
Historic Agricultural Resources of Pennsylvania, c. 1700-1960, Statement of Integrity, p. 1 

 

 

HISTORIC AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES OF 

PENNSYLVANIA, c. 1700-1960 

 

NATIONAL REGISTER MULTIPLE PROPERTY 

DOCUMENTATION FORM 

 

STATEMENT OF INTEGRITY 

 



Historic Agricultural Resources of Pennsylvania, c. 1700-1960, Statement of Integrity, p. 2 

 

Statement of Integrity 

This Statement of Integrity discusses the seven categories of integrity as defined by the 

National Register, for each of the three Property Types (farmstead, farm, historic 

agricultural district) defined in this context.   This statement applies to properties in all 

regions.   

 

Location:  

Integrity of Location refers to the requirement that buildings and landscape elements 

remain in their original location. Normally, a building loses eligibility if it has been 

moved. However, where a farmstead is concerned, farm buildings present a challenge to 

the normally straightforward rule. Historically it has been very common to move and 

reuse farm buildings. Some, like poultry houses, were actually designed to be easily 

moved. Other types of smaller farm buildings were frequently rearranged. The New 

England Connected Farm complex, for example, resulted from moving buildings. 

Therefore, if an agricultural building has been moved, and the change in location can be 

interpreted as a reflection of changing agricultural patterns, integrity of location has not 

been compromised. If a farm building has been moved or reused after the period it is 

supposed to represent, integrity of location is not present.  

Integrity of Location for a farm is well defined by the SR 30 context, which says “an 

agricultural property must be located either where it was constructed or where important 

trends or patterns in agriculture occurred…. Siting with respect to natural features and 

topography, use of local and indigenous materials, relationship to roadways, the presence 

of native species… and other responses to the natural environment all add to integrity of 

location.”
1
 

 

Integrity of Location by definition is present in a historic agricultural district, as it is 

unlikely that an entire area would be relocated.  
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Design:  

To quote the Georgia agricultural context, design is the “combination of natural and 

cultural elements that create the form, plan, style, and spatial organization of a 

property.”
2
 

 

For individual farmstead buildings, design includes such elements as siting, orientation, 

form, massing, proportion, fenestration, location of doors, roof types, and ornament. 

Integrity of Design applies to both exterior and interior elements. For houses, interior 

integrity is well established elsewhere; for barns and outbuildings, interior integrity of 

design refers to the presence of significant plan elements characteristic of a given barn 

type. So, for example, an English Barn should retain the characteristic one-level, three-

bay layout with mow, threshing floor, and stables arranged crosswise to the roof ridge. A 

Pennsylvania Barn should exhibit the characteristic multi-level work-flow arrangement, 

and the diagnostic features of the type (forebay, banked construction, and so forth.) 

Another aspect of interior design would be framing systems; while these are covered 

under Workmanship, they also fall under Design because often they were assembled to 

permit hay tracks, expand storage space, and delineate spatial divisions both vertically 

and horizontally. Barn and outbuilding interior alterations that show significant 

agricultural changes in a region do not compromise integrity, because they can contribute 

to significance based on change over time. However, if they postdate the period of 

significance and/or obliterate historical fabric, then integrity is not present. For example, 

a Pennsylvania Barn whose lower level was cemented and fitted with stanchions for dairy 

cows in the 1930s could retain integrity because it illustrates changes within a period of 

sigificance, but if its entire lower level was gutted, expanded, cemented, with new 

partitions in the 1980s, it would likely not retain integrity.  

Farmstead layout and the relationship of buildings to topography are important elements 

in Integrity of Design. Farm layout should retain integrity with respect to farm labor 

patterns for the period of significance in the region where the farmstead is located. In 

most cases, this means spatial organization to facilitate family and neighborhood labor. 

So, for most pre-1930 farms, a poultry house, detached dairy house, or hog facility should 

show a siting relationship to both house and barn, usually being situated between house 

and barn, or in a clear relationship to the house’s dooryard (as in the Yankee Northern 

Tier) or vorhof (more common in German Pennsylvania), or in an arrangement where all 

buildings are closely clustered. Integrity of farmstead design also can apply to 

characteristic cultural or regional patterns. In the Northern Tier, for example, it was 

common for a road to bisect the farmstead, whereas in German Pennsylvania, a linear or 

court-yard organization was more prevalent.  
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For farmstead landscape elements, Integrity of Design applies to whether the farmstead 

retains traces of the fabric and location of boundaries, lawns, fences, ponds, circulation 

elements (paths, drives), gardens, farm lanes, orchards, and ornamental plantings. It 

would be rare for these to survive in their entirety, but some vestiges should be present.  

