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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

Clermont, located at 801 East Main Street, Berryville, Virginia, is significant as one of the best-preserved, 

mid-18
th
-century dwellings in Clarke County and represents an evolved vernacular house where 

modifications are well articulated and correspond to the changing circumstances of ownership and the 
personal stories of its inhabitants. Owned by only four families during its 256-year history, Clermont 

began as a frontier house built in 1756 by Thomas Wadlington and achieved its current configuration in 

1971 during its ownership by the Williams family.  Upon her death in 2004, Elizabeth Rust Williams 
bequeathed the 360-acre property located on the outskirts of Berryville, Virginia, to the Virginia 

Department of Historic Resources (DHR). Williams also created a trust, now known as The Clermont 

Foundation, to fund and manage the property, which includes the main dwelling, two tenant houses, and 

multiple agricultural and domestic-related outbuildings.  Williams’ desire was to preserve and protect the 
landscape of her beloved family farm and maintain it as a community resource dedicated to education 

about agriculture and history.  

 
After a partnership Management Agreement was formed in 2007 between DHR and The Clermont 

Foundation, the first phase of a Historic Structure Report (HSR) that focused on the main house and its 

curtilage was completed (2008). This second phase of the HSR goes into much greater detail and 
intensive physical investigation of the house and some of its outbuildings and supersedes any information 

contained in the first-phase document.  Initially planned to focus on the main house, smokehouse, and 

slave quarters, this second phase of the HSR also offers a detailed consideration of the cornhouse and 

springhouse at Clermont. 
  

Thorough dendrochronology conducted by Daniel Miles of Oxford Dendrochronology Laboratory 

confirmed the date of the earliest portion of the main house to 1756 with 12 additional phases of 
construction. Four of the outbuildings on the Clermont property were also dendro-dated. A historical 

finish analysis on parts of the main house conducted by Paint Analyst Susan L. Buck determined many of 

the original paint colors. These additional studies in conjunction with physical investigation by the HSR 
team have resulted in a deeper understanding of the evolution of the house than may otherwise have come 

from a typical HSR.  

 

During the second phase of the HSR process in 2011, the roof of the main house and smokehouse 
required replacement. This precipitated a conversation about the treatment plan for the buildings on the 

property. In negotiations with DHR, it was decided that the house would remain as a “study house” and 

undergo a Preservation Treatment, whereby the building’s existing form, features, and detailing would be 
retained. Therefore the 1971 western red-cedar shingle roof was replaced with another wood shingle roof, 

this time using old-growth cypress and was installed by Museum Resources, Inc. The plywood membrane 

and tar paper that had been installed along with the cedar shingles on all the roofs in 1971 was also 

removed allowing the new cypress shingles to be placed directly on the intact historic sheathing, some of 
which required repair.  More details of the work that was conducted as part of the reroofing is listed in the 

Site Interventions Time Line (2005-2012) near the end of Chapter 1. 

 
The structural analysis conducted on the main house at Clermont determined that the proposed use as a 

study house with apartment and office space with occasional symposia meets the code-required floor 

loading for such a use if occupancy is limited. The mechanical, electrical, and plumbing evaluation has 
determined that the existing systems are in working order but are dated and in need of repairs, some 

replacement, and maintenance planning. An environmental phase-one study was not completed as part of 

this project and should be conducted to determine the presence of lead-based paint, asbestos, and other 

potentially hazardous compounds.  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

A. CLERMONT PROPERTY OWNERSHIP AND MANAGEMENT   

 

The 360-acre Clermont Farm owned since 2004 by DHR is managed by The Clermont 

Foundation in partnership with DHR and local and regional preservation organizations, and in 

conformity with the Will and Trust of the donor, Elizabeth Rust Williams. 

 

The property was owned by the Vance, Wadlington, Snickers, and McCormick-Williams 

families. The last-named owned it for 185 years, from Dawson McCormick’s purchase in 1819 

through the ownership of his great-great-granddaughter Elizabeth Williams (1945-2004). Ms. 

Williams, a lawyer and judge, was very conscious of Clermont as a total cultural landscape 

which through the land itself, the buildings that stand on it, and the records and artifacts 

associated with it, presents a remarkably complete picture of the history of Clarke County.  She 

believed that this cultural landscape was threatened by development and material neglect, and 

desired that it be preserved intact and continue as a living part of its community, supporting 

sustainable economic and educational activity. 

 

As the last surviving direct descendant of her branch of the family, Elizabeth Williams was faced 

with the question of how to realize her vision in the event of her death.  Her objectives of 

preservation and sustainability resulted in her decision to divide her assets between two 

organizations. 

 

On the one hand, Williams believed that the property would be best protected in the long run, 

and best contextualized, if it was in state ownership, particularly by the agency which sets 

professional standards for historic preservation throughout the Commonwealth.  She therefore 

bequeathed Clermont Farm, valued at $10 million, under restrictions specified in the deed of gift, 

to DHR.  The gift was accepted by Act of the General Assembly of Virginia in 2005. 

 

On the other hand, she was ahead of her time in believing that the sustainability of historic sites 

depends in large part on their integration with and value to the local community.  To represent 

this local interest and to give it standing and a distinct role in the farm’s future under state 

ownership, she created the Clermont Charitable Trust.  Williams bequeathed her assets other 

than the farm itself to the Trust.  Those assets included the Virginia state tax credits for her gift, 

which the Trust sold to generate the endowment. 

 

The Trust thus became the holder and manager of the Elizabeth Williams Endowment for 

Clermont Farm.  The Trust was tasked with using the income from the Endowment, in 

partnership with the new owner (DHR), to fund and support:  

1. the preservation and study of the farm’s cultural landscape, buildings, and archives;  

2. the continuation of agriculture, in sustainable and best practice ways; and  

3. the provision of public education and benefit, with regard to history and historic preservation, 

agriculture and farm heritage, and with regard to supporting community goals, including 

economic ones, in Clarke County. 
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In 2007, the partnership between DHR and the Clermont Charitable Trust was further formalized 

through a Management Agreement, which allowed the trustees to assume the duties of managing 

the site under the conditions of the Agreement and of five-year work plans approved by DHR, in 

addition to their fiduciary duties as trustees of the Williams Endowment. 

 

To advance Elizabeth Williams’ vision of sustainability based on local integration, and pursuant 

to a specific provision in her Trust providing for it, in 2011 the Trust was converted to a Virginia 

non-profit corporation, The Clermont Foundation, with 501 (c) (3) status as a public charity, and 

the same purposes as the Williams Trust.  Rather than three trustees serving for life, the 

Endowment is now overseen by a board of 12 local trustees representing the community, elected 

and rotating on a regular basis.          

 

The mission of The Clermont Foundation is to support education and research programs in 

preservation, agriculture, and public history at Clermont Farm, using its cultural landscape for 

the purpose of increasing contemporary engagement with history, historic preservation and 

agriculture.  These programs are planned and developed in partnership with Clermont’s owner, 

the Virginia Department of Historic Resources, and with local and regional partner 

organizations.  

B. PURPOSE OF HISTORIC STRUCTURE REPORT 

 

The initial Five-Year Management Agreement 2007-2012 between The Clermont Foundation 

and DHR had as one of its primary outcomes a Plan for the Use and Interpretation of Clermont 

2012-2020.  It had been agreed that that initial period would be primarily used for getting 

organized, doing research on the site and its significance, and out of that, producing a broad Plan 

about how to best use and interpret the site, and determine what kind of criteria should be used 

for evaluating proposals.  It was also agreed that an HSR, funded by The Foundation, should be 

one of the key products of the initial five-year period, and a basis for as well as a component of 

the overall Plan. 

  

The Trustees sought bids for the HSR in 2007, which went to a team led by Maral S. Kalbian, 

architectural historian (Berryville), and included Doug Reed, structures specialist (Hagerstown, 

MD); Margaret T. Peters, historian (Richmond); Allen Kitselman and Ken Livingston of Main 

Street Architecture PC (Berryville); and Painter-Lewis Engineers (Winchester) and was 

completed in 2008. The second phase of the HSR included the same members with the exception 

of Reed. Dr. Dennis J. Pogue, archaeologist and preservation specialist (Woodbridge, VA) joined 

the team along with Daniel Miles of Oxford Dendrochronology Laboratory for 

dendrochronology, and Susan L. Buck, for paint analysis. This second phase of the HSR was 

completed during the period of 2010 to 2013.  

 

The primary purpose of this HSR is to provide documentary, graphic, and physical information 

about the history and current condition of Clermont, with primary focus on the main house and 

the “core” outbuildings of the smokehouse and slave quarters. Also included are detailed 

discussions of the springhouse and cornhouse, two mid-19
th

-century structures. The remaining 

historic and non-historic outbuildings on the Clermont property are only briefly addressed.  This 

HSR is atypical in that a considerable amount of stabilization work occurred on several of the 
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buildings, including the main house, during the period when the report was being written. The 

high degree of specialized study including dendrochronology, paint analysis, and physical 

investigation into the walls of the building is also unusual for a typical HSR.  

The HSR will continue to provide guidance and specific information for decision-making for the 

preservation treatment of the buildings at Clermont so as to respect their architectural and 

historic character  

Specifically, the report does the following:  

1. Documents the historical associations and significance of the Clermont property 

including a detailed time line and bibliography of resources related to the history 

of the property.  

2. Records the floor plans, elevations, and key woodwork profiles in both drawings 

and photographs and documents the conditions observed at the time of the report.  

3. Evaluates the changes to the house over time and develops floor plans and 

elevations for the principle phases of construction, which can then be used to better 

interpret the property.  

4. Evaluates the structural capacity of the house for its prescribed use primarily as a 

study house.  
5. Acts as a reference document for any future work to be done on the house and core 

outbuildings.  
6. Acts as a resource for further historical research and investigation. 

7. Provides an explanation of the process by which Clermont Farm passed from 

private hands into public ownership and the proposed use of the property. 

8. Outlines work that has been conducted on the buildings and grounds since 2004 

and during the time that Phase 1 of the HSR and this report were being completed.  

 

In addition to providing a historic context for the property, important components of this 

study include the documentation of the existing floor plans as well as documentation of 

how the building evolved from 1756, the date of the earliest construction, to 1971, the date 

of the last major intervention.  A thorough analysis of the physical evidence, 

supplemented by dendrochronology and paint analysis, enhanced the theories pertaining to 

the principle phases of construction.  

 

Chapter 1 of the HSR provides an introduction to Clermont and the HSR. This includes a 

summary of the findings, background on ownership and current management of the 

property, a time line and description of work conducted on the buildings and grounds 

since 2004, a discussion of the methods of the investigation used by the project team, and 

recommendations for further study.  

 

Chapters 2 and 3 are comprised of a detailed developmental history that addresses the 

historical background of Clermont, its owners, and a timeline of key events.  A thorough 

annotated bibliography of resources consulted is included as an appendix. These sections 

were primarily researched and written by research historian, Margaret T. Peters, with help 

from Maral S. Kalbian. 
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A detailed description of the existing conditions of the main house, slave quarters, and 

smokehouse at Clermont is provided in Chapter 4 and was written by Dennis J. Pogue in 

conjunction with Maral S. Kalbian. This is accompanied by photographs of all elevations and 

interior spaces, which are keyed to architectural drawings found in Appendix F.  Less detailed 

photographs are provided for all other structures on the property. 

 

The architectural development of the main house at Clermont through six major periods 

(from 1756 to 2004) is addressed in Chapter 5 and was developed by Dennis J. Pogue. The 

evolution of the house is illustrated through photographs keyed to floor plans found in the 

appendix. 
 

Chapter 6 is an architectural code analysis as related to code requirements, accessibility issues, 

and building systems. It was developed from the studies conducted by Painter-Lewis PLC, 

Structural Engineers and Comfort Design Inc., Mechanical Engineers. Chapter 7 addresses the 

structural and architectural condition of the house and outbuildings and offers recommendations 

and probable costs.  Also included are mechanical and electrical considerations for the main 

house. Program considerations and accessibility requirements associated with using the structure 

as a study house are considered in Chapter 8 and are based on plans developed in 2012 by the 

Clermont Foundation for the long-range use of the property.  

 

Included in the Appendices are: historic photo images; record photographs; measured drawings; 

selected millwork profiles and details; framing, flooring, and hardware schedules; location of key 

indicators; an annotated bibliography; the paint analysis report; the dendrochronology report; and 

the report on the shoe found in the east frame closet.   

C. HISTORIC PRESERVATION OBJECTIVES 

 

Clermont [DHR # 021-0019] was listed on the Virginia Landmarks Register on 1 June 2005 and 

the National Register of Historic Places on 27 July 2005. The property is also being included 

within the boundaries of the Chapel Rural Historic District [DHR # 021-5025] that is to be 

completed in late 2013. Currently, the main house is used as a study house and includes a small 

meeting space in the West frame as well as an administrative office in the original kitchen.  The 

1971 portion has been rented out to provide a secure presence at the otherwise unoccupied house. 

The two tenant houses are occupied by renters and the agricultural buildings are actively used for 

their original purposes. As the property is owned by DHR, all work conducted on the buildings 

and grounds is approved by them and must meet their adopted standards.   

 

Because of the significance and proposed use of the property, it was agreed that the overall 

philosophy for any work conducted on the house and outbuildings follow the Secretary of the 

Interior Standards for Preservation (as opposed to Rehabilitation, Restoration, or 

Reconstruction), whereby the historic character is maximally maintained.  

 

The Standards for Preservation are listed below:   

1. A property will be used as it was historically, or be given a new use that maximizes the 

retention of distinctive materials, features, spaces, and spatial relationships. Where a 
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treatment and use have not been identified, a property will be protected and, if necessary, 

stabilized until additional work may be undertaken.  

2. The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The replacement 

of intact or repairable historic materials or alteration of features, spaces, and spatial 

relationships that characterize a property will be avoided.  

3. Each property will be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use. Work 

needed to stabilize, consolidate, and conserve existing historic materials and features 

will be physically and visually compatible, identifiable upon close inspection, and 

properly documented for future research.  

4. Changes to a property that have acquired historic significance in their own right will 

be retained and preserved. 

5. Distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of 

craftsmanship that characterize a property will be preserved.  

6. The existing condition of historic features will be evaluated to determine the 

appropriate level of intervention needed. Where the severity of deterioration requires 

repair or limited replacement of a distinctive feature, the new material will match the old 

in composition, design, color, and texture.  

7. Chemical or physical treatments, if appropriate, will be undertaken using the gentlest 

means possible. Treatments that cause damage to historic materials will not be used.  

8. Archeological resources will be protected and preserved in place. If such resources 

must be disturbed, mitigation measures will be undertaken.  

 

Detailed guidelines on the Preservation approach to buildings are available on the National Park 

Service website: 

http://www.nps.gov/history/hps/tps/standguide/preserve/preserve_approach.htm. 

 

D. METHODS OF EVALUATION 

 

1. Historical Research  
 

Research undertaken in the course of this study included a search of primary and secondary 

resources including:  

  

1. A search of Frederick and Clarke county deed, will, and order books. 

2. A search of Frederick and Clarke county land and property tax records as well as birth, 

death and marriages records. 

3. A search of Virginia land grants and patents. 

4. A search and review of Frederick and Clarke County Chancery records. 

5. A review of the US Federal Census and slave and agriculture schedules. 

6. A review of the George Washington Papers at the Library of Congress associated with 

George Washington’s survey of the property in 1750. 

7. A thorough review of secondary sources that mention Clermont and that are held at the 

Clarke County Historical Association including books, newspaper articles, Proceedings.   

8. A search of historical newspaper indexes, city directories, and other resources on line and 

at the Library of Virginia. 

http://www.nps.gov/history/hps/tps/standguide/preserve/preserve_approach.htm
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9. A review and analysis of the Store Ledgers of Thomas Wadlington in the Keitt Papers 

held by Duke University.  

10. A review of historic photographs, receipts, insurance policies and other documents held 

in the Clermont Archives. 

11. Use of genealogical reports prepared by Mary Thomason-Morris, Consulting Archivist to 

Clermont.  

12. A review of the unpublished manuscript by Elizabeth Rust Williams written in 1995/1996 

detailing the history of Clermont and its owners.  

13. Scrutiny of historic maps. 

 

In addition, the historic context drew on information presented in a forum on the historical 

significance of Clermont that was held on 24-25 June 2011. Sponsored by The Clermont 

Foundation and organized by Dr. Warren Hofstra, Professor of History at Shenandoah 

University, this public forum included the commission of nine papers on seven topics believed to 

be particularly important to understanding and planning for Clermont. The seven topics were: 

Agriculture (Kenneth E. Koons, VMI); Architecture (Maral S. Kalbian and Dennis J. Pogue); 

African-American Life (Karen Hughes-White and Melvin P. Ely, William & Mary); Role of 

Women (Deborah A. Lee); Legal & Medical History (Peter Wallenstein, Virginia Tech); Military 

History (Joseph W. A. Whitehorne); and Public History (Kym Rice, GWU).   

 

These papers and the experience and previous research of the HSR Team members  provided a 

broad connection to historic plantation construction and archaeology, as well as to social and 

economic history, in the Chesapeake, and more specifically to the Lower (Northern) Shenandoah 

Valley.  

 
2. Existing Conditions Survey  

 

The primary method used to evaluate the structures was through visual inspection of the design 

and materials of the buildings by the HSR team.  Careful scrutiny of building details provided a 

deep understanding and theory of building evolution. This was confirmed and further clarified 

through dendrochronology and paint analysis. This detailed investigation was the basis of the 

condition assessment of the buildings.  Intensive photographic documentation was made of the 

house and the primary outbuildings under consideration in the HSR. A less detailed photographic 

record was made of the other buildings on the property.  
 

3. Engineering Assessments  

 

Visual examination of the main house and primary outbuildings was performed by the structural 

engineer in order to identify areas of structural concern.  Data was collected on the size of 

structural members and the material composition of the main house in order to determine the 

load-bearing capacity for the proposed use as a study house. Recommendations for structural 

repair were then offered based on the conditions found.    

 

Mechanical and electrical systems were also evaluated in order to assess their effective life span 

and the capacity to continue to serve the buildings in their intended use while complying with 

building codes.  
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4. Measured Drawings 

 

Field measurement of the existing floor plans and elevations were taken in order to create 

measured drawings on a CAD system. This work was completed by Ken Livingston of Main 

Street Architecture, PC.  Conjectural elevations and floor plans were also prepared for each of 

the phases of construction, showing the main house as it evolved.  Details of profiles of 

woodwork and trim were also made by Livingston and Pogue.  

E. LOCATION OF PROPERTY 

Clermont is located at 801 East Main Street, Berryville, Virginia in the Buckmarsh Magisterial 

District in Clarke County. Situated on a 360-acre historic site, the Clarke County tax map 

number for the property is comprised of four parcels: 14A69, 14A69A, 14A69B, and 14A111. 

The USGS quadrangle is Berryville.   
 

 

Image 1.1: Map showing Clermont’s location in the region. The highlighted overlay 

represents Lord Fairfax’s Northern Neck Proprietary.   
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Image 1.2: 

Portion of 
Berryville 

USGS 

Quadrangle 
Map, arrow 

points to the 

main house at 

Clermont.  

Image 1.3: 

Map 

showing 
Clermont 

and the 

location of 
resources on 

the property.  
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F. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY 

 

1. Archaeology 

 

A program to ensure the ongoing protection of significant archaeological resources located on 

the Clermont property, and a document to frame future archaeological investigations to address 

relevant research questions, must be established.  Two crucial steps along that path already have 

been taken, in the form of an Archaeological Survey Plan, developed in conjunction with DHR, 

and an agreement between The Clermont Foundation and the James Madison University to 

formalize a relationship between the two organizations to encourage the university’s active role 

in conducting archaeological investigations at Clermont.  The Plan and the Agreement were both 

finalized in the fall of 2012, and both documents are included in Appendix I. 

 

The archaeological priorities outlined in the Plan are as follows: 

1.  Survey areas that involve below-grade disturbances to stabilize historic structures or 

other necessary site improvements. 

2.  Survey the 18
th
-20

th
-century domestic site complex where historic outbuildings are 

present and the archaeological remains of outbuildings may be present. 

3.  Survey the remainder of the 360-acre site complex to identify all prehistoric and 

historic archaeological sites on the property. 

 

Based on current knowledge, the following questions were presented in the Plan to guide future 

archaeological research: 

1.  Does the archaeological record conform to historic documentation and the 

architectural analyses? 

2.  Can archaeological investigations locate and identify the remains of non-extant 

outbuildings? 

3.  Can archaeological investigations shed additional information on how the landscape 

was used? 

4.  Are status differences between the planter, slaves, and overseer reflected in the 

material culture? 

5.  If faunal and/or ethnobotanical remains are present, can the 18
th
-19

th
-century diet of 

the site occupants be reconstructed?  Are there changes in the diet through time? 

6.  Can transformations in material culture and how the site was used spatially through 

time be determined, and if so can the causes inferred (e.g. technology, cultural or 

historical events)? 
  

2. Historic Photographs 

 

The current collection of historic photographs relating to the Clermont site is limited, and a 

concerted effort should be made to contact descendants of the families who lived on the property 

to determine if additional photographs survive.  In addition, although the existing collection of 

photographs available to the HSR team for analysis have been studied with an eye toward the 

information they contain associated with the house, the outbuildings, and the landscape, 

additional research should be conducted to identify all of the individuals who are pictured in the 

images.  
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3. Physical Investigations of Main House 
 

As detailed in Chapter 7, there are opportunities for further physical investigation of the main 

house that could yield significant information. 
 

4. Outbuildings  
 

The extant historic outbuildings (smokehouse, slave quarters, and springhouse) represent 

significant archaeological resources in their own right, and warrant additional, more in-depth 

physical investigation, as detailed in Chapter 7.  In addition, studies of similar resources at other 

relevant sites in Virginia should be made to provide a stronger context for the interpretation of 

the Clermont buildings. 
 

5. Paint Analysis 

 

The paint analyses associated with the development of the HSR have yielded crucial evidence to 

interpret the both the chronological development of Clermont, as well as provide an 

extraordinarily detailed picture of the structure’s paint history.  Although the work conducted to 

date represents a remarkably intensive and detailed study, additional paint analysis should be 

considered in future to address research questions that may arise as an outcome of new findings 

or programmatic developments.  
 

6. Historic Craftsmen Research 
 

Addressing the question of identifying the specific craftsmen who were responsible for building, 

modifying, and adding to the Clermont structures over time represents a research and 

programming opportunity for the Foundation, and should be pursued in the near future.  Data 

bases such as the one compiled and housed at the Museum of Early Southern Decorative Arts, in 

Winston-Salem, NC, should be explored for this purpose.    
 

7. Oral Histories  

 

The heirs of the families who owned Clermont over the years – particularly members of the 

McCormick family – should be contacted and interviewed regarding their memories of the sites 

and of their ancestors’ lives there. 
 

8. Wadlington Papers 

 

The survival of Thomas Wadlington’s account book in the Keitt Papers at Duke University 

suggests that other Wadlington family papers may survive in public repositories.  A concerted 

search should be made to explore that possibility.  In addition, additional research should be 

conducted on the Wadlington account book to identify and interpret any relevant evidence to 

inform future interpretive programs. 
 

9. National Search for McCormick Family Papers 
 

A systematic search via the National Union Catalogue should be made to identify any other 

surviving McCormick family papers. 
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10. Book on Clermont’s Architecture 

 

A book or books detailing the architectural development of Clermont, and presenting the process 

through which that story has been written, should be published with the support of The Clermont 

Foundation.  Such a document – or documents, if multiple audiences are deemed important to 

reach – would expand the reach of the Foundation to present the remarkable history of the 

Clermont property. 

 
11. National Register Nomination  

 

The National Register Nomination for Clermont (DHR # 021-0019) was completed in 2005. Since that 
time, new information regarding the architectural history of the property has emerged. The nomination 

should be revised to reflect the most up-to-date information regarding Clermont’s history and 

architecture.   

 

12. Programmatic Recommendations 

 

The following topics seem to present opportunities to use the findings of the HSR study to 

develop public programming that would further the mission of the Foundation:  

1.  Recreate aspects of the historic paint schemes in selected areas of the house. 

2.  Develop a detailed plan for the use of Clermont as a study house; this planning ideally 

would include input from a variety of educators and historic preservation professionals as 

to the role that Clermont might best serve in informing and training students at a variety 

of educational levels in the field of architecture, history, and related areas. 

3. The computerized model of the development of the Clermont house and site represents 

an effective educational tool, and it should be updated using the most current findings. 

4. Prepare a sophisticated Power Point presentation covering the findings of the overall 

research program focused on Clermont for viewing by various audiences. 

5. Development an interpretive program focused on the log slave quarters; such a 

program should be developed in concert with the many stake holders – both locally and 

beyond – who have an interest in the study and interpretation of African-American 

history. 

 

The following projects should be carried out as soon as possible to complete the initial round of 

site investigations and building stabilization: 

1.  Stabilize the log slave quarters, to include installing a new roof, shoring the 

foundations, and repairing/replacing all deteriorated structural materials. 

2.  Conduct a comprehensive environmental assessment of all of the buildings. 

3.  Conduct a comprehensive pest control assessment pertaining to all of the buildings. 

G. SITE INTERVENTIONS TIME LINE (2005-2012) PRIOR TO COMPLETION OF THE HSR 

 

DHR took possession of Clermont in 2004 following Elizabeth Williams’ death on July 8 of that 

year.  The farm operations had been conducted on a barter basis for many years, and Ms. 

Williams had been ill for some time prior to her death.  The farm, its residential and agricultural 
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buildings, mechanical and other infrastructure, the herds, and the land itself were in very poor 

condition.   

 

The Estate of Elizabeth Williams and the Trustees of the Clermont Charitable Trust began on-

site management activities at that time and funding of the on-going operating requirements of the 

farm, based on agreement with DHR and subject to its oversight. It had also been agreed between 

DHR and the Trustees that, prior to and during the initial five-year management contract period, 

the work at the site would emphasize not only the research and planning efforts described above, 

but also any functional repairs and emergency stabilization of the structures required while 

waiting for the HSR’s treatment recommendations expected in 2012.     

 

Beyond the many functional repairs (furnaces, windows, roads, electrical, etc.) this included the 

hoped-for replacement of the failing roofs on three critical historical structures (main house, 

slave quarters, smokehouse), as well as failing walls and roofs in other tenant housing and in 

working agricultural buildings, and infrastructure used by herds of up to 100 cattle and sheep.  

Proposals for such repairs were approved on a case by case basis by DHR.  

 

2005:    

 Preliminary engineering report obtained assessing key issues with principal structures. 

 USDA Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP) initiated to provide rotational 

grazing system and to convert the farm’s eight fields into 18, with four waterers added. 

 

2006:               

 Painting and guttering of tenant house 1 and 2. 

 Temporary guttering on main house (1756, 1777, 1788, 1836, 1971). 

 Trimming of trees, removal of bushes, etc., endangering houses. 

 Log slave quarters (1823) and kitchen (1777) winterized to prevent snow and ice damage. 

 CREP expanded to include fencing off 50 feet on either side of Dog Run through farm, and of 

a wetlands area on the north entry, each planted with native trees and grasses (protection of a 

Chesapeake Bay tributary). 

 

2007: 

 Tenant house 1 (ca. 1910-1920): repair of west dry stone foundations and wall, repair and 

painting of stucco exterior and metal roof, repair of porches and kitchen floor, electrical 

upgrades, and repair of all 18 double-hung wood windows. 

 

2008: 

 Main barn (1917): two-story, southeast-corner post of barn and connecting members 

replaced/repaired, southeast granary repaired, guttering repaired. 

 

2009: 

 Main barn: east gallery broken concrete foundations replaced, columns repaired, capitals 

added, gravel walkways restored to original levels, head chute and scale replaced.  

 Main barn: south shed (1918) wing reconstructed to original pattern following collapse; broken 

concrete foundations replaced.  
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2010: 

 Sash windows in slave quarters (1823) repaired. 

 North shed (1918) of main barn reconstructed to original, broken foundations replaced 

 Log shed near tenant house 1 repaired. The log building, made of reused logs and constructed 

ca. 1915, was without roof or floor, north sill plate (doorway) cut in half, upper logs on south and 

west starting to tumble out due to rotting of upper notches.  Floor and metal roof added, logs 

repaired, door created matching remains of pre-existing door, pre-existing 18
th

-century hardware 

on door remounted, and building protected with reversible sheath of board-and-batten siding. 

Steps added. 

 

2011: 

 Twelve new doors for the main barn; main barn and silos repainted; main barn roof repaired 

and repainted.  

 Emergency roofing repair on south side of cornhouse (1849). 

 Reconstruction, concrete abutments, and widening to standards of bridge over Dog Run. 

 Severe erosion repaired in barnyard east of main barn, with rock removal and dirt added. 

 

2012 and early 2013: 

 1971 roof on main house (all five sections) and smokehouse (1803) replaced; this was a 

complete “lid job,” so the roof and its structure were fully documented, including the fact that the 

1756 frame originally had jerkinhead gables whose structure is still in place; chimneys were 

repaired, repointed and (except for two flues for furnaces) capped, and all upper woodwork 

repaired.  The 1971 roof whose plywood membrane was heavily nailed to the original 18
th

-

century nailers, plus a layer of tarpaper, plus three layers of western red cedar shingles (almost 

entirely rotted) interleaved with three layers of tar paper, were carefully removed. A replacement 

roof of black cypress shingles from sinker logs (metal where originally metal) was put onto the 

original nailers (as repaired) by Museum Resources, Inc.  Re-roofing of slave quarters was 

delayed until building stabilization is completed. 

 Main house: Walls and ceilings (interior and exterior) were opened to allow research for the 

HSR. 

 Ceiling and Tuscan column posts removed from north porch of east frame and temporary posts 

and decking laid, to prevent collapse. 

 20
th
-century, full-height insect screens removed from south porch of east frame. 

 Replacement of failed and failing weatherboard on 1971 addition to main house with similarly 

milled wood treated with fungicide, by Museum Resources, Inc., with simultaneous replacement 

of water-damaged plates and sills discovered behind rotted weatherboard and on west porch, 

added a vapor barrier, and repaired the large 18
th
-century-style louver in the lower south wall of 

the west porch. 

 Replacement of cornices above colonnettes on south porches of east and west frames 

 Study of cornhouse (1849) begun preliminary to repair, with removal of 20
th

-century 

collapsed turkey-raising arrangements from the interior and junk, hay and litter.  
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CHAPTER 2: DEVELOPMENTAL HISTORY 

A. HISTORICAL BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT: 

The scope of work for the historical portion of this report addresses the history of the 

construction phases for the Clermont house and its outbuildings and their respective associations 

with the events and people who influenced them. The developmental history is meant to act as a 

distillation of  the body of work that has already been presented on Clermont at the June 2011 

Historian’s Forum as well as in the genealogical work about Clermont’s owners prepared by 

archivist, Mary Morris. Additional documentation was assembled based on previously 

unexamined primary resources including population and agricultural census returns, land and 

personal property tax records, and Frederick and Clarke county chancery court records to provide 

further information critical to understanding the evolution of the property.  The framework for 

the history is organized according to the owners of the property beginning in 1750 when it was 

surveyed out to John Vance. 

 

In the 262 years since Clermont was divided from the Northern Neck Proprietary, only four 

families have owned it; Vance, Wadlington, Snickers, and McCormick/Williams.  These families 

represent the English and Scots-Irish immigration to the Shenandoah Valley rather than the 

German heritage, and the cultural, business, and political networks developed by these families 

that were within that heritage.  

 

The evolution of the Clermont property has primary roots in the 18
th
 century’s middle decades.  

An assessment of the estate’s early history extends beyond the actual land on which Clermont 

stands. It includes the culture of those who built and lived on the property and created the 

plantation that we know today.  Clermont is located in that part of the Northern Neck Proprietary 

that became Frederick County in 1738.  Frederick County’s government was not organized until 

1743 because the new county was so sparsely settled.
1
 The eastern portion of Frederick County 

was later carved out to form Clarke County in 1836.   

B. JOHN VANCE AND THOMAS WADLINGTON OWNERSHIP (1750-1770): 

The Fairfax Proprietary’s history has been extensively documented, and it is not surprising that 

the acreage that became Clermont was granted by the “Right Honorable Thomas Lord Fairfax” 

to John Vance in 1751, after being surveyed by George Washington for Fairfax on October 19, 

1750.  There is no evidence that the property was occupied before the mid-18
th

 century; but in  

both the Washington survey and in the 1751 grant description there are references to at least one 

neighboring landholder -- Isabella Jump.  The area was described as the “Rich Barrens.”
2
   

 

Another record cited in J. E. Norris’ History of the Lower Shenandoah Valley… written in 1890, 

states that Thomas Colston owned land on Long Marsh, near the Fairfax County Road that 

adjoined the properties of both Isabella Jump and John Vance.
3
  There is little to document John 

Vance’s residence in the area, although the text of the Fairfax grant describes John Vance as 

being “of Frederick County,” suggesting that Vance lived somewhere in the area.  The Fairfax 

grant describes the 353 acres as a “certain tract of waste and un-granted land in the said County” 
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. . .  and identified in a “survey made by Mr. George Washington…”  The Vance family name 

frequently appears in county records with John Vance listed in the Frederick County Rent Rolls 

of 1759.  The standard genealogy states that John Vance was born either in ca. 1712 or in Tyrone 

County, Ireland, in 1699.  Confusion about Vance is compounded by the possible presence of 

two men in Frederick County in the 18
th
 century with the name John Vance.  The John Vance ho 

sold the Clermont property to Thomas Wadlington in 1753 was described as a “cooper,” as well 

as a “surveyor.”  Vance penned his will in 1754 and in that same year was recorded as  

voting for Captain Thomas Swearingen for the Virginia House of Burgesses, again confirming 

his residence in the county. His wife and children are named in his will that was recorded in 

Frederick County July 10, 1760, which points to his residence in the county, but not on the 

Clermont property.
4
 

 

 
 

In 1753, only two years after John Vance’s acquisition of the Clermont property, he sold the 

Clermont land to Thomas Wadlington.  The selling price of 5 shillings seems very low, although 

a common amount for many land transactions of the period, and clearly does not suggest any 

improvements on the property, despite the standard language of “all houses and house edifices” 

appearing in the body of the deed.  There is no language in the 1753 deed to suggest Vance was 

living on the property. His presence on the rent rolls for the county in 1759 point to a residence 

elsewhere in Frederick County.  Dendrochronology conducted in 2011 on the east frame portion 

of the Clermont dwelling confirms a building date of 1756 (felling dates starting late 1754), 

Image 2.1: Survey for John Vance dated 19 

October 1750 by George Washington 

(Library of Congress). 
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which would suggest that Thomas Wadlington was the builder of the earliest part of the 

dwelling.   

 

Records do not indicate that Wadlington lived in Frederick County prior to his purchase of this 

property.  Thomas Wadlington is described as “of Fairfax County” in the body of the 1753 deed 

from Vance. However, since Loudoun County was carved from the original Fairfax County in 

1757, it is altogether possible that Wadlington may have been living in that portion of Fairfax 

that became western Loudoun County, not far distant from the property he purchased from 

Vance.
5
  His subsequent residency in the county is confirmed by his presence on the 1759 

Frederick County Rent Rolls. 

 

Wadlington’s name does not appear in the Frederick records prior to 1755, only a year before 

dendrochronology confirms the construction of the earliest portion of Clermont.
6
  Other 

references to Wadlington name him as one of three men appointed in April of 1755 to appraise 

the estate of Thomas Stribling in Frederick County.
7
  The following year, the county court 

ordered Wadlington to serve as overseer of a road from the River (Shenandoah) at Snigeers [sic] 

(Snickers Ferry?) to the county line at Williams Gap.  Wadlington appears on the list of those 

casting a vote for George Washington in 1755 for a seat in the House of Burgesses and as 

defendant in a suit claiming he had not kept a road in satisfactory repair in the same year. One of 

the more notable references to Wadlington was in 1756 when he received 30 shillings from  

 

 
 

Colonel Washington for buckskin to make moccasins for Cherokee Indians.
8
  This transaction 

further confirms Wadlington’s support for Washington, unlike some of his Frederick County 

neighbors about whom Washington complained bitterly citing their “perverseness.”
9
  This 

transaction also may have presaged operation of Wadlington’s store established two years later, 

from which he sold fabric and leather items to many Frederick County residents.
10

  

 

Unlike the notable Carter family with its extensive land holdings in this part of Frederick County 

and whose antecedents date to the earliest years of the Virginia colony, Wadlington does not 

appear to have been of eastern Virginia gentry, likely placing him in the class of settlers more 

familiarly identified as “yeoman.”  The Oxford English Dictionary, for purposes of this study, 

describes a yeoman as “a man owning or cultivating a small estate; a freeholder under the rank of 

gentleman; a countryman of respectable standing; a farmer.”
11

  Wadlington became a successful 

merchant and the items sold in his store (discussed below) reflect the elevated status of his 

clientele.  The dwelling that would become Clermont is consistent with Wadlington’s place in 

society and was not comparable to the majority of dwellings associated with Tidewater grandees 

Image 2.2: Receipt 

for payment from 

George Washington 

to Thomas 

Wadlington dated 10 

December 1756 

(Library of 

Congress). 
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in eastern Virginia of the period, such as Robert “King” Carter’s Corotomon, in Lancaster 

County (1720); William Byrd’s Westover in Charles City County (1735), or Brooks Bank in 

Essex County (1751).  The Frederick records confirm Wadlington was highly respected in his 

role as road overseer.  His responsible position was reflected in his appointment to help in an 

estate appraisal; his later service on the Parish vestry would suggest that as well.  He would be 

elected a Gentleman Justice in 1764, serving on the Frederick County Court, a position reserved 

primarily for those of the highest social rank.
12

 

 

The area where Clermont is located and where Thomas Wadlington chose to build his residence 

presents a dilemma in terms of establishing an historical context for both Wadlington and his 

dwelling.  In his 1986 book, A Separate Place: The Formation of Clarke County, Warren Hofstra 

offers a convincing explanation of what dictated settlement in Clarke County and how it differed 

from the settlement in the western portion of Frederick County.  Hofstra explains that there were 

two primary forces at work in the settlement and development of the western reaches of the 

Virginia colony. Colonial governor, Sir William Gooch (1727-1749) “wanted the Valley (of 

Virginia) settled quickly and densely…(to serve…) as a barrier against the French and Indians,” 

encouraging the settlement by yeoman farmers who would live on their small land holdings.  

Robert “King Carter,” President of the Council, on the other hand, favored making large grants 

of land to his fellow Tidewater plantation owners who wanted estates “for long-term 

speculation,” with no requirements that owners would actually reside on the land. Carter died in 

1732 and Fairfax, for whom Carter had served as agent, became the significant player.  While 

sympathetic to Carter’s goal to make large grants that would be largely unsettled and would 

serve the interests of future generations of Carters, Fairfax chose to “hasten(ed) the settlement of 

the area with his policy of issuing grants of land in small quantities only to actual settlers,” a 

move that would ensure that he could immediately collect rents and profit from small farmers.  

Hofstra indicates that “Fairfax limited his grants to four or five hundred acres…small compared 

to Virginia plantations in the Tidewater.”
13

  This parcel size would be comparable to the grant 

from Fairfax to John Vance in 1751 for what would become the Clermont estate and which 

Vance would subsequently sell to Thomas Wadlington.  Although located in the same area of the  

far larger holdings of Washington and Carter and their heirs and friends, the Clermont grant was 

far closer in size to holdings found in the western part of Frederick.   

 

That Thomas Wadlington, the builder of Clermont, was from the Tidewater area, but chose to 

establish residency on his farm in the County would point to the construction of a dwelling that 

resembled far more closely a simple Tidewater residence rather than the grand mansions usually 

associated with Carter and his family’s residences built in the closing years of the 18
th
 century. 

There is still a question why Wadlington would settle in this area.  The deed from John Vance in 

1751 clearly states that Wadlington was “of Fairfax.”  As mentioned above, it is possible that 

prior to his relocation to Frederick, he could have actually lived in what became western 

Loudoun County, since Loudoun was subdivided from Fairfax in 1757. This would explain 

where Wadlington might have resided prior to his construction of Clermont, e.g. in western 

Loudoun County, which would have been quite close to his intended residence in Frederick.  

Wadlington sited the Clermont house south of a major road that ran (present Route 7) from the 

Shenandoah River to points west, including Winchester. Clermont is unusual and nearly unique 

for Clarke County in its early survival amidst large estates from the last quarter of the 18
th

 

century associated with the Carters, Washingtons, and Colstons - both in the size of its parcel and 

its style, which is an amalgam of sophisticated and simpler elements.  Moreover, rather than 
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functioning solely as a “gentleman farmer,” Wadlington chose to run a mercantile operation of 

substantial size.  The subsequent owner, Edward Snickers, had business activities all over the 

area as well, including a tavern, mills, a ferry, and a quarrying operation.
14

  

 

Both Wadlington and the subsequent owner, Edward Snickers, can easily be described at the 

outset of their tenure in Frederick County as “yeomen.”  Unlike their neighboring land holders, 

Lord Fairfax, the Washingtons, and the Carters, who were large property owners and only 

selectively residents of this portion of Frederick County (now Clarke), Wadlington, Snickers, 

and many of their neighbors, were not necessarily considered “gentlemen” in the 18
th
-century 

terms.  Their roots did not reach back to the established Tidewater gentry as did Carter’s, or to 

the landed English gentry of 18
th

-century England.  They were hardworking settlers who formed 

the backbone of the population of what would become the new nation.  High on their list of 

priorities was establishing estates that would benefit subsequent generations. In the case both of 

Wadlington, who later moved to a substantial estate in South Carolina, and Snickers, who 

amassed vast land holdings in the region, they succeeded in moving from modest “middle class” 

to a far more elevated status.  A case in point is that William Snickers, Edward’s son, became a 

Justice of the Frederick County court in 1810, a real indicator of the pinnacle of social and 

political achievement.  Operating a mercantile store as Wadlington did, or operating a ferry, a 

tavern, and mills as Snickers did, was not the expected livelihood for the so-called Virginia 

Tidewater gentry.  There is documentation that Wadlington sold goods to George Washington 

during the French and Indian war, and that both he and Vance appear to have voted “for George 

Washington” in the 1755 enumeration, in contrast to many of Frederick County’s western 

farmers who failed to offer the supplies and support that Washington expected during the 

conflict.  In the case of Snickers, his mercantile skills served him well in the years of the 

Revolution when he obviously benefited from his role of supplier to the war effort. Names of 

Wadlington’s customers suggest that they too were pursuing the dream of substantial land 

ownership and wealth to support their families, and the items purchased, notably the remarkable  

selection of expensive fabrics from all over the world, point to a life-style that extended far 

beyond their initial presence on what was definitely the “frontier” of the American colony.  

 

Wadlington’s store account books offer primary documentation that help establish a social 

context for the area in proximity to Clermont. Correlating the surnames with identified entries in 

genealogical records, land and tax records, transactions before the county court, land transactions 

and wills, point to a society that was clearly upwardly mobile.  A generalized search on 

www.ancestry.com shows that Wadlington’s customers, and presumably his neighbors, prospered 

in the years prior to and during the American Revolution.  Many appear on the 1759 Rent Rolls 

for Frederick County and on lists of voters, recalling that land ownership and residency was 

generally a pre-requisite for voting. Barbery Hughey, John Peters, John Hayes, William Nale, 

John Beverley, Thomas Blakemore, Peter McKeon, George Nichols, William Bartlett, Richard 

Johnson, George Fout, Philip Foot, Mr. Emick, Joseph Hill, Richard Beckett, Ann Pawley, 

William Bolin, William Frost, William Cook, James Buckley, Thomas Hampton, and Owing 

Wenkfield, were among Wadlington’s customers who appeared on the Frederick Rent Rolls for 

1759, 1760, and 1782, pointing to land ownership in the area.  Notably, Thomas Stribling, Sr., 

whose grandson, Thomas, married Edward Snickers’ daughter, was among Wadlington’s 

customers and appears on both the 1758 and 1764 rent rolls for the county.  Thomas Blakemore, 

listed on the rent rolls for 1759 and in the 1782 Continental census, was a co-plaintiff with 

Thomas Wadlington in a suit recorded in the Virginia Gazette. (See Endnote Number 28)  
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Further examination of the Frederick County deed books points to the purchase and sale of real 

estate by many whose names appear in Wadlington’s account books.  Surnames of Bartlett, 

Beckett, Blackmore, Bogges, Calmes, Dougherty, Fowler, Hog, Johnson, Martin, Morgan, 

Mount, Nealy, Nevill, Emick, Frost, Hampton, Anderson, and particularly Colston appear with 

some regularity in the deed book indexes in the period from 1755 to 1770.
15

  Noteworthy 

transactions were recorded in two deeds, from Isabella Jump to George Hampton for two parcels 

of 65 acres each in 1752, a rare business transaction for a woman in the 18
th

 century.
16

  Hampton 

also bought a parcel from Thomas Colston in 1753, contemporaneously with transactions 

between John Vance and Wadlington.  Isabella Jump’s name appears as the owner of adjacent 

land parcels in several conveyances involving Wadlington’s and Snickers’ purchase and sale of 

Clermont property several times in later transactions. 

 

A Thomas Wadlington is mentioned only once in Tidewater’s Essex County records, in the 

reconstructed 1740 census for that county, and there is no irrefutable confirmation that it is the 

same person who purchased the Clermont property. One of the notable surviving dwellings in 

Essex County is Glencairn, the earliest portion of which dates to ca. 1730. The one-and-one-half 

story dwelling was expanded with a long porch in the late 18
th
 century and displays rare framing 

techniques. Constructed of wood rather than brick, it is the type of dwelling that would have 

been familiar to Wadlington if indeed he had migrated from Essex County.
17

 Beyond that and the 

residency in Fairfax cited in the deed from Vance, there is little information about Wadlington 

prior to his acquisition of the Clermont property in 1753. Wadlington was born ca. 1715, the 

source for which is his tombstone in Newberry, South Carolina, where he died. 

 

The most detailed information about Wadlington and his activities while residing at Clermont in 

Frederick County is found among the Keitt Collection at Duke University, in handwritten notes 

prepared by a Wadlington family descendant, Thomas Keitt in 1928.  Wadlington married Sarah 

Wyatt sometime prior to 1736 when their oldest son, William was born. His wife’s surname 

appears with some regularity in the earliest Colonial records, notably John Wyatt who patented 

700 acres in King and Queen County in 1705 and Edward Wyatt, a patentee in Prince George 

County, Virginia, in 1723.
18

  Other children born to Thomas and Sarah Wyatt Wadlington 

Image 2.3:  Page from 

Thomas Wadlington’s store 

ledger dated 1760 showing 

commerce with Edward 

Snickers. Wadlington sold 

him goods- anywhere from 

women’s stockings to a pair 

of scissors, as well as 

services such as “carrying 

one hogshead from the 

quarter.” (Duke University 

Keitt Family Papers) 
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included Ann (1738), Thomas, Jr. (b. 1740), Sarah (1742), James (1745), Edward (1751), and 

George, Joseph, and Margaret, all mentioned in his 1777 will.
19

  All confirm that Thomas 

Wadlington would have had a sizable family, including his wife and five children, for whom to 

build a dwelling in 1756. 

 

For purposes of this study, the most valuable collection of 18
th

-century records in the Keitt 

papers associated with Wadlington’s residency in Frederick County are the aforementioned 

account books from Thomas Wadlington’s store.  Spanning the years from 1758-1761, the 

carefully rendered records reveal an amazingly detailed picture of the types of items that were 

sold in Wadlington’s store, along with the names of his numerous customers.  The actual site of 

the store has never been determined, but it can be presumed that it would have stood on a 

primary roadway and would not have been located far from the Shenandoah River.  But it is the 

array of items that were sold that provides a fascinating picture.  Most noteworthy is the wide 

range of fabrics and sewing materials: uncleaned leather; Irish linen; Shaloom (a woven worsted 

fabric); “striped” Holland (a Dutch cotton and linen fabric); organza, made from silk from China; 

cotton from Turkey; muslin; felt (for hats); serge; sheeting; Calico; flannel, sherling; scarlet 

bordered cloth; Buckram (a stiff cloth); shank silk; Cambric; “drab” (a type of cloth that could be 

waterproofed); and bed ticking. Shears, thread, paper pins, buttons, ribbon, lace, and scissors 

figure prominently in the store’s sales.  Other unusual items included “Livre”
20

 paper, spices, 

sugar, salt, handkerchiefs, knives, and forks.  Building items include nails, panes of glass, staves 

for barrels, and “leading.”  Less unusual items were guns, gun flints, and shot. “Sheep sheers” 

appear once in the sale items, suggesting that sheep were among the livestock of the area.  Often 

listed are clothing items such as hats, shoe buckles, bonnets, and garters.  Household 

paraphernalia such as frying pans and furnishings such as rugs and blankets also appear 

regularly.  What is significant for understanding the Wadlington household during this period is 

that this list documents lifestyles of Wadlington’s Frederick County neighbors as well as that 

most likely enjoyed by Thomas Wadlington’s family.  One of Thomas Wadlington’s buyers was 

described as the “Dutch Taylor [sic].” Wadlington also appears to have received payment for  

 “hauling and Loads.”  One payment to Wadlington was listed as “by cash for coopering,” and 

another intriguing payment Wadlington made was “by cash,’ for “weaving.”  Thus it appears that 

Wadlington may have employed specialized craftsmen at times to satisfy his clients’ needs.  In 

1760, Wadlington’s account books show he paid for schooling for three children, presumably his 

own, with no further explanation recorded.  Evidence of Wadlington’s concern for his children’s 

education is mirrored 75 years later when the guardian of Clermont’s McCormick children richly 

provided for the education of Edward McCormick, who ultimately attended Princeton. 

 

An item appearing in 1758 on page 158 is nearly illegible but may possibly read “by 

working…house (?), 20 days 2/2 to William Bartlett.”  This could suggest some work on either 

the dwelling or other buildings on Wadlington’s property.  In several instances other services 

were purchased by Wadlington, including “use of wagon when at the falls…” and 20 pounds 

paid out for “Joyners Work.”  Other account items that might relate to work on his residence 

included payment for “1 pr. Shoes for the brick layer” in 1760 and for “plastering from a Mr. 

Baptist; for a large amount of nails in 1762; for “2 days work done” and for “4 month’s work at 

36/ (7 pounds, 4 shillings).”
21

 

 

Most of Wadlington’s customers likely resided or leased property in the immediate area of 

present-day Clarke County.  This included Isabella Jump listed as one of the property owners 
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adjacent to John Vance’s property that he sold to Wadlington in 1753.  Edward Snickers, to 

whom Wadlington would later sell his Clermont property, was also among his customers. 

Familiar names in Frederick annals who were customers of Wadlington include Calmes and 

Stribling.
22

 Landholders whose surnames appear in Frederick County property conveyances 

during this period include Beckett, Bealer, Blackmore, Boggess, Calmes, Colston, Hampton, and 

Anderson.  A number of Wadlington customers may well have been tenants, as much of the land 

in present-day Clarke County was owned by the Carter family who as a rule chose not to reside 

in the county before the Revolution but rather leased out their property.  

 

Wadlington received a grant in 1760 from Lord Fairfax for 36 acres described as abutting 

property surveyed for John Vance and a corner of Isabella Jump’s property, suggesting she was 

still a resident of the area.  There seems little question that this small parcel was immediately 

adjacent to the property that Wadlington already held and on which his residence stood.
23

  

Wadlington was sworn in as a gentleman justice for Frederick County in 1764 and in 1766 as a 

church warden for Frederick parish.
24

  Both of these positions would point to Wadlington’s rise 

in the social hierarchy of the county to a status beyond his initial position as merchant with a 

relatively modest landholding.  Even as late as May 1770, Wadlington continued to be listed as a 

vestryman of Frederick Parish.  Beginning in 1762, there are a number of references to Thomas 

Wadlington purchasing items at William Allason’s Store. Many of the items are the same type as 

found listed in Wadlington’s Store ledger, which suggests either that he was no longer operating 

his own store by that year, or that perhaps Allason had acquired Wadlington’s store sometime 

between 1760 and 1762.
25

 

 

By 1767 it appears that Wadlington, having established himself as a successful merchant and 

continuing his position as a gentleman farmer in Frederick County, intended to move to South 

Carolina.  In April 1767, Adam Stephens sold Thomas Wadlington the rights to a certain tract of 

land upon the Incuree River, in the province of South Carolina, for 110 pounds sterling.  In  

November of the same year, Thomas Ducket of Frederick County, Maryland, sold 400 acres to 

Wadlington, located “between the Broad and Saluda rivers” (in South Carolina). This second 

transaction was cited in Thomas Wadlington’s will of 1777.
 26

  The will states that Wadlington, 

“of South Carolina” at the time his will was written, was living “on Coleman’s Creek” in South 

Carolina.  There is no mention in his will of his continuing to own any property in Virginia.  In 

1770, Thomas Wadlington sold 389 acres to Edward Snickers “whereon the said Thomas 

Wadlington now lives.”
27

  However, even presuming that Wadlington left Virginia following the 

sale, his name still appears in a 1771 issue of the Virginia Gazette when he is listed in the 

General Court proceedings as among plaintiffs in a suit against James Fowler of Pennsylvania 

and Edward Snickers and others to recover goods or the value of goods that had not been 

delivered.  Whether he recovered anything or not, is not known, but it must have made for a 

somewhat contentious relationship between Wadlington and Snickers, who had just purchased 

Wadlington’s home and estate in Frederick County.
28

 

C. EDWARD SNICKERS AND WILLIAM SNICKERS OWNERSHIP (1770-1819): 

Edward Snickers’ (ca. 1727-1790) name appears frequently in the Frederick County records for 

much of the 18
th

 century.  Snickers is associated with the route and gap that crossed the 

mountains, as well as the ferry on the Shenandoah River for which he received a bond to operate 

in 1754.
29

  He was purported to have been one of the largest landholders in the area during the 
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latter years of the century.  Snickers married Elizabeth Taliaferro in ca. 1755 and they had four 

children: three daughters, Sarah, Catherine, and Elizabeth, and one son, William.  As no 

alternative place of residence can be confirmed following his purchase of the Clermont property 

from Thomas Wadlington in 1770, Edward Snickers, his wife and children, the eldest of whom 

would have been only 14 in 1770, likely lived on the Clermont property beginning in 1770.  

