizens who recognize the enduring value of Shockoe Bottom’s historical and 

cultural resources. These resources are evidence of the trials and triumphs of those who 

came before us and may hold as yet unexplored gems of wisdom. These gems include 

evidence of stories such as those of freed Blacks who “purchased” enslaved family 

members “to keep that family together.”   

 

We have experts, scholars, and historians here today who have spent much of their 

lives studying Shockoe Bottom, writing books about it, and perusing through old maps, 

photographs and documents. Others dug into the soil of Shockoe Bottom with their own 

hands.  

   

The Mayor of Richmond may finally be on board by announcing an archaeology 

initiative with a mandate to preserve our historical and cultural resources.  We applaud that 

the Mayor went beyond previous statements that made a mere mention of the significance 

of the cultural and historical resources of Shockoe Bottom by announcing this initiative of 

action.   

 

However, like President Ronald Reagan said to the former Soviet Union after the 

signing of a comprehensive nuclear arms reduction agreement: “Trust, but verify.” 

 It took the commitment and engagement of people from multiple racial and ethnic groups 

who stood in lines at City Council meetings, held programs on their own including vigils 

during cold winter evenings, and took other actions, many not reported in print or broadcast 

on media, that resulted in this change in policy or policy priorities.  Passionate community 

engagement produced this game changer which may soon hit a tipping point.  Until then: 

Trust, but verify.   

 

It will take an even stronger and concentrated engagement of concerned citizens to 

make sure that this archaeology initiative is actually implemented and if it does take place, 

that it proceeds according to the highest standards, procedures, and protocols of this 

profession. Even amidst intense stakeholder pressure, corners can’t be cut, important 

protocols can’t be overlooked, important details can’t be ignored…and they won’t because 

we will “trust, but verify.”  

 

This symposium was organized to provide you information about archaeology that 

will help you understand how archaeology actually works.  You will have an understanding 

of the timeline of this process and why suggestions that this exhaustive process can take 
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place in a matter of months suggests skipping steps or rushing irresponsibly.  That’s why 

we trust, but verify.   

 

This symposium will also help you learn how you, although you may not be a 

scholar, expert, or historian can become a part of community archaeology. You will learn 

why transparency is important and why this process must be done right and we must trust, 

but verify, “Before It’s Too Late.” 

 

Our first session will take a long view of the history of Shockoe Bottom by Harry 

Kollatz, Jr., Richmond Historian and Senior Writer, Richmond Magazine. He will be 

followed by a discussion of the slave-related history and industry of Shockoe Bottom by 

Dr. Phillip Schwartz, professor emeritus at VCU.  

 

Businesses sprouted like wild flowers as a result of slavery which suggests that a 

large number of undiscovered remains, artifacts and the like may permeate throughout 

Shockoe Bottom and not just the areas referred to by the on-going public debate. This 

session will be followed by lunch and our third section will begin at 1:05 p.m. and will 

discuss archaeological findings from the Lumpkin’s Slave Jail site by Dr. Matthew Laird, 

Ph.D., RPA, Partner and Senior Researcher, James Institute for Archaeology, Inc.  This 

session will be the first of several that will give you an idea of what archaeology is and 

why it is important for the preservation of our cultural resources.  You will also recognize 

that archaeology is more than putting a shovel in the ground to see if you “find something 

that gives you pause.”  

 

Mr. Roger Kirchen of the Virginia Department of Historic Resources will discuss 

the Federal 106 process.  More importantly, although we applaud the Mayor for his 

initiative, IT DOES NOT SUBSTITUTE FOR THE FEDERAL 106 PROCESS. Mr. 

Kirchen will help you understand why.   

 

Our fifth and final session will include a discussion of community archaeology that 

will include Dr. Pam Cressey, former archaeologist for the City of Alexandria and Adjunct 

Professor of Anthropology at George Washington University and Mr. David Herring, 

member of the Richmond Slave Trail Commission.   

 

This panel will be facilitated by Mr. Terry Brock, a Ph.D. Candidate and Research 

Archaeologist for the Montpelier Foundation.  The day will conclude with a discussion of 

“Next Steps” which will especially highlight what we can do to make sure that 

archaeological projects designed to preserve our historical and cultural resources are 

conducted properly and with fidelity to the highest standards of the profession. It will 

include ideas on what you can do as we “trust, but verify” Before It’s Too Late. 
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SYMPOSIUM SCHEDULE 

 

TIME TOPIC PRESENTER 

10:15   am Check-in   

10:45   am Welcome Kim Allen, Ph.D., 

Cultural Anthropologist 

10:55-11:40 am Shockoe Bottom: A Long View of 

Its History & Development 

Mr. Harry Kollatz, Jr. 

Richmond Historian & Senior Writer, 

Richmond Magazine 

11:50-12:35 pm The Slavery-Related History of 

Shockoe Bottom 

Philip J. Schwarz, Ph.D., 

History Professor Emeritus 

Virginia Commonwealth  

University &  Former Member, 

Richmond Slave Trail Commission 

12:35-1:00 pm Lunch  

1:05-1:50 pm Archaeological Report from the 

Lumpkin’s Slave Jail Site 

Matthew R. Laird, Ph.D., RPA, Partner 

and Senior Researcher, 

James River Institute for  

Archaeology, Inc.  

2:00-2:45 pm Federal Section 106  Roger Kirchen, Virginia Department of 

Historic Resources 

2:55-3:40 pm Possibilities for Community 

Archaeology 

Pam Cressey, Ph.D. 

Former Archaeologist for the City of 

Alexandria &  

Adjunct Professor of  

Anthropology 

George Washington University 

  

Mr. David Herring, Member, 

Richmond Slave Trail Commission 

  

Terry Brock, Ph.D. Candidate & 

Research Archaeologist, 

The Montpelier Foundation 

 3:45-4:00 pm Next Steps! Kim Allen, Ph.D., 

Cultural Anthropologist 
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SESSION SUMMARIES 

Session Title:   The Slavery-Related History of Shockoe Bottom 

Presenter:         Philip Schwartz, Ph.D., History Professor Emeritus, VCU 

Session Description: Richmond’s slave-trading industry was one the largest in the United States, 

second only to New Orleans. In this session, we will take a broad look at the development of 

slavery in Virginia and the growth of the slave economy of Richmond in particular. This will 

include a discussion of local, state, and national benefactors of Richmond’s slave-based industry.  

For example, speculators, traders, lawyers, dry goods store and warehouse owners, factory owners, 

hoteliers, restaurateurs and even Richmond City government and the Commonwealth of Virginia 

benefitted financially from the domestic slave trade that operated out of Richmond’s Shockoe 

Bottom.   

Note:  Because of a medical emergency, Dr. Schwarz was unable to stay to deliver a full 

presentation.  Yet, to keep his commitment to share his expertise he cheeringly returned to the 

symposium in the late afternoon to relay a few key themes related to Shockoe Bottom’s slavery-

related history and to take questions from the audience.  We are grateful for Dr. Schwarz’s 

dedication and willingness to share his vast knowledge and expertise.  Dr. Schwarz addressed two 

important themes. 

First, though Virginia had banned the international slave trade in 1778 and the United States had 

prohibited the international slave trade effective in 1808, the domestic slave trade continued 

among states that authorized slavery.  A primary transport route developed along the East Coast 

known as Coastwise Slave Trade.  Known as the Creole Revolt, a successful uprising took place in 

November 1841 on a slave ship owned by Johnson and Eperson of Richmond, Virginia. They were 

transporting 135 slaves for sale in New Orleans (103 three left from Richmond and another 32 

from Hampton Roads).  Madison Washington, an enslaved man who had been recaptured after 

returning from Canada to Virginia to free his enslaved wife, was among those being shipped for 

sale in New Orleans. Washington and eighteen others rebelled, overwhelmed the crew and killed 

one of the slave traders.  One enslaved man was also killed during the uprising.  Washington 

commandeered the ship to Nassau, Bahamas, where he and his crew were freed because Britain 

had outlawed slavery.  Consequently, shipping slaves up and down the east coast lessened as a 

result of the Creole slave ship revolt as trading via land transport routes increased.  

Second, Richmond’s slave trade was pervasive.  It involved not just slave owners and slave 

traders, but included merchants and financial markets in northern cities such as New York City, 

Boston, and Hartford, Connecticut.  Richmond’s trade had a huge impact on finances across the 

country.  Richmond’s slave-based economy was deeply connected with the economies of states in 

the Deep South.  A list developed by Richmond historian Elizabeth Kamborian lists 73 slave 

traders that operated out of Richmond’s Shockoe Bottom. 

Question & Answer Session  

Question: Is ancestry.com a helpful source to trace one’s ancestry through Shockoe Bottom? 

Answer:  Perhaps.  Another genealogy resource is Rootsweb.com/. 

Post Script: Additional sources: Center for African American Genealogical Research:  

www.caagri.org; Virginia Genealogical Society: www.vgs.org; African Ancestry: 

www.africanancestry.com; National Genealogical Society: www.ngsgenealogy.org; Federation of 

Genealogical Societies: www.ngsgenealogy.org 

http://www.caagri.org/
http://www.vgs.org/
http://www.africanancestry.com/
http://www.ngsgenealogy.org/
http://www.ngsgenealogy.org/
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Session Title:  Shockoe Bottom: A Long View of Its History and Development 

Presenter:   Harry Kollatz, Jr., Senior Writer, harryk@richmag.com 

Session Description: This session provided an overview of the history of Shockoe Bottom and the 

various residential communities and commercial and manufacturing industries that were in 

operation prior to and after its settlement by English colonists from since the 19th century.  The 

earliest roots of the City of Richmond can be traced to Shockoe Bottom when, in 1737, William 

Byrd laid out the town between what is currently known as18th and 25th Streets. Shockoe creek 

formed the westernmost boundary of the town and served as a barrier to western expansion.  Prior 

to English settlement, the area had been a fishing village and home to members of the Powhatan 

Confederacy.   Its location and physical attributes present opportunities and obstacles to its 

ongoing growth and development.  

 

Theme: Shockoe was the place where immigrants to Richmond first settled and the place where the 

City of Richmond was born.  Many significant events happened here. 

 

A. Native American Presence 

The English arrived in what was to become Virginia in the early 1600s.  At the time, Chief 

Powhatan ruled the Powhatan Confederacy.  Christopher Newport was among the first English 

explorers to land in Eastern Virginia.  Narius, a representative of Chief Powhatan, convinced 

Christopher Newport to settle in eastern Virginia near Jamestown, but after a brief period, Newport 

decided to advance up the James River. 

 

B. Little known facts about Shockoe Bottom 

1. The first saloon in Richmond was built in Shockoe.  Shockoe Creek was a natural barrier to  

  the development of Richmond. 

2. The name Shockoe Bottom actually didn’t enter the city’s lexicon until the 1970s and is 

historically known as Shockoe Valley. 

3. The focal point of Shockoe Bottom has always been its food market and remains the location 

of a popular farmer’s market.  

4. As Richmond developed, Shockoe became the site of a number of factories. 

5. On one occasion, Supreme Court Justice John Marshall bought a turkey at the Shockoe 

Bottom market and proceeded to carry it to his home in Churchill. 

 

C. Shockoe Bottom during the Civil War  

1. Brothels also populated the area  

2. Civil servants and city commissioners were often bribed to not to enforce laws banning public 

drinking and brothels  

3. Houses of a number of city commissioners were located in Shockoe Bottom as were a number 

of brothels owned by city commissioners.  One city commissioner attempted to legalize 

brothels. 

4. This ‘red light district’ was disrupted by the construction of a railway hub at 15th and Main 

Street, now known as Main Street Station.  
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5. President Lincoln arrived at Rocket’s Landing and was transported to Richmond via rowboat by 

the U.S. Marines.  Blacks, German and Dutch immigrants gathered in the streets to catch a 

glimpse of him.  

 

D. In the 1920s, engineers discovered uncovered pylons and the bottom of a ship 30 feet below 

the surface during a rebuilding project around Shockoe Creek. 

 

Question & Answer Session 

 

Q: Where did the boundaries between Richmond and Henrico County start and stop? 

A: Richmond and Henrico have always been separate entities.  Part of Henrico was annexed 

because Richmond needed a courthouse.   

 

Q: What would President Lincoln have seen when he arrived in Richmond on April 4, 1865 in 

Shockoe? 

A: The area would have been dense with houses and warehouses some of which served as 

hospitals during the Civil War.  There was a prison on Brown’s Island; President Lincoln 

supposedly wept when he saw [the deplorable conditions in the] prison.  President Lincoln offered 

to let up on the former rebels and go “easy” on them after the war. 

 

Q: Can you give us more details about the development of Shockoe Bottom in the 1920s? 

A: There had been haphazard digging from various engineering and construction projects but no 

systematic archaeology has taken place at Shockoe Bottom. Some items found at Shockoe Bottom 

(during engineering and construction projects) include buried ceramic pottery; a 90-foot long 

pocket boat; and, under Jamestown, 100 books. [Not much more information was shared from the 

period in question.] 

 

Q: Have you come across information about why Robert E. Lee surrendered at Appomattox?   

A: Robert Lee was trapped by the Union Army, so he surrendered at Appomattox.        

Photographers didn’t get to the courthouse until after his surrender. 

 

Q: Are there any maps which define the footprint of slave burial grounds at Shockoe Bottom? 

A: None other than that of the Negro Burial Ground that I’m aware of. 

 

Q: Was the Henrico jailhouse a remnant of slavery? 

A: Not sure, but probably not given the age of the building. 

 

Q: Has there been an honest effort, archaeologically, to find out what happened in the area beyond 

the happenstance finds of city engineers and laymen? 

A: Much of the digging and finding of artifacts in the area has happened by accident.  There have 

been archaeological studies of various sites in Richmond, but nothing (of the scale of the 
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Lumpkin’s Jail site) concentrated in Shockoe Bottom.  It would take a while to conduct 

[comprehensive archaeological studies] because of the time it would take to dig through the streets. 

 

Q: What is the origin of the name Shockoe? 

A: The word Shockoe literally means ‘place of large stones’ and was the name given to part of the 

creek that once ran through the area.  Native Americans named the creek Chyinek, the English 

took this name for the [entire] area and changed it to phonetically read ‘Shockoe’. 

 

Open Discussion: What might an archaeology of Richmond mean for the city? 

Audience Responses: Archaeologists do not work for free and most of the land in the city is under 

private ownership.  [For this reason] the city may not be interested in exploring [certain] 

archaeological sites or in paying for them to be explored.  Some cities have taken the lead in 

starting local archaeological programs.  There is money for archaeology from the White House, for 

example.  Some individuals have a direct claim to burial grounds. 