 

Integrity of Design also applies to the collection of buildings on a farmstead. Most 

farmsteads will contain a mix of contributing and noncontributing buildings and 

structures. A determination must be made as to whether there is too high a presence of 

noncontributing elements. In such cases, it is important that the farmstead adequately 

reflect the composite patterns of the relevant agricultural region and period. For example, 

a farmstead might have an early wood-stave silo, a c. 1940 concrete stave silo, and a c. 

1975 Harvestore silo all clustered together, next to a barn complex that includes a c. 1900 

Northern Basement barn, a milk house, and a c. 1950 cow shed. In this context, the 

noncontributing Harvestore silo does not detract from Integrity of Design, because its 

scale and siting relate to the historical fabric. On the other hand, a farmstead may have a 

Pennsylvania Barn surrounded by a 1990s livestock loafing shed twice its size, and a 

1980s manure lagoon. If modern livestock-handling facilities dwarf the historic building 

in scale, or if they are sited so close as to overshadow the historic fabric, then Integrity of 

Design is doubtful. However, it should be noted that in many cases, modern livestock 

handling facilities are sited away from older buildings, and in these cases (especially if 

the modern facilities are all concentrated in one place), Integrity of Design may still be 

present. Scale and location should be considered in determining Integrity of Design in 

cases like these.  

 

At the farm scale, Integrity of Design is present only when a significant proportion of 

acreage remains. It is desirable, though not an absolute requirement, if continuity of use 

is present – ie crop production, pasture, livestock raising, and so on. In addition, a farm’s 

Integrity of Design depends on the extent to which it retains traces of field divisions, 

fields (such as small fields or historic strip cropping) property boundaries, treelines, 

hedgerows, fencing, woodlots, circulation paths, and the like. If continuity of use is 

present, it is unlikely that all historic landscape features will have survived intact, 

because of the needs of modern farming; but at least some traces should be evident. If 

large-scale monocropping resulted in the removal of field boundaries, woodlots, treelines, 

fencing, and circulation paths in the 1990s, Integrity of Design may have been lost.  

 

A historic agricultural district retains Integrity of Design when its consituent farms have 

an acceptable level of integrity collectively. Since contributing resources are counted 
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individually (so, each resource, even within a farmstead, would be counted), this must be 

determined with respect to whether and how the sum total of contributing resources 

creates a coherent whole. For example, there may be cases in which one or two farms are 

included because they have one outstanding building, even though its other resources are 

not exceptional. But overall, there should be a consistent presence of contributing 

resources on farms that make up the district. Also, elements of the historic transportation 

routes, waterways, etc. that connected the farms in the district should remain.  

 

A historic agricultural district’s integrity of design depends very much upon landscape 

features. Intact historic field patterns, treelines, ponds, disposition of pasture and 

woodlot, etc. should count heavily in an assessment of integrity in a district. Consider 

also that since farm fields, waterways, and woodlots are such crucial components of an 

agricultural district, their integrity should weigh equally with architectural integrity of 

buildings. So for example, a district might contain buildings where there has been some 

impairment to integrity, but if many landscape features are clearly intact, the overall 

district’s integrity would still meet National Register standards. Another example would 

be a situation where small patches of modern development are interspersed within the 

boundaries of a historic agricultural district. In a case like this, the total number of 

noncontributing resources might be relatively high, but overall integrity would still meet 

National Register standards because the land area occupied by the intrusions would be 

minimal compared with the total area taken up by the district.  

 

Setting:  

Integrity of Setting with respect to a farmstead has two dimensions. Integrity of Setting 

can be present with respect to the farmstead’s interior organization, for example if it 

retains its original relationships among buildings, natural features, and landscape 

elements that make up the farmstead. Integrity of Setting also applies to the farmstead’s 

surroundings, so at least part of a farmstead (one or two sides at least) should border on 

open space, woodland, or agricultural land. If a literal spatial buffer is not present, 

Integrity of Setting may still be present if the farmstead retains visual buffers. For 

example, what if a farmstead lacks much original acreage, and abuts on a modern 

subdivision? It may retain Integrity of Setting if it is visually set off from the subdivision 

through such means as topographical features. However, if not, the farmstead probably 

does not retain Integrity of Setting.  