Correspondence with George Washington relating to orders for threshing grain confirms that 

Snickers had a successful farming operation.  In a letter addressed to Washington dated February 

2, 1774, Snickers promised to send Washington “three or fore hundred Bushels of Good whete 

[sic] and more if I find I have it to Spare…”  The following year in a letter of March 10, 1775, 

Snickers refers to “my corn,” strongly pointing to his being an active farmer, presumably 

cultivating the acreage he had bought from Wadlington in 1770.
30

  That Edward Snickers saw 

this as his primary residence is suggested by his bequeathing of it to his only son upon his death.  

It can be presumed that it was Edward Snickers who built the kitchen building in 1777, a 

construction date confirmed by dendrochronology conducted in 2010.
31

  Such building activity 

would not have been unexpected given the size of his family, his financial and business 

activities, and his social status in the county.  He also probably constructed front and rear one-

story, full-width porches on his dwelling around this time.  Snickers was often listed as a “road 

viewer” (inspector), and in 1771 he became a vestryman for Frederick Parish.  His successful 

tavern hosted George Washington in 1774, and he was the paymaster of Captain Daniel Morgan, 

although it is likely that his tavern was located on the Shenandoah River near the ferry he 

operated, not at Clermont.
32

  Records from this period indicate that he was immersed in securing 

and providing supplies for the Continental Army, which was nevertheless a lucrative business.  A 

letter from George Washington in 1777 declares that, “…One Snickers, a gentleman on or near 

the Shenandoah in Frederick County, Virginia, has offered to buy a number (of horses).  He is a 

person well acquainted in this business and may be depended upon.”
33

   

 

Edward Snickers’ wife, Elizabeth, died in 1779, as her name no longer appears on Snickers’ land 

conveyances after that date.  He appears to have continued to live at Clermont for only four more 

years, since in 1783 he moved his residence to “Springfield,” accompanied by his daughter Sarah 

Alexander who had recently been widowed.
34

  The earliest Frederick County land tax records 

from 1782 show Edward Snickers holding 499 acres in that year; in 1787 tax records list Edward 

Snickers owning several large parcels of land, including one 388-acre lot. This particular parcel 

was eventually charged to his son William in 1788, suggesting that this may have been the 

Clermont parcel that William, having completed his military service, was by then living on; in 

Edward’s subsequent will he describes land bequeathed to William as “whereon he is now 

living.”  The last dated documentation for William Snickers’ military service was listed in June 

1781, as an aide-de-camp to Daniel Morgan in military action in Hampshire County.
35

  

Dendrochronology indicates that a log stable/barn/outbuilding (parts of which may have been 

used in later buildings on the property) was constructed in 1784, likely soon after William 

Snickers moved into his father’s former residence. Timbers from this period have been identified 

in the log garage and in the log shed that is near one of the tenant houses.  Likewise, the west  

frame section of the Clermont house dates from 1786-88, again suggesting that William 

Snickers, upon leaving military service, would have constructed this central portion of the 

dwelling, nearly doubling the living space of the residence.
36

  Dendrochronology indicates that in 

that same year Snickers constructed the current south porch of the east frame, likely replacing an 

earlier version that had been constructed in the 1770s.  
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Edward Snickers died in 1790 and in the first item of his will he states:  “I give and bequeath 

unto my well beloved son William Snickers the tract of land on which he now lives, known by 

the name of Clermont, containing 413 acres.”  This was the first time that the name “Clermont” 

appears in the county records. The document further specifies that William Snickers was to 

receive several other large tracts of land owned by him and profits due him, along with “sundry 

negroes…” a wagon and a team, all the stock and other property belonging to me of whatever 

kind now on the plantations before named.”  At the same time, he willed to his daughter Sarah 

the Springfield property, describing it as “whereon I now live;” to his daughter Catherine, 

another property, and to his daughter Elizabeth Stribling, the tract of land whereon she now lives, 

containing 303 acres.  Elizabeth was married to Thomas Stribling, and the tax records show 

Thomas Stribling charged with several parcels.  The difficulty lies in identifying the specific 

parcels as the acreages mentioned in Edward’s will do not always coincide with what is recorded 

in the tax books. Beginning in 1790, Thomas Stribling is charged with a 300+ acre parcel “from 

Edward Snickers,” while William Snickers is charged with two parcels of 1,388 acres and 367 

acres, presumably one being Clermont.  There is some discrepancy, however, since the parcel 

charged to William from 1790 through 1793 shows 1,388 acres while from 1795-1799 it is 

recorded as 388 acres.
37

  

 

The next event that likely influenced the buildings at Clermont was William Snickers’ marriage 

to Frances Washington, daughter of Warner Washington II, cousin of George Washington.  

Warner Washington’s family were wealthy land owners having built a limestone Georgian-style 

mansion in ca. 1770 only three miles northeast of Clermont. Frances’ father gave the consent for 

marriage that took place in the spring of 1793.
38

  William Snickers had been living at Clermont 

since at least 1782, so it is not surprising that he would choose to improve his residence for his 

wife, who came from the most distinguished family in the area. Dendrochronology confirms that 

in 1794 he undertook a substantial construction project within the dwelling, adding a central 

passage to provide a buffer between the exterior and the more private living spaces and to 

connect the existing staircase directly to the center passage with a short transverse hall.  Land tax 

books for the following year record both William Snickers and Thomas Stribling as substantial 

land holders in the county, with the elevated tax rates on several of their parcels suggesting those 

particular holdings were improved with buildings.
39

   

 

Confusing the Clermont ownership issue even further is the 1797 conveyance from William 

Snickers to Thomas Stribling.  The deed from Snickers to his brother-in-law Thomas Stribling 

for a sale price of 1,500 pounds was for 387+ acres, and states that it is “whereon the said 

Thomas Stribling now lives, three hundred and fifty three acres part thereof was granted by the 

proprietor of the Northern Neck to John Vance by the said John Vance to Thomas Wadlington, 

who conveyed the same to Edward Snickers…”
40

 Nowhere in this conveyance is the name  

Clermont used to describe the property. The confusion arises because in the land tax books for 

those years, both William Snickers and Thomas Stribling were each charged with 388-acre 

parcels.  Compounding the confusion, the acreage willed in 1790 to William Snickers and 

described as “Clermont” was 413 acres, 25 acres more than the approximately 388 cited in the 

deed from William Snickers to Thomas Stribling, raising the possibility that Stribling may have 

lived in another house on the property in a dwelling that is no longer standing.  Later records 

confirm that William Snickers continued to live on the Clermont property and identified it as his 

primary residence in this area until he sold the property to Dawson McCormick in 1819.  It is 

possible that the 25 acres represented the parcel on which the Clermont dwelling actually stood.  
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There is no other clear explanation for the failure to use the “Clermont” name in the conveyance 

from Thomas Stribling to William Snickers.  To confuse matters even further, in 1801 William 

Snickers was specifically charged in the land books with 413 acres, stating that it was “of 

Thomas Stribling.”  In the same year Thomas Stribling was charged with 734 acres “of William 

Snickers,” possibly representing consolidation of the 388 acres and 367 acres charged in 1795 to 

Stribling and Snickers respectively.   

 

Biographers of the Snickers family often allude to William Snickers experiencing considerable 

financial problems and that, as a result, at different times he bought, sold, and mortgaged much 

of the extensive acreage inherited from his father.
41

  This may be the most likely explanation for 

the confusing records.  It would also explain why in the closing years of the 18
th
 century and 

early years of the 19
th
, there were a number of transactions between Snickers and his sister’s 

husband, to help rescue him from his financial difficulties.  He clearly was “land poor.”  By 

1802/1803, the land books again charge two primary parcels in this area to William Snickers, 

presumably including Clermont. The tax records show Thomas Stribling charged with a large 

parcel that the Superior Court Records of the county in 1805 confirm that he bought from 

William Snickers for $15,000.  This parcel of 749 acres was sold two years later for $20,000 by 

Thomas Stribling to Charles Carter.  It is described as “being the same property conveyed by 

George Minor to Edward Snickers.”
42

  

 

Probably more important in a discussion of Clermont is the clear implication that William 

Snickers continued to reside on the property.  He never appeared to have viewed himself as 

anything other than the sole owner, despite his financial acrobatics with his brother-in-law.  That 

there were questions raised about the propriety of these transactions, particularly the 1797 

transaction, is indicated by the attentions paid by the Clerk of the Frederick County Court, James 

Keith, who personally visited Mrs. Frances (nee` Washington) Snickers and “examined her 

privately and apart from her said husband,” to be sure she was aware of the transaction and 

“willingly signed and seal the said ‘Indenture.’”  Even though the property was conveyed “in fee 

simple,” it is quite clear that it was primarily designed to provide William Snickers with needed 

cash.
43

  There appears to be a change in the land tax books regarding Stribling after 1805.  His 

name no longer appears in Book A (the geographic area that included Clermont), but rather in 

Book B, suggesting that Stribling was no longer residing in the area near Berryville where 

Clermont stands. 

 

During this period, William and Frances Snickers had five children, three sons and two 

daughters: Mary (b. 1795); William (b. 1798); Emily (b. 1800); Edward (b. 1804); and Elizabeth  

(b. 1806), all presumably born at Clermont. Only Elizabeth survived to adulthood.
44

 Another 

daughter, Beverley, was born in 1808.  The census records only five children, so at least one of 

these offspring must have died prior to 1810.  Dendrochronology confirms the construction of a 

smoke house and the porch on the west frame section of the Clermont dwelling in 1802-1803.  

The expansion of Snickers’ residence likely would have been undertaken to accommodate his 

growing family.  In 1803, William Snickers sold his father’s farm and ferry, including the ferry 

dock, tavern, and blacksmith shop, and possibly a mill, to James Ware, a sale that clearly would 

have generated some cash that would have allowed improvements to his Clermont property.
45

  

The personal property tax records indicate that in 1803 William Snickers possessed one coach, 

20 horses, and 16 slaves.  Thus it is likely that there were other (non-extant) buildings at 

Clermont, to house his slaves and his coach, and likely a sizable barn or stable to accommodate 
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all those horses, perhaps the building constructed in the 1780s.
46

  The 1809 Charles Varle Map 

has “W. Snickers” prominently marked next to a rendering of a house just south of Berryville.  

This, as much as any other source, confirms William Snickers’ continued residency at Clermont 

during this period.  

 

    
 

By 1810, Snickers was taxed on the value of 36 slaves and 19 horses, again suggesting a thriving 

plantation operation. The 1810 census also confirms that his wife, five children, and 36 slaves 

were part of his household, although, Frances Washington died in 1810 (presumably after the 

census was taken).
47

  In 1811, William Snickers is recorded as a Justice of the Peace for the 

County.
48

  Subsequent land tax records for 1814 and 1816 do not reflect any appreciable change 

in the number of Snickers’ slaves or horses. 

 

There is little information relating to life at Clermont in the period between 1810 and the sale of 

Clermont in 1819.  Neither William Snickers nor Thomas Stribling appears in the 1820 census. It 

can be presumed that Thomas and Elizabeth Stribling might have helped with Frances and 

William Snickers’ children who would have still been minors, but there is nothing in the records 

to suggest that.  Nor is there any record to indicate that William Snickers re-married following 

his wife’s death in 1810.  Deeds recorded during the decade between 1810 and 1820 point to 

William Snickers continuing to experience financial difficulties as he mortgaged and borrowed  

against the substantial land holdings that he had inherited from his father.  Several chancery suits 

were filed again William Snickers: beginning in 1814, by Freeman Carter, followed by two suits 

in 1817, by the executors of William Berry and by John Stubblefield, and yet another suit filed 

by James Dunlop in 1820.  Examination of the documents associated with these suits has not 

revealed any references to the Clermont property but do serve to illustrate William Snickers’ 

fragile financial situation during the period.
49

  Dendrochronology has not indicated that any 

substantial construction activities occurred at Clermont in the 1810s.  The personal property 

records continue to show William Snickers charged with 15 or 16 slaves and as many as 28 

horses.  Again, this implies that there were buildings on Clermont to house both slaves and 

horses.  The only missing piece of this puzzle is that the Personal Property tax records for the 

year 1815 do not list William Snickers at all; the following year his name appears to have been 

Image 2.4 The 1809 Charles 

Varle Map showing “W. 

Snickers” at house that is 

Clermont.  
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added at the end of the enumeration.  There is no explanation for this omission, although it is 

unfortunate since only in the year 1815 was a detailed inventory of taxable personal property 

recorded.  In that year, the Commonwealth was seeking to collect additional taxes to pay for the 

costs of the War of 1812, and more specific items were listed, such as clocks, furniture, mills etc.  

One can only conjecture on how William Snickers was allowed to escape this particular levy.
50

 

 

During the same time frame, Snickers’ brother-in-law, Thomas Stribling, appears to have moved 

away from the area to what is now West Virginia, where he died in 1821.  William Snickers 

appears regularly in the 1810-1819 land tax books for Frederick County, charged with two 

parcels: one of 433-3/4 acres (this is sometimes recorded as 443 acres) and one of 75 acres. It 

was only in 1821 that the land books reflect the sale of Clermont to Dawson McCormick.  The 

most significant aspect of the land tax record entry is that building improvements valued at 

$1,350 appear to stand on the smaller 75-acre parcel; this likely suggests careless notations made 

by the tax assessor rather than the actual location of the residence.   

 

In October 1818, William Snickers entered into a contract of sale with Dawson McCormick to 

sell him “the plantation whereon the said William Snickers now lives, and being the same he 

purchased from Thomas Stribling . . .” for a purchase price of $30,000 (upwards of 500 acres at 

$60 per acre).  It appears that Dawson McCormick bound this contract with a payment of $1,187 

and agreed to pay the full price in specified amounts. The agreement seems to have been 

confirmed the following spring with a deed dated April 20, 1819, in which William Snickers 

conveyed to Dawson McCormick his Clermont property for the substantial sum of $30,000, as 

agreed to the previous October.  The property is clearly described as “whereon the said William 

Snickers now lives.”  This is the property described as conveyed from Wadlington to Edward 

Snickers in 1770 and bequeathed to William, his son.  The acreage is specified as 413 acres, the 

same size as recorded in Edward Snickers’ will.  An additional parcel of 20 acres, described as 

adjoining the larger tract, was conveyed as well, having been deeded by Warner Washington 

(William’s father-in-law) to Thomas Stribling and thence to William Snickers.  A third parcel 

containing 75 acres nearby that had recently been conveyed by Francis Stribling to William 

Snickers was also included in this conveyance, totaling 503 acres.  An additional agreement 

attached to this document was a deed of trust (a mortgage) between Dawson McCormick and 

Henry St. George Tucker, which provided the cash for Dawson McCormick to pay William 

Snickers in full.
 51

 

 

It soon became clear that William Snickers did not have clear title to this property, as another 

deed of conveyance from William Snickers to Dawson McCormick was executed on November 

22, 1819.  The selling price was $5,000 but the parcel’s acreage was recorded as 353 acres, plus 

an additional 36 acres, totaling 389 acres.  There is no explanation for the change in the selling 

price, or the reduction in the acreage, unless the 1819 agreement was still in place, and the 

smaller amount reflected payments already made by McCormick and the fact that William 

Snickers had already received payment from Dawson McCormick’s mortgage holder, Henry St. 

George Tucker.  This particular conveyance specifically refers to the 1797 deed from William 

Snickers to Thomas Stribling.
52

  Regardless of the slight variations in parcel sizes, whether 

consolidated or not, it is apparent that Thomas Stribling had held legal title to his brother-in-

law’s residential estate, the Clermont property, between 1797 and 1819, and when William 

Snickers chose to sell his home property of Clermont, that lack of clear title became apparent, 

even though he had been residing on the property all that time and paying taxes on it as well.  In 
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any case, Dawson McCormick became the owner of Clermont in 1819 and he is duly listed in the 

land tax books of 1820 as the owner, with the notation “of William Snickers” to confirm the 

property’s provenance. The two parcels -- of 443+ acres (later listed as 433+) and of 75 acres -- 

continued to be listed separately, with the improvements listed on the 75-acre lot. 

D. DAWSON MCCORMICK OWNERSHIP (1819-1847): 

Dawson McCormick came from a large and prominent family in eastern Frederick County.  He 

was born at “Weehaw,” to Thomas and Ann McCormick, on January 15, 1786.  Dawson was a 

grandson of Francis McCormick and a great-grandson of Dr. John McCormick, who came to the 

area in 1740.
53

  His brothers were Charles (1784-1848), who never married; Samuel (1789-

1860), who never married; Abraham (1791-1831), who never married; William (1794-1824), 

who never married; Thomas, Jr., who pre-deceased Dawson in 1824; Francis (1801-1872), who 

became presiding judge of the county court; and Dr. Cyrus McCormick (1804-1861), a Princeton 

graduate and distinguished physician.
54

  Charles would ultimately become the guardian of 

Dawson’s children on the occasion of Dawson’s death in 1834 and his wife Florinda’s death in 

1836.  Charles McCormick lived at Cool Spring and was reputed to have been the largest land-

owner in Clarke County.  Cyrus must have handled many of the responsibilities relating to the 

settlement of Dawson’s estate as his name appears on a number of the appraisal documents and 

on the estate sale records.
 55

 

 

Dendrochronology indicates that shortly after Dawson’s purchase of Clermont he built new slave 

quarters in 1823.  This construction was not reflected in the land tax books, which is not 

unexpected as it appears that only large additions to the primary residence or construction of a 

new residence were usually reflected in the tax books.  Since it is known that William Snickers 

held a substantial number of slaves and must have had quarters to house them, it appears his 

quarters likely proved insufficient to house Dawson McCormick’s slaves.  Given Snickers’ 

financial problems, it may be that he was not in a position to maintain the slave quarters, and that 

whatever buildings he did have for his slaves had fallen into disrepair.  It is documented that 

Dawson McCormick owned 16 slaves in the 1830 enumeration of slaves.  

 

Dawson McCormick married Florinda Milton (1802-1836), daughter of John Milton and Ann 

Stribling Milton, January 8, 1824.  Florinda was born in 1802 at Milton Valley, an estate close to 

Clermont.  The 1824 land tax books note that Dawson McCormick was charged with an 

additional 210 acres “of Florinda Milton,” and also states that “D. McCormick intermarried with 

Florinda Milton.”  It is curious that in the 1821 land tax books, Florinda is listed in the record as 

owner of the 210 acres, when she was only a minor, 19 years old. No buildings are recorded on 

this particular parcel.
56

  The 1830 census includes an unusually rare occurrence for the time. It 

lists a free negro woman between the ages of 34 and 50 living in the McCormick household.  Her 

enumeration with the McCormicks suggests that she might have been the on-going care-giver for 

Dawson’s and Florinda’s three young children, as she again appears as part of the McCormick 

household in the 1850 Census.   

 

Dawson and Florinda McCormick’s first child, Edward, was born in 1825, followed by William 

(1826-1855) and Elizabeth (1831-1861).
57

  According to dendrochronology, the kitchen pantry 

was constructed in 1831, possibly reflecting the expanding needs of Dawson McCormick’s 

growing family.  By 1833, the land tax records show Dawson McCormick charged with four 
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parcels, all in essentially the same location, but there is no change in the building assessment.  In 

one instance a parcel of 92 acres has a notation saying “quantity corrected.”  The entry and 

values remain the same until the 1836 land tax books that record his holdings charged to his 

“estate,” confirming his death. There are no changes in the improvements on the Clermont 

property in the following three years of 1837, 1838, and 1839, when listed in the newly formed  

Clarke County records. In 1840, the acreage is consolidated and listed as 674 acres, now with 

$2,022 recorded for improvements.  Since dendrochronology indicates that the two-story stone 

building was constructed in 1835-36, it can be speculated that the new Clarke County assessor 

didn’t get around to viewing or re-assessing this property until 1840.  Since Florinda died two 

years after her husband, the assumption is that the stone building was likely completed shortly 

before her death.
58

  

 

Dawson McCormick died, presumably quite suddenly as he left no will, in 1834.  His older 

brother, Charles McCormick, appears to have been the administrator of his estate, including its 

valuation and subsequent sale.  Charles was also the primary purchaser of Dawson’s personal 

property, and which was recorded in excruciating detail.  A number of items were acquired by 

other McCormick family members, including his brothers and various other cousins.  Except for 

the stone kitchen, which is known to have been sufficiently substantial to warrant its inclusion in 

the insurance policy on Clermont’s primary buildings some 25 years later as a “stone kitchen, 

two stories high,” and which was insured for $250, there do not appear to have been any 

substantial physical improvements to Clermont in this period.
59

 

 

There are many records, both filed with the court and included in the extensive collection of 

papers at Clermont, that offer a few tantalizing clues about what was going on at the estate.  The 

extended McCormick family did not lack for educated and competent men who stepped in to 

handle the estate of Dawson McCormick and later the estate of his widow, Florinda.  Few of 

these items have direct applicability to the Clermont buildings but a few stand out.  Some of 

these items suggest buildings that obviously do not survive.  Several carriages are mentioned 

along with extensive harness equipment pointing to the possibility of a separate building to house 

several vehicles; several sets of blacksmith tools suggest the existence of either a separate 

blacksmith shop or at least its inclusion within the walls of a barn.  Elizabeth Williams reports 

that in digging in the vicinity of her greenhouse, she uncovered an abundance of ashes and bits 

and pieces of iron, pointing to the possibility of a blacksmithing operation.
60

  Livestock including 

horses, pigs, cattle, and sheep suggest at minimum a large barn and probably additional animal 

shelters as well.  The inventory prepared by Dawson’s administrator, his older brother Charles, 

portrays an estate that included carpets, furniture, tableware, household goods, linens, and 

bedding.  As it relates to the buildings, the most intriguing entry was a payment made by Charles 

McCormick on behalf of the estate in April of 1834 for one-half ton, plus one-quarter ton, of 

plaister [sic] and grinding.”
61

  Since dendrochronology confirms 1835-36 for the construction of 

the stone building, there is a possibility that the large volume of plaster was bought in connection 

with the completion of its construction.  Beyond that specific notation, all the accounting for 

Dawson’s estate, and later Charles McCormick’s position as guardian of Dawson’s children, note 

a number of payments of interest on notes from the Valley Bank.  An entry for April 1834 shows 

payment for back interest on the decedent’s note to the Valley Bank.  It also seems that Charles 

McCormick must have used some of his own money to help pay off the bank loans for his 

brother. All of which suggests that Dawson had been borrowing from both the Valley and 
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Farmers Bank and from his own brothers, possibly to help pay for the construction of a 

substantial new building on his property.
62

  

 

In Charles McCormick’s accounting for Dawson’s estate, there are numerous payments made to 

other individuals on behalf of his deceased brother.  A careful search of all these vendors by 

name might reveal what sorts of services they had provided to Dawson McCormick.   

Unfortunately it was not until 1850 that the census records include a profession for individuals, 

but examination of both the 1830 and 1840 census returns might provide some clues about the 

individuals whose names appear in this accounting. 

 

There has been ongoing speculation about who might have cared for the three young McCormick 

children following their mother’s death a short two years after their father’s demise.  

Examination of the land records and other holdings in the County suggest that there were many 

households quite capable of looking after the young children; and of course, their maternal 

grandparents, the Miltons lived close by.  However, with Dawson’s death, his siblings and 

cousins Cyrus, Charles, Susannah, and Francis became responsible for Dawson’s children 

(Edward, William, and Elizabeth), and secured that bond with $25,000.  It appears that Dr. Cyrus 

McCormick, Dawson’s cousin, led this list.  This confirms that Dawson’s family stepped in to 

look after the interest of his children, even before their mother’s death in 1836.
63

  

 

Charles McCormick also served as administrator for his sister-in-law, Florinda, who died in 1836 

at the age of 34.  He along with Province McCormick offered the Administrator’s Bond of 

$1,000 following her death.
64

 The inventory of her estate, made in June of 1836, shows only a 

few items, mostly linens and pieces of furniture. Even following her husband’s death two years 

earlier, she is listed as the “purchaser” for only a few items of his vast inventory, mostly linens 

and other bedding, a bed, bureau and wash stand, a quilt, pillows, and a carpet.  It almost appears 

as if she was confined to her bedroom; perhaps she was already ill.  An 1838 settlement 

statement for Florinda shows that $80 worth of her furniture was sold to Bushrod Taylor, who 

was her brother-in-law (husband of Elizabeth Milton, “Aunt Bet”).
65

 

 

The question arises of where Dawson’s and Florinda’s children, all of whom would have been 

minors, lived following their parents’ deaths.  One clue appears in the account books in the 

Clermont archives that records Cyrus McCormick paying Samuel McCormick $100 for boarding 

Edward McCormick for the years 1837-40 and 1842, at an average rate of slightly more than 

$100 annually.  Samuel was Dawson’s younger brother who never married.  Beginning in 1842, 

it appears that the guardian paid for Edward to attend Princeton (College of New Jersey).  During 

the years before Edward attended Princeton, Cyrus McCormick paid tuition for Edward to attend 

private school in Clarke County.
66

  Accountings for Edward’s siblings, William and Elizabeth, 

do not appear in the account books, but it can be speculated that they boarded with Samuel 

McCormick as well as with “Aunt Bet,” Florinda’s sister.  In any event, it seems that no one was 

actually residing at Clermont following Florinda’s death, until Edward came of age in 1845 and 

took up the farm’s management.  The Land tax books reveal little more, except to describe 

Clermont as “Dawson’s McCormick’s estate,” with building values unchanged from 1820 until 

1840 when the value increases to $2,022.  The 1840 census is even less helpful, listing no 

McCormick family members in Clarke or Frederick counties who had any relationship to 

Dawson, Charles, or Cyrus, or whose households included children of the appropriate ages.
67
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E. EDWARD MCCORMICK OWNERSHIP (1848-1870): 

Following the settlement of a chancery suit involving Dawson’s estate in 1848, it appears that 

each of his three children received approximately 1/3 of the land holdings, with Edward 

receiving 226 acres that included the dwelling house.  Only in 1850 do improvements appear on 

any of the parcels, likely due to an oversight by the tax assessor.  In 1850, only Edward’s parcel 

shows improvements, listed at $1,200, a fairly small amount for a dwelling and likely a barn, a 

smokehouse, and slave quarters.  This is clearly the lot with the Clermont house since neither of 

his siblings’ two parcels is recorded as having any improvements.
68

  

 

Edward McCormick married Mary Elizabeth Stribling on February 4, 1847.  Dendrochronology 

indicates that in 1849 the current west partition wall was added and redone in plaster.  This 

would confirm that following his marriage, Edward made Clermont his home.  It was also during 

this period (1847-1848) that Edward was purchasing horses, cattle, hogs, corn, and timothy seed, 

suggesting he was embarking on rejuvenating the agricultural activities at Clermont.  One 

particularly intriguing item in the McCormick account books was the purchase of wallpaper from 

A. Golder & Son of Baltimore in October of 1848.  Also entered in Edward McCormick’s 

account was purchase of 7-1/4 feet of plank from Moses G. Miley, in November, 1848.
69

  These 

purchases may relate to McCormick’s conversion of the jerkinhead configuration of the roof on 

the east frame to its current side-gabled form, and to other modifications to the structures made 

around that time.  

 

The 1850 Census offers a clearer picture of Edward McCormick.  He is listed with real property 

valued at $19,632.  Others in his household include his wife, Mary E., age 23, along with his 

daughter, Florinda, age 2, who was named after his mother, and a Nancy Thomson, age 70, 

black.  It is highly likely that Nancy Thomson is the same free black woman recorded in the 

1830 census noted earlier in Dawson McCormick’s household. Perhaps it was she who provided 

child care for the three children of Dawson and Florinda McCormick.  Mary E. Stribling, 

Edward’s mother-in-law, is listed as living on property adjacent to that of Edward McCormick’s.  

The agricultural census for the same year confirms a large and thriving farming operation, with 

farm machinery valued at $1,000 and livestock valued at $3,470.  All of which points to a 

number of other buildings on the property that no longer are extant.
70

  The slave schedules for 

1850 record Edward McCormick as owning 13 males slaves and 10 female slaves.  Significantly, 

there are no female slaves over the age of 48, again confirming that Nancy Thomson was not 

enslaved.
71

   

 

Edward’s wife, Mary Elizabeth Stribling McCormick, born in 1827 and died in July 1853; 

Edward paid William Deahl, a cabinet and coffin maker, to build her walnut coffin and later paid 

John Fagan $100 for her tombstone.
72

  Edward married Ellen Lane Jett of Rappahannock County 

in 1855.  In the same year Edward insured Clermont for the following: $1,000 for the house, 

$800 for the furniture, and $200 for the piano. Ellen Jett and Edward McCormick would have six 

children, the youngest of whom, James Jett McCormick, would be born shortly before Edward’s 

death in 1870.  By 1860, Clermont was valued at $36,070 and Edward’s personal property at 

$13,905, both figures suggesting a thriving farm operation. The 1860 Census also records “3 

slave houses” on Clermont, clearly suggesting a large slave population living on the property.  

The county land tax books began to value the Clermont building improvements at $2,500 in 

1857, a valuation that remained stable until 1873.
73

  During the late 1850s, Edward  
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McCormick purchased furniture from J. T. Milton in Winchester at a cost of $140 and regularly 

paid a rental fee for his pew at Grace Episcopal Church.  The number of transactions, payments, 

receipts for farm products, purchase of sewing goods, hats and clothing, to say nothing of travel 

to Baltimore and Richmond, suggest a well-off merchant farmer whose residence at Clermont 

was likely to have been substantial and impressive.  Dendrochronology confirms that the spring 

house was built ca.1856-1857, a construction date that correlates with the land tax records for 

1857 and represents the continued profitability of McCormick’s farming operations and life-

style.  Dendrochronology also points to the use of earlier timbers in the construction of the spring 

house, perhaps from older outbuildings. 

 

There is one curious entry in Edward’s account books from February 1860.  He gave Charles 

Wood a check given by Edward Marshall …to pay note and “account for plaster.” There is no 

indication of what this might have been about, but possibly it was for plaster to make repairs on 

the buildings on the estate.  McCormick was raising sheep and selling wool, and paying William 

Deahl for two coffins for Negro children.  He also rented “Landstroth Beehives” from Mr. Deahl.  

William Deahl is listed as a “cabinet maker” in the 1860 census for Clarke County.
74

 

 

Another entry in the Clermont account books in April 1861 was a receipt to Mrs. Ellen 

McCormick for payment to Thompson and Ogden for plank partitions added to the slave 

quarters, and cutting a door in the partition and building an outside door.
75

  The receipt describes 

the building as the “negro house.”  The U.S. Federal Census slave schedule for 1860 records 

Edward McCormick as owning 28 slaves, of whom 18 were older than age 12.   Seven of 

McCormick’s slaves were five years old or younger.  Since no names are provided in the census, 

it is not possible to determine the number of families; but the addition of partitions suggests that 

the McCormicks were possibly trying to accommodate families.  Added to that, the account 

books record several instances of providing medical care for their slaves as well as for small 

coffins for slave children who had died.  Several account entries were for medical visits for both 

his family members and his slaves, suggesting that provision of medical care was one of 

McCormick’s priorities, perhaps not unexpected in a family whose members included several 

prominent doctors. 

 

Another intriguing receipt to Ellen Jett McCormick in the spring of 1861 is for the installation of 

12 light sashes in the ‘old house,” and building a stair door in Lake’s House. There is no 

indication what the Lake House was but it does suggest a secondary dwelling on the property.
76

  

 

In October 1861, Edward McCormick was named Quartermaster for the Confederacy at 

Lynchburg and served there for the balance of the war.
77

  It is likely that he traveled back and 

forth between Amherst County and Clermont for most of the war.  Personal property tax records 

for 1862 show that he still owned 28 slaves in Clarke County, along with two carriages and $350 

worth of household furniture.  The land tax books for Clarke County for 1862-1864 do not 

survive, but the 1865 land books record Clermont’s improvements unchanged. No changes 

appear for the succeeding years prior to Edward McCormick’s death. Edward purchased 35 acres 

in Amherst County, near Lynchburg and built a dwelling there, valued for tax purposes in 1866 

at $1,000.
78

  It can be conjectured that to ensure their safety, Edward’s family may have joined 

him there during the war years.  McCormick also insured this dwelling in 1866 for $2,000.  The  

Insurance Company of the Valley of Virginia issued a policy (#582) to Edward McCormick in 

1865 insuring the Clermont residence for $1,500; the two-story stone kitchen for $250; a new 
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wood dwelling two stories high for $500, and a new barn with sheds attached for $800.
79

  That 

suggests that Clermont did not suffer any substantial damage during the war except possibly to 

the barn, unlike Glen Owen, McCormick’s other Clarke County property, where $480 was 

“taken off for buildings destroyed.” It also confirms that the tax assessor did not as a rule include 

improvements such as barns in his assessment.
80

 The “2-story brick house” with a shingle roof 

on the stage road leading from Lynchburg and located in Amherst County was insured for 

$2,000.
81

 

 

Edward McCormick signed his oath of allegiance to the United States on June 5, 1865.  His 

residence was initially given as “Lynchburg,” but that was crossed out and Berryville inserted.  

McCormick’s pardon was signed by Secretary of State, William Seward, and was issued on 

September 20, 1865. One entry in the account books for Edward McCormick in 1868 stated:  

“Hiring men for 1-year’s work,’ with a specific reference to a “quantity of house room in large 

log out building on the farm.”  Perhaps this was the slave quarters built by Dawson McCormick 

in 1823.  Again, this building is not specifically reflected in the tax records.
82

 

 

The Clarke County Personal Property Tax records for the years immediately following the Civil 

War suggest that Clermont was a flourishing agricultural operation, while at the same time 

confirming the family’s personal well-being.  The 1866 records show two male negroes over 21, 

(somewhat unusual since slavery had been abolished three years earlier) and suggest that at least 

two former slaves continued to live on the farm.  That year also lists for McCormick a watch, a 

clock, a carriage, $300 worth of household furnishings, 10 horses, nine cows, 63 sheep, and 31 

hogs, a not insignificant inventory in that post-war year.  The two succeeding years show a 

continuing high inventory of livestock, with a particularly increased number of cattle and 

taxation for personal belongings whose valuations increased somewhat in 1867 and 1868.
83

 

 

Edward McCormick died in March of 1870 at the age of 44 with the cause of death given as 

“typhoid pneumonia.”
84

  His 1861 will and the inventory and appraisal of his estate made in 

1870, are very helpful in understanding his holdings and estate.  His wife Ellen L. McCormick 

received all his real and personal property during her natural life and then it was to be equally 

divided among his children.  He specifically called for “servants” to be kept together until all his 

debts are paid.  Upon his death, Ellen McCormick qualified as his executrix.  The inventory 

taken August 2, 1870, lists his Clermont property, Glen Owen, several small parcels near 

Berryville, and his farm in Amherst County near Lynchburg.  For purposes of this report, the 

inventory of Edward McCormick’s estate divides much of the household furniture by “chamber” 

with four chambers identified, two of which are “upstairs” and two presumably on the ground 

floor.
85

  Although McCormick also owned Glen Owen, the inventory reflects his household at 

Clermont. The furniture and agricultural equipment are described in great detail.  It appears that 

most, if not all, of the agricultural equipment, livestock, and vehicles were ultimately sold off; 

none of the furniture and household goods were among the sale items, suggesting that they 

remained in place.  

F. ELLEN LANE JETT MCCORMICK OWNERSHIP (1870-1908): 

One of the most revealing documents in the Clermont papers is a bill for “farm maintenance” at 

Clermont conducted by James W. Jones and presented for payment December 11, 1870, after 

Edward’s McCormick’s death and when Ellen Jett McCormick became the responsible party at 
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Clermont.  The work included: “Building a stone cistern and plaster the same for $45.00; 

repairing smokehouse for $7.00; pulling down a dry stone wall and rebuilding the same for 

$4.00; repairing the wall around the sellar [sic] door for $1.00; talking up hearth and re-laying 

same for $.75; repairing the hearth, $.50; plastering the cistern at home house for $8.00; 

plastering gutter and laying pipe for $40.00.”  One item for which a Mr. Shacklelford was paid 

was “putting stairway in Mr(s) Renan (?) rooms.
86

  Payments such as these, beyond offering 

evidence of some of the structures that were in place at Clermont during the post-war years, 

confirm that Ellen Jett McCormick was very much involved in the overall maintenance and 

repair of the Clermont estate that undoubtedly had fallen into some disrepair during the Civil 

War. 

 

The history of Clermont’s agricultural outbuildings is as complex as that of the primary 

dwelling.  Based on the personal property tax records for William Snickers (1782-1819), 

Dawson McCormick’s estate accounts (1834-36), agricultural census records for 1850 and 1860, 

and the detailed account books for Edward McCormick and later his widow Ellen Jett 

McCormick, it is clear there would have been need for adequate and large barns to accommodate 

various agricultural functions.  Structures to store grain and to shelter livestock would have been 

required throughout Clermont’s long agricultural history.  As late as the 1940s, when Clermont 

was managed by the Royston family, their personal accounts refer to two barns and two silos.
87

  

The earliest specific written reference to a barn was in the 1865 insurance policy issued to 

Edward McCormick for a “new barn with sheds attached,” insured at a value of $800.
88

  Whether 

this replaced a barn lost during the Civil War is uncertain. Elizabeth Williams suggests that the 

“lower barn” was originally built by Wadlington and was torn down and a new one constructed 

in 1874, and that it was this barn that was ultimately razed in 1977 and the siding used for 

cabinets in her kitchen.
89

  A bill for work completed to “Mrs. McCormick” from James T. 

Murphy dated January 10, 1871, describes razing a barn and rebuilding another. The concrete 

and stone foundations of the barn that was torn down in 1977 are still evident in the field south 

of the house. The foundation outlines a rectangular building with several initials and dates 

inscribed into the concrete. The earliest dates are found along the north walls of the foundation 

and are from 1916, along with one from 1922 on one of the exterior ramp walls.  Whether these 

dates reflect work done to improve the 1870 barn or are from an altogether new barn dating to 

1916 is uncertain. A circular concrete foundation to the east of the barn also suggests that the 

structure had a silo or some sort of grain bin.  This work was done after Dr. A. M. Dupuy 

McCormick acquired ownership of the Clermont property from his siblings in 1910. The initials 

“AMDM” are located near the dates and confirm this construction. Also found are the initials 

“H.M.B.”
90

  The large bank barn on the hill south of the house has a date stone on the northwest 

corner of the building that reads “1917.”  It was during this period that agricultural activity at 

Clermont was being supervised by farm manager John Rufus Bell. The large bank barn has one-

story sheds that extend to the north and to the south.  Dates of 1918 were found in the concrete 

foundations of those sections as well as the initials of “H.M.B.,” perhaps a relative of Mr. Bell 

who helped work on the barns.  The southern extension turns to the east and connects to an 

earlier corn crib that appears to date to the second half of the 19
th
 century. Unfortunately, the 

land tax records do not specify specific improvements to the farmstead for that year, although 

they do reflect a sizable increase by 1920 that may have resulted from the large new barn built in 

1917. 
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Since Ellen Jett McCormick outlived her husband by nearly 40 years, it appears that the Land tax 

books for the county continue to list Clermont as the property of Edward McCormick’s estate.  

The legal ownership is somewhat more complicated, however, as Ellen McCormick had a life 

estate ownership of the property.  A deed recorded in 1901 from Marshall McCormick, Special 

Commissioner in the “Cause  of Safe Deposit and Trust Company, executor of a certain Mary S. 

Griffith against Dawson McCormick (Jr.) who “is the owner of the interest of Flora McCormick 

being one-sixth of the Clermont Farm,” but at the same time says that no such deed was ever 

recorded.  The cause was complicated by further financial agreements between Dawson 

McCormick, (Jr.) and Mary Griffith in which his portion of the property may have been used as 

collateral. This particular instrument confirms Dawson’s ownership of a one-sixth interest in the 

376-acre Clearmont [sic] property and also suggests that Ellen Jett McCormick and her children 

used the Clermont property to secure loans etc., oftentimes without recording the necessary 

deeds.
91

  

 

For the ensuing 38 years, until her death in 1908, Ellen Jett McCormick and her children and/or 

grandchildren resided at Clermont.  In the 1870 census, which was taken that year in August 

after Edward McCormick’s death in March, the following individuals were listed: Ellen, age 36; 

Florinda, her step-daughter, age 22; Elvira, age 11; Dawson, age 9; Nannie, age 11; Alfred, age 

4; James, age 2; and two Stribling teenagers, along with two black domestic servants, Margaret 

Butler, age 41, and Lucy Butler, age 18.  Ellen’s real estate is valued at $40,000 and her personal 

property at $4,500.  She is listed in the 1880 census as “E. L. McCormick, age 48,” with four  

children in residence, “Dawson (19), Nannie (17), A. M. D. (Dupuy) (14), and J(ohn) J(Jett)  

 (11).” Her step-daughter Florinda and daughter Elvira were no longer included in her 

household.
92

  By the 1900 census Ellen Jett McCormick appears as the head of household with 

her daughter-in-law, Edith, and three grandchildren living with her at Clermont.  All of this time, 

the Clermont property is described as “Edward McCormick’s Estate, Clearmont [sic].”   The 

value of improvements declined to $1,300 by 1881 and remained stable until 1900 when it 

increased to $1,500.  The size of the parcel remains fairly constant, but declined slightly in 1883 

with 75 acres transferred to Ellen Jett’s son, Dawson, and again in 1889 when an additional 64 

acres were conveyed to him.  There were no improvements or buildings recorded on these 

parcels.  In 1905 it appears that much of the Clermont estate was divided between Edward 

McCormick’s estate and Dawson McCormick, with the improvements divided as well ($750 on 

each parcel).  It was also in this year that Dawson McCormick, Jr. died in New York and was 

buried at Grace Episcopal Church in Berryville.
93

   

 

Ellen Jett McCormick died in 1908 and she was buried next to her husband, Edward, also in the 

Grace Episcopal Church cemetery in Berryville.
 94

  This would have been the McCormick 

family’s church for more than half a century, as confirmed by Edward McCormick’s faithful 

payment for the family pew in the decades prior to his death. A search for Ellen’s will or an 

account of her estate has been unsuccessful.  It is likely that she had no will and the value of her 

personal estate was insufficient for anyone to qualify or to file an accounting of her property in 

the Clarke County records.
95

  With Ellen’s death, and because she had a “life estate” (which 

terminated upon her death), the Clermont property immediately passed to Edward McCormick’s 

children, each of whom received one-sixth share.  
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G. DR. A. M. DUPUY MCCORMICK AND HIS HEIRS OWNERSHIP (1910-1958):  

By 1910, following several recorded transactions between A. M. Dupuy McCormick and his 

siblings -- Dawson, by then deceased, Nannie, and James Jett McCormick -- the tax records 

show that the entire property was consolidated under the ownership of Dr. Albert Dupuy 

McCormick and was described as two parcels with $750 worth of building improvements on 

each.
96

  The most significant conveyance of an undivided one-sixth interest of Edward 

McCormick’s Clermont property was from James Jett McCormick, youngest son of Ellen Jett to 

his brother A. M. Dupuy McCormick, MD, for a selling price of $4,375 for “that certain tract of 

land in Clarke County, Virginia, known as ‘Cleremont’ [sic] situate on the south side of the 

Turnpike…”  Dr. McCormick appears in the Maryland census in 1910 as a Navy surgeon living 

with his wife, Edith A., and three children, Daniel D., Edith J., and Caroline A.
97

  By 1920, he 

was living in Oakland, California, serving as a naval officer, and suggesting that although by 

then he was the sole owner of Clermont, he was not residing there regularly.  He was still listed 

in the 1920 census serving as a surgeon in the Navy with two daughters in his household.
98

  The 

supposition is that the property was being cultivated by tenant farmers during much of the period 

following Ellen Jett McCormick’s death in 1908. As discussed above, a barn was constructed or 

repaired in 1916 and another barn constructed in 1917, confirming the property’s continued 

agricultural use.  It is unknown whether the barn with the 1916 inscriptions replaced the barn 

constructed by Edward McCormick in ca. 1866 and insured by Edward or the one constructed in 

1870 by Ellen McCormick.  There appear to have been other farm buildings and tenant houses 

erected on the property during this period.
99

  According to preliminary architectural evidence, the 

“Manager’s House” on the hill south of the main house was built ca. 1915, although it is not 

reflected in the land tax books. This would suggest that someone other than members of the 

McCormick family were managing the farm and its agricultural endeavors, likely John Rufus 

Bell, a Clarke County farmer.   

 

It is believed John Rufus Bell was the farm manager at Clermont for much of the period after 

1910 and he and his family would have lived in the newly constructed manager’s house.  John 

Rufus Bell, son of Joseph Bell, was born in 1876 in Clarke County and in the census returns is 

Image 2.6: This photograph 

taken ca. 1898 shows Ellen 

Jett McCormick with her 

grandchildren. The south 

porch is visible in the 

background (Clermont 

Foundation). 
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always described as a “farmer.”  In 1900 he is still listed in his father’s household; by 1910 he is 

listed as owning his own house and living in the Battletown District of Clarke County with his 

wife and family.  He registered for the draft in 1917-1918 and his draft registration records his 

wife as Emma and his occupation as a farmer. There is no indication whether he was inducted, 

although it is seems unlikely since he is not listed as a “veteran” in 1930.  The 1920 census 

shows that Rufus Bell continued to be a farmer but by then “rents” his property.  Living with him 

were his wife and five children ranging in age from 1 to 19 years.  The 1930 census again shows 

his sons still living in the household along with his wife and two daughters.
100

  It can be 

presumed that the Bell family lived in the farm manager’s house, not in the “big house” at 

Clermont.  Neither Albert Dupuy McCormick, serving as a surgeon in the U.S. Navy, and who 

was the sole owner during this period, nor his brother, Dr. James Jett McCormick, an army 

doctor and later prominent Norfolk physician,
101

 who was living in Norfolk, resided in Clarke 

County.  Dawson McCormick, Edward’s other son born in 1861, had died 25 years earlier, 

although no will for him could be located in any of the Clarke County records. It is quite clear 

that Dr. Dupuy McCormick never made Clermont his permanent residence.  In 1930 he is listed 

as residing in Washington, D. C., and as the owner of a house valued at $18,500 located on 

Phelps Place.  Living with him there were his wife Edith, age 58, and his daughter Edith, age 16.  

What can be conjectured is that following his return from the west coast, he continued to make 

improvements to Clermont, including remodeling the front porch of the main house and the 

interior of the kitchen, plus remodeling the interior of and adding a front porch to the former 

slave quarters.  It is known that, as with many of his fellow District of Columbia neighbors, he 

regularly visited Clermont in the summer months to escape the heat and humidity of the nation’s 

capital and to entertain his children and grandchildren and those of his cousins.  Also of note is 

that Dr. Dupuy McCormick and his family traveled to England in 1927.
 102

 

 

Dr. Albert M. Dupuy McCormick, Rear Admiral, U.S. Navy, Retired (1930), died April 20, 

1932, at the age of 66 and is buried in lot 3566 Section East Side of Arlington National 

Cemetery.
103

  His long service in the U.S. Navy undoubtedly accounts for his not taking up 

residence at Clermont following his mother’s death. His list of heirs and an accounting of his 

estate is recorded in the Clarke County records.
104

 

 

Edith McCormick Beardall was among the heirs to her father’s estate of Clermont, along with 

Lynde Dupuy McCormick, Lillian Spriggs McCormick, and Ellen McCormick Pinney. There is 

no suggestion that Edith lived at Clermont until after World War II, but the family members 

continued to visit the historic homestead in the summer. This is confirmed in Donald Royston’s 

memoirs about his childhood spent at Clermont between 1939 and 1948.  His father assumed the 

farm manager’s position in 1939 and his family lived in the manager’s house on the property. 

Mr. Royston describes Clermont during this period as “a pretty large farm for Clarke 

County…with two barns, two silos, four houses, a spring house, two machine sheds, a chicken 

house, a hog pen, a huge corn crib, a meat house, two gardens, two fruit orchards, and even an 

old cemetery.”
105

  He also records a story about Mary Ellen Pinney, a daughter of Ellen 

McCormick Pinney who was one of A.M. Dupuy McCormick’s heirs to Clermont.  Royston 

remarked that, “On those days when her family came to stay at the ‘big house’. . .” -- suggesting 

that when the McCormicks would visit Clermont in the summer they would stay in the original 

Clermont house. The manager’s family referred to the “big house,” to distinguish it from the 

farm manager’s dwelling in which the Royston family resided.  Another reference in Royston’s 

memoirs was to the “larger” barn and to the “smaller, farther away barn,” the latter to house 
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sheep. This reference confirms the presence of two barns on the property in the 1940s and pre-

dates the razing of the 1870/1916 barn mentioned above.  Royston also refers to an escapade 

with his brother when they broke many of the windows in the spring house.  A reference also is 

made to the young Royston’s bedroom that he shared with his brother being “upstairs” and to the 

“large farm kitchen with a built-in corner cabinet.”  In a prank played on his sister involving her 

boyfriend, the youngster states that he was unable to see what was going on because the “front 

porch roof blocked his view.”
 
This would have been the one-and-one-half story manager’s house.  

One other significant reference made by Royston is to the living space that was provided to one 

of the Royston’s hired hands, a black man named “Skeeter.”  Apparently the Royston family 

called it a “cabin,” which was likely the former slave quarters, which was used and periodically 

remodeled for agricultural laborers or house servants.
 106

 

 

In 1947 Edith McCormick Beardall and her husband Admiral John Beardall moved permanently 

to Clermont following his retirement after World War II and engaged the services of architect 

Walter Peters and Harlow May to prepare plans for alterations.  A small hyphen connecting the  

stone dining room to the kitchen and pantry was constructed and bathrooms were added to the 

oldest part of the dwelling.  

 

       
 

 

 

 

 

Image 2.7: This 1937 aerial photograph is taken with north facing up. The Town of 

Berryville is in the upper left hand corner. The image shows Clermont as a working farm 

at the time with. Most of the outbuildings shown here are still extant.  

Main House 

Main Barn 
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H. EDWARD MCCORMICK WILLIAMS AND  

      ELIZABETH RUST WILLIAMS OWNERSHIP  (1958-2004): 
 

In 1958 Edward McCormick Williams and his wife Caroline Rust acquired from the Beardall 

and McCormick cousins the Clermont property.
107

  Mr. and Mrs. Williams hired Washington DC 

architect Walter Peters to make improvements to the Clermont house.  In 1970/71, a large 

addition that included a kitchen, bedrooms, and baths was constructed to link the 1788 west 

frame portion with the 1836 stone building.  A wood shingle roof was installed to cover both the 

old house and the new addition. 

 

Following the deaths of Edward McCormick Williams in 1980 and Caroline Rust Williams in 

1981, their daughter Elizabeth Rust Williams inherited Clermont.
108

  Ms. Williams removed 

some of the earlier alterations, installed book shelves in the east parlor using lumber from the loft 

flooring of the former slave quarters, and began renovations to the 1971 kitchen, using wood 

from the 1870/1916 barn. She also made renovations to the 1777 kitchen, including insertion of 

windows in the west gable end, removal of ca. 1915 wainscot, and exposure of the cooking 

fireplace.  Ms. Williams died in 2004 after assembling a remarkable collection of papers and 

information and compiling a manuscript about Clermont’s history.
109

  The bequest, as described 

by the Clermont Foundation states: To the Commonwealth of Virginia (Virginia Department of 

Historic Resources), 360 acres, closely approximating the original Washington survey.  The 

inter vivos trust instrument which accompanied the Williams will created The Clermont Trust, 

which received all of Elizabeth Williams’ assets, other than the property, including the 

collections and the archives, and which is endowed with the proceeds of the tax credits from the 

easement on Clermont created by the conditions in Elizabeth Williams’ will.  The purpose of the 

Will and Trust are to: (1) keep the property intact as an historical unit and cultural landscape;(2) 

continue the property’s 255 year-old agricultural use, using best practices; (3) preserve the 

historic buildings, collections and archives, and make them accessible in appropriate ways to 

scholars and the public, providing public benefit. 

 

Thus, Elizabeth Rust Williams bequeathed the entire Clermont property to the Commonwealth of 

Virginia along with easements to ensure its perpetual protection and accessibility to the public 

while simultaneously establishing a charitable trust for Clermont to preserve for future 

generations this extraordinary assemblage of historic buildings and farmland property whose 

history spans more than 255 years of Virginia’s history. 
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CHAPTER 3: CLERMONT CHAIN OF KEY EVENTS  -  1750-2012 
 

DATE    INSTRUMENT     DESCRIPTION 

 

 

1736-1763 Keitt Papers # 225 Children of Thomas and Sarah Wyatt Wadlington born. Only the  

youngest, George, born at Clermont in 1763. Suggests seven children at home after he 
built Clermont. The 1740 reconstructed census for Essex County mentions a “Thomas 

Wadlington.” 

 

 
October 19, 1750 George Washington Surveys for Lord Washington’s notes on his survey on behalf of Lord Fairfax for the  

Fairfax benefit of John Vance, Oct. 19, 1750 in the George Washington     

 Papers at the Library of Congress, 1741-1799, Series 1c, George  
  Washington Surveys 1749, Image 95 of 111.   

   

May 13, 1750;  NNLG Book G, 515/549 Grant from Lord Fairfax to John Vance for 353 acres; 

June 13, 1751    Full description mentions Isabella Jump and Rich Barrens adjacent;  
  appears to have been reissued June 13, 1751. 

 

July 7, 1753    Frederick Co. DB 3/81  John Vance, cooper, sells 353-acre grant to Thomas Wadlington of 
the County of Fairfax for 5 shillings. No mention of improvements beyond standard 

language “all house and houses, edifices etc.” Wadlington was born ca. 1715, based on 

tombstone that says he was 62 years old when he died in Newberry, South Carolina in 
1777. A copy of his will is in the Keith Papers (Duke University) images 225-226. Does 

not appear he was “residing” in Frederick in this year. 

