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16, 2007.317  One of Frawley’s signi!cant goals was in the great-
er integration of these two campuses to create “one university.”318

With these changes, monetary modi!cations also took place. Stu-
dent tuition cost saw an increase during the 2006-2007 school 
years, with in-state tuition rising by $266 to $3,072, and out-of-
state tuition by $1,004 to $12,952.319  During the Frawley ad-
ministration, UMW ranked ninth out of !fteen state universities 
in relation to total cost of in-state students living on campus, and 
twelfth to out-of state students.320  "e goal of this increase was 
to “cover costs while keeping the school a#ordable,” as stated by 
then executive vice president Richard V. Hurley.321  Other !nan-
cial allocations occurred, such as the spending of $400,000 in aux-
iliary funds.  "is included an upgrade in meal card software, and 
the remaining $250,000 going toward installing an alarm system 
and other aspects to the Presidents home at Brompton.322 Several 
Scholarships were also created.323  Students were successful in rais-
ing money for causes, such as UMW senior Shin Fujiyama who co-
ordinated the Walkathon in 2006 for over “700 walkers [who] raised 
$120,000 for Copprome, an orphanage in Honduras.”324  Other 
events taking place at UMW included the 2006 founding of the 
Two Dollar Challenge, which has since been adopted at other col-
leges to “raise awareness of global poverty on campus through fun-
draising, but also to help change student perceptions of poverty.”325

Administration changes also became evident during Frawley’s 
administration. Very early into his presidency, Frawley appoint-
ed former colleague Nina Mikalesky into a newly formed role of 
vice president for strategy and 
planning.  "is chief planning 
o$cer was “one of several ad-
ministrative recommendations 
spawned by UMW’s three-year 
self-study, which culminated 
in 2003.”326  Frawley called on 
each department to develop a 
strategic plan outlining its goals 
and objectives, and created the 
General Education Review 
Committee which undertook 
the wholesale reevaluation of 
the academic area.327  Similar 
to Anderson before him, Fraw-
ley “urged greater e#orts toward 
minority recruitment.”328  Other 
Academic projects included an 

Make	  shift	  tent	  in	  Ball	  Circle	  for	  Two	  Dollar	  	  

Challenge



51

Presevation Master Plan

agreement with the Naval Postgraduate School (NPS) in Mon-
terey, California in October 2006, which would align both schools 
to work cooperatively on service, teaching, and scholarly activities.  
In 2007 further expansion academically occurred with a $2 million 
purchase of land and design of a graduate school near the Dahl-
gren naval facility.329  Internationally Academics also expanded, 
with Frawley’s personal contacts enabling fourteen Korean stu-
dents to attend UMW for the 2007-2008 academic year, as well 
as a $150,000 grant from the institute for Study Abroad Founda-
tion which created “cultural envoy scholarships.”330  Frawley was 
very connected with Alumni, often traveling to di#erent locations 
in over 20 cities across the country to hold “town meetings.”331

During Frawley’s administration several controversies also took 
place. His choice of 2007 commencement speaker, controversial 
Republican politician and former Speaker of the House of Repre-
sentatives Newt Gingrich garnered complaints by students.332  In 
addition, the resignation of longtime administrator Vice President 
for University Relations, Communication, and Legislative A#airs 
Ron Singleton, as well as Frawley’s arrest for DUI charges, were 
factors that occurred during his administration.333  "e board met 
in an emergency session after the last events and appointed Exec-
utive President Richard Hurley as acting president.334  On April 
30, Frawley was !red “for cause,” not requiring him to be convicted 
of any crime to be let go.335  During the Frawley a#air, the mass 
shootings at Virginia Tech occurred, creating a “more profound 
impact” on the Mary Washington campus than the administra-
tive happenings. Because of the security concerns UMW imple-
mented an emergency siren system and text-messaging alert.336

Overall, the Frawley Administration oversaw many changes in ad-
ministration, as well as in student and campus life.  New faculty with 
di#erent ideas, technological advances, as well as a reevaluation of 
campus space, turned this period into one of change or at least one of 
expected change.  Monetary aspects were scrutinized and re-assessed 
during this time as well; leading to long term plans being discussed 
and created involving !nances and projected changes in the campus.
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Acting President Rick Hurley displayed a poised manner and good 
impression following the !ring of Frawley.  Hurley grew up in a 
blue-collar neighborhood in New Jersey, joined the Army after 
High School, and only later went back to school at Richard Stock-
ton College.  He then earned a Master’s Degree in Pub-
lic Administration from Central Michigan University 
by taking weekend courses.337   In 1985 Hurley became 
vice president for administration and !nance at Long-
wood University, and then through an unlikely chain 
of events, sparked by his reporter daughter interview-
ing UMW President William Anderson and mention-
ing her father, Hurley was brought to Mary Washington.

During his stay as acting President, student life At Mary 
Washington continued as usual throughout graduation. 
"e ribbon cutting for the Centennial Campanile was re-
vealed before graduation ceremonies.338  "is 88-foot tall 
tower constructed at the start of campus walk, in memory 
for the late Carmen Culpeper Chappell ‘59, created a new 
visual on campus.339  Former President Bill Anderson re-
turned for the dedication, and a reception was held on the 
roof of GW giving panoramic views of Fredericksburg.340  
During the time, the Board authorized the process for selecting a new 
president, hiring the Florida Firm of Green wood and Associates.341

"e campus of Mary Washington meanwhile was celebrating the 
centennial, and banners stating “UMW 1908-2008” were displayed 
on the porticos of all major buildings, and in smaller size on the 
lampposts.342   Special celebratory events were dispersed through-
out the year. Hurley provided through this time “a sense of con!-
dence without an aura of arrogance.”343  Greater diversity and sig-
ni!cant campus expansion were accomplished, and the elimination 
academically of several general requirements bettered the student 
experience.344 Internationally the school expanded with the program 
called the Initiative to Educate Afghan Women, enrolling two Af-
ghan women, with the goal that they would return home and im-
prove conditions for women in their country.345  During this time 
the campus not only tried to attract students from abroad, but also 
created a "e Rappahannock scholars program to encourage atten-
dance from students more locally in the Northern Neck Counties.346

Richard	  V.	  Hurley	  as	  Acting	  President
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"e campus expanded its space as well during this time, acquir-
ing the 1963 Strip Mall Park and Shop Center across Route 1.347  
"e UMW Foundation bought the twenty-one acre property 
with plans to create a mixed-use development in park-like set-
ting.  "e !rst phase of development included housing for 350 to 
400 students and would obviate the previous proposal of two new 
dorms on the existing campus.348  Campus life continued with 
the growth of Shin Fujiyama’s Students Helping Honduras, Go-
ing Green movements by the Ecology Club, and the two dollar 
a day economic class challenge to live on Ball Circle in a make 
shift “shanty town.”349  "ere was also an apparent racism inci-
dent in Je#erson Hall, when a sign was found by cleaning crews.350

Centennial celebrations continued into Spring 2008, when former 
Vice President Bill Clinton made an appearance on campus when 
campaigning for his wife Hillary. Sports team successes and Founders 
Week events continued to be highlights.  At the end of the Founders 
week, the new President for Mary Washington was announced as 
Judy Gayle Hample.351  "e Board of Visitors made this announce-
ment stating Hample would begin her duties e#ective July 1, 2008.352Aerial	  view	  of	  campus,	  2008
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"is period during the time Hurley served as acting president 
the UMW Campus saw several physical changes.  "e addi-
tion of the Bell Tower was the most visible new addition, where-
as the ongoing renovations of Lee Hall and the purchase by the 
UMW Foundation served as a reminder of things to come.