 

Integrity of Setting with respect to a farm normally involves continuity of use. There 

may, however, be cases where continued farming with modern methods has all but wiped 
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out historic farm landscape elements such as patterns of crop rotation and field 

organization, hedgerows, treelines, shade trees, rock piles, fencelines, fences, and the 

like. In extreme instances, Integrity of Setting may be compromised by continuous 

farming. An example would be if 1930s aerial photographs showed all of these features, 

and a present-day site visit showed that a large monocropped field had supplanted these 

earlier farm landscape features. Integrity of Setting for a farm is also present if a farm 

abuts open land, woodland, and/or historic transportation corridors.  

Integrity of Setting with respect to a historic agricultural district can be reckoned with 

respect to internal relationships among buildings, landscapes, natural features, and 

transportation corridors. So for example a district along a historic canal corridor should 

include canal features like locks, masonry lining, and the like; a district in a 

sharecropping region should include a number of farms that were historically and thus 

architecturally interrelated. A historic agricultural district possesses Integrity of Setting if 

its external surroundings continue to reflect general historic patterns and use. 

  

Materials:  

Integrity of Materials refers to the presence of “key exterior materials from the period of 

significance”
3
 Integrity of Materials is well covered for houses elsewhere. For the other 

buildings of the farmstead, barns and outbuildings often are constructed, or reconstructed, 

of recycled materials, and integrity of materials is present as long as the recycling can be 

interpreted as contributing to significance for agriculture. On a farm property, some 

materials may be organic – such as a fenceline made of rubble, trees, and spontaneous 

growth. (However, the original vegetative material of crops, or the original fence, does 

not need to be present.). A historic agricultural district retains Integrity of Materials if its 

constituent properties possess Integrity of Materials collectively. As well, in districts 

Integrity of Materials can refer to the presence of key materials across property 

boundaries, or along shared property boundaries. Remnants of irrigation systems would 

be an example.  

 

Workmanship:  

Integrity of Workmanship refers to the retention of traditional or historic craftsmanship. 

These include such familiar skills as wood joinery (log, plank, post and beam framing), 

masonry (stone and brick), but also skills more closely related to agriculture such as 

fence building, contour plowing, windbreak planting, crop rotation, garden construction, 

farm pond construction, or farm planning. Workmanship can also refer to the skilled use 

of technologies that are not necessarily hand-tool derived. For example, the Shawver 

Truss, a barn framing system popular c. 1900, combined artisan skill with industrial 
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technologies. Evidence of recycling or reuse may contribute, as long as it is part of a 

pattern or historic trend. Integrity of Workmanship applies mainly to the farmstead 

buildings and landscape features. However, collectively Workmanship could conceivably 

have an impact on the overall appearance of a historic agricultural district in some 

instances, for example, if in a district a group of farms collectively exhibits particularly 

adroit arrangement of contour strips.  

 

Feeling:  

Integrity of Feeling refers to the “Ability to evoke the aesthetic sense of a particular time 

and place.”
4
  This is an intangible quality, which depends to some extent on integrity of 

design, setting, materials, and workmanship. If the farmstead, farm, historic agricultural 

district, or the general area continues under agricultural use, integrity of feeling is 

enhanced. Integrity of Feeling also is present if a property retains a sense of scale 

characteristic for its period; the interrelationship of the human and natural that is so 

important in agriculture; if there are many vantage points from which agricultural activity 

or evidence of agricultural activity are vividly apparent.  

 

Association:  

Integrity of Association refers to the “direct link between the property and the… events 

and persons that shaped it.”
5
  For significance with respect to agriculture, a farmstead or 

farm must have contributed to a working farm for its period of significance. The presence 

of historic landscape features related to agriculture is a key aspect of Integrity of 

Association. Close attention should be paid to identifying intact or remnant features. For 

example, are crop field size, scale, shape, and patterns are retained from the pre-contour 

stripping era? Are there remnants of early woodlots or sugar bushes? Is there evidence of 

land use such as pasturing? A majority of farms in a historic agricultural district should 

have a continued association with agriculture for the period of significance. To ensure 

Integrity of Association, the inevitable “intrusions” should be kept to a minimum. 

However, a historic agricultural district could conceivably have a high percentage of 

noncontributing properties relative to an urban district. For example, a concentrated 25-

acre subdivision with 50 noncontributing houses might be contained within a 1,000-acre 

historic agricultural district with fifty contributing farms. Even though technically, the 

subdivision elevates the percentage of noncontributing properties, it does not reduce 

Integrity of Association, because it is such a small percentage relative to the continuously 

farmed (and contributing) acreage in the remainder of the district land area. 
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