 

April 1755 Frederick Co. WB 2/162 Thomas Wadlington one of three men appointed to inventory 
  Estate of Thomas Stribling (I) in Frederick County. 

 

April 1755 Frederick Co. OB 6/200 Thomas Wadlington ordered to serve as Overseer of road from  
  at Snigers [sic] to the County line at William’s Gap. 

 

July 1755 Frederick Co. WB 2/237 Thomas Wadlington with John Lindsey & Lewis Neill, conduct 
  for Marquis Calmes’ estate. 
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August 1755 Frederick Co. OB 6/373 Grand Jury; Plaintiff v. Thomas Wadlington for not keeping a 
  Road in repair. Judgment against him for 15 shillings and costs. 

 

December 11, 1755 Va. Militia Poll for Frederick Co. Thomas Wadlington listed in George Washington’s poll of voters.  

 Colonial Soldiers of the South, 
 1732-1774.  (Provo, Utah) 

 

Spring 1756 Dendrochronology Report Date for completion of east frame portion of Clermont; report 
states that earliest trees for construction were felled beginning Spring 1754 to 1756, 

shortly after Wadlington’s acquisition of the property. 

 
February 4, 1756 Frederick Co. OB 7/15 Thomas Wadlington appointed overseer of roads from Sherando  [sic] River to Carnay’s  

  Spring “in the room of Edward Snickers” and that the tithables 3 miles on each side keep  

  the same in repair. 

 Frederick Co. OB 7/15 Note: Edward Snigers [sic] appointed overseer of the Road from  Ferry to the top of the  
  Ridge at William’s Gap “in the room of” Thomas Wadlington (same date as above). 

 

1756 Frederick Co. OB 7/104 Thomas Wadlington seeking 5 pounds for serving as witness in suit Jno. Madden v.  
  Isaac Hite. 

 

Note:  Other orders in Frederick County Order Books 7 and 8 cite Thomas Wadlington’s involvement with laying off of roads and appearances in court during 

1756-1759.  All confirm his on-going presence in the county.  
 

Dec. 18, 1756 Papers of George Washington Thomas Wadlington received 30 shillings of Colonel Military Accounts, 1741-1799. 

(LC)  Washington for buckskin to make moccasins for [sic] Cherokee Indians. 
 

     

1758-1762 Wadlington’s Store Ledger books; Record of sales and purchases at store and services    
 Keitt Papers, Duke University provided that Wadlington operated in Frederick 

 Images 126-207 County; customers names confirmed to live in area and included Edward Snickers. 

 

1762 Allason’s Shenandoah Store, Win- The ledger books of this store record Wadlington’s purchases. 
 chester Records LVA (1761-63)  

           

July 5, 1760 NN Land Book K, 175 A Fairfax Grant to Thomas Wadlington for 36 acres described as abutting property 
  surveyed for John Vance and a corner of Isabella Jump’s tract. Appears to be only direct  

  conveyance from Fairfax to Wadlington. 
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November 16, 1767 Referenced in Wadlington’s will Thomas Ducket of Frederick Co., MD sells 400 acres “between the  
 Recorded in South Carolina See Keitt Broad and Saluda Rivers” (in SC) to Thomas Wadlington. 

 Papers 

 

November 6, 1770 Frederick Co. DB 13/522 Thomas Wadlington and Sarah his wife of Frederick County sell… 
“For the sum of 5 shillings current money” 389 acres to Edward Snickers “whereon the 

said Thomas Wadlington now lives.” This is Clermont property.  Deed transcribed by 

ERW and photo copy of original made. 
 

1776-1781 See MM report; CCHA Proceedings William Snickers in Military Service; served with Daniel Morgan 

 Jones, Ingrid. Edward Snickers, as aide-de-camp. 
 Yeoman (1974, Self-published). 

 

1777 Dendrochronology indicates that Construction would have taken place under E. Snickers’ ownership  

 kitchen built in this year and prior to his wife’s death.  
1779  Death of Edward Snickers’ first wife, Elizabeth Taliaferro. 

 

1782 Frederick Co. Land Tax Books Edward Snickers charged with 499 acres. 
 

1783 Frederick Co. Land Tax Books-Alterations Edward Snickers moves to new home, Springfield, accompanied  

by recently widowed daughter, Sarah Snickers Alexander. Acquires a 370-acre and a 

188-acre parcel. 
          

1784 Dendrochronology Construction of log stable/barn/outbuilding likely by Wm. Snickers  

  as he would no longer have been in military service by this year. 
 

1786-88 Dendrochronology Construction of West Frame section likely by William Snickers in residence. 

 
1788 Dendrochronology East Frame South Porch constructed. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                           

1788 Frederick Co. Land Tax Books William Snickers appears for first time charged with 388 acres. 

 
1788 Frederick Co. Marriages Thomas Stribling (1761-1819) marries Elizabeth Snickers,                                     

 List from the Parish Register sister to William Snickers. She later inherits Mercer Tract from   

 Old Chapel and the Parish in Clarke her father, Edward Snickers in 1792. This parcel appears in land  
 County, Va. 1738; Centenary. Database tax records following his death charged to her husband. 

 Online, Provo, UT, 2005. 
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1790 Frederick Co. Will Book 5/296. Edward Snickers dies.  His will states that William “then living at Clairmont [sic],” to 
receive same containing 413 acres; William Snickers charged with 1,388 acres in this 

year; Thomas Stribling charged with 388 acres. 

 

1791/92 Frederick Co. Land Tax Books-1791/92 Confirms Snickers and Stribling ownership of various parcels. 
 

1793 Virginia Marriages to 1800; William Snickers marries Frances Washington, spring 1793. 

 Provo, UT 1990; She is the daughter of Warner Washington II, who gave consent.  
 The Washingtons and their Homes, 322. 

 

1794  Dendrochronology Construction of east partition wall, conversion to center hall and stair hall. 
 

1795 Frederick Co. Land Tax Books The 1795 tax records show William Snickers and Thomas Stribling each charged with a 

388+acre parcels at a rate suggesting improvements on the property; William Snickers 

charged with another 367-acre parcel at a lower rate, suggesting no improvements.  
 

1795-1810 Family genealogies Birth of William and Frances Washington Snickers’ six children. 

 
1797  Frederick Co.  DB 25/158-160; Land Tax A deed for the said property “whereon said Thomas Stribling now lives” for 389 acres 

from William Snickers and wife Frances (Washington) to Thomas Stribling. Cites 

provenance of property being from Vance to Wadlington to Edward Snickers.  

Subsequent tax records do not suggest that William Snickers ever left the property. 
Thomas Stribling was married to Elizabeth Snickers, sister to William Snickers.  Selling 

price was 1,500 pounds.  It is recorded as a “fee simple” transaction, suggesting no 

mortgage.  Thomas Stribling may have lived elsewhere on the property, possibly on part 
that his wife inherited from her father. No mention of “Clermont” in the conveyance. 

Although this conveyance may have been acreage associated with William Snickers’ 

inheritance from his father, it could be conjectured not to have included the Clermont 
dwelling and associated buildings.  The discrepancy between 389 acres conveyed (from 

Wm. Snickers to Thomas Stribling) and the 413 acres cited in Edward Snickers’ will of 

property called “Clermont” to his son, William, could possibly be the parcel that the 

house stood on.  The description repeated in later deeds to Dawson McCormick refers to 
the whole property but does not mention property name. 

 

1796-1800 Frederick Co. Land Tax Books There are no changes in the land holdings for Stribling and Snickers for this time period.  
 

1801 Frederick Co. Land Tax Books William Snickers is recorded as being taxed for and holding 413 acres that he received 

from Thomas Stribling. At the same time, Thomas Stribling is charged with 734 acres he 
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acquired from William Snickers (North Hill). It almost appears that they exchanged 
property. There are no deeds to reflect any transactions between the two at this time.  

 

1802/03 Dendrochronology Construction of the Smokehouse, the South Porch, and the porch on the West Frame 

section.  This seems to be the last extant construction before sale to Dawson McCormick 
in 1819. 

 

1803 Frederick Co. Personal Property Tax William Snickers charged with 1 coach, 20 horses, and 16 slaves.   
 

1805  Superior Court Deed Book 5/120 A conveyance from William Snickers to Thomas Stribling for 749   

 Superior Court Deed Book 5/496 acres for $15,000.  Described as being the same property conveyed          
  by George Minor to Edward Snickers. This appears to be the same    

  property recorded in the 1801 land tax books. Two years  

later, Thomas Stribling sold the same property for $20,000 to Charles Carter, known as 

“North Hill.” 
 

1809 Charles Varle Map “W. Snickers” is shown at location just southeast of Berryville, thus confirming his  

  living at Clermont. 
 

 

1809 Frederick Co. Land Tax Books William Snickers charged with 433-3/4 acres taxed at $4.17 per acre, a higher rate than  

  other parcel of 75 acres which was  charged at $1.19/acre.  Thomas Stribling charged  
  with 500 acres acquired from Peyton Staples.  

 

1810 3
rd
 Census of the U.S.; FC PP Records household of William Snickers with 36 slaves; 19 horses; wife Frances, 3 sons,  

  2 daughters, all born at “Clermont” according to all genealogies (1795-1808). 

 

1810 “Pedigree and History of the Washington Death of Frances (Washington) Snickers. 
 Family…” 220. 

 

1811 History of Lower Shenandoah Valley William Snickers Justice of Peace for Frederick County. 

 
1814 Frederick Co. PP Tax Book William Snickers charged with 15 slaves; 28 horses. 

 

1816 Frederick Co. PP Tax Book William Snickers charged with 16 slaves; 20 horses. 
 



CLERMONT HISTORIC STRUCTURE REPORT 

Page 3:6 
 

1819 Frederick Co. DB 41/309-313 (April 1819) The first recorded deed from William Snickers to Dawson    
 McCormick (b. 1786) for the considerable sum of $30,000       

 “whereon said William Snickers now resides…” Three parcels: 

(1) 413 acres where Snickers resides; (2) 20 acres; (3) 75 acres. 

 
1819 Frederick Co. DB41/120 (December 1819) Thomas Stribling to William Snickers $5,000 for 353 acres. Says  

this parcel is same that was conveyed by Snickers to Stribling in 1797. But acreage is not 

the same as conveyed to D. McCormick  in April, six months earlier and no reference to 
“whereon sd. Snickers now lives.”  

 

1820 Frederick Co. Land Tax Books Dawson McCormick charged with 443-3/4 acres and adjacent 75  
acres.  The 75-acre parcel with $1,350 improvements (this is likely in error as clearly 

residence was on 443 acre parcel (formerly 353 acres). 

 

1820-1832 Frederick Co. Land Tax Books No change; all improvements listed on 75-acre parcel. This would    
  appear to be Clermont buildings.   

 

1823 Dendrochronology Slave quarters constructed by Dawson McCormick. Unlikely that    
 increase would appear in the tax records. 

 

1824 Marriage Records, Frederick County Dawson McCormick marries Florinda Milton (1802-April 1836) 

(Virginia Marriages, 1740-1850) January 8, 1824; her father was John Milton; mother, Ann Stribling. 
 

1824 Birth of Edward McCormick at Clermont October 26, 1824 (Edward); September 15, 1826 (William).    

 “Frost, Gilcrist, and Related Families” 
 http://awtc.ancestry.com 

 

1830 1830 U. S. Federal Census (Frederick Co.) Indicates Dawson, his wife, Florinda; 3 white males under 10; 16 slaves, and 1 free  

  colored female (no name given). 

 

1831 Dendrochronology Construction of kitchen-pantry extension. 

 
1833 Frederick Co. Land Tax Books Tax records states “quantity corrected.”  Dawson McCormick      

  charged with five parcels: 442, 32, 107, 92 and 1 acre. 

 
1834 Death of Dawson McCormick Died intestate; Estate Appraisal, 1834; Sale 1836; Guardian   

 FCWB 19/274, 345 (1834) Accounts by Cyrus McCormick for Edward McCormick (son of  

 FCWB 22/379 (1836) Dawson). 

http://awtc.ancestry.com/
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1834-36 Frederick Co. Land Tax Books Acreage (441, 32, 107, 92 and 1) charged to Dawson McCormick’s 

  estate. Improvements remain at $1,350. No change since 1820. 

 

1836 Clarke County Land Tax Books Dawson’s estate now listed in Clarke County. No change in values. 
 

1835-36 Dendrochronology Two-story stone section constructed.  

 
1836                            ERW Geneology; Milton  Death of Florinda Milton McCormick April 7, 1836 in 

                                    Family Bible Records p. 161 (FTN 201) Berryville with no will.  

                                    Clermont Archives (CCHA, Legacy, 2011) 
                                    FC WB20/142 (1838) Estate accounts 

 

1836-1843                  Frederick Co. WB 22, 379-382 Guardian Accounts by Cyrus McCormick for Edward McCormick   

(son of Dawson and Florinda, dec.). Entry records a $100/year “boarding” fee paid to 
Samuel McCormick (1789-1860), Dawson’s unmarried brother, presumably for Edward 

and William, the orphaned children of Dawson and Florinda McCormick. 

 
1837-1840 Clarke County Land Tax Books No changes for improvements in property; acreage consolidated in 1840. 

 

1841 Clarke County Land Tax Books Quantity of acres “corrected.” Improvements now $2,022 with no  

  explanation (this could be the stone building). 
 

1842-1847 Clarke County Land Tax Books No change.  Acreage: 675; improvements $2,022; remains listed as 

  “Dawson’s Estate.” 
 

1847 McCormick Family Bible Edward McCormick marries first wife, Mary Elizabeth Stribling.  

 [2006.125431.1] 
 

1848 Clarke County Land Tax Books Dawson’s Estate divided among three children: 226 acres to      

  Edward; 230 to Elizabeth; and 260 to William. 

 
1848 Clermont Archives (some items framed) Purchase of wall paper and lumber November 11, 1848; 

 [2006.1.25338.098.J] 7-1/4 feet of plank from Moses G. Miley $8.87. 

 
1849 Clarke County Land Tax Books Edward gets 43+ acres from William; now holds 270 acres. 

 

1849 Dendrochronology East Frame partition rebuilt (originally plank?), possibly when  
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  jerkinhead roof converted into side gable, and other alterations.   
   Timber-framed cornhouse constructed according to dendrochronology. 

 

1850 Clarke County Land Tax Books Edward charged with $1,130 improvements on 226 acre parcel. 

  Census records $19,632 value of real estate. 
 

1850 U.S. Federal Census Non-Population Edward McCormick recorded with 407 “improved acres,” and 90   

 (1850-1880) “unimproved” acres. 
 

1851 Clarke County Land Tax Books Edward McCormick charged with 226-acre parcel with $1,200 

worth of improvements.  
 

1854 Clermont Archives  Edward McCormick purchases tombstone for wife for $100. 

 

1855 Clermont Archives Insures Clermont: House $1,000 (furniture $800). 
 [2006.1.25338.104K] 

 

1856 McCormick Family Bible Marriage of Edward McCormick and second wife, Ellen Lane Jett. 
 [2006.125431.1] 

 

1857  Clarke County Land Tax Books Edward charged now with 496 acres called “Clearmont” with   

 Dendrochronology $2,500 improvements with no explanation. Log and stone  
   springhouse erected according to dendrochronology. 

 

1857 Clermont Archives E. McCormick purchases large amount of furniture from J. T. Milton, Winchester. 
 

1860 Census for Clarke County Real estate: $36,370; three slave houses enumerated in census. 

 
1861 Clermont Archives (receipt from Mrs. Plank partitions added in slave quarters. Receipt describes 

 Ellen McCormick to Thompson and building as the “negro House.” 

 Ogden, April 8, 1861) 

 
1861 “At Harpers Ferry.” P 115 Cousin Annie McCormick Stribling, and the “faithful Amy…” 

 CC HS: MM from Legacy: item #163 “…..sped us the next day to ‘Clermonte’ the home of Cousin  

  Edward McCormick in Clarke, where Cousin Annie would be In a second home…”  
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1865-1871 Clarke County Land Tax Books There are no changes recorded since 1858.  Presume from this no    
  serious war damage assumed to buildings during war. Buildings     

  remain valued at $2,500. Reflects addition of $1,200 possibly for 

  “new” dwelling and “new” barn listed below in insurance policy. 

 
1865 Insurance Company of the Valley of VA Policy issued to Edward McCormick for Clearmont [sic] in 1865.  

 Policy # 582 (copy at Clermont) (1) frame weather-boarded dwelling one and one-half stories high  

        ($1,500) 
   (2) stone kitchen two stories high ($250) 

   (3) new wood dwelling two stories high ($500) 

   (4) new barn with sheds attached ($800) 
         Total insured value: $3,050 

 

1865 Clarke County Land Tax Books Values 496-acre Clermont estate at $24,800. 

 
1868 Clermont Archives Hiring men for 1 year’s work; refers to “quantity of house room 

 [2006.1.25339.06.A] in large log out-building on the farm.” 

 
1870 Clarke County WB A/134 (1861) Death of Edward McCormick, March 1870. 

 Clarke County WB A/153 (1870) Inventory and Appraisal of Edward McCormick’s estate. 

 U.S. Federal Mortality Schedule (1850-85) Cause of death: “typhoid pneumonia.” 

The inventory cites three upstairs chambers: a dining room, a living room, and a kitchen 
(all surviving components today). 

 

1870 Clermont Archives, Safe # 6, 1870 Folder December 1870 Receipt for farm maintenance work performed  
By James W. Jones; cistern repair; stone wall replaced; “sellar [sic] wall; Repair; plaster 

cistern at “home house;” putting stairway in “Mrs. Renan’s rooms.” January 10, 1871 

receipt from James Murphy for “pulling down a barn on home farm…raising the same.”  
ERW erroneously states that this receipt is dated 1874 and the barn was constructed then. 

But it was constructed in 1870 according to the receipt.  

 

1870-1908 U.S. Census and Clarke Land Tax Records Ellen Jett McCormick owner and resident of Clermont; no taxable improvements made  
  to the dwelling or additions to the property reflected in the tax records.  

          

1874-1890 Clarke County Land Tax Books Show no changes; Improvements continued to be valued at $1,300. 
Charged to Edward McCormick’s Estate. 

 

1880 U.S. Census, 1880 [Battletown, p. 22] Ellen Jett McCormick age 48 with 4 children – Dawson (19);  
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 Image 19/61 A.M.D.(17); Nanny (17); J. (11) living in Berryville District, 
  2 black servants. 

 

1891 Clarke County Land Tax Books Improvement values increase to $1,500; no explanation provided. 

 
1900 U.S. Census (1900) [Battletown, p., 22] E. L. McCormick age 65 with daughter-in-law; two grandchildren 

  living in Berryville (Battletown) District; no servants listed. 

 
1905 Clarke County Land Tax Books Clermont estate divided between Edward’s Estate and Dawson 

  McCormick; $750 improvements on each parcel. 

 
1908 No Clarke County record  Death of Ellen Lane Jett McCormick. 

 

1910 U.S. Census (1910) Maryland Census Dr. A. M. Dupuy McCormick, son of Edward and Ellen J.  

 Clarke Land Tax Records (1890-1910) McCormick charged with 168 acres with $750 buildings and with a 
second parcel of 188 acres with $750 buildings. Total bldg. value unchanged since 1891 

when it increased from $1,300 to $1,500. 

 
1916 Inscription in concrete barn foundation  A.M.D. initials still visible in concrete on a barn foundation south  

  of main house. May be the 1870 barn foundation that was improved in 1916.  

ERW Clermont history, pages 21,27  References this barn being razed in 1977 and wood used for kitchen cabinets.  

 
1911-1920 U.S. Census 1910, 1920 Construction of farm manager’s house on hill; Rufus Bell and  

family lived on property. It was during the 1910s that the front  

porch of the main house, the interior of the 1777 kitchen, and the  
porch and interior of the slave quarters were remodeled. 

 

1917 Datestone Present frame bank barn constructed. 
 

1918 Inscription in concrete foundation North and south shed additions made to the 1917 bank barn. The  

  north one linked the building to the 1849 corncrib.  

 
1920 Clarke County Land Tax Books Improvements on Clermont valued at $2,500 recorded by 1920. 

  Likely that other farm buildings erected between 1910 and 1920. 

  Improvements would have included the 1917 barn, the tenant  
  house on the hill, and upgrades to other buildings.  

 

1920-1932 U.S. Census, 1920, 1930 Dr. A. M. Dupuy McCormick relocates from Mane Island, CA, to  
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his residence in Washington DC. He retires in 1930.  
 

1932  ERW family genealogy chart Death of Dr. Albert M. Dupuy McCormick. Edith Beardall, his 

   daughter inherits Clermont along with other heirs. 

 
1940-1948 Donald Royston, “A Clermont Childhood” Royston’s father, Gilbert Rosyston, became farm manager at  

   Clermont and family lived in the farmer manager’s house;  

   references to buildings that stood on property during that decade as  
   well as of agricultural practices; cites two barns; one smaller used  

   for sheep, and other for other livestock. 

 
1932-1947 Royston, “A Clermont Childhood” A.M.D. McCormick heirs used farm as summer residence; visiting 

Clermont and staying in “the big house.” 

 

1946/47 Floorplans, Clermont Archives Admiral John and Edith McCormick Beardall move to Clermont  
   following his retirement in 1946 and reopen the house as a year- 

   round residence; They hire Washington DC architects Walter  

   Peters and Harlow May to draw plans for modernization and  
   alterations. Small hyphen connecting stone dining room to kitchen  

and pantry constructed; bathrooms added to oldest portion of  

the house. Some things indicated in the plans were not executed. 

 
1958  Clarke County Deed Book 55/35 With the decision of John and Edith McCormick Beardall to move 

to Florida, Edward McCormick Williams and wife Caroline Rust  

buy out the Beardall and McCormick cousins’ interest in Clermont. 
 

1970/71 Floorplans, Clermont Archives  Edward and Caroline Rust McCormick Williams engage  

Washington architect Walter Peters to make improvements to house. Large addition 
constructed between 1788 west frame and 1836 sections that included a kitchen, 

bedrooms, and bathrooms, and for the first time, an interior staircase and connection 

between the 1756 and 1788 portions of the house on the one hand and the 1836 and 1777 

portions on the other. Installation of a wood shingle roof over a plywood and tar paper 
plenum nailed to the 18

th
-century skip sheathing to cover new addition and 

   rest of the house. 

 
1980/81 CC WB 35/508; WB36/551 Death of Edward M. Williams and Caroline Rust Williams; E. R.   

   Williams is heir to Clermont property. 
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Mid-1980s, 1995 ERW Clermont history, 16, 21. Elizabeth Rust Williams, daughter of Edward and Caroline Rust 
   McCormick inherited Clermont after her parents’ deaths, (Edward 1980; Caroline Rust,  

   1981). E. R. Williams made changes including removal of some of the earlier alterations, 

installation of book shelves in east parlor using lumber from the old slave quarters loft 

floor; began renovations in old kitchen including using brick from former slave quarters 
chimney for the hearth, installation of new windows in the west gable end, and  

opening up of the cooking fireplace.  

         
2004  Bequest of E. R. Williams Clermont with 361 acres bequeathed to the Commonwealth of 

Clarke County WB 73/645 Virginia (Department of Historic Resources) and creation of the Clermont Charitable 

Trust which became the contracted manager. In 2010, the Trust was converted into a non-
profit corporation named The Clermont Foundation.     

 

2011/2012  The 1970/1971 wood shingle roof on the Clermont house and smokehouse were removed  

  and replaced with black cypress shingles on the original skip sheathing. The plywood  
  sheathing and tar paper throughout as well as two 1970 dormers on the south side of the  

  1788 wing were removed.    
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CHAPTER 4: PROPERTY DESCRIPTION 

 

A. SYNOPSIS: 

 

Clermont is a 360-acre farm located on the southeast outskirts of the town of Berryville 

(population 4,200), county seat of Clarke County, Virginia (population 14,000).  Roughly 

rectangular in shape, the property is characterized by open, gently rolling hills of pasture land 

and fenced fields interspersed with copses of trees.  A stand of mature deciduous trees is located 

at the northwest corner of the property, where it meets the Berryville town limits.  Dog Run, a 

low-volume perennial stream, enters the property at this point and travels diagonally through the 

farm, exiting along the southeastern boundary.  The main entrance to Clermont is along East 

Main Street (Business Route 7) southwest of its junction with Harry Byrd Highway (US Route 

7). The graveled drive runs south several hundred yards to the main house, which is located near 

the center of the farm and is surrounded by mature deciduous trees.  To the rear of the house a 

cluster of mature boxwood bushes suggests remnants of a formal garden.  Associated 

outbuildings and features include the 1823 log slave quarters, the 1803 frame smokehouse, the 

early-20
th
-century garage partially constructed of reused logs, the sites of an ice house and a 

privy, and the site of an 18
th
-century cemetery.  The drive, which forks just north of the house, 

continues south through the farm and passes the 1857 log and stone springhouse at its crossing 

over Dog Run.  The drive then climbs a short distance up a hill to a substantial complex of farm 

buildings, most of which date to the early 20
th

 century:  the large 1917 bank barn, with side 

extensions and two silos, the ca. 1915 stuccoed tenant house with a log shed, the recent machine 

shed, and multiple small outbuildings.  The exception is a remarkably large (approximately 42-

by-12-feet in dimension) timber-framed cornhouse, dating to 1849, which has been appended to 

the bank barn.  A second early-20
th

-century tenant house is sited off Springsbury Road near the 

southwest corner of the Clermont property. 

 

The photos in this chapter are keyed to the plans that are located in appendix B.  The majority 

were taken in February 2013, although some earlier images are also present.  

B. MAIN HOUSE:  

One of Clarke County’s earliest-still-extant and best-preserved 18
th
-century dwellings, Clermont 

is an evolved vernacular house where modifications are well articulated and correspond to the 

changing circumstances of ownership and the personal stories of its residents.  Owned 

successively by only three families and their descendants during its 257-year history, Clermont 

began as a frontier house built in 1756 by Thomas Wadlington, and achieved its current 

configuration in 1971 during the ownership of the McCormick/Williams family.  The earliest 

portions of the structure share architectural characteristics with 18
th
-century dwellings of the 

Piedmont and Tidewater regions of Virginia, an indication of the pervasive impact of Anglo-

American building traditions throughout the colony, and a  direct reflection of the English and 

Scots-Irish heritage of its original owners.  Later additions continued the building forms and 

techniques of those traditions.  
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Clermont is a sprawling vernacular dwelling, comprised of multiple parts constructed over a 214-

year period.  The earliest section is the one-story with heated garret, three-bay, gable-roofed 

section to the east, referred to in this report as the east frame.  It is of timber-frame construction, 

with brick nogged exterior walls, which dendrochronological testing has confirmed was erected 

in 1756 (with the earliest timbers felled in 1754).  The frame rests on a continuous stone 

foundation and is clad in wide, beveled and beaded, wood weatherboards, and roofed with black 

cypress shingles (installed in 2011).  Gabled dormers are positioned on either side of the roof, 

two on the north and three on the south, each with double-hung 4/4-sash wood windows.  The 

centrally placed north doorway is topped by a three-light transom and it is flanked on each side 

by a 9/9-sash window.  The three-bay, hip-roofed, front porch supported on concrete piers runs 

the full width of the north facade.  Recent repairs have altered the character of the porch:  the 

shallow-pitched metal roof was replaced with standing-seam copper, and the Tuscan-columned 

porch supports were removed and temporarily replaced with square pressure-treated wood posts 

(although the earlier Tuscan pilasters remain in place attached to the façade).   This is a 

temporary treatment pending the repair of the foundations, decking and columns. 

 

Image 4.1: Northeast view 

showing 1756 section to the 

left, 1788 section in the 

center, and stone 1836 wing 

to the right.  

 

Image 4.2: Southeast view 

showing 1756 section to 

the right, 1788 section in 

the center, and 1971 

frame section to the left.  
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The three-bay south side of the east frame features a central doorway and flanking windows, 

covered by a four-bay, shed-roofed porch that is supported by Tuscan collonettes on wooden 

piers, and enclosed by a horizontal three-rail balustrade.  A mid-19
th
-century exterior-end brick 

chimney is centered on the east frame east wall, which replaced an earlier chimney that may 

have been of stone construction to match the foundation.   

 

 
 

 

 

As originally built, the east frame roof was jerkinhead in form, which was altered to the current 

gable profile in the mid-19
th

 century.  The 1756 east frame was originally a hall-parlor-plan 

converted in 1794 to its current configuration as a center-passage with transverse stair hall.  The 

Image 4.4: South view of east frame (1756). 

Image 4.3: North view of east frame (1756). 
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winder staircase located in the northeast corner provides access to the garret, which is divided 

into three rooms.  
 

             
 

The second component of the house (referred to as the west frame) was added in 1788 and 

enlarged the footprint of the dwelling by almost two-thirds.  It is positioned just to the west of 

the east frame and on the same axis.  The addition shares many construction details with the 

earlier dwelling, featuring a steeply-pitched gable roof, traditional timber-frame construction and 

brick-nogged walls, and wide beaded-weatherboard sheathing.  The foundations are a composite 

of brick and stone, however, with the east wall and the eastern two-thirds of the south wall 

comprised of stone and the remainder brick.   
 

 
 

The two wings are joined by a hyphen on the south side of the building, installed in the mid-19
th

 

century, which encloses the original doorway positioned in the southeast corner of the east wall 

of the west frame.  A second original exterior doorway likely was centered on the west wall, 

which currently provides access to the 1971 wing.  Two 9/9-sash windows are symmetrically 

positioned in the north wall; two identical windows originally were placed in the south wall 

Image 4.5: Transverse 

hall in east frame 

showing original 

winder staircase 

located in northeast 

corner. 

Image 4.6: 

North view of 

west frame 

(1788).  
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directly opposite, but the southwest window has been converted into a doorway and the opening 

now is covered by the corner of the 1971 addition.  A substantial chimney consisting of a stone 

base and a blind-paneled brick stack is positioned between the west and east frames, serving the 

fireplace on the east wall of the west frame first floor room, as well as one fireplace each on the 

first floor and in the garret of the east frame.  The stone chimney base may date to the 1788 

construction of the west frame; the brick stack was a mid-19
th

-century alteration.  A single room 

(with two closets along the west wall flanking the west door) occupies the first floor, which 

likely originally functioned as the dining room.  A boxed stair rises from the southwest corner 

leading to a full attic space with plastered knee walls and ceiling that probably served as a 

bedroom.  
 

              
 

In 1802 the porch on the south side of the east frame was extended another four bays to cover the 

rear elevation of the 1788 addition, which terminated with a one-bay enclosed room.  The 

detached room was joined to the west frame in 1947 to create a study, with two 6/6-sash 

windows installed in the south wall; when the frame wing was added in 1971 the study in turn 

was incorporated into the new kitchen. 
 

              
 

  

Image 4.7: Interior 

of west frame, 

looking east 

showing 

mantelpiece and 

door leading to 

hyphen connecting 

this section to the 

earlier east frame.  

 

Image 4.8: Southwest 

view showing 1777 

kitchen on left 

(expanded in 1831), 

1836 stone section, 

1971 two-story section 

in center with open 

porch, and enclosed 

room at end of south 

porch on 1788 west 

frame. 
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The one-story, four-bay timber-framed, gable-roofed structure that currently comprises the 

western-most wing of the evolved dwelling originally was only two bays wide and was 

physically separated from the west and east frames.  The original size and placement of the 

structure, along with the existence of a substantial fireplace and an iron crane, suggests that its 

intended function was as a kitchen.  Its current asymmetrical fenestration reflects its two phases 

of construction, with two 6/6 double-hung sash windows on the north side, two doorways and 

two matching windows on the south, and an exterior-end stone chimney on the west wall.  As 

with the east and west frames, the walls of this structure are nogged with brick, which now are 

covered by weatherboard siding, although physical evidence suggests that the walls originally 

were unsheathed.  The structure was reconfigured and expanded with a pantry addition in 1831, 

when the fireplace presumably also was repositioned from the east wall to its current location on 

the west.  The unfinished attic currently is accessed by a hatch and pull-down ladder stair, which 

replaced the original stair located along the west gable wall.  Except for the fireplace mass, the 

interior walls are fully plastered, but the ceiling joists are exposed.  An aborted effort on the part 

of the last private owner to turn the attic into a domestic space included installing plumbing and 

roughed-in bathroom fixtures.   
 

 
  

The two-story, gable-roofed, stone portion of Clermont was erected in 1836, positioned between 

the kitchen and the west frame, and with its axis running at a right angle to the older structures.  

It had two pairs of double-hung wood 6/6-sash windows symmetrically placed on the east and 

west walls, with a single doorway in the south wall and a 9-pane single-sash window in the 

gable, and a large chimney that served fireplaces on both floors centered on the north.   
 

Image 4.9: 

View of 1777 

kitchen looking 

southwest 

toward the 

fireplace on 

the west gable 

end.  
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It is comprised of one room on the first floor with a second room above.  Access to the second 

floor is provided by a winder staircase in the southwest corner that rises along the south wall; a 

hatch provides access to the unfinished attic.  A gable-roofed hyphen was erected in 1947 to 

provide a direct connection between the stone structure and the kitchen to the west, which 

entailed closing off the southwest first-floor window and creating a new opening for the 

doorway.  The first-floor fireplace is quite small in relation to the width of the chimney mass, 

suggesting that it has been reduced in size from its original configuration, a modification that 

likely reflects the room’s changing function from a kitchen to a dining room. 

  

 

Image 4.10: North 

view of 1777 and 

1831 kitchen to the 

right and stone 1836 

portion to the left. A 

small gable-roofed 

hyphen connecting 

them was added in 

1947.  The 1756 east 

frame is visible left of 

the stone section.  

Image 4.11: First-

floor room in 1836 

stone section, looking 

north toward 

fireplace.  
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The stair leading to the bedroom originally was open on the second floor, but it has been 

enclosed by adding a full wall and a doorway at its head.  Before 1971, anyone passing directly 

between the stone section and the east or west frames had to travel outside: between the south 

door (which had a gabled hood) and the west doorway in the west frame, by way of the frame 

porch that had been built running the length of the west frame west wall.  
 

The stone section was finally joined to the west frame when the west porch was removed and the 

substantial frame wing was erected in 1971.  This two-story, split-level addition supported on a 

brick foundation, was built to occupy the space between the buildings, with the south doorway in 

the stone section connecting to the new wing on the ground level and the west doorway in the 

west frame to the floor above; the window in the south gable was filled in at this time.  As a 

result, with the exception of the east frame cellar, for the first time the major components of the 

dwelling were joined to allow an interior connection throughout.  Care was taken to blend the 

appearance of the new wing with the existing structures, as the siding, doors and windows, and 

other exterior features were modeled on the older dwelling, and they were painted to match.  The 

L-shaped structure contains the current kitchen, two bedrooms, two bathrooms, a central split-

level staircase, and a southwest corner porch with an open stair connecting the two levels.  

 

Image 4.12: Detail of 

staircase in southwest 

corner of first-floor 

room in stone section. 
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All the gabled roofs on the house are covered with old-growth black cypress shingles that were 

installed in December 2011, replacing the failing 40-year-old cedar shingles that had been 

installed when the addition was constructed.  The north porch and the flat and slightly tilted 

portions of the 1971 addition are covered in metal.  As part of the recent installation, the 

plywood sheathing and tar paper that had been installed in 1971 also were removed, and the new 

wooden shingles were nailed to the skip sheathing that had remained largely intact beneath the 

plywood.  At the same time, two dormers which had been installed in 1971 on the south side of 

the west frame roof were removed.  Finally, substantial sections of the sheathing boards on each 

of the 1971 walls were determined to have deteriorated beyond reasonable repair, and were also 

replaced.  

 

Clermont has two distinct basement spaces.  A one-room stone cellar is located beneath the 

eastern portion of the east frame that is currently entered through a bulkhead stairway positioned 

on the east end wall.  The archaeological remains, including stone stair wing walls, of an original 

entry through the center of the south wall, remain visible.   
 

 
 

Image 4.13: This 

southwest view of the 

1971 frame wing was 

taken in January 2013, 

after the south 

dormers on the 1971 

wing were removed 

and before the siding 

was repaired in 

February 2013. 

Image 4.14: 

Southwest corner of 

cellar beneath east 

frame (001). 
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Image 4.15: 

Southeast corner of 

cellar beneath east 

frame (001). 

Showing steps at 

bulkhead entry.  

Image 4.16: 

Northwest corner 

of cellar beneath 

east frame (001), 

showing opening 

into west section of 

cellar. 

Image 4.17: 

View looking 

west into crawl 

space (002) in 

east frame. 
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The brick-and-stone-walled cellar that occupies the full footprint beneath the west frame is 

accessed through a door that is located on the west wall and which now is encapsulated within 

the porch on the addition. 
   

 
  

 
 

The use of brick to form much of the foundation for the west frame may relate to the presence of 

four windows and the door piercing the walls in the cellar, whose openings would have been 

somewhat easier to lay up in brick rather than uncoursed stone.  Both cellars were lighted by 

vertical-barred windows, with three of the four windows in the west frame cellar and one of the 

two windows in the east frame still in place.  The spaces are unfinished, with the floor joists 

exposed and the walls coated only with whitewash/paint; the floors in both spaces now are 

poured concrete. 

 

Image 4.19: 

Cellar beneath 

west frame 

(006),  looking 

east.  

Image 4.18: 

West frame 

cellar (006), 

looking west 

toward entry 

door. Note the 

strap hinges. 
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1. EAST FRAME:  

 

a. Library (101) 

The room now referred to as the library was converted to that function by the last private owner 

in 1985, when she installed floor-to-ceiling shelves and cabinets (made from wood salvaged 

from the attic floor in the slave quarter) all along the west wall.  

  

 
 

Previously the room had served as a bedroom, but originally the space was part of the hall, a 

much larger room that occupied the entire eastern two-thirds of the ground floor footprint.  The 

stairway leading to the garret was located in the northeast corner of the room, and the slanting 

profile of the stair well occupies the northern portion of the east wall.  The hall was subdivided 

when partitions were erected to create the central passage and the transverse stair hall.  Access to 

the room is from the central passage by way of a doorway roughly centered on the west wall.  

Exterior windows -- double-hung wood 9/9-sash – are located in the south wall and in the 

southeast corner of the east wall.  A third 9/9-sash window is positioned in the stair hall partition, 

which was placed there in 1794 to allow light from the exterior window directly opposite to help 

illuminate the space.  A closet was located under the stair beginning in 1756, with an opening in 

the board wall facing into the hall.  The opening was closed off in 1788, and then the boards 

forming the enclosure were completely covered over by lath and plaster in the early 19
th

 century.  

The mantelpiece centered on the east wall was installed circa 1849, probably at the same time 

that a number of other changes were made to the room: removing wainscoting from all of the 

walls, installing the current beaded baseboard, and very likely replacing the original butted floor 

with the current tongue-and-grooved boards.  The fireplace was closed off in 1947 to 

accommodate flues running from the new boiler installed in the cellar below.  As with all of the 

first-floor rooms, the library ceiling is roughly 10 feet in height. 
 

Image 4.20: East frame 

Room 101, looking 

northwest toward 1985 

bookshelves and door 

leading to center passage. 

The interior north window 

along the south wall of 

transverse hall steals light 

from the window along the 

exterior north wall of the 

east frame.  
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Image 4.22: East 

frame Room 101, 

looking southeast. 

The window to the 

right that fronts 

onto the south 

porch is the only 

original 1756 sash 

in the house.  

Image 4.21: East 

frame Room 101, 

looking east 

toward ca. 1849 

mantel. The closet 

beneath the stair 

left of the mantel 

was closed off in 

1788 and later 

plastered over.  

Image 4.23: East frame 

Room 101, looking 

southwest showing the 

window to the south 

porch on the left of the 

bookcases that were 

added in the 1980s 

when the room was 

used as a library. The 

door leads into the front 

hall (102), with the 

living room (103) 

visible in the 

background.  
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b. Front Hall (102) 

The space now referred to as the front hall also originally formed part of the hall, the largest 

room in the east frame as it was built in 1756.  The passage was formed in 1794 when the east 

partition and the stair hall partition were installed.  Thus, the front hall and the stair hall were 

joined functionally until that space was separated in the mid-19
th
 century when a doorway was 

set into the north end of the east wall.  Exterior doorways are located at each end of the front 

hall, both of which represent later modifications.   

 

               
 

The south doorway was shifted several feet to the east in 1794 to conform with the new floor 

plan, and the north doorway was shifted a few inches to the east circa 1849 to accommodate a 

new (slightly wider) stud-walled west partition.  The doorway in the east partition dates to 1794, 

with the original door and its casing surviving, while the doorway now located toward the middle 

of the west partition probably dates to 1849 (replacing at least one earlier opening).  A second 

doorway in the west partition was installed in 1947 to provide access to a new bathroom that was 

subdivided from the living room (103), and which was closed off when the bathroom was 

removed in 1985.   It is likely that when the doorway was installed circa 1849 to separate the 

stair hall from the passage, the three-light transoms also were installed above the exterior doors 

and the north door and its casing were replaced.  Wainscot had been installed along both 

partition walls in 1794, which (except for a short section along the north wall) was removed and 

the current beaded baseboard that matches the profile of the one found in the library was 

installed, all likely carried out at the same time that the other changes were made.  The butted, 

face-nailed pine floor boards are original to the 1756 construction. 

Image 4.24: East frame 

Room 102, looking toward 

south doorway. The 

transom over the door was 

added ca. 1849. The 

doorway to the left leads 

into Room 101 and the 

one on the right leads into 

Room 103.  



CLERMONT HISTORIC STRUCTURE REPORT 

Page 4:15 

 

               
 

c. Living Room (103) 

The living room occupies the western one-third of the ground floor footprint, with a fireplace 

centered on the west wall, and with two doorways and three 9/9-sash windows.  The 

configuration of the space has changed significantly over time, however, likely originally 

consisting of two parlor rooms, only one of which was heated, from 1756 until circa 1788, then 

subdivided with the addition of a bathroom in 1947, before it was returned to its current layout in 

1985.  None of the three window sash and surrounds relate to the 1756 construction period: the 

south window was installed in 1794 when the doorway that had originally been located there was 

shifted to the central passage; the north window sash and casing have been replaced; and the 

west window likely was installed in the mid-to-late-19
th
 century.  The doors and their frames also 

date to the mid-19
th

 century.  The mantelpiece, which matches the ones in the library (101) and 

in the garret bedroom (204), the baseboards, and the tongue-and-grooved flooring also likely 

date to that time. 

Image 4.25: East frame 

Room 102, looking toward 

north doorway. The transom 

over the door was added ca. 

1849. The doorway to the 

left leads into Room 103, 

the one on the right leads 

into Room 101, and the 

doorway just right of the 

north door leads into the 

transverse Stair Hall (Room 

104).  
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d. Stair Hall (104) 

As with the library (101) and the front hall (102), the stair hall was part of the old hall.  

Originally separated from room 101 in 1794, the stair hall was enclosed circa 1849 when the 

doorway was installed at the junction with the front hall.  Two windows are placed in the walls: 

the original north exterior window and the window installed in the 1794 transverse partition 

directly opposite.   The winder staircase occupies the eastern half of the space: four steps rising 

straight ahead and then four steps turning to the right, with a straight run of steps along the east 

wall of the building and ending at the garret landing, or dressing room (202).  The stair treads are 

pine, attached with T-headed nails, and they may well be original to the 1756 installation; the 

floor boards here extend into the front hall, and thus they also are original (and together 

constitute the only 1756-period flooring to survive).  Wainscot consisting of the subase, flat 

panels, and baseboard, is in place along both walls west of the stair case.  The wainscot 

Image 4.26: East 

frame Living Room 

103, looking 

southwest showing 

ca. 1849 mantel and 

doorway along the 

west wall leading to 

hyphen between east 

and west frames.  

Image 4.27: East 

frame Room 103, 

looking northeast 

showing doorway 

into Front Hall 

(102). The change in 

the floor left of the 

door reflects repairs 

made when a 1947 

bathroom located in 

the northeast corner 

of the room was 

removed.  
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originally had been painted but it was stripped (as was much of the woodwork found in the 

library and in the front hall as well) in the 1980s.   

 

                 
 

 
 

  

Image 4.28: East 

frame Stair Hall 104, 

looking west from 

stair in northeast 

corner toward 

doorway along west 

wall of Front Hall 

(102). The window on 

the left dates to 1794 

and the window on 

right dates to 1756 

with sash changed out 

in 1794.  

Image 4.29: East 

frame Stair Hall 104, 

detail of wainscot 

installed in 1794 that 

remains along the 

north wall. Evidence 

that this same type of 

paneling was once in 

the Front Hall (102) 

exists.  
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e. North Porch (105) 

The three-bay north porch extends across the east frame façade, and it is supported by wooden 

posts, covered with a hipped metal roof, and floored with plywood.  The roof covering, posts, 

and decking all were recently replaced, and the latter two features represent temporary measures 

to prevent collapse until the original materials are repaired.  The porch has been rebuilt several 

times over the years, with the first iteration likely dating to the mid-18
th

 century, and the most 

recent to the early 20
th

 century. 

 

                          
  

f. South Porch (106) 

The four-bay porch, raised off the ground almost three feet on brick piers and with a shed roof 

supported by five turned colonnettes, was erected in 1788 and runs the length of the south side of 

the east frame.  The rafters for the sloping roof attach to the dwelling just above the cornice, with 

the underside of the joists finished with a ceiling comprised of tongue-and-grooved boards.  

Three shelves and one bench attached to the east frame south wall are permanent fixtures and the 

paint evidence suggests that the bench and two of the shelves are likely 18th century in date.  

The paint evidence also indicates that the turned colonnettes are original, although their bottoms 

have been cut off and they now are attached to the deck with metal brackets.  The hand railing 

and balustrade also has been replaced, along with the ceiling boards, the flooring, and parts of 

the floor joists and sills, and the brick piers likely are later in date as well.   
 

Image 4.30: North 

porch (105), northwest 

corner detail showing 

Tuscan pilasters and 

formed concrete 

foundation.  
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Image 4.31: East frame 

South Porch (106), looking 

west showing from right, 

window into Library (101), 

doorway into Front Hall 

(102,) and original door 

opening on south wall that 

was closed in. The door to 

the east hyphen, the west 

frame, and the door into the 

present kitchen are at the 

west end of the porch. The 

bench and shelves are likely 

18
th

 century. 

  

Image 4.33: East 

frame South Porch 

(106), looking 

southeast and 

showing the turned 

collonettes that 

appear to date to 

1788.  

Image 4.32: East 

frame South Porch 

(106), looking 

northeast and 

showing the framing 

and brick nogging in 

the west frame to the 

left with the door 

into the hyphen that 

was added in 1849.  
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Image 4.34: East 

frame South Porch 

attic (211), showing 

encapsulated 

shingles, unpainted 

siding, and cornice 

of 1756.  

Image 4.35: South 

porch east frame 

crawlspace (003) 

looking toward infill 

where original stair 

led into basement 

from the south.  

Image 4.36: South 

porch west frame 

crawlspace (004) 

looking toward 

south wall 

foundation.  
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g. Bathroom (201) 

The garret is divided into three rooms, the smallest of which currently functions as a bathroom.  

Before the plumbing and bathroom fixtures were installed in 1947, the room served as a “closet” 

and sometimes as a bedroom for small children.  Based on examining the structural details, and 

supported by the paint evidence, it appears that the enclosure dates to a major refurbishment of 

the garret that occurred in the late-18
th
 century.  The east and south walls are covered with 

beaded weatherboards that match generally with the sheathing used on the exterior walls of the 

dwelling, and the paint evidence suggests that at least some of those boards may have been 

reused.  The board-and-batten door is hung from strap-and-pintle hinges, and it is set in a frame 

that matches others found elsewhere in the building that date to the 18
th
 century, and thus they 

appear to be original features.  One of the original north-facing dormer windows is enclosed in 

the space.   This room shares the same face-nailed, tongue-and-grooved flooring found elsewhere 

in the garret, which likely dates to circa 1788. 

 

       
 

Image 4.38: East 

frame Bathroom 

(201), looking north 

from dressing room 

(202) and showing 

wide boards 

covering the wall 

that appear to have 

been reused from 

another location.  

Image 4.37: South 

porch crawl space 

underneath privy 

(005) space, looking 

north toward west 

frame cellar. Note 

the original barred 

window.  
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h. Dressing Room (202) 

The space at the top of the stairs, bounded on the north by the bathroom and on the west by the 

bedroom partition, is now referred to as the dressing room, but its historic function presently is 

not known.  One of the south-facing dormers lights the space, and in the 20
th

 century a closet 

(203) was inserted in the southeast corner.  Patches in the floorboards suggest that a hand rail 

previously bounded the upper portion of the stair well.  

 

        
 

        
 

i. Bedroom (204) 

The primary room in the garret is the bedroom, which occupies roughly two-thirds of the floor 

space on this level.  Although the steeply sloping ceilings restrict the useable space, it is fully 

enclosed and plastered, heated by the end fireplace and lit by three dormer windows, and fitted 

out with a tight tongue-and-grooved floor.  The paint and other evidence indicate that the 

Image 4.39: East 

frame Dressing 

Room (202), looking 

east showing 20th-

century closet (203) 

to the right, the top 

of the stairs in the 

center, and the door 

to the bathroom 

(201) to the left.  

Image 4.40: East 

frame Dressing 

Room (202), looking 

west showing 

dormer on left and 

door into Bedroom 

(204) on right. 
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mantelpiece was replaced, likely in the mid-19
th
 century.  The door and the casing, the window 

sash and frames, and sections of the beaded baseboard likely date to the late 18
th
 century.     

 

             
 

             
 

  

Image 4.41: East 

frame Bedroom (204), 

looking west showing 

sloped ceilings, and 

the mid-19th-century 

mantelpiece.  

Image 4.42: East 

frame Bedroom (204), 

looking east toward 

the dressing room 

(202). The door, 

casing and baseboard 

are likely 18
th

 century.  
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j. Attic East Frame (301) 

The attic is accessible through a small ceiling hatch in the dressing room (202) that was installed 

in 2010.  

 

      
 

         
 

2. WEST FRAME: 

 

a. East Hyphen (107) 

The hyphen positioned between the east and west frames, and bounded on the north by the stone 

and brick chimney stack, was enclosed in the mid-19
th
 century when the south exterior stud-and-

plaster wall (and doorway) was erected and the doorway was cut through the west end wall of 

the east frame.  From circa 1802 the space had been open to the south, having been roofed over 

Image 4.43: East 

frame attic (301) 

looking west. 

Image 4.44: East 

frame attic (301) 

looking east and 

showing original 

jerkinhead-roofed 

framing that was 

extended to a full 

gable ca. 1849. 
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when the south porch was extended all along the rear of the west frame.  The circulation pattern 

at that time called for traffic to pass between the doorway in the southeast quadrant of the west 

frame end wall, under the porch roof, and into the east frame via the south doorway.   

 

               
 

               
 

The interior walls of the hyphen now consist of the exposed weatherboards on the west frame 

end wall, the plastered south and east walls, and a pair of built-in wood closets, installed in 1947, 

that take up the entire north wall.  Both the flooring and the ceiling, which are tongue-and-

grooved pine boards, face nailed with T-headed nails, likely were installed when the porch was 

constructed in 1802.   

 

  

Image 4.45: West frame East Hyphen 

(107) looking from doorway of west frame 

east with door on right leading out onto 

south porch and door to the left leading 

into Living Room (103) of east frame.  

Image 4.46: West frame East 

Hyphen (107) looking west into 

west frame. 
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b. Closets (108 and 109) 

These closets were installed in 1947 and likely have always accommodated the storage of a 

range of household items.   The walls and doors are formed of dimensional lumber using 20
th
-

century fasteners.  

 

                 
 

c. Dining Room (110) 

At roughly 21 by 15 feet in dimension and with a 10-foot-high ceiling, the dining room is the 

most commodious room in the house, and the surviving original mantelpiece, slightly off-set to 

the north on the east wall (presumably to accommodate the doorway in the southeast corner of 

the wall) further marks it as a space of distinction.  The mantelpiece is a handsome and well-

proportioned feat of joinery and carving, which fits stylistically with late-18
th
-century models.  It 

has three central flat panels, two pilasters with flat panels, and delicately carved flutes spanning 

between the pilasters and the full cornice. 

 

   

Image 4.47: West frame Closets (108 and 

109) in east hyphen (107) that were 

installed in 1947. The door to the left 

leads into the 1788 west frame. 

Image 4.48: West 

frame Dining 

Room (110), view 

of mantel along 

east wall.  The 

mantel design with 

its intricate 

gougework is 

typical of late-18
th
-

century woodwork 

of the region. 
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Doorways located in the east, south, and west walls provide access to the east frame via the 

connecting hyphen and to the kitchen and the stair hall in the 1971 addition, respectively.  A 

fourth doorway positioned in the southwest corner opens to the winder stair leading to the attic.  

Three original double-hung, 9/9-sash windows survive, two in the north wall and the third in the 

south; the doorway leading to the kitchen was created by enlarging the fourth original window 

opening.  In 1947 the west doorway was moved slightly to the north to align with the fireplace 

on the east wall, and the two closets positioned on either side, with their doorways facing each 

other across the short hallway, were shifted accordingly.  The east door and architrave are 

original, with the door now hung from butt hinges (replacing the original H-L hinges), and 

swinging in the opposite direction, toward the south wall.  The door and door casing at the foot 

of the stair likely were added in the 19
th
 century; the south door and frame date to 1947 and the 

west doorway and the closets were installed in 1947. The current two-part baseboard is a modern 

replacement; the original likely had a beaded cap similar to the one found in the attic.  The 

flooring is almost entirely original, consisting of pine boards tongue-and-grooved, blind nailed, 

and with staggered joints. 

 

 
 

 

Image 4.50: West frame 

Dining Room (110), looking 

southwest. The door on the 

left leads into the current 

kitchen while the narrow 

door to its right is for the 

boxed stair up to the garret. 

The large door to the right 

leads to the 1971 addition 

and originally out to an 

open porch. It is flanked by 

two closets (111 and 112) 

that have been slightly 

modified from their original 

locations.  