H*67'( 2335-2383
Judy Gayle Hample was named the University’s eighth president, and 
consequently the !rst female one.353  Hample had been the chancel-
lor of the Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education.  Hample 
was born in Tennessee and grew up on a large working farm. She 
received her undergraduate degree from David Lipscomb Univer-
sity in Nashville, and her master’s and doctoral 
degrees in communication from Ohio State.354

Hample’s goals for the university were expand-
ing diversity and external fund-raising.  "e 
centennial celebrations continued after the an-
nouncement of her appointment with musi-
cal concerts and a black tie banquet on Palm-
ieri Plaza.355  Virginia’s United States Senator 
John Warner was the speaker for graduation.356  
As Hample stated her vision was “that this great 
university will become a premier national uni-
versity noted --and remembered -- for excel-
lence in undergraduate liberal arts and sciences, 
undergraduate research, required study abroad 
and leadership development.  While continu-
ing to attract high caliber undergraduate stu-
dents from Virginia and around the world, the 
university also will increase its service to the Northern Virginia re-
gion by partnering more closely with business and industry to meet 
the increasing regional and Commonwealth workforce needs.”357

"e University in September of 2008 found itself in the Nation-
al spotlight with the Democratic presidential candidate Barack 
Obama holding a political rally on campus. Students stated that 
the rally helped to show that UMW is “moving forward as one of 
Virginia’s premier institutions.”358  During Hample’s administra-
tion campus security also underwent scrutiny.  In the Fall of 2008, 
a UMW student was assaulted and raped in the Parking garage on 
campus.359 "is prompted a reward of $10,000 for information as 
well as a reevaluation of security on Campus and in the parking 

Judy	  Hample	  (2008-‐2010)
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areas.  In 2009 Hample directed the formation of a task force to 
address this campus safety, saying she wanted “university police 
to be more visible on campus.”360  Hample controversially used 
a UMW Emergency blue light phone in spring 2010 to make a 
test call to campus police, in order to test e$ciency and response 
time.361  Amongst a combination of reasons, Hample decided to 
step down June 30, 2010, two years into her !ve year contract.362

"is shortened term led by Hample helped to bring many aspects of 
campus come to light.  "e centennial celebrations and decorations 
made use of the plazas and unique features of campus, and the safety 
of the grounds, especially parking areas, were brought to light as well.  
With the use of the green spaces such as Ball circle for graduation and 
other traditions, this school year also helped people realize their im-
portance in the community, which was cemented with the use of the 
space for a popular presidential candidate rally.  With many trials and 
tribulations, Hample’s administration era helped Mary Washington 
to realize what important factors it has and also to adjust the policies.

H%&'() 2383 – P&(+(/-
After Hample stepped down, Richard V. Hurley was appoint-
ed acting president e#ective April 1 through June 30, 2010.363  
He Became the University’s ninth president July 1, 2010.364

Hurley acted as the institution’s chief !nancial o$cer, and 
also served as treasurer of the University of Mary Washing-
ton Foundation where he was instrumental in developing 
Eagle Village, which became the University’s !rst public/
private partnership.365  During his administration Hurley 
has also established the Town and Gown Committee and 
has strengthened the University’s relationship with the Fred-
ericksburg Community by serving as the “chair of the board 
of directors of the Rappahannock United Way, a direc-
tor of the Fredericksburg Regional Chamber of Commerce, 
a member of the board of the Fredericksburg Regional Al-
liance, and a member of the local BB&T advisory board.”366

Of the time that Hurley has been back as President, University 
life has kept moving. Noted developments included the com-
pletion in summer 2010 of Eagle Village, a mixed-use building 
complete with retail and restaurant space as well as residential 
areas.367  "e school struggled to !ll the available rental spac-
es;368 some saying the structure has a “hotel-like” atmosphere 
which was a debated positive or negative.369  A space meant for 

Richard	  V.	  Hurley	  (2010-‐Present)
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Upperclassmen, the 
Eagle Village apart-
ments were opened up 
to sophomores, with 
the Administration 
stating the economy as 
reason for the lack of 
enthusiasm.370  When 
speaking to many up-
perclassmen it can also 
be debated that the 
school did not listen 
to designs that Up-
perclassmen value, no-
tably one of the major 
reasons to move o# 
campus is to acquire 
a single room, which 
Eagle Landing does not o#er.  Eagle Village also saw growth in the 
completion of a new $3.4 million dollar pedestrian bridge connecting 
campus across Route 1.371  While many use the walkway, its placement 
downhill from the light, makes it still quicker and easier to use the 
more dangerous crosswalk when accessing food retailers like Giant.372

Security measures continue to be an issue, with a report of a student 
with a gun on campus in December.373  Continuing from the 2008 
rape, that former student !led a $10 million lawsuit against the school 
in the fall 2010.374  Other disciplinary news included the charge of 
!fteen students in a drug probe at UMW.375  Fall 2010 continued to 
be an eventful semester in social happenings around campus.  After 
a popular Homecoming concert at the Battleground Athletic Com-
plex on Hanover Street, President Hurley sent a letter to the school’s 
neighbors mentioning a variety of subjects including UMW’s up-
coming planned outdoor events “in the interests of good community 
relations.”376  While many disputed Hurley’s apology for a well-liked 
spirit event among students, Hurley used the letter to mentioned 
other events such as upcoming Great Lives speakers’ series to be 
held in GW Hall, the 50th anniversary of the “Freedom Rides” event 
to be held on campus, as well as various other concerts, art exhibits, 
and multicultural programs to be held in various spaces on campus.

"e letter also mentioned the New Master Plan the school had 
been planning since the previous year, which until then students 
had struggled to be a part of with meetings being scheduled last 
minute and during class times.  "is Master Plan called for the 
razing of several important campus buildings including Seaco-

Eagle	  Village
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beck Dining Hall, Bushnell Hall, Je#erson Hall, Arrington and 
Alvey Hall, as well as other structures such as the small historical 
houses on campus.  With an outpouring of student protest of “"is 
Place Matters”, the University decided to rethink tearing down 
Seacobeck for the present,377 learning most students heartily dis-
like the food Sodexo serves at the site, and not the building itself.

"is period continues to be one of growth and change with the ad-
dition of 7- by 7-foot large Eagle mascot decals made of thermal 
plastic on the streets of College Ave, at the cost of $1,335 each, 
with for a total of $16,020.378  Other purchases include the ground-
breaking of UMW’s 3rd campus. Hurley stated that this Dahlgren 
campus isn’t “simply another construction project or a new academic 
building for the school [but something that] will serve the region, 
state and country.”379  With the approach of UMW’s 100th com-
mencement in spring, the Administration has also agreed upon 
purchasing “green” graduation gowns. While still black in color to 
follow tradition, the new gowns at $69.99 are $15 dollars more 
than last year’s regalia, but promise to be made more sustainably.380

So far the beginning of Hurley’s Administration has been marked 
with tremendous change. Eagle Village developments, the purchase 
of a new campus, as well as the drafting of a new Campus Master 
Plan have all been taking place. Positive alterations that bene!t the 
environment and community are always a good thing. However it is 
important to learning from the history of campus in creating such 
changes, such as the in building of Eagle Village, in that listening 
to students who utilize the spaces can be helpful as they will be 

the ones to use it. Honoring 
the traditions that take place in 
existing areas are important as-
pects as well, which will hope-
fully be something the admin-
istration will honor with the 
upcoming changes and issues 
that are sure to come to UMW.

Freedom	  Rides	  Bus	  in	  front	  of	  Lee	  Hall
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S U R V E Y
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In order to narrow down what the student body !nds important 
and signi!cant to their campus, the laboratory students conduct-
ed a survey questionnaire.  "e goal of the survey, !rst compiled 
by a small group of !ve students then reviewed by their class, was 
to see if students at UMW are aware of the campus’s history and 
signi!cance, and to assess their priorities; such as what resources 
they value most within the campus.  "e survey group compiled 
questions based on history, feeling, green space, building specif-
ics, and demographics.  Question types included multiple choice, 
some allowing for multiple answers and an “other” option.  Other 
question formats used were drop down menus with all available 
building options, and four point Likert scales.  "ose questions 
were then presented to the class and edited per the class and pro-
fessor’s instructions.  A few students outside of the planning lab 
took the survey as a part of the pilot test in mid-February; their 
comments were helpful in that some of the questions were redun-
dant, awkwardly worded, or needed to be better edited to avoid 
bias. Technical issues were addressed as well, such as layout, the or-
der in which questions would appear, i.e. appearance, history, etc.

  o  Surveyors wanted to see how important 
      campus appearance is to students to 
      determine whether it a#ects their decision  
      to enroll.

  o  Students were asked one general question  about  
      the history of campus to prove that   
      they are aware of the history.
  o  Students were then asked a question aiming  
      to conclude whether or not the history is visible  
      through buildings on campus, i.e. ranking how 
      old speci!c buildings were by including one 
      obviously newer building with two older buildings.  

  o  Surveyors felt it necessary to !gure out if 
      students preferred newer materials to original, or  
      visa verse, in order to help guide future 
      construction e#orts to restore original materials.
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  o  Questions were also asked pertaining to recent  
       construction on campus: if students were happy  
       with it and how they would feel the more 
       historically signi!cant buildings on campus were  
       altered.

  o  Drop down menu-type questions, in which all  
      building options were available and split into 
      residential buildings and academic/student life  
      buildings, aimed to see which buildings best 
      represented  UMW’s character.
  o  Later in the survey, follow up questions included  
      which buildings they would most like to see 
      demolished, least like to see demolished, most  
      like to see altered and least like to see altered.
  o  With these questions, the lab group hopes that  
      students’ opinions will prove to the 
      administration that they care about the historic  
      structures on campus.

  o  It is important to recognize that the green space  
                 on campus is just as important than the 
      structures.  Surveyors wanted to get the students’  
      opinions on green space as well.
  o  Questions were asked about students’ favorite 
      aspect of their preferred outside space.