 

Session Title:  Archaeological Report from Lumpkin’s Jail Site 

Presenter:   Matthew Laird 

Session Description: The Lumpkin’s Jail site was one of Richmond’s most notorious slave-

trading compounds from the 1830s through the 1860s. Because of the high degree of integrity of 

its archaeological deposits, the James River Institute for Archaeology (JRIR) recommended that 

the Lumpkin’s Jail site be considered eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic 

Places.  This session will provide a review of the archaeological investigation of the Lumpkin’s 

Jail Site including the testing, excavation, and cataloguing of recovered artifacts. This session will 

also review the significance of what was discovered by the excavation including revelations about 

the people and activities that took place on that complex. 

 

I. Anthony Burns: His story 

A. Burns was an inmate at Lumpkin’s Jail 

B. He was a runaway who had fled to Boston, but after being captured he was held at  

 Lumpkin’s jail while he awaited his fate. 

C. Burns was eventually freed with the help of abolitionists and became a pastor in   

    Canada. 

D. Burns’ experience at Lumpkin’s Jail 

1. He was kept in an 8-foot square room with no bed, no clean air and a coarse blanket. 

2. He was shackled with handcuffs and fetters at his feet. 

3. He was not allowed to change his clothes 

4. He recalled how badly slaves were treated and witnessed  how enslaved people were    

    disrobed for inspection by purchasers.   

 

II. The Transformation of Lumpkin’s Jail 

A. Richard Lumpkin was not the first owner of the jail but he developed the lots around  

 it which rendered it a compound.  He was the third slave dealer to own the property.   

 The property was first owned by Tate, then Collier, then Lumpkin. 

B. When Lumpkin took over the property it contained a two-story brick slave jail.  A  
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 first sketch of it in the 1870s depicted the jail building as being 18 feet wide. 

C. Lumpkin’s slave trading business ended in 1865 when Black Union Troops liberated 

  Richmond along with the enslaved men and women being held captive in the jail. 

D. Mary, who was the ‘wife’ of jail owner Robert Lumpkin, took possession of the  

 building after Lumpkin fled during the Liberation of Richmond.  She rented out the  

building that was later converted into an educational institution for blacks (Culver 

Institute later became present-day Virginia Union University.)  

E. Mary Lumpkin sold the lots after the Culver Institute (the educational institution that  

became Virginia Union University) was relocated to its present location off of 

Lombardy Street and Brook Rd.  The slave jail building (part of the Lumpkin’s 

compound) had been situated near what is now part of I-95. 

 

III. The Archaeological Process  

A. JRIA used historical documents, records and GIS coding to determine the location of 

possible remains of the Lumpkin’s Compound. It was difficult to find this information 

because the building and property passed through a number of hands, e.g. owners, over the 

years. 

 

B. The First (Preliminary) Study 

In 2005, the James River Institute for Archaeology (JRIA) was hired to excavate the jail 

site Shockoe Creek was an open waterway through the mid-19th century which has since 

been diverted to the city the city’s sewerage system. 

 

C. Project (Excavation) Phases 

 

 Phase 1: Archaeological investigation in 2006 

Excavated cobblestone, ceramics, glass, and mortar fragments. 

The jail site is associated with a period from 1835 to 1865. 

More funding was needed and later obtained for more intensive investigation. 

The testing began in April, 2006.  A number of artifacts were found including domestic  

artifacts (ceramics), handmade brick, and a cobblestone road. 

 

Phase 2 

It was difficult to conduct soil extraction because of the size of the area and its location near a 

former ironworks factory. 

At this stage, the city took on a more intensive archaeological plan.   

The first find was a perfectly preserved cobblestone (courtyard).  A kitchen building foundation 

was found adjacent to this courtyard. A retaining wall, built in the 1830s, was also discovered. 

This wall separated the jail from the rest of the property 

The lowest part of the site, which had been hampered by floods, revealed evidence from the jail.  

This included two parallel building foundations, remains from the jail, which were found 18 feet 

apart. 

Other items including ceramics, tobacco, pencils, tooth brushes, pharmaceutical bottles, 

spectacles and dolls were also found at the site. 

It is hard to tell the exact historical period these artifacts came from. We are more certain about 

what came from Lumpkin’s Jail because items tended be from an African tradition. 
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There was a carved bone ring (from the kitchen), which possibly belonged to one of Lumpkin’s 

slaves. 

We were not able to dig for more evidence and artifacts because of concerns about dangers about 

impacting the preservation of the site. 

 

Phase 3: Re-burying the site 

The firm decided to re-bury the site [in the interest of preservation]. 

Reburial was carefully executed which included draining and stabilizing the site by putting down 

sandbags and soil.  The area was covered with woven geo-textile fabric and backfilled with dirt 

and soil.  The soil was rolled and seeded with grass.  The area is now a park with an attractive 

memorial and signs dedicated to slaves 

 

The goals of the excavation were two-fold: 1) to identify major components and 2) to better 

understand experiences of people 

 

Phase 4: Aftermath of the Archaeological Project 

 The Natural and built landscape emphasizes subordinate status of slaves 

 There was significant press and news coverage of the site during excavation 

 The archaeological project helped to sustain dialogue about the city’s past and present 

 

Question & Answer Session 

 

Q: What was the total cost to conduct an archaeology of the site? 

A: The first stage was $15,000.  The second, detailed stage was $150,000 

 

Q: Is it possible artifacts found were affected by the creek flow? 

A: Certainly, the closer you get to the creek, the greater the likelihood that waste would be 

deposited in the site from elsewhere. Some of the area was probably used as waste ground and a 

lot of fill material was brought in for the construction of I-95.  It’s unlikely that a lot of material 

came in from flooding as there is little evidence of flooding at the site. 

 

Q: Can you give a best guess as to what these remnants indicate about what is in other parts of 

Richmond where similar slave trading sites were located? 

A: We had no idea at the outset that we’d find anything at all given how little the area has been 

developed over the years.  There’s probably a lot more material, especially in pockets.  There’s 

lots of potential for finding other archaeological remains. 

 

Q: Is a museum a suitable place to display artifacts from the excavation? 

A: Could build museum on top of the site, but can’t speak to how a museum could generate 

money. 

 

Q: Is there any evidence that Union soldiers were kept at Lumpkin’s? 

A: Not likely, most people that were held in the complex essentially passed through.  It served as 

a temporary holding space. 

 

Q: How long was each phase in the archaeological process? 



15 | P a g e  

 

A: The first phase of testing took three weeks.  A full-scale excavation took four months, and 

preliminary research took another 4-5 months. 

 

Q: What church was Culver a part of? 

A: Baptist.  He came from New England and had worked in Chicago. 

 

Q: How was the project initiated? 

A: The firm was contracted through the city as a research project (Alliance to Conserve Old 

Richmond). Excavation was not governed by regulations and started out as a voluntary research 

project. It was not being done to fulfill any requirements. 

 

Q: Was there a requirement that the research design be approved by the Virginia Department of 

Historic Resources VDHR? 

A: No, but the project was conducted in consultation with VDHR and the material artifacts and 

report are officially housed at VDHR. 

 

Q: Was there a conspiracy to stop the project? 

A: So many people did not know about what would be uncovered at the site.  There was 

reluctance or a “forgetting” by many whites of what had been uncovered at the site.  Yet 

memories of what had occurred at the site persisted for a long time. 

 

Q: Was Solomon Northrup, author of 12 Years a Slave held at Lumpkin’s? 

A: No, Anthony Burns was the most well-known individual held at Lumpkin’s.  

(Post Script:  In 12 Years a Slave, Northrup recounts his experience of being held captive at 

Goodwin’s Jail located at 17th and Grace Streets in Shockoe Bottom.) 

 

Session Title: Federal Section 106 

Presenter: Roger Kirchen, Director, Div. of Review and Compliance, Archaeologist 

Session Description: The session focused upon the requirements of Section 106 of the National 

Historic Preservation Act. The requirement for Section 106 takes effect any time a federal, 

federally- assisted or federally-approved activity might affect a property listed in or eligible for 

the National Register of Historic Places.  Attendees were provided information on Section 106 

essentials. 

 

A. History of Legislation Protecting Historic Sites: Activities and Legislation 

1. Mount Vernon conservation efforts in 1850s contributed to the birth of historical 

preservation. 

2. The National Park Service was created out of an interest in conservation and 

preservation. 

3. 1935: Historic Sites Act passed which facilitated the development of programs to 

further protect historic resources. 

4. In the late 1940s, preservationists recognized the need for a national organization to 

 provide support and encouragement for grassroots preservation efforts. In response, 

 the National Trust for Historic Preservation was formed and their efforts led to the 
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 creation of the National Trust in 1949 by an act of President Truman.  The Trust would 

acquire and administer historic sites.  The establishment of the Trust further solidified

 the federal government’s commitment to preservation. 

5. In 1956 the Federal-Aid Highway Act or the National Interstate and Defense 

Highways Act was signed by President Dwight D. Eisenhower.  The Act authorized 

25 billion dollars for the construction of 41,000 miles of the Interstate Highway 

System to take place over a 10-year period.  At the time, it was the largest public 

works project.  The Act posed serious threats to 

communities/neighborhoods/properties located in the path of highway construction 

projects. 

2. 1960s: Urban renewal pressures mounted under President John F. Kennedy’s 

leadership.  This pitted preservation efforts against pressures for new 

building/construction. 

3. 1966: National Historic Preservation Act passed.   

 

B.  National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 

1. The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) is the primary federal law governing the 

preservation of cultural and historic resources in the United States. 

2. The law establishes a national preservation program and a system of procedural 

protections which encourage the identification and protection of cultural and historic 

resources of national, state, tribal and local significance. 

3. Section 106 of the Act gives the federal government the role of providing leadership for 

preservation.  It also allows the federal government to consider potential negative impacts 

of proposed development projects on historical sites.  However, consideration does not 

prevent construction.  The federal government is not obliged to follow the 

recommendations of the affected parties. 

4. Participants in the process include federal agencies, in addition to the Advisory Council 

on Historical Preservation (ACHP) and the corresponding State Historic Preservation 

Office (SHPO) which are also (separate) federal agencies.  The SHPO is a consulting 

party to ACHP and plays a central role in the administration of National Historic 

Preservation Act (NHPA) programs and serves as the primary point of contract for 

individuals seeking assistance.  SHPO is also responsible for reviewing and processing 

applications for nominations of historic and cultural properties for listing on the National 

Register of Historic Places. It also assists federal agencies in meeting their obligations 

under Section 106.  Local governments are also afforded an opportunity to participate in 

the review process. Virginia’s SHPO is housed together with the Virginia Department of 

Historic Resources (VDHR).  

5. Other interested parties, such as the community, may participate in a Section 106 Review.  

It is recommended that individuals seeking community consultant status organize 

themselves into a group.  Such a group can add weight to whatever position the group 

takes (in the review process). 

6. Section 101 of the National Historic Preservation Act pertains specifically to Native 

Americans/territories.  

 

C. Four-step process involved in a Section 106 Review  (Supplemented with material 

from the ACHP Regulations guide at http://www.achp.gov/106summary.html) 
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1. Initiation: The responsible Federal agency first determines whether it has an undertaking 

that is a type of activity that could affect historic properties. Historic properties are 

properties that are included in the National Register of Historic Places or that meet 

the criteria for the National Register. If so, it must identify the appropriate State Historic 

Preservation Officer/Tribal Historic Preservation Officer * (SHPO/THPO*) to consult with 

during the process. It should also plan to involve the public, and identify other potential 

consulting parties. If it determines that it has no undertaking, or that its undertaking is a 

type of activity that has no potential to affect historic properties, the agency has no further 

Section 106 obligations. 

 

2. Identify Historic Properties: If the agency's undertaking could affect historic properties, 

the agency determines the scope of appropriate identification efforts and then proceeds to 

identify historic properties in the area of potential effects. The agency reviews background 

information, consults with the SHPO/THPO* and others, seeks information from 

knowledgeable parties, and conducts additional studies as necessary. Districts, sites, 

buildings, structures, and objects listed in the National Register are considered; unlisted 

properties are evaluated against the National Park Service's published criteria, in 

consultation with the SHPO/THPO* and any Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian organization 

that may attach religious or cultural importance to them. 

 

If questions arise about the eligibility of a given property, the agency may seek a formal 

determination of eligibility from the National Park Service. Section 106 reviews give 

equal consideration to properties that have already been included in the National Register 

as well as those that have not been so included, but that meet National Register criteria. 

 

If the agency finds that no historic properties are present or affected, it provides 

documentation to the SHPO/THPO* and, barring any objection in 30 days, proceeds with 

its undertaking. 

 

If the agency finds that historic properties are present, it proceeds to assess possible adverse 

effects. 

 

3. Determine the Area of Potential Effects or the area of the ‘undertaking’: There are 

direct effects (physical impacts) and indirect effects (historic setting and feeling).  The 

agency, in consultation with the SHPO/THPO*, makes an assessment of adverse effects on 

the identified historic properties based on criteria found in ACHP's regulations including 

archival research of historical material, surveys and evaluations of historic properties.  

 

If they agree that there will be no adverse effect, the agency proceeds with the undertaking 

and any agreed-upon conditions. 

 

If they find that there is an adverse effect, or if the parties cannot agree and ACHP 

determines within 15 days that there is an adverse effect, the agency begins consultation to 

seek ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate the adverse effects. If adverse effects are 

http://www.achp.gov/106summary.html#thpo
http://www.achp.gov/criteria.html
http://www.achp.gov/106summary.html#thpo
http://www.achp.gov/nps.html
http://www.achp.gov/106summary.html#thpo
http://www.achp.gov/106summary.html#thpo
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unavoidable, a memorandum of agreement is made to mitigate against potential harm.  If 

there are discrepancies, the federal agency must consult ACHP. 

 

4. Resolve Adverse effects: The agency consults to resolve adverse effects with the 

SHPO/THPO* and others, who may include Indian tribes and Native Hawaiian 

organizations, local governments, permit or license applicants, and members of the public. 

ACHP may participate in consultation when there are substantial impacts to important 

historic properties, when a case presents important questions of policy or interpretation, 

when there is a potential for procedural problems, or when there are issues of concern to 

Indian tribes or Native Hawaiian organizations. 

 

Consultation usually results in a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), which outlines 

agreed-upon measures that the agency will take to avoid, minimize, or mitigate the adverse 

effects. In some cases, the consulting parties may agree that no such measures are possible, 

but that the adverse effects must be accepted in the public interest. 

 

Implementation 
If an MOA is executed, the agency proceeds with its undertaking under the terms of the 

MOA. 