Image 4.49: West 

frame Dining 

Room (110), 

looking northwest. 

The open doorway 

leads into the 1971 

addition. 
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d. Closets (111 and 112) 

This pair of closets was installed along the west wall of the dining room in 1947, with their 

doorways facing each other across a short passage leading to the west doorway.  The floor 

boards within the spaces are tongue-and-grooved and fastened with T-head nails, and therefore 

undoubtedly are 18
th
 century in date.  Unlike the blind-nailed flooring in the dining room, 

however, the floor boards in both of the closets are face nailed, and the floor boards stop at the 

partition wall dividing the closets from the dining room.  This evidence indicates that closets in 

these locations were an original feature of the room plan (which would have obscured the 

unsightly nail heads).  Ghost marks on the floorboards show that the doorways have been shifted 

just a few inches to the north, with the change presumably relating to the 1947 repositioning the 

west wall door to align with the east wall fireplace. The spaces are finished and painted, with 

short sections of beaded baseboard on each end wall that match the profile of the original 

baseboard found in the attic above, and thus they appear to be surviving features from the 

original closets.   

 

e. Attic Stair (113 and 207) 

The foot of the stair well projects into the dining room, having been extended and outfitted with 

a new door and casing in the 19
th
 century.  The bottom two steps now are enclosed, leading to 

four winder steps, then a flight running along the west wall of the structure.  Physical evidence 

indicates that the original stair door was hinged to swing against the south wall, as does the 

current version.  The stair is bounded at the attic level by a hand railing supported by a newel 

post and square-shaped balusters, which the paint evidence indicates was not an original feature.   
 

                  
 

Image 4.51: West frame 

Dining Room (110), looking 

up the winder staircase (113 

and 207) located in the 

southwest corner of the 

room.  
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f. Attic Crawl Space (205) 

The crawl space positioned between the east and west frames and above the west hyphen, was 

created when the porch was extended along the south wall of the west frame in 1802.  As such, it 

is bounded on the east and west by the gables of those two structures, on the north by the stone 

and brick chimney stack, and on the south by the underside of the porch roof.  The current floor 

consists of a plywood deck that was installed in 1971 when the space was converted to house 

elements of the new heating and cooling system, and much of the space is filled with that now-

defunct equipment.  The original shed roofline was expanded to the north in the mid-19
th

 

century, which means that the gable window in the west frame attic is partially enclosed within 

the crawl space. 

 

Image 4.52: West frame 

Attic Bedroom (206), 

looking down the winder 

staircase (113 and 207) 

into the Dining Room 

(110).  
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g. Attic Bedroom (206) 

The attic is devoted to a single room that matches the footprint of the dining room below.  

Although unheated, the space is relatively well finished, with plaster walls, beaded baseboard, 

and a tight floor, and it is lighted by two small gable windows.  The original wood, four-pane 

window survives in the north half of the east gable; the west window, which was roughly 

centered on the gable, has been covered over by the east wall of the 1971 addition and a new six-

pane window has been installed just to the south.  The flooring exhibits both similarities and 

interesting differences in comparison with that found on the first floor.  The attic floor also 

consists of pine boards that are tongue-and-grooved, but they are face nailed, and the boards 

themselves are slightly wider and were laid with butted, rather than staggered seams.  As the 

handrail is a later addition, it is likely that the only intact original paint in the attic is on the 

beaded baseboards, which were painted gray in 1788.  Two dormer windows that had been 

installed on the south side of the roof in 1971 were removed in 2011.   

Image 4.53: West frame 

Attic Crawl Space (205) 

above hyphen that connects 

the east and west frames 

and provides access to 

original exteriors of both 

frames.  
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Image 4.54: West frame 

Attic Bedroom (206), 

looking east. The window 

to the left is an exterior 

window and the opening 

to the right leads to the 

attic space above the 

hyphen (205).     

Image 4.55: West frame 

Attic Bedroom (206), 

looking west toward the 

winder staircase (113, 

207). The 1971 dormers 

along the south slope of 

the roof were removed in 

2011 as part of the 

reroofing project.  

Image 4.56: West frame 

attic (209) in area above 

south porch roof. This 

view, looking south, was 

taken from west frame 

attic bedroom before the 

1971 dormers were 

removed in 2011.  
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3. STONE SECTION: 

 

a. Stair (020 and 123) 

The stair rises from the southwest corner of the first-floor room, winding several steps to the left 

and then running along the south wall to the second-floor bedroom.  The stair is a handsome 

construction, with hand-planed boards attached with small T or L-headed nails.  The stair well 

apparently originally was open on the second floor, as the existing partition on that level overlaps 

onto the frame of the southwest window, and the paneled door and casing at the head of the stairs 

appear to be considerably later than circa 1836 (probes into the partition wall have not been 

carried out to determine its date of construction).  The foot of the stair extends into the old dining 

room (021) up to a point just south of the doorway into the west hyphen.  That doorway was 

inserted in 1947 by enlarging an original window opening. 

   

   
 

b. Old Dining Room (021) 

With the exception of the stair hall in the southwest corner, the old dining room occupies the 

entire first-floor footprint of the stone section.  With two pairs of opposing windows, a 

substantial fireplace on the north wall, and the exterior doorway opposite, it would have 

accommodated a commodious kitchen or a dining room, the two functions for which it was 

earmarked at different periods.  The existing tongue-and-grooved floor boards are attached with 

square-headed cut nails and appear to be original. Three of the four windows survive largely 

intact, with their original sash.  The fourth window was removed in 1947 when the doorway to 

the west hyphen was installed.  The south doorway architrave survives, but the door itself has 

been replaced.  The architraves on the four original openings have been embellished with a new 

backband, which matches that found on the hyphen doorway, and which suggests that they all 

were installed in 1947.  The manner in which the window casings are joined does not match the 

south door frame, suggesting that they also were a later addition; the current beaded baseboard 

also appears to be later.  A small closet has been framed in under the staircase, with a board-and-

batten door; the frame is joined with cut nails and likely is original, but the door battens are 

secured to the door with screws, which appear later in date. 

 

Image 4.57: Stone 

Section Staircase (020 

and 123) in Old Dining 

Room (021) located 

along south wall. The 

doorway to the right 

dates to 1947 when a 

hyphen (022) was 

constructed connecting 

this section of the house 

to the former kitchen 

(025) and pantry (024). 

The closet beneath the 

stair is an original 

feature.  
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c. Bedroom (124) 

The chamber on the second floor has been modified significantly over the years.  In addition to 

enclosing the stairwell, in 1971 two closets were built into the north wall flanking the fireplace, 

the fireplace was rebuilt and the hearth was enlarged, and a doorway was cut through the south 

wall to connect with the new wing.  The casings for the four 6/6-sash windows match with the 

new doorway, and with the closet doors built in 1971, suggesting that all of the woodwork 

(including the baseboards) was retrimmed at that time.  The flooring is made of tongue-and-

grooved pine boards, attached with cut nails, much of which appears to be original. 

 

 
 

Image 4.58: Stone 

Section Old Dining 

Room (021), looking 

northeast toward 

fireplace on north 

end. Much of the trim 

is original. 

Image 4.59: Stone 

Section Bedroom 

(124), looking 

south toward 

staircase that was 

originally open. 

The double-leaf 

door to the left was 

created when the 

1971 addition was 

constructed.  
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d. Closets (125 and 126)) 

Both closets are framed with dimensional lumber and joined with wire nails; the doors and 

frames match the others in the room that were installed in 1971.   

 

e. Attic (208) 

The attic is accessible through a small ceiling hatch in bedroom (124).  

 

 
 

Image 4.60: Stone 

Section Bedroom 

(124), looking 

northwest. The 

mantel in this 

room is not 

original and may 

have come from a 

neighboring house. 

The closets (125 

and 126) were 

installed in 1971. 

Image 4.61: Stone 

Section Attic 

(208), looking up 

at log rafters that 

are pegged 

together. The two 

horizontal wooden 

pieces with pegs 

were likely were 

used to hang herbs 

for drying.  
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4. WESTERN WING: 

 

a. West Hyphen (022) 

Built in 1947 to provide a direct interior connection between the stone section and the western 

wing, the west hyphen is of frame construction, fully enclosed and plastered, with facing 

doorways on the east and west leading to the old dining room and the pantry, respectively.  The 

wooden floor is one step down from the pantry and two steps below the floor level of the old 

dining room.  A four-pane window is set into the north wall. 

 

Image 4.62: Stone 

Section Attic 

(208), looking 

south showing 

triangular attic 

vent and filled-in 

window in south 

end. 
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b. Closet (023) 

A closet occupies the southern third of the west hyphen; it is accessed via a double-leaf door. 

  

Image 4.64: 

Western Wing 

West Hyphen 

(022), looking east 

toward stone 

section. The two 

doors to the right 

lead to a closet 

(023) along the 

south wall. The 

door in the 

foreground 

separates the 

hyphen from the 

pantry kitchen 

addition (024).  

Image 4.63: 

Western Wing 

West Hyphen 

(022), looking west 

into Pantry (024) 

and the Old 

Kitchen (025) 

beyond. A small 

window is located 

along the north 

wall providing 

light into built-in 

showcases.  
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c. Pantry (024) 

The pantry was created when the footprint of the kitchen was extended roughly six feet to the 

east in 1831.  Instead of simply tacking the new room onto the end of the kitchen, the old end 

wall was removed and the eastern eight feet of the enlarged building was partitioned off.  A 

doorway centered in the partition provides a direct connection with the kitchen, while a second 

doorway, located in the southeast corner of the south wall, provides exterior access.  Both doors 

are board-and-batten, hung with 20
th

-century hardware.  When the west hyphen was built in 

1947, a third doorway was inserted centered on the east wall.  A double-hung, wood 6/6-sash 

window is positioned in the north wall.  As with the kitchen, the addition is timber framed with 

brick nogging; the roofline was extended matching the kitchen, but with debarked poles for 

rafters rather than squared timbers.  The room is fully enclosed, with plaster walls and a 20
th

-

century ceiling attached to the undersides of the ceiling joists.   

 

 
 

 
 

Image 4.66: 

Pantry (024), 

looking northwest. 

The door on the 

left leads into the 

1777 old kitchen.  

Image 4.65: 

Pantry (024), 

constructed in 

1831, looking 

southwest. The 

door on the right 

leads into the 1777 

old kitchen and the 

one to the left 

leads outside. The 

shelves are similar 

in style to those on 

the south porch 

(106).   
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d. Old Kitchen (025) 

The old kitchen is dominated by the substantial stone fireplace and brick hearth that is centered 

on the west end wall.   The fireplace was relocated there in 1831 when the kitchen building was 

extended to accommodate the pantry.  The current brick hearth was laid in 1985 using bricks 

salvaged from the chimney of the slave quarters, which was knocked down by a lightning strike.  

The walls are plastered, but the ceiling joists are exposed; the floor is made of narrow tongue-

and-grooved boards that were laid in the early 20
th

 century, and the baseboards are recent 

replacements.  The exterior doorway is located in the south façade, flanked by 6/6-sash windows, 

with a third window in the north wall.  The window on the north and the one directly opposite 

are likely the original openings, and portions of the original sash may survive.  The current door 

is board-and- batten, with recently installed reproduction hardware.  The header indicating the 

location of the original ladder stair leading to the attic is located just in front of the fireplace; the 

current opening for the pull-down stair is located toward the eastern end of the room. 
 

            
 

  

Image 4.68: Old 

kitchen (025), 

looking east. The 

door to the right 

leads outside and 

the closed batten 

door leads to the 

pantry (024).  

Image 4.67: 

Pantry (024), 

looking southeast. 

The door on the 

right leads into the 

west hyphen and 

the door to the 

right left leads 

outside.  
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e. Attic (127 and 128) 

The spaces above the old kitchen and the pantry have been partially finished, with insulation 

installed between the rafters, a partial plywood floor, and plumbing pipes and a roughed-in 

shower stall and other bathroom fixtures. 
 

             

5. 1971 SECTION: 

 

The 1971 addition is primarily described through the use of photographs, captions, and the 

measured drawings found in the appendices. 

 

a. Attic 

The attic is accessible through a small door at the top of the stair (113) in the attic bedroom of 

the west frame (206).  

 

 
 

  

Image 4.69: Attic 

(127 and 128) 

above old kitchen, 

looking east and 

showing roughed-

in plumbing. 

Image 4.70: Attic 

(207) in 1971 

section showing 

ductwork. 
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b. Ground Floor 

 

                    
 

 
 

Image 4.71: 

Hallway (011) 

looking south. 

Door in right leads 

to bedroom (017) 

and stairs (013) in 

center lead to 

exterior hall (015). 

Image 4.72: 

Bedroom (017) 

looking northeast 

toward hallway 

(011) showing 

closets (018 and 

019). 
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Image 4.73: 

Bathroom (010), 

looking east from 

hallway. 

Image 4.74: Stair 

(012) looking east 

towards west 

frame dining room 

(110).  
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Image 4.75: 

Exterior Hall 

(015), looking east 

toward cellar of 

west frame. 

Image 4.76: 

Exterior Hall 

(008), looking east 

toward barred 

window and door 

into cellar of west 

frame. 
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Image 4.77: 

Exterior Hall 

(008), looking 

southwest. Door to 

left leads into 

Bathroom (007) 

and stairs in 

corner (016) lead 

up to west porch 

(118) of 1971 

wing. 

Image 4.79:  

Kitchen (114) in 

1971 wing, looking 

southeast. The 

cabinets were made 

from lumber from 

the 1870 barn on the 

property that was 

demolished in 1977. 

Image 4.78: 

Outdoor-access 

“gardening” 

bathroom (007) in 

west exterior 

ground-floor 

porch of 1971 

wing.  
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Image 4.80: Kitchen 

(114) in 1971 wing, 

looking northwest 

with large door 

leading out onto 

west porch (118). 

Image 4.81: Kitchen 

(114) in 1971 wing, 

looking north 

toward door leading 

into west frame 

dining room (110). 

The laundry closet 

(115) is to the right 

of the door.  
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Image 4.83: 

Bedroom (120), 

looking northeast. 

Door on left leads  

into stone wing 

bedroom (124). 

Center door leads 

into bathroom (122) 

and door on right to 

stair (116). 

Image 4.82: West 

Porch (118) 1971 

wing, west view 

showing door and 

window into kitchen 

(114). 
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C. SLAVE QUARTERS:  

This one-story, two-crib, four-bay log structure was constructed in 1823 to serve as quarters for 

enslaved workers.  The building is supported by a continuous stone foundation and has a steeply-

pitched, wood-shingled gable roof with a central brick flue.  Most of the exterior wall surfaces, 

Image 4.84: 

Bathroom (122), 

looking east.  

Image 4.85: Stair 

(116), looking east 

toward door into 

1788 west frame. 

Exterior siding is 

visible on this wall 

as is the original 

door location.  
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which were exposed originally, now are covered with vertical board-and-batten siding, but in 

numerous locations the underlying slab-sided logs are visible, joined at the corners with v-

notches.  Four double-hung, wood 6/6-sash windows are symmetrically placed in the rear 

elevation, while four doorways – of which the two located in the middle are original – penetrate 

the east wall.   An addition runs the full length of the east façade, divided into a screened-in 

three-bay front porch in the center, with enclosed rooms at either end.  The south enclosure is 

divided into a kitchen and bathroom; the north enclosure is a single room that was heated at one 

time with a stove.  As built, the structure consisted of two equal-sized rooms, apparently heated 

by stoves serviced by a centrally placed chimney.  The rooms were subdivided in 1861, and the 

exposed ceiling joists were enclosed, the interior walls were finished with siding, and the front 

addition was added, all likely occurring in the half-century following the Civil War to better 

accommodate the needs of hired workers.  A hatch provides access to the attic, but the lack of a 

permanent stairway and no other amenities in the space indicates that it was not inhabited after 

the Civil War.  No confirmation of its use prior to that has yet been made. The interior walls of 

the enclosures and the front wall of the log structure exhibit remnants of thick layers of 

whitewash.  According to Elizabeth Rust Williams, a tree that had been struck by lightning fell 

on the roof in the 1980s, knocking down the chimney and severely damaging the rafters on the 

west side.  The damaged rafters were subsequently replaced with dimensional lumber, with the 

original members retained on the east side (although they are seriously racked to the south).  

Bricks salvaged from the fallen chimney and wood taken from the attic floor were reused to lay 

the hearth in the old kitchen (025) and to fabricate the shelves that were installed in the library 

(101). 

 

 
 

Image 4.86: Slave 

Quarters, southeast 

view.  
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Image 4.87: Slave 

Quarters, northwest 

view.  

Image 4.89: Slave 

Quarters front porch 

(501), looking 

toward south 

enclosure.  

Image 4.88: Slave 

Quarters, front 

porch (501) showing 

exposed V-notched 

log walls.  
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Image 4.90: Slave 

Quarters, former 

kitchen in south 

enclosure (503) of 

porch.  

Image 4.91: Slave 

Quarters, former 

bathroom in 

southeast corner of 

south enclosure 

(503) of front porch.  



CLERMONT HISTORIC STRUCTURE REPORT 

Page 4:50 

 

 
 

                        
 

Image 4.93: Slave 

Quarters, from 

doorway of south 

room (504) looking 

north through three 

other rooms (505-

507). The beaded 

tongue-and-groove 

ceiling and wall 

covering is an early-

20
th

-century 

alteration. 

Image 4.92: Slave 

Quarters, south 

room (504) looking 

northwest toward 

partition wall that 

was added in1861.  
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Image 4.95: Slave 

Quarters, from 

north-central room 

(506) looking 

southeast. The door 

to the left leads out 

onto the front porch 

(501). 

Image 4.94: Slave 

Quarters, from 

south-central room 

(505) looking 

northwest showing 

brick flue. The log 

walls were 

originally white-

washed and were 

later covered. 

Image 4.96: Slave 

Quarters, from north 

room (507) looking 

southeast. The door 

to the left leads out 

onto the enclosed, 

once-heated north 

room (508). The 

attic is accessible 

through the small 

ceiling hatch in this 

room. 
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Image 4.98: Slave 

Quarters, front 

porch (501) looking 

toward enclosed 

north room (508).  

Image 4.97: Slave 

Quarters, enclosed 

north room (508) on 

front porch looking 

south. 

Image 4.99: Slave 

Quarters Attic (520), 

looking east showing 

pole rafters and 

hewn joists. 



CLERMONT HISTORIC STRUCTURE REPORT 

Page 4:53 

 

D. SMOKEHOUSE:  

Dendrochronology indicates that the smokehouse was erected in 1803, and it has undergone 

remarkably few changes over the intervening two centuries.  It is a frame structure supported on 

a stone foundation, almost exactly 14’3”-square in dimension, with a steeply-pitched pyramidal 

roof, and a single doorway centered in the east façade.  It is enclosed on the exterior with 

horizontal, flush-lapped, beaded weatherboards, and a boxed cornice consisting of crown, fascia, 

soffit, and bed molding, similar to those used on the main house.  The walls are plain except for 

two series of horizontal cuts in the siding, meant to serve as vents, which are located high up on 

the north and south sides of the building.  A short, modern, brick ramp leads to the single entry 

door, which is board-and-batten and hung from strap-and-pintle hinges.  A wooden aviary is built 

into the overhanging eave located above the doorway that appears to be early if not an original 

feature.  The roof is covered in square-butted cypress shingles that were installed in 2011; a 

pyramidal finial also was replaced at that time.  

 

 
 

 
 

Image 4.100: 

Smokehouse, 

southeast view 

showing dovecote 

above the entrance 

on the east side. 

Image 4.101: 

Smokehouse, 

northwest view 

showing narrow 

horizontal vents in 

north wall. 
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The framing is fully exposed on the interior, and its overall character matches many other 

examples of smokehouses of this era found throughout the Chesapeake region.  The framing is 

especially substantial, with studs in all four of the walls laid out at only 11-to 12-inch intervals.  

This close spacing primarily served as a precaution against theft, as it meant that even if an 

intruder was able to remove the exterior siding, the narrow opening would preclude entry into the 

building without cutting through at least one stud.  In addition to the standard arrangement of 

sills, posts, studs, braces, plates, and rafters, the pyramidal roof shape required the inclusion of a 

king post to support the rafters at the peak, and this member is carried by a substantial tie beam.  

Two additional flanking tie beams anchor a series of short outriggers that lap over and extend 

beyond the plate to provide nailing surfaces for attaching the cornice on those two walls.   The 

roof receives some additional support from four short corner posts, left in the round and forked at 

the top, each of which rest on one of the outer tie beams.  Each pair of posts supports a pole that 

acts as a purlin, but whose main function presumably was to provide a framework for suspending 

the curing meat.  Iron nails and wooden brackets attached to the king post, the rafters, the 

purlins, and the tie beams testify to the practice of suspending the meat over the smoldering fire 

that undoubtedly was located in the center of the building’s floor.  The recessed pit that 

accommodated the fire for smoking the meat presumably has been covered over by the existing 

concrete floor, which covers earlier, and possibly, original brick. The board-and-batten door and 

the casing appear to be largely original, matching in style and workmanship with the doorways 

found elsewhere at Clermont that date to circa 1788-1794. 

 

 
 

Image 4.102: 

Smokehouse interior, 

showing closely–

placed studs and 

suspended wooden 

shelf and horizontal 

vents along south 

wall. 
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E. GARAGE AND MACHINE SHOP:  

Constructed in two phases, ca. 1915 and 1988, this one-story, two-bay garage has weatherboard 

siding and a gable-end v-crimp metal roof. The three walls of the earlier bay are comprised of 

reused hewn timbers that have been dendro-dated to 1784.  The large size of the timbers suggests 

that they relate to a substantial farm building, such as a stable or barn.  One of the largest 

members exhibits a row of lap mortises cut at roughly a two-foot interval on two opposing faces; 

the spacing of the mortises is off-set so that they do not directly align with each other, to avoid 

weakening the member.  The placement of the mortises to lap onto the top face of the beam, 

together with their substantial size and regular spacing, suggest that they were meant to receive 

floor joists, and that the member served as a summer beam.  Possibly the structure these salvaged 

materials relate to was the “barn” that is recorded as having been demolished and replaced by a 

new barn in 1870; the site of the original structure has not been determined.
 
 The second bay is of 

frame construction using dimensional lumber.  A two-part frame shed that is used to store 

equipment runs across the rear of the garage, following the alignment and the roof line of the 

garage.  

 

 

Image 4.103: 

Smokehouse 

interior, showing 

roof framing and 

king post. 

Image 4.104: 

Garage, northeast 

view. This building 

uses logs that may 

have come from an 

earlier barn (1784) 

on the property. 
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F. TWO ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES NEAR MAIN HOUSE:  

Two structures – an ice house and a privy – are recorded as having been located approximately 

150 feet to the east of the house.  At present, the visible physical evidence for the sites consists 

of a large depression, approximately seven feet in depth, which has been partially filled with 

wooden structural members.  According to Elizabeth Rust Williams, the depression marks the 

location of the ice house pit, and the building remains inside are a combination of elements 

stemming from the ice house itself and from the nearby, four-hole privy.  The privy is recorded 

as having been demolished by a falling tree in the 1980s, after which the remains of the building 

were pushed into the depression, where they landed and rest on top of the surviving members of 

the previously destroyed ice house.  Limited investigations of the structural remains suggest that 

they in fact derive from two separate buildings, likely the structures indicated above.  

Archaeological excavations would be required to determine the exact locations of the two 

buildings and to determine whether the ice pit was lined with stone or brick.  A detailed 

examination of the structural remains found within the pit likely would provide more detailed 

information relating to the characteristics of the buildings. 

 

 

Image 4.105: 

Garage, interior 

view north bay, 

looking southwest. 

The concrete 

foundation in this 

part of the building 

contains inscriptions 

with initials 

suggesting the 

building was 

constructed ca. 

1915. 

Image 4.106: 

Archaeological sites 

located east of 

house, southwest 

view. 
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G. SITE OF CEMETERY:  

A family cemetery is located to the southeast and 300 feet distant from the house, beyond the 

presumed sites of the ice house and the privy.  A number of field stones are set vertically into the 

ground and clustered in an area bounded by the remains of a ground-level of a 30-by-55-foot, 

well-laid, dry stone wall whose upper portions were destroyed by weather and cattle. Preliminary 

archaeological investigations were conducted at the site in 2010 under the direction of the 

Virginia Department of Historic Resources and published in a report in 2011.  Several features 

were revealed that have been interpreted as grave shafts, but no markings were found on the 

stones, which is consistent with practice in Clarke County until the early 19
th

 century. One silver-

colored button was recovered consistent with similar ones manufactured in London between 

1710 and 1765. Therefore, additional and more extensive excavations would be required to 

confirm the hypothesis of a cemetery function.   

 

 
 

Image 4.107: 

Archaeological sites 

looking west toward 

east frame of main 

house. 

Image 4.108: 

Cemetery, view 

looking southeast. 
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H. SPRINGHOUSE:  

Located south of the main house along Dog Run, this 1½-story, gable-roofed log and stone 

springhouse was constructed in 1857.  It consists of a log crib above the full-height stone-walled 

first floor, which has an entry centered in the north wall.  The standing-seam metal roof has 

deeply overhanging eaves, and the gables are sheathed with horizontal weatherboard.  The 

ground-floor level is slightly recessed, presumably to assist in cooling the dairy products stored 

inside, with the north-facing doorway accessing the space reached via a short set of stairs which 

currently is covered by a gable-roofed porch made from 20
th

-century materials.  A vertical-

barred window is set in each of the stone end walls, which are fastened together using mature cut 

nails.  The logs forming the half-story crib are hewn flat on two sides, joined at the corners with 

V-notches, with concrete chinking.  A window is centered on the west gable, with a doorway in 

the wall opposite, both of which are framed with dimensional lumber and fastened with wire 

nails.  The garret floor is comprised of random-width planks, butted and attached to the 

underlying hewn joists with cut nails.  The spring flow was destroyed in 1936 when the Town of 

Berryville created its sewer plant on the eastern boundary of Clermont and excavated for a main 

pipe from the Town to the plant along Dog Run through Clermont and adjacent to the 

springhouse.  

Image 4.109: 

Cemetery, view 

looking northwest 

toward main house. 
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Image 4.110: 

Springhouse, 

northwest view. A 

clean-out for the 

Berryville sewer 

plant main line is 

visible in the right 

center portion of the 

photo. 

Image 4.111: 

Springhouse, 

northeast view. 

Image 4.112: 

Springhouse, 

interior of upper 

level, looking west 

showing exposed log 

walls. 
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I. BARN FOUNDATION:  

This foundation is comprised of stone and formed concrete, and outlines the footprint of the barn 

that was constructed in 1870 and remodeled in 1916.  Located in the first field south of the main 

house, this is presumed to be the barn that is referenced as recently constructed in a January 1871 

receipt.  The concrete, which appears to have been added over an earlier foundation, is inscribed 

with the date 1916.  A circular concrete foundation located just east of the main rectangular barn 

foundation seems likely to relate to an associated silo.  According to written records, it was torn 

down in 1977 and the siding used to make kitchen cabinets in the main house. Archaeological 

excavations would be required to further document the barn and reveal evidence for any 

associated structures and activities.  

 

 
 

Image 4.113: 

Springhouse, 

interior of first floor 

showing parged 

stone walls. 

Image 4.114: Barn 

Foundation, east 

view. This 

rectangular stone 

and formed concrete 

foundation is located 

south of the main 

house. 



CLERMONT HISTORIC STRUCTURE REPORT 

Page 4:61 

 

J. MAIN BARN:  

According to the marble date stone set into the northwest corner of the foundation, this bank barn 

was constructed in 1917.  It is comprised of circular-sawn material and is pegged timber-framed 

construction.  The two-story, gable-roofed structure has vertical wood siding, a standing-seam 

metal roof, and one-story extensions on the north and south that were constructed in 1918 and 

have recently been rebuilt.  The extension to the north is L-shaped and connects the building to 

the mid-19
th

-century cornhouse.  A concrete stave silo and another shorter, metal-paneled silo are 

located at the southwest corner of the barn.  The banked entrance to the central portion of the 

structure is along the west side through multiple tall sliding doors, leading into the upper level, 

with granaries in three of the corners.  A single-run set of stairs leads to the livestock area below, 

which is divided into multiple animal pens outfitted with hay mows and feeding troughs. A large 

water cistern is located under the ramp in front of one of the center west doors.  

 

 
 

 
 

Image 4.115: Main 

Barn, southwest 

view showing the 

metal and concrete 

silos and north 

extension.  

Image 4.116: Main 

Barn, northeast view 

showing the south 

extension.  
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K. CORNHOUSE:  

The cornhouse is located north and slightly east of the large frame barn that was erected in 1917, 

and it is attached to it by a covered walkway.  The cornhouse has been dendro-dated to 1849.  

The substantial timber-framed, gable-roofed structure is raised several feet off the ground on 

stone piers, enclosed with narrow vertical slats, and covered by a 20
th
-century metal roof.  The 

frame is comprised of hewn and sash-sawn material connected with mortise-and-tenon joints, 

with debarked, lapped and pegged pole rafters, and an unusually thick plank floor.  The 

structure’s overall character and specific features reflect its cornhouse function, although at 

slightly more than 42 by 12 feet in dimension, it is a remarkably large example of its type.  The 

cornhouse is laid out in five roughly equal eight-foot bays, organized into three parts: two corn 

cribs each approximately 16 by 12 feet in dimension, which flank a central bay outfitted with 

what originally had been the only exterior doorway.  Over time additional doorways and hatches 

were cut through the walls at various locations to accommodate changing practices in loading 

and unloading grain.  A full-length lean-to has been added to the north side; remnants survive to 

Image 4.117: Main 

Barn, “1917” date 

stone in northwest 

corner of 

foundation.  

Image 4.118: Main 

Barn, upper story 

looking southwest. 

The log pieces in the 

foreground are from 

the Woolf’s Mill Tub 

Wheel that was 

dismantled in 

Fauquier County in 

the mid-1990s and 

held in storage by 

DHR until it was 

moved here in 

October 2011.  
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indicate that until relatively recently a projecting shed roof had been added to run all along the 

south wall.     

 

 
 

 
 

Image 4.119: 

Cornhouse, south 

view. The timber-

framed structure 

was constructed in 

1849 and rests on 

stone piers.    

Image 4.120: 

Cornhouse, 

southeast view. The 

narrow vertical slats 

allowed the corn to 

air-dry.  
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L. TENANT HOUSE #1:  

This 1½-story, three-bay, stuccoed frame dwelling is of the Colonial Revival-style and was 

constructed ca. 1910-20.  It features a standing-seam metal gabled roof with two interior brick 

flues, gable-end returns, overhanging eaves, and three oversized, gable-roofed, front wall 

dormers.  The wood windows are 6/6-double-hung sash and have louvered shutters.  The central 

front door is flanked by three-light sidelights. The three-bay front porch has Tuscan column 

supports and a brick pier foundation.  The 1½-story ell with a gabled dormer extends to the rear 

and has a side three-bay porch.  

 

 

Image 4.121: 

Cornhouse, interior 

view. This building 

is remarkably intact 

although it has been 

neglected in recent 

years.  

Image 4.122: Tenant 

House 1, north view 

with three 

prominent, gabled 

wall dormers on the 

façade.  
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M. LOG SHED NEAR TENANT HOUSE #1:  

This rectangular log building is located just southeast of Tenant House #1, and it may also have 

been constructed ca. 1910-20.  The shed was constructed using older logs, flat-lapped at the 

corners, which likely were salvaged from another building on the property (possibly the 1784 

barn), with the roof framing made of 20
th

-century dimensional lumber.  Currently used as a 

storage shed, this one-story, one-bay building was raised off the ground during the first half of 

the 20
th
 century and was modified for use as a stable.  It rests on formed concrete piers and has 

board-and-batten siding, a steeply-pitched v-crimp metal roof, and exposed rafters.  The doorway 

is centered on the north façade and is reached by an open ladder stair.  The structure was 

stabilized and the protective, board-and-batten, wood siding was added in 2011.  

 

 
 

Image 4.123: Tenant 

House 1, southeast 

view showing the 

rear ell.  

Image 4.124: Log 

Shed near Tenant 

House 1, north view. 

This building is 

constructed of 

reused logs, 

probably from 

another building on 

the property.  
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N. FRAME SHED NEAR TENANT HOUSE #1 

Constructed ca. 1990, this one-story, one-bay, frame shed has T-111 siding, T-111 double front 

doors, and a gable-end asphalt shingle roof.  It is located south of Tenant House #1. 
 

 

O. TURN-OUT SHED NEAR TENANT HOUSE #1:  

Constructed ca. 1990, this one-story, three-bay pole building has a v-crimp metal shed roof with 

exposed rafters.  A one-story, three-bay chicken coop extends off of the north end.  It is located 

south of Tenant House #1. 
 

P. MACHINE SHED:  

Constructed ca. 2000, this one-story, six-bay machine shed has board-and-batten siding and a v-

crimp metal shed roof that steps down in height every two bays from south to north. It is located 

south of the 1917 barn.  
 

Image 4.125: Shed 

and turn-out shed 

near Tenant House 

1, northeast view. 

These two buildings 

were constructed ca. 

1990 and are 

located south of the 

tenant house.  
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Q. TENANT HOUSE #2:  

This two-story, three-bay, vernacular, L-shaped hall-parlor-plan frame dwelling is situated at the 

southwest edge of the Clermont property, and it appears to have served as a tenant house ever 

since it was constructed, likely ca. 1910-1920.  It rests on a formed concrete foundation, with a 

gabled roof covered in standing-seam metal, and gable-end returns.  The walls are clad in vinyl 

siding, with vinyl 1/1- and 6/6-sash windows.  A three-bay porch with turned posts is centered on 

the facade, and the rear two-story ell has an enclosed side porch.  

 

 
 

Image 4.126: 

Machine Shed, 

southwest view, 

constructed in 2000.  

Image 4.127: Tenant 

House 2, northwest 

view with ell 

extending to the 

south.  
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R. SHEDS AT TENANT HOUSE #2: 

Located near Tenant House #2, these two one-story, one-bay, gable-end sheds have v-crimp 

metal siding and roofing, and were constructed ca. 1990.  

 

 
 

Image 4.128: Tenant 

House 2, northeast 

view, showing three-

bay front porch and 

gable-end returns.  

Image 4.129: Sheds 

at Tenant House 2, 

southwest view. 

These modern sheds 

are located north of 

the tenant house, in 

the front/side yard.  
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CHAPTER 5: ARCHITECTURAL DEVELOPMENT 

A. Introduction: 

 

Scratch the surface of almost any of Virginia’s surviving substantial 18
th

-century houses, and a 

complex story of expansion and reinvention is likely to emerge.  Many of the state’s most 

revered residences, such as Thomas Jefferson’s Monticello and George Washington’s Mount 

Vernon, fall into this category.  The construction histories of these famous buildings epitomize 

the natural trend, found throughout Anglo-America, of owners expanding their homes, upgrading 

finishes and furnishings, and rearranging the surrounding landscapes, all in the name of the 

changing dictates of fashion and according to their means.  As members of the highest level of 

Virginia’s planter elite, Jefferson and Washington had the knowledge, the resources, and the 

incentive not only to alter their homes in this way, but they also followed international design 

models and strove to meld the phases of construction behind the now iconic neo-classical 

façades.  Less prominent owners erected less pretentious houses, such as Thomas Wadlington’s 

Clermont, which nevertheless underwent many of the same types of changes that occurred at the 

dwellings of their more famous and affluent neighbors.
1
   

 

Over the years, the subsequent owners of Clermont made a variety of modifications – such as 

adding a kitchen in the 1770s and a dining room in the late 1780s, erecting and replacing 

partitions and moving doorways to create a new central passage a few years later, and 

repurposing interior spaces and attaching multiple generations of porches, then adding on even 

more rooms -- all according to evolving needs.  These changes all were aimed at creating a more 

comfortable, up-to-date, and fashionable abode, appropriate for its owners’ role in polite society 

– either actual or only aspired.  But where others were more successful in incorporating the 

modifications to create a unified assemblage to belie the additive nature of the building 

campaigns, Clermont’s complex construction history is laid bare, readily apparent to anyone 

inclined to view it with a critical eye.  It was not until 1971, when the penultimate private owners 

of the property, Mr. and Mrs. Edward McCormick Williams, built the final major addition onto 

the house, that the many disparate elements were blended into a more or less cohesive whole.  

Even with the many modifications that were made over time, abundant evidence for the earlier 

conditions remains intact, and the entire house is a remarkably well preserved palimpsest of 

architectural evidence and a fascinating cultural artifact.  As a result of closely examining the 

well preserved structural elements, and by conducting a program of dendrochronological testing 

that is unprecedented both in its scope and in its success in dating multiple building episodes, it 

has been possible to assign precise dates for the various major phases of construction, generally 

to within a given year.
2
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Image 5.1: This graphic illustrates the different phases of construction that occurred at the main house, smokehouse,  

and slave quarters based on dendrochronology and other investigations. 
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Built in 1756, Wadlington laid out his house in a traditional three-room plan, and with an overall 

appearance and method of construction that would have made it right at home in Jefferson’s 

Albemarle County or Washington’s Fairfax, or almost anywhere else in the Chesapeake region, 

for that matter.  The 1779 account of Thomas Anburey, an English army officer stationed in 

America, testifies to the ubiquity of the basic building style that by then had been adopted from 

one end of the colony to the other:  “[Virginia] houses are most of them built of wood, the roof 

covered with shingles, and not always lathed and plastered within, only those of the better sort 

are finished in that manner, and painted on the outside; the chimneys are often of brick, but the 

generality of them are wood, coated on the inside with clay; the windows of the better sort are 

glazed, the rest have only shutters.”  With a stone foundation, brick nogged walls and masonry 

end-chimneys, five attic dormers and glazed window sash throughout, a clipped gable roof, and 

plastered and painted interiors (although with a largely unpainted exterior), Anburey almost 

certainly would have considered Clermont the type of house that was appropriate for the “better 

sort.”
3
  

 

Over the course of the 18
th
 century the wealthier members of Virginia society increasingly 

selected full masonry walls as their most favored type of construction.  In certain portions of the 

region, such as the Shenandoah Valley, the ready availability of high quality building stone 

further encouraged its widespread use.  The more durable character of masonry also made those 

structures more likely to survive than even the most carefully constructed frame house, and as a 

result they are significantly over-represented in the catalogue of extant early buildings.  Evidence 

in the form of a sample of almost 300 houses that were advertised for sale in the Virginia Gazette 

between the years 1736 and 1780 provides more context for considering Clermont’s place within 

Virginia’s 18
th
-century built environment.   Buildings made up of wood with masonry 

components were by far the most popular type of construction found in the ads, comprising 

almost 77% of the total.  At roughly 600 square feet in size, Wadlington’s dwelling was almost 

exactly in the middle of the range, with 52% of the houses listed below 620 square feet.  With 

only three rooms on the main floor, Clermont again followed the norm, with 50% of the houses 

listed having three or fewer rooms (31% with two rooms, 19.4% with three).
4
  

 

Houses with two or three first-floor rooms were a popular choice for Virginia home owners from 

all levels of society for much of the colonial era.  In most instances, one of the rooms, known as 

the hall, was substantially larger than the other(s).  The hall served as a multi-purpose living 

space, accommodating cooking, eating, sleeping, and a variety of other household chores.  The 

hall was accessible directly from the exterior and often via opposing doorways posit ioned on 

either side of the building.  The smaller rooms, called parlors or chambers, were meant to be 

more private spaces and often were only accessed by a doorway (or doorways) in the partition 

separating them from the hall.  The hall was invariably heated by a substantial fireplace that also 

was used for cooking, although detached kitchens were becoming commonplace throughout the 

region by the mid-18
th 

century, while the parlor(s) may or may not have been heated.  If the 

second level of the structure was meant to be occupied, the stairway leading to that space most 

often was placed in the hall, either running along the partition or tucked into one of the corners 

flanking the fireplace.
5
 

 

Beginning in the second decade of the 18
th
 century, and accelerating in frequency over the 

succeeding years, a novel space known as the passage was introduced as an important feature in 

Chesapeake houses.  The passage was a relatively narrow room, positioned in the middle and 
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running the width of the building, and entered directly from the exterior.  It generally separated 

the main ground-floor rooms and restricted access to those spaces.   Scholars have represented 

this addition as reflecting “a growing desire on the part of planters to distance themselves, in a 

ceremonial way, from persons outside their closely knit circle of family and social peers.”  There 

were practical considerations as well, as the passage with its two exterior doorways acted as a 

breezeway that would have been a particularly appealing space during the warm summer months, 

and it became the preferred location for the stairway leading to the upper level.  The first 

recorded mention of a central passage in Virginia dates to 1719; over the succeeding decades, 

passages were inserted into many existing houses that had been erected following the earlier 

direct-entry plan.
6
 

 

A second space known as the dining room often was added as well, sometimes but not always in 

concert with the passage.  This room could be positioned toward the front of the house, and thus 

may have acted as a further buffer between the exterior and the other rooms, or it could be 

appended to one of the parlors.  The appearance of the dining room was related to changing uses 

of the other two or three main rooms, the old hall and the parlor(s).  The hall generally became a 

more formal public space, where visitors were entertained, and the old mixture of household 

activities such as cooking, eating, and sleeping, were now distributed among the other rooms and 

the increasingly popular detached kitchen.  The dining room took on the role as the “heart of the 

family’s house, as opposed to the hall which was the center of the family’s social landscape.”  

The third room, the old parlor or chamber, became the most private space of all, often used 

solely as a bed chamber and sitting room.  The central passage acted as the main entry point into 

the house and, since it was common for all of the other rooms to be accessed only via interior 

doorways leading from the passage, it served as a buffer between outsiders and the more private 

realm.
7
   

 

It took almost two centuries before all of the elements of what is now the Clermont house were 

joined together both physically and, to a degree, stylistically.  A major departure from the timber 

frame construction and overall detailing that had been used for the first 80 years of building 

occurred in 1836, when a two-story stone structure was erected that likely started out as a kitchen 

(with a chamber above), but which eventually superseded the frame wing (built in 1788, referred 

to below as the west frame) to serve as the dining room.  It was physically separated from all of 

the earlier structures, seemingly following a Clermont tradition of detached domestic spaces that 

began with the construction of the west frame (the separate kitchen erected in 1777, on the other 

hand, was not unusual as it followed the standard regional preference for detached service 

buildings).  Even though the east and west frames were joined by the porch running the length of 

the south façade of the building from 1802 onward, an interior connection between them was not 

provided until circa 1849.  In 1947 a hyphen was inserted to link the kitchen with the stone 

structure, and an open porch (modifying an earlier version) was built running the length of the 

west  wall of the west frame which provided a physical connection (although not an interior 

walkway) joining the stone house with the older dwelling units.  This porch was removed and 

replaced in 1971 by a wing that filled in the space between the west frame and the stone house, 

finally linking all of the disparate elements into a single extended dwelling.  A number of other 

measures were undertaken at that time to help provide some visual unity to the assemblage as 

well.  These included installing a new shingle roof and at the same time inserting two dormer 

windows (loosely modeled on those found on the east frame) into the south side of the west 

frame roof, and selecting wide beaded siding, intended to match the earlier siding on the east and 

west frames, to enclose the 1971 addition.  Finally, all of the exterior wooden elements of the 
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house, as well as the extant smokehouse and the slave quarter, were painted to match.  This 

represented a conscious effort on the part of the owners to incorporate the many phases of 

construction into a relatively homogenous ensemble while at the same time honoring the 

building’s 18
th
-century roots.

8
 

 

B. Period 1 (1756-1776): 

 

As built by Thomas Wadlington in 1756, Clermont was a timber framed, jerkinhead-roofed 

dwelling, 30’3”  by 20’6” in dimension, one story in height with a garret, and supported by a full 

stone foundation with a partial one-room cellar (for ease of discussion this portion of the 

structure will be referred to as the east frame).  Although the existing exterior chimneys centered 

on each end wall are replacements, physical evidence confirms that chimneys originally existed 

in both locations.  The north façade was relatively symmetrical, with a single doorway positioned 

close to the center of the axis, flanked by two nine-over-nine sash windows, both roughly aligned 

with four-over-four sash dormer windows set in the roof above.  (see conjectural drawings, not to 

scale; complete scale drawings found in appendix D) The south façade, on the other hand, was 

highly idiosyncratic in its fenestration, with a single doorway set well off the center line to the 

southwest, and with only one window, in the southeast quadrant opposite the window on the 

north façade.  The garret was further lighted by a row of three matching (but not evenly spaced) 

dormers positioned on the south roof face, but the doorway location fell in the space between 

two of those windows.  A stairway descending to the cellar occupying the east end of the 

building also was positioned on the south elevation a few feet east of the doorway, adding yet 

another element to an already visually complex assemblage.  A barred window set in the 

foundation in the northeast corner of the east wall provided some light into the cellar room; a 

second window likely was positioned similarly in the southeast corner, prior to the relocation of 

the entrance to that spot.  Other than those connecting the fireplaces with the end chimneys, no 

openings pierced either of the end walls at this time. 

 

 

 
 

Image 5.2: Conjectural drawing north 

elevation of the east frame Period 1a, 

ca. 1756. 
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The exterior envelope was clad in a manner generally consistent with mid-18
th

-century 

Chesapeake practices.  The roof was covered with locally procured pine shingles finished with 

rounded butts.  The walls were sheathed with wide flush-mounted weatherboards, also made of 

pine. Two-piece vertical beaded corner boards served as termini for the siding; no rake boards 

were employed and thus the weatherboards within the gables simply ran to meet the underside of 

the overhanging shingles.   The eaves were enclosed with a cornice consisting of the standard 

elements of crown, fascia, soffit, and bed molding.  Both the crown and bed moldings had the 

same profile (ovolo and ogee bands separated by a fillet), which is noteworthy, as during this 

period the crown profile tended to be at least slightly enriched (usually with a second ogee 

instead of the ovolo) over the bed.  The sides of the ends of the outer ceiling joists and the edges 

of the fascia and soffit were sealed by an end board.  Although no end board survives, and thus 

their exact shape cannot be determined, rectangular nail holes indicate that the boards were 

attached flush with the face of the gable siding.  The exterior door casings had a double-stepped 

architrave with an ogee backband and beaded opening, and mitred corners; the window casings 

were joined in the same manner but with plain trim and beaded openings.  The simple gabled 

dormers were sheathed with the same type of beaded weatherboard found on the walls, and were 

embellished with a crown molding with the same profile as that used for the east frame cornice 

bed molding.  According to the paint analysis carried out by Susan Buck, the siding and the 

cornice remained unpainted all during this period, although the window and door casings on the 

ground floor, at least, were painted in a cream color and the doors themselves were rendered in a 

dark brown.  Both chimney masses have been replaced, with the east chimney now brick and the 

west chimney a composite made up of a stone base with a brick shoulder and stack; the use of 

stone for the foundation suggests that the original chimneys may have been comprised of 

matching material.
9
 

 

Image 5.3: Conjectural drawing south 

elevation of the east frame Period 1a, 

ca. 1756. 
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Exterior Paint Schedule 

Element 1756 1788 1794 Before 1803 1803 1849

EF weatherboard unpainted gray yellow Verd. Green/cream cream gray

EF window trim cream cream cream cream cream cream

EF south door dk cream grained grained

EF north door architrave cream cream cream [covered]

EF window sash cream cream cream cream cream cream

EF weatherboard, W gable unpainted unpainted unpainted dk cream cream gray

EF shutter verd. Green green green

EF dormer weatherboard unpainted unpainted unpainted unpainted dk cream gray

EF porch column cream cream cream cream cream

WF weatherboard unpainted unpainted dk cream cream gray

WF weatherboard, E gable unpainted unpainted dk cream [covered]

WF window sill, E gable unpainted unpainted dk cream cream cream

S. Porch handrail yellow verd. Green verd. Green cream

 

Image 5.4: East frame cornice 

profile section including 

conjectural fascia and crown. 

(shown with hatch pattern)  

 

Shingles 

Conjectural 

Fascia & Crown 

Bedmold 

Exterior Wall 

Plate 

Ceiling Joist 



CLERMONT HISTORIC STRUCTURE REPORT 
 

Page 5:8 

 
 

 
 

The character of the timber frame, all of which was comprised of local hardwoods, also is 

relatively standard for the period, although with a few unusual details.  The walls were anchored 

by substantial rectangular corner posts augmented by smaller posts at the door openings and at 

other intermediary points, along with studs and corner braces, all mortised and/or nailed into the 

sills and the plates.  Ceiling joists spaced roughly at a two-foot interval support the flat false 

plate, upon which rest 16 pairs of squared rafters.  The floor was framed with joists also spaced 

at approximately a two-foot interval, spanning between and lapped over the outer sills and a 

summer beam roughly centered in each of the cellar bays (but slightly offset, to accommodate 

the fireplaces).  The wall elements and the ceiling joists were sized and positioned so that they 

did not project into the rooms and thus were hidden behind the plaster; this was a practice that 

grew increasingly popular in middling to upper level houses throughout the region over the 

course of the century.  The rafters were irregularly spaced and, in addition to the common rafters, 

included three principal rafter pairs, each of which was positioned adjacent to one of the dormer 

windows.  Since the roof form was a jerkinhead (or clipped gable), the two rafter pairs nearest 

each of the gables were truncated to accommodate the slanting facet of the roof line.  The use of 

principal rafters in a relatively small structure like Clermont was an unusual choice at this time; 

perhaps the over-sized members were intended to strengthen the roof in compensation for the 

Image 5.5: Several courses of 

original round-butted, pine shingles 

(1756), which had been trapped 

and preserved within the south 

porch roof when it was installed in 

1788, were exposed when the 1971 

shingles were replaced in 2011. 

Image 5.6: Portions of the 

east frame cornice were 

trapped and preserved 

within the south porch roof 

when it was installed in 

1788; the bed molding and 

soffit survive; the cornice 

elements, along with the 

south face of the corner 

board and the two 

uppermost weatherboards, 

were unpainted. 
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weakened clipped gable rafters.  Another unusual feature of the framing is the inconsistency of 

the wall infilling, with the brick nogging reaching as high as the plate in portions of the south 

wall, but only midway up the wall in the southeast quadrant as well as in the northwest corner of 

the north façade, and it is completely absent from the northeast quadrant of that wall.  All of the 

framing members were hewn and/or pitsawn, and hand wrought nails and wooden pegs were 

used as fasteners throughout.
10

  

 

 
 

 
 

The floor plan as it was initially configured apparently consisted of three rooms on the first level.  

A single heated room (the hall) occupied roughly the eastern 60% of the ground floor, with a 

north-south-running partition dividing it from two smaller, unequally sized rooms stacked side-

by-side and together extending the width of the structure.  Entry into the hall was by way of a 

doorway approximately centered on the north façade and just above grade; single windows 

flanked the door, lighting the hall on the east and a small parlor located in the northwest 

Image 5.7: Evidence that 

the east frame roof 

originally had a 

jerkinhead form is 

provided by the two 

surviving pairs of 

truncated end rafters and 

the additional framing to 

support the clipped gable. 

Image 5.8: Brick 

nogging laid between 

the framing members 

revealed in the eastern 

quadrant of the south 

wall of the east fame; 

in this location the 

nogging only extends 

approximately 40 

inches from the floor.  
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quadrant.  A doorway placed in the southwest quadrant of the south elevation provided direct 

access from the exterior into the larger of the two western rooms.  As the ground level slopes 

significantly from the north side of the house to the south, this doorway must have been served 

by a stair as much as three feet in height.  Physical remains in the form of empty mortises and the 

fragment of an angled header surviving below the floorboards in the area hypothesized as the 

location of the southwest room serves as the primary evidence for its existence, as these 

remnants indicate the likely location of a corner fireplace.  The summer beam and the floor 

framing under the northwest quadrant of the east frame has been replaced, but in the absence of 

direct physical evidence the small size of that room (roughly 7’9” by 11’6”) suggests that it was 

unheated.  Standard practice for the period makes it virtually certain that at least one doorway in 

the partition allowed direct entry from the hall into the western rooms, but the original board 

wall was replaced in 1794, and no other evidence has been found to indicate the placement of the 

original opening(s).  An open winder stair positioned in the northeast corner of the hall led to the 

garret above.  A fairly typical feature of houses of this period was to adapt the space below the 

stair as a closet; such was the case here, with the enclosure plastered and outfitted with two 

wooden shelves, and covered by vertical boards with a centered opening for a door.
11

  

 

Image 5.9: Conjectural 

drawing first floor plan of 

the east frame Period 1a, 

ca. 1756. 
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The original configuration of the first floor exhibited an unusual feature that sets it apart from the 

majority of the other hall-and-parlor houses of this period for which detailed information is 

available.  In most cases, single doorways were positioned in both the front and rear elevations, 

providing direct access from the outside into the hall, with the parlor(s) often only entered from 

the interior.  Where an exterior doorway opens into a parlor, the entry most often is positioned to 

the rear or to the side of the house and thus was clearly meant to be a private service way.  At 

Clermont the doorway roughly centered on the north façade entered the hall just east of the 

partition that divided it from the parlors.  But instead of a second exterior doorway on the south 

wall also opening into the hall, the entry there was positioned west of the partition to enter the 

southwest parlor, the larger of the two rooms that occupied that end of the building.  Because of 

the placement of the doorway, space was not available to accommodate a second window on this 

wall.
12

 

 

The misalignment of the doorways on the north and south elevations, along with other details of 

the fenestration, provide strong support for the interpretation that the north side of the house 

served as the formal facade.  The doorway approximately centered on that side, and the more or 

less balanced spacing of the door and window openings that resulted, presents a considerably 

more regular appearance than was the case on the south.  The idiosyncratic appearance of the 

south elevation caused by the door and window placements was exacerbated by the entrance to 

the cellar, and its presence further suggests that this was the more service oriented of the two 

sides of the dwelling.  As the earliest of the three existing outbuildings (the kitchen, erected 

1777) dates more than 20 years after the first known phase of Clermont’s construction, it is 

almost certain that earlier support structures existed.  The location of the smokehouse erected 

1803 bolsters the hypothesis that the south side of the dwelling was the likely site of the earlier 

outbuildings as well.  This may explain the unusual placement of the door in the southwest 

quadrant of the house, to provide easier access to those service buildings and activities.
13

 

 

The range and quality of the interior fittings and finishes were in general accordance with 

expectations based on the character of the exterior treatments, and once again mark Clermont as 

both following the general patterns of the region and occupying a somewhat elevated position 

within the spectrum of mid-18
th

-century Virginia housing.  At roughly 10 feet high, the ceilings 

of the first floor rooms were comparatively generous, and together with the two large nine-over-

Image 5.10: Conjectural drawing 

east elevation of the east frame 

Period 1a, ca. 1756. 
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nine sash windows in the opposing walls, the hall would have been relatively well-lit and airy.  