Careful thought went into how these questions were worded.  
Technical terms relating to preservation, architecture, or even con-
struction could not be used for possible lack of understanding by 
the student body.  We listed every building in the necessary ques-
tions in alphabetical order to avoid the possibility that the survey 
might be perceived as biased.  "e questions were written to be as 
simple and to-the-point as possible, and words denoting either a 
strongly positive in>uence or negative in>uence were vetoed be-
cause of their ability to sway answers.  Lastly, a ra?e was added 
to the survey providing an incentive for students to participate.  

In e#orts to spread the word about the survey, students in the lab post-
ed the survey link on Facebook and/or Twitter pages.  In order to re-
main objective, the link was not posted to groups associated with the 
Historic Preservation Department, such as the Historic Preservation 
Club or the S.O.S. Club.  A Facebook event was made to advertise 
the survey as well.  About eight students, the survey group plus three 
other classmates, reserved a table at the Eagles Nest (an on-campus 
dining option) during the weeks of February 21 and March 14.  Stu-
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dents had laptops available to students passing so they could take the 
survey immediately.  "is method was extremely e#ective as one quar-
ter of participants were solicited through tabling at the Eagles Nest.

Using Survey Monkey, “How Do You Feel About Your UMW 
Campus?” was speci!cally aimed at students of UMW.  A 
two-week window was allotted to collect results.  "e sur-
vey was open from February 18 to March 23, and once the sur-
vey was closed, the class collected and analyzed the results 
to see if the data would help support the Preservation Plan.
    

A / * ' ) + . +
"e following analysis summarizes the results of the survey. Seven 
hundred and forty one students responded to the survey and accord-
ing to questions 24 and 25, their demographics represent the stu-
dent population as a whole.  Seventy-six and three-tenths percent of 
survey participants identi!ed as female, 23.7% male.  According to 
Mary Washington’s 2008-2009 COPLAC Data Collection for the 
Academic Years, 66% of UMW’s undergraduates identify as female, 
33% male.  Of all participants surveyed, 13.2% identi!ed as “fresh-
man,” 20.3% as “sophomore,” 26.3% as “junior,” and 31.6% as “senior.”

"e results of question 1 show that students come to Mary Wash-
ington for a variety of reasons. "e formatting of the question al-
lowed participants to indicate multiple selections showing which 
in>uenced their decision in choosing Mary Washington. Seventy-
six and seven-tenths of all participants indicated that they selected 
Mary Washington for academics.  Sixty-four and one tenth per-
cent of all participants indicated that they selected Mary Washing-
ton for campus aesthetics.  "ese results indicate that academics, 
aesthetics, history, location (closeness to Northern Virginia and 
Washington DC) were more important to students when choos-
ing UMW than sports or student life.  Some of the most artic-
ulate “Other” selections for question 1 indicate the following: 

     "e central “Campus Walk” and Ball Circle gave me a 
     feeling of togetherness on campus.”

"e results of questions 2 and 3 show that survey participants rep-
resent a cross-section of the Mary Washington student community.  
Participants have experienced every aspect of the available campus 
housing options, as well as many o# campus options.  Results in-
dicate that a great deal of the dorm selection at Mary Washington 
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results from random selection via lottery.  Participants cited commu-
nity as an important reason behind their choice of residence.  Some 
of the most articulate responses for question 3 indicate the following:

     were close to the academic buildings I went to often. 
     "ey also had a sense of community that was lacking  
     in the newer buildings (Alvey and Arrington) and the  
     apartments.

     >oors and high ceilings. I feel like they have character,  
     like they’ve seen something. I like to think about all the  
     girls who’ve lived on my hall for almost a hundred years.”

     rooms are big, and it is all freshman girls, so it provides a  
     great community.”

In questions 4 and 5, participants were given four options ranging 
from very important to not important in which they were asked 
to assess the respective levels of importance of campus appearance 
and history when choosing to attend Mary Washington.  "e results 
show that history and appearance were important to students when 
they chose to attend Mary Washington.  In question 4, only 12.2% 
of participants indicated one of the two negative options.  Eighty-
seven and eight-tenths percent indicated positively.  In question 5, 
results indicate that 47.4% of participants ranked history as impor-
tant in their decision to come to UMW.

"e results of question 6 indicate that most participants are remind-
ed of Mary Washington history on a daily basis in some way.  Only 
6.9% percent of participants indicated that they are “Not reminded 
of campus history.”   "e formatting of this question allowed par-
ticipants to select multiple responses to indicate speci!cally how 
they are reminded.  Eighty-eight and three-tenths percent of par-
ticipants indicate that Mary Washington’s buildings remind them of 
UMW history on a daily basis.  "e next closest selection is “historic 
photographs” at 57.1%, then “outside space” at 39.7%. "e results of 
question 7 indicate that 81.5% of participants indicated the correct 
answer, that Mary Washington is approximately 100 years old.  "e 
results of question 6 are presented in Figure 2.

"e purpose of question 8 is to determine if participants recognized 
that Chandler Hall, which was built in 1928, was built before Trinkle 
Hall, which was built in 1941, but has been subject to several reno-
vations. Participants were given three options ranging from “oldest” 
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to “newest” in which they were asked to assess the order in which 
Chandler Hall, Combs Hall, and Trinkle Hall. "e results show that 
78.2% of participants incorrectly identi!ed Trinkle Hall as “oldest” 
and Chandler Hall as second oldest, when in fact; Chandler Hall 
is 13 years older than Trinkle Hall. "e results of question eight 
illustrate the fact that intrusive alterations to a historic building’s 
interior substantially a#ect the building’s appearance of relative age.  

"e results of questions 9 and 10 indicate that participants felt that 
Trinkle Hall (27%), Monroe Hall (21.1%), George Washington 
Hall (9.1%), Seacobeck Hall (7.2%), and Ball Hall (5.4%) are most 
representative of Mary Washington’s character.  Some of the most 
articulate “Other” selections for question 10 indicate the following:

     Monroe Hall. Before renovations, the murals on the  
     walls, the stairwells, and communal space was very 
     oldies in comparison to the modern day layouts, which  
     reminded me of true academia. "at is why I think it did  
     represent UMW character.  Since it has been renovated,  
     I feel that currently Trinkle represents the UMW 
     character. "e building holds it is original integrity even  
     though it has been brie>y modi!ed. Rooms such as the 
     seminar room and the study room creates a feeling of  

Figure	  3
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     academia that has been lost. "at is why I currently feel  
     that Trinkle as of now represents Mary Washington. It  
     continues to represent the importance of academia that  
     this campus once took pride in.’

     directly on campus walk, has the common type of 
     architectural styling and size of most buildings on 
     campus, is surrounded by dorms and student services.  
     When I am in or around Trinkle, I feel like I am 
     de!nitely on and a part of UMW’s campus.”

     campus has had the longest to in>uence the character  
     of UMW’s built environment. "e addition and current  
     facade of Chandler Hall, among others, mimics the 
     precedent Charles Robinson set with Monroe and the  
     original campus quad. Although it may not be 100% 
     designed, the variability and undulation of the campus 
     terrain also helps de!ne the campus area. Had UMW  
     been planned and built in the 1950s or later, even using 
     the same buildings, the campus would look radically  
     di#erent because most of the terrain would have been  
     >attened before construction. I’m disappointed to see  
     what has happened to Monroe Hall. When I visited the  
     school prior to attending, I was very impressed with the  
     building and the history is communicated, unfortunately  
     much of that character has now been replaced or covered  
     in ex change for a more sterile-looking atmosphere.”

     At !rst it was slightly confusing, but it has become a part  
     of my daily routine. I !nd it to be very unique in both its  
     outside architecture and interior, which I think is an 
     interesting re>ection on Mary Washington. It may not  
     be perfect, and certainly is not laid out in a way that  
     would suggest otherwise, but I think it is the 
     idiosyncrasy of it that makes it so unique. Likewise, I  
     have found that our campus as a whole is not like other  
     schools, both in the way that it is laid out and the people  
     that attend it. "at is one of the main reasons why I  
     chose to go to Mary Wash, and one of the reasons why I 
     decided to stay.”

Questions 11 through 13 deal with student use of green space on 
campus.  In question 11, participants were given four options rang-
ing from very important to not important in which they were asked 
to assess the level of importance of outside space in their daily lives 
on campus.  Responses indicate that 92.6% of participants think 
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outside space is either “positive” or “very positive.” Responses for 
question 12 show that participants felt that Ball Circle best repre-
sents UMW’s character.  "is makes sense, given that Ball circle is 
host to important events on campus such as graduation, as well as 
being the site of a President Obama campaign speech in 2008.  "e 
formatting of question 13 allowed participants to indicate multiple 
selections for the appreciated aspects of their preferred outside space.  
Eighty and six-tenths percent of participants indicated “scenery and 
views.”  Sixty-three and one-tenth of participants indicated “avail-
able seating options.”