 

Failure to resolve adverse effects 
If consultation proves unproductive, the agency or the SHPO/THPO*, or ACHP itself, may 

terminate consultation. If a SHPO terminates consultation, the agency and ACHP may 

conclude an MOA without SHPO involvement. However, if a THPO* terminates 

consultation and the undertaking is on or affecting historic properties on tribal lands, 

ACHP must provide its comments. The agency must submit appropriate documentation to 

ACHP and request ACHP's written comments. The agency head must take into account 

ACHP's written comments in deciding how to proceed. 

 

Question & Answer Session 

 

Q: What part of the (proposed Shockoe Bottom) development is subject to 106? 

A: SHPO has not yet received an application for review for any phase or project related to 

Shockoe Bottom. 

 

Q: What is the relationship of VDHR/SHPO to UNESCO? 

A: There is no relationship.  There is no governing body that enforces UNESCO’s decrees and 

designations but a UNESCO ruling is often and likely considered in a Section 106 

assessment. 

 

Q: Can you send out web links for how the public can embark on the preservation process? 

A: The presenter promised to forward these to Dr. Allen.  (See below.) 

 

Q: What would impact the prevention of the structure being built on the area to be preserved? 

A: This depends on where the ‘undertaking’ starts and stops. 

 

http://www.achp.gov/106summary.html#thpo
http://www.achp.gov/106summary.html#thpo
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Q: In what ways can a project’s development affect the 106 process? 

A: The project in part or as a whole can be considered an ‘undertaking’.  Questions asked must 

be specific to the undertaking.  These include: 1) What area(s) is considered the ballpark? 2) 

What exactly is being affected? 3) Where does the undertaking start and stop?  

 

Q: How long does the 106 process take? 

A: It depends on the scale of the project.  The SHPO has 30 days to respond to a review 

application.  The total time required to obtain site designation might take anywhere from 18 

months to 2 years. 

 

Q: Are there any Virginia state laws similar to Section 106? 

A: Some states have their own requirements that govern state-owned properties which vary 

from state to state. Virginia has none.    

 

Q: What are some possible projects and federal agencies that may be involved in a possible 

Shockoe Bottom project?  

A: 1. Department of Transportation: federal highway impact; 2. Army Corps of Engineers & 

the Environmental Protection Agency: storm water and flood mitigation. 

 

Q: Is any part of Shockoe Bottom under historical designation? 

A: Parts of Shockoe Bottom are listed on the National Register of Historic Places 

 

Q: Who owns/will own the property (for the proposed ballpark)? 

A: Private developers currently own much of the property that the City of Richmond may 

purchase (for the ballpark and related projects). 

 

Q: Who can work for VDHR or SHPO? 

A: There are professional standards including a graduate degree and related experience.  The 

director of Virginia’s Department of Historic Resources is a gubernatorial appointee.  

 

Q: Could a Wal-Mart located near a Civil War battlefield site be considered an adverse effect? 

A: Possibly, it would depend on how the Wal-Mart would affect the battlefield site. 

 

Website Resources:  

 www.dhr.virginia.gov 

 www.achp.gov 

 Attendees were encouraged to read through the regulations.   

 

Post Script: As promised, Roger Kirchen provided a few web links from the Advisory Council 

on Historic Preservation that may provide additional guidance: 

 

 Protecting Historic Properties: A Citizen's Guide to Section 106 

(http://www.achp.gov/docs/CitizenGuide.pdf) 

 Section 106 Archaeology Guidance (http://www.achp.gov/archguide/) 

 Section 106 Regulations – 36 CFR Part 800 (http://www.achp.gov/regs-rev04.pdf) 

http://www.achp.gov/docs/CitizenGuide.pdf
http://www.achp.gov/archguide/
http://www.achp.gov/regs-rev04.pdf
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 Federal Agency Historic Preservation Programs and 

Officers (http://www.achp.gov/fpoagencyinfo.html) 

 

Session Title:  Possibilities for Community Archaeology 

Panelists:  Terry Brock, David Herring, Pam Cressey 

Session Description: The panel discussed the need for archaeological mitigation, research, and 

public engagement in the context of an urban area like Richmond, which is rich with historical 

and cultural resources. Panelists discussed the role of archaeology in city development, the 

engagement of the public in this process, and how other cities have used a City Archaeologist 

model, ordinances and volunteers to integrate the protection of cultural heritage into the 

development process. 

 

Terry Brock asked the panelists to comment on a series of questions and otherwise moderated the 

panel discussion. 

 

Q: How can community archaeology benefit us? 

David Herring 

Shockoe Valley (Shockoe Bottom) used to be the downtown area of Richmond. 

A site in Shockoe Bottom would likely uncover a lot of relics which have been buried over time. 

 

Pam Cressey 

It can unite people by having people bring in info, photos to help the excavation along 

Teaching archaeology to children in the community can be very powerful.  An advocacy group 

can be created to teach children about the power of archaeology to create knowledge and build a 

sense of community. 

 

Terry Brock 

There is a power behind making discoveries.  One personally can have a sense of accomplishment 

and amazement with something they have found which has not been held or touched in centuries.  

Community archaeology and digging on-site can create a link between living in a city and being a 

part of a city. 

 

Q: How do you navigate (economic development/progress) while still respecting the past? 

David Herring  

Richmond can aspire to Alexandria’s model of archaeology 

It will take a while to create a commission here 

We’ll need to address the particular topic regarding the stadium separately, but going forward, the 

process of establishing commission is not all that complicated, and we can definitely begin that 

process.  As a next step, we’ll need to get working on zoning regulations for that area. 

 

Pam Cressey 

Please look at Alexandria’s archaeology ordinance on Google. The archaeological process is 

something that can fit into architectural review.  The Archaeology Commission itself never makes 

a statement about a particular project.  Its work can, however, complement a project.  

Archaeology is not in opposition to development. 

http://www.achp.gov/fpoagencyinfo.html
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Terry Brock  

A historically-designated area is (partly) characterized by old architecture. 

 

Q: What are some short-term and long-term goals for archaeology? 

David Herring 

Involvement in the Section 106 process is a good, short-term strategy and task. 

This process is not a sure thing because the level of compliance is out of citizens’ hands, however, 

that process can be influenced by citizens. 

This is another way for us to speak as one voice rather than protesting individually  

We (collectively) need to be participating in the process.  

 

Terry Brock 

We need to read the mayor’s plans and develop our own opinions and questions about it. 

 

Question & Answer Session 

 

 

Question Answer  

How can we do public 

archaeology properly when 

citizens are against? 

Pam Cressey 

 There are people for the stadium and against the 

stadium 

 If stadium is built, then archaeology should be done 

before construction 

 Key thing in archaeology is not digging.  It is getting 

the info from across the city about the site to be dug up. 

What is the relationship of 

zoning to archaeology?  

Pam Cressey: Zoning cannot be changed suddenly 

Does current zoning preclude 

construction of stadium? 

Herring: The proposed stadium currently exceeds 

allowable height.  
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“BEFORE IT’S TOO LATE” 

SYMPOSIUM EVALUATION SUMMARY 

MARCH 29, 2014 

 

All participants were provided an opportunity to complete evaluation forms that will be 

meaningful input we will use to plan upcoming symposiums or conferences.  We hope this 

symposium met the professional standards for educational events addressing sensitive yet 

important issues facing Richmond and its residents.  We were committed to emphasizing accurate 

and credible information rather than initiating debates or facilitating conflicts between contrasting 

positions.  We were often challenged by people, many of them well-meaning, to take a declarative 

stand on a very sensitive issue.  However, we made a commitment to presenters, attendees, 

agencies, institutions and the general public that we were providing information, as much 

information as possible from the most credible sources available.  We were delighted that most 

participants appreciated the “low key, professional tone” of the symposium.  Below, we 

summarize your responses to our evaluation questions, explain why we asked the questions, and 

suggest how we may apply what we learned during the conceptualization, planning, and execution 

to future education events, e.g. symposia, conferences, workshops. 

 

How did you hear or learn about this symposium?  Check all that apply. 

As you may know, we did not engage in a protracted effort to publicize our symposium.  However, 

we were interested in determining, out of several publicity activities we did employ, which were 

likely to be most effective. And if we did decide to expand or increase our efforts, which outlets 

may generate the most responses.  One oversight of this question, however, is that we didn’t ask 

“when” you found out about the symposium.  

 

Research studies have been very consistent in finding that “word of mouth” or a proxy (e.g. 

Facebook, email (from someone you know) is more effective than other more glitzy strategies. 

Further, placing information in media that have audiences including people most likely to be 

interested in this event was also applied on a smaller scale.  We were delighted that our website 

and Eventbrite registration webpage appear to have generated nearly 20 percent of our attendees 

with word-of-mouth, Facebook, and email accounting for generating the bulk of our remaining 

attendees.   

 

Please specify the main reason you decided to attend this symposium. 

We wanted the content of the symposium, e.g. the quality of sessions and expertise and credibility 

of the presenters, to generate interest in our symposium.  Content of the conference, opportunities 

for personal development (learning new information), networking and quality of our presenters 

were overwhelming “attractors” of participants.  Others had interests in political issues, support of 

a city archaeologist or commission, and acquiring more information on “where I live.”  

 

When you decided to attend the symposium, which presentations prompted your greatest 

interest? 

This question allowed us to gauge which issues appeared to resonate with those interested in 

attending our symposium.  We were pleased that each proposed session appealed to a significant 

proportion of our attendees.  This told us that we did a decent job in sifting through possible topic 
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areas and chose sessions that resonated with our “audience.”  The following information lists the 

sessions and number of evaluation respondents who expressed an interest in these sessions before 

the conference. 

 

Shockoe Bottom: The Long View-25 

The Slavery-Related History of Shockoe Bottom-28 

The Archaeology of Lumpkin’s Jail Site-29 

Federal Section 106-14 

Community Archaeology Panel-21 

 

After attending the symposium, which presentations did you find most informative or 

interesting? 

The sessions on the Lumpkin’s Jail Site and Community Archaeology captured several themes we 

hoped would demonstrate a linkage between the scientific and methodological components of 

archaeology while encouraging community engagement in this process.  One goal of the 

symposium was to generate community interest in archaeology, given that more than half of 

evaluation respondents found these sessions “most informative or interesting” suggests we were 

successful.  

 

Did the conference fulfill your reason for attending? 

We were very pleased with responses to this question.  The numbers speak for themselves. We 

believe that our focus, fidelity, and emphasis upon information provided by experts resulted in this 

pleasingly high level of satisfaction among respondents to our evaluation survey.  

Yes, it was very fulfilling and informative-29 

Yes, I was glad I attended-19 

It was O.K.-2 

No, I expected more-0 

No, it was a waste of my time-0 

 

What did you find most beneficial about the symposium? 

Following are a large number of comments that reflect our respondents’ thoughts about the 

symposium and the information we provided.  We believe you are likely to share many of these 

reflections.  

 

Discussion about long term goals about setting up a city archaeology commission. 

In-depth discussion of a wide range of issues related to Shockoe Bottom. 

The speakers were genuinely passionate about their presentations, this brought the attendees 

interest to a peak. 

The expertise of the presenters and panelists. 

The symposium covered many of the dimensions necessary to understand the significance of 

Shockoe Bottom and do something about preserving and drawing attention to Richmond’s history. 

Ideas of empowerment of public, and how to improve the power of our voices, especially as it 

pertains to the impact to historic sites in Richmond. 

Information about Alexandria. 

The range of views and the questions from the audience. 
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Learning about the history of Shockoe Bottom, understanding the principles behind community 

archaeology, and hearing about the process involved in archaeological investigations. 

Filling the room on 4 days’ notice!  Great! 

Seeing community coming together.  Collected history/knowledge for community members. 

I thought the elevated discussion about the role and potential of archaeology in regard to city 

planning. 

Expert presenters, information and directions for ACTION. 

The qualified presenters did an excellent job of educating/informing attendants. 

Discovering collaborative opportunities. 

Quality of presenters 

Overall organization format  

Low-key, professional tone 

 

The following questions asked about administrative and logistical components of the symposium.  

It appears that the venue, administration, content, and food were generally appropriate.  We were 

also pleased that most respondents would have recommended the symposium to others.  We were 

encouraged by this and have committed ourselves to remaining committed to our emphasis upon 

education. 

 

Would you have recommended this symposium to others? 

Yes-37  Maybe-3 No-0 

 

Please indicate your overall satisfaction with this symposium. 

Symposium Content:   37-Very Satisfied    6-Somewhat Satisfied       2-Neutral     

Registration Process:   37-Very Satisfied    1-Somewhat Satisfied         

Venue:             37-Very Satisfied    2-Somewhat Satisfied   2-Neutral   1-Very Dissatisfied 

Food & Beverage          29-Very Satisfied    4-Somewhat Satisfied      4-Neutral     

Comments:    More promotions              

(Venue) Too cold 

                         Parking difficult          

(Registration) Excellent 

 

Would you be willing to pay a registration fee?  If so, how much? 

We did not charge a registration fee for this symposium, but these events come with several layers 

of costs.  We were curious whether or not this event met professional standards on the one hand 

and provided a quality experience that would have made participants willing to pay a registration 

fee.  Registration fees will allow us to provide an even better education and learning experience at 

our future events.  Most respondents appeared comfortable paying a $10 registration fee, with a 

large number of others willing to pay $25 while allowing for a sliding scale and/or scholarship 

option.  A sliding fee    option and scholarships for those unable to pay were suggested. 

 

What other topics or themes are of interest to you for future symposiums or conferences? 

The comments below express a wide variety of themes of interest for future symposiums.   

 

Determining highest and best use of land by community involvement 

Civil War resources in the City of Richmond 
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Civic engagement as a community mainstay 

The history and development of current issues of Virginia Native Peoples and legacy of Walter 

Plecker—Ex: Cultural identity, repatriation, internment of remains from Smithsonian Institute. 

Pulling in other stakeholders’ museums, universities, local neighborhoods, also oral histories 

History of Jackson Ward! 

A continuation of the archaeological findings. 

Ways for the public to engage effectively with government. 

Significance of Richmond’s legacy of slavery to current residents. 

Expand the focus to Church Hill, Fulton and Manchester. 

Education geared to young folks. 

Archaeology of areas near RVA. 

Regional slavery, other Richmond neighborhoods/history, industrial history. 

The indigenous and African and African American history of Richmond. 

 

How many external conferences/seminars do you attend, on average, in a year?’ 

This question helped us gauge the quality of our event among those who regularly attend similar 

events annually.  More than 70 percent of our respondents attended 3 or more events a year and 

given the “high marks” we received on the quality of our event, we again believe that we provided 

our attendees a professional education experience. 