The smaller parlor rooms must have seemed cramped in comparison, and the windowless 

southwest space quite dark.  These drawbacks may well have led to the later decision to remove 

the partition to create one larger parlor.  The door and window surrounds exhibit mitred, double-

field stepped architraves (ogee backband with an ogee fillet between the fields) and a beaded 

opening.  The plastered walls likely were augmented by a baseboard in each room and the paint 

evidence found on a fragment of double-beaded chair rail that was reused as a shingle nailer in 

the roof of the west frame addition indicates that this element had been installed in at least one of 

the original rooms.  A ghost mark on the closet boards indicates that a piece of molding with an 

ogee profile had been attached to the top of the enclosure at the juncture with the plastered under 

side of the stair carriage.  None of the Period 1 baseboards appear to survive, but extant 

examples found elsewhere in the building that date to circa 1788 are of the beaded variety that 

was commonplace throughout the 18
th
 century, and thus may well resemble those that were 

installed in the earlier period.  The only remaining section of early flooring is in the current 

central passage and in the stair hall (both originally part of the old hall), consisting of pine boards 

butted together and face nailed, and indicates that the floors on this level, and probably 

throughout the building, were relatively plain and inexpensive.  In Chesapeake houses of the 

middling levels and above the quality of flooring -- along with paint finishes, hardware, and the 

overall level of ornamentation – generally has been found to correlate with the intended uses of 

the spaces.  The hierarchy ranged from the most highly finished found in the public areas -- 

usually on the first floor -- declining as the rooms in question were devoted to increasingly 

private and service related functions.
14

   

 

 
 

Image 5.11: A section of 

double-beaded chair rail 

(middle, right) was found 

reused as a shingle nailer in 

the west frame roof; the 

paint evidence indicates that 

it was an element of the 

original woodwork, possibly 

removed from one of the 

east frame parlors circa 

1788. 
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Image 5.12: The north exterior 

window in the current stair 

hall (room 104) retains its 

original architrave, typical of 

the 1756 trim found elsewhere 

in the house: double-field and 

stepped, with an ogee 

backband, beaded opening, 

and mitred corners, attached 

with T-headed wrought nails.  

The woodwork has been 

stripped, but remnants of paint 

found in the cracks and 

embedded in the knots have 

yielded a virtually complete 

paint history. 

Image 5.13: The east frame north 

exterior door was shifted four inches 

to the east ca. 1794, with the original 

(1756) architrave field on the west 

side preserved underneath the later 

trim.  The mitred corner and the 

profile of the jamb match the 

architrave found on the relocated 

south door, and are similar in style to 

the interior Period 1 window casings.  

The existing trim and the transom 

window relate to a mid-19
th-

century 

renovation effort.  
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The configuration of the garret spaces and the level of finish found there during Period 1 remain 

uncertain at this time, as the combination of the available physical evidence and the results of the 

Image 5.14: The original 

architrave, missing the backband, 

survives on the right; the top rail 

of the architrave has been 

removed and a fragment was 

reinstalled; the paint evidence 

indicates that the casing was 

covered over in the mid-19
th
 

century when the door opening 

was shifted slightly to the east. 

Image 5.15: Period 1 flooring 

in the central passage: butted 

pine boards attached with T-

headed nails.  Together with 

that found in the stair hall, 

this is the only flooring from 

the 1756 house to survive. 
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paint analysis indicate that the existing elements were almost certainly installed much later, 

probably circa 1788.  The stairway no doubt dates to the original construction, as the paint 

evidence found on the trapped elements matches precisely with the sequence revealed elsewhere 

in Period 1, indicating that access to the garret was an integral component of the domestic 

scheme.  At present the stair opens onto a generous landing (room 202), which is separated by a 

plastered and stud-framed partition from the primary room (204) which occupies roughly 60% of 

the footprint and extends from the partition to the west gable.  A smaller room (201; seven by 

eight feet in dimension), framed with studs and sided with beaded horizontal boards on the 

exterior and finished with modern plaster on metal lath on the interior, encloses the space 

bounded by the partition on the west and the stair well on the east, and extends to a point just to 

the north of the partition doorway.  The character and method of attachment of the studs strongly 

suggests that all of the partitions and the flooring were installed at the same time.  The type of 

flooring (tongue and groove) and the method of joining the door and window architraves (with 

stepped horizontal butt joints) do not match with surviving Period 1 examples found on the 

ground floor, and instead conform quite well with the door and window architraves and the 

flooring that was installed in the west frame in 1788.  Furthermore, the paint evidence is quite 

conclusive in linking the second layer on the garret doors with the second layer found on the 

original (1788) end wall door in the west frame.  This layer (which appears to be faux grain 

painting) matches with the first layer found on the door in the east frame partition as well as on 

other elements that were installed at the same time (1794).  This correlation makes it nearly 

certain that all of the woodwork was painted to match in 1794.
15

 

 

Image 5.16: Conjectural drawing 

garret floor plan of the east frame 

Period 1a, ca. 1756. 
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What is presently known about the appearance of the garret in Period 1 is quite limited, 

therefore.  Given that the roof framing was clearly laid out to accommodate the presence of the 

dormers, the window openings in this space must be original, although the style of the extant 

architraves suggests that they are later in date, and thus that the windows may not have been 

trimmed initially.  The paint evidence also suggests that even the later architraves were not 

coated for some time.  The first-floor fireplace and chimney on the west gable of the east frame 

almost certainly was replaced in 1788 to accommodate the addition of the west frame dining 

room fireplace, and major modifications were made to the layout of the first floor western rooms 

at that time as well.  The fireplace in the garret chamber (room 204) clearly is of much later date 

than 1756, and the significant extent of the alterations that were accomplished in 1788 raises the 

question of whether the space had been heated before that date.   

 

The results of the paint analysis indicate that much of the interior woodwork on the first floor 

originally was coated with coarsely ground and unevenly mixed, oil-based paint that was 

medium blue in color, and sealed with a translucent, resinous glaze.  Evidence for this finish was 

found in several locations: on the stair newel post, on the board wall that formed the closet 

enclosure below the stair (both of which were covered over during subsequent campaigns of 

renovation that were undertaken beginning in 1788), and on the surviving Period 1 window 

architraves -- all found in the space that originally had served as the hall (now comprising rooms 

101, 102, and 104).  The same paint was discovered on the fragment of chair rail that had been 

reused as a shingle nailer on the west frame when the roof was installed in 1788.  Given the 

length of the chair rail fragment and the wall dimensions involved, it may have been originally 

installed in one of the two west parlors (now combined into room 103), or along the south wall 

of the hall, and which suggests that all of the first floor rooms exhibited the same paint scheme 

during Period 1.  Cream-colored paint was revealed on the Period 1 window sash in the hall, in 

contrast with the blue paint found on the architraves.   Finally, what appears to be original plaster 

with a white washed finish was revealed in the closet below the stair, and it is likely that this 

common treatment was used throughout.  

 

  

Image 5.17: Conjectural drawing 

attic plan of the east frame Period 

1a, ca. 1756. 
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Interior Paint Schedule 

Element 1756 1788 1794 1803 1849 1880

101: S window architrave blue cream cream cream off-white grained

101: N window architrave grained cream grained

101: closet enclosure blue cream cream [covered]

101: closet infill boards cream cream [covered]

102: S door red-brown dk cream grained grained off-white off-white

102: S door architrave grained dk cream

103: S window architrave cream cream pink cream

103: chair rail blue cream [removed]

104: N window blue cream pale blue

104: wainscot grained cream pale blue

107: W wall boards unpainted unpainted cream cream

107: door architrave unpainted unpainted cream cream

107: ceiling cream cream

110: mantel salmon yellow black black black

110: E door architrave salmon yellow cream cream grained

110: E door dk brown grained green brown grained

110: S window architrave dk brown grained green brown grained

110: S window sash off-white yellow cream cream cream

110: W stair door cream grained

110: W stair door architrave cream grained

202: W door gray grained brown green

202: W door architrave gray blue-green

202: N door grained brown green

202: enclosure cream blue-green pink pink

202: S window architrave blue-green pink

204: door gray yellow brown pink

204: door architrave gray yellow brown pink

204: window architrave brt yellow pink

204: mantel [yellow] brown black

Attic: baseboard gray brown red-brown

Attic: newel post red-brown  
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Image 5.18: The paint ghost clearly shows the outline of the 

stair handrail against the newel post in room 101; also 

visible is the empty vertical mortise to receive the handrail 

tenon, and the surviving wooden peg still in place; the layer 

of blue paint found on the woodwork throughout the east 

frame during Period 1 is visible on the face of the newel 

post above the mortise, as well as shows through beneath 

the later layers of cream colored paint applied below the 

rail. 
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A variety of physical evidence indicates that significant changes were made to the exterior of the 

east frame that likely occurred within the first two decades of its construction.  An infilled 

section of the stone foundation on the south elevation marks the location of the exterior stairway 

that originally provided access to the room in the cellar occupying the space beneath the hall.  

Porches were added to both the north and south sides of the east frame at an undetermined date; 

seemingly this occurred a number of years after the structure was erected in 1756, but well 

before the existing south porch was added in 1788.  The existence of the earlier south porch is 

indicated by empty mortise pockets roughly cut into the inner faces of the two end ceiling joists, 

along with two rectangular nail holes centered in each of the mortises; two similar holes for nails 

were found in the west face of each of the remaining joists.  These marks indicate that the rafters 

for a porch roof had been attached to the east frame at the level of the cornice, which would have 

required removing the fascia and crown molding.  The angle of the mortises provides a clue as to 

the pitch of the porch roof and thus to its width, indicating that it was both lower and slightly 

narrower than the existing (1788) version.  The addition of the first porch must have led to 

closing off the entrance to the cellar and repositioning it to the current location at the southeast 

corner of the east gable.  The evidence for the north porch that has been revealed so far is much 

less extensive, consisting of a paint line on the siding marking the height of the ceiling, found 

beneath the remnants of the subsequent porches. 

 

 

 

       
 

 

 

 

Image 5.19: Conjectural drawing cellar 

floor plan of the east frame Period 1b, 

ca. 1770. 
 

Infill Original Entrance 

New Entrance 
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Image 5.21: Angled lap mortises 

were cut into the inner faces of the 

end joists in the south wall of the 

east frame in order to receive 

rafters for the first south porch 

roof.  Two square holes in the 

joists indicate how the half-lapped 

rafters were secured.  Two nail 

holes survive in each of the 

intervening joists, as well, 

indicating that the rafters were 

attached to one side of each of the 

members. 

Image 5.20: Conjectural drawing 

first floor plan of the east frame 

Period 1b, ca. 1770. 
 

South Porch 

North Porch 
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Image 5.22: Conjectural 

drawing north elevation of the 

east frame Period 1b, ca. 

1770. 
 

Image 5.23: Conjectural 

drawing east elevation of the 

east frame Period 1b, ca. 

1770. 
 

North Porch/Roof Added 

South Porch/ 

Roof Added 

North Porch/Roof Added 

New Cellar Entrance 
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A generation of outbuildings relating to the first period of construction presumably existed but 

no longer survives.  Among the support structures that typically were found at domestic sites in 

the region during this period, and thus may have been included in this group, are a smokehouse, 

dairy, ice house, cornhouses, slave quarters, barns, and possibly a detached kitchen.
16

  In the 

absence of extant buildings, systematic archaeological investigations carried out within a 

relatively tight radius around the house is the logical approach to revealing their identity, 

number, and placement on the landscape.  The apparent orientation of the dwelling with the 

formal façade facing north, together with the character of the south wall with two entrances there 

presumably to accommodate utilitarian functions, suggests that the service area, and the likely 

location of earlier outbuildings, was oriented to the south.  

 

C. Period 2 (1777-1822):  

 

Several significant modifications were made to the house and to the site over a period of roughly 

25 years, beginning in 1777, which together served to completely reconfigure the layout of 

Clermont and presumably reflected the altered dynamics of its use.  Ownership of the property 

passed from Thomas Wadlington to Edward Snickers in 1770, and in 1777 he apparently erected 

a new outbuilding, traditionally identified as the kitchen, located some distance from the east 

frame.  The dating evidence is tentative, but the addition of porches to the north and south 

facades of the east frame could well have occurred during Snickers’ ownership (or alternatively, 

toward the end of Thomas Wadlington’s).  Edward Snickers only lived at Clermont until 1783, 

but his son, William, may have lived there beginning soon after his return from military service 

in 1781, and he inherited the property upon his father’s death in 1790.  It was likely William 

Snickers, therefore, who erected a barn in 1784, and substantially enlarged the house in 1788 

with the addition of the one-story, timber framed dining room wing that shared the reconfigured 

and enlarged east frame west gable chimney.  Presumably it was also he who replaced an earlier 

porch on the south façade of the east frame with the more substantial version.  The interior 

arrangement of the east frame received a major makeover as well beginning circa 1788, when the 

partition was removed to allow the two small parlors to be combined into one larger space, and 

Image 5.24: Conjectural 

drawing south elevation of the 

east frame Period 1b, ca. 

1770. 
 

South Porch/Roof Added 
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the garret was reconfigured and upgraded.  The catalyst for these changes is not clear, but, five 

years later in June 1793, Snickers married the socially prominent Frances Washington, which 

seems to have touched off yet another round of modifications.  These began with installing the 

partitions in order to create the central passage and the stair hall.  The fenestration on the south 

façade also was altered in conjunction with that change, as the doorway was shifted to the east to 

align with the new passage, and a window was set in the southwest quadrant to occupy the space 

opened up by moving the entry.
17

  In 1802 the south porch was extended to run the length of the 

west frame, with a small enclosed room incorporated into the southwest corner of the porch, and 

a covered vestibule, open to the south, was created to provide sheltered access between the west 

frame and the east frame via the porch.  The existing smokehouse was erected the following 

year, placed to the southwest of the dwelling and roughly opposite the earlier kitchen. 

 

 

 
 

 

Image 5.25: Conjectural drawing north elevation of the kitchen added Period 2a, ca. 1777. 

 

 

The timber-framed, nogged structure traditionally identified as the kitchen was built in 1777, 

located about 65 feet west of the east frame, and with its south wall in line with the north facade 

of the dwelling.  Given that there seems no doubt that the more formal of the two approaches to 

Clermont always was meant to be from the north, the outbuilding’s placement slightly forward of 

the line of the front of the dwelling is somewhat unusual.  The building also is farther removed 

from the dwelling than was usual for kitchens during this period, but its overall character is in 

keeping with a kitchen function.  The structure was 17 by 15 feet in dimension supported by a 

low stone foundation, one story in height with an attic above, and with a single room occupying 

the ground floor accessed from the south façade.
18

  A single window was positioned west of the 

doorway, with a second window directly opposite in the north wall.  The orientation of the entry 

to the south reinforces the interpretation that the space between the kitchen and the dwelling -- 

and later further defined by the 1803 smokehouse and the 1822 slave quarter -- marks the general 

location of the service yard.  Remnants of whitewash attached to the exterior of the framing 

members and to the nogging found behind the existing relatively modern siding boards, indicate 

that as built the structure was unsheathed and that for many years the frame and nogging 

apparently remained exposed.  Possibly the structure was first enclosed with boards when the 

building was extended six feet nine inches to the east in 1831, as no whitewash has been found 

on the exterior walls of the addition behind the current siding. 

 

East Frame 

New Kitchen 
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The character of the structural features is comparable to that of the east and west frames, with its 

timber framing generally matching those buildings and following standard regional practices of 

the time.  One noteworthy difference has been found, however: based on examining the 

southwest corner post, it is likely that all of those hewn members were trenched out to form an 

L-shape, with the inner corner removed by cutting a 5-by-five-inch notch running the length of 

the post.  By removing the inner corner of the post the member did not intrude into the finished 

interior.  In contrast, at the west and east frames two rectangular posts were joined at a right 

angle at the corners, which accomplished the same goal.  This raises the question of why the 

more labor intensive technique was used at the kitchen.  The brick nogging was inserted between 

the posts, studs, sills, and plates, but as the relatively recent siding boards have not been removed 

from sill to plate on all four facades, it is not known whether the infilling spans the entire extent 

of the walls, or is less extensive as is the case in the east frame.  In the west wall both brick and 

clay were used as nogging, with brick found in the lower portion of the wall and the clay above.   

The ends of the ceiling joists support flat false plates, on which rest pairs of squared rafters.  All 

of the members -- the posts, studs, braces, plates, sills, joists, rafters, and collars -- are hewn 

and/or sash sawn, and are joined either with wooden pegs or hand wrought nails.  The current 

boxed cornice is much later in date, but no evidence has been found so far to indicate the 

existence of an earlier, more decorative version.  Similarly lacking is any evidence for the 

character of the original roof shingles, but standard practice makes it likely that they matched the 

round shingles initially used on the dwelling.  

 

Image 5.26: The kitchen 

(1777) south façade with 

framing members and 

nogging exposed after 

removing the modern siding 

boards; the six-foot-long 1831 

addition is to the right.  

Remnants of whitewash are 

visible on the nogging and on 

the framing members of the 

earlier structure.  Originally 

the chimney was positioned 

on the opposite gable. 
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 Image 5.28: Conjectural Drawing north and east elevation of the kitchen added Period 2a, ca. 

1777. 

 

Image 5.29: Conjectural drawing south and west elevation of the kitchen added Period 2a, ca. 

1777. 

 

  

Image 5.27: The framing and 

nogging exposed in the west gable 

wall of the kitchen: the corner 

brace was cut through to 

accommodate the later fireplace; 

brick nogging occupies the lower 

30 inches of the wall, with clay 

infilling above; traces of whitewash 

survive on portions of the brick 

work.  The west face of the L-

shaped corner post is also exposed. 
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The oversized fireplace and hearth located along the west wall, along with the built-in iron pot 

crane, matches with expectations for a kitchen function.
19

  But the presence of several open 

mortises revealed in the end girt in front of the fireplace, combined with the fact that the corner 

braces in the west wall have been cut through to make way for the masonry, indicate that the 

fireplace opening was retrofitted into the current location.  As an addition on to the east wall was 

erected in 1831, it seems likely that the fireplace was relocated to the opposite end of the 

building at that time.  A surviving header spanning between the west end girt and the second 

ceiling joist indicates the former location of an opening for a stair leading to the attic.  When the 

stair was relocated, presumably to accommodate the later fireplace opening, a pit-sawn framing 

member was inserted within the space, half-lapped over the header, to extend the first ceiling 

joist.  Access to the attic currently is provided by a pull-down hatch using an opening that in the 

1990s was cut through two ceiling joists.  If the original opening was closed off substantially 

before the pull-down hatch was installed, no evidence for an interim means of access to the attic 

is apparent.  Therefore it is possible that the stair in front of the repositioned fireplace continued 

to be used for an extended period; it is also possible that the current pull-down hatch is in the 

same location as the earlier replacement opening, but that its installation has obscured the 

evidence for its existence.  Two empty lap mortises (with two square holes in each cavity, 

presumably marking the locations of nails used to fasten studs), are cut into the east side of the 

second joist in from the west gable wall.  As this is the same joist that defines the inner edge of 

the original opening to the attic, the alignment of the elements suggests that the mortises related 

to a wall that ran between the north wall and the stair, enclosing the western end of the room to 

form a closet.  Several other similar empty lap mortises with holes for square nails are cut into 

what was the third ceiling joist in from the east end of the building, indicating another internal 

division that seemingly must have been installed after the fireplace was shifted.   

 

 

 
Image 5.30: Conjectural drawing floor and attic plans of the kitchen Period 2a, ca. 1777. 
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Remnants of whitewash that survive on the interior surface of several nogging bricks revealed 

behind the recent plaster layers indicate that the walls originally were not plastered.  The ceiling 

joists also were exposed and they continued in that condition for a considerable length of time, as 

only one generation of round nail holes used to attach lath to anchor a plaster ceiling are visible 

on the undersides of the joists.  The joists were rigorously cleaned when the building was 

refurbished by the last private owner, but remnants of whitewash survive here and there on many 

of the joist surfaces as well.  At a relatively early date the interior walls received a coating of 

plaster applied directly to the framing and nogging, which extended all the way to the underside 

of the ceiling boards, and multiple generations of a darkened lime-based finish remain on those 

surfaces in the space within the joists.   

Image 5.31: The fireplace 

was repositioned from the 

east wall of the kitchen to its 

present location centered on 

the west gable.  The new 

placement interfered to a 

degree with the stair to the 

attic – the header for which 

is visible just above the 

fireplace -- but if the stair 

was removed at this time, no 

evidence has been found to 

indicate where it may have 

been relocated before the 

20
th

 century.  Two empty lap 

mortises are visible in the 

east face of the second joist, 

presumably marking the 

location of a divider. 
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The extant interior woodwork is a composite of several different construction episodes.  The 

element that seems the likeliest to be original is the interior door casing: a simple trim, with 

horizontal butt joints at the corners, and a beaded opening.  The door itself is board and batten, 

but it is much later in style than 1777, and the hinges and lock appear to be relatively recent 

reproductions.  The north window casing is joined in the same manner as the door trim, but with 

an applied bead; the casings for the other windows and for the partition door have simple butted 

corners.  What appear to be several generations of baseboards all have beaded caps, but none 

appear to date to the 18
th
 century; the current flooring consists of thin boards, less than three 

inches in width, tongue and grooved, which likely was installed when the building received an 

extensive makeover circa 1910.  Little if any of the exterior trim on the door and windows are 

likely to be intact elements dating to the 18
th
 century.  The trim on the three windows all 

comprise simple, beaded openings, with horizontal butted corners, and exhibit a mixture of nail 

types, including T-headed wrought nails that suggest that a few of the pieces of the casings may 

at  least have been reused.  The current board shutters are late and are hung from butt hinges; the 

northeast window casing exhibits indentations for two pairs of earlier butt hinges, but if shutters 

were installed at the time of construction they would have been supported either by H-L or strap 

hinges.  The casing of the doorway found in the south wall of the 1831 addition matches closely 

with the exterior trim of the original doorway, suggesting that the doorway and possibly the 

windows were refitted when the addition was built. 

Image 5.32: Evidence of 

multiple layers of old 

whitewash applied to the 

plaster walls are clearly 

visible between the joists 

and above the line of the 

20
th

 -century ceiling, 

now removed.  

Remnants of whitewash 

are visible on several of 

the joists as well. 
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Chronologically, the next dendro-dated element involves the existing 20
th
-century garage located 

southeast of the main house. The three walls that make up one of the bays of this building are 

comprised of reused hewn timbers that were dendro-dated to1784.  The large size of the timbers 

(ranging from 6-12” wide by 8” thick) suggests that they relate to a substantial farm building, 

such as a stable and/or barn.  One of the largest members exhibits a row of lap mortises cut at 

roughly a two-foot interval on two opposing faces; the spacing of the mortises is off-set on either 

side to avoid weakening the member.  The placement of the mortises together with their 

substantial size (6½ by 2½ inches) and regular spacing, suggest that they were intended to 

receive floor joists, and that the member served as a summer beam.  Possibly the structure these 

framing members relate to was the “barn” that is recorded as having been demolished and 

replaced by a new barn in 1870; the site of the original structure has not been determined.
 
  

 

 

Image 5.34: The timbers 

forming three walls of the 

north bay of the garage 

have been dendro-dated to 

1784; their size and other 

characteristics suggest that 

they originally were part of 

a large agricultural 

building such as a barn. 

Image 5.33: Inner face of kitchen 

exterior doorway: the door, hinges, 

and lock are all 20
th
-century 

replacements, but the door casing, 

with horizontal butted corners and 

a beaded opening, may date to the 

18
th

 century. 
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The most significant changes that were carried out during this period to the main house occurred 

in 1788 when the substantial two-level addition was erected, and a number of modifications were 

made to both the interior and the exterior of the east frame.  The addition marked a major 

expansion of the domestic accommodations, roughly comparable to two-thirds of the space 

found in the original dwelling.  The first floor was comprised of a single room, traditionally 

referred to as the dining room, a function that was often added to Virginia houses during the 

second half of the 18
th
 century.  The new room had a substantial fireplace on the east wall, which 

shared a chimney joined with the fireplace in the adjacent parlor in the east frame.  The locations 

of the west frame exterior doorways were unusual, undoubtedly reflecting the relationship of the 

space to the already existing east frame and the kitchen.  One entry was placed in the southeast 

corner of the east wall, and the other was centered on the west, with flanking closets.
20

  The east 

gable doorway provided the most direct route to the south entrance in the east frame, while the 

west doorway presumably was meant to provide easy communication with the kitchen.  

Symmetrically placed pairs of nine-over-nine sash windows were installed in each of the long 

walls in the downstairs room.  The attic was accessed by an enclosed winder stair rising from the 

southwest corner of the dining room.  The attic was unheated and lighted only by two gable-end 

windows (the original four-pane window in the east gable survives), but it was outfitted with a 

tight floor and baseboards.  It does not appear that the walls and ceiling were plastered or 

otherwise enclosed for many years, as the only evidence consists of the existing split lath 

attached with mature cut nails.  These materials match with the lath and nails that were used to 

replaster the west partition and other walls in the east frame in 1849.  The lack of plaster or wood 

sheathing boards attached to the rafters, along with the absence of a heat source, suggests that if 

the space served as a bed chamber, it would not have been used in that capacity year-round.  A 

cellar underlies the full extent of the footprint, with barred windows in the north and south walls, 

and a barred window and a doorway in the west end wall. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Image 5.35: The presence of 

notches cut in the beams clearly 

indicates that the members were 

salvaged and reused from a 

substantial agricultural building 

(dendro-dated to 1784); the large 

size and spacing of the notches in 

one of the members makes it likely 

that it was a summer beam that 

supported floor joists. 
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 Image 5.36: Conjectural drawing north elevation of the west frame added Period 2b, ca. 1788. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

Image 5.37: Conjectural drawing first floor plan of the west frame added Period 2b, ca. 1788. 

 

 

 

West Frame Added 

West Frame Added 

East Frame 



CLERMONT HISTORIC STRUCTURE REPORT 
 

Page 5:32 

           
Image 5.38: Conjectural drawing chamber floor plan of the west frame added Period 2b, ca. 

1788. 

 

 

 

The general structural character of the west frame is similar to the earlier dwelling, with brick 

nogging inserted between the posts, studs, and braces, completely filling the walls from the sills 

to the plates.  Subtle differences between the two buildings reflect the 30-year gap between their 

construction dates: the posts and other substantial members were hewn and/or pit sawn, but the 

studs were sash sawn (not pit sawn as with the east frame), and the dimensions of the plates and 

false plates differ.
 21

   But the most significant difference, and one which further suggests that the 

two structures were not yet considered as a unified dwelling, is that the west frame was covered 

with overlapping beaded weatherboards, rather than with the flush beaded sheathing  boards used 

on the east frame (the boards on the west frame were replaced to match those on the east frame 

circa 1802, but original overlapping weatherboards survive on the building’s east gable), and the 

paint evidence indicates that there was a gap of at least six years before the west frame was 

painted.   On both the interior and the exterior, the door and window architraves also reflect the 

passage of time, as they were joined using stepped butt joints rather than the mitres found in the 

east frame during Period 1. 

 

West Frame Added 

Partitions 

Added 
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With 10-foot-high ceilings, four large windows, a tightly laid floor, and the substantial fireplace 

in the east wall, the downstairs room would have been a relatively well-lit and comfortable 

space.  The character of the woodwork corresponds generally with the conditions found in the 

east frame, but with an upgraded floor and possibly a higher level of finish, primarily evidenced 

by the mantelpiece.  The casings around the southeast door and around the three surviving 

window openings are original, consisting of butt-jointed, double-field and stepped architraves, 

with an ogee backband and an ogee transition between the fields, terminating with a beaded 

opening.  As originally installed, the six-panel door was hinged to swing to the right, toward the 

fireplace, which was normal practice in the 18
th
 century, and it was suspended from H-L hinges.  

What appears to be the original mantelpiece is a handsome and well-proportioned feat of joinery 

and carving, which fits stylistically with late-18
th
-century models.  It has three central flat panels, 

two pilasters with flat panels, and delicately carved flutes spanning between the pilasters and the 

full cornice.
22

   A complete paint chronology was revealed on the door and window architraves, 

which can be related to the spottier evidence that survives on the mantel (which was largely 

stripped of its paint history).  The first paint layer found on all three elements consists of a 

varnished salmon pink, oil-bound finish coat over an off-white primer; at the same time the 

window sashes were painted off-white, and the door was finished in a dark brown.  The second 

paint layer revealed on the mantel and the architraves (dull yellow) all match as well.  These 

results confirm that the mantel was an original feature of the space, and had not been relocated 

from another room in the house in 1947, as had been suggested by Elizabeth Rust Williams.  The 

current two-part baseboard is a 20
th

-century replacement; the original likely had a beaded cap 

similar to the one found in the attic.
23

   

 

Image 5.39: West frame 

north elevation, with 

framing members and brick 

nogging exposed after 

removing weatherboards.  

Substantial repairs were 

made to the northeast 

corner of the building, 

including replacing portions 

of the sill.  The patch in the 

foundation indicates the 

former location of an 

original barred cellar 

window. 



CLERMONT HISTORIC STRUCTURE REPORT 
 

Page 5:34 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Image 5.40: The casing 

for the west frame east 

gable doorway is largely 

intact, and dates to the 

original (1788) 

construction: double-field, 

double-stepped 

architrave, with an ogee 

backband and a beaded 

opening, with corner 

horizontal butt joints.  The 

door swing has been 

reversed, and patches for 

the original H-L hinge 

and a later butt hinge are 

visible in the left jamb. 

Image 5.41: Detail of the mantelpiece in the west frame dining room east 

wall.  Paint evidence indicates that this element is an original feature of 

the 1788 construction. 
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The flooring in both the dining room and the attic is largely original, and it reflects the somewhat 

higher level of finish that seems to have characterized the work that was undertaken in 1788.  

Both floors were laid with tongue-and-groove joints, a significant upgrade over the butted Period 

1 flooring that survives in the east frame.  But several subtle differences between the two floors 

also indicate the higher level of concern and care given to the dining room floor over that 

installed in the attic.  The boards in the dining room are blind nailed, ie. driven through the 

tongue element, and thus the heads were not visible once the floor was finished.  Only a few 

nails are visible at some of the seams, where they were added to tighten the connection – those 

nails are T-headed and hand made, as would be expected in 1788.  The attic floorboards are 

fastened with similar T-headed nails that were driven through the face of each board at roughly 

two-foot intervals, matching the spacing of the underlying joists, and thus they are readily 

visible.  The widths of the boards in the two floors also vary significantly, with the dining room 

flooring much narrower and more regular.  Finally, the floorboards in the dining room were 

carefully laid with staggered joints to minimize the appearance of seams, while the attic floor 

was laid in sections with aligned butts, and thus they are much more apparent.
24

   

 

 
 

The base of the stair leading to the attic is positioned in the southwest corner of the dining room, 

consisting of two straight steps, four angled steps winding to the right, and finishing with a run 

of six steps rising along the end wall.  The south post for the earlier doorway has been cut off at 

the level of the stair tread, indicating that the opening had been positioned at the top of the first 

step of the winder.  The second door post survives, embedded within the later plaster wall, and 

exhibits a rabbet meant to receive the door.  The position of the doorway was shifted farther into 

the room and the two bottom steps were enclosed by extending the plaster walls.  The current 

paneled door and door casing are replacements that stylistically date to the mid-to-late 19
th

 

century, which is likely when the stair doorway was altered.  The stair well is bounded at the 

attic level by a hand railing supported by a newel post and square-shaped balusters; the paint 

Image 5.42: The original 

(1788) pine flooring in the 

west frame dining room is 

tongue-and-grooved, blind-

nailed, and laid with 

staggered joints.  All of these 

features made it significantly 

more expensive than the floor 

that had been installed in the 

east frame in 1756.  The 

wider flooring in the west 

frame attic was less finished 

than the dining room: face-

nailed instead of blind-nailed 

and installed with prominent 

block-seams. 
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evidence indicates that the railing is not an original feature.  It appears that the only intact 

original paint in the attic is on the beaded baseboards, which were painted gray in 1788. 

 

 
 

 
 

Occupying the full dimension of the west frame footprint, and with four barred windows, the 

cellar would have been a relatively large and well lighted space; the ceiling height (5’7½”) was 

low, but not unusually so for service rooms in this period.  A substantial outcrop of the 

underlying limestone bedrock intruded into the southeast corner of the room, however, which 

reduced the useable space by as much as one-third.  Even so, the room would have offered a dry 

and secure storage area, and it might have been the site of a range of seasonal domestic chores as 

Image 5.43: The outline of the 

remnant of the original post for the 

attic stairway is visible in the 

surface of the lowest winder stair 

tread. 

Image 5.44: The original beaded 

casing for the attic doorway 

survives, exposed in two places 

behind the plaster for the wall that 

was erected to extend the stairway 

opening farther into the dining 

room. 
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well.  Three of the four windows retain their original frames (the northeast window was closed 

off and infilled with brick in the 20
th

 century), which were hand-planed and pegged at the 

corners, with a beaded opening on the interior.  The door and its frame have been replaced.  

Modern lath and plaster has been attached to the underside of the floorboards for the dining room 

above and on the walls, but remnants of whitewash found on the window frames and on the brick 

walls where the recent plaster has fallen away indicate that the space received that common 

treatment at some point in the past. 

 

In the east frame, the earlier fireplace in the southwest parlor room and the associated chimney 

must have been removed and rebuilt to accommodate the dining room fireplace, and the partition 

separating the two parlors likely was dismantled at this time as well.  Important support for this 

interpretation is provided by the section of a doubled-beaded chair rail that was found reused as a 

shingle nailer in the west frame roof, and which exhibits the same blue (followed by cream-

colored) paint found on Period 1 elements in the east frame.  No chair rail currently exists in any 

of the east frame rooms, but this remarkable survival indicates that a chair rail was a feature of at 

least one of the three original spaces.  Given the length of the piece and the dimensions of the 

room walls, it might have originated in one of the western parlors, or in the south wall of the hall.  

 

As discussed above, major alterations also were made to the garret level of the east frame at this 

time, when the chamber likely was created by erecting a partition that now separates the chamber 

(204) from the landing (202).  With tongue-and-groove flooring, beaded baseboards, plastered 

walls, three of the five dormer windows, and a fireplace in the west gable, the chamber would 

have made a relatively comfortable and well-lit space, albeit with the inconveniently low and 

sloping ceiling that was an integral feature of one-story, gable-roofed construction.  The new 

tongue-and-groove flooring would have made it tighter and more costly than the original floors 

on the first level.  The character of the flooring is one of several strands of evidence that combine 

to indicate that the current level of finish found in the garret represents a significant upgrade that 

was likely carried out in 1788.  Both of the garret doors, which undoubtedly are early features, 

are made of three vertical beaded boards and the same number of chamfered, horizontal battens; 

the chamber door is hung on H-L hinges and the bathroom door has strap hinges hung from 

pintles.  The lesser quality of the doors combined with the mismatched hinges indicates that, 

even though the garret may have received an upgrade over the original finish, it still was 

considered to be a lesser, more private space which did not warrant the same level of attention 

afforded the more public rooms located on the ground floor.    
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The small plank-walled space now outfitted as a bathroom (201), which occupies the northeast 

corner of the stair landing also appears to have been installed at this time, possibly originally to 

serve as a closet.  The studded walls are covered with wide beaded boards, overlapping and 

running horizontally, which are similar to the weatherboards found on the exterior walls of the 

east and west frames, and the style is more consistent with this exterior application than as an 

interior wall treatment.  The floorboards inside that room are a precise match with the flooring in 

the rest of the garret, and the presence of a narrow board exactly the width of the partition that 

spans the door opening suggests that the enclosure and the floor were installed at the same time.  

The manner of joining the trim for the door in room 201 matches well with the architrave for the 

garret partition door, which in turn supports the paint evidence in indicating that the two garret 

doorways were installed at roughly the same time.  Ghost marks found on the back of the 

bathroom door indicate that the current pintles and strap hinges originally had been installed to 

allow the door to swing in the opposite direction; an indentation in the door face, and two 

associated infilled keyholes, indicates that for some time the door was secured with a large 

surface mounted lock. 

 

Image 5.45: The casing and the door 

entering in to the space now used as a 

bathroom (room 201) appears to date to 

the 1780s-90s upgrade of the garret.  The 

trim matches with others found on 

doorways in the house that date to this 

period, and the board and batten door, 

strap hinges, and evidence of an earlier 

surface mounted lock all conform to 

doors found in secondary spaces during 

this period. 

Image 5.46: Ghost marks on the 

back of the door indicate that the 

pintles and strap hinges had been 

installed on the left side of the 

doorway, to allow the door to 

swing in the opposite direction. 
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What appear to be the earliest paints in the garret were revealed on both faces of the board door 

and its casing located in the partition separating the stair landing from the chamber (room 204).  

The first paint layer on both the door and the architraves is a dark gray, followed on the door by 

what appear to be remnants of graining that matches the paint on the bathroom door, as well as 

paint that must have been applied circa 1794 to doors and other woodwork on the first floor.  A 

light blue-green paint was found as the second layer on the room 202 door architrave and on the 

siding boards enclosing room 201 (at least some of which seem likely to have been reused and 

moved here from another location). The light blue-green was found as the first paint layer on the 

trim for the room 201 door and on the dormer window architrave, suggesting that those elements 

either were not initially painted, or that they were installed at a slightly later date.  Black paint 

was found as the first layer on what appears to be the oldest surviving section of baseboard in the 

chamber (on the west side of the partition).  The paint sequence on the mantelpiece begins with 

the third generation of paint found on the window architraves, supporting the stylistic evidence 

indicating that the current mantel was a later addition.  

 

 

 

 

 
 

Image 5.47: Conjectural drawing north elevation of the west frame added Period 2b, ca. 1788. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

West Frame Added 
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Image 5.48: Conjectural drawing west elevation of the west frame added Period 2b, ca. 1788. 

 

 

Another major alteration dating to 1788 consisted of replacing the earlier south porch with a 

slightly larger and apparently more finished version.  The rafters supporting the roof were placed 

higher on the east frame than for the previous porch, with each member resting on the 

corresponding east frame roof rafter, and with their feet lapped over and nailed to a continuous 

plate that is in turn supported by six turned columns.  The plate was encased on the front, 

bottom, and back, and a crown molding which generally matches the other early molding profiles 

was attached to the fascia.  Collars were lapped and nailed to each rafter, with the other ends 

tenoned into mortises that were rather crudely cut into the weatherboards.  Many of the collars 

were reused, as they exhibit a series of rectangular mortises cut into their upper face.  A rail 

positioned at each end of the porch ran between the top of the last column and the east frame, 

providing the base for a triangular framework to allow beaded, flush-lapped sheathing boards to 

be attached at each end of the porch and extending below the level of the ceiling.  The ceiling 

was formed of boards nailed to the rafters and collars.  The floor was supported by a substantial 

sill placed directly adjacent to the east frame and supported by a stone ledger, which still 

survives; the sills that ran around the other three sides of the porch have been replaced over time.  

Joists spaced at roughly a two-foot interval are mortised and pegged into the extant sill, and they 

spanned the width of the porch and presumably were originally attached with matching mortise-

and-tenon joints to the outer sill.  The joists have been cut off and sistered with modern 

dimensional lumber to complete the span to the replacement sill that now runs along the south 

side of the porch.  These joists have been dendro-dated to 1788, but they exhibit a row of T-

headed nails on their current bottom face that suggests that they had been used to attach 

floorboards.  Therefore, it appears that at some point the floor joists were flipped over, shortened 

at least somewhat, and reused, presumably when the porch underwent significant repairs and the 

flooring was replaced.
25
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Image 5.49: The porch running along the 

south façade of Clermont was installed in 

two phases, in 1788 and in 1802.  At 

least some of the porch columns are 

original, but the inner ones likely were 

repositioned to accommodate the 

changed doorway location that occurred 

in 1794; the railing has been replaced at 

least twice. 

Image 5.50: When the porch 

was added in 1788, it covered 

over the two upper 

weatherboards and the cornice, 

which had never been painted; 

the porch collars were 

anchored to the east frame by 

inserting tenons into mortises 

cut into the weatherboards. 

Image 5.51: South porch 

floor joists, dendro-dated 

to 1788, with T-headed 

flooring nails protruding 

from the bottom face; 

dimensional timbers have 

been added to support and 

extend the joists to rest on 

the replaced south porch 

sill. 
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The plan of the east frame first floor was reconfigured again in 1794, when studded and plastered 

walls were installed to create the central passage and the stair hall, and the south doorway (into 

the southwest parlor) likely was blocked up and another entry was created  just to the east to 

access the new passage.  The doorway on the north façade also was shifted slightly 

(approximately four inches) to the east, and the paint evidence suggests that this change probably 

occurred at this time.  Although the shift meant that the entry aligned fairly precisely with the 

new south doorway (the north doorway was a few inches narrower), it seems probable that the 

primary reason for the move was to allow the thin board partition to be replaced with a fully 

studded and plastered wall.  The new east partition wall that was added to create the passage 

joined with a second, lateral-running stud-and-plaster wall to form the hallway leading to the 

winder staircase positioned in the northeast corner of the old hall.  This increased the privacy of 

the newly configured room, but the effect was lessened somewhat since a window was installed 

in the lateral wall to allow light to penetrate from the original window in the north façade into the 

space.  Finally, after the exterior doorway was closed off in the southwest parlor, a window was 

inserted there to balance both the second window on the south wall and the other window on the 

north, which originally had provided the only source of light into the expanded parlor. 

 

 
 

 

Image 5.52: When weatherboards were 

removed from a section of the east frame 

south wall, posts and a header to support 

an earlier doorway were revealed.  

Several inches of the bottom side of the 

header have been cut away, indicating 

that at some point the door opening was 

raised.  The rear of the lath and plaster 

for the parlor wall was exposed to reveal 

a difference in color in both materials 

and a difference in composition of the 

plaster that occurs at a point 36 inches 

above the floor level; this supports the 

interpretation that the parlor had been 

outfitted with wainscot after the doorway 

was moved (1794), and which likely was 

subsequently removed circa 1849. 



CLERMONT HISTORIC STRUCTURE REPORT 
 

Page 5:43 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

Image 5.54: Conjectural drawing south elevation of the east frame Period 2c, ca. 1794. 

 

 

The new floor plan that was in place after the additions and changes that were made in 1788-

1794 thus achieved what architectural historian, Dell Upton, and others have identified as the 

ascendant spatial arrangement for households of middling to upper-level status in the second half 

of the 18
th
 century.

26
  With a hall and parlor now buffered from outsiders by the central passage, 

and with a dining room providing a substantial third space for carrying out a variety of activities, 

what Upton calls the “social molecule,” or the structure of social space, at Clermont matched 

well with the developing norm.  However, the fact that the dining room remained a semi-

Image 5.53: Conjectural 

drawing east frame floor 

plan Period 2c, ca. 

1794. 

 

Door Shifts to Center 

Partitions Changed 

Door Shifts to Center Window Added 
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detached structure marks it as at least a slightly unusual configuration.  This situation was not 

resolved until 1849 when the doorway was inserted in the southwest corner of the east frame and 

the area between the two structures finally was fully enclosed.      

 

In shifting the exterior entries and installing the doorway and window in the new partitions, some 

original elements were selectively retained while then-current stylistic treatments and 

construction techniques were adopted in fabricating the new.  The original six-panel south door 

was repositioned to the central passage; the exterior casing seems to have been reused as well, 

although the interior architrave was replaced.  The exterior casing is a double architrave with an 

ogee backband, joined at the corners with mitres, which matches with the remnant of original 

architrave (missing the back band) that was covered over when the position of the north doorway 

was shifted.  The paint history found on the interior architrave clearly indicates that it was new 

construction at this time, as it begins at a much later period than the sequence found on the 

Period 1 woodwork, and it also conforms stylistically with the other casings that were installed in 

1794 (double architrave with ovolo backband, corner butt joints).   The door casing installed in 

the partition matches stylistically with the new south door architrave, and the first paint layer on 

the partition door matches with the third layer found on the reused door.  Both of these doors 

originally were installed with H-L hinges and swung to the left.
27

 

 

 
 

Both of the walls of the new stair hall (room 104) that was created in 1794 were outfitted with 

flat paneled wainscoting, which covered the wall area up to the height of the window sills.  The 

only surviving portion of the wainscot, along with the associated baseboard, is found exclusively 

in what is now the stair hall.  Unlike the beaded baseboard in the west frame attic, the baseboard 

here features an elaborate ogee cap that is in keeping with the surbase.  But there is no question 

that these elements also were found in the central passage, and they also seem likely to have been 

installed in the other first-floor rooms.  As built, the central passage and the stair hall were 

conjoined, and thus it is probable that they were considered as a single unit for decorative 

Image 5.55: The central passage 

was created in 1794 when the east 

partition wall was added.  By that 

time the south doorway was shifted 

to enter the passage, almost 

directly opposite the doorway on 

the north façade.  The floorboards 

in the passage match those in the 

stair hall, and this is the only 

original (1756) flooring to survive.  

The space had been outfitted with 

wainscot in 1794, which was 

removed presumably when the west 

partition was replaced in 1849. 
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purposes as well.  When the doorway was installed at the end of the stair hall at a later date 

(likely in the mid-19
th
 century), it served to divide the spaces for the first time.  Conclusive 

evidence that the wainscot originally extended into the passage is provided by tell-tale marks 

found on the south central passage door architrave: the bottom 36 inches of the west side of the 

back band has been patched, and a clear ghost of the profile of the wainscot surbase survives on 

the architrave.  Both the height of the patch and the ghost of the molding match precisely with 

the stair hall wainscot.  As the west partition wall was replaced in 1849, that likely was when the 

wainscot was removed, and the current beaded baseboards presumably were installed.
28

   

 

 
 

 
 

Other evidence suggests that the wainscot was installed, and then removed, in the other two first-

floor rooms.  The rear of the south parlor wall that was exposed when the exterior weatherboards 

were removed revealed that the plaster and lath below the 36-inch level is quite different – the 

laths are lighter in color and the plaster differs in color, texture, and composition – than the wall 

material above.  The plaster surface on the interior of the parlor wall also bulges significantly at 

Image 5.56: The flat 

paneled wainscot in 

the stair hall was 

installed in 1794; 

while the surfaces 

were aggressively 

stripped in the 20
th

 

century, a relatively 

complete paint 

history survives, 

indicating that the 

surface was 

originally grain-

painted.  

Image 5.57: The most compelling 

evidence to indicate that the wainscot 

had been installed in the central passage 

consists of the ghost of the surbase 

profile that survives on the south door 

casing.  The lower 36-inch portion of the 

backband has been patched, to fill in for 

the wainscot that had terminated against 

the doorway. 
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that point, as does the plaster in the east partition of the central passage and in the south wall of 

the current library (room 101), seemingly marking the transition where the new and the old 

plaster came together.  Finally, the lath that was installed when the closet under the stair was 

enclosed also appears to be of two types, with the distinction occurring at the 36-inch level.  

Therefore, it seems likely that both of the first-floor rooms along with the passage were fitted out 

with wainscot in 1794.  As the plaster and lath exposed in the south wall of the parlor matches 

that in the central passage partition, which has been dendro-dated to 1849, it is likely that all of 

the wainscot, with the exception of the remnant in the stair hall, was removed in that year. 

 

The evidence provided by the paint chronologies indicates that the closet below the winder 

stairway was almost certainly closed off in 1788, and that the upper portion of the board wall 

was completely plastered over by 1802-03.  The original opening in the wall that had 

accommodated the doorway was centered on the closet space.  The stud framing on the left side 

of the opening, and the header piece running across the inside of the enclosure, were both 

positioned to form a rabbet that presumably was intended to serve as a stop for the door.  If so, 

then evidence for hinges should survive on the opposite side of the opening, but overlying paint 

and lathe apparently has obscured it.  The two boards that were inserted to close up the opening 

were fastened in place with T-headed wrought nails.  When the stair hall was created in 1794 the 

newel post was sealed within the wall, but at least the upper portion of the board wall continued 

to be exposed.  The east ends of the plaster lath for the stair hall wall were attached to a vertical 

shim that was nailed in place at the corner of the closet (and the edge of the closet trim was cut 

back to accommodate the shim); this was done to allow sufficient space so that the face of the 

finished partition wall plaster came flush with the surface of the boards.  The paint evidence also 

indicates that the boards were exposed for some time after the stair hall wall was installed, as 

they received two coats of cream colored paint to match the other woodwork.  A stripe of black 

paint, five inches high, also was applied along the bottom of the board wall, presumably to 

mimic the baseboard in the rest of the room.   A horizontal line in the painted surface of the 

enclosure 36 inches above the floor (and a difference in appearance between the currently 

existing lath above and below that ghost mark) suggests that wainscot was added to cover the 

bottom of the wall in 1794, when it also was installed in the passage.  The upper part of the old 

closet wall eventually was covered over with riven lath (attached with wrought nails) and 

plastered; this likely occurred circa 1802-3, when the interiors were extensively repainted, as the 

boards otherwise would have received another coat of paint at that time.  Finally, the wainscot 

presumably was removed by the mid-19
th

 century, when the mantelpiece likely was substituted 

and a number of other changes to the interiors were carried out.
29
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Image 5.58: The paint evidence indicates 

that the closet beneath the stair in the 

northeast corner of the hall was closed 

off circa 1788 when two boards were 

nailed over the opening.  One of those 

boards has been removed, indicating that 

the bottom five inches of the wall was 

painted black, presumably to mimic the 

appearance of the baseboard.  In 1794 

the bottom 36 inches of the wall was 

covered with wainscot; evidence for the 

installation and later removal of the 

wainscot consists of the difference 

between the lighter colored lath and the 

character of the associated plaster below 

that point.  The wood boards above the 

wainscot seem to have continued to be 

exposed and painted until they were 

enclosed with plaster circa 1802. 

Image 5.59: The paint ghost captures 

the ogee profile of a piece of molding 

that had been nailed at the top of the 

closet to serve as a transition 

between the intersection of the wall 

and the slanting under side of the 

stair. 
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The paint evidence indicates that in 1794 the color scheme found on the woodwork throughout 

the first floor of both the east and west frames was dominated by faux-graining.  All of the doors 

on the west and east frame ground floors, as well as the east frame garret doors, the paneling in 

the stair hall, and the window architraves in the stair hall and the old hall (room 101), were 

grained.  The west frame mantelpiece, the east end wall door architrave, and the window sash 

were painted a matching dull yellow, as was the chamber door in the east frame garret. 

 

The placement of the west frame was a somewhat idiosyncratic solution to the challenge of 

adding a relatively large space to an existing house.  The doorway through the east wall dates to 

the original construction, but the entry that now is set in the opposite wall of the east frame was a 

much later addition – probably dating to circa 1849, based on the evidence provided by a 

combination of dendrochronology and other physical investigations.  Thus, it was not possible to 

pass between the new “dining room” and the east frame without walking outside of the buildings.  

The enlarged porch running along the south front of the east frame allowed a person to pass 

under cover for much of the distance between the two spaces.  As the doorway on the south wall 

of the east frame was originally positioned within about 15 feet of the dining room door, this 

relative proximity may have been viewed as sufficiently convenient to make the exterior 

pathway between them acceptable.  If so, the situation was exacerbated after 1794, when the 

parlor doorway was shifted to the north to align with the new central passage, and the distance 

between the rooms was thus lengthened by a few feet.
30

  

 

 

 

Image 5.60: The interior of the closet 

was plastered and whitewashed, with 

two unpainted wood shelves.   
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Image 5.61: Conjectural drawing south elevation of the south porch extended Period 2d, ca. 

1803. 

 

 

 

This awkward condition may have served as a catalyst eight years later in 1802 for adding on to 

the south porch and extending it all along the west frame; this included erecting a semi-detached 

room occupying the southwest corner of the extension.  The structural character of the new porch 

matched relatively closely with the earlier east frame porch.  The squared rafters rested on the 

west frame roof rafters and their feet were notched over and nailed to a plate, which was boxed 

and received the same crown molding as on the east frame porch; collars lapped and spiked to 

the rafters were lapped and nailed to the ends of the ceiling joists.  The original ceiling boards, 

tongue-and-grooved and fastened with T-headed wrought nails, survive attached to the bottoms 

of the rafters and collars.  Only portions of the floor framing survive, but this includes the sill 

running all along the south wall of the west frame, and the sills and joists located beneath the 

southwest room.  Presumably their survival is the result of the protection afforded by the full 

masonry foundation supporting that portion of the porch, three walls of which are old if not 

original.  The joists there are debarked logs left in the round, with a flattened top surface to 

accommodate flooring, and they are half-lapped over the sills.  Only the east wall of the 

enclosure was available for study, and it was framed with hewn corner posts, corner braces, and 

studs.  The sheathing matches the current, second generation weatherboards found on the west 

frame. 

 

South Porch Extended 
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Image 5.63: Conjectural drawing west frame south porch floor plan Period 2d, ca. 1803. 

 

 

The overall effect of extending and matching the porches was both to provide a more effective 

link between the two wings and to blend them visually into a more cohesive entity.  Other 

measures along those lines that were taken at the same time included changing the sheathing 

boards of the west frame to match those found on the east, and beginning to paint at least the 

Image 5.62: A separate room 

was incorporated into the porch 

when it was extended along the 

south wall of the west frame in 

1802; the timber framing 

members for the east wall of the 

room were exposed when the 

original beaded weatherboards 

were removed.  The open 

passage between the room and 

the west frame was enclosed in 

1947 and the space was 

incorporated into the kitchen in 

the new wing in 1971. 