Questions 14 through 16 deal with student’s feelings about renova-
tions on campus.  In question 14, participants were given four op-
tions ranging from very positively to very negatively in which they 
were asked to assess their feelings about renovation e#orts.   Re-
sponses indicate that a slight majority of 51.8% of participants felt 
positively about renovations.  In questions 15 and 16, participants 
were given four options ranging from very positively, to very nega-
tively in which they were asked to assess their feelings in regards to 
some of the more iconic buildings on campus being renovated in 
the style of recent renovation e#orts on campus.  Sixty-seven and 
eight-tenths percent of students indicated they would feel “nega-
tively” or “ very negatively “ if George Washington Hall or Trinkle 
Hall were renovated in a similar fashion to Lee Hall.  Seventy-nine 
and four-tenths indicated, indicated they would feel “negatively” or 
“very negatively” if Virginia Hall, Ball Hall, or Westmoreland Hall 
were renovated in a similar fashion to Eagle Landing.

For question 17, participants reported that that they would most like 
to see Alvey Hall (16.3%) and Eagle Landing (11.0%) demolished 
of all residential buildings on campus, and they would most like to 
see Chandler Hall (11.9%) and Woodard Campus Center (9.8%) 
demolished of all academic / university life buildings on campus.  In 
question 18, participants reported that they would most least like 
to see Ball Hall (24.3%) and Virginia Hall (21.8%) demolished of 
all academic buildings on campus, and they would least like to see 
Trinkle (34.4%) and Seacobeck (14.4%) demolished of all academic 
/ university life buildings on campus.  Participants reported in ques-
tion 19 that they would most like to see the University Apartments 
(17.7%) and Willard Hall (13.7%) altered of all buildings on cam-
pus, and would most like to see Chandler Hall (17.2%) and Wood-
ard Campus Center (13.7%) altered of all buildings on campus.  
Participants reported in question 20 that they would least like to see 
Ball Hall (21.9%) and Virginia Hall (21.2%) altered of all buildings 
on campus, and would least like to see Trinkle Hall 
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(30.8%) and George Washington Hall (12.9%) altered of all build-
ings on campus.  

Questions 21 and 22 deal with student’s feelings about traditional 
dorm life and the use of original building materials on campus.  As 
presented in Figure 3, the results of question 21 show that 69.3% 
of participants indicated that they would rather live in a traditional 
dorm with high ceilings, no air conditioning, hardwood >ooring, 
stairs, communal style living, rather than a modern one with low 
ceilings, air conditioning, linoleum >ooring, elevators, suite style 
living.  "e results of question 22 show that 63.5% of participants 
indicated that it matters if original building materials are replaced 
with new materials.

In question 23, participants were given four options ranging from 
very positively, to very negatively in which they were asked to assess 
their feelings in regards to hypothetical major changes that would 
occur to the Mary Washington campus in the near future.  "e re-
sults show that 86.5% of participants indicated that they would feel 
“very negatively” or “negatively” about drastic alterations or changes 
being made to the UMW campus.

Figure4
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Questions 24 and 25 are demographic questions.  "e results in-
dicate that participants represent a legitimate cross section of the 
overall Mary Washington student population and therefore, the 
data that was provided by this survey represents the feelings of the 
UMW student community as a whole.

Question 26 allowed participants to share personal experiences with 
the history and/or character of the UMW campus.  Some of the 
most articulate responses for question 26 indicate the following:

     schools functionality, but I do not believe is 
     compromising the school integrity in doing so. "e  
     University of Mary Washington takes pride in the fact  
     that it is one of the most beautiful campuses in the 
     nation. If we don’t preserve the unique atmosphere of  
     academia this campus produces the future generations of  
     Mary Washington students will not be able to relate or 
     embody the persona of collegiates previous students  
     loved about the school. In protecting, the classical  
         exterior as well as the interior designs of our buildings  
         should help students take pride in the uniqueness of  
     this campus. I can’t stress enough how unique this  
     campus is in comparison to other campuses around  
     the nation;  and  in trying to modernize and become a  
             cookie cutter image of other universities in the attempt  
     to capitalize on what the administrators believe to  
     be the remedy to success blinds them from seeing the  
     damages that are done in the attempt to conquer such  
     success. "e administrators do not understand the value  
     of the historical integrity of this campus and it’s 
     buildings. In gutting a structure and only keeping a few  
     of it’s original elements, does not keep or preserve the  
     originality of the building. I would like to come back to  
     this campus when I am older and be able to notice it.”

     history and historical character of the campus was the  
     deciding factor in going to UMW. I loved the old 
     buildings with the original windows and the 
     community  areas. All the buildings were classy and nice.  
     When Lee was renovated I was horri!ed on how the 
     interior and exterior was treated as it did not even 
     consider the historic nature of the school. It was gutted. I  
     feel that the university undervalues the historic buildings  
     on campus. "ey are beautiful and if they disappear, this  
     school will be like any other. Just some cookie cutter 
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     campus with cookie cutter buildings. I feel that the 
     history of this school has enriched my perspective on 
     history and I have a profound appreciation for it after 
     attending this school for 4 years. I hope that my 5th and  
               !nal year helps foster my love for this campus rather than  
       been disappointed in seeing it go away.”

     cost e#ectiveness of buildings and accommodate more  
     students being accepted into the university, I would have  
     to encourage the designers of the building interiors to  
     not lose the classic feel. for example, eagle landing has  
     been summarized as “a mix between a hotel and a 
     hospital” the modern, sterile feel has de!nitely a#ected  
     students and tarnished the ... classic style the university  
     should strive to maintain.”

     good is for some things, but UMW is already changing  
     too much. I think the University should invest more in  
     preserving the beauty it already has than trying to catch  
     up to more mainstream universities. "e majority of the 
     students here and alumni think the master plan has been  
     taken too far.

     campus walk are the M.O.s of Mary Washington.... A  
     lot of buildings need to be gutted, but the general feel  
     shouldn’t change! (For example, if the entire campus 
     ended up looking like Eagle Landing... the feel of the  
     campus itself would change drastically.. not as homey/  
     comfortable, less personality).”

D . + , % + + . = /
"e results of this survey accredit justi!cation in the form of raw 
data to the recommendations that are made in this report.  Overall, 
Mary Washington students expressed the school’s history, historic 
character, and green space are extremely important to the traditions, 
legacy, and character of the institution.  
In order to determine students’ priorities of places on campus, we 
asked questions ranging from which buildings students least wanted 
to be demolished or altered, to which buildings and green spaces 
students consider most representative of UMW’s character.  Ques-
tion 1 determines that campus appearance is a driving factor behind 
why students decide to come to Mary Washington in the !rst place.  
Questions 6 and 7 deal with the visibility of UMW’s history in day 
to day life on campus, and speci!cally how the buildings remind 
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students of the university’s storied past and context within the Fred-
ericksburg community.  

Survey data consistently indicates that the most sacred places of 
campus heritage include Trinkle Hall, Seacobeck Hall, Monroe 
Hall, George Washington Hall, Ball Hall, and Ball Circle.  "is is 
observed in questions 9 and 10 in which students told us which 
buildings best represent UMW’s character, and in questions 18 and 
20 in which students selected which buildings they would least like 
to see altered are demolished.  We also asked about green space in 
question 12.  Students reported that Ball Circle is the most valued 
green space on campus.  We used this data to aid in justi!cation of 
the development of a tier ranking system by which buildings are 
classi!ed, and recommendations are made.  "e buildings and places 
that students consider most sacred will be treated with a higher pri-
ority than all others will.  

We !nd that new construction and rehabilitation on campus are 
regarded with mixed feelings in the student body. In question 17, 
students indicated that they would rather see Eagle Village demol-
ished than any other building on campus.  Again, feelings of nega-
tivity are expressed in question 15 where approximately two-thirds 
of students expressed they would not want to see George Washing-
ton Hall or Trinkle Hall renovated in a similar fashion to Lee Hall.  
"is data contrasts the results of question 14.  Fifty-one percent of 
participants indicate that they feel positively or very positively about 
renovations on campus.  Survey data also allows us to conclude that 
students overwhelmingly want to see continuity in the built envi-
ronment.  In question 17, Eagle Landing and Woodard Campus 
center were selected as buildings students would most like to see 
demolished, even though the respective buildings are two of the 
newest on campus.  Because of materials, construction quality, and 
appearance, neither of the structures contributes to the continuity 
of the campus build environment.  "is is also observed in question 
22 where a signi!cant majority of students reported that they care if 
original building materials are replaced modern ones.  