 

Additional Comments: 

Congratulations on a successful, very educational, and informative symposium.  However, I would 

have liked to have much more information about the indigenous peoples who inhabited Richmond.   

Depending on the symposium topics, I probably know several colleagues who would like to be 

notified.   

I am currently a historical archaeologist teaching at the University of Richmond and thinking 

about ways to get the university involved in Richmond City history. 

I really enjoyed all the speakers.  It would have also been nice to process/debrief some of the 

information in small groups to better synthesize the topics discussed and connect with other 

participants from the audience. 

Felt a little incomplete at the end, like there was more…perhaps just another event. 
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CONCLUDING COMMENTS & NEXT STEPS 

 Thank you for taking time to engage in a discussion of the role of archaeology in 

preserving our cultural and historical resources.  Our presenters made a powerful and compelling 

case for the need for a systematic and comprehensive archaeology for not only Shockoe Bottom, 

but throughout Richmond. 

 

 This symposium, because of serendipity, was a logical next step to the Mayor’s 

archeological initiative.  The next step is gaining an understanding and knowledge of archaeology 

and taking responsible for discovering and envisioning what we can do to make archaeology a tool 

for discovering and preserving our historical and cultural resources. 

 

 There are a number of steps, perhaps supporting the Federal Section 106 process and the 

criteria that requires it.  We learned that this process has timelines that depend upon the project 

itself.  We also learned about community archaeology and how we can work together across 

demographics, disciplines, education levels, and the like to fight for ordinances, participate in the 

planning, and other processes that explore and preserve.  

 

 My passion for this was clear in a detailed draft for a plan for community archaeology that 

I provided to Councilwoman Ellen Roberson on February 5th.  Among my next steps was the 

submission of my plan to the Richmond City Council as part of the record on February 24th.  I am 

pleased that the Mayor’s archaeology initiative appears to have incorporated many of my 

suggestions.  I will make those available as part of our proceedings and website. But, as I noted 

this morning, we must “trust, but verify.”   

 

 I challenge all of you to take a few minutes to get to know some of the other attendees and 

presenters at this symposium and identify how you can work together in the context of helping to 

draft and propose ordinances, participating in a Federal Section 106 process, or finding ways to 

introduce the importance of archaeology to school children.   

 

This is a time for creativity and vision for finding ways to discover, explore, and preserve our 

heritage.  So, for the next few minutes, I’d like to spend some time allowing you to brainstorm 

some of your next steps and share them with the group.  

 

Next Steps 

 

Attendees comments centered on the development of two themes that ran throughout the 

symposium. 

 

1. The Federal Section 106 Process.  A number of people have begun meeting to think through 

how to ensure that the 106 process happens and that there is substantive community 
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involvement in it.  Attendees concurred with David Herring and Roger Kirchen’s suggestion 

that individuals and groups interested in securing community consultant status ban together.  

David Herring submitted an application to have Shockoe Bottom listed on the National 

Historic Registry has received encouraging feedback on that application.  He has agreed to 

serve as the point person on an emergent 106 Working Group.  David Herring can be reached 

at cdeherring@verizon.net/. 

 

2. Community Archaeology. Attendees were excited to learn from Pam Cressey about the 

innovative, fun and engaging projects underway in Alexandria.  The prospect of engaging 

youth and other members of Richmond’s public in archaeological digs and securing a local 

archaeological ordinance that would ensure a more systematic, transparent and accountable 

approach to managing the city’s cultural and historical resources got folks fired up!  A number 

of them are anxious to form a volunteer association of some kind, perhaps in anticipation of a 

city-designated commission.  A possible “Friends of Richmond Archaeology” could work to 

see some of these ideas come to fruition.  Quite a number of archaeologists were in attendance 

at the symposium; many of them live in Richmond although they work as professional 

archaeologists in places as far away as Charlottesville and Williamsburg.   Prior to symposium 

some of them had been in conversation to form a Richmond area association of archaeologists.  

The symposium may have provided the spark to ignite that fire.  It seems possible that both 

laypersons with more than a passing interest in archaeology, along with professional 

archaeologists, could form the genesis of a Richmond-based volunteer association of 

archaeological expertise.  Those interested should send an email indicating interest to 

RICHMONDARCHAEOLOGY@GMAIL.COM/. 

 

mailto:cdeherring@verizon.net/
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BIO SKETCHES OF PRESENTERS 

 

Harry Kollatz, Jr., Richmond Historian & Senior Writer, Richmond Magazine 

Harry Kollatz has written for Richmond Magazine since 1992 and he has covered a wide range of 

subjects including unsolved crimes, business and commercial enterprises, and a spectrum of 

artists across disciplines. He created the 12-year-old “Flashback” history column currently in 

development for publication. He also co-created the Theresa Pollak Awards for Excellence in the 

Arts, now in its eighth year, the only published cross-discipline recognition of the region’s makers 

and creators. 

 

His first book, True Richmond Stories, is a collection of more than 40 past history columns and 

was published in October 2007 through the History Press of Charleston, S.C. His second book, a 

narrative history titled Richmond in Ragtime: Socialists, Suffragists, Sex and Murder, published 

by the same house, came to finer regional bookstores (and Amazon.com) in the fall of 2008. For 

the 150th commemoration of the Civil War, Kollatz published a collection of poems and short 

stories devoted to varying perspectives on the conflict and its aftermath. Entitled Remapping 

Richmond's Hallowed Ground, A Short Story Anthology (2013), his contribution, "Major General 

Gustavus Woodson Smith's Long Dark Night of the Soul," is about Smith’s brief command of the 

Southern army defending Richmond, an army he commanded until his psychological breakdown. 

 

 

Matthew R. Laird, Ph.D., RPA, Partner and Senior Researcher, James River Institute of 

Archaeology, Inc. (JRIA) 

Matthew R. Laird has the benefit both of academic training and practical experience in the fields 

of history and archaeology. Dr. Laird has taught university-level courses and archaeological field 

schools, served as a freelance historical consultant, and authored a number of articles for 

academic and popular history publications. 

 

Since 1995, Dr. Laird has pursued a career in cultural resource management as a principal 

investigator and historian. He has directed Cultural Resource Management projects involving the 

full range of prehistoric and historic archaeological sites, standing structures, and cultural 

landscapes, and has authored numerous technical reports, research designs, and historic contexts. 

As Senior Researcher, Dr. Laird produces historical research to support JRIA’s projects, and 

develops interpretive material for both popular and scholarly audiences, including stand-alone 

historical studies, lectures, and exhibits. He specializes in conducting documentary and 

cartographic research, and has ready access to a wide range of research facilities, including the 

National Archives, Library of Congress, Smithsonian Institution, state historic preservation 

offices, historical societies, museums, and research libraries. With his varied experience in 

scholarship, teaching, and cultural resource management, Dr. Laird has a strong interest in 

communicating the results of his archaeological and historical research to professionals and non-

specialists alike. 

 

 

  

https://www.linkedin.com/redir/redirect?url=http%3A%2F%2Frichmag%2Ecom%2Farts%2Fblogs_thehat%2Ephp%3FblogID%3Dfbf2e3be421845a5ffba26fd9567e81a&urlhash=f9tR&trk=prof-publication-title-link
https://www.linkedin.com/redir/redirect?url=http%3A%2F%2Frichmag%2Ecom%2Farts%2Fblogs_thehat%2Ephp%3FblogID%3Dfbf2e3be421845a5ffba26fd9567e81a&urlhash=f9tR&trk=prof-publication-title-link
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Philip J. Schwarz, Ph.D., Professor Emeritus of History, Virginia Commonwealth 

University & Former Member, Richmond Slave Trail Commission 
Dr. Philip J. Schwarz is author of "Gabriel's Conspiracy: A Document History” and emeritus of 

the VCU Friends of the Library Board. His two previous books, Twice Condemned: Slaves and 

the Criminal Laws of Virginia, 1705-1865 (Baton Rouge: LSU Press, 1988) and Slave Laws in 

Virginia (Athens: University of Georgia Press, 1996), address the relationship between slavery 

and Virginia’s legal system. In one of his favorites, Migrants against Slavery: Virginians and the 

Nation (2001), Dr. Schwarz suggests that antislavery migrant Virginians, both the famous--such 

as fugitive Anthony Burns and abolitionist Edward Coles--and the lesser known, deserve closer 

scrutiny. Their migration and its aftermath, he argues, intensified the national controversy over 

human bondage. He noted that this migration played a larger role than previous historians realized 

in shaping an American identity and Americans' effort to define the meaning of freedom.  

 

 

Roger Kirchen, Director, Division of Review and Compliance, Virginia Department of 

Historic Resources, www.dhr.virginia.gov 

 

 Protecting Historic Properties: A Citizen's Guide to Section 106 

(http://www.achp.gov/docs/CitizenGuide.pdf) 

 Section 106 Archaeology Guidance (http://www.achp.gov/archguide/) 

 Section 106 Regulations – 36 CFR Part 800 (http://www.achp.gov/regs-rev04.pdf) 

 Federal Agency Historic Preservation Programs and 

Officers (http://www.achp.gov/fpoagencyinfo.html) 

 

 

Pam Cressey, Ph.D., Adjunct Professor, Anthropology Department, George Washington 

University 

Dr. Pam Cressey is a historical archaeologist specializing in community archaeology and 

preservation planning.  For many years the City Archaeologist for Alexandria, Virginia, Dr. 

Cressey has directed a variety of activities to study and preserve that city. This includes 

excavations at a plantation site on Shuter's Hill near the George Washington Masonic National 

Memorial and at the Alexandria Freedmen's Cemetery. Her ongoing projects include continued 

excavation at Shuter's Hill and an analysis and publication of materials from that site and others 

and work on the Alexandria Heritage Trail, the Alexandria Contrabands and Freedmen's 

Cemetery Memorial Project, and related initiatives.  Currently she is project director for the city 

of Alexandria and adjunct anthropology faculty at the George Washington University.   

 

Dr. Cressey’s publications include "The Archaeology of Alexandria." In Archaeology in America 

An Encyclopedia (2009) and Alexandria, Virginia (Digging for the Past) with Margaret Anderson 

(2005). 

 

 

David Herring, Member, Richmond Slave Trail Commission 
With a Bachelor of Fine Arts degree from Virginia Commonwealth University as well as 

renovator of two historic homes in Richmond’s Church Hill neighborhood, David Herring has 

been involved in community revitalization efforts for twenty-five years.  Gaining initial 

http://www.dhr.virginia.gov/
http://www.achp.gov/docs/CitizenGuide.pdf
http://www.achp.gov/archguide/
http://www.achp.gov/regs-rev04.pdf
http://www.achp.gov/fpoagencyinfo.html
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experience in land use and zoning issues by serving in numerous civic capacities in the 

neighborhood, Herring founded a local non-profit, the Alliance to Conserve Old Richmond 

Neighborhoods (ACORN), to address the overabundance of vacant houses.  The organization’s 

primary program focused on obtaining clear property titles to vacant houses and finding qualified 

buyers to rehabilitate them.  For these efforts, Herring was selected as a top semi-finalist for the 

prestigious Volvo for Life competition for his efforts in preservation and improving the quality of 

life in the city of Richmond’s neighborhoods in 2006. Herring continues key property and historic 

tax credit programs that compliment property development and community revitalization 

programs in the City of Richmond.  

 

Terry Brock, Ph.D. Candidate, Research Archaeologist, The Montpelier Foundation 

Terry Brock is a historical archaeologist and Ph.D. Candidate at Michigan State University in the 

Department of Anthropology. He has particular interest in the study of African American life in 

the Chesapeake Region, but also has experience in the Midwest. He is keenly interested in 

engaging the community in all aspects of research, discovery, interpretation, and presentation of 

archaeological and cultural heritage. Currently, he is engaged in the use of digital social media 

and web-based technology as a means for engaging with broader communities about archaeology 

and cultural heritage. 

 

Brock will be defending his dissertation in April and has accepted a position as research 

archaeologist with the Montpelier Foundation.  He has worked as a field archaeologist for the 

James River Institute for Archaeology and an Invited Research Fellow at the Colonial 

Williamsburg Foundation.  His specialties include: African American Archaeology, Plantation 

Archaeology, Archaeology of Higher Education, landscape analysis, public archaeology, cultural 

heritage development and community engagement, and digital social media.  Brock has published 

online, “Below the Bottom: Historical Significance, Archaeology, and Public Engagement at 

Shockoe Bottom”. 

 

Kim Allen, Ph.D., Cultural Anthropologist 

Kim Allen is a cultural anthropologist, educator and community advocate. Her present work to 

educate the public on the historical and cultural significance of Richmond’s Shockoe Bottom is in 

keeping with her mission to educate and advocate for justice.  She encourages communities to take 

the lead in protecting their rights, educating their children, improving health outcomes, and creating 

safe places to live, work and play. As the executive director of The Martin Luther King, Jr. History 

& Public Policy Center, she convened a statewide coalition of organizations that defeated 11 of 12 

voter suppression bills that were introduced during the 2012 Virginia General Assembly session.  

Because of the outpouring of citizen opposition to the proposed voter suppression legislation, most 

of these bills were altered or defeated.  As President of the Richmond Branch of the NAACP, she 

organized its first education conference at Richmond’s historic Ebenezer Baptist Church and 

Richmond’s first March for Jobs and Freedom, held in 2013 in commemoration of the 50th 

anniversary of the 1963 March on Washington. Dr. Allen is currently co-founder and managing 

director of the Center for Integrating Research and Action (CIRA). CIRA brings together 

researchers, community leaders, and concerned citizens to produce research/action projects that 

advance community engagement, well-being and social justice.  
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SHOCKOE ADVOCATES VOW VIGILANCE OVER DIG 

Richmond Times-Dispatch:  City Of Richmond News 

http://www.timesdispatch.com/news/local/city-of-richmond/shockoe-advocates-vow-vigilance-

over-dig/article_31dae194-4492-583f-8597-8fb890218a7c.html?mod…  

 

BY MICHAEL MARTZ  

 

Richmond Mayor Dwight C. Jones is getting favorable reviews from an unlikely source for his 

new initiative to dig into the history of Shockoe Bottom and the antebellum slave trade with a 

comprehensive archeological review of the area. 

 

On Saturday, advocates concerned about Jones’ proposal to develop a minor league baseball 

stadium as part of a private development and slave trade heritage site in the Bottom welcomed the 

archaeological initiative but promised vigilance. 

 

Kim Allen, leader of a daylong symposium on saving the archaeological and cultural heritage of 

the Bottom “before it’s too late,” urged continued public advocacy to ensure that the review is 

thorough and professional. 