South Porch Extended 

West Frame 
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north and south walls of both structures the same color and according to the same schedule.  The 

character of the new porch was a major contributor to the success of these efforts, as the most 

visible features – the columns and the railing – appear to have been precisely copied to match the 

east frame porch.  Finally, a bench was installed against the wall of the enclosure matching the 

one at the other end of the porch that may date to the 18
th

 century (the paint evidence suggests 

that the shelves attached to the south wall of the east frame were installed at the same time as the 

first bench).  The paint evidence also suggests that the louvered shutters were added to the 

windows on both the west and east frames by the time that the porch was extended, although the 

current shutter hardware appears to be of a later date.
31

  

 

The question of just how the roofline of the south porch that was added in 1802 related to the 

dwellings remains a perplexing one.  The dendrochronological findings and the other physical 

evidence clearly indicate that the roof extended over the indentation between the two buildings 

that was created in 1788.  The ceiling boards within that area are an integral part of the porch 

ceiling that was installed in 1802, meaning that the space was enclosed on three sides and 

covered over, all presumably to create a more conducive connection between the two wings of 

the dwelling.  The paint evidence indicates that the west gable of the east frame and the east 

gable of the west frame were painted for the first time in the years just before the porch was 

added.  The paint color used on the gables was a dark cream, which must have made an 

interesting contrast to the medium yellow and green colors used on the east frame north and 

south walls at that time.  The new roofline covered the south half of the west frame gable, and 

the sheathing there was never painted thereafter.  The porch roof appears to have terminated at a 

point roughly in the middle of the west gable, which meant that the garret window set in the 

north half of the wall continued to be exposed, and it was painted three more times before rafters 

were inserted on that side to allow the roofline to cover it as well. 

 

The sequence of paint layers found on the east frame gable is much more complex, and it 

indicates that a section of the weatherboards there remained uncovered by the roof for more than 

50 years.  As unlikely as this may seem, both the paint results and other physical evidence 

combine to suggest that the gap in the porch roof may well have been related to the multiple 

configurations of the chimney.  The current chimney stack likely dates to the mid-19
th

 century, 

and it may be somewhat narrower than the previous version, built in 1788, which in turn replaced 

the original 1756 chimney.  Several paint ghosts found on the east frame sheathing boards appear 

to relate to the earlier chimneys and to changes to the roofline.  There is clear evidence of a ghost 

line that may relate to a ledger board, later removed, that had been nailed to the siding to support 

the 1802 porch roof nailers.  This suggests that for an extended period the roof only reached 

upward about 32 inches beyond the east frame eave.  Other ghosts nearer the chimney indicate 

that portions of the gable never were painted, presumably because the boards were covered over 

first by the earlier chimney, or by a low roof inserted within the gap, and finally by the extended  

porch roof.   
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A combination of evidence suggests that the changes in the roofline occurred some time in the 

decades after circa 1850.  That the roof structure has been altered is further supported by the 

placement of a header spanning between the east and west frames upon which the hyphen rafters 

now rest, with the ends of the beam inserted into mortises cut into the sheathing.  Large cut-and-

machine-headed spikes that are driven into the header are of the type that was commonly used in 

the region from the mid-to-late 19
th
 century.  As the character of the masonry in the existing 

chimney (six-course American bond) suggests that it dates to the mid-to-late-19
th
 century, it may 

be that the rafters originally only were supported by resting against the earlier chimney, and that 

the header was inserted at the time the stack was rebuilt.  Finally, the clipped gables on the east 

frame were infilled to create a standard gable roofline, and the new rafters and nailers used to fill 

in that space were attached with mature cut nails that were not generally available until the 1830s 

– as the current chimney butts up against the gable infill, it must have been laid after that change 

was made.  Of the 10 layers of paint found on the east frame gable siding, the sixth generation 

contains zinc, which was not readily available for use in paint until circa 1845.  Thus, the 

combination of evidence indicates that the roof must have been altered a number of years after 

that date.  The earliest extant photograph that provides a good view of this portion of the roof 

dates to circa 1890, and it clearly shows that the roofline had been infilled by that time.   Finally, 

the paucity of construction activities that appears to have marked the four decades when Ellen 

Jett McCormick owned Clermont (1870-1908) contrasts quite markedly with the extent of the 

modifications to the house that her husband had initiated (1849-1870), which provides some 

circumstantial support for the inference that the roof was infilled during his lifetime.   In 

addition, the character of the east frame chimney, which is laid in five-course American bond, 

suggests that it also was rebuilt during this period; the difference in the masonry suggests that it 

likely was altered first, earlier in the period of Edward McCormick's ownership. 

 

Image 5.64: The paint ghost 

likely relates to the 

placement of a ledger board 

that had been attached to 

the west gable of the east 

frame, possibly to support 

the ends of the nailers for 

the porch roof.  If so, this 

indicates that for a 

considerable period the roof 

only extended 

approximately 32 inches up 

from the eave.  
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Image 5.66: Additional 

evidence to indicate that the 

roofline above the hyphen 

between the east and west 

frames was altered consists of a 

header that was inserted and 

mortised into the siding of each 

gable to support the rafters; 

mature cut nails were used to 

help anchor the new header, 

one of which is visible nailed 

into the bottom of a rafter just 

above the header. 

Image 5.65: The clipped gable on the 

east frame was infilled by attaching 

pieces to the two pairs of end rafters 

to extend them to the peak of the roof, 

and then extending the nailers to the 

new end rafters.  The members were 

attached using mature cut nails; the 

new end siding boards were nailed to 

the frame from the outside, indicating 

that the west chimney stack was laid 

up to the siding. 
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The current railing spanning between the porch columns is a 20
th
-century replacement, but a 

remarkable discovery has revealed the exact character of the original railing.  Four wooden 

fragments identified as remnants of the rail were found used as filler for the chinking between 

the logs forming the walls of the slave quarter (with a dendro-date of construction of 1822).  Two 

of the fragments include both the top rail and the bun-shaped hand rest, and one of the pieces 

likely represents the bottom rail.  The top rails are beaded at the bottom edges; the bottom rail is 

Image 5.67: Mature cut nails 

were used to help attach the 

header to framing members in 

both the west and east frame 

gables. 

Image 5.68: This image 

of the south elevation of 

Clermont clearly 

indicates that the 

roofline of the hyphen 

between the two wings 

had been infilled by this 

time.  The image is 

believed to date to circa 

1892. 
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beaded at least on the upper edges (the fragment does not include the bottom surface); a series of 

one-inch-diameter holes were drilled into the face of each piece to receive the balusters.  

Detailed examination of the porch fabric revealed empty mortises in several of the columns and 

in the wall at the west end of the porch; the upper opening in the wall is sufficiently clear to 

indicate that it is nearly an exact match with the profile of the top rail, and that the original 

railing was copied quite closely when the porch was extended in 1802.  The long paint history on 

the sampled fragment was remarkably well preserved, with the first layer matching the yellow 

paint that was applied to the east frame north and south facades in 1794 (the fragment therefore 

must have originated from the portion of the porch that was built in 1788), and the last layers of 

green paint extending well into the 19
th
 century.  Therefore, the railing fragments must have been 

removed and used as infilling in the slave cabin chinking during a later renovation of that 

structure.  As the porch columns appear to have been painted beginning in 1788 this suggests 

that the railings either originally were not painted, or, what seems more likely, that they were 

added within a few years after the main body of the porch was erected.  This may relate to 

shifting the south doorway to the center of the elevation, which could well have led to modifying 

the spacing and layout of the porch columns. 

 

 

Image 5.69: Four 

fragments of wood 

identified as remnants of 

a hand rail were found 

used as chinking 

between the logs in the 

slave quarter.  The piece 

shown here is the top 

rail, with the hand-rest 

facing down. 
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Image 5.70: Close 

inspection of the 

columns and the walls of 

the east and west frames 

revealed empty mortises 

whose profiles match 

closely with the profiles 

of the hand rails found 

reused in the slave 

quarter. 

Image 5.72: Two plugs at the base of 

the east wall of the room in the 

southwest corner of the south porch 

indicate where two generations of 

bottom rails were attached to the 

building.  The pentagonal-shaped hole 

related to a later rail; the rectangular 

plug to its left seems likely to relate to 

the original bottom rail. 

Image 5.71: Profile drawing of 

a hand rail found used as 

chinking in the slave quarters; 

identified as likely one of the 

original top rails used on the 

south porch. 
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The overall history of the exterior paint colors spanning this period is remarkably well 

documented.  Unpainted except for the window sash and frames until after the porch was erected 

in 1788, over the next 15 years the north and south walls of the east frame received several layers 

of quite brilliantly colored paint, while the structure’s gables remained unpainted.  From 1788 

onward the east frame door and window trim, the window sash, and the porch columns, all were 

painted a cream color.  This contrasted markedly first with the gray (1788), then with the yellow 

(1794), and finally with the green paints that were applied to the walls up until 1803.  After the 

west frame was built in 1788, it would be several years before it was painted, when its east end 

wall (and presumably the other sides) was painted in dark cream to match the east frame end 

walls.  Except for the east end wall, much of which was covered over by the porch roof, all of the 

siding on the west frame was replaced circa 1802 with flush-lapped weatherboards matching 

those on the east frame.  The paint evidence found on the new sheathing boards indicates that the 

west frame was painted to match the east frame color soon thereafter, which then became 

standard practice over the next 170-odd years.  The south porch railing was painted yellow in 

1794; then it was generally painted green until it was removed some time in the mid-19
th
 century.  

From 1803 until circa 1849 all of the exterior walls were painted dark cream.  The porch benches 

and shelves were painted with green tops and red bases until 1803, after which they were painted 

deep green; the shutters were painted green beginning circa 1803 and thereafter. 

 

 
 

Image 5.74: Photomicrograph 

showing the sequence of paint 

layers found on the porch 

handrail fragment. 

Image 5.73: The fragment of 

what appears to be the 

original south porch bottom 

rail, with two drilled holes 

to receive balusters; painted 

green on the sides and white 

on the top; placed next to 

the infilled mortises for two 

generations of bottom porch 

rails. 
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The interpretation that the south side of the house was the service area throughout the building’s 

history is reinforced by the appearance of two additional features in 1802-1803.  These are the 

smokehouse, dendro-dated to 1803, located approximately 65 feet southwest of the west 

doorway into the dining room, and a timber-framed room, roughly 7’ by 10’6” in dimension, that 

was an original feature built into the far southwest corner of the porch in 1802.  The porch room 

was incorporated into the body of the west frame in 1947, when it was converted to form a room 

used as a study (in 1971 it was modified again when it was blended into the new addition as part 

of the kitchen).  The original function of the room has not been determined at this time, but one 

possible use that would have benefited from its being physically separated but still in proximity 

to the dwelling is that of a privy.  If this space in fact served as a privy, it would qualify as one of 

the earliest of its type yet found in the Chesapeake.
32

 

 

The smokehouse is a frame structure supported on a stone foundation, almost exactly 14’3”-

square in dimension, with a steeply-pitched pyramidal roof, and a single doorway centered in the 

east façade.  It is fully enclosed on the exterior with horizontal, flush-lapped, beaded 

weatherboards, similar to those used on the main house, and a boxed cornice consisting of 

crown, fascia, soffit, and bed molding.  Dendrochronology indicates that the structure was 

erected in 1803, and it has undergone remarkably few changes over the intervening two 

centuries.  The framing is fully exposed on the interior, and its overall character conforms well 

with many other examples of smokehouses of this era found throughout the Chesapeake region.  

As was quite often the case with buildings serving this function, the framing is especially 

substantial, with studs in all four of the walls laid out at only an 11- to 12-inch interval.  This 

close spacing primarily served as a precaution against theft, as it meant that even if an intruder 

was able to remove the exterior siding, that the short distance between the studs would preclude 

entry into the building without cutting though at least one member.  In addition to the standard 

arrangement of sills, posts, studs, braces, plates, and rafters, the pyramidal roof shape required 

the inclusion of a king post to support the rafters at the peak, and this member was carried by a 

substantial tie beam.  Two additional flanking tie beams anchored a series of short outriggers that 

lapped over and extended beyond the plate to provide nailing surfaces for attaching the cornice 

on those two sides.  The roof received some additional support from four short corner posts, left 

in the round, each of which rested on one of the outer tie beams.  Each pair of posts supported a 

board that acted as a purlin, but whose main function presumably was to provide a framework 

for suspending the curing meat.  Iron nails and wooden brackets attached to the king post, the 

rafters, the purlins, and the tie beams testify to the practice of suspending the meat over the 

smoldering fire that undoubtedly was located in the center of the building.  The recessed pit that 

likely accommodated the fire for smoking the meat presumably has been covered over by the 

concrete floor.  The board-and-batten door and the casing appear to be largely original, matching 

in style and workmanship to the doorways found elsewhere at Clermont that date to circa 1788-

1794.
33
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Image 5.75: Conjectural drawing smokehouse floor, roof framing, and roof plans Period 2d, ca. 

1803. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Image 5.76: Conjectural drawing smokehouse north and east elevations Period 2d, ca. 1803. 
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Image 5.78: The casing 

for the smokehouse door 

appears to be original 

(1803), and matches in 

style with other door 

architraves found at 

Clermont that date to the 

late 18
th

 century. 

Image 5.77: This detail of the interior 

of the smokehouse after the shingles 

were replaced shows the king post, 

rafters, roof nailers, and two of the 

purlins.  Iron nails and both wood 

and iron hooks were installed in the 

framing to suspend meat while it was 

curing.  
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D. Period 3 (1823-1848):  

 

The Clermont farm was conveyed by William Snickers to Dawson McCormick in April 1819, 

and with that purchase the McCormick family embarked on an eventful 185-year-run of 

ownership that spanned five generations.  As far as the records indicate, during the 

approximately 15 years that Dawson McCormick owned the property he appears to have made 

relatively minor additions to the farm’s building stock.  These included erecting at least one log 

cabin (1823) to serve as slave quarters and adding on to the kitchen (1831).  McCormick died in 

1834, followed by his wife, Florinda, two years later.  According to the dendrochronology 

results, at approximately the time of Florinda’s death a substantial stone structure later identified 

as a kitchen also was erected.  Given the timing, it seems likely that the plans for the structure 

had been formulated before Dawson McCormick’s passing.  At any rate, the new structure was 

completely separated from the earlier dwelling, continuing the practice started when the dining 

room wing was built almost a half-century earlier.  The McCormick children were underage at 

the time of their mother’s death, and the records suggest that they lived elsewhere under the 

guardianship of relatives for a number of years.  In 1848 Dawson McCormick’s estate was 

divided among the three children, with his eldest son, Edward, taking possession of the Clermont 

house and the surrounding farm. 

 

Enslaved African workers undoubtedly were an integral part of the workforce of the Clermont 

property by the mid-18
th
 century.  In 1803 16 enslaved people were enumerated as the property 

of William Snickers, presumably in residence at Clermont, and the third federal census (1810) 

recorded that the number of slaves had increased to 36.  Four years later the county tax records 

indicate that William Snickers was charged for 15 slaves, and in 1816 the number was 16.
34

  By 

1830, 11 years after Dawson McCormick acquired Clermont (and four years before his death), 

the ranks of the enslaved were listed in the federal census as numbering 16, with another single 

“colored person” counted as a freeman.  The evidence from dendrochronology indicates that the 

core of the existing log building was erected in 1822.  Presumably other domestic quarters for 

the enslaved had existed prior to this building, and a total of three “slave houses” were listed in 

the 1860 federal census. 

 

As originally built, the surviving slave quarters was a one-story, duplex log building, which 

measured 41 by 18 feet in dimension, resting on a continuous low stone foundation, and it was 

located approximately 75 feet to the west of the smokehouse and the kitchen.
 
 Each ground floor 

room was accessed by a doorway in the east façade that was off-set in the direction of the central 

partition.  At a later date each of the rooms was divided into two unequally sized portions, and an 

additional doorway was added and the windows were altered.  A total of four windows are set in 

the rear wall, roughly aligned with the current openings on the front (east) façade.  All of the 

window casings appear to be later in date (circular sawn material, wire nails), and it seems likely 

that at least two of the window openings on the rear wall were added when the rooms were 

subdivided.  The original openings likely were enlarged as well, as increasing the amount of 

available light was an improvement that was often made in the dwellings of both enslaved and 

free blacks over the course of the 19
th
 century.  At roughly 19 by 17 feet, and with a ceiling 

height of approximately eight feet, the dimensions of the two rooms are at the upper end of the 

range for slave housing during the antebellum period.  Although the building has been examined 

carefully with the intention of identifying any evidence that might exist to indicate the earlier 

presence of fireplaces, none has been found so far; therefore it appears that the building always 
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was heated by wood stoves served by a central chimney or chimneys.  The roof is framed with 

18 rafter pairs that are covered by cedar shakes.  The rafters supporting the west side of the roof 

have been replaced with dimensional lumber, while the surviving rafters on the east side are 

debarked poles; the pairs originally were lapped and pegged at the peak.  There is no stair 

leading to the attic and access currently is via a small hatch located in the north room.  The attic 

is unfinished and without a floor, although there is evidence that floorboards were attached to the 

ceiling joists in the past.  The flooring in the rooms below is made of narrow tongue-and-groove 

boards, and in places they overlie what are likely the original, wider, butt-jointed floorboards, 

attached to debarked round log joists.  The logs forming the walls are roughly 7-9 by 4 inches, 

hewn on two faces, with the tops and bottoms left in the round, joined at the corners with a 

simple V-notch. The hewn and pit-sawn ceiling joists were exposed and whitewashed along with 

the interior wall surfaces, but whether whitewashing was an original treatment has not been 

determined.  The exterior was clad with two generations of vertical board and batten siding, but 

the presence of remnants of whitewash on the surface of the logs behind the boards indicates that 

the building originally was not sided. 

 

 

 
 

Image 5.79: Conjectural drawing slave quarters floor plan Period 3d, ca. 1823. 
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Image 5.80: Conjectural drawing slave quarters south and east elevations Period 3a, ca. 1823. 

 

 

 
 

Image 5.81: Conjectural drawing slave quarters north and west elevations Period 3a, ca. 1823. 

 

 

A six-foot-nine-inch-long extension was added to the east end of the kitchen in 1831.  As 

discussed above, presumably it was when this addition was made that the fireplace was relocated 

from its original location on the east gable to the opposite end of the building.  The stone 

foundation was extended and the new timber framing members were butted tightly to the kitchen 

corner posts.  The roofline was extended seamlessly, with four pairs of debarked pole rafters 

supported on a flat false plate.  A partition was erected to divide the enlarged building footprint 

into two rooms: the kitchen (17 by 15 feet) and the smaller space to the east (8 by 15 feet) 

traditionally referred to as the pantry.  Direct entry into the pantry from the exterior was provided 

by a doorway located in the south façade at the southeast corner of the structure, and the space 

was lit by a window located in the north wall; a doorway in the partition provided 

communication with the kitchen.  The framing evidence indicates that the third window in the 

kitchen, positioned on the south façade between the doorway and the new partition wall, was 

added, very likely at this time.  Remnants of a window placed in the east gable (covered over by 

a later addition) suggest that the attic space was modified to accommodate seasonal occupation. 

 

 

Exposed Log Walls, Typical 
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Image 5.82: Conjectural drawing north elevation of kitchen pantry added Period 3b, ca. 1831. 

 

 

 
Image 5.83: Conjectural drawing kitchen – floor and attic plans with pantry added Period 3b, 

ca. 1831. 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Image 5.84: Conjectural drawing kitchen – south and west elevations with pantry added Period 

3b, ca. 1831. 
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The significant expenditure of effort that was involved in shifting the kitchen fireplace in 

conjunction with adding the pantry to the east end of the building seems unnecessary, unless 

there already was some plan for erecting the stone structure.  It would have been cheaper and 

easier to add on to the west end wall, and there would have been no significant drawback to 

pushing the building farther in that direction -- unless the ultimate goal was to integrate the 

structure more closely with the dwelling spaces.  If so, a major step toward that end was made 

when the stone structure was erected in 1836 just a few feet to the east of the expanded kitchen.  

Interestingly, the new building continued the previous pattern of adding rooms to the house 

without making accommodation for creating interior connections between the old and new 

spaces.   

 

 
Image 5.85: Conjectural drawing north elevation – stone section added Period 3c, ca. 1836. 

 

 

 
 

Image 5.86: Conjectural drawing south elevation – stone section added Period 3c, ca. 1836. 

 

 

The new stone building consisted of a single first-floor room with a large fireplace and a winder 

stair set in the opposite southwest corner, and a single heated room above.  The second-floor 

room most likely served as a bed chamber, while the first floor space has for many years been 

known as the dining room.  On the other hand, the large size of the chimney stack (the current 

first-floor fireplace is much smaller than the stack could accommodate, and it seems likely to 

have been reduced in size) seems more in keeping with a food preparation function than with 

dining.  According to the insurance policy issued to Edward McCormick in 1865, the “kitchen” 

was made of stone and was “two stories high.”  If this identification of the structure’s function is 

correct – and there seems no doubt that the kitchen referred to in the policy is the building in 

Stone Section Added 

Stone Section Added 
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question -- the distance between the new kitchen and the west frame would have been 

approximately 20 feet, a considerable improvement over the earlier arrangement.   But if the 

stone structure in fact replaced the earlier frame building to serve as the kitchen, then the new 

function assigned to the previous kitchen is not known.  

 

 

 

 
 

Image 5.87: Conjectural drawing stone section – first and second floor plans Period 3c, ca. 

1836. 

 

 
 

Image 5.88: Conjectural drawing stone section – north and east elevations Period 3c, ca. 1836. 
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Image 5.89: Conjectural drawing stone section – north and east elevations Period 3c, ca. 1836. 

 

The stone structure is roughly 18’4” by 21’3” in dimension, two full stories in height, over an 

inaccessible crawl-space, with a gable roof and an accessible but unfinished attic.  The simple 

boxed cornice matches what is found elsewhere at Clermont – such as the kitchen, the north front 

of the west frame, and the slave quarter – but the existing materials are 20
th
 century in date.  No 

evidence has been found to indicate the character of the original shingles, but presumably they 

were wooden, and probably matched the main house.  The large stone chimney rises on the 

exterior of the north wall, serving the fireplaces located in the single rooms that occupy each 

floor; but with only one large flue, this suggests that the second floor originally may have been 

heated by a stove.  The interior was accessed by only one exterior doorway in the south wall, 

with symmetrically placed pairs of six-over-six sash windows on the east and west walls on each 

floor.  A graceful winder stair case, with vertical boards enclosing the stair carriage and a 

curving balustrade, begins in the southwest corner of the first-floor room, rising along the south 

wall to the floor above.  The stairway is currently enclosed on the second level by a partition that 

appears to be clad in modern wallboard, and which overlaps the trim of the southwest window.  

The stairwell terminates at a doorway that also appears to be later in date than the original 

construction, and this supports the hypothesis that the original stair had not been enclosed.  In 

addition to enclosing the stair, a number of other changes were made to the second floor in the 

20
th

 century, when a doorway was added to communicate with the new wing, closets were 

installed along the north wall, the fireplace may have been added, and the mantel, window 

casings, and baseboards all were replaced.  The current tongue-and-groove floor may well be 

original.  More original woodwork survives on the first floor, as the vertical-butted and beaded 

south door architrave and the three window casings all match and are fastened with cut nails.  

Mitred backbands have been added to each of the openings, however, which match the backband 

found on the casing for the doorway that was added in 1947 to provide an interior connection 

with the old kitchen via a newly installed hyphen.  The original southwest window was closed 

off in 1947 and an opening was cut through the wall to accommodate the new doorway.  The 

flooring is tongue and grooved and face nailed with cut nails, and likely dates to 1836. 
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E. Period 4 (1849-1870): 

 

During the roughly 22-year-period that Edward McCormick owned Clermont, he made a number 

of significant modifications to the main house, as well as enlarged the property by acquiring 

several hundred acres of adjoining land, and expanded the farming operations and upgraded the 

building stock to support them.  Most of the changes to the house occurred within a few years of 

Image 5.90: The casing for the south 

doorway in the stone structure 

appears to be original; the backband 

matches the one applied to the casing 

for the doorway that was added in 

1947, and thus likely was installed at 

that time.  The door itself is a later 

replacement. 

Image 5.91: The 

unfinished attic in the 

stone structure likely 

was used only for 

storage; collars 

spanning two of the 

rafter pairs were 

outfitted with dowels, 

presumably to suspend 

bunches of herbs while 

they dried. 
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McCormick’s acquisition of the core of the farm, and they seem to have focused on making it a 

more accommodating abode for the family he and his wife, Mary Elizabeth Stribling, 

undoubtedly planned to raise there.  Mrs. McCormick died in 1853 and after McCormick 

remarried to Ellen Lane Jett in 1855, he continued apace in making a variety of improvements to 

the farm infrastructure.  The renewed building efforts testified to the considerable success 

McCormick enjoyed in his agricultural activities, and he continued along that path until the onset 

of the Civil War, when he left home to serve the Confederacy in Lynchburg.     

 

 
 

Image 5.92: Conjectural drawing east frame – first floor plan alterations Period 4a, ca. 1849. 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Image 5.93: Conjectural drawing east frame – north elevation alterations Period 4a, ca. 1849. 

 

Window Added 

Chimney Rebuilt 
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Image 5.94: Conjectural drawing east frame – east elevation alterations Period 4a, ca. 1849. 

 

 

 

 
Image 5.95: Conjectural drawing east frame – south porch wall elevation alterations Period 4a, 

ca. 1849. 

 

 

It appears that few substantive structural alterations had been made to the main dwelling 

following the two campaigns of building and interior upgrades that had been carried out by 

Edward Snickers between 1788 and 1794.  In addition, the house may have been only fitfully 

occupied over the dozen-year period between the death of Florinda McCormick and the time 

Edward took over Clermont.  Therefore, after a number of years of relative neglect the house 

may have been in need of significant structural repairs as well as a stylistic makeover.  It also 

would be understandable if the idiosyncratic character of the floor plan, with movement between 

the west and east frames still requiring leaving the buildings and passing through the south 

porch, was no longer considered acceptable.  The combination of the dendrochronological 

findings and other physical evidence indicates that in 1849 McCormick began to address many 

of these concerns.  In the east frame, he updated the interior finishes by replacing the western 

central passage partition and removing the outmoded wainscot, and it seems likely that he 

removed the paneling in the other two first floor rooms as well.  Stylistically, the door and door 

casing that was added to close off the stair hall from the central passage fits with this period.  

Window Added 

Bulkhead Added 
Chimney Rebuilt 

North Porch 

Replaced 

Jerkinhead Framing Altered to Full Gable 

Wall and Door with Transom Added Transom Added 
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McCormick also may have taken this opportunity to replace the mantelpieces in all three rooms, 

and he very likely changed out most of the baseboards as well.  At the same time, he addressed 

the issue of the poor circulation scheme by punching a doorway through the southwest corner of 

the west wall of the east frame to allow direct access between the wings.  Finally, a number of 

other changes must have occurred after 1845, at the earliest, and it is likely that they all were 

carried out during Edward McCormick’s period: the jerkinhead roof was altered to a gable form, 

both the east and the west chimneys were rebuilt, the section of the south porch roofline between 

the wings was infilled, a wall was erected to fully enclose the hyphen, the transoms above the 

north and south doors were added, first-floor windows were added in both end walls of the east 

frame, an earlier porch on the north front was replaced, and the west frame attic was plastered for 

the first time.  

  

The direct evidence indicating that this series of events began in 1849 consists of dendro-dating 

the construction of the west central passage partition wall to that year.  The mature cut nails and 

the character of the split lath in the partition match exactly with those used to patch the plaster 

wall just to the north of the doorway that was inserted in the southwest corner of the east frame, 

suggesting that the alterations occurred at the same time.  Replacing the west partition meant 

removing the wainscot there, and presumably it also led to its simultaneous removal from the 

opposite wall, as well as in all of the other first-floor rooms.  Stylistically the doorway that was 

added to enclose the stair hall fits the mid-19
th

 century, and its installation presumably provided 

the rationale for leaving the wainscot in place there.  It is the paint histories that indicate that all 

three mantelpieces in the east frame likely were installed at the same time, and their placement 

within the overall paint chronology points to a mid-19
th
-century date.  Similarly, the paint 

evidence indicates that the current trim around the north door (integral with the transom) was 

installed circa 1849.   

 

         
  

The timing of other changes to the house can only be established within a relative sequence.  The 

presence of the mature cut nails attaching the boards used to infill the clipped gables indicates 

the change must have occurred no earlier than the 1830s, and likely considerably later.  As the 

west chimney mass buts directly against the sheathing boards that were installed to create the 

west gable – which are nailed into the new framing members – the bricks must have been laid 

after the jerkinhead was altered.  The stack is laid in six-course American bond, and late cut nails 

Image 5.96: The split 

lath and plaster in the 

east frame wall adjacent 

to the doorway leading 

to the hyphen is 

identical to the material 

in the central passage 

west wall that has been 

dendro-dated to 1849; it 

also matches the lath 

and nails in the west 

frame attic. 
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were added to support the modified roof frame.  Thus, it may be that the current stack is the 

second generation replacement that was carried out after 1849; given the exposure of the stacks 

and the tendency for them to be damaged by lightning strikes, it is not unreasonable to 

hypothesize that the stack was replaced more than once during this period.  The paint evidence 

suggests that a previous chimney was somewhat wider and extended farther toward the south.  

The paint history found on the west gable weatherboards indicates that they continued to be 

painted for some time after 1845.  A photograph showing the roofline that was taken circa 1890 

clearly indicates that there was no gap in the roof at that time.  Thus, these changes must have 

occurred between circa 1845 and 1890, and given the history of the occupation of the house, 

Edward McCormick’s ownership of the property (1848-1870) seems the likeliest period when 

they were carried out.  

 

The combination of dendrochronology and documentary evidence indicates that McCormick also 

erected several new farm buildings and modified others.  The earliest of these buildings that 

survives is the cornhouse, dendro-dated to 1849, which now is joined physically to the large 

frame barn that dates to 1917.  The timber-framed cornhouse is a remarkably large example of its 

type, measuring slightly more than 42 by 12 feet and supported by stone piers, and thus it serves 

as a tangible record of McCormick’s ambitious efforts to transform Clermont’s agricultural 

capacities.  The structure was joined to form five roughly equal eight-foot bays, organized into 

three parts: two corn cribs each approximately 16 by 12 feet in dimension, which flank a central 

bay outfitted with the only exterior doorway, that served as the loading avenue as well as a 

sheltered space for performing related chores, presumably such as shucking corn.  The building 

fits the model for Chesapeake cornhouses from the period before the Civil War, as it is 

essentially two large rectangular rooms, with vertical-batten wall coverings and tall piers 

supporting the sills to promote air circulation to hasten drying of the grain.  The structure was 

quite solidly built to accommodate the heavy loads.  The manner of the joinery, the use of mature 

cut nails to attach the rafters, studs, battens, and other secondary members, and the pitsawn 

finishes, all go along with the 1849 dendro-date.  As considerable documentary evidence 

indicates that McCormick dramatically expanded his agricultural enterprises -- which included 

growing large quantities of wheat and corn, and raising cows, sheep, and other livestock – it 

appears that the cornhouse was one of the first farm buildings that he erected to support his 

ambitions.
35
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The log springhouse has been dendro-dated to 1857, and together with the cornhouse the two 

buildings represent the clearest surviving structural evidence related to Edward McCormick’s 

efforts to transform Clermont’s agricultural infrastructure.  It is a 1½-story, gable-roofed 

structure, 12’9” by 16’7” in dimension, consisting of a log crib raised above the full-height 

stone-walled first floor.  The ground floor level is slightly recessed, presumably to assist in 

cooling the dairy products stored inside, with the north-facing doorway accessing the space 

reached via a short set of recessed stairs, and which currently is covered by a gable-roofed porch 

made from 20
th
-century materials.  A vertical-barred window is set in each of the stone end 

walls, which are fastened together using mature cut nails.  The logs forming the half-story crib 

are hewn flat on two sides, joined at the corners with a V-notch, and chinked with concrete over 

wood filler pieces.  The roof is supported by nine pairs of circular sawn rafters, butted and nailed 

at the peak and lapped over the top log to project approximately two feet.  The gables are framed 

by studs, most of which either exhibit evidence of reuse or are circular sawn; a mixture of two 

types of sheathing cover the gables, one of which is stylistically late and is attached with wire 

nails, while the other may be original and is fastened with mature cut nails.  A window is 

Image 5.97: The cornhouse was 

organized with two corn cribs 

flanking a central work bay, which 

was accessed by the single exterior 

doorway. 

Image 5.98: The cornhouse is timber 

framed with the wall members conjoined 

with mortise-and- tenon joints throughout; 

here the joints for the lower outer rails and 

two down braces connecting with one of 

the corner posts.  
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centered on the west gable, with a doorway in the wall opposite, both of which are framed with 

relatively recent materials and fastened with wire nails.  The garret floor is comprised of random-

width planks, butted and face nailed with cut nails to the underlying hewn joists.  In addition to 

the recessed floor and the barred windows, a third feature appears to relate directly to the dairy 

function: the top log on each of the long walls projects beyond the corner of the crib roughly 

two-feet, to support rafters creating an overhang matching the condition on the front and rear, to 

assist in cooling the ground floor.   

 

 
  

The 1860 census for Clarke County indicates that there were three “slave houses” and 28 slaves 

(18 under the age of 12) living on the property at that time.  A work receipt dated April 1861 

indicates that one of those buildings, referred to as the “negro House,” was subdivided with 

plank partitions, possibly to provide more private space for the growing number of families 

making up the workforce.  As the existing log quarter (dendro-dated to 1822) currently includes 

two later frame partitions that divide the ground floor into four rooms, this presumably is the 

structure in question.  After the partitions were installed the two inner rooms were roughly equal 

in size, and the two smaller outer rooms also were roughly equal.  The receipt for the work also 

mentions cutting a door in “the partition,” which presumably refers to the original log wall that 

divided the two ground floor rooms, and building an “outside door.”  On the one hand, dividing 

the building into four spaces suggests that the intention may have been to create two additional 

separate living areas, to accommodate more inhabitants.  But cutting the door in the partition 

seems counter to that design, and the existing doorways in the two partitions added in 1861 

appear to be original, thus providing common interior access to all four rooms.  Adding just one 

exterior doorway to supplement the two original openings may indicate that only three separate 

living areas were envisioned, consisting of two one-room domiciles and the third with two 

rooms.  Currently there are four openings piercing the east façade, one for each room, but the one 

in the south room is narrower than the other three (roughly two feet wide in contrast to the other 

three doorways, all of which are 2’ 6”), and there is no evidence to indicate that a door ever had 

been installed there.  Therefore, this opening likely was added to allow direct interior access 

between the south room and the two small rooms accommodating the kitchen and toilet that were 

built into the south end of the porch in the early 20
th
 century.  The only evidence that has been 

found indicating a heat source in the main body of the structure suggests that the two center 

rooms alone were directly served by wood stoves.  As it would have been unusual for an 

Image 5.99: The 

springhouse consists of a 

stone-walled first floor, 

used for cooling dairy 

products, with a log half-

story above; dendro-dated 

to 1857. 
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unheated room to be used as a year-round residence during this period, this may indicate that 

even though a third exterior doorway was added in 1861, the building continued to accommodate 

just two groups of occupants.  An opening for a stove exhaust pipe in the north east corner of the 

porch indicates that the room was heated, suggesting that at least by the 20
th

 century the two 

north rooms were functionally connected.  

 
Image 5.100: Conjectural drawing slave quarters – floor plan alterations Period 4b, ca. 1861. 

 

 
 

Image 5.101: Conjectural drawing slave quarters – east elevation alterations Period 4b, ca. 

1861. 

 

 

The existence of other buildings erected at this time is indicated by documentary evidence.  An 

insurance policy from 1865 records that a “new wood dwelling two stories high,” and “a new 

barn with sheds attached,” had been erected by that date.  And a receipt for a variety of repair 
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and construction work done on the farm, dated January 10, 1871, included payment for “pulling 

down a barn on the home farm” and “raising same.”  Edward McCormick had died the previous 

March, but presumably this work had been initiated under his direction and his widow Ellen Jett 

McCormick then took over managing the property.  

 

F. Period 5 (1871-1945): 

 

Ellen Jett McCormick lived as a widow at Clermont for the rest of her life (1908), raising the 

couple’s four children.  Other than the maintenance work and the barn that had just been erected 

in 1870, little construction in general, or major changes to the main house, seems to have 

occurred during this period of almost four decades.  After her death, the tract consisting of 168 

acres and including the main house and the associated farm buildings passed into the possession 

of her son, Dr. A.M. Dupuy McCormick, who in turn owned the property until his death in 1932.  

During much of this period, McCormick did not reside at Clermont on a regular basis, and the 

farm was operated in his stead by a hired manager.  Between 1910 and 1920 a house to 

accommodate the farm manager was constructed, along with a number of buildings to support 

the farming operation, and a tenant house.  Most notable among these additions was the existing 

frame bank barn, constructed in 1917.  At the main house complex, the north porch on the east 

frame likely was replaced, the interior of the kitchen was remodeled, and the porch and rooms 

were added to the east façade of the old slave quarter, by then used for domestic worker housing.  

Other minor changes that likely date to this period include altering the doorway for the west 

frame attic stair, replacing the south porch stair, and adding bulkhead doors to the east frame 

cellar entrance. After A.M. D. McCormick’s death in 1932 until 1946, the property continued to 

be used by his heirs as a seasonal residence, with the operations of the farm overseen by the 

manager who lived in the house that had been erected on-site for that purpose.  At the main 

house, a substantial porch is known to have been built adjoining the west end of the west frame, 

which extended all the way to the southeast corner of the stone building. 

 

Image 5.102: Conjectural drawing north elevation – west porch added Period 5a ca. 1871 – 

1945. 

West Porch Added 
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Image 5.103: Conjectural drawing south elevation – west porch added Period 5a ca. 1871 – 

1945. 
 

  

 

Image 5.105: Conjectural drawing first floor plan Period 5a, ca. 1871 – 1945. 

Image 5.104: 
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Image 5.106: Conjectural drawing east frame – east elevation Period 5a ca. 1871 – 1945. 

 

 

 

Image 5.107: Conjectural drawing west elevation – west porch added Period 5a ca. 1871 – 

1945. 
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Image 5.108: Conjectural drawing slave quarters – floor plan Period 5a, ca. 1871 – 1945. 

 

 

 

Image 5.109: Conjectural drawing east elevation – slave quarters – porch added Period 5a ca. 

1871 – 1945. 

 

G. Period 6 (1946-2004): 

 

In 1946 the Clermont property was acquired by the daughter of A.M.D. McCormick -- Edith 

McCormick, and her husband, Admiral John Beardall.  For the first time in decades, members of 

the family elected to make Clermont their permanent residence, and they engaged a Washington, 

DC, architectural firm to draw up plans for alterations to the house.  The changes that were 

carried out included adding bathrooms on both floors of the east frame, connecting the stone 

Porch Addition 
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kitchen/dining room to the old kitchen by way of a frame hyphen, and modifying the porch on 

the west end of the west frame.  A new boiler was installed in the east frame cellar, with the 

exhaust flues running up the east chimney; as a result, the fireplace in the library (room 101) was 

blocked in. The small room that had been erected in 1802 when the south porch was expanded 

also was incorporated into the west frame as a “study,” with the north exterior wall removed and 

the east and west walls extended to connect with the south wall of the west frame.  Doorways 

were installed at both ends of the room, to connect with the old porch on the east and with the 

porch on the west.
36

  The west doorway in the west frame dining room also was shifted slightly 

to the north at this time, to better align with the fireplace on the opposite wall, and the flanking 

closets were modified accordingly.   

In 1958, Edith’s cousin, Edward McCormick Williams, and his wife Caroline Rust, purchased 

the Beardall’s interest in the property, and they moved in to Clermont with the intention of 

making it their year-round residence.  The Williams’ contemplated even more extensive 

renovations than had the Beardalls, and in 1970-1971 they followed through on this plan by 

constructing a new wing, situated between the west frame and the stone structure (and replacing 

the porch), that finally combined all of the elements of the house within a unified whole.  The 

wing included bedrooms, a sitting room, and bathrooms, and the study that had been created in 

1947 was incorporated into the addition to form the new kitchen.  Needless to say, the social 

molecule that thus was created was a highly unusual one, bearing little resemblance to structures 

that were erected in a more planned and less idiosyncratic manner.
37

  In 1981 Elizabeth Rust 

Williams, the daughter of Edward and Caroline Rust McCormick, inherited Clermont upon the 

death of her parents, and she undertook a number of changes to the house as well.  These 

included removing some of the earlier alterations, such as the bathroom that had been installed in 

the east frame in the northeast corner of room 103.  The flooring and the underlying summer 

beam and floor joists in the north half of the room also were replaced at that time due to their 

deterioration that largely was the result of water damage related to the bathroom.   Other 

structural work included installing book shelves in the old hall, now called the library, and 

renovating the old kitchen, to include making the attic a habitable space.  Williams reused both 

wood and bricks salvaged from the slave quarter for some of these projects.  

 

 

 
Image 5.110: Conjectural drawing north elevation – 1971 wing Period 6b ca. 1971. 

 

 

1971 Wing Added 
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Image 5.111: Conjectural drawing south elevation – 1971 wing Period 6b ca. 1971. 

 

 
Image 5.112: Conjectural drawing west elevation – 1971 wing Period 6b ca. 1971. 

 

 
 

Image 5.113: Conjectural drawing cellar floor plan - 1971 wing Period 6b, ca. 1971. 

1971 Wing Added 

1971 Wing Added 
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Image 5.114: Conjectural drawing first floor plan - 1971 wing Period 6b, ca. 1971. 

 

 

Endnotes: 

 
1 For an overview of both Washington’s and Jefferson’s domestic building activities, see Robert F. Dalzell, Jr., 

“Constructing Independence:  Monticello, Mount Vernon, and the Men Who Built Them,” Eighteenth-Century 

Studies vol. 26, no. 4 (1993):543-580.  For in-depth treatments of the construction of Mount Vernon, see Robert F. 

Dalzell, Jr., and Lee Baldwin Dalzell, George Washington’s Mount Vernon:  At Home in Revolutionary America 

(Oxford University Press: New York, 1998), and for Monticello, Jack McLaughlin, Jefferson and Monticello: The 

Biography of a Builder (New York, 1988). 
2 References to specific dates of construction for the main house, and for the kitchen, smokehouse, slave quarter, 

garage, cornhouse, and springhouse, are based on the results of the dendrochronological investigations, which are 

presented in Dan Miles, The Tree-Ring Dating of Clermont Farm, Berryville, Clarke County, Virginia (Oxford 

Dendrochronology Laboratory, 2010, with revisions 2012). 
3 Thomas Anburey, Travels Through the Interior Parts of America (Houghton Mifflin: Boston, 1923) vol. 2, p. 187, 

quoted in Camille Wells, “The Eighteenth-Century Landscape of Virginia’s Northern Neck,” Northern Neck of 
Virginia Historical Magazine vol. 37 (December 1987), 4242.   
4 For evidence arguing for the apparent preservation bias toward masonry structures, see Dell Upton, “New Views of 

the Virginia Landscape,” The Virginia Magazine of History and Biography vol. 96. no. 4 (1988):403-470; Camille 

Wells, “The Multistoried House: Twentieth-Century Encounters with the Domestic Architecture of Colonial 

Virginia,” The Virginia Magazine of History and Biography vol. 106, no. 4 (1998):353-418;  Maral Kalbian, 

Frederick County, Virginia:  History Through Architecture (Winchester-Frederick County Historical Society, 

1999):4-5; and John C. Allen, Jr., Uncommon Vernacular:  The Early Houses of Jefferson County, West Virginia, 

1735-1835 (West Virginia University Press, Morgantown, WV, 2011):36-37.  Camille Wells, “The Planter’s 

Prospect: Houses, Outbuildings, and Rural Landscapes in Eighteenth-Century Virginia,” Winterthur Portfolio vol. 

28, no. 1(1993):1-31.  The size of the Clermont property (350 acres) also argues for Wadlington’s having been 

relatively affluent, as it most likely placed him well within the upper quadrant of property owners:  the tax 
assessment entered for landowners living on Virginia’s Northern Neck in 1782 reveals that 78.2% of the 1,558 

households owned 300 or fewer acres, Ibid., 5.   An important factor in the striking affinity that Clermont and other 

contemporary houses in the vicinity shared with the building stock generally found in eastern Virginia is the fact that 

Wadlington and many of his compatriots had migrated west from Tidewater.  This focus on traditional English and 

Anglo-American building styles and other cultural norms was in stark contrast with the more German vernacular 

housing types that became popular throughout much of the Shenandoah Valley.  For a detailed study of the factors 

affecting the settlement of Clarke County, see Warren Hofstra, A Separate Place: The Formation of Clarke County, 

1971 Wing Added 
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Virginia (Madison House: Madison, Wisconsin, 1999); for a study of the impact of German settlement on vernacular 

building in Page County, Virginia, see Edward A. Chappell, “Acculturation in the Shenandoah Valley: Rhenish 

Houses of the Massanutten Settlement,” in  Dell Upton and John Michael Vlach, eds., Common Places: Readings in 

American Vernacular Architecture (University of Georgia Press: Athens, 1986):27-57.   
5 Dell Upton, “Vernacular Domestic Architecture in Eighteenth-Century Virginia,” Winterthur Portfolio vol. 17, 

nos. 2/3 (1982):95-119; Jan K. Gilliam, “The Evolution of the House in Early Virginia,” in Eleanor McD. 

Thompson, ed., The American Home:  Material Culture, Domestic Space, and Family Life (University Press of New 

England: Hanover, New Hampshire, 1998), pp. 177-196.  On the development of kitchens, see Donald W. 

Linebaugh, “ ‘All the Annoyances and Inconveniences of the Country’: Environmental Factors in the Development 
of Outbuildings in the Colonial Chesapeake,” Winterthur Portfolio vol. 29, no. 1 (1994):1-18; Michael Olmert, 

Kitchens, Smokehouses, and Privies:  Outbuildings and the Architecture of Daily Life in the Eighteenth-Century 

Mid-Atlantic (Cornell University Press:  Ithaca, 2009), pp. 23-50. 
6 For detailed studies on the development and significance of the central passage, see Upton, “Vernacular Domestic 

Architecture,” 102-107, and Mark R. Wenger, “The Central Passage in Virginia:  Evolution of an Eighteenth-

Century Living Space,” in Camille Wells, ed., Perspectives in Vernacular Architecture, II (University of Missouri 

Press: Columbia, 1986), pp. 137-149. 
7 Upton, “Vernacular Domestic Architecture,” 102-107; Mark R. Wenger, “The Dining Room in Early Virginia,” in 

Thomas Carter and Bernard L. Herman, eds., Perspectives in Vernacular Architecture, III (University of Missouri 

Press: Columbia, 1989), pp. 149-159. 
8 The stone building was situated about four feet north and seven feet west of the west frame and almost 10 feet 
north of the kitchen.  In addition to the dendrochronological results, dating evidence was provided by the findings of 

the paint study conducted by Susan Buck, and as the outcome of intensive physical investigations undertaken 

beginning in April 2010 by Dennis J. Pogue, Maral S. Kalbian, and Ken Livingston.  All of the references to paint 

evidence found throughout this document are based on Susan Buck, Cross-Section Microscopy Report: Clermont 

Farm, Berryville, Virginia (2012).  For a narrative of the construction history of Clermont that is particularly helpful 

for the period of the McCormick family ownership, see Elizabeth Rust Williams, Clermont, the McCormick Family 

Farm (1750) at Berryville, Virginia: A History of the People and the Place (2004). 
9 For detailed discussions of Chesapeake framing practices and the normal range of interior and exterior finishes, see 

Marcus Whiffen, The Eighteenth-Century Houses of Williamsburg (The Colonial Williamsburg Foundation: 

Williamsburg, revised edition 1984), pp. 89-123, Paul E. Buchanan, “The Eighteenth-Century Frame Houses of 

Tidewater Virginia,” in Charles E. Peterson, ed., Building Early America (Chilton Book Co.: Radnor, PA, 1976), pp. 

54-73, and Dell Upton, “Early Vernacular Architecture in Southeastern Virginia” (Ph.D. diss., Brown University, 
1980):65-113.  The shingles were 16 and 3/4ths inches in length, tapering from roughly ½-inch at the butt to 1/8th-

inch at the tail, and from 3-3½ inches in width.  Each shingle was fastened with a single wrought rosehead nail, with 

a spade tip; they overlapped in the standard manner to produce an average of 5½ inches of exposure.  The 

weatherboards were one-inch thick, and ranged in height from 5-11 inches (but with a modal range of 8-11 inches), 

with an overlap cut at a 60% angle, and with a 5/8ths-inch decorative bead.  By comparison, the boards that were 

inserted to close off the south doorway of the east frame in 1794 were more regular, between 12-12½ inches; the 

sheathing installed on the west frame and on the south porch room in 1802 was generally wider, with boards ranging 

from 8-15 inches, with a modal range on the west frame of 10-11 inches and on the porch room of 12-15 inches.  In 

comparison, the siding and cornice at Yew Hill also remained unpainted for an extended period after its construction 

circa 1760-61: Cheryl Shepherd, Yew Hill National Register of Historic Places Nomination (2004).  
10 Again see Upton, “Early Vernacular Architecture,” pp. 65-113, for a detailed description of typical 18th-century 
Virginia framing practices; also see Whiffen, Houses of Williamsburg, pp.  65-113. See the Peter Burr house (ca. 

1761) for an example of a nearby (Jefferson County, West Virginia) timber-framed hall and parlor house that is 

roughly contemporary with Clermont, but which exhibits a fully articulated frame: Allen, Uncommon Vernacular, 

pp. 48 and 204.  But Yew Hill, Fauquier County, and Rippon Lodge, Prince William County, are both roughly 

contemporaneous dwellings featuring clipped gable roofs without benefit of principal rafters: Shepherd, Yew Hill 

National Register Nomination, and Camille Wells, A Documentary History of Rippon Lodge to 1807, Prince 

William County, Virginia (2003).  The lack of ghost marks indicating that bricks had been removed confirms that 

this was an original condition.   
11 For a number of examples of houses with hall-parlor plans, see Upton, “Early Vernacular Architecture.” 
12 Ibid.  For an example of a relatively nearby hall-parlor plan house that has been dendro-dated to 1764, and which 

exhibits the more usual placement of doorways, see Cheryl Shepherd, The Hollow, Fauquier County, Virginia, 

National Register of Historic Places Nomination (2004).  This interpretation of the layout of Clermont’s initial 
construction phase is based on physical evidence revealed during intensive investigations undertaken by the author 



CLERMONT HISTORIC STRUCTURE REPORT 
 

Page 5:84 

 
and others beginning in 2010. At Yew Hill, the four-room plan consisted of a hall with direct entry into that space 

from both facades, with a rear chamber entered from the hall, each heated by an angled fireplace served by the north 

gable chimney; two chambers, both heated by angled fireplaces served by the south gable chimney, were partitioned 

from the hall and together spanned the width of the structure; a single doorway penetrated the partition providing 

access from the hall into the larger front chamber, with an exterior doorway in the gable providing direct access 

between the front parlor to the nearby kitchen, meat house, and dairy.  At a later date the front parlor was enlarged 

and it was designated as the dining room. The stairway to the garret was located within a lobby positioned near the 

west exterior doorway and inserted between the east-west partition, the hall, and the rear chamber: Shepherd, Yew 

Hill National Register Nomination.   
13 The practice in the 18th century of creating a more balanced, roughly symmetrical façade to serve as the formal 

front of the house was a standard feature at a great many structures that were even more humble than Clermont; for 

readily available examples, see Upton, “Vernacular Domestic Architecture,” and Whiffen, Houses of Williamsburg.  

Thus the placement of the gable-entry doorway would be similar to the condition found at Yew Hill, Shepherd, Yew 

Hill National Register Nomination.  
14 For a thoughtful presentation of the hierarchy of spaces, see Edward Chappell, “Looking at Buildings,” Fresh 

Advices: A Research Supplement (The Colonial Williamsburg Foundation, 1984).   
15 All of the studs are hewn/sash sawn and are mortised into the floorboards; the partition studs are lapped over the 

joist and attached with rose head nails; the bathroom partition studs are attached to the sides of the joists also using 

rose head nails.   
16 On the ubiquity of outbuildings on Chesapeake farmsteads, see Linebaugh, “Annoyances and Inconveniences of 
the Country,” and Wells, “Virginia’s Northern Neck,” and “Planters Prospect.” 
17 The date when the south doorway was shifted has not been determined precisely, and it could have occurred as 

early as 1788.  Support for that possibility comes in the form of the layout of the porch, with the central bay and stair 

positioned to align with the later doorway placement.  If the doorway was not moved until 1794, the misalignment 

of the door and the stair until that time would have been highly unusual.  Shifting the doorway to the east before the 

partitions were added to create the central passage would have created the more typical layout with two opposing 

exterior doorways providing access to the hall.  The architraves for the south door and the southwest window match 

with the other architraves that were added in 1794, but given the short time span involved, it is quite conceivable 

that they would match even if they were installed six years apart.    
18 Olmert, Kitchens, Smokehouses, and Privies, pp. 23-50.  Linebaugh, “Annoyances and Inconveniences,” p. 11, 

notes that in insurance documents 20 feet seems to be the minimum distance between the dwelling and its kitchen.  

According to Wells, “Planters Prospect,” pp. 15-16, 19 of the 33 kitchens listed in the Virginia Gazette (58%) were 
between 192 and 384 square feet in dimension. 
19 On 18th-century kitchens the best recent source is Olmert, Kitchens, Smokehouses, and Privies. 
20 In 1971 the west doorway was largely rebuilt, obscuring any evidence that might relate to the earlier entry.  