"e survey questionnaire and results are located in Appendix I and 
Appendix II.
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P R E S E R V A T I O N 
G U I D E L I N E S

Tier System for Buildings
"e University of Mary Washington Preservation Plan uses a tier 
rating system. "e National Register of Historic Places is the Unit-
ed State’s classi!cation system for historic buildings. "e National 
Register has a narrow categorization of historic signi!cance that is 
based on a building’s age. In the National Register system a building 
can only be considered if it exceeds !fty years old. In the context of 
Mary Washington, the University’s buildings re>ect unique qualities 
both historically and culturally. To best re>ect our rich heritage, the 
National Register of Historic Places was not >exible enough to use 
as a rating system. Instead a more comprehensive system was needed. 

"e University of Mary Washington Preservation Plan uses tiers 
that are based on the English Heritage Categories of listed historic 
buildings. "is system allows the Plan to better re>ect the variable 
characteristics of campus, and encompass both historic integrity and 
importance to campus life and history. "e University has lots of dif-
ferent buildings and structures that all deserve individual attention. 
"e Plan allows all buildings !fty years or older to be uniquely placed 
in tiers. Tiers were used so that culture and historic integrity played 
equal roles in listing of the University of Mary Washington’s buildings. 

"e English System Categories, that the University of Mary Wash-
ington’s Preservation Plan is based on, are separated into “grades”. 
Grade I represents exceptional interest to the point of international 
importance in some building cases. Grade I lists only 2.5% of the 
total historic buildings in England. "en the Grade II* represents 
buildings of particular interest or importance, and hold 5.5% of list-
ed buildings. Grade II holds 92% of listed buildings that are of na-
tional importance or interest. Grade II is the most common grade to 
be rated at for a homeowner or privately owned building. According 
to English Heritage guidelines, listing using the Grade system helps 
England acknowledge and understanding their shared history. "e 
English strive to celebrate both the architectural and historic interest 
of a building, while considering planning for that building’s future 
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treatment. "is attitude toward celebrating multiple interests is a 
major focus the University of Mary Washington Preservation Plan.

Adapting this system, the University of Mary Washington Pres-
ervation Plan uses digits as Tiers to delineate each building and 
space on campus in its cultural importance and historical integ-
rity. As with the English system, older buildings that have the 
most historic integrity will be assigned to a higher tier. Older 
buildings that have been extensively renovated will be in a lower 
tier in the University of Mary Washington Preservation Plan. 

Tier One Buildings  
"e University of Mary Washington Preservation Plan used the 
English Grade I as the template for Tier One. Tier One build-
ings are those that have high historic integrity, and are essential to 
campus life and history. Historic Integrity refers to the percent-
age of original, historic building materials still present in a build-
ing. Tier One buildings have a large percentage of original, his-
toric materials. A small percentage of the buildings on campus 
are placed in Tier One, similar to the English System. To be list-
ed in Tier One, a building must have high historic integrity. "is 
means that a building should not have undertaken extreme reno-
vations that compromised its historic integrity. A Tier One build-
ing must also be a highly valued building to the campus’s culture. 

Destruction or alteration of these buildings would have serious con-
sequences to campus identity. "erefore additional care is required 
for these building. In the event of a proposed alteration or destruc-
tion of a Tier One building, there will be a separate approval process 
to resolve any con>ict. As these buildings have the most historic in-
tegrity and are most important to the history and culture of the Uni-
versity of Mary Washington, their futures should be carefully and 
closely considered.  "e best practices discussed in the following plan 
should be strictly followed for Tier One buildings. Any deviation 
from these recommendations should be substantiated by research.

List of Tier One Buildings
Brompton (1836): Brompton was the confederate headquarters in the 
Civil War during the Battle of Fredericksburg. Many historic photo-
graphs feature Brompton and its grounds including the very famous 
shots taken by Matthew Brady. Although it not located on the main 
portion of campus, it has been home to the president of the Univer-



85

Presevation Master Plan

sity for many years and its grounds have been the cite of graduations, 
speeches, and campus events. Although the building has been reno-
vated multiple times, it is historically and culturally very important 
to the University of Mary Washington and City of Fredericksburg.  
 
Virginia Hall (1913): Virginia hall still maintains its historic in-
tegrity and is a point in the cross pattern of Seacobeck, Monroe 
and Willard Halls. It hasn’t been signi!cantly altered since 1926, 
and even that renovation respected the original fabric. Virginia Hall 
holds strong cultural ties as a girl’s dorm, and has been home to 
many University gathering and activity spaces. In the survey distrib-
uted among the student body for the drafting of the University of 
Mary Washington Preservation Plan, 70% of students appreciated 
characteristics like wood >oors, high ceilings, transoms, and historic 
value, as opposed to more modern features. "ese features are all dis-
played in Virginia Hall. Virginia Hall is still used for its original use 
and because of that has strong cultural signi!cance to the University. 
 
Seacobeck Hall (1931): Seacobeck hall is one of the original four 
buildings on campus, and is the base of the cross pattern between 
Willard, Monroe, and Virginia Halls. Seacobeck is strongly tied to 
the landscape in its link with the cross pattern, in its central place-
ment on campus, and its unique architectural footprint that con-
nects College Avenue to the rest of campus. Seacobeck Hall has 
a lot of historic integrity as well as two wing additions that seam-
lessly !t the architectural style and >ow of the rest of the build-
ing. Seacobeck hall was the last building designed by Robinson 
and is designed in the distinctive style of the University of Mary 
Washington. Seacobeck Hall is still used for its original use and 
because of that has strong cultural signi!cance to the Univer-
sity and highly recognized among current students and alumni.

Westmoreland Hall (1938): Westmoreland Hall was built with funds 
from the Public Works Administration as a residence hall. It has high 
historic integrity both because it is still used as a residence hall but 
also because it retains most of its original fabric. "e front foyer and 
marble staircases and spatial situation have changed very little since 
Westmoreland’s opening, as referenced by historic photographs.  
 
George Washington Hall (1939): George Washington Hall’s 
historic integrity still exists through its original building materi-
als. Some examples of materials that still exist are the >oors, in-
terior decoration and features, windows, and in the >oorplan. "e 
building has maintained its historic use and purpose as adminis-
trative o$ces and houses Dodd Auditorium. George Washing-
ton Hall is one of the main buildings on campus that represents 
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the University’s style, character, and prestige. Notable events 
have occurred in George Washington Hall and Dodd Auditori-
um including several notable speakers, bands and campus events.  
 
Trinkle Hall (1940): Trinkle Hall is not used today for its origi-
nal use, but holds a lot of historic integrity beside its use. Trinkle 
Hall was originally built as the University’s Library. Today Trinkle 
has been through minimal modernizations that have respected the 
historic features of the building. Both the addition of an elevator, 
technology rooms, and a small addition in the rear are all respectful 
of the original structure and have not taken away from the building’s 
historic character. "e foyer, >oorplan, interior space and decoration 
are all as they were when the Hall was used as the library. "e survey 
results conducted for the University of Mary Washington Preserva-
tion Plan showed that students identify strongly with the build-
ing as a representation of campus. Trinkle Hall’s style is one of the 
most iconic structures on campus both from its exterior and interior. 

Tier Two Buildings 
Tier Two buildings use Grade II* from the English system as a 
template. Tier Two buildings are those that re>ect one of two 
categories. "e !rst category is buildings that are essential to the 
University of Mary Washington’s history and culture but have 
compromised historic integrity. "ese buildings have had ma-
jor renovations but are still iconic structures on campus. "e 
second category is buildings that are important to campus his-
tory and culture, but still retain signi!cant history integrity. 

Tier One buildings should not take focus away from Tier Two. 
Some of the buildings in Tier Two are the most notable on cam-
pus, but due to compromised historic integrity, they cannot be con-
sidered Tier One. Because the historic integrity is compromised, 
Tier Two buildings have less restrictive guidelines for restora-
tion, updating, rehabilitation and possible adaptive reuse. How-
ever they require more speci!c maintenance and repair guide-
lines. Because these buildings are still important to the culture of 
campus, the best practices discussed in the following plan should 
be closely considered for Tier Two buildings. Any deviation from 
these recommendations should be substantiated by research.
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List of Tier Two Buildings
Willard Hall (1911): Willard Hall is the !rst building built 
on campus, and is a point in the cross pattern of central campus 
with Monroe, Seacobeck and Virginia Halls. Willard Hall’s exte-
rior still holds much of its historic integrity, but the interior and 
>oor plans have been signi!cantly altered in the past. "e top 
two >oors of Willard Hall maintain their historic use as living 
space, but the !rst and basement >oors have been used for a vari-
ety of uses on campus. Willard Hall is integral to history of cam-
pus because of its age and extensive uses over time, but has lost 
a signi!cant amount of historic integrity over the last 100 years.
  