 

“Passionate community engagement produced this game changer, which may prove to be a tipping 

point,” Allen, a cultural anthropologist and community advocate, told the audience of more than 70 

people at the downtown Richmond Public Library. “But until then, ‘trust but verify.’” 

 

Jones outlined the archeological initiative in a detailed four-page news release on Thursday 

afternoon.  The work could take about two years — three months for documentary research and 

expert review; four months for archeological excavation; and 18 months to prepare final technical 

documents for city and state review, as well as educational materials on the effort’s findings. 

 

The city has retained Dutton & Associates, a Richmond-based company for cultural resources 

management that has done extensive work for public and private clients ranging from the National 

Park Service and NASA to Rolls Royce. 

 

“If additional consultation is required by state or federal law, the city will adjust this 

archaeological and historical review process accordingly,” the mayor’s office stated Thursday. 

 

Federal and state involvement is likely for the mayor’s Shockoe development plan under Section 

106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

 

“We applaud the mayor’s initiative, but it does not substitute for the federal 106 review,” Allen 

said. 
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City officials have said the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and Federal Emergency Management 

Agency will have to vet the plan, largely because of the Shockoe Creek flood plain. That process 

may trigger a referral to the Virginia Department of Historic Resources for review. 

 

“I don’t know that we would be required to do a 106,” Chief Administrative Officer Byron C. 

Marshall said last month. “We may, but whether we’re required or not, we are going to go through 

the entire 106 process.” 

 

State historic preservation officials don’t know yet exactly which federal agencies, if any, would 

be involved in an “undertaking” that would trigger the review. 

 

“There are a lot of federal agencies that have a presence in that area,” said Roger W. Kirchen, 

director of review and compliance at the Virginia Department of Historic Resources. “Whether or 

not they will be involved is unclear.” 

 

If the proposed development triggers the Section 106 review, advocacy groups could “coalesce” to 

act as consulting parties, along with federal and state agencies, and the city government, he said. 

David Herring, a Church Hill preservationist and member of the Richmond Slave Trail 

Commission, said, “We as citizens can be a consulting party to this process if we speak with one 

voice.” Herring participated on a symposium panel that focused both on short-term goals for 

protecting historic and cultural resources in the Bottom and a long-term effort to foster 

“community archaeology” to create tools for identifying, interpreting and preserving important 

historical sites. 

 

Those tools include creation of a city archaeological commission and ordinance, as Alexandria did 

in the 1980s to review development applications and oversee a strategy for archaeological research 

in the historic port city. 

 

“Richmond … should be a leader in historical preservation and a leader in archaeology,” said Pam 

Cressey, an adjunct professor in archaeology at George Washington University and former City 

Archaeologist in Alexandria. 

 

Cressey stressed the importance of archaeological interpretation that includes historical research, 

maps and photographs, and oral histories that can document a historical site and evoke “the power 

of place, the power of memory, the power of identity.” 

 

In Shockoe Bottom, the history of the slave trade is beginning to re-emerge with the preservation 

of the African-American burial ground along Interstate 95 and the excavation of Lumpkin’s Jail by 

an archeological firm hired by Richmond in 2005. 
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The site of Lumpkin’s, a notorious antebellum slave jail known as the Devil’s Half-Acre, later 

became a school that evolved into Virginia Union University, but archaeologists confronted a 

property that also had been used for tenements, an iron factory and part of the Seaboard train shed. 

 

“Before we began, we had no clue whether we would find anything at all,” said Matthew R. Laird, 

partner and senior researcher at the James River Institute of Archaeology Inc., which excavated the 

site. 

 

Even after an initial review in 2006 showed promising evidence Interpretation of the Lumpkin’s 

site is part of a $30 million heritage project the mayor has proposed as part of the Shockoe 

development plan. The project also would include development of a national slavery museum and 

enhancement of the Richmond Slave Trail. 

 

Virginia Commonwealth University historian Philip J. Schwarz cited one list of 73 major slave 

traders operating in the Bottom before the Civil War. “Getting the names of the people who were 

slave traders in Shockoe Bottom is very important,” Schwarz said. 

 

Solomon Northup, author of “Twelve Years a Slave,” spent one night of his harrowing ordeal in a 

Shockoe Bottom slave pen, most likely operated by trader William Goodwin at 17th and East 

Grace Streets. 

 

One of Northup’s descendants, Lindsey Williams of Fredericksburg, will read his account of the 

experience on Thursday evening at the site, which lies in the footprint of the proposed baseball 

stadium. 

 

Terry Brock, research archaeologist at The Montpelier Foundation, said the mayor’s new initiative 

will require thorough review and questioning before advocates can come to any conclusions. But, 

Brock said, “for the most part, I’m pretty impressed with it.”  

 

### 
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BELOW THE BOTTOM: HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE, ARCHAEOLOGY, AND PUBLIC 

ENGAGEMENT AT SHOCKOE BOTTOM 

 

Posted by Terry Brock on Dec 6, 2013 in Dirt, Research 

and Engagement, Social Media  

 

 

Last month, Richmond Mayor Dwight Jones announced his plans for the development of a 

currently under-utilized part of Richmond’s downtown called Shockoe Bottom. The centerpiece of 

the project is a minor league baseball stadium accompanied by an apartment complex, grocery 

store, retail stores, an office building, and parking. The plan also incorporates a memorial building 

and space to commemorate and discuss the area’s history as the heart of the American domestic 

slave trade during the mid–19th century. 

 

 
The proposed development plan by the Mayor’s Office in Shockoe Bottom (via lovingrva.com) 

 

The proposal is contentious, with the historical significance of the space being most important to 

many opponents. Opponents argue that the proliferation of the 19th-century slave trade and the 

nearby African American burial ground make the space both historically and spiritually significant. 

They argue that a baseball field denigrates that story. The city has countered with a proposal that, 

they believe, minimizes the impact on the locations of known slave trade sites, highlights 

Lumpkin’s Jail as a memorial and exhibit space discussing the slave trade, and converts the area of 

the burial ground into a memorialized park or green space. It is a heated debate, and both sides 

have valid arguments. 

 

Instead of discussing who’s right and who’s wrong, I want to discuss the way this debate frames 

what is historically significant about this space, and how that affects the archaeological resources 

at the site. I also want to examine whether archaeology will be necessary if this project continues 

and what archaeological sites may be affected. Finally, I will make a case for a public approach to 

the mitigation. In this post, I am operating under an assumption that the project, as proposed, will 

happen. This is not an endorsement, nor is it a critique, of the project: I’m simply asking, “if the 

http://terrypbrock.com/author/tbrock/
http://terrypbrock.com/category/dirt/
http://terrypbrock.com/category/dirt/research-engagement/
http://terrypbrock.com/category/dirt/research-engagement/
http://terrypbrock.com/category/dirt/social-media-2/
http://www.styleweekly.com/richmond/the-pitch/Content?oid=1983662
http://www.styleweekly.com/richmond/the-pitch/Content?oid=1983662
http://www.timesdispatch.com/news/local/columnists-blogs/michael-paul-williams/williams-ballpark-plan-fails-to-connect-with-city-s-past/article_a4d89283-4ce9-586b-9308-103a41cacff4.html
http://www.timesdispatch.com/news/local/columnists-blogs/michael-paul-williams/williams-ballpark-plan-fails-to-connect-with-city-s-past/article_a4d89283-4ce9-586b-9308-103a41cacff4.html
http://www.timesdispatch.com/news/local/columnists-blogs/michael-paul-williams/williams-ballpark-plan-fails-to-connect-with-city-s-past/article_a4d89283-4ce9-586b-9308-103a41cacff4.html
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project is supported, how will it impact archaeological resources, and what will be or can be done 

about it?” I have only seen archaeology mentioned a few times, and done so in ways that are either 

as part of a pro/con argument, or questioning what will happen if archaeological resources exist 

and are disturbed during the work. Hopefully, I’ll be able to answer some of these questions. 

 

Defining Significance in Shockoe Bottom 

 

First, I want to examine how historical significance is being defined in Shockoe Bottom, and how 

that significance is being addressed through the proposed project’s plans. For the most part, both 

sides agree that the historical value of Shockoe Bottom lies in its role as the heart of the United 

States’ domestic slave trade during the 1830s, 40s, and 50s and highlight the site of a late 18th- 

early 19th-century African American Burial Ground. Certainly, this activity is a crucial component 

of America’s past. The significance of the sites and activities that took place are critical to our 

understanding of 19th-century Richmond and the United States, not to mention the space’s cultural 

importance for descendants of enslaved African Americans who were imprisoned, sold, and buried 

in this area. How to remember this past, however, has become a contentious issue: the opposition 

believes the construction of a baseball field denigrates this story, and are reportedly working on 

a counter proposal to make the area a historic district celebrating the diversity of histories from 

that area (Scroll down in this link), while the proponents of the Shockoe redevelopment have 

presented their own plan for memorializing the space. 

 

 
The proposed Slavery and Freedom Heritage Site (via lovingrva.com) 

 

To address these concerns, the proponents of the project have used their press release and press 

conference, marketing, and their promotional website to demonstrate their understanding of and 

respect for this story. During the press conference, held at the site of the proposed development 

area, Mayor Jones spoke about his personal connection to Lumpkin’s Jail and Virginia Union; 

Delores McQuinn, the chair of the Slave Trail Commission, spoke in support of the project as a 

continuation of the work done thus far to commemorate the Slave Trail; and Historian and 

University of Richmond President Ed Ayers spoke about the historical significance of the space 

during the slave trade, and the importance of telling that story. The inclusion of a Heritage Site to 

examine and present this part of history is a critical component of the project, although it 

will require a $30 million fundraising initiative to be completed. 

 

http://www.styleweekly.com/richmond/architecture-review-the-shockoe-ballpark-plan/Content?oid=1992612
http://www.richmond.com/city-life/article_3c1b9a6e-4b15-11e3-8392-001a4bcf6878.html
http://www.richmondmagazine.com/news/blogs_the408.php?blogID=30889317b284f6f44481df5ede8ac11b
http://www.richmondgov.com/commissionslavetrail/
http://www.richmondgov.com/commissionslavetrail/
http://www.scribd.com/doc/42051809/Burial-Ground-Ruggles-12-09
http://shockoebottom.blogspot.com/
http://shockoebottom.blogspot.com/
http://shockoebottom.blogspot.com/2013/11/monday-is-day.html
http://shockoebottom.blogspot.com/2013/11/monday-is-day.html
http://lovingrva.com/
http://www.timesdispatch.com/news/local/city-of-richmond/funding-details-yet-to-materialize-for-shockoe-slavery-sites/article_abe45c1c-adb0-598a-a86d-6adc8ce62abe.html
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A map of Shockoe Bottom showing the proposed development site and the locations of known 

slave trade sites (via lovingrva.com) 

 

The website’s authors also make efforts to demonstrate how the project will limit its impact on 

slave trade sites. A map shows the location of historically identified slave trade sites in relation to 

the impacted areas, showing that only a few fall within the project area. The FAQ goes to great 

lengths to ensure that the development and the slave trade sites are, for the most part, in separate 

areas: 

 

The Lumpkin’s Jail site and the great majority of the slave trading sites existed west of the present-

day train trestle, which is where the Slavery and Freedom Heritage Site will be located. 

Importantly, all of the economic development that is part of the Revitalization Plan, including the 

ballpark as well as the office and residential components, will be east of the present-day train 

trestle, over 100 yards away. In fact, the ballpark will be constructed on land that today contains 

empty, asphalt parking lots. (emphasis added) 

 

Any archaeologist who just read that last sentence shuddered: we know that the presence of a 

parking lot in now way rules out the presence of archaeological sites of significance. In fact, 

parking lots are far less damaging to archaeological sites than structural development such as 

buildings. The excavations at Lumpkin’s Jail and at the Cedar and Broad Block demonstrated that 

quite recently: both had significant and well preserved archaeological materials below these same 

Shockoe Bottom parking lots. 

 

By limiting the discussion of what is historically relevant to the space, the potential for other sites 

of importance to be ignored or destroyed exists. I am not suggesting that the history of bondage or 

the slave trade is insignificant by any means (my research examines African American plantation 

slavery). But it is worthwhile for both sides to consider the likelihood that there are other sites 

from other time periods that tell other stories, and that those stories may also be significant to 

understanding the history of this place. It is then worth asking: will the positioning of the 

development may also impact those histories, and if so, will archaeology be done to retrieve them? 

http://lovingrva.com/FAQ.html#History
http://lovingrva.com/FAQ.html#History
http://terrypbrock.com/projects/we-all-walked-together-the-transition-from-slavery-to-freedom-on-a-19th-century-plantation-in-maryland/
http://terrypbrock.com/projects/we-all-walked-together-the-transition-from-slavery-to-freedom-on-a-19th-century-plantation-in-maryland/
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Will there be Archaeology? 

 

This is actually two questions: will this project require archaeology, and will there be preserved 

archaeological features to excavate? I think that the answer to both will be “yes.” However, the 

process of deciding if, where, and when to dig can be complicated and difficult to translate. 

 

Requiring Archaeology 

 
Archaeologists excavating at Lumpkin’s Jail (via jriarchaeology.com) 

 

Determining when a project is legally required to conduct archaeology depends on a lot of factors. 

Cultural resources, which includes archaeological and architectural remains, are protected through 

federal, state, and local laws and ordinances. Federal Review falls under the guidelines of Section 

106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA). If a project receives federal 

funding, occurs on federal land, or requires federal permitting, Section 106 is enacted, and the 

project must undergo a cultural resources survey to determine if any archaeological or architectural 

resources will be impacted. A similar process exists for projects carried out by Virginia.  This 

process often leads to evaluating what was found in the survey in order to determine the integrity 

of each resource, their cultural significance, and their potential to contribute to our understanding 

of history. Sometimes this means conducting full excavations of a site, other times it means 

avoiding the site entirely, and sometimes it means that sites are not deemed culturally significant 

or intact. These decisions are influenced by the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), cultural 

resource consultants, project participants (i.e. developers and politicians) and the public. If a 

project is conducted on private land, and does not require federal or state permitting, funding, etc., 

then the project does not fall under these requirements. 

 

The City of Richmond has additional regulations in place to protect cultural resources not affected 

by Section 106 or the Commonwealth. “Old and Historic Districts” were established throughout 

the city and projects within these areas are required to undergo architectural and archaeological 

review to protect the historical integrity of these districts. These projects are brought before the 

City’s Commission of Architectural Review, who then makes determinations about what 

construction and impact is appropriate and allowable and what is not, and these recommendations 

http://www.achp.gov/106summary.html
http://www.achp.gov/106summary.html
http://www.dhr.virginia.gov/review/orcFAQsCoV.html
http://www.richmondgov.com/CommissionArchitecturalReview/index.aspx
http://www.jriarchaeology.com/images/lumpkin-7.jpg
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are then (I believe) sent to the City Council for final determination. Projects outside these Districts 

do not have to undergo a review process for the City. 