Evidence for the closets comes in the form of changes in the floorboards in those locations, as short boards were laid 

along the west wall butting up against the main floorboards along a line that suggests a partition, and the closet floor 

boards also are face nailed. 
21 In the east frame the plate is 3½ by 4 inches and the false plate is 1 by 11 inches; in the west frame the plate is 3½ 

by 8 inches and the false plate is 1 by 5½ inches. 
22 For several examples of mantelpieces that match this general style and which date from circa 1780 to 1820, see 

Allen, Uncommon Vernacular, pp. 304-311. Also see Virginia Lindsay Miller and John G. Lewis, Interior 

Woodwork of Winchester, Virginia: 1750-1850 (Commercial Press: Winchester, VA, 1994), p. 154, for a similar 
mantel at Cleridge Farm, Frederick County, VA dated ca. 1790.   
23 At some point the door swing was changed from right to left, as currently, and the H-L hinges – as with all of the 

other first floor doors in both the west and east frames -- were replaced by iron butts.  Williams, Clermont, the 

McCormick Family Farm, p. 13.  Thus this mantelpiece is the only original 18th-century example that survives 

intact.  
24 The floorboards in the dining room range from 3-3/4 to 6-3/8 inches with a mode of 4½ to 5½ inches; those in the 

attic range from eight to 10 inches wide. 
25 The collars are rectangular and sash sawn, roughly 2-3/4 by 3-1/4 inches in dimension.  The ceiling boards here 

have been replaced, but the boards in the western portion of the porch, installed in 1802, are original:  they are 

tongue and grooved, between five and 11½ inches in width, attached with T-headed wrought nails.  Empty 

horizontal mortises are cut into the south face of the porch sill at each corner, indicating how the original sills were 

joined. 
26 Upton, “Vernacular Domestic Architecture,” pp. 106-109. 
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27 At a later date the swing for both of these doors was switched from left to right, and the earlier H-L hinges were 

replaced with three-knuckle butts. 
28 The sill of the north window was changed out to accommodate installing the wainscot.  The height of the top of 

the wainscot surbase in the stair hall is exactly 36 inches above the floor.  
29 The interpretation of the timing of the changes to the closet is based on the presence or absence of paint layers 

found on the closet enclosure boards, on the newel post, and on the chair rail fragment found used as a nailer in the 

west frame roof.  The two layers found on the chair rail must predate 1788, which is when the paint sequence for the 

infill boards begins.  The newel post was covered over in 1794, and the closet boards exhibit one additional layer of 

cream paint after the completion of the newel post sequence.  Thus, the infill must have occurred circa 1788 and the 
boards probably were plastered in 1794 (the newel post may have missed out on the last paint layer), at the same 

time that the wainscot seems to have been added here, in the stair hall, and in the parlor. 
30 The doorway in the southwest corner of the east frame could not be dendro-dated, but the materials which formed 

the associated stud wall match those found in the west partition wall, which was dated to 1849. 
31 Louvered shutters were introduced in colonial America beginning in the late 18th century, and they were regularly 

used by the early 19th century, Carl Lounsbury, An Illustrated Glossary of Early Southern Architecture & Landscape 

(Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1994), pp.330-331. 
32 Over the course of the 18th century privies (more commonly referred to as “necessary houses” in the Chesapeake) 

generally became a standard feature associated with dwellings; these amenities were small structures housing a 

latrine with an enclosed seat on a raised platform, and they were almost invariably located some distance from the 

house.  Very little evidence seems to exist for privies being located in such proximity as may have been the case at 
Clermont.   For more on privies/necessary houses, see Lounsbury, Illustrated Glossary of Early Southern 

Architecture, pp. 240 and 292. 
33 For a recent study of smokehouses and other selected 18th-century outbuildings, see Olmert, Kitchens, 

Smokehouses, and Privies.  On the prevalence of double-studding and the interpretation that it served both a 

structural and a security function, see Wells, “Virginia’s Northern Neck,” pp. 422-23 and Wells, “Planters 

Prospect,” p. 16. 
34 The substantial increase in the number of slaves reported in 1810, followed by the steep decline a few years later, 

suggests that the 1810 number may have been inflated by including enslaved individuals living on other properties 

that were also owned by McCormick.  
35 For more on cornhouses, including an example of a similar, but much smaller, building, see Lounsbury, 

Illustrated Glossary of Early Southern Architecture, pp. 94-95. 
36 These changes are indicated on plans prepared by the architects, Walter Peter and Harlow May, “Alterations to 
Clermont, Clarke County, Virginia, for Admiral and Mrs. John R. Beardall” (seven sheets), dated February 10, 

1947.  The next phase of modifications, much but not all of which was carried out in 1970-71, is documented in 

plans prepared by Walter Peter, “Additions and Alterations to Clermont, Residence of Mr. and Mrs. Edward 

Williams, Clarke County, Virginia” (four sheets), dated November 24, 1969. 
37 Maral S. Kalbian, Douglas C. Reed, Allen Kitselman, Tim Painter, Margaret T. Peters, Clermont: Main House, 

Slave Quarters and Smokehouse, Phase 1 -- Partial Historic Structures Report (June 2008). 
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CHAPTER 6: ARCHITECTURAL CODE ANALYSIS 

A. CODE REQUIREMENTS AND ACCESSIBILITY ISSUES 

  

The following outline of current building code excerpts, options, and requirements has been 

developed in response to the existing building components, existing conditions, possible 

construction changes, and proposed uses of the buildings in the near future as described in 

Chapter 8 – Program Considerations. This is not a definitive listing or solution. When a specific 

project is proposed for development of construction documents, a thorough code analysis, report 

and specific discussions with the code officials should be made to define the direction of code 

options and delineate a solution for code compliance.   

 

Applicable Codes: Virginia Construction Code 2009. 

 International Building Code (IBC 2009) 

 International Existing Building Code (IEBC 2009)  

 International Mechanical Code (IMC 2009)  

 International Plumbing Code (IPC 2009) 

 NFPA 70 Electrical (2008) 

 International Fuel Gas Code (IFGC 2009)      

 International Energy Conservation Code (IECC 2009) 

 Accessible and Usable Buildings and Facilities -    

  ICC/ANSI A117.1-2003 

 

Code Jurisdiction: The property is owned by Commonwealth of Virginia 

Building code review is by Bureau of Capital Outlay Management 

(BCOM) Richmond, Virginia 804-371-2607 

Matt Duerksen, Architectural Reviewer 

Using the Construction & Professional Services Manual and the 

Virginia Construction Code with amendments. 

 

Owner/ Designer Code  

Compliance Choice: IBC 3401.5 Alternative compliance. 

IEBC Chapter 4 through 12: Work Area Compliance Method; 

Chapter 11: Historic Buildings; and Appendix B Section B101 

Qualified Historical Buildings and Facilities, Section B101.4 

where Historic Facilities are not subject to Section 106 of the 

National Historic Preservation Act (Federal Jurisdiction) 

alternative requirements of Section 1105 Change of Occupancy are 

permitted. 

 

Existing Building  

Use Group: IBC 310.1: Residential R3, Existing use of the building is 

residential with apartment and accessory business (farm office).  

 The existing uses are allowed to continue per Matt Duerksen, with 

BCOM.  
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Proposed Use Group: Business Use Group (B) including apartment, office and residential 

house with added use as museum per IEBC 1101.3. Per IEBC 

1101.2, a written report shall be prepared to demonstrate 

compliance with each safety feature and which features would be 

damaging to the contributing historic features.  

 

Historic Significance: IEBC Chapter 11: Historic Buildings - Clermont Farm is listed on 

the National Park Service National Register of Historic Places and 

on the Virginia Department of Historic Resources Virginia 

Landmarks Register. 

 

Construction Type: IBC Table 601: 5B - Masonry foundations and wood frame or 

masonry bearing walls with wood frame roof.  

 

Maximum Allowable Height  

and Building Area Based on  

Use:  IBC Table 503: For 5B Construction Type B Use Group – 

Maximum 40 feet tall, 2 stories, and 9,000 square feet (Note that 

Type R-3 also complies). 

 

Existing Number of Stories 

And Height: Varies by section; maximum two stories, and approximately 27 

feet maximum height to roof ridge. 

 

Repairs to Historic  

Buildings: IEBC Chapter 11 requires conforming with Chapter 5 - Repairs, 

except that replacement of existing or missing materials using 

original materials shall be permitted. Repairs shall be done in a 

manner that maintains the level of fire protection, means of egress, 

and accessibility. Replacement of glazing in hazardous locations 

shall comply with IBC Chapter 24. Dangerous structural 

conditions shall be eliminated per IBC standards. Electrical wiring 

and equipment undergoing repair shall be allowed to be repaired or 

replaced with like material. Electrical grounding is encouraged 

when a method is available. Mechanical systems undergoing repair 

shall not make the building less conforming. Plumbing materials 

and supplies shall not be used for repairs that are prohibited in the 

IPC. Replacement water closets must conform to the current 

Federal mandate of 1.6 gallons per flushing cycle.  

 

ACCESSIBILITY ISSUES 

 

Accessible Route:  IBC 1104.1-2; Accessible routes within the site shall be provided 

from public transportation stops; accessible parking; accessible 

passenger loading zones; and public streets or sidewalks to the 
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accessible building entrance served. At least one accessible route 

shall connect accessible buildings, accessible facilities, accessible 

elements and accessible spaces that are on the same lot. An 

accessible route shall not be required between site arrival points 

and the building if the only means of access between them is a 

vehicular way not providing for pedestrian access. 

 

Accessible Route at  

Multilevel Buildings: IBC 1104.4 exception 1; At least one accessible route shall connect 

each accessible level, including mezzanines, in multilevel 

buildings and facilities. An accessible route is not required to 

stories and mezzanines above and below accessible levels that 

have an aggregate area of not more than 3,000 square feet. 

 

Accessible Parking Spaces: IBC 1106.1; one accessible parking space shall be provided for 25 

parking spaces required. IBC 1106.5; one van-accessible parking 

space per 6 accessible parking spaces or fraction thereof is 

required. Example, if one accessible space is required then it must 

be van-accessible and if seven spaces are required then two of the 

7 must be van-accessible. 

 

Alterations and Accessibility: IEBC 1104 addresses the requirements for alterations to historic 

buildings in regards to accessibility and the Americans with 

Disabilities Act (ADA) and the IBC. The accessibility provisions 

of Chapter 605 and 706 shall apply to buildings and facilities 

designated as historic structures that undergo alterations unless 

technically infeasible. Where compliance with the requirements for 

accessible routes, entrances or toilet facilities would threaten or 

destroy the historic significance of the building, as determined by 

the code official, the following alternative requirements of Section 

1104 for that element shall be permitted: 

  

1. Site arrival points: At least one main entrance shall be 

accessible.  

2. Multilevel buildings: An accessible route from an accessible 

entrance to public spaces on the level of the accessible entrance 

shall be provided. 

3. Entrances: At least one main entrance shall be accessible. 

4. Toilet and bathing facilities: Where toilet rooms are provided, 

at least one accessible family or assisted-use toilet room 

complying with Section 1109.2.1 of IBC shall be provided. 

 

 Displays: IEBC B101.5 specifies that exhibits, displays and signs 

must be located so that a seated person can look at them; such 

exhibits must be 44 inches maximum above the floor. 
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FIRE SAFETY 

 

Door Width: IEBC 1103.3; existing door openings and corridor and stairway 

widths may be approved by the Code Official.  

 

Roof Covering:  IBC table 1505.1 note b. Nonclassified roof coverings shall be 

permitted on buildings of Group R-3 where there is a minimum 

fire separation distance of 6 feet from the leading edge of the roof. 

 

Interior Finishes: IEBC 1103.5; existing finishes of walls and ceilings shall be 

accepted when it is demonstrated that they are the historic finishes. 

 

Existing Floor  

Area, (Exterior Footprint 

Without Porches): Main House - 2,635 square feet 

 Slave Quarters – 1,014 square feet 

 Smokehouse – 212 square feet 

 

Gross Building  

Area at Ground Levels, 

(Interior surface of walls):  Main House – 2,044 square feet 

 Slave Quarters – 908 square feet 

 Smokehouse – 189 square feet 

 

Means of Egress, 

Building with Single Exit: IBC 1021.2, R3 occupancies are allowed to have a single exit. B 

use occupancies first story or basement levels are limited to 50 

occupants and 75 feet travel distance. Second story B use is limited 

to 29 occupants and 75 feet travel distance. (Note, See the 

Occupancy Load Table). 

 

Stairway Enclosure: IBC 1022.1, exception 1, in R3 and B use occupancies a stairway 

is not required to be enclosed when the stairway serves and 

occupant load of less than 10. 

 

Door Swing Direction: IBC 1008.1.2 states that doors shall swing in the direction of 

egress travel where serving an occupant load of 50 or more. IEBC 

1105.7 states that exceptions can be made for front door in historic 

buildings based on other approved exits. 

 

One-hour Fire-resistant  

Assemblies: IEBC 1103.6, Wood lath and plaster is allowed as alternative to 1-

hour-rated wall construction.    

 

Existing Stairway Railings: IEBC 1103.9-10, Existing handrails and guards shall be permitted 

to remain, provided they are not structurally dangerous.  
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Exit Signs: IBC 1011.1 Exception 1, exist signs are not required in rooms or 

areas that require only one exit, or exit access. 

 

Automatic Fire-Suppression: IBC 903.2 is not required for proposed B use. Required for R3 use. 

The existing building is not suppressed and is not within close 

proximity to municipal water to provide adequate flow and 

pressure to support a sprinkler system. If a sprinkler system 

becomes a requirement in the future, an approved reservoir system 

or hookup to municipal water will be required.  

 

Fire Alarm System: IBC 907.2, not required for proposed B use but is required with 

total occupant load of greater than 500. Not required for R3 use. 

 The Owner intends to install a fire and smoke detection system.  

 

Smoke Alarms: IEBC 907.2.11.2, interconnected smoke alarms are required in R3 

use group located on ceiling or wall outside of each sleeping area, 

in each room used for sleeping and in each story within a dwelling 

unit. Units must be hardwired to the electrical system and provided 

with battery backup.   

 

Fire Extinguishers: IBC 906 and NFPA 10 for Class A fires require a maximum travel 

distance of 75 feet to a labeled fire extinguisher.  

 

Complete Change  

of Occupancy: IEBC 1105.15 Accessibility requirements. The provisions of 

Section 912.8 shall apply to buildings and facilities designated as 

historic structures that undergo a change in occupancy, unless 

technically infeasible. Where accessible routes, ramps, entrances, 

or toilet facilities would threaten or destroy the historic 

significance of the building, as determined by the code official, the 

alternative requirements of Sections 1104.1.1 through 1104.1.4 for 

those elements shall be permitted.  

 

 912.8.2 Complete change of Occupancy. Where an entire building 

undergoes a change of occupancy, it shall comply with Section 

912.8.1 (Accessibility Sections 605 and 706 regarding Alterations) 

and shall have all of the following accessible features:  

 

1. At least one accessible building entrance. 

2. At least one accessible route from an accessible building 

entrance to primary function areas. 

3. Signage complying with Section 1110 of the IBC. 

4. Accessible parking, where parking is provided. 

5. At least one accessible passenger loading zone, where loading 

zones are provided. 

6. At least one accessible route connecting accessible parking and 

accessible passenger loading zones to an accessible entrance. 
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Alterations to Primary  

Function Area: IEBC 605.2 exception 1. The costs of providing the accessible 

route are not required to exceed 20 percent of the costs of the 

alterations affecting the area of primary function. 

 

Building Code  

Interpretation of Primary  

Function Areas: Our current interpretation based on the Space Use Program of 

anticipated use is that the:  

1. Primary Function areas for public access in the Main House are 

as follows: 

  

 Museum/ Research Areas 

 North Porch  

 Living Room 103 

 Front Hall 102 

 Library 101 

 South Porch 106 

 Old Kitchen 025 

 Pantry 024 

 

 Future Office Use 

 Current Bedroom 017 

 Old Dining Room 021 

 

2. Secondary non-public spaces are upper level bedrooms of the 

East and West Frame, cellar spaces and second floor apartment 

spaces. 

  

 Dressing Room 202 

 Bedroom 204 

 Attic Bedroom 206 

 Cellar 001 

 Cellar 006 

 Kitchen 114 

 Bedroom 120 

 Bedroom 124 

 

Occupancy Load: IBC 303.1 Assembly Group A. A building used for museum use 

with an occupant load of less than 50 persons shall be classified as 

a Group B occupancy. 



CLERMONT HISTORIC STRUCTURE REPORT 

  

 

Page  6:7 

 
 

Occupancy Load Table - Per Room, IBC Table 1004.1.1, based on usable gross square foot area 

as follows: 

Main 

House Use 

and 

Occupancy 

       

Room No. Current 

Room 

Name 

Current 

Use 

Conjectural 

Original 

Use 

Proposed 

Function of 

Space, IBC 

1004.1.1 

S.F. 

per 

person 

Usable 

Gross 

Square 

Feet 

No. of 

People 

001 Cellar Mechanic

al 

Cellar Mechanical, 

Museum 

1/300 261 1 

006 Cellar Mechanic

al 

Cellar Mechanical, 

Museum 

1/300 315 1 

017 Bedroom Apartment Bedroom Business, 

Museum 

1/100 246 4 

021 Dining 

Rm. 

Residentia

l 

Kitchen/ 

Dining 

Business, 

Museum 

1/100 265 12 

024, 025 Pantry & 

Old 

Kitchen 

Business Kitchen/ 

Pantry 

Business, 

Museum 

1/100 392 4 

101, 102, 

103, 104 

Library, 

Front Hall, 

Stair, 
Living Rm 

Residentia

l 

Hall & 

Parlor 

Business, 

Residential, 

Museum 

1/100 567 8 

110 Dining 

Rm. 

Business Dining Business, 

Museum 

1/100 366 7 

114, 120 Kitchen, 

Bedroom 

Apartment Kitchen/ 

Home 

Office 

Residential, 

Museum 

1/200 581 3 

124 Bedroom Apartment Bedroom Residential, 

Museum 

1/200 232 2 

202, 204 Dressing, 

Bedroom 

Residentia

l 

Bedroom Business, 

Residential, 

Museum 

1/100 386 4 

206 Bedroom Residentia

l 

Bedroom Business, 

Residential, 

Museum 

1/100 305 3 

Total 

Proposed 

Occupancy 

      49 

Total 

Business 

Occupancy 

Only 

      23 
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PLUMBING  

 

Fixture Requirements 

For Main House:  IPC Table 403.1 

1. For one apartment, R3 occupancy – One (1) Water Closet, One 

(1) Lavatory, One (1) Bathtub/ shower, One (1) Kitchen sink, 

and one washing machine hookup. 

 

 All required fixtures are existing in the apartment 

 

2. For Business (B) occupancy, based on 23 occupants (12 male 

and 12 female), per IPC 403.2, separate male and female 

facilities are required when the total occupant load is more than 

15.  

 Female Toilet: 

  Water closet: One required 

  Lavatory: One required 

 Male Toilet: 

  Water closet: One required 

  Lavatory: One required 

 One drinking fountain is required (high/ low double fixture) 

 One service sink is required. 

 

 Bathrooms 007 and 122 are available for business office use. They 

are not accessible and do not have adequate space to be adapted.  

 

 Service sink and drinking fountains do not exist currently. Request 

for code modification for the service sink may be allowable based 

on available tub fixtures.   

 

Fixture Requirements 

For Slave Quarters and  

Smokehouse: It is anticipated that the two structures will be used only for 

research, museum or display purposes and therefore will not 

contribute substantially to the occupancy of the facility.   

 

Well Water System: The well in the south yard of the house is undocumented as to its 

permit, age, depth, casing type or distance grouted, etc. The Health 

Department may have requirements that would force a new well be 

installed to provide for public consumption. This is usually 

determined by number of persons served and frequency of events.  

 

Location of Toilet  

Facilities:  Business use occupancies require that public and employee toilet 

facilities are located not more than one story above or below the 

space required to be provided with facilities, and the path of travel 
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to such facilities shall not exceed a distance of 500 feet. ADA 

compliant directional, and male and female signage is required for 

public facilities. 

 

HEATING, AIR-CONDITIONING AND ELECTRICAL 

 

Full Descriptions are included in Chapter 6: Property Assessment and Recommendations.  
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CHAPTER 7: PROPERTY ASSESSMENT AND  

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR PRESERVATION 

A. INTRODUCTION AND OBJECTIVE  

 

The varying condition of the main house, smokehouse, and slave quarters and the repairs that are 

required can be attributed generally to lack of maintenance over the past thirty years. The 

Clermont Foundation is actively addressing maintenance issues, and has accomplished some 

major work while this HSR was being completed. The roofs on the main house and smokehouse 

were replaced. Deteriorated siding was replaced on the 1971 wing as well as other work items 

listed in Chapter 1 - Site Interventions Timeline (2005-2012). Fortunately, the buildings have not 

had intensive restorations and instead have basically evolved with the ownership changes and 

associated additions. The buildings have been lightly remodeled based on the style of the 

respective historic periods. This evolution has created a uniquely preserved vernacular 

homestead design spanning over two-and-a-half centuries.   

  

The objective of the following assessment and recommendations is to provide a guide to preserve 

and maintain the buildings in their current designs, while allowing for future studies of the 

grounds and structures to determine missing structures and to clarify the architectural and 

archaeological development of the property.  

 

A first-phase coordinated Interpretive Plan for the main house, slave quarters, smokehouse and 

springhouse has been recommended (see Chapter 1) as an integral part of future work to stabilize 

and preserve Clermont. The plan should lay out specific objectives and research questions, and 

determine uses of the structures and the property. This plan will directly affect the approaches 

taken in implementing a wide range of specific recommendations that are listed in the following 

sections. The plan should describe what parts of the buildings to display, as well as building 

areas to leave open for research and display. This applies to the timber structure, siding, ceilings, 

floor boards, and wall finishes. An overall scheme for the interior and exterior paint color 

schemes should be part of the Interpretive Plan. Other plan components should include providing 

a safe environment for private and public use, and a comprehensive maintenance and inspection 

schedule with annual or bi-annual conditions surveys of each building to prioritize the 

preservations needs of the historic structures. 

 

Archaeological studies and other physical investigations undertaken in advance of obvious repair 

and replacement in-kind, should play a significant role in the ongoing research and 

understanding of previous building interventions, and provide invaluable information to aid in 

the decision making for future repairs and possible restorations.  This will be especially 

important in areas where work will entail ground disturbance, and thus potential loss of 

archaeological data, such as in the case of the repairs required at the north and south porches. 

Excavations conducted in these two areas will doubtless yield valuable archaeological findings 

and provide guidance in planning repairs and/or restorations.  
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B. ARCHITECTURAL CONDITION ASSESSMENT AND TREATMENT PLAN 

 

Main House Exterior: With the replacement of the roof and maintenance to chimney tops and 

roof flashings, the building is in generally good condition, with the notable exception of the 

north and south porches. The porches will require dismantling and replacement of foundations 

and decking. Roof drainage onto the south porch should be remedied as a component of its 

restoration. Painting, with good preparation and repair of all the wood surfaces, is currently a 

major item of work. Correcting poor drainage at the foundation perimeter is another area of 

concern. Groundhog control should be a high priority along with developing a general pest 

control program. The stone foundation walls of the west frame should be inspected fully with 

some restoration likely as a result. Minor pointing of the brick and stone masonry is needed in 

general. Removal of Portland cement mortar and replacement with lime mortar should be 

addressed as funds become available.  

 

Main House Interior: Except for repairing damage from broken water pipes in the east frame and 

the plaster restoration work in the west frame attic, the house is in good condition. The HVAC 

systems vary in age and usefulness, however. The boiler systems are in working order while the 

air conditioning systems are either not working or at the end of their life span. Electrical issues 

are present, and the Clermont Foundation has addressed some of those already. Steel water pipe 

should be replaced and the well should be carefully inspected to determine its effectiveness as a 

public water supply. A whole house environmental survey should be completed and any hazards 

should be removed or addressed. 

 

Slave Quarters Exterior: Due to the exposed condition of the log walls and a lack of maintenance 

of the wood lap siding, extensive portions of the exterior log walls are in poor condition. The 

stone foundation is also in poor condition and poor drainage is making the situation worse. The 

roofing is in very bad condition and is nearing failure. The roof framing is in question due to the 

current racked condition. A complete restoration of the building will be required with 

preservation in-place likely being the main focus. 

 

Slave Quarters Interior: The log structure interior is in good condition but the porch additions are 

in poor condition and require both cosmetic interventions and structural restoration. Again the 

focus should be a total restoration of the building based on the Interpretive Plan.  

 

Smokehouse Exterior: With the replacement of the roof and finial the structure is in fairly good 

condition, with stone foundation restoration needed on two or three sides, poor drainage 

corrected on the east side, and minor repairs to siding.  

 

Smokehouse Interior: The interior requires restoration of the floor surface and door sill area. Full 

exposure and inspection of the ground sill members may reveal the need for significant 

restoration. The wall and roof framing are in good condition.   

 

General: Many areas of the three building interiors and exteriors have been exposed for access 

and HSR research, and they remain open or temporarily covered with plywood. Areas in 

question include the timber structures, wall siding, ceilings and flooring materials. The structures 
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should be made weather tight and whole again but only after taking into account the goals of the 

Interpretive Plan. 

 

General Exterior Issues and Recommendations  

 

High Priority: 

 Develop a coordinated Interpretive Plan for the three buildings.  

 Conduct a comprehensive Phase II environmental assessment and testing of existing 

materials.  

 Remove underground oil storage tanks and provide code compliant above ground tank.  

 Conduct a whole house pest control assessment that addresses termites, beetles, ground 

hogs, squirrel and bird access points, wood boring bees, and other pests. Adopt a 

treatment plan and annual inspection schedule for all buildings. 

 Modify finish grades to provide positive drainage away from foundations.  

 

 
Image 7.1: Improper drainage at north 

side of 1971 wing and stone section. 

 
Image 7.2: Improper drainage at south 

1971 wing and west hyphen. 

 Coordinate with the archaeologist prior to any work that will require ground disturbance. 

 Provide a plan to remove all plantings within ten feet of the foundations and to prevent 

possible tree limb damage.  

 

      
 

 

 
Image 7.3: Improper drainage at 

north side of slave quarters and 

tree limbs too close to structure. 

Image 7.4: Plantings too close to 

foundation at west side of old 

kitchen. 
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 Paint all newly repaired or installed woodwork as soon as possible.  

 Paint all existing wood work. 

 

 
Image 7.5: Newly replaced siding 

requires finish coat of paint. 

 
Image 7.6: Repaired dormer siding and 

all other woodwork requires 

preparation and painting. 

 

 Provide temporary support for the south wall of the slave quarters. 

 Develop a repair and restoration plan for the entire slave quarters.  

 Provide temporary masonry repairs of the failed brick piers at the south porch, knowing 

that the work will be redone when the porch is rebuilt.  

 

 
Image 7.7: South wall of the slave 

quarters requires support until 

restoration can be completed. 

 
Image 7.8: South porch brick piers 

require temporary repairs. 

 

 Inspect the ground well in the south yard to determine its construction and viability for 

future public use.  
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Lower Priority: 

 Provide ground-gutters at major roof drip-lines to help control erosion and splashing, and 

to assist in directing water runoff away from foundations. 

  

 
Image 7.9: North porch area in need of 

ground gutter and accessible path. 

 
Image 7.10: North side of old kitchen in 

need of grading and ground gutter. 

 

 Determine if a gutter along the south porch eave is required or if the porch floor can be 

modified to alleviate roof water runoff from ponding on the wood floor.  

 Determine if a gutter at the south and west eaves of the 1971 wing is required 

 Develop and update an as-built site plan of below grade utilities, drain pipes, electrical 

lines, etc., as information becomes available. 

 Repair, in-kind, all miscellaneous wood trim, including windows, doors, sills, hardware, 

bar openings, shutters, columns, siding, and flooring.  

 Remove shutters exposed to the weather and put into storage, or repair and rehang. 

 Remove concrete pad at north side of west hyphen that may be causing water damage at 

floor of pantry. Restore proper grade and drainage. 

 

 
Image 7.11: Recommend removal of 

concrete pad, north side of west hyphen. 

 

 Re-point brick and stone as needed. 
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Image 7.12: South stone foundation is in 

need of pointing. 

 
Image 7.13: S.W. corner of stone 

section requires pointing. 

 

 The wood sill plates and stone foundation of the old kitchen require restoration. 

 

 
Image 7.14: South wall of old kitchen 

requires wood sill and foundation 

restoration.  

 
Image 7.15: North interior brick wall of 

cellar 006 requires pointing and some 

brick replacement. 

 
Image 7.16: Stone foundation of 

smokehouse requires restoration and 

pointing. 

 
Image 7.17: Stone foundation of slave 

quarters requires restoration and 

pointing. Removal of plantings. 
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 Inspect and repair existing storm windows and install where missing. Lo E coated glass is 

recommended. 

 Provide historically sympathetic methods of hiding new mechanical equipment that may 

be needed.  

 Investigate the possibility of extending the town water main on site to provide fire truck 

hookup for the main house and barn areas. 

 Recommend providing underground electric service from the pole transformer with 

concealed electrical service boxes where possible. 

 For residential and office use, lighting is recommended at all exterior door entrances; 

specifically doors 102B, 106B, 106C and 025B do not currently have fixtures; and at the 

slave quarters, porch 501 and door 501A. 

 

Smokehouse – 401 

 Remove the brick stoop and restore the original wood sill condition. 

 Regrade east side to original elevations and provide accessible path to doorway. 
 

 
Image 7.18: Remove brick stoop at east 

side of smokehouse and re-grade. 

 
Image 7.19: Repair siding and stone 

foundation and remove plantings on 

north side of smokehouse.  

 Repair wood sills at deteriorated areas.  

 Repoint stone foundation.  

 Repair wood siding. 

 Recommend changing to concealed interior lighting. 

 Study the original interior floor level and material, and possible location of fire pit.  

 Determine the condition of all wood sill members; repair as required. 

 Determine when the dovecote was installed. 
 

Slave Quarters 

Major Work Area: Provide a complete, in place, preservation rehabilitation of the 

building, including stone foundations, log and frame walls, windows and doors, roof 

structure with new wood shingles, and interior finishes and fixtures. Work shall follow 

guidance laid out in the proposed Use and Interpretive Plan. 

 The Plan may require new water and sanitary service. 
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Image 7.20: Repair slave quarters; east 

side.  

 
Image 7.21: Repair slave quarters; 

southeast corner. 

Specific Exterior Issues and Recommendations  

 

Main House - North Porch 105:  

Major Work Area: The porch floor and column bases have deteriorated due to water 

intrusion from the roof. The floor has been covered with plywood to provide a safer 

walking surface and to protect the floor framing from further deterioration. Four 

freestanding, wood columns have been removed and put into storage. The area around 

and under the porch is targeted as a potentially rich area for archaeological investigation. 

The area beneath the floor is currently inaccessible and possibly in poor condition due to 

ground hog access.       
 

Recommendations: 

 Restore to the previous 2004 condition. Raise the floor level to provide accessibility to 

door 102A. Adjust column and pilaster heights. 

 Repair and expand the brick walk to provide an accessible path from new accessible 

parking to direct access onto the porch.  

 Remove current plywood floor and square posts that were installed in 2011 and support 

roof. 

 Document porch floor framing.  

 Evaluate need to conduct archaeological investigations beneath and around the porch 

floor for evidence of previous porch construction periods and uses of the area. 

 Investigate for evidence of previous porch construction periods. 

 Remove and replace deteriorated framing based on historic/archaeological findings.   

 Evaluate condition of stone house foundation.  

 Repair concrete foundation as needed. Provide venting under porch with pest control 

measures.  

 Repair or replace floor framing structure. 

 Replace wood flooring with tongue and groove wood flooring.  

 Reinstall wood columns by restoring or replacing missing pieces. 

 Replace beaded wood ceiling. Provide inconspicuous venting of the porch attic space 

with insect screen protection detailed with the ceiling installation. 
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Image 7.22: Repair brick walk and make 

accessible to north porch level. 

 
Image 7.23: Repair north porch and 

raise floor level to threshold of door 

102A for accessible entrance. 

 

Main House - South Porch 106:  

Major Work Area: The south porch is showing areas of serious deterioration in the brick 

and stone foundations, the floor framing, wood flooring, and trim pieces. The main cause 

appears to be water intrusion from the roof and poor drainage at grade. The area around 

and under the porch is targeted as a potentially rich area for archaeological investigation. 

The soil area beneath the porch is currently in poor condition due to ground hog 

disturbance.       

  

Recommendations:  

 Remove and salvage current flooring. Support roof with railings and columns intact.   

 Document and remove the floor framing structure.  

 Evaluate condition of the stone and brick foundations.  

 Conduct archaeological investigations beneath and around porch floor. 

 Investigate for evidence of previous porch construction periods and uses of the area. 

 Repair to appropriate period, size and materials based on historic findings. Coordinate 

size with roof overhang. Raise the floor level to provide accessibility to doors 102B, and 

106C. 

 Repair foundations as needed.   

 Evaluate condition of the hyphen, east and west frame stone foundations. 

 Repair or replace floor framing structure based on historic/archaeological findings. 

 Replace wood flooring with tongue and groove wood flooring. Reuse salvaged material. 

 Re-secure wood columns. 

 Replace wood ceiling boards. Provide venting of attic space with insect screen protection. 

 Replace wood stairs to south lawn to appropriate period. 

 Study floor framing evolution, evidence of previous porch configurations, evidence of 

foundations; define purpose of stone foundation extending south from the SW corner of 

the east frame; investigate the area of the cellar entrance door 003A for evidence of 

possible steps and cheek walls.  
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Image 7.24: South porch flooring 

showing deterioration of framing below. 

Siding and ceiling boards removed for 

research. 

 
Image 7.25: Repair south porch and 

raise floor level to threshold of door 

102B for accessible entrance. 

 

Main House - Kitchen: 

 Provide access stair or ramp at entry door 025B. 

 Investigate further the historically correct shutters, or lack of, for the windows. Provide 

new shutters if appropriate. 

 Remove two gable windows on west side. Replace siding. 

 Determine the necessity of retaining the electrical boxes on the south wall. 

 Repair the stone foundation and correct drainage. 
 

 
Image 7.26: Provide access stair or 

ramp at door 025B (at screen door). 

Investigate correct shutter placement. 

 
Image 7.27: Remove the two modern 

windows on west side gable. 

Main House – 1971 Exterior Hall 015 

 Paint the pressure treated wood at the stair and storage closet. 

 Correct poor drainage grading at the south wall of 1971 wing that is causing water 

penetration of the foundation wall, and consider installing a gutter at the eave above. 
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Image 7.28: Paint existing stair. 

 
Image 7.29: Water is penetrating the south 

foundation wall at exterior hall 015. Correct 

poor soil drainage at south side and consider 

installing gutters on the 1971 eave.   

 

General Masonry Repair and Pointing: 

 Remove failed lime mortar. Point with matching lime mortar to match the original 

pointing profile.  

 Remove Portland mortar applications, as funding allows, and point with lime mortar to 

match the original pointing profile, texture and color. 

 Remove failed brick and replace with bricks of the same size, color range, hardness, 

texture, and markings. 

 Re-set stones to original placement if displaced. Replacement stone shall match the 

original type, in color, texture, and shapes. 

 

General Wood Repair: 

 Repair, in-kind, existing wood trim, including windows, doors, sills, barred openings, 

shutters, columns, siding, and flooring. Original materials shall remain with minimal, and 

historically appropriate, repairs made to deteriorated areas. Wood consolidation and 

epoxy repair is an acceptable treatment to avoid entire replacement of the affected piece.   

   

General Painting: 

 Viable paint shall remain wherever possible. Scrape and sand to feather the edges of 

layered paint and provide a renewed wood substrate for application of slow drying oil 

primer. Develop a paint color scheme based on the historic findings and Interpretive Plan.  

 

Ground Work: 

 All ground work shall be coordinated with the project archaeologist. 
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General Interior Issues and Recommendations 

 

High Priority: 

 Inspect and repair the electrical system as described in the Electrical Report. 

 Prioritize the HVAC concerns for replacement systems. 

 Recommend a whole house smoke and fire detection system with security system and 

automatic 911 emergency call.  

 Recommend fire extinguishers be placed near high hazard areas and be readily 

accessible. Develop a maintenance plan to verify units are in working order.  

 

Lower Priority 

 Replace the air conditioning mechanicals by following the planned Space Use of the 

structures. If desired, replace the boiler systems with high efficiency systems. 

 Repair/insulate and seal the HVAC ductwork as described in the HVAC Report. 

 Develop and maintain a heat and air conditioning maintenance plan. 

 Insulate water piping as described in the HVAC Report. 

 By following the Interpretive Plan, repair and close openings in the plaster walls and 

ceilings that are contributing to current heat loss.  

 Woodwork shall remain undisturbed unless called out for repair or painting. Unpainted 

wood shall remain unpainted. 

 Door and window hardware should be professionally documented, rehabilitated and 

cleaned as needed to maintain good working order. 

 Flooring and woodwork should be protected from damage during times of high use, 

construction traffic, or other possible abusive work. 

 Determine the need for insulation in areas other than the 1971 wing. 

 Determine the need for adding historically appropriate window and door weather-

stripping. 

 Determine a painting and color plan by following the Interpretive Plan. 

 Determine a conservation plan for the wall paper. 

 The flooring will remain without treatment throughout the buildings, except where noted 

that reinforcement or repair is required.  

 

Specific Interior Issues and Recommendations 

 

Main House Insulation 

Major Issue: Reconsider the need for insulation, in the areas other than the 1971 wing, 

after the holes in the plaster ceilings and walls are repaired or covered. From a research 

standpoint, insulation will deter access and viewing of insulated areas. Note that physical 

contact with fiberglass insulation and breathing of glass fibers is considered a health risk. 

Except for the 1971 wing, the structures were not intended to be insulated with modern 

materials. Note that the HVAC report analysis is based on insulating certain attic areas. 

 

Recommendation: The following recommendations are made if insulation is desired: 

insulate with easily removed materials such as rigid boards, natural fiber batts that are 

considered a non-irritant, or encapsulated long-glass-fiber fiberglass batt insulations. 
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Spray foam, unencapsulated fiberglass batt, all blown-in types, and insulations containing 

formaldehyde and corrosive chemicals are not recommended. Insulation shall be rated 

Class A for combustibility. Use of vapor barriers is not recommended. Attic insulation 

should have a total R value of 38 or greater. Wall insulation should be a minimum of R-

11. Crawlspace floor insulation should be a minimum of R19. Maintain adequate eave 

clearances for good attic venting. 

 

Remove the blown fiberglass insulation in Attic 208 of the stone section and the 

fiberglass batt insulation in attic 127 and 128 of the kitchen. Re-insulate these areas and 

attic 301 of the east frame.  

 

Remove the fiberglass batt insulation in cellar 001 and crawlspace 002. The insulation is 

in poor condition and has fallen away in some areas. Viewing of the floor structure has 

been hindered because of it. The boiler in cellar 001 keeps the spaces warm during the 

winter months and the insulation is retarding air circulation in the warm months. If 

insulation is desired, use one of the recommended materials. 

 

Remove the fiberglass insulation in the 1971 attic, crawl and exposed walls and replace 

with a recommended removable product. 

 

Main House – East Frame Cellar 001 

 Replace the water heater and add pressure tank. Place tank on raised concrete platform. 

 Remove insulation. 

 Re-grade the exterior soil to slope away from window 01. Restore the masonry window 

well. Restore window 01 and add operable interior window sash and insect screen panel. 

Use to ventilate during summer and close during winter months.  

 Repoint stone work. 
 

 
Image 7.30: Restore window 01, restore 

grade to original levels.  

 
Image 7.31:Repair bulkhead door 001A. 

 Conduct a pest control assessment of wood structure. 

 Stabilize deteriorated floor joists. 

 Repair bulkhead door 001A. 

 Provide support for weak and separated floor boards above. 

Window 

01 
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 The dirt floor appears to be dry throughout the seasons and the sump pump does not 

appear to be used. Determine whether the sump pump is in working order.  

 Note that if the boiler system is removed additional heating may be required during the 

winter months. 

 

Main House – East Frame Crawl Space 002 

 Provide improved access clearance. Smooth dirt floor from ground hog disturbance. 

 Remove insulation. 
 

 
Image 7.32: Improve northwest access 

point for crawl space 002.  

 
Image 7.33: Restore crawl space 002 

vent. 

 Modify northwest crawl space vent to automatically close during cold months. 

 Fully inspect north, south and west stone foundations for possible failures and the need 

for restoration rebuild. 

 Conduct a pest control assessment of wood structure. 

 Consider adding lighting. 

 Conduct additional investigation to document the possible Period 1 corner fireplace 

framing and foundation. 

 The dirt floor appears to be dry throughout the seasons. 

 Note that if the boiler system is removed additional heating may be required during the 

winter months. 
 

Main House – East Hyphen Crawlspace 026 

 Rebuild east stone foundation wall.  

 Provide secure weather-stripped access door at opening 68. 18 x 24 inch minimum size.  
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 Consider adding automatic closing vent at access door. 

 Conduct a pest control assessment of wood structure. 

 Insulate pipes or provide additional heating of the space during winter months. 

 Study evidence for possible Period 1 chimney and foundation. 
 

Main House – West Frame Cellar 006 

 Conduct a comprehensive Phase II environmental assessment of ceiling infill, pipe 

insulation, and floor debris. 

 Conduct a pest control assessment of wood structure. 

 Point existing stone and brick walls. Especially the brick on the north wall. 

 Restore windows 5 and 19 and add operable interior window sash and insect screen 

panels. Use to ventilate during summer and close during winter months. 

 Determine need to rebuild barred window 4 to match window 5. 
 

 
Image 7.35: Restore window 19 to 

ventilate. 

 
Image 7.36: Restore window 5 to 

ventilate. 

 Study evolution of south wall and barred window placement. 

 Study evidence for original door opening 006A. 

 Determine whether water staining at floor and N.E. corner was caused by poor exterior 

drainage at the northeast side. 

Image 7.34: Provide access door at 

opening 68. Photo taken from under 

south porch. 
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 Note that if the boiler system is removed, additional heating may be required during the 

winter months. 

 

Main House – West Frame Crawlspace 005 

 Provide secure, weather-stripped, access door at opening 21: 18 x 24 inch minimum size. 

 Recommend adding an automatic closing vent at the access door. 

 Repair brick and stone walls. 

 

 
Image 7.37: Provide access door at 

opening 68. Photo taken from under 

south porch.  

 
Image 7.38: Barred opening, note it is 

set to the interior side of wall.  

 Conduct a pest control assessment of wood structure. 

 Study evidence for timing of north wall and barred window placement. 

 Study evidence for timing of south wall and barred window placement. 

 Recommend changing the south wall hydrant to an anti-freeze model and moving the 

shut-off valve to cellar 006 space. 

 Note that if the boiler system is removed additional heat may be required during the 

winter months. 

 

Main House – East Frame Front Hall 102 

 Repair the plaster walls, wall paper, and ceiling by following the Interpretive Plan. 

 Provide support for weak and separated floor boards from below. 

 Study timing of changes to west partition, wainscot, and doorway locations. 

 Water damage noted from the previous broken pipes. 
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Image 7.39: East wall of front hall. Note 

water damage and research access hole.   

 
Image 7.40: Flooring at door 101A 

requires support from below. 

 

Main House – East Frame Library 101 

 Restore the two cabinet doors and hardware in the northwest corner of the room to match 

existing. 

 Determine the treatment and display of the hand rail mortise and cabinet space under the 

stair by following the Interpretive Plan. 

 Repair plaster walls, wall paper and ceiling by following the Interpretive Plan. 

 Water damage noted at walls and ceiling from the previous broken pipes. 

 Plaster cracks noted at sloping ceiling below stair, possibly caused by the previous water 

damage. 

 Provide support for weak and separated floor boards from below. 

 Conduct further study of the physical evidence related to the closet under the stair and 

changes to the door swing, wainscot, and firebox. 

 

 

Main House – East Frame Living Room 103 

 Repair plaster walls, wall paper, and ceiling by following the Interpretive Plan. 

 Study possible evidence for possible Period 1 corner fireplace and single board room 

partitions. 

 Conduct further study of the physical evidence related to the wainscot and the east 

partition, and to installation and removal of the bathroom. 

 Water damage noted at ceiling and north wall from the previous broken pipes. 
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Main House – East and West Frame South Porch 106 

 See specific recommendations for the south porch.  

 Conduct archaeological investigations beneath and around porch floor. 

 Repair ceiling and walls by following the Interpretive Plan. 

 Conduct further study into early period porches and evolution of porches. 

 Conduct further study into the evolution of the eight turned columns and early period 

railings. 
 

Main House – East Hyphen 107 

 Repair painted plaster walls, and ceiling by following the Interpretive Plan. 

 Conduct further study into the construction evolution of the hyphen. 
 

 
Image 7.42: The accessibility plan may 

require a bridge be placed between 

thresholds of doors 110A and 103A. 

Main House – West Frame Dining Room 110 

 Repair plaster walls, wall paper, and ceiling by following the Interpretive Plan. 

Image 7.41: North wall of living 

room. Note water damage at wall 

and wall paper. 
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 Areas of wall base require restoration. 

 Moisture has entered the lower north wall and damaged the plaster finish. In restoring the 

windows and any work on the siding of the north side of the west frame, areas of water 

intrusion should be found and repaired appropriately before any plaster work is started. 

 Moisture has entered the south wall near the ceiling, (possible roof leaks at the 1971 

dormers or ductwork condensation). Make appropriate repairs before repairing plaster. 

 Settlement cracks in the plaster walls at the northeast corner were noted; possible cause is 

from settlement of earlier repairs to the foundation. 

 

 
Image 7.43: Settlement cracks noted in 

the N.E. corner. 

 
Image 7.44: Water damage beneath 

Window 31. 

Main House – West Frame Stair 113 

 Conduct further study of original door location and plaster work above door 110B. 

 Repair plaster walls, wall paper and ceiling by following the Interpretive Plan. 
 

 
Image 7.45: The door sill originally was 

located at the third tread. The wing wall 

has been added, extending to the first 

tread. 

 
Image 7.46: The original door head has 

been modified to allow for greater 

headroom ascending the stairs. 
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Main House – East Frame Stair 104 

 Repair plaster walls, wall paper, and ceiling by following the Interpretive Plan. 

 Conduct further study into plaster installation time period. 

 Water damage noted from the previous broken pipe, including staining at north wall light 

switch. 

 Recommend additional framing supports under weak stair treads. 
 

 
Image 7.47: Water damage to ceiling 

and walls. 

 
Image 7.48: Water damage to west wall 

at top of stair.  

Main House – East Frame Dressing Room 202 

 Repair plaster walls and ceiling by following the Interpretive Plan. 

 All five east frame attic dormers require repair of plaster and /or wall paper from nail 

punctures. All five windows require repair or replacement of balance spring mechanisms. 

 Water stain noted at east wall light switch; possible cause is from the exterior chimney/ 

wall flashing joint. Inspect light switch for corrosion and monitor for additional moisture 

after roof replacement. 

 The floor in this room is severely sloped due to structure settlement but appears to be 

stable and at an established point. Recommend to leave it as is. 

 Stains on the ceiling appear to have occurred before the roof replacement. 

 Conduct further study into wall and plaster installation time period. 

 Conduct further study of possible stair railing at top riser and closets that were removed 

at southwest corner. 
 



CLERMONT HISTORIC STRUCTURE REPORT 

  

 

Page 7:21 

 

 

 
Image 7.49: Water stain at light     

switch on east wall. 

 
Image 7.50: Damaged plaster at typical 

dormer. Note spring balance 

mechanism on sill. 

Main House – East Frame Bathroom 201 

 Repair plaster walls, wall paper and ceiling by following the Interpretive Plan. 

 Conduct further study into plaster installation time period. 

 Water damage noted from the previous broken pipes. 

 Repair dormer plaster and window.  
 

 
 

Main House – East Frame Bedroom 204 

 Repair plaster walls and ceiling by 

following the Interpretive Plan. 

 Areas of wall base require 

restoration. 

 Flaking paint and stains on the ceiling appear to have occurred before the roof 

replacement; possibly related to pests in the attic above. 

 Conduct further study into plaster installation time period. 

 Conduct further study into firebox installation time period. 

 The radiator on the south wall is a cast iron unit and appears to be the original style. All 

other cabinet radiators in the house appear to be replacement aluminum fin units. 

Image 7.51: Repair damage to east wall 

from previous broken pipes. 
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Recommend having the system inspected for heating efficiency and possible upgrade of 

equipment. 

 The HVAC wall diffuser is missing on the south wall. 
 

 
Image 7.52: Flaking ceiling paint. 

 
Image 7.53: Original cast iron radiator 

in cabinet on south wall. All other 

radiators have been replaced with 

aluminum fin type radiators.  

Main House – East Hyphen Attic 205 

 The HVAC ductwork requires repair and insulation. 

 Consider adding lighting to interpret the space. 

 Take extreme care in coordinating the replacement HVAC unit so as to not damage 

historic materials. 

 Conduct further study into time period of hyphen roof extension in relation to paint 

analysis. 

 Conduct further study of chimney evolution. 
 

 
Image 7.54: Paint line on the west wall 

siding of the east frame, from possible 

previous chimney construction. 

 
Image 7.55: Further study of the 

chimney evolution is required.  
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Main House – West Frame Attic Bedroom 206 

 Remove failed plaster from the walls and ceiling. 

 Repair plaster walls and ceiling by following the Interpretive Plan. 

 Wall and plaster infill at the removed 1971 dormers is required. Recommend adding an 

access door in the south wall to access Attic 209. 

 Areas of wall base require restoration. 

 Replace the ceiling light fixture above the stair. 

 Repair the damaged balustrade. 

 Conduct further study into plaster installation time period. 

 Water staining noted below the east and west gable windows; investigate closely for leaking 

points before replacing plaster.  

 Provide a siding closure at window 50 to close–off access to attic 205. 
 

 
Image 7.56: Repair wall and ceiling at 

1971 dormer removals. 

 
Image 7.57: Repair the balustrade. Note 

water damage to west wall. Monitor for 

moisture after the roof work was done.  

 
Image 7.58: Water damage to wall 

beneath window 50. Monitor for new 

moisture after roof work was done. 

Provide a siding closure at the triangle 

space through the window pane. 

 
Image 7.59:  Repair pest hole in west 

wall plaster.   
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Main House – East and West Frame Attic 209 and 211 

 Follow the Interpretive Plan to maintain the Period 1 trapped shingles. 

 Refurbish and insulate ductwork. 

 Take extreme care in coordinating the HVAC work so as to not damage historic 

materials. 

 Consider adding encapsulated insulation at the floor joist cavities. 

 Consider adding lighting to interpret the space. 

 

Main House – 1971 Wing Attic 207 

 Recommend removing existing fiberglass batt insulation and replacing with new un-faced 

encapsulated R-38 insulation. Investigate ways to ventilate the attic in a sensitive way.  

 Refurbish and insulate ductwork and pipes. 

 

Main House – East Frame Attic 301 

 Consider removing the two vents at each gable. Repair the siding in-kind to infill the 

holes. 

 Follow the Interpretive Plan to display the jerkinhead roof framing. 

 Consider insulating the ceiling level. Follow the recommendations for insulating.  

 

Main House – 1971 Wing Bathroom 007 

 Consider a replacement wall heater that is more efficient. 

 Recommend an exhaust fan, on a timer, that is ducted to exterior. 

 

Main House – 1971 Wing Mechanical 009 

 Consider upgrading the light fixture. 

 Replace the missing interior door knob. 

 Refer to the Electrical Report for electrical issues. 

 Recommend replacement wall insulation, adding a space heater and seal-off the room 

from the crawl space. Possibly provide an adequate access door to Crawl Space 026. 

 Conduct further study of original grade on east wall of west frame. 

 

Main House – 1971 Wing Crawl Space 026 

 Recommend conducting a full inspection of the crawl space for any problems and 

condition of the floor insulation.  

 

Main House – 1971 Wing Hallway 011 down to door 013A including closet 014 

 Current use is for apartment. 

 Door 013A has open splits in the wood raised panels. Recommend repair or replacement. 

 Consider this area for modification to allow future office access with a wheelchair lift.  

 Replace missing return-air grille on the east wall. 

 

Main House – 1971 Wing Bedroom 017 

 Current use is for apartment. 

 Consider this room for modification to allow future office use with a new door at window 

15 and widening door 017A. 
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Main House – 1971 Wing Bathroom 010 

 Current use is for apartment. 

 Consider this room for modification to allow accessibility by removing tub and closet and 

widening the door. New accessible fixtures would be required. 

 Recommend exhaust fan, on timer, that is ducted to exterior. 

 

Main House – 1971 Wing Kitchen 114 

 Current use is for apartment. Updated flooring and recirculating range hood was installed 

in 2013. 

 Consider this room for modification to allow future office use as kitchenette and for 

catering use. 

 

Main House – 1971 Wing Stair 116 

 Current use is for apartment. Consider modifying this stair and create a demising wall for 

the upstairs-only apartment and allow owner’s access from dining room 110 to hallway 

011. This will require adding a light fixture and modifying the existing switching. 

 Moisture stains were noted on the east wall near the ceiling. Possible cause could have 

been roof flashing before roof replacement and/ or window leak above at window 64. 

 Monitor for leaks before repairing plaster. 

 Conduct further study of the east wall siding time period.  

 Repair damaged newel-post. 

 

 
Image 7.60: Replace damaged newel-

post in-kind. 

 
Image 7.61: Moisture stains were noted 

on upper east wall of Stair 116. 

Main House – 1971 Wing Bedroom 120 

 Current use is apartment living room. 

 Consider future use as office space. 

 

Main House – 1971 Wing Bathroom 122 

 Current use is apartment. 

 Recommend exhaust fan, on timer, ducted to exterior. 
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Main House – Stone Section Bedroom 124 

 Current use is apartment. 

 Support weak floor boards in front of door 120D. 

 Consider future use as office space. 

 Conduct further study into a possible original railing at the stair opening, prior to the wall 

and door installation, and study of original ceiling/exposed joists. Determine original 

access point to attic and possible firebox or stove heater. 