Monroe Hall (1911): Monroe Hall is iconic to the University. 
Unfortunately, after the 2010-2011 renovations to the build-
ing, Monroe Hall has lost most of its historic integrity. Mon-
roe is a point on the cross pattern created by Virginia, Seacobe-
ck and Willard Halls. It is iconic to campus, but like its neighbor 
Willard Hall, has been renovated for a variety of uses over time. 
 
Marye House (1911): Marye’s House served as the !rst presi-
dents house and is named in honor of the Civil War fam-
ily that owned the land where the campus stands today. It was 
moved early in the history of campus, and used for many ser-
vices including academic, administrative and supportive ser-
vices. Marye’s House is important to the University of Mary 
Washington’s history, and holds most of its historic integrity.  
 
Lee Hall (1928): As the !rst student center, Lee Hall was de-
scribed as the !rst “comprehensive” building on campus. Students 
fundraised for the building itself. "e building is iconic to the 
University, however Lee has been renovated multiple times (1946, 
’53, and ’08). "e last renovation in 2008 added a large rear addi-
tion that respects the historic character of the building on the ex-
terior, but generally destroyed all historic integrity on the interior.  
 
Framar House (1930): Framar still has its historic integrity because 
most of the original materials on the interior and exterior still exist 
today. It is one of the oldest buildings on campus. It is important 
to the history of the campus because the President of the Univer-
sity made Framar home for a few years before Brompton was used. 
About twenty students in the International Living Center reside in 
Framar. "is community cannot exist in a typical residence hall. "e 
nature of the building, with the main communal space, and close 
living, fosters a unique atmosphere for the international living com-
munity. "e small size and closeness of the house is the reason why 
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the residents feel as if they are at home. "is atmosphere is unique 
to Mary Washington and is not seen anywhere else on campus. 
 

Ball Hall (1935): Originally, Ball, Madison and Custis Halls were 
built as a Tri-Unit. ;A Tri-Unit is a three building unit which pres-
ents Ball Hall in the middle and Madison and Custis Halls con-
nected on either side by a brick colonnade. "is grouping main-
tains historic integrity and use, therefore recognized as a Tier 2 
unit. ;"e center structure, Ball Hall, has retained historic use in 
that it continues to house residential students. "e >oor plan has 
remained the same but the building has experienced slight renova-
tions in the past. "e foyer features a large dome, circular staircase, 
library and study room, and beautiful Georgian architecture that 
have recently been added or restored. Ball Hall was not to be listed 
in Tier 1 individually due to the historic importance of the Tri-Unit. 
 
Custis Hall (1935): Custis Hall retains its historic function and use as 
residential housing. Custis Hall has not been altered since it’s date of 
construction. ;"e interior layout emphasizes small, family-style living 
that is a unique aspect of residential student housing. ;For further jus-
ti!cation, please refer back to Ball Hall and the Tri-Unit justi!cation. 
 
Madison Hall (1935): Madison Hall retains its historic func-
tion and use as residential housing. Madison Hall has not 
been altered since its date of construction. ; "e interior lay-
out emphasizes small, family-style living that is a unique as-
pect of residential student housing. ; For further justi!cation, 
please refer back to Ball Hall and the Tri-Unit justi!cation. 
 
Melchers Hall (1951): Melchers Hall is an iconic massing on 
campus with Pollard and DuPont Halls as the second Tri-Unit on 
campus. It visually represents the University of Mary Washington’s 
architectural style. Melchers Hall maintains its historic use and has 
historical integrity both on the interior and exterior of the building.
 
Pollard Hall (1951): Pollard Hall is an iconic massing on cam-
pus with Melchers and DuPont Halls as the second Tri-Unit on 
campus. It visually represents the University of Mary Washington’s 
architectural style. Pollard Hall maintains its historic use and has 
historical integrity both on the interior and exterior of the building. 
 
DuPont Hall (1951): DuPont Hall is named after Jessie Ball DuPont 
who is a direct descendant of Mary Ball Washington. DuPont Hall 
houses Klein "eatre that hosts several plays a year that both the Uni-
versity and community attend. DuPont Hall is an iconic massing on 
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campus with Melchers and Pollard Halls as the second Tri-Unit on 
campus. It visually represents the University of Mary Washington’s 
architectural style. DuPont Hall maintains its historic use and has 
historical integrity both on the interior and exterior of the building

Tier !ree Buildings 
Tier "ree buildings use Grade II from the English Sys-
tem as a template. Tier three buildings are those that have 
severely compromised integrity, but still have some signif-
icance to the University of Mary Washington’s history and cul-
ture. Maintenance and repair of the historic fabric or charac-
ter that still exists should be a focus for Tier "ree buildings.  

List of Tier !ree Buildings
Tyler House (1910): Tyler House was built right after the found-
ing of the University of Mary Washington. As an independent 
house not built by the University Tyler House is not signi!cant to 
the history of the campus. It has however kept its historic integrity.  
 
Hamlet House (1920): Hamlet House was originally used as an original 
professor’s residence. Today, its function has changed from residential 
to o$ce space. Hamlet house has not received adequate maintenance 
in the recent past and has su#ered because of it. As an independent 
house not built by the University Hamlet House is not signi!cant to 
the history of the campus. It has however kept its historic integrity. 
 
Fairfax House (1922): Fairfax House was home to the second presi-
dent of Mary Washington, President Chandler. Since its use as a 
residence, Fairfax House has been used for many di#erent purposes 
since then. It has been used for o$ces and residential halls for stu-
dents. Fairfax House has maintained most of its historic integrity.  
 
Brent House (1925): Brent house has lost most of its historic integrity 
over the years. Both the interior and exterior have been greatly altered 
and the use of the building has evolved with the campus as needs have 
changed. ;Most notably, the >oor plan has been changed to suit the 
needs of the campus police department. It is signi!cant to the Uni-
versity’s history but as stated above, has been severely rehabilitated. 
 
Chandler Hall (1928): Chandler Hall has been renovated and 
added on to both in 1938 and in the 1980s. ;Although Chandler 
Hall used to be a high school and the training school for the many 
education students that passed through the halls of Mary Wash-
ington, its historic integrity has been lost. "e >oor plans were !rst 
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changed in 1938. "e main entrance was then changed from the 
front of the west of the building to the east, and in recent years 
the interior was removed and made completely unrecognizable 
to those who attended the University in the 20th century. ;Chan-
dler Hall retains very little historic materials as a consequence 
of modern renovations, but is still considered to be impor-
tant to the University of Mary Washington’s history and culture. 

Mercer Hall (1951): Mercer hall served as the !rst health facil-
ity on campus but is not signi!cant to the University’s history. 
It has historic integrity but is not used for its original purpose.
 
Mason Hall (1954): Mason Hall has no historic integrity due to the 
most recent 2010-2011 renovations. However, Mason Hall is im-
portant to the University of Mary Washington’s history and culture. 
Mason Hall is visible from Double Drive, and prominent on Cam-
pus Walk. Paired with Randolph Hall, Mason Hall has maintained 
its use as residential housing. "e Tunnel rooms that connect Mason 
and Randolph Halls for a short time housed the !rst male residen-
tial students the 1970s and were referred to collectively as Tyler Hall.  
 
Randolph Hall (1954): Randolph Hall has no historic in-
tegrity due to the most recent 2010-2011 renovations. How-
ever, Randolph Hall is important to the University of Mary 
Washington’s history and culture. Randolph Hall is vis-
ible from Double Drive, and prominent on Campus Walk.  
 
Bushnell Hall (1959): Bushnell Hall is signi!cant to the atmo-
sphere and scale around Je#erson Square. "e building has con-
tinued to serve as a dorm for residential students, but the interior 
has had many renovations since it was damaged in a !re in the 
1980s. ;However, if demolished or moved, the scale and visual aspect 
of Je#erson Square would be drastically ruined. ;Bushnell Hall adds 
to the beauty and importance of Je#erson Square as a green space. 
 
Russell Hall (1965): Russell Hall still has its foyers intact along with 
its original crescent >oorplan. Russell Hall has a unique staircase that 
open up on Sunken Road side of the building. Russell Hall as paired with 
Marshal Hall bring life on campus down the hill toward Sunken Road. 
 
Heating Plant (unknown): "e heating plant still functions as 
the UMW heating facility. "e original smokestack had “MWC” 
painted on the bricks, but was lowered in the mid 2000’s. "e brick 
building has large windows which shows the interior. "is heat-
ing plant is unique to our campus because heating plants today 
are not made to look like this structure. "e heating plant is ev-
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idence of Robinson’s impact on the school, as one of his patents 
was the use of one large heating plant with pipes running under-
ground to many buildings as opposed to one boiler per building.