 

The proposed area at Shockoe Bottom is not part of any designated Old and Historic District, 

meaning the City has no jurisdiction regarding the protection of archaeological sites. Therefore, a 

cultural resource survey will be required only if Federal or State permitting or funding will be part 

of this project (although the developers, as many have, can fund the study independent of any 

regulations). Initial reports indicate that most of the funding for the project will come from the City 

and private developers (although some funding for the heritage site may come from the Governor’s 

office, which may trigger mitigation by the State, but not the development site). However, 

a critical component of the project is redirecting and mitigating the floodplain and the direction of 

Shockoe Creek, which currently runs underneath the development area. This will require the 

involvement of the Army Corps of Engineers, a federal agency, which as part of its protocol will 

require a cultural resources survey of a portion of the project area related to these actions. So 

regardless of whether the City or the developers invest in identifying the impact of their work on 

cultural resources, some archaeology will be done. 

 

This mitigation will likely begin with an extensive historical review of the project area, and the 

identification of areas of potential significance. Those spaces will then be archaeologically tested 

to determine if archaeological features, such as living surfaces, foundations, etc., still exist intact. 

If testing identifies surviving evidence of these periods, further excavations will occur, recovering 

as much as possible of the material which would be destroyed by construction, or causing the 

redesign of portions of the project to avoid these impacts. Only after this is completed in these 

areas can development begin. Certainly, there are other possibilities of how this process could take 

place, but this is the general idea. 

 

It is important to note that other areas may not fall under the requirements of Section 106 or the 

State because they may not be impacted by the plans for diverting flood waters and may be located 

on private land. It’s also important to acknowledge that I haven’t seen the plans for how the 

flooding will be mitigated, so I am assuming the Army Corps will be involved based on my 

understanding of the type of projects they are involved in, but I do not know they will be for 

certain. So, while the Army Corps of Engineers involvement would ensure that some of the sites 

will be mitigated, it may not serve as a catchall. It is important for these questions to be 

asked, because if they are not involved, then there will not be any federal mandate to conduct 

archaeological excavations. 

 

Is Anything Left? 

 

The best way to determine if archaeological sites are still intact without digging is to look at 

previous excavations that have been conducted in the area. A trip to the Virginia Department of 

http://bit.ly/18pkwzi
http://www.timesdispatch.com/sports/minors/baseball/flying-squirrels/shockoe-ballpark-plan-to-top-million-investment/article_b462e898-d3f0-5abf-86ad-63a0a3e21d80.html
http://www.timesdispatch.com/news/local/city-of-richmond/funding-details-yet-to-materialize-for-shockoe-slavery-sites/article_abe45c1c-adb0-598a-a86d-6adc8ce62abe.html
http://www.timesdispatch.com/news/local/city-of-richmond/funding-details-yet-to-materialize-for-shockoe-slavery-sites/article_abe45c1c-adb0-598a-a86d-6adc8ce62abe.html
http://wtvr.com/2013/11/15/holmberg-baseball-field-is-also-about-a-floodplain-solution/
http://wtvr.com/2013/11/15/holmberg-baseball-field-is-also-about-a-floodplain-solution/
http://www.richmondmagazine.com/articles/a-meandering-history-of-shockoe-creek-09-27-2013.html
http://www.dhr.virginia.gov/
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Historic Resources reveals that there have not been any excavations conducted within the proposed 

development area. However, two large projects have been conducted on either side of the 

development area, and they both indicate that sites will be intact. 

 

The Lumpkin’s Jail excavations, conducted on the northwest side of the development area, 

discovered the archaeological remains of a mid-19th-century slave jail, which later became the 

original site of Virginia Union. These intact foundations were located 8 to 14 feet below the 

surface, due to the filling that was carried out to raise the ground surface above Shockoe Creek 

(Laird 2010). The presence of intact resources at such a substantial depth suggests that other sites 

on the banks of Shockoe Creek may have survived all of the construction and city expansion that 

has created a very different landscape today (You can access the full report at the Slave Trail 

Commission website). 

 

Soil cores placed by Draper Aden Associates in 2007 for environmental assessment also suggest 

that intact living surfaces are present. These five cores were located 16th Street and Broad, 

paralleling the northernmost areas of the development plans. The results indicate that there is likely 

a preserved layer from the 19th-century at a depth of 8 to 10 feet. Even more concerning is the 

proximity of these cores to the location of the African American Burial Ground. 

 

 
 

This map shows the development area in blue in relationship to the areas excavated at Lumpkin’s 

Jail, the site of the Cedar and Broad Block, and the area where five soil cores were placed along I-

95 in green. 

 

Excavations conducted at the Cedar and Broad Street block, located on the opposite side of the 

proposed project area from Lumpkin’s Jail, also demonstrate the presence of well-preserved 

archaeological remains. These were discovered just below the surface, and included building 

foundations and other features (Reid and Southerland 2008; Browning 2008; Browning and Houle 

2008). This is even more remarkable, documenting the survival of significant sites despite the 

construction and city expansion of the 20th century. With intact archaeological remains on either 

side of the project area at varying depths, I have little doubt that the areas in between will also 

have intact archaeological features. 

http://www.dhr.virginia.gov/
http://www.vuu.edu/
http://www.richmondgov.com/commissionslavetrail/
http://www.richmondgov.com/commissionslavetrail/
http://www.dhr.virginia.gov/pdf_files/SlaveCemeteryReport.pdf
http://www.dhr.virginia.gov/pdf_files/SlaveCemeteryReport.pdf
http://terrypbrock.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/12/withCores.0052.jpg
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What Will They Find? 

 

I have only been engaged in the history of Richmond since I moved here in August. But in a 

relatively short time getting to know the city, with a cursory search of online archives, and a 

few good books, I have found potentially significant sites located within the footprint of the 

proposed area that relate to the slave trade, but also other periods in Richmond’s history. This list 

is just a sample… 

 

Slave Trade Sites 

 

The proposed location includes at least three known sites of the slave trade, a fact made clear on 

the project’s own website. I have not gone in depth into the history of these sites, since the 

significance and importance of the slave trade has been made pretty clear by both sides of this 

debate. But, it is likely that these sites will be mitigated in their entirety if not because of the 

regulations, then through the emphasis that has been placed on the importance of the slave trade. It 

is worth noting, however, that these are only the sites that have been identified thus far through 

historical research, not archaeological investigations. 

 

The Original Town Plan 

 

In 1737, William Mayo laid out Richmond’s original town plan for Colonel William Byrd II 

(Potterfield 2011). The plan included 32 2-acre square blocks. Two of these blocks, bound by 

Broad, 17th, 18th, and Franklin Street, are part of this original layout, and will be impacted by the 

baseball field. Locating evidence of the earliest period of Richmond’s history (not to mention the 

Virginia Indians who lived in and nearby this area prior to European settlement) is rare and any 

surviving evidence would be incredibly significant. 

 

 
This map from 1835, drawn using various survey maps from Richmond’s history, identifies the 

original town plan, highlighted here in Yellow Bates 1835. 

 

Seabrook’s Warehouse and Hospital 

http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0983826404/httpterrypbco-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/0983826404/httpterrypbco-20
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/1596294159/httpterrypbco-20
http://lovingrva.com/HeritageSite.html
http://lovingrva.com/HeritageSite.html
http://terrypbrock.com/2013/12/below-the-bottom-historical-significance-archaeology-and-public-engagement-at-shockoe-bottom/%3Ca%20href=
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Seabrook’s Warehouse shortly following the Civil War (via www.mdgorman.com) 

 

Located on one of these blocks is one of the most unique sites in the area, Seabrook’s Warehouse. 

During the Civil War, Seabrook’s became Seabrook’s Hospital, or General Hospital #9, and was 

the first stop for injured Confederate soldiers when they arrived in Richmond via the train cars 

(you can learn more about Seabrook’s at the Civil War Richmond site). They were treated and 

moved to other locations for longer-term care. It was also a site of bondage: slaves worked at the 

site, during and likely before the Civil War, and in at least one instance, were caught stealing 

blankets (Richmond Sentinel 1864). This site could provide us with information about the history 

of the Civil War, about medical treatment during the War, and about the conditions that 

Confederate soldiers and enslaved workers lived and worked in throughout the conflict. 

 
Seabrook’s Warehouse is marked in Yellow on this map from 1876 (Beers 1876). 

 

Burial Grounds, Human Remains, and Churches 

 

A concern for any developer working in a historic area should be the potential for uncovering 

human remains. Seabrook’s elevates that potential as many soldiers died there and others likely 

had limbs amputated: these human remains were likely buried or disposed of on site or nearby. The 

adjacent African American Burial Ground, while outside the baseball project area [See UPDATE 

Below] and the presence of nearby slave jails, also leaves the potential for forgotten burial grounds 

and human internments. Regardless, all the research on the Burial Ground have been historical, 

and no ground excavations have been conducted. If the Governor’s office supports the funding of 

http://www.mdgorman.com/Hospitals/general_hospital_9.htm
http://www.mdgorman.com/Written_Accounts/Sentinel/1864/richmond_sentinel,_4_11_1864.htm
http://www.mdgorman.com/Written_Accounts/Sentinel/1864/richmond_sentinel,_4_11_1864.htm
http://terrypbrock.com/2013/12/below-the-bottom-historical-significance-archaeology-and-public-engagement-at-shockoe-bottom/%3Ca%20href=
http://terrypbrock.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/12/seabrooks.gif
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the memorial site, and any development occurs in the burial ground area, mitigation should be 

considered. 

 

UPDATE: As happens when you write a blog post on a topic, you often receive new information 

about the topic. A report by Michael Blakey, who conducted excavations at the NYC Burial 

Ground and is a faculty member at William and Mary, and Grace Turner, examined the DHR 

report linked to in this blog post. Blakey and Turner conclude that the boundaries of the African 

American Burial Ground may extend well beyond the area indicated by the DHR, that intact 

ground surfaces are identifiable at 10 ft. below the surface, and that only proper archaeological 

mitigation will ensure an accurate understanding of the extent of the burial ground. This report 

should be taken very seriously when considering the project development, as it clearly indicates 

that the Burial Ground may extend into, or dangerously close to, the project area. 

The most likely opportunities for discovering human remains, however, are those associated with 

churches. At least one church, identified in 1835 and 1865 as Christ Church, and again on the 1905 

Sanborn Map as First View Baptist Church, was across the street from Seabrook’s Warehouse. 

Churches are often associated with burial plots, and this potential must be taken into account. The 

laws and processes surrounding human remains are serious and extensive, and all parties should 

ensure that they are mitigated appropriately. 

  

 
In this map of 1865, Seabrooks and Christ’s Church are both labeled on Grace Street (Defense of 

Washington 1895) 

 

Post-War Richmond 

Finding historical sites throughout the area is inevitable: the Beers map from 1876 makes it clear 

how densely populated the area was with homes, businesses, warehouses, and other areas. As a 

well-known photograph taken in 1865 makes clear, the area was one of the few that was not 

destroyed by the Union during the War. This presents us with a remarkable opportunity to examine 

the material lives of those who lived in this neighborhood, White and Black, who adapted to the 

post-slavery world. This is particularly evident at Lumpkin’s Jail, which became a place devoted to 

African American education. The opportunity to examine this component of the past, the transition 

http://www.wm.edu/as/anthropology/research/ihb/ihbreports/DHR_Report.pdf
http://www.wm.edu/as/anthropology/research/ihb/ihbreports/DHR_Report.pdf
http://www.wm.edu/as/anthropology/research/ihb/ihbreports/DHR_Report.pdf
http://www.dhr.virginia.gov/pdf_files/SlaveCemeteryReport.pdf
http://www.dhr.virginia.gov/homepage_general/faq_cem_presv.htm
http://www.dhr.virginia.gov/homepage_general/faq_cem_presv.htm
http://www.davidrumsey.com/luna/servlet/detail/RUMSEY81269181100217:Defenses-of-Washington%E2%80%93Extract-of-?qvq=mgid:40776&mi=0&trs=5
http://www.davidrumsey.com/luna/servlet/detail/RUMSEY81269181100217:Defenses-of-Washington%E2%80%93Extract-of-?qvq=mgid:40776&mi=0&trs=5
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into a post-slavery world in a City so devoted to the cause of slavery, could be done in this 

neighborhood in a way it couldn’t in other areas. Other opportunities in this area may allow for 

similar comparative studies. 

 

 
This photograph, taken in 1865 shows the view of Shockoe Bottom from Church Hill, directly 

down Franklin Street (Richmond from Oregon Hill 1865) 

 

What’s Next: Publicly Engaged Archaeology 

 

We are living in a city that is full of history, with important events and places from before its 

earliest European settlements through the 21st century. Among the most important of these for us 

to understand and remember are the sites related to slave trade and the enslaved Africans and 

African Americans who lived in Richmond. This is not debatable. Whether this project happens, 

these sites need to be memorialized and remembered. A broader challenge, however, is 

recognizing that in addition to the African American story, there are other pasts and stories that 

occurred in this space, and to recognize that we have a legal and ethical responsibility to either 

preserve their archaeological remnants in place, or make sure they are excavated before 

construction. It is incumbent upon the project developers to expand their understanding of what is 

historically significant, if not because they are good stewards of the past, then at least because the 

law will require it. 

 

From a practical standpoint, it is also important for the project developers to take into 

consideration the money and time that historical research and archaeological excavation takes to 

complete. While creating more jobs, it will also cost more money and push the timeline: 

Lumpkin’s Jail required 5 months of excavation, and if there is a burial ground to mitigate, then 

this process could take a significant amount of time, since burial removal and relocation is an 

intricate and delicate process. The expected start date for this project, spring of 2014, is not nearly 

enough time. 

 

If the project happens, then I think that there are ways that the archaeology can benefit the City as 

a whole, and bring the city closer together by sharing the discovery of the past in a public, open, 

and engaged way. 

http://lovingrva.com/FAQ.html#Completion
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It begins with the Richmond’s commitment to understanding the entire history of this space, not 

just one area during one era. Hiring archaeologists and historians who are committed to public 

interaction is key. The first step should include a comprehensive historical review of Shockoe 

Bottom, both within the development area and its immediate surroundings, to better understanding 

this space, the buildings in it, the people who lived there, and the area’s most significant 

components within the context of Richmond’s past. This should happen soon and it should be open 

and engaging. Scholars have all the tools at their disposal to make their research public, using 

digital tools to share their discoveries, photos, and maps through the use of a website, blog, and 

other social media channels. Doing this now has a number of benefits: 

 

1. It makes the mitigation of the project about public education, teaching, and community 

engagement, not about jumping through hoops. It makes this project about history and community. 