 

Main House – Stone Section Stair 123 

 Repair the plaster walls, wall paper and ceiling by following the Interpretive Plan. 

 Monitor wall separation/settlement cracks at south wall and ceiling, and N.W. corner. 

 Moisture stain at ceiling noted; possible cause is pests in attic or HVAC condensation. 

 Recommend adding lighting if stair is to be used. 

 

 
Image 7.62: Monitor crack along south 

wall and stair stringer. 

Main House – Stone Section Attic 208 

 Conduct further study of use of the attic and pegs located on collar ties. 

 Remove insulation per specific recommendations. Consider insulating the ceiling level. 

Follow the recommendations for insulating.  

 Refurbish and insulate ductwork. 

 Take extreme care in coordinating the HVAC work so as to not damage historic 

materials. 

 Consider adding lighting to interpret the space. 

 

Main House – Stone Section Dining/ Kitchen 021 

 Conduct a pest control assessment of the wood floor structure. 

 Repair floor board that was removed. 

 Repair the plaster walls, wall paper and ceiling by following the Interpretive Plan. 
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 Moisture stains noted at west wall and ceiling. Possible cause is roof flashing or soaking 

of stone wall above. Monitor and investigate condition of exterior stone pointing and 

flashing.  

 Conduct further study of original ceiling and possible exposed joists, and study of 

original firebox size and use. 

 Conduct further study of evolution of stair and cabinet below stair. 

 

              
            Image 7.63: Monitor moisture damage on  

            west wall. 

 

Main House – West Hyphen 022 

 Conduct a pest control assessment of the wood floor structure. 

 Repair the plaster walls and ceiling by following the Interpretive Plan. 

 Moisture/ settlement noted at north wall in Closet 023. Probable prior roof issue. 

 Provide missing ceiling light fixture. 

 

Main House – Pantry 024 

 Conduct a pest control assessment of the wood floor structure. 

 Solve and repair water leak at east wall baseboard area. May be caused by HVAC ground 

concrete pad at north side of west hyphen. 

 Moisture stains noted across ceiling. Probable prior roof issue. 

 Moisture stains noted on wall below north window; recommend solving window leak 

prior to plaster repairs. 

 Repair floor boards in-kind where patches have been made. 

 Repair the plaster walls and ceiling by following the Interpretive Plan. 

 Outfit the room with historic accessories by following the Interpretive Plan. 

 Note that the previous hot water radiator has been disconnected and removed.  

 Consider removing the electric baseboard heat if a new HVAC system is installed. 

 This area may become a demonstration space for Period 3b. 

 Conduct further study of the evolution of the pantry addition and Period 2a kitchen 

fireplace/chimney location. 



CLERMONT HISTORIC STRUCTURE REPORT 

  

 

Page 7:28 

 

 

 
Image 7.64: Moisture damage noted 

below Window 11. 

 

Main House – Old Kitchen 025 

 Conduct a pest control assessment of the wood floor structure. 

 Solve and repair water leak showing at interior of chimney. 

 Repair the plaster walls by following the Interpretive Plan. 

 Repair the wood floor by following the Interpretive Plan. 

 Repair the ceiling framing by following the Interpretive Plan. 

 Repair the attic chamber access above by following the Interpretive Plan. 

 Outfit the room with historic accessories by following the Interpretive Plan. 

 Note that the previous hot water radiator has been disconnected and removed.  

 Consider removing the electric baseboard heat if a new HVAC system is installed. 

 This area may become a demonstration space for Period 3b. 

 Restore a weatherproof wall detail at each juncture with the stone chimney. 

 Restore the cooking firebox by following the Interpretive Plan. 

 Consider raising the Door 025B head height for public use access, or provide other safety 

measures.  

 Conduct further study of the pantry addition, ceiling joist mortise locations for possible 

wall studs, original fireplace location, evolution of windows and shutters, and access to 

chamber above. Evaluate the plaster patch in the east partition. 

  

Main House – Old Kitchen Attic 128 

 Remove windows 37 and 37 and repair walls after evaluations of gable wall. 

 Remove fiberglass insulation and replace with encapsulated insulation if required by 

Interpretive Plan or restore area per the Interpretive Plan. 

 Consider adding lighting to interpret the spaces. 

 Remove shower and water heater, and all associated rough-in plumbing and electrical 

materials. 

 Conduct further study of previous gable windows, additions and uses of the space. 
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Image 7.65: Recommend removal of 

shower and water heater with all 

associated plumbing and wiring. Remove 

insulation per recommendations and 

Interpretive Plan. 

 
Image 7.66: West wall, removal of vinyl 

windows and plywood. Further study of 

gable wall framing for possible original 

window openings. 

Main House – West Hyphen Attic 127 

 Conduct further study of the west wall pantry wall. 

 Recommend repairs to the stone opening. 

 

C. STRUCTURAL FLOOR SYSTEM ASSESSMENT - LIVE LOAD RATINGS 

  

Objective:   

 

To perform a series of visual investigations to examine the general condition of the floor systems 

of the existing main house and to analyze these systems to determine the allowable live load 

capacities of each room for a particular use. It is assumed that the slave quarters structure will 

require a full in-place preservation/ restoration to remedy the foundation, wall and roof structural 

deficiencies and the desired floor loadings can be addressed at that time. The smokehouse floor 

is on-grade so analysis is not required.  

 

Main House Visual Inspection & Floor System Analysis: 

 

The existing main house, smokehouse and slave quarters existing structural elements and 

systems have been described in great detail in previous sections of this report and shall not be 

redefined here. This report shall be read in concert with those documents and plans. 

 

This portion of the report shall concentrate on the applicable live load ratings for the various 

rooms in this main structure. These load capacities shall be evaluated in determining the 

appropriate future use of specific rooms or to determine the limit of the associated occupancies 

according to the proposed use. The live load minimum requirements, as defined by the 

International Building Code, 2009 edition (IBC), for the anticipated uses of this structure are as 

follows: 

    Areas of Assembly Use   (Use Group A):  100 psf  

    Areas of Office Use      (Use Group B):    50 psf  
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    Areas of Residential Use (Use Group R):  40 psf  

 

The tables below define the rooms that were inspected and analyzed. The tables indicate the floor 

joist sizes and spacings with the related span lengths for the specified rooms. This information 

was used to determine the associated live load capacities in these rooms which have been shown 

in the table, as well. Additional notes follow the tables. 

 

Main House: Upper Level Floor Systems 

 

No. Location Floor System Description Span  
Length 

Direction Live Load 
Rating 

201 Bathroom Floor Joists: 5” x 7.25” 

Spaced at 24” o.c. 

20’-3” N to S 25 psf 

202 Dressing Room Floor Joists: 5” x 7.25” 

Spaced at 24” o.c. 

20’-3” N to S 25 psf 

204 Bedroom Floor Joists: 5” x 7.25” 

Spaced at 24” o.c. 

20’-3” N to S 25 psf 

206 Attic Bedroom Floor Joists: 3.5” x 6.5” 

Spaced at 24” o.c. 

16’-0” N to S 30 psf 

 

Main House: Main Level Floor Systems 

 

No. Location Floor System Description Span  
Length 

Direction Live Load 
Rating 

101 Library Span #1 - Floor Joists: (Logs) 

7.5”x3.75” Spaced at 24” o.c. 

7’-3” N to S 80 psf 
a
 

101 Library Span #2 - Floor Joists: 

4” x 6” Spaced at 24” o.c. 

11’-6” N to S 80 psf 
a
 

102 Hallway Span #1 - Floor Joists: (Logs) 

7.5”x3.75” Spaced at 24” o.c. 

7’-3” N to S 80 psf 
a
 

102 Hallway Span #2 - Floor Joists: 

4” x 6” Spaced at 24” o.c. 

11’-6” N to S 80 psf 
a
 

103 Living Room Span #1-Floor Joists: (Nom.)  

2x10 Spaced at 16” o.c. 

9’-0” N to S 100 psf 
b
 

103 Living Room Span #2 - Floor Joists: 

3.75”x6.25” Spaced at 24”o.c. 

9’-0” N to S 100 psf 
b
 

107 East Hyphen Floor Joists: 3.5”x3.5” 

Spaced at 20” o.c. 

7’-9” N to S 60 psf  

110 Dining Room Floor Joists: 

4” x 8.5” Spaced at 25” o.c. 

15’-6” N to S 80 psf  

114 Kitchen Span #1-Floor Joists: (Nom.)  

2x10 Spaced at 16” o.c. 

13’-3” N to S 58 psf 

114 Kitchen (over 

Crawlspace) 

Span #1 - Floor Joists: (Logs) 

8”x7” Spaced at 33” o.c. 

10’-6” N to S 100 psf 

115 Laundry Floor Joists: (Nominal)  

2x10 Spaced at 16” o.c. 

8’-3” N to S 100 psf 
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120 Bedroom Floor Joists: (Nominal)  

2x10 Spaced at 16” o.c. 

10’-0” E to W 100 psf 

122 Bathroom Floor Joists: (Nominal)  

2x10 Spaced at 16” o.c. 

8’-3” N to S 100 psf 

124 Bedroom Floor Joists: 2.75”x7.5 

Spaced at 25” o.c. 

15’-9” E to W 30 psf 

010 Bathroom Floor Joists: (Nominal)  

2x10 Spaced at 16” o.c. 

8’-0” N to S 100 psf  

011 

& 

017 

Hallway 

& 

Bedroom 

Floor Joists: (Nominal)  

2x10 Spaced at 16” o.c. 

(Continuous Span) 

15’-0” E to W 100 psf  

021 Old Dining 

Room 

Floor Joists: (Varies)  

5”x8”, 7.75”x7, 2”x8”, 2”x8”  

Spaced at 25” o.c. 

8’-0” E to W 75 psf 
c
 

022 West Hyphen Floor Joists: (TBD) 
d
 10”-6” 

d
 E to W 

d
  psf 

d
 

024 Pantry Floor Joists: (TBD) 
d
 16’-0” 

d
 E to W 

d
  psf 

d
 

025 Old Kitchen Floor Joists: (TBD) 
d
 16’-0” 

d
 E to W 

d
  psf 

d
 

 

Main House: Porch Areas Floor Systems 
 

No. Location Floor System Description Span  
Length 

Direction Live Load 
Rating 

105 North Porch Floor Joists: (TBD) 
d
 9’-3” 

d
 N to S 

d
 Psf 

d 
 

106 South Porch Floor Joists #1: 2.75” x 7” 

with 2.5”x6” Extensions 

Spaced at 24” o.c. 

9’-0” N to S 60 psf 
e
 

106 South Porch Floor Joists #2: 2.75” x 7” 

with 1.75”x5.75” Extensions 

Spaced at 25” o.c. 

10’-0” N to S 35 psf 
e
 

 

Notes:  

a. The floor joists have the capacity to adequately support this load. The existing 9.5”x7.75” beam 

in the Basement (001) is currently adequate to support only 55 psf which would be the limiting 
factor. A column will have to be added to the beam to increase the load to the preferred 80 psf for 

these rooms. 

b. The floor joists have the capacity to adequately support this load. The existing (4) 2x10 beam in 

the Crawlspace (002) is currently adequate to support only 62 psf which would be the limiting 

factor. A pier or column will have to be added to this beam to increase the load to the preferred 

100 psf for these rooms. 

c. These floor joists appear to bear or partially bear on the ground. For the purposes of this 

analysis, the foundation wall and the at-grade wood beam in the middle of the span have been 

assumed to be the bearing points for these joists to limit the span to 8’-6” maximum. This 

assumption and the actual bearing conditions must be verified in the field at the time of renovation 

of this building. 
d. The existing conditions for the load analysis could not be determined at the time of the 

inspection. The information shown is assumed and must be determined at a later date. 

e. The porch floor joists have been lengthened due to an apparent expansion of the porch. The 

mated extensions and connections are marginal at best. These joists need to be analyzed to design 
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the appropriate extensions and connections or the joists need to be removed and replaced with 

appropriately sized members. 

 

Abbreviations: 

N:  North 

E:  East 
S:   South 

W:  West 

o.c.:  On center 

psf:  pounds per square foot 

TBD: To be determined 
 

An accompanying set of plans which indicate the existing conditions of the three structures 

noted, with notes and recommendations, is included in Appendix N. These plans are intended to 

clarify the existing floor joist locations and conditions. 

 

It is anticipated that rooms 110, 114, 115, 120, 122, 124, 010, 011, 017, and 021 may be 

converted into office use. Based on the live load analyses of these rooms, all have the capacity to 

support the applied live loading of an office use with the exception of room 124. The long span 

and wider spacings of these joists restrict the live load capacity to 30 psf which is well below the 

50 psf requirement. This room will have to be used for another use, or the floor system will have 

to be reinforced to increase the live load capacity for the office use, or the possibility of limiting 

the occupancy exists based on the approval of the Code Official.  

 

If it is desired to have full assembly use (100 psf) for rooms 101, 102, 103, 107, 110 and 105 and 

106, the north and south porches, additional reinforcing and/or support for the floor systems will 

be required as described in notes a and b above. As an alternative to full occupancy, occupancy 

limits may be placed on those spaces, and lower capacities may be approved by the Building 

Official. Refer to Chapter 6: Architectural Code Analysis, and the Occupancy Load Table. Per 

the desired Business Use (Residential Museum, IEBC 1101.3) classification, the Total Building 

Occupancy would be limited to 50 persons, and specific rooms would be limited to only small 

groups at a time.     

 

Generally, the main house floor systems are limited by deflection. The joists will not meet the 

deflection criteria in use with today’s code, so a reasonable deflection limit was assumed to 

perform these analyses relative to the time period of the structure. The live loads indicated reflect 

these criteria and the typical requirements for the bending and shear analyses in accordance with 

standard engineering practice. As stated, some of the allowable live loads are dependent upon the 

reinforcement of the supporting beam elements which must be designed if the higher live load is 

preferred. Additionally, some of the floor joists, specifically the extended floor joists used in the 

south porch must be analyzed and designed for the proper connections and reinforcement to be 

used for the repair of the defective elements. All design work must be performed by a certified 

structural engineer licensed to practice in the Commonwealth of Virginia.  

 

Please be advised that this report has been based upon the general, visual inspections of the floor 

systems of this house, only, and is therefore limited thereto. No certification or warranty either 

expressed or implied is hereby made for the existing construction, construction materials, or the 

design of the structural components, unless specifically noted herein, for future use of this 

facility. This report is provided for the informational purposes of the client to provide some 
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direction in the allowable live loads that may be used in this structure for future uses. The current 

live load recommendations may not be considered a complete list due to unforeseen conditions 

that may exist in this structure. 

   

D. BUILDING SYSTEMS 

 

1. HEATING AND AIR CONDITIONING 

 

GENERAL BACKGROUND 

 

The following report describes the mechanical and plumbing systems observed by Roger L. 

Catlett, PE, with Comfort Design, Inc. Site visits were made to review existing HVAC and 

plumbing systems and provide recommendations, and present options on more energy efficient 

HVAC replacement systems such as electric heat pump and geothermal systems. All code 

references are based on current adopted buildings codes of Virginia at the time of inspection and 

relate to the structures specified.   

 

The house has the following construction and existing HVAC systems: 

a. Original East Frame and West Frame 2 Story Structures consist of framed walls without 

insulation (there are some portions that had brick and mud infill called brick nogging) in 

between the studs with wood exterior and plaster finish interior walls.  The first floor of the 

East Frame is insulated (in need of repair) assuming an R-11 batts. The attic is un-insulated. 

The cellar and attic spaces of the West Frame are un-insulated. For calculations it was 

assumed that all windows would ultimately have storm windows. Two small attic gable vents 

are present in the East Frame. Attic venting is not present in the West Frame. 

 

The East and West Frame is heated using a Fuel Oil Boiler by Burnham, Model MP0147-TD, 

Fuel Oil Firing Rate 1.05 gallon/hour (gph), I=B=R Output  =112 MBH, hot water circulator 

pump and hot water radiators located on 1
st
 and 2

nd
 floors.  Note that all but one of the 

upright cabinet style cast iron radiators have been replaced with less efficient aluminum fin 

style radiators. Returning to a cast iron radiator would provide improved heating output. Pipe 

insulation was not installed on the hot water piping in the basement and crawl space areas. 

Stainless steel flue liner was added to the boiler in 2012.  There is an underground fuel oil 

tank that is still in service for the boiler. 
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The East and West Frame is air conditioned using an old split DX system with an outside AC 

condenser, 2 ½ ton Westinghouse Model SC030C2W, which is located on the ground in south 

Porch Crawl Space 004 with ductwork for intake and exhaust condenser air.  The air handler is 

located in the attic above the 1st floor East Hyphen in Attic 205.  The insulated supply ductwork 

is located in the attic of the South Porch 106 and serves the East and West Frame 2nd Floor rooms 

but only serves the 1st Floor West Frame Dining room 110.  There are no air conditioning 

registers in the 1st Floor East Frame Library 101, Front Hall room 102 or Living room 103.  

There is a return air grille located in West Frame 1st Floor Dining room 101 and East Frame 2nd 

Floor Bedroom 204.  When inspected the system was not operational and it has been reported 

that the air conditioning system did not adequately cool the rooms when working. Damage to 

some ductwork was observed.    

      

 

Image 7.69: East and West Frame 

exterior AC condenser in S. Porch 

Crawl Space 004. 

 

Image 7.70: East and West Frame air 

handler in Attic 205. 

b. 1971 Wing and Stone Section 2 Story Structures  The 1971 Wing addition is a wood stud framed 

structure with wood exterior siding, batt wall insulation  assumed to be R-11 with drywall 

interior wall finish and wood structure attic with estimated R-19 blown insulation.  The Stone 

Addition appears to be solid stone structure with plaster interior wall finish and wood structure 

attic with estimated R-19 blown insulation. The floor is un-insulated and the joists are on grade. 

Image 7.67: East Frame boiler and 

water heater in Cellar 001. 

Image 7.68: East Frame water and 

sanitary pipes in Cellar 001. 
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A south facing attic gable vent is present in the Stone Section. Vents are not present in the 1971 
attic. Again, it was assumed that all windows would have storm windows.   

The 1971 Wing and Stone Section is heated using a Fuel Oil Boiler by Smith Cast Iron, 

Model S-Series, S/W-6, Fuel Oil Firing Rate 1.75 to 2.10 gph, I=B=R Output =184 MBH to 

217 MBH and hot water circulator pumps. Heating of the rooms uses hot water radiators and 

hot water baseboard heaters located on 1
st
 and 2

nd
 floors and a hot water coil in attic air 

handler.  Pipe insulation was not observed on the hot water piping in the basement and crawl 

space area.  As noted previously, a stainless steel flue liner was added to the boiler in 2012.  

A second underground fuel oil tank is still in service for this boiler. 
 

 

Image 7.71: 1971 and West Frame boiler 
in Cellar 006. 

 

 

Image 7.72: 1971 and West Frame water 
heater and pressure tank in Cellar 006. 

The 1971 Wing and Stone Section is air conditioned using an old split DX system with an 

outside AC condenser, 2 ton Westinghouse Model SC022C2, which is located on the ground 

at the north side of West Hyphen room 022.  The air handler is located in Attic 208 of the 

Stone Section.  The insulated supply ductwork is located in the Attics of the 1971 Wing and 

Stone Addition and serves the 1
st
 and 2

nd
 floors.  It appears the system has a ductwork zone 

damper system with zone thermostat in the different rooms.  Further investigation is needed 

to determine the arrangement and controls of the zone system and any current operating 

problems.  
 

           

Image 7.73: 1971 and West Frame 

boiler in Cellar 006.   

Image 7.74: 1971 and West Frame 

water heater and pressure tank in 

Cellar 006. 
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Image 7.75: Ductwork (w/ Cleaning 

hole) in 1971 Attic 208. 

 

 

 

c. Kitchen Structure: The Kitchen Structure consists of the Old Kitchen 025, Pantry 024 and 

West Hyphen 022 and is a wood structure with wood siding and plaster interior finish and 

wood frame attic.  The attic has estimated R-19 blown insulation. Existing stud walls have 

brick and mud nogging. The floor space was not accessible. Storm windows are assumed to 

be installed on all windows. 

Originally the Kitchen Structure was heated from the 1971 Wing and Stone Structure Fuel oil 

boiler hot water system but the existing radiators did not appear operational and one was 

removed.  They were replaced using conventional electric baseboard heaters.  The only air 

conditioning appeared to be a small window air conditioner in the Old Kitchen 025 Room. 

          

  Image 7.76: Kitchen 025 electric 

baseboard heater.   

 

Image 7.77: HVAC lines penetrating 

Stone Section wall in Attic 127. 
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Image 7.78: Hot water baseboard in 

Bedroom 017.   

 
Image 7.79: Hot water baseboard in 

Hallway 011. 

 
Image 7.80: Radiator/ cover and 

diffuser in Bedroom 204. 

 
Image 7.81: Radiator/ cover and diffuser 

in Dressing Room 202. 

 
Image 7.82: Radiator/ cover in Library 

101.   

 
Image 7.83: Radiator/ cover in Living 

Room 103. 

  

file://MAIN_ST_SERVER/projects/2011 Projects/11020_Clermont_HSR_II/MEP Reports/MP/MEP Photos Used/1970/Hall 011/IMGP4143.JPG
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Image 7.84: Radiator/ cover in Bedroom 124. 

 
Image 7.85: Diffusers and thermostat 

from Bedroom 124. 

 
Image 7.86: Radiator/ cover in Dining 

Room 021.   

 
Image 7.87: Radiator/ cover in Dining 

Room 110. 

2. HVAC Analysis: A detail Air Conditioning Contractors Association (ACCA) Manual J 

Residential Heat Loss/Heat Gain calculation was performed for all the structures to determine 

the proper heating and cooling equipment capacity.  The following is a summary of the estimated 

Manual J air conditioning and heating capacities: 

a. Original East and West Frame 2 Story Structure: 

Room Name   Area   Heating load   Cooling load  

(ft²) (Btuh) (Btuh)  

201 Bathroom  52   1897  842 

202/203 Dress Room  132  6484  3154  

204 Bedroom   279  10983   5854  

206/207 Bedroom  313   16146  8872 
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101 Library   183     8187   5519 

102 Front Hall  100    3466   1633 

103 Living Room  227     9576  6772  

104 Stairs     35    3854  3052 

107/108/109EHypn    39    2441    974 

110-113 Dining 366   11338   6190 

East & West Frame 1726   74372  42863 

Equip. @ 0.95 RSM       40720 

Latent cooling         3116 

TOTALS   1726    74372  43836 

 

Using 12,000 btuh/ton, the cooling load is estimated at 3.653 tons.  As noted in the Background 

section above, the existing air conditioning unit is only 2.5 tons and does not completely heat and 

cool the East Frame 1
st
 Floor Rooms.  Therefore, the existing Air Conditioning system is 

undersized at least 1 ½ ton. 

 

Per the Manual J detail calculation report, the required air flow to properly heat the space is 1855 

cfm and the cooling air flow is 2118 cfm.  The higher air flows are due to the poorly insulated 

walls and roof which have a high heat loss and heat gain.  If new units are installed, an air 

handler that can deliver the higher air flows is required. 

 

The existing fuel oil boiler is more than adequate to heat the East and West Frame structures 

provided the hot water radiators are adequate in size and properly functioning. 

b. 1971 Wing and Stone Section 2 Story Structures: 

 The following are the Manual J calculations: 

Room Name  Area  Heating load  Cooling load  

(ft²) (Btuh) (Btuh)  

114 Kitchen  305   8020   4605 

115 Laundry  16  56  1671 

116 Stair 63 220     881 

117/118/120 Bedrm  132 4069  5647 

21/122 Bathrm    62  2331 1058 

123-126 Bedroom  267 16652 11172 

009/012 Mech/Str    38   1574 244 

010 Bathroom  54 2194 336 

011/013 Hall/Str    79 780     121 

014 Closet   15 194  52 

017/018/019 Bedrm  160 4446 1248 

020/021 Dining   237 13003   3727 

1970 & Stone Addn  1426  53538 30761 

Equip. @ 0.95 RSM  29223 

Latent cooling     3173 

TOTALS  1426  53538  32396 

 

The cooling load is estimated at 2.7tons.  As noted in the Background section above, the existing 

air conditioning unit is only 2 tons and therefore appears to be undersized.  Therefore, the 

existing Air Conditioning system is undersized at least 0.7 ton. 
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Per the Manual J detail calculation report, the required air flow to properly heat the space 

is 1335 cfm and the cooling air flow is 1520 cfm.  If new units are installed, an air handler that 

can deliver the higher air flows is required. 

The existing fuel oil boiler is more than adequate to heat the 1971 Wing and Stone 

Section structures provided the hot water radiators, hot water baseboard heaters and the air 

handler hot water coil are adequate in size and properly functioning. 

c. Kitchen Structure: 

 The following are the Manual J calculations: 

Room Name  Area  Heating load  Cooling load  

(ft²) (Btuh) (Btuh) 

022 W. Hyphen   25  1255 461 

023 Closet   12  1055  289 

024 Pantry 121  6085  2003 

025 Old Kitchen 260  15946  8698  

Total Old Kitchen 418  24342  11451 

Equip. @ 0.95 RSM 10879 

Latent cooling       850 

TOTALS  418  24342  11729  

 

As noted above, the cooling load is approximately 1 ton and the heating load is 24,342 btuh.  A 

new air handler needs a heating air flow of 607 cfm and the cooling air flow of 566 cfm.  The 

kitchen needs a new HVAC system to be energy efficient and comfortable.. 

 

3. Conclusions and Recommendations for HVAC Systems:  Since the heating load is significantly 

larger than the cooling load, it is highly recommended that a 2 speed compressor heat pump unit 

with an indoor variable speed (ECM) air handler be used to provide maximum heating capacity 

at compressor high speed with good cooling and dehumidification capability at the lower 

compressor speed.  In order to provide a good comparison of energy efficient HVAC systems, 

WaterFurnace GeoLink software program was used.  A highly efficient geothermal system was 

compared to the standard fuel oil boiler for heating and a standard SEER13 Air Conditioning. 

 

a. Original East and West Frame House:  the following options are provided: 

 

(1) Geothermal HVAC System (WaterFurnace Envision ND072 Dual Capacity) 

Estimated Annual Operating Cost = $ 1187/year 

Estimated Installation Cost = $60,000. 

Geothermal Bore Field = Three (3) vertical bores @ 270 feet depth using 1”HDPE Vertical U-

bend pipe. 

 

(2) Conventional Fuel Oil Boiler and SEER 13 Air Conditioning System: 

Estimated Annual Operating Cost = $ 4,393/year. 

Estimated Installation Cost = $27,500. 

 

(3) Based on the above, the estimated increase in installation costs for a high efficiency geothermal 

system = $32,500 ($60,000 - $ 27,500). 

Estimated Annual Operating Savings = $ 3206/year ($ 4,393 - $ 1,187). 

Therefore simple payback would 10.14 years. 
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(4) Conventional Heat Pump System:  Another option for heating and cooling is the standard 

conventional air-to-air heat pump system with electric back-up/supplemental heat (SEER 13 

standard).  This option would yield an estimated annual operating cost of $2,200/year and falls 

between the annual operating costs of the high efficiency Geothermal HVAC system and the re-

using the fuel oil boilers and installing a standard air conditioning (SEER 13). 

 

(5) Re-use Existing Ductwork:  Additional HVAC construction costs can be saved by re-using the 

existing ductwork after cleaning and repairs.  However, there would need to be additional 

ductwork installed to provide air conditioning and heating for the 1
st
 Floor East Frame Library 

101, Front Hall 102 and Living Room 103.  

  

b. 1970’s Addition and Stone Addition 2 Story Structures:  The following options provided assume 

the exiting air distribution systems can be cleaned and re-used with current zoning system, the 

following is provided: 

 

(1) Geothermal HVAC System (WaterFurnace Envision ND049 Dual Capacity) 

Estimated Annual Operating Cost = $ 1059/year 

Estimated Installation Cost = $26,000. 

Geothermal Bore Field = Two (2) vertical bores @ 300 feet depth using 1”HDPE Vertical U-

bend pipe. 

 

(2) Conventional Fuel Oil Boiler and SEER 13 Air Conditioning System: 

Estimated Annual Operating Cost = $ 3,634/year. 

Estimated Installation Cost = $15,000. 

 

(3) Based on the above, the estimated increase in installation costs for a high efficiency geothermal 

system = $11,000 ($26,000 - $ 15,000). 

Estimated Annual Operating Savings = $ 2,575/year ($ 3,634 - $ 1,059). 

Therefore simple payback would 4.3 years. 

  

(4) Conventional Heat Pump System:  Another option for heating and cooling is the standard 

conventional air-to-air heat pump system with electric back-up/supplemental heat (SEER 13 

standard).  This option would yield an estimated annual operating cost of $2,000/year and falls 

between the annual operating costs of the high efficiency Geothermal HVAC system and the re-

using the fuel oil boilers and installing a standard air conditioning (SEER 13). 

 

c. Kitchen Structure:  The following options are provided: 

 

(1) Geothermal HVAC System (WaterFurnace Envision ND026 Dual Capacity) 

Estimated Annual Operating Cost = $ 514/year. 

Estimated Installation Cost = $20,000. 

Geothermal Bore Field = One (1) vertical bore @ 265 feet depth using 1”HDPE Vertical U-bend 

pipe. 

 

(2) Conventional Fuel Oil Boiler/Furnace and SEER 13 Air Conditioning System: 

Estimated Annual Operating Cost = $ 1,725/year. 

Estimated Installation Cost = $9,000. 
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(3) Based on the above, the estimated increase in installation costs for a high efficiency geothermal 

system = $11,000 ($20,000 - $ 9,000). 

Estimated Annual Operating Savings = $ 1,211/year ($ 1,725 - $ 514). 

Therefore simple payback would 9.1 years. 

 

(4) Conventional Heat Pump System:  Another option for heating and cooling is the standard 

conventional air-to-air heat pump system with electric back-up/supplemental heat (SEER 13 

standard).  This option would yield an estimated annual operating cost of $1,000/year and falls 

between the annual operating costs of the high efficiency Geothermal HVAC system and the re-

using the fuel oil boilers and installing a standard air conditioning (SEER 13). 

 

d. Electrical:  In order to change from the fuel oil heating systems to heat pump systems, whether 

conventional heat pump or geothermal heat pump, the electrical service to the buildings will 

need to be evaluated and upgraded to accommodate the new heat pump compressors and the 

supplemental electric heaters. 

 

2. PLUMBING SYSTEMS:   

 

The following is a summary and recommendations for the existing plumbing systems. 

 

e. Water System:  The well water system appears to be in working order. The aboveground well 

head is in the south yard.  Information on the well installation, water quality, hardness and 

output, etc.  is unavailable from the Health Department file search.  The well may have been 

installed prior to required permitting and inspections. It is recommended that a water quality test 

be made and discussions had with the Health Department on the viability of using the existing 

well for public use in the future. The well pressure tank is showing some age in the West Frame 

Cellar 006. The incoming water pipe is galvanized steel pipe. It is recommended that all steel 

water pipe be replaced with copper or approved material.   

 

 
Image 7.88: Well location in south yard. 

 
Image 7.89: L.P. tank and water 

hydrant on south wall. 

 A significant amount of the interior house water piping has been replaced by copper water pipe 

and appears to be in good condition.  There is no pipe insulation on the water pipes.  It is 

recommended that pipe insulation be installed on hot water pipe and on cold water pipe where 
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possible sweating may occur. There is some asbestos-like pipe insulation in the West Frame 

Cellar 006. There is an exterior wall hydrant on the south wall.    

         

f. Electric Water Heaters:  The electric water heater in the West Frame Cellar 006 appears to be in 

good condition.  The electric water heater in the East Frame Cellar is “not” in good condition and 

is recommended for replacement. 

g. Sewer: The residence is on public sanitary sewer system.  The cast iron sanitary pipe is visible 

but the complete route cannot be determined.  Normally cast iron is very substantial and is good 

for a long period of time provided that harsh chemicals have not been used.  If suspect, it is 

recommended that a plumbing contractor use a pipe video camera snake and check the interior 

condition of the sanitary sewer pipe. Locating and documenting the underground service line 

locations is recommended for future reference and coordination with archaeology work.  

h. Sump Pump in the East Frame Cellar 001:  It was not determined whether the existing sump 

pump is operational but the cellar floor was dry. 

i. Hot Water Radiator Piping:  The existing hot water radiator piping does not have insulation and 

should be insulated for heat loss and energy conservation.  Not all radiators in the East and West 

Frame House are operating and need to be serviced and cleaned if they will used to properly heat 

the house. 

j. Fixtures: The plumbing fixtures appear to be in satisfactory condition without obvious leaks or 

corrosion. When replacement becomes necessary, upgrades to water conserving low-flow 

fixtures is recommended.  

k. LP Gas:  LP gas only serves the kitchen range and is operational from the small exterior tank on 

the south side. The kitchen has a newly installed range exhaust hood ducted to the south wall. 

l. Slave Quarters:  The water and sewer systems to the Slave Quarters appears to be disconnected 

and not in service.  How it was served is not known.   
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m. Selected photographs: 

            

 

 

Image 7.91: Bathtub in Bathroom 201. 

  

  

Image 7.90: Fixtures in 

Bathroom 201. 

Image 7.92: Refrigerator, gas 

range and exhaust hood in 

Kitchen 114. 

Image 7.93: Sink with disposer and 

dishwasher in Kitchen 114. 
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Image 7.94: Cabinets and electric 

baseboard in Kitchen 114. 

Image 7.95: Sink in SW 

corner of Kitchen 114. 

Image 7.96: Washer and electric 

dryer in Laundry Room 115. 

Image 7.97: Lavatory, hot water 

baseboard and toilet in Bathroom 

010. 

Image 7.98: Tub/ shower in 

Bathroom 010. 
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Image 7.99: Lavatory, hot water 

baseboard and toilet in Bathroom 

122. 

 

 

Image 7.100: Tub/ shower in Bathroom 

122. 

 

 
 

Image 7.102: Lavatory in Bathroom 007. 

Image 7.101: Tub/ shower, toilet 

and electric wall heater in 

Bathroom 007. 
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Image 7:103: Electrical Service Pole. 

Image 7:105: Residence Meter 

Location. 

3. ELECTRICAL SYSTEM 

 

GENERAL BACKGROUND 

 

The following report describes the electrical systems observed during a site visit December 18, 

2013 by Michael F. Howell, PE, with Comfort Design, Inc. All code references are based on 

current adopted buildings codes of Virginia at the time of inspection and relate to the structures 

specified.   

 

Electrical Service Entrance 

 

The Clermont residence, slave quarters, and shop building are fed with electrical power from a 

pole mounted transformer located on the western side of the residence. The service to the 

residence drops down the pole and proceeds underground to a meter located on the south side of 

the residence building. From the meter the service proceeds to a set of two 200 amp electrical 

panels located within a small utility room located off the ground level exterior hall.  

 
     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
  

Image 7:104: Residence Service 

Panels. 
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Image 7:106: Overhead Service to 

Slave Quarters. 

Image 7:107: Slave Quarters Meter 

and Panel. 

Several National Electrical Code (NEC) violations exist at this location.  

1) There is insufficient headroom clearance. The NEC requires 6’-6” headroom in front of 

the panels. The existing headroom is less than 6’. 

2) Numerous “Romex” circuits have been added to the panel that are not properly sercured 

3) The electrical equipment exhibits corrosion. 

The pole mounted transformer also provides power to the slave quarters via an overhead service 

drop.  

 

The service terminates on the north side of the quarters and supplies a small panel located near 

the meter. The panel includes a breaker for an “underground” sub-feed to the workshop building 

located south of the quarters. The sub-feed terminates in a small sub-panel located on the inside 

north wall of the workshop structure. 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

            
 
  Image 7:108: “Underground” sub-

feed to workshop. 

 

Image 7:109: Unconnected 

Grounding Electrode at Workshop. 
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Image 7:110 Workshop Sub Panel. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Multiple NEC violations exist at these locations.  

1) The panel on the north side of the slave quarters is not properly mounted. 

2) Wiring at the north side of the slave quarters is not properly secured. 

3) Wiring is not contained within raceways. 

4) The “underground” sub-feeder to the workshop is not buried at the proper depth. 

5) The grounding electrode conductor required at the workshop panel is not connected to a 

grounding electrode. 

6) There is inadequate workspace in front of the sub panel in the workshop. 

Branch Circuit Wiring 

A variety of branch circuit wiring methods have been used in the residence over the years. These 

range from cloth covered cable wiring, to Romex, to armored cable. Overcurrent protection 

ranges from screw-in fuses to circuit breakers. Multiple older sub-panels are supplied by the 

main service panels in the residence, representing multiple upgrades to previous wiring. Most of 

the electrical equipment is installed in basement areas. Many branch circuits in occupied areas 

have been installed using surface mounted raceway (Wiremold). This variety of wiring methods 

and dates of installation results in some areas of the residence being served with grounded outlets 

per current code requirements and other areas with un-grounded outlets. The quality of 

installation workmanship varies considerably, from good quality related to recently installed 

mechanical equipment circuits to unsafe method apparently employed by occupants of the 

residence. 
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Image 7:111: Screw in Fuse Box near 

old kitchen. 

Image 7:112: Wiring Methods at sub-

panel. 

Image 7:113: Improperly secured cables. Image 7:114: Unprotected Lighting 

(and improperly secured cables). 

Image 7:115: Improper access to 

disconnect device. 
Image 7:116: Ungrounded Receptacle. 
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Many NEC violations are evident in the existing installation.  Among them are: 

1) Many of the branch circuits in the main panels and the sub-panel are not identified. 

2) There are many instances of improperly secured and/or protected electrical cables. 

Image 7:117: Uncovered wiring. Image 7:118: Occupant Installed 

Wiring. 

Image 7:119: Ungrounded Floor 

Outlet. 

Image 7:120: Improperly secured and 

exposed wiring. 

Image 7:121: Exposed (live?) wiring. Image 7:122: Non ADA compliant 

lighting. 
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3) There are multiple instances of corroded electrical equipment in service. 

4) There are multiple instances of exposed wiring that may or may not be abandoned. 

5) There are multiple instances of unprotected lighting subject to accidental breakage. 

6) Improper workspace or access exists in several locations. 

7) Non ADA compliant lighting fixtures are installed in some locations. 

8) Ungrounded and unprotected (GFCI) outlets exist in multiple locations. 

9) Unsafe occupant wiring has been installed in several locations. 

Depending upon the occupancy classification of the building there may be additional NEC 

deficiencies. For example, if portions of the facility are intended to be a dwelling occupancy 

there are additional NEC requirements to be met; such as dedicated GFCI circuits to bathrooms, 

dedicated GFCI small appliance circuits in the kitchen, arc fault branch circuits, outlet spacing 

requirements, etc. 

 

Lighting 

The installed lighting fixtures vary throughout the house. The Slave Quarters and Smoke house 

have minimal single bulb fixtures. General fixture locations are shown on the Existing Plans. The 

lighting in the house should be adequate, when combined with typical lamps, for residential use.  

 

Lightning Protection 

Lightning protection is not currently installed on any of the subject buildings. Lightning 

protection is not a requirement of the building code; it is an owner’s option that can be evaluated 

by any number of factors such as location in relation to trees, roofing material, and building 

significance or value. NFPA 780 provides a standard for the installation of lightning protection 

which includes a process that, if followed, will provide a site specific score for consideration.  

 

Recommendations 

This report does not represent a comprehensive electrical inspection of the existing facilities. We 

recommend that a certified electrical inspection agency be engaged to conduct a comprehensive 

inspection of the existing electrical installation. The primary objective of such an inspection 

would be to identify existing hazardous conditions that require immediate attention. A secondary 

objective would be to identify all existing code deficiencies (many code deficiencies can remain 

as ‘existing’ conditions) that should be resolved as part of any future renovations to the facilities.  

Upon completion of the comprehensive inspection, we recommend a licensed electrical 

contractor be engaged to implement all safety related issues identified by the inspection. 

 

E. ENVIRONMENTAL TESTING AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Several environmental engineering assessments have been completed for various parts of the 

grounds and buildings. This section will list and summarize the completed reports and provide 

recommendations. 

Apex Companies, LLC, Phase I - Environmental Site Assessment, dated April 26, 2006. The 

report revealed no evidence of recognized environmental conditions in close proximity to the 

Main House except for recommending subsurface testing at two underground oil storage tanks, 

test sampling of water supply spigots, and interior drinking water. It should be noted that Apex 
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was not able to locate the existing well that serves the main house. The report also recommended 

the owner prepare a Spill, Prevention, Countermeasure, and Control (SPCC) Plan in accordance 

with 40 CFR 112 for the above ground storage tanks. 

 

Recommendations: Follow the recommendation for preparing a SPCC Plan. Additional 

recommended ground and water testing was completed in the following Phase II Assessment, 

dated November 10, 2006.  

 

Apex Companies, LLC, Phase II – Environmental Site Assessment, dated November 10, 2006. 

The report revealed no evidence of detectable constituents in soil and groundwater samples taken 

in close proximity to the two underground oil storage tanks.  The main house drinking water also 

showed no detectable constituents. However the recommendation was made, due to the age of 

the tanks, that the two underground tanks be removed and be replaced with aboveground tanks 

which can be visually monitored for leaks. 

 

Recommendations: Remove the underground oil tanks. Prepare an annual drinking water testing 

schedule until the tanks are removed. 

 

Triad Engineering, Inc., Limited-Scope Asbestos-Containing Material (ACM) and Lead-Based 

Paint (LBP) Survey, dated 24 October 2011. The report assessed materials that may be 

encountered during the proposed roof renovations of the main house and the smokehouse. 

Samples were taken of the roofing paper, dormer window glazing and paint samples at the soffits 

and window dormer. The window glazing was determined to be 2 percent chrysotile asbestos-

containing. The roofing paper was non-ACM. The paint samples each exceeded the standard 

threshold of 0.5 percent by weight lead content.  

 

Recommendations: All workers shall be informed of the possible presence of lead paint, and 

asbestos before beginning any work. Appropriate safety measures shall be taken. A complete 

Phase II Assessment of the buildings, interior and exterior, should be conducted by a 

Commonwealth of Virginia-licensed assessor to thoroughly assess the presence of ACM, LBP 

and other possible contaminants at the site buildings. The recommended remedial work should 

be followed to prevent contaminations and unhealthy conditions.     
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CHAPTER 8: PROGRAM CONSIDERATIONS 

A. SPACE USE 

 

The main house at Clermont was constructed as a residence and is still maintained as such with 

accessory uses of an apartment and small office space (see the Use and Occupancy Table in 

Chapter 5). Since 2008, the property has been an active study site that includes the related 

buildings, archaeological sites, and socio-economic history of the farm and its community. The 

main desire is to use the house to interpret its construction and social history in context of other 

historic sites in the region. The owner’s proposed future plans maintain the current uses but will 

expand in the aspects of a study site, and uses may be fine-tuned to meet future requirements. 

The choice, in building code options, to designate the house a museum/ residence is appropriate 

and is not anticipated to change. In the future, the office space may be moved to another location 

from the house, and the caretaker apartment space may be limited to the upper level, but it is 

preferred that residential occupancy of the house will continue with the museum designation to 

allow for small tour and study group access.  These proposed uses for the site and its buildings is 

further expanded in the 2012 June 30 Plan for the Long-Range Uses and Interpretation of 

Clermont Farm 2012-2020 prepared by Robert W. Stieg Jr., CEO of the Clermont Foundation, 

which was submitted and accepted by the property owner, the Virginia Department of Historic 

Resources.  

 

The proposed plan is to use the house largely as open display space (not as a furnished house 

museum) for educational purposes.  The building will display itself (construction and finishes in 

the different parts and from different periods) as a kind of time machine and as a living 

chronological framework for stories and interpretation of the entire site.  

 

The house will support: 

1. On-going professional study, which also engages the public, just as with active 

archaeology outdoors.  Walls, ceilings, floors, finishes must openly reveal their pasts. 

2. Training opportunities for graduate students, professionals, and local owners of 

historic buildings, in traditional construction and maintenance techniques, materials, 

etc. 

3. Visitation by the public, interpretation of the structures, and relating the social history 

of these structures to visitors’ own experiences of spaces rooted in history personally 

important to them and their families’ histories.   

4. Temporary exhibits in some spaces. 

5. Limited office use, focused in the 1971 addition, until separate buildings are 

available. 

6. Meeting use (limited to fifteen seated). 

 

The structural capacity of the floors in part dictates the allowable uses. The existing house has 

sufficient floor loading capacity to allow the current and proposed uses based on the proposed 

limited occupancy. See the Structural Condition Assessment and Treatment Plan for a more 

detailed description.  
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B. ACCESSIBILITY PLAN  

 

The current house does not have an accessible route or parking. Because of differing floor levels 

and sloping exterior grades, a single accessible route and parking area will not be feasible. As a 

designated historic site the code allows for exceptions to total building accessibility if solutions 

threaten or destroy the historic significance of the building. A main entrance doorway and access 

only to public spaces is allowable for the accessible route. Access is not presented as an option to 

the upper level rooms and cellar areas; 001, 006, 202, 204, 206, 120, and 124.  Accessible 

restrooms can be provided within 500 feet of the primary function space. 

 

The following are descriptive accessibility concept plans for separate portions of the complex: 

 

Accessible East and West Frames 

1. New parking lot – located north of the main house across the house driveway in the grass 

area between the two current driveways. This provides space for public parking and van-

accessible parking. A new accessible path would be required to the North Porch 105 

entrance. 

2. Also at the new parking area, accessible restrooms and drinking fountains would be 

provided in a new separate structure. A new well may be required for Health Department 

approved public use. 

3. The main entrance North Porch 105 would be made accessible when it is reconstructed 

by raising the floor and path approach to allow entrance at door 102A.  

4. Primary function rooms 101, 102, and 103 would be accessible with existing door widths. 

5. The accessible path would go onto the South Porch 106. It would be made accessible 

when it is reconstructed by raising the floor to allow access to doors 102B and 106C. The 

path would continue into Kitchen 114 and then into Dining Room 110, all with existing 

accessible door widths. The path transition from Dining Room 110 into Living Room 103 

would require a bridge to be installed across the two floor level changes.  

6. The path would continue back to the exit at the North Porch.      

 

Accessible Old Kitchen and Pantry 

1. A parking area for the disabled use only in the area along the driveway between the 

Smokehouse and Slave Quarters would be designated.  

2. An accessible path and short ramp and porch landing at door 025B would allow access to 

the primary function space of the Kitchen. Door 025B is wide enough but is very low for 

headroom clearance. The door height should be raised for public access. Door 025A is 

too narrow and has a threshold so access would be limited to viewing only into the Pantry 

and up the three steps into the Stone Section Dining Room. The exit is back out of door 

025B. 

 

Accessible Office Space 

1. Use the same new accessible parking located between the Smokehouse and Slave 

Quarters to access the existing path to the 1971 addition. The path would require raising 

the slope to the level of the Exterior Hall 015. 
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2. Discontinue apartment use of the lower level of the 1971 addition and convert rooms 017, 

011, 010, and Old Dining Room 021 to office use. The apartment would be a one-

bedroom space on the second floor only.  

3. Accessible public access would be by use of a new mechanical wheelchair lift installed at 

the stairs and closet in Hallway 011, using door 013A as the entrance and exit. The main 

non-accessible entrance to the offices would be made by turning window 15 into a new 

entrance door along with a new set of steps and exterior porch with a path extending to 

the current brick path.  

4. Further office space access would be made by widening doors 017A and 010A, and 

removing the bathtub and closet in bathroom 101 to provide for accessible turn-around 

space in the restroom. New accessible lavatory and toilet would be required. 

5. The exit would be back to the lift or emergency access, with assistance, using the new 

porch and steps. 

 

Accessible Smokehouse 

1. The existing brick stoop at the Smokehouse entry door is not an original feature and is 

doing harm to the original wood sill members by trapping moisture. By removing the 

brick stoop and restoring the original condition of the sill member, wheelchair access to 

the interior of the Smokehouse will not be possible over the raised sill.  

2. The proposal is to provide an accessible path from the 1971 path entry point to the 

Smokehouse door. Although interior wheelchair access will not be possible, the interior 

can be viewed from the doorway. The pathway may require a ramp with handrails on 

each side due to the grade elevations.    

 

Accessible Slave Quarters 

1. Due to the existing narrow doorways and changes in floor levels, access to all of the 

rooms would create many structural changes and ramps at most doors. 

2. The proposal is to provide an accessible path from the accessible parking area to a new 

ramp that would extend to the porch screen door. The screen door would require 

widening. Once access is provided to the porch floor, viewing of most of the rooms 

would be possible.   
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ABOUT THE PRINCIPAL TEAM MEMBERS 
 

Maral S. Kalbian is an historic preservation consultant practicing in the Shenandoah Valley and 

Piedmont areas of Virginia. She has a BA in Art History from Smith College and an MA in 

Architectural History and a certificate in Historic Preservation from the University of Virginia. 

Maral meets the National Park Service qualifications as both a historian and an architectural 

historian.  Her publications include Frederick County: History Through Architecture (1999) and 

Images of America: Clarke County, VA (2011).  She currently has in press contributions to 

Buildings of Virginia: Valley, South, and West. In 2002, she co-authored an African-American 

Historic Context for Clarke County, VA and a walking tour of Middleburg, VA.  She serves as a 

contractual architectural historian to several Virginia local governments including Clarke, 

Frederick, and Fauquier counties, and the City of Charlottesville.  Maral has also contracted with 

the Department of Homeland Security and the U. S. Army on selected projects.  She has 

successfully completed more than 40 historic district and 35 individual National Register 

nominations, 25 tax credit applications, multiple county-wide surveys, and numerous historic 

structures reports. Although Ms. Kalbian primarily works alone, she enters into partnerships with 

other firms for selected projects. She has worked on several Historic Structures Reports with 

other professionals as an architectural historian, including three 18
th
-century properties: Glen 

Burnie in Winchester, VA; Fort Bowman in Shenandoah County, VA; and Clermont in Clarke 

County, VA.  
 

Dennis J. Pogue is a preservation consultant and visiting associate professor in the Historic 

Preservation Program at the University of Maryland.   He holds the doctorate in Anthropology, 

with an emphasis in historical archaeology, from The American University, in Washington, DC.  

Dr. Pogue was previously vice president for preservation at George Washington’s Mount Vernon 

Estate, Museum and Gardens, where he was employed for 25 years in a series of positions with 

successively increasing responsibilities. During his tenure at Mount Vernon, Dr. Pogue managed 

several major restoration and preservation related projects.  These include directing the research 

and then reconstructing a variety of structures, such as the stone whiskey distillery, the 16-sided 

treading barn and four associated farm buildings, the dung repository, and the blacksmith’s shop; 

among the original 18
th

-century structures that he restored were the Servant’s Hall, the 

Gardener’s House, and several rooms in the Mansion. He was co-director of an NEH-funded 

two-year project to record Virginia slave houses, which included investigating and documenting 

more than 30 extant structures.  Dr. Pogue has published extensively and lectured widely on a 

broad range of topics relating to historical archaeology, colonial architecture, early American 

history, George Washington, and Mount Vernon.  He has written articles that have appeared in 

several collected volumes, in professional journals such as Historical Archaeology, Winterthur 

Portfolio, The Historic Alexandria Quarterly, and The Pennsylvania Magazine of History and 

Biography, and in popular outlets such as American History, Early American Life, and The 

Magazine Antiques.   His particular scholarly interest is in studying the process of the 

development of American society during the course of the 17
th
 and 18

th
 centuries, with a focus on 

the plantation culture of the Chesapeake Bay region.   
     

Kenneth R. Livingston is vice-president of Main Street Architecture, Berryville, VA.  He began 

working as an apprentice in 1979 and received an Associate Degree in Architectural Technology 
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from NVCC in 1981. A resident of Berryville since 1987 and a life long resident of Virginia, Mr. 

Livingston has over 30 years experience in the practice of and study of Architecture. Historic 

structures and designing in historic context being a priority. Before co-founding MSA he worked 

at architectural firms in Springfield, Fairfax and Leesburg and along his journeyman path he has 

worked as project manager and designer on many diverse, small and large projects in the 

Shenandoah Valley / DC Metro area. Historic projects include the Josephine City School in 

Berryville, VA, The Boyce Town Hall in Boyce, VA, and Christ Church Bell Tower restoration 

in Winchester, VA. The firm has completed many VDHR and National Park Service tax credit 

projects and has completed over 20 projects within the National Historic Landmark Village of 

Waterford, VA, including the Corner Store and Weavers Cottage. He has served as vice 

chairman of the Berryville Architectural Review Board since 1999, a former Board Member of 

Downtown Berryville, Inc. (Virginia Main Street Program) as well as a member of the DBI 

Design Committee. He is an associate member of The American Institute of Architects, a 

member of Preservation Virginia, Colonial Williamsburg, the National Trust for Historic 

Preservation, the International Code Council, and the National Fire Protection Association. 
 

CONTACT INFORMATION FOR MEMBERS OF THE HSR TEAM 

 

Kalbian, Maral:  maral@mkalbian.com,  540-955-1231 
Pogue, Dennis: denpogue@aol.com, 703-314-6485 

Livingston, Kenneth: ken@mainstreetarch.com,  540-955-1669 

Peters, Margaret: margaret.t.peters@verizon.net,  804-644-0980 
Painter-Lewis PLC: tgpainter@painterlewis.com,  540-6625792 

Comfort Design Inc: cdi2@comcast.net,  540-665-2846 

Susan Buck: paintchips@juno.com,  757-220-0170 
Daniel Miles: Daniel.miles@riaha.ox.ac.uk,  011 89724074 

Kerry Shackelford: kerrymresources@aol.com,  757-650-7277 

Allen Kitselman, AIA: akitsel@mainstreetarch.com ,  540-955-1669 

Edward Ashby: ashbymasonry.com,  540-347-0584 
Allen Cochran: cochransstone@aol.com,  540-338-1603 

Douglass Reed: doug@preservationassociatesinc.com,  301-730-2699 
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