Non-Tiered Buildings
"ose buildings on campus that are !fty years or younger, are not 
tiered. "e Plan uses this quali!cation from the National Register 
of Historic Places. 

1004 College Avenue

Importance of Maintenance and Repair
Maintenance and repair become very speci!c within each Tier. Tier 
one buildings have historic fabric that requires training to main-
tain and repair. As discussed further in the following sections of 
the University of Mary Washington’s Preservation Plan, main-
tenance personnel will be required to attend training in how this 
historic fabric should be handled. "ese skills will be applied to 
Tiers two and three where historic fabric and integrity still exist.
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Tier Ranking Reevaluation  
Each tier’s assigned buildings do not have a permanent placement.  
Every !ve years, the Preservation committee at the University of 
Mary Washington will be required to reassess each building’s tier. 
"ose buildings that have become eligible to be placed in a tier due 
to their coming of age at !fty years old should be the !rst to be 
evaluated. "ose buildings that are most recently added should be 
assigned a tier based on their historical integrity and their impor-
tance to the campus community. Buildings currently in a tier should 
be reevaluated for their historic integrity. Any drastic repairs or 
maintenance, taking place over the !ve-year period, may have com-
promised integrity. In this case tier assignment must be reevaluated. Figure	  5,	  Map	  of	  Campus	  Building	  

Tier	  System
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Tier System for Green Spaces
Introduction

Green spaces on the University of Mary Washington campus are 
some of the most valued spaces to students. Green spaces are where 
students and faculty congregate and build community. Most annual 
events on campus occur on green spaces. Because of their importance 
to campus, the University of Mary Washington Preservation Plan 
takes careful consideration in categorizing green spaces. Unlike rat-
ings for buildings, there are not clear guidelines for rating green spac-
es. Criteria are not the same for buildings as they are for green spaces.
 
In particular, historic signi!cance is important for green spaces, 
but centrality to campus life is even more important. For exam-
ple a landscape from the Civil War is historically signi!cant, but 
not necessarily essential to campus life. In the University of Mary 
Washington green space tier system the more historically signi!cant 
spaces are tiered lower than those culturally important to campus. 
Also, pressures on green spaces are di#erent than those pressures 
to buildings. While some spaces on campus could be more historic 
than others, they may have less development pressures. Reversely, 
spaces that have more development pressures may be tiered higher. 

With these elements, the University of Mary Washington Preserva-
tion Plan green space tier system considers historic relevance to cam-
pus culture !rst, and relevance to student life second. Relevance to stu-
dent life was derived from the student survey conducted for this Plan. 

Spaces are categorized by their physical boundaries. When a clear 
physical boundary is lacking, green spaces are categorized based 
on a balance of features and history. Spaces are very important in 
the Plan when they are central to campus history and activities. 
"e University of Mary Washington Campus is not segregated by 
use: there are no  quads or spaces reserved exclusively for 
residents or employees in a certain area. As a result, green spac-
es on campus are widely used by all students, faculty and sta#.  

Tier One Green Spaces
Tier one, as inspired by the English System, is meant to rep-
resent not only historic signi!cance but also meaning-
ful spaces. While many spaces are historically important on 
campus, tier one is for those spaces essential to campus life. 
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List of Tier One Green Spaces
Ball Circle (1933-1935): Ball Circle is the most central green 
space on campus both physically and culturally. "e circle hosts 
many annual events on campus as well as weekly and daily 
events. Ball Circle is an informal space that is completely open 
to the University of Mary Washington community. Students 
rated Ball Circle as the most important green space on campus. 

Old Main Gates (1936): "e Old Main Gates are located at the 
beginning of Campus Drive o# of Sunken Road. Used as the main 
entrance to the University of Mary Washington until the entrance 
of Double Drive was created. "ey have kept their historic integ-
rity, and use. "e gates still welcome students and visitors to campus 
from the east side of Fredericksburg. "e Old Main Gates are an 
iconic piece of history on campus, and serve as a daily reminder 
of the University of Mary Washington’s rich history on the hill. 

!e Amphitheater (1923):  "e Amphitheater has served as an 
informal meeting space for students, and formal events since its 
construction. Many historic annual events, plays, programs, con-
certs and gatherings have occurred in the Amphitheater. Although 
lack of maintenance in recent years and relocation of annual 
events has brought focus away from the Amphitheater, it ranked 
very high in the student survey as an important space on campus.

Seacobeck Viewshed: "e Seacobeck viewshed is a crucially im-
portant space that maintains the University of Mary Washing-
ton character on campus. "e viewshed covers the interior space 
between the cross created by Monroe, Willard, Seacobeck and 
Virginia Halls. It also encompasses the natural spaces on ei-
ther side of, and down the hill from Seacobeck Hall. "is view-
shed is historically important because of Civil War occupa-
tion, the Seacobeck tribe, and as a Robinson designed landscape.

Tier Two Green Spaces
Tier Two, represent one of two categories. Either tier two 
green spaces are especially important to history or his-
toric events on campus, but are not central to campus life, 
or are important to campus life but are not as historic. 
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List of Tier Two Green Spaces
Brompton (1740): Brompton is the home of the Univer-
sity of Mary Washington President. "e house served as 
the Confederate headquarters and the surrounding land-
scape is the Fredericksburg Battle!eld of the Civil War. 

!e Lunette (1862): "e Lunette is a Confederate earthwork that 
sheltered cannon and members of the Donaldson Artillery. "e Lu-
nette is very historic, but has no signi!cance to culture on campus. 

!e Grove: "e Grove is the historic space surrounding the 
Old Main Gates, the Amphitheater, and Sunken Road. "e 
University has maintained this area with old growth trees, 
ivies, and shrubs. "is space is a currently unthreatened area 
but could become threatened for development in the future. 

 (1966): Je#erson Square is the second larg-
est public green space on campus. It is less historic than oth-
er spaces, so is kept in Tier Two. Je#erson Square hosts annual 
campus events, pick-up sports games, and is a favorite place to 
lounge for students. Students in the Plan survey rated Je#er-
son Square very high as an important green space on campus. 

Palmieri Plaza (1987): Palmieri Plaza is in the center of the cross pat-
tern created by Monroe, Willard, Seacobeck and Virginia Halls. It also 
holds the fountain seen as a focal point on campus. Palmieri Plaza is 
a gathering space for students, and joins both ends of Campus Walk.

Tier !ree Green Spaces
Tier "ree green spaces have no historic impor-
tance but are important to campus history and culture. 

List of Tier !ree Green Spaces
Westmoreland Lawn: Westmoreland lawn is the green space that 
sweeps in front of Westmoreland Hall. Westmoreland hall used to 
host annual events for the University of Mary Washington campus 
community, but has recently been the location of academic trailers. 

Campus Walk (1986-1988): Campus Walk is the main pedestrian vein 
for University students. Students and faculty also lounge along Campus 
Walk on the many benches and low walls that >ank the bricked walk. 
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Athletic Fields and Tennis Center (2005): "e Ath-
letic Fields and Tennis Center are used by students and 
faculty, but have no historic signi!cance to campus. 

Bell Tower, Double Drive (2006-2007): "e Bell Tow-
er and Double Drive are iconic on campus. Not only 
used as the main entrance, the Bell Tower is a mark-
er for campus that can be seen throughout Fredericksburg. 

Simpson Lawn: Simpson lawn is the green space that sweeps in 
front of Simpson Library and terminates at the creek. "is space is 
open for students to lounge on, and is the location of the gra$ti wall. 

Figure	  5,	  Map	  of	  Campus	  Green	  Space	  

Tier	  System
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"e University of Mary Washington should take into consideration 
a number of priorities when conducting any alterations or undertak-
ings that could potentially a#ect the historic character of the cam-
pus.  While historic preservation is of tantamount importance, it 
cannot be e#ectively implemented on its own. Sustainability and 
universal access are other progressive goals that should be taken into 
consideration. Indeed, these goals are increasingly emphasized in 
construction nationwide, particularly in University contexts. While 
other institutions are focused on complying with Federal regula-
tions such as the American with Disabilities Act, this approach 
is limited and can lead to problems in the long term. Instead of 
minimal compliance, this preservation plan strongly recommends 
a holistic approach in encouraging green, accessible, and histori-
cally sensitive design. By proactively tackling potential sustain-
ability and accessibility issues from the beginning phases of plan-
ning, unforeseen con>icts can be avoided. Furthermore, this will 
allow for forward-thinking rather than reactive planning overall 
and therefore encourage best practices to be used and developed.