 

2. It creates an open dialogue between the public and the researchers. There is no better way to 

augment the hard work researching in the archives and pulling together maps and manuscripts than 

to encourage others who have previously researched this area or have oral histories and family 

collections that they would offer up for consideration. 

 

3. It begins a dialogue with the public that can carry into the excavation process, encouraging the 

public to visit, and possibly participate when appropriate, in the excavations at the site in person 

and digitally, learning about archaeology and Shockoe Bottom in the process. Public lectures, site 

visits, community excavation days, public lab days, and teacher education programs are all some 

of the possibilities for working with the public, changing archaeology from a hurdle in a regulatory 

process into a public benefit. 

 

4. It sets the table for a more complete online exhibit or museum that will examine the story of 

Shockoe Bottom in its entirety. This would be an excellent companion to the Slavery to Freedom 

Heritage Site, ensuring that other sites destroyed by the development are not entirely lost and, 

instead, can be shared and learned from publicly. 

 

If the project moves forward, which is not an inevitability, this approach would ensure that the 

project is truly about Richmond, respecting its past, sharing it with the future, and ensuring that 

these important sites will not be forgotten. If the project does not move forward, consider this 

approach as a long-term strategy which should proceed regardless, albeit with the benefit of time, 

acknowledging that our changing city will continue to build, destroy, and rebuild for the future. 

That process should happen with the assurance that we will protect, research, and teach our shared 

past in a public way. By involving the public in all stages of this discovery, we guarantee that these 

sites will not be lost, and instead, give the public an opportunity to take ownership in their own 

past and future. 

http://www.styleweekly.com/richmond/councilwoman-residents-say-hell-no-to-shockoe-stadium/Content?oid=1996897
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Special thanks to Dr. David Brown of the Fairfield Foundation for reading and commenting on an 

earlier draft of this post. I also want to thank Dr. Matt Laird at the James River Institute for 

Archaeology for his comments regarding the Lumpkin’s Jail excavations, and to Jolene Smith of 

the Virginia Department for Historic Resources for helping me access the necessary 

archaeological reports. 
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ALLEN ARCHAEOLOGY PROPOSAL PREPARED FEBRUARY 5, 2014  

Proposal Summary  

Herewith is a proposal for the establishment of local guidelines for archaeological work conducted in 

Richmond’s Shockoe Bottom, including an Archaeological Review Process to be designed specifically 

for projects conducted in the City of Richmond. Guidelines from several U.S. cities are included as 

models for consideration. An ordinance and related information for the City of Alexandra can be 

found on the city’s website at www.alexandriava.gov/, for Scottsdale Arizona at 

www.scottsdaleaz.gov/, and for the City of St. Augustine at www.digstaug.org/.  

 

This proposal was prepared by Dr. Kim Allen. No portion of it may be used without express written 

permission. This proposal is a draft document; a properly cited and edited final version can be made 

available upon request.  

 

1.0 Introduction  
In November 2013, Richmond Mayor Dwight Jones unveiled an economic development plan known 

as Revitalize RVA. Controversial from the outset, the plan proposes major projects in Shockoe Bottom 

and on the Boulevard, currently home to Richmond’s AA baseball team, the Flying Squirrels, the 

Arthur Ashe Junior Recreation Center, and other city-owned properties. The Mayor’s Revitalize RVA 

proposal promises to accomplish three things: 1. Solve the long-standing problem of where to house 

the city’s baseball team; 2. Free up the Diamond site on the Boulevard for economic development; and 

3. Hasten already privately-driven development of Shockoe Bottom. The Revitalize RVA proposal 

further promises to help alleviate the city’s poverty problem through the creation of jobs, as well as 

generate additional tax revenues to fund essential city services. At the heart of the proposal is the 

(re)location of the city’s baseball stadium from its current location on the Boulevard to Shockoe 

Bottom.  

 

Amidst long-lasting criticisms of previous Shockoe Bottom stadium proposals, the Mayors’ plan has 

met with growing opposition, notably among the city’s African American community who regard 

themselves as descendants of the enslaved Africans who were bought and sold out of Shockoe Bottom. 

Among the most intractable opponents to the construction of a ballpark in Shockoe Bottom is a multi-

racial coalition led by this growing contingent of African Americans who maintain that a baseball park 

in Shockoe Bottom amounts to a “desecration”. They maintain that a ballpark would be 

“inappropriate”, a violation and defilement of an area once home to the second largest slave-trading 

district in the United States—a place of untold suffering and valiant rebellion of their ancestors. As an 

overture to these and other detractors, Mayor Jones modified initial versions of his plan to include 

proposed funding for the Lumpkin’s Jail site, the African Burial Ground, Slave Trail marker upgrades, 

as well as proposed funding for the Black History Museum and Cultural Center of Virginia and a 

statute commemorating the sesquicentennial of the Emancipation Proclamation. Notwithstanding 

promises of funding for these projects, opponents call for an expanded historic district that would: 1. 

more fully recognize the slavery-related history of Shockoe Bottom than that proposed by the Mayor; 

and 2. attract national and international interest in and attention to slavery’s role in the political 

development and economic growth of Richmond, as well as to the country’s.  



49 | P a g e  

 

Proponents of a proposed expanded historic district in Shockoe Bottom offer a vision that would 

include the already-identified ruins of the former Lumpkin’s Jail and the African Burial Ground, but 

would also incorporate an additional two blocks in the proposed ballpark’s footprint which is believed 

to contain archaeological ruins of equal or greater significance to that of sites already designated 

historically significant. As news coverage and candid conversations of everyday Richmonders can 

attest, the ballpark controversy has increased the public’s awareness of the area’s slavery-related 

history. Likewise it appears to have raised interest in further understanding this history through the 

exploration of the archaeological record that remains. It has been suggested that knowledge of 

Richmond’s slavery-related past might be used to fashion a more inclusive Richmond—to heal, 

unhealed racial wounds. As the controversy raises the potential contributions of archaeology to the 

community’s knowledge of its past, a rudimentary understanding of archaeological methods is 

warranted.  Prior to any digging or construction in Shockoe Bottom, a clearly-defined, locally-

informed set of procedures be developed that would guide any and all archaeological work 

anticipated or planned for Shockoe Bottom.  

 

2.0 Background  
Dating its origins to the 17th century and earlier with settlement in the area by various tribal nations, 

the City of Richmond holds a place of unparalleled historical and cultural significance to the 

Commonwealth of Virginia, the nation and beyond. The city’s original grid and its location at the falls 

of the James River have made Shockoe Bottom crucial to the development of the city’s diversified 

economy—first tobacco, cotton, enslaved people, munitions, banking and financial services, and now 

health services and tourism—as well as to its development as a land and seafaring transportation hub. 

These and related activities have left traces on the city’s landscape that reveal a rich archaeological 

heritage. This heritage is an invaluable source of information for those seeking knowledge of the city 

and its people and out of which a treasure trove of amenities and assets can be developed to support 

the city’s burgeoning tourist industry. Such would contribute to making Richmond a world destination 

of choice for (heritage) tourism.  

 

Richmond’s Revolutionary and Civil War history and its home to various Native American nations 

make it a city unlike no other. Local archaeological projects can provide residents with exciting 

opportunities for volunteer service, college internships, and K-12 service-learning opportunities. In 

particular, increased understanding and interest in Richmond’s archaeology can lead to more public 

and private open spaces, walking and cycling trails, and public art. Opportunities abound for residents 

to participate in the process of archaeological policy making, conduct historical research, carry out 

work in an archaeology laboratory, participate in supervised excavations, and to disseminate 

archaeological information to the wider public.  

 

The ballpark controversy has served to galvanize and unite various segments of the city—

environmentalists, local historians, Civil War enthusiasts, Shockoe Bottom residents and merchants, 

college students, community activists, and growing segments of the city’s African American 

community. Many of whom have become excited about heritage tourism as part of an overall 

economic development strategy and who seek to include the area’s slavery-related history as an 

integral part of that strategy.  Advancing a ‘community archaeology’ supports those efforts. Distinct 

from a purely academic or professional archaeology, a community archaeology seeks to engage the 

local public in the process of creating knowledge of the past by engaging them in the various stages of 

an archaeological project.  Along with archaeology’s distinct methodology, a community archaeology 
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can assist Richmond in furthering a vibrant and welcoming place to live, work and play for residents 

and the city’s millions of visitors.  

 

Richmond’s archaeological record is irreplaceable. Once a site is disturbed or destroyed, it 

cannot be made whole or restored. The aim then, of any archaeological study or work, is the 

conservation, protection and stewardship of that record.  

 

3.0 What exactly is Archaeology?  
Archaeology is a sub-field of anthropology. It is the systematic recovery and examination of material 

evidence from the past. That material evidence consists of remnants of human activity -- structures, 

artifacts, and other remains -- which are often buried under subsequent layers of construction and 

development. This record is used to illuminate and augment information available through 

examination of historical documents. Archaeology is often the only source of knowledge about 

prehistory and is increasingly being used in urban areas across the United States to better understand 

consumer behavior and the largely undocumented lives of the poor, homeless, and immigrants.  

 

Because of the irreplaceable nature and historic value of archaeological resources, care and 

caution must be undertaken prior to any digging or construction of sites thought to be 

significant historically or archaeologically. Objects retrieved from excavation digs, referred to as 

artifacts, include seemingly innocuous and insignificant items such as shards of pottery, swatches of 

leather, pieces of paper, and cloth remnants. In certain situations, those seeking to (re)develop or 

construct projects on such sites are required by local, state and/or federal laws to identify 

archaeological resources, assess their significance, and mitigate the potential damage the proposed 

project may do to these resources, in other words, to conduct an archaeology of the site.  

 

4.0 Elements of the Archaeological Research Process  
If there is no compelling reason to do so, it is considered best practice in archaeology to forgo 

excavation of a site. It is best to leave such places intact until better assessment and excavation 

methods become available. However, it is not always possible or desirable to forego excavation. This 

is because sites are sometimes located in the path of development projects. In such cases 

archaeological research can be used to retrieve at least some information before the site is destroyed. 

At other times, excavation is desirable because questions about the past can only be solved with new 

archaeological evidence. In such cases, researchers elect to excavate a site in order to deepen historical 

understanding, that is, to create and expand knowledge. Both of these scenarios appear to apply to 

Richmond’s Shockoe Bottom where there is significant pressure to construct a ballpark in an 

area believed to be archaeologically and historically significant.  
 

Five stages of the archaeological research process are outlined below. They reflect established best 

practices and archaeological principles as outlined by the United States Department of the Interior 

and the Society for American Archaeology. It is advised that care be taken to follow this process prior 

to any digging and/or construction of any site thought to be historically or archaeologically 

significant.  
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Stage 1: Assessment  

 

Before the excavation stage of any archaeological project– or digging–occurs, an assessment of what 

evidence from the past might have survived must take place. This stage of work involves historical 

background research, an evaluation of previous archaeological research in the area, and exploratory 

testing that sometimes involves ground penetrating radar study as was conducted in 2006 before the 

2008 excavation of the Lumpkin’s Jail site. Based on the information gathered, a plan of action to 

undertake an excavation at the site may be made.  

 

Stage 2: Excavation  

As excavation of the site proceeds, this stage may or may not yield artifacts and other evidence of 

archaeological remains, such as features. Features are remnants of structural elements such as water 

wells, retaining walls, cobblestone pavements, outhouses, building foundations, fence posts, garden 

walls, and/or terrace facings. What is important to note is that discoveries of artifacts, remains or 

features represent a small fraction of the work of any archaeological project.  

 

Stage 3: Lab Work: Processing Artifacts  

Instead, the majority of research on an archaeological project actually takes place after excavation — 

when artifacts recovered in the field are taken to the lab to be cleaned, described, identified, catalogued, 

and then analyzed or interpreted. This laboratory processing and analysis stage takes up the majority of 

the archaeological project’s time and effort as does the analysis of the site’s features. An object, 

remnants, features, etc. and their analyses are referred to as data.  

 

Stage 4: Analysis, Interpretation & Public Presentation of Findings  

A technical report is produced once data is processed, analyzed and interpreted. These formal reports 

are provided to organizations that provided any funding for the archaeological study. Funders of 

archaeological research include governmental entities at the local, state or federal level, private and 

public foundations, private individuals, non-profit and for-profit organizations, and university-based 

researchers, including faculty and students. Often, papers and/or poster presentations are presented at 

academic and other professional conferences. Increasingly, reports of archaeological research are also 

made to the communities in which archaeological research was conducted. This stage of public 

reporting involves presentation of the archaeological findings.  

 

Stage 5: Dissemination of Findings  

The final stage of archaeological research includes the dissemination of archaeological findings. An 

archaeological site is destroyed during excavation as digging involves (de)construction and removing 

layers of concrete, sod and soil, objects, etc. Because of that, an archaeological site can only be dug 

once. Consequently, an archaeological report replaces and ‘speaks for’ the excavated site. The report 

also records what happened to retrieved objects once they entered the lab and contains the 

archaeologist’s final conclusions about what that evidence ‘means’ as well as any other significance the 

artifacts, remains and/or features may have. Reports of findings typically take the form of technical 

reports, conference papers and poster presentations, journal articles, and books. In a community 

archaeology project, the possibilities for dissemination in more accessible and user-friendly 

formats are endless and can include: public art displays; dance, vocal and dramatic 

performances; documentaries; and computer simulations, games and applications. 
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Comments Presented to Richmond City Council, Monday, February 24, 2014  

Prepared by Dr. Kim Allen, Cultural Anthropologist  

 

Good evening Mr. President, Madame Vice President and members of Council. My name is Dr. Kim 

Allen. I am not in favor a ballpark in Shockoe Bottom and urge you to vote No.   I am a Richmond 

citizen and voter, member of the descendant community, and cultural anthropologist.  

 

Thank you in advance for your attention and consideration.  

 

Shockoe Bottom is rich in sites designated historically significant by the Virginia Department of 

Historic Resources. The Lumpkin’s Jail site and the African Burial Ground are among them. There are 

additional sites that have not yet been explored but are believed to contain archaeological and cultural 

resources of equal or greater significance than those unearthed at the Lumpkin’s Jail site and the African 

Burial Ground. Several of these sites are located in the footprint of the proposed ballpark. (See Elizabeth 

Kamborian’s 2014 comprehensive listing of slavery-related sites.)  

 

Because of the irreplaceable nature and historic value of these archaeological and cultural resources, 

care and caution must be undertaken prior to any digging or construction. These sites must be treated 

gingerly with strict adherence to established protocols. That is because once disturbed or destroyed, the 

site, artifacts, structures and remnants cannot be made whole or restored. The aim then is the protection 

and stewardship of the archaeological record.  

 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) requires federal agencies to consider the 

effects of projects they carry out, approve, or fund on historic properties or properties with the potential 

to be listed. It encourages, though does not mandate preservation, but ensures full consideration of 

historic preservation issues as well as the views of the public during project planning. Section 106 

reviews do not mandate the approval or denial of projects.  

 

The initial phase of a Section 106 review involves a historical study of the proposed development area. 

This assessment determines the extent to which historical and archaeological resources are at risk from 

the proposed project. A process for the site’s investigation and possible excavation and analysis of these 

findings is then set in motion and time-lined into the proposal. To reiterate, BEFORE the excavation or 

digging stage of any project begins, an assessment of what evidence from the past might have survived 

must take place. Therefore, and in closing, I have several questions for Council’s deliberation:  

 

1. How many dollars will be borrowed or granted from federal sources for this project?  

2. Has the Army Corps of Engineers been consulted regarding flood mitigation requirements and 

proposals? If so, what was reported and what is required?  

3. Has the city’s Department of Planning and Land Use reviewed the Mayor’s Revitalize RVA proposal 

and initiated the Section 106 review process?  

4. Has the Section 106 process been time lined? If so, where is the timeline? If not, when will it be time 

lined, starting with a historical assessment of the site?  

5. What is the procurement process for the various consultants and contracts secured by the city related 

to this proposal? Was there open bidding on these contracts?  

6. Finally, should you vote in favor this proposal, what is the process for procuring a firm to conduct any 

archaeology related to the project?  
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MAYOR DWIGHT JONES’ ARCHAEOLOGY INITIATIVE  

 

Thursday, March 27, 2014 

 

Mayor Jones Outlines Archaeological and Historical Review Process for Shockoe Bottom 

Baseball Stadium Project Site 

 

~ Focus on understanding and memorializing historical sites, preserving artifacts, 

and sharing information with residents ~ 

 

Mayor Dwight C. Jones today shared details of his administration’s plans to conduct an 

archaeological and historical review of the Shockoe Bottom site proposed for a new baseball 

stadium. 

 

The comprehensive process includes historical research, expert reviews, archaeological 

excavations, curation of found artifacts, public review and participation, and long-term sharing of 

historical information. 

 

“Shockoe Bottom has played a central role in our city’s history since its earliest development. 

Today, it is a vibrant, thriving commercial and residential area. Its history must continue to be 

discovered, recorded, memorialized, and shared with our citizens and those who visit our capital 

city from around Virginia, the nation, and the world,” said Mayor Jones.   

 

“We have taken great care to put together an archaeological and historical review process that 

would be regarded by experts as the right thing to do and the right way to do it,” said Mayor Jones. 

“The process we are laying out is what archaeologists and historians would expect us to do.” 

 

The archaeological investigation and historical review will be led by Dutton + Associates, LLC, a 

Richmond-based historical and cultural resources management firm that has conducted 

archeological surveys for public and private projects throughout the Commonwealth of Virginia. 

Archaeologists and historians from the Virginia Department of Historic Resources, local historical 

organizations, and area universities also will be involved. 

 

As part of the archeological and historical investigation and review, Mayor Jones will appoint a 

panel of experts to review the research, data collection, excavations, found artifacts, and technical 

reports and other publications. 

 

There also will be extensive opportunities for citizens and visitors to observe the excavations and 

interact with archaeologists. A special focus will be on outreach to schools, providing 

opportunities for teachers and students to visit the excavation site to see history being discovered 

and recorded. 

 

“Public involvement is important,” said Jones. “We want our citizens and students to be a part of 

this process and project. We must share this valuable learning experience.”  

 

Archaeological and Historical Review Process 

http://richmondvaannouncements.blogspot.com/2014/03/mayor-jones-outlines-archaeological-and.html
http://richmondvaannouncements.blogspot.com/2014/03/mayor-jones-outlines-archaeological-and.html
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The archaeological and historical review process will include the following: 

  

Documentary Research 

 

o   Research and record development, patterns, and trends in the Shockoe Bottom project area, 

including existing historic buildings; 

 

o   Concentrate on identifying sites related to the slave trade and other noteworthy religious, 

commercial, and residential sites; 

 

o   Identify historic and modern development impacts; determine location of archaeological 

deposits; and 

 

o   Prepare report on documentary research, including historic maps, photographs, and graphics. 

 

Expert Review and Validation of Documentary Research 

 

o   Present research for third-party expert review and validation; 

 

o   Experts likely to be from Virginia Department of Historic Resources, Library of Virginia, 

Richmond Virginia Slave Trail Commission, Historic Richmond Foundation, Virginia 

Commonwealth University, Virginia Union University, University of Richmond, and University of 

Virginia, among others; and 

 

o   Place research online for public review and input. 

 

Archaeological Excavations 

 

o   Develop archaeological excavation plan based upon results of documentary research; 

 

o   Plan will include identification of areas of proposed excavation, relevant research themes and 

questions, and proposed field methods.  Field methods will include a combination of the following: 

 

§  Monitor areas where significant archeological deposits may exist but have been compromised 

due to past development; monitor during construction; 

 

§  Investigate significant archaeological deposits and record information from unique historical 

residential and commercial areas; sampling will take place before construction; and 

 

§  Recover and record significant archaeological data from historically important or unique sites at 

the project area; recording will take place before construction. 

 

§ Prior to implementation, the archaeological excavation plan will be submitted for expert third-

party review and comment. 

 



55 | P a g e  

 

o   Prior to implementation, the archaeological excavation plan will be submitted for expert third-

party review and comment. 

 

Public Participation 

 

o   During project archaeological investigations, archaeologists will establish field areas for public 

observation of excavations, artifact recovery, and interaction with archaeologists; 

 

o   Onsite field laboratory to be established for cleaning and processing of artifacts, with public 

interaction with archaeologists;  

 

o   Archaeologists to prepare written monthly updates on archaeological investigations, and will 

schedule monthly site visits and tours for City officials, members of the public, and City school 

groups; and 

 

o   During field investigations, a program for using social media to provide updates regarding 

progress and finds will be coordinated through the City’s website and Facebook page. 

 

Reporting and Artifact Curation 

 

o   When archaeological fieldwork is completed, a written and illustrated document summarizing 

excavations will be submitted to City officials, Virginia Department of Historic Resources, the 

Library of Virginia, and Historic Richmond Foundation; 

 

o   Final results of all archaeological investigations will be presented in a written and illustrated 

technical report in accordance with current state and federal guidelines for such studies; report will 

be reviewed by the Virginia Department of Historic Resources, the Library of Virginia, and the 

Historic Richmond Foundation before being finalized; final report will be filed with the Virginia 

Department of Historic Resources, the Library of Virginia, and the Richmond Public Library; 

 

o   A popular publication will be prepared summarizing key findings from excavations; publication 

will be made available for distribution;  

 

o   An interactive web site – keyed to the Commonwealth of Virginia’s Standards of Learning – 

will be developed for classroom use in K-12 schools; and 

 

o   All artifacts recovered during excavations will be processed and curated in accordance with 

federal and state guidelines; artifacts will be curated at the Virginia Department of Historic 

Resources and made available to institutions and organizations for education and display purposes. 

 

Early documentary research and expert review is expected to take three months. Archaeological 

excavation will take approximately four months. Preparing final technical reports for submission to 

City and state officials as well as other educational materials documenting findings at the Shockoe 

Bottom site will take some 18 months. If additional consultation is required by state or federal law, 

the City will adjust this archaeological and historical review process accordingly. 
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About Dutton + Associates, LLC 
 

Dutton + Associates, LLC located in Richmond, Virginia, is a cultural resources management firm 

and provides services to public, private, and institutional clients. The firm conducts archival 

research, archaeological investigations, architectural investigations, National Register nominations, 

and educational and interpretive programs. Past clients have included the National Park Service, 

the United States Navy, NASA, numerous Virginia local governments, Dominion, Rolls Royce, 

Martin Marietta Materials, and others. 

 

David H. Dutton, Managing Partner at Dutton + Associates, LLC, has more than 25 years of 

experience in archaeology, cultural resource management, and historic preservation law. He 

formerly worked for the Virginia Department of Historic Resources, where he managed all federal 

and state environmental reviews, rehabilitation tax credit project certification, historic preservation 

easements, covenants, and archaeological permits. He also worked as a project review 

archaeologist for the President’s Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. Mr. Dutton received 

his B.S. in anthropology and sociology from Virginia Commonwealth University and his M.A. in 

archaeological studies from Boston University. 

 

Posted by Office of the Press Secretary to the Mayor at 4:30 PM 

http://richmondvaannouncements.blogspot.com/2014/03/mayor-jones-outlines-archaeological-and.html


57 | P a g e  

 

CITY OF ALEXANDRIA ARCHAEOLOGICAL PROTECTION CODE 

The Zoning Ordinance of the City of Alexandria, Virginia 

Section 11-411: Archaeology Protection    Adopted June 24, 1992 

(A) Archaeological resource areas. 

A preliminary site plan which includes land designated as a potential resource area on the City 

of Alexandria Archaeological Resource Map, shall include reasonable archaeological 

evaluation reports and resource management plans when required under this section 11-411. 

The archaeological resource map, which is on file in the office of the director of historic 

Alexandria and the office of the city archaeologist is hereby made a part of this ordinance. 

(B) Application. 

This section 11-411 shall apply to all applications for preliminary or combined site plan or 

other development approval, otherwise subject to its provisions, which are filed subsequent to 

September 16, 1989. 

(C) Administration. 

This section 11-411 shall be administered by the director of the office of historic Alexandria 

who may adopt reasonable procedures for its administration, consistent with applicable law. 

(D) Preliminary archaeological assessment. 

Prior to filing an application for approval of a preliminary site plan to which this section 11-

411 applies, the applicant shall confer with the director of the office of historic Alexandria in 

order for the director to conduct a preliminary assessment of the potential archaeological 

significance of any site plan area designated on the map, and of the impact of any proposed 

ground disturbing activities on such area. The applicant shall provide full and accurate 

information as to all ground disturbing activities proposed to be conducted on the site. 

(E) Criteria for preliminary assessment. 

Such preliminary archaeological assessment shall be based upon the following criteria, and 

shall be conducted consistent with professionally recognized standards for archaeological site 

evaluation: 

(1) Research value. The extent to which the archaeological data that might be contained on the 

property would contribute to the expansion of knowledge. 

(2) Rarity. The degree of uniqueness the property’s resources possess and their potential for 

providing archaeological information about a person, structure, event or historical process, for 

which there are very few examples in Alexandria. 
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(3) Public Value. The level of importance the property has to the community as a location 

associated with a significant person, structure, event or historical process. 

(4) Site integrity. The extent to which soil stratigraphy and original placement and condition of 

archaeological resources on the property have not been disturbed or altered in a manner which 

appreciably reduces their research or public value. 

(5) Presence of materials. The extent to which archaeological resources or evidence of historic 

structures are present on the property. 

(6) Impact on resources. The extent to which any proposed ground disturbing activities will alter or 

destroy resources which the director has determined to have substantial archaeological 

significance under sections 11-411(E)(1) though (5) above. 

(F) Finding of archaeological significance. 

(1) If, at the conclusion of the preliminary archaeological assessment, the director of the office of 

historic Alexandria determines either that the site plan area has no substantial archaeological 

significance, or that the proposed construction or development will not have a substantial 

adverse impact on any known or potential archaeological resources, the director of the office of 

historic Alexandria shall so certify to the planning commission, and no further review under 

this section 11-411 shall be required. 

(2) If, at the conclusion of the preliminary archaeological assessment, the director of the office of 

historic Alexandria determines that the site plan area has potential archaeological significance, 

and that the proposed development will have a substantial adverse impact on any known or 

potential archaeological resources, the applicant shall submit an archaeological evaluation 

report and a resource management plan as part of the preliminary site plan application. 

(3) The director of the office of historic Alexandria shall render a determination in writing, within 

seven working days after receiving the information, unless written consent to extend such 

period is given by the applicant. 

(G) Archaeological evaluation report and resource management plan. 

(1) When required under the provisions of this section 11-411, the applicant shall submit as part of 

the preliminary site plan application an archaeological evaluation report and a resource 

management plan, prepared by a qualified archaeologist or historian in conformity with 

professionally recognized standards for cultural resource management. The applicant or the 

authorized agent thereof shall confer with the director of the office of historic Alexandria prior 

to preparing any submission to define and agree upon guidelines for such report and plan. 
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(2) Such archaeological evaluation report shall include detailed evaluation of the archaeological 

significance of the site plan area, including but not limited to reasonable measures for historic 

research, archaeological surveys and test excavations. 

(3) Such resource management plan shall include reasonable measures for the study and 

preservation of archaeological resources found within the site plan area, including but not 

limited to test and full-scale excavations, site construction monitoring, field recording, 

photography laboratory analysis, conservation of organic and metal artifacts, curation of the 

collection (e.g., artifacts, notes, photographs) and preparation of reports. 

(4) Such resource management plan may, and if required by the planning commission or city 

council shall, also provide reasonable measures for further archaeological study, restoration , 

reconstruction, disposition of recovered artifacts to an appropriate public or private collection 

or museum, and in situ preservation of archaeological resources found within the site plan area. 

(H) Review of archaeological evaluation report and resource management plan. 

(1) The archaeological evaluation report and resource management plan shall be reviewed and 

approved, disapproved or approved with modifications or conditions or both as part of the site 

plan review process. 

(2) In the event a site plan application and review is required exclusively on account of ground 

disturbing activities not otherwise subject to such application and review, then and in such an 

event, notwithstanding any other provisions of this ordinance, the required site plan application 

and review shall be limited to the purposes and requirements of this section 11-411, and the 

application fee shall be as prescribed pursuant to section 11-104. 

 Section 2-151: Ground Disturbing Activity 

Any movement of earth or substrate, manually or mechanically, including but not limited to any 

modification of existing grade by dredging, demolition, excavation or fill, grading, scraping, 

vegetation removal, landscaping, coring, well drilling, pile driving, undergrounding utility lines, 

trenching, bulldozing, sheeting, shoring and excavation for laying or removing foundations, 

pilings or other purposes, for which any permit or approval is required under the provisions of the 

city code. 