"e Secretary of Interior’s Standards for 
the Treatment of Historic Properties

Being that the campus has such a rich history, and much of that 
history is made visible by the structures on campus, it is crucial that 
proper measures be taken in preserving or restoring buildings with 
high integrity and those that are also essential to the history of the 
campus.  "e Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment 
of Historic Properties (more commonly known as the Secretary of 
the Interior’s Standards) are commonly accepted as the Gold Stan-
dard of preservation practice, thus we have based our recommenda-
tions on this set of federal guidelines.  All of our interests, along with 
the Standards’, are concerned with “best practices” for historic pres-
ervation.  "is includes doing what is best for the structures, their 
landscapes, as well as separate landscapes while taking into consid-
eration the available historic resources.  In addition to the Stan-
dards’ guidelines, recommendations will also be given pertaining to 
sustainability and universal access.  Even in maintaining historic 
character, modern amenities and regulations must be put into place.  

Preservation, rehabilitation, restoration and reconstruction of the 
University of Mary Washington should consist of maintaining the 
overall campus aesthetics through complying with the recommenda-
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tions suggested in order to conserve and preserve the unique charac-
teristics of the campus.   "e University of Mary Washington should 
identify, assess, and treat all current and potential campus structures 
according to the tier to which it has been assigned.  Identifying and 
preserving historically important campus structures and sites is one 
of Mary Washington’s main priorities.  Both the historical structures 
and landscapes of the campus should be acknowledged and applied 
to the University’s mission on all levels from academia to school 
traditions.  Preservation, rehabilitation, and reconstruction are de-
!ned as the following per the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards: 

     processes taken in order to protect and sustains a historic  
     properties form, integrity, and materials.   

         a historic building to either update or maintain current  
     conditions while preserving the original integrity that  
     convey any historical, cultural, or architectural values  
     within the structure.  

     structure, features should be accurately depicting the  
     form, features, and character of the particular period of  
     time.  "is can be achieved through removing 
     particular features from other time periods that have  
     been added to the structure and also reconstruct 
     missing architectural features of the period.  In the 
     upgrading of code-required features such as 

     structure through the means of new construction.  "e  
     form, features, and detailing of a non-surviving historic  
     structure.  "e objective in using this particular method  
     is replicating the appearance of a speci!c time period or  
     architectural style of the time period within a historic  
     location. 
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The	  following	  text	  is	  from	  the	  Secretary	  of	  the	  Interior’s	  website.	  	  For	  more	  information,	  please	  go	  to	  

http://www.cr.nps.gov/hps/tps/standguide/

Standards	  for	  Preservation

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

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,	  con-‐

-‐

able	  upon	  close	  inspection,	  and	  properly	  documented	  for	  future	  research.

-‐

acterize	  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.	  Treat-‐

ments	  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,	  mitiga-‐

tion	  measures	  will	  be	  undertaken.

Standards	  for	  Rehabilitation

1.	  A	  property	  will	  be	  used	  as	  it	  was	  historically	  or	  be	  given	  a	  new	  use	  that	  requires	  minimal	  change	  to	  its	  distinctive	  

materials,	  features,	  spaces,	  and	  spatial	  relationships.

2.	  The	  historic	  character	  of	  a	  property	  will	  be	  retained	  and	  preserved.	  The	  removal	  of	  distinctive	  materials	  or	  al-‐

teration	  of	  features,	  spaces,	  and	  spatial	  relationships	  that	  characterize	  a	  property	  will	  be	  avoided.

properties,	  will	  not	  be	  undertaken.

3.	  Each	  property	  will	  be	  recognized	  as	  a	  physical	  record	  of	  its	  time,	  place,	  and	  use.	  Changes	  that	  create	  a	  false	  

sense	  of	  historical	  development,	  such	  as	  adding	  conjectural	  features	  or	  elements	  from	  other	  historic	  properties,	  

will	  not	  be	  undertaken.

-‐

acterize	  a	  property	  will	  be	  preserved.

6.	  Deteriorated	  historic	  features	  will	  be	  repaired	  rather	  than	  replaced.	  Where	  the	  severity	  of	  deterioration	  re-‐

quires	  replacement	  of	  a	  distinctive	  feature,	   the	  new	  feature	  will	  match	  the	  old	   in	  design,	  color,	   texture,	  and,	  

where	  possible,	  materials.	  Replacement	  of	  missing	  features	  will	  be	  substantiated	  by	  documentary	  and	  physical	  

evidence.

7.	  Chemical	  or	  physical	  treatments,	  if	  appropriate,	  will	  be	  undertaken	  using	  the	  gentlest	  means	  possible.	  Treat-‐

ments	  that	  cause	  damage	  to	  historic	  materials	  will	  not	  be	  used.

8.	  Archaeological	  resources	  will	  be	  protected	  and	  preserved	  in	  place.	  If	  such	  resources	  must	  be	  disturbed,	  mitiga-‐

tion	  measures	  will	  be	  undertaken.

9.	  New	  additions,	  exterior	  alterations,	  or	  related	  new	  construction	  will	  not	  destroy	  historic	  materials,	  features,	  
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will	  be	  compatible	  with	  the	  historic	  materials,	  features,	  size,	  scale	  and	  proportion,	  and	  massing	  to	  protect	  

the	  integrity	  of	  the	  property	  and	  its	  environment.

10.	  New	  additions	  and	  adjacent	  or	  related	  new	  construction	  will	  be	  undertaken	  in	  a	  such	  a	  manner	  that,	  if	  

removed	  in	  the	  future,	  the	  essential	  form	  and	  integrity	  of	  the	  historic	  property	  and	  its	  environment	  would	  

be	  unimpaired.

Standards	  for	  Restoration

-‐

tion	  period.

2.	  Materials	  and	  features	  from	  the	  restoration	  period	  will	  be	  retained	  and	  preserved.	  The	  removal	  of	  ma-‐

terials	  or	  alteration	  of	  features,	  spaces,	  and	  spatial	  relationships	  that	  characterize	  the	  period	  will	  not	  be	  

undertaken.

2.	  Each	  property	  will	  be	  recognized	  as	  a	  physical	  record	  of	  its	  time,	  place,	  and	  use.	  Work	  needed	  to	  stabilize,	  

consolidate	  and	  conserve	  materials	  and	  features	  from	  the	  restoration	  period	  will	  be	  physically	  and	  visually	  

prior	  to	  their	  alteration	  or	  removal.

characterize	  the	  restoration	  period	  will	  be	  preserved.	  Severity	  of	  deterioration	  requires	  replacement	  of	  a	  

distinctive	  feature,	  the	  new	  feature	  will	  match	  the	  old	  in	  design,	  color,	  texture,	  and,	  where	  possible,	  

materials.

5.	  Deteriorated	  features	  from	  the	  restoration	  period	  will	  be	  repaired	  rather	  than	  replaced.	  Where	  the	  se

6.	   Replacement	   of	   missing	   features	   from	   the	   restoration	   period	   will	   be	   substantiated	   by	   documen-‐

tary	   and	  physical	   evidence.	   A	   false	   sense	  of	   history	  will	   not	   be	   created	  by	   adding	   conjectural	   features,	  

features	   from	   other	   properties,	   or	   by	   combining	   features	   that	   never	   existed	   together	   historically.

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.

must	  be	  disturbed,	  mitigation	  measures	  will	  be	  undertaken.

10.	  Designs	  that	  were	  never	  executed	  historically	  will	  not	  be	  constructed.

Standards	  for	  Reconstruction

1.	  Reconstruction	  will	  be	  used	  to	  depict	  vanished	  or	  non-‐surviving	  portions	  of	  a	  property	  when	  documen-‐

tary	  and	  physical	  evidence	  is	  available	  to	  permit	  accurate	  reconstruction	  with	  minimal	  conjecture,	  and	  such	  

reconstruction	  is	  essential	  to	  the	  public	  understanding	  of	  the	  property.

2.	  Reconstruction	  of	  a	  landscape,	  building,	  structure,	  or	  object	  in	  its	  historic	  location	  will	  be	  preceded	  by	  

a	   thorough	  archaeological	   investigation	   to	   identify	   and	  evaluate	   those	   features	   and	   artifacts	  which	   are	  

essential	  to	  an	  accurate	  reconstruction.	  If	  such	  resources	  must	  be	  disturbed,	  mitigation	  measures	  will	  be	  

undertaken.

3.	  Reconstruction	  will	  include	  measures	  to	  preserve	  any	  remaining	  historic	  materials,	  features,	  and	  spatial	  

relationships.

4.	  Reconstruction	  will	  be	  based	  on	  the	  accurate	  duplication	  of	  historic	  features	  and	  elements	  substanti-‐

features	  from	  other	  historic	  properties.	  A	  reconstructed	  property	  will	  re-‐create	  the	  appearance	  of	  the	  non-‐

surviving	  historic	  property	  in	  materials,	  design,	  color,	  and	  texture.

6.	  Designs	  that	  were	  never	  executed	  historically	  will	  not	  be	  constructed.


