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 In 2002, without historic preservation background, I restored an unassuming two-story 

brick house, in the Fairfield, Pennsylvania, National Register Historic District. At the time I 

bought the house, it was reported to be the town’s Quaker meeting house.  

 The restoration resulted in the partial destruction of a large outbuilding, which I now 

know as the earliest structure on the site and possibly a station on the Underground Railroad. I 

will argue that information provided by a thorough house study prior to the restoration could 

have significantly altered the preservation outcome.  

 Drawing on Anne Yentsch’s seminal study of the ways in which houses become 

embedded with stories that might remember some occupants and events while entirely forgetting 

others,  this study creates a history of the property, examining all the different families that ever 

lived in or owned the house. This approach attempts to recover all of the fascinating stories of 

the various characters who occupied the property. Ultimately, documentation of these stories has 
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expanded the significance of the house and, hopefully, will reintroduce a cast of forgotten people 

to the town of Fairfield.   

 While the study revealed that the house was not a Quaker meeting house, it identified six 

Civil War veterans associated with the house, including two brothers from Maryland, one who 

fought for the Confederacy and the other for the Union. Furthermore, the site was the location of 

a tragic civilian casualty in Fairfield, indirectly resulting from the Battle of Gettysburg. Most 

significantly, the property was likely a stop on the Underground Railroad, and once owned by 

staunch abolitionist Thaddeus Stevens; it is suggested that the house was built in the style of a 

Quaker meeting house as a marker for the Underground Railroad stop.   
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Introduction  

 The focus of this project is an unassuming two-story brick house, known as the 

Musselman-King-Stevens (MKS) house, located within the Fairfield, Pennsylvania, historic 

district. At the time I bought the house, it was reported to be the town’s Quaker meeting house. 

The real estate agent explained that the first floor was likely built in the 1840s as a meeting 

house, the second floor added in the 1880s, and the rear one-story addition probably built around 

1950. The house also had a Civil War historic house plaque, indicating it was standing when 

Confederate troops retreated after the Battle of Gettysburg on July 5, 1863.1 The agent’s 

identification of the house as a former Quaker meeting house, its Civil War pedigree, and its 

location fronting the town’s Main Street ultimately attracted me to the property.  

 

                 Figure 1. MKS House after porch repair, early 2001 (Photo owned by author). 
                                                 
1 Placed by the Civil War Roundtable of  Gettysburg, ( http://www.cwrtgettysburg.org/). 
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Figure 2. MKS site plan, 2001. 
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When purchased in December 2000, the property consisted of a two-story brick house 

with a one-story rear addition and two outbuildings. One outbuilding was a single-pile, one-story 

frame structure with a door, a window, and a barn-door, all on the long side.  The other 

outbuilding was a small square cinder-block building with a brick gable, wood rafters, cut nails, 

and a batten door with a small screened window and old hinge. The house and outbuildings were 

on a level one third-acre lot. 

 

 

 

Figure 3. Fairfield borough plat (MKS site marked in red). 
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Detailed Changes Made to the House 

In 2002, without a historic preservation background, I began restoring the house, 

resulting in the partial destruction of the large outbuilding that turned out to be the earliest 

structure on the site and possibly a station on the Underground Railroad. The architect designed a 

two-story addition to the house and reworked the main block. I had no understanding of the 

preservation concepts of significance and integrity, and my decisions were based solely on what 

I had read on the Internet, discussions with the architect, and the real estate agent’s history of the 

house. The house was intended to be a weekend guest/retirement/resale home, but there were two 

functional problems in terms of these uses. The first problem concerned the location of the single 

bathroom on the first floor of the rear addition, off the kitchen, while the bedrooms were located 

upstairs. The second problem was the noise from the street, which particularly bothered my 

husband. The architect explained that the best way to preserve the house was to keep people 

living in it. Thus, he reasoned, changes should be made which would make the house useful and 

livable, a philosophy, I would later learn, extended back to the work of Viollet-le-Duc in the 

mid-19th century.  

The architect developed restoration plans which called for the following changes: 

 The single-story addition on the back of the house, which the real estate agent dated at 

“around 1950,” was to be demolished and replaced with a two-story addition which was 

more than twice the size. The two chimney stacks on the back of the house were to be 

removed. The first floor of the new addition included a stairway, a half-bathroom, a 

kitchen and a sunroom with a shared fireplace. The second floor contained a large 

bedroom with fireplace, walk-in closet, laundry room area, and two bathrooms.   



 5

 Because the house was reported to have been a one-story Quaker meeting house, the 

stairs in the middle of the main house were to be removed.  This affected the 

configuration on the second floor. Because the living room staircase had been moved, 

entry to the bedrooms was now from the rear of the house, rather than the front of the 

house.  

 As there were no closets in the original house, a clothes closet was added to each 

bedroom on the second floor by utilizing space from the central hall or passage, retaining 

space in the central hall for an office and a small hall between the two bedrooms.   

 Each of the bedrooms had a chimney stack with a hole that would have vented a stove to 

keep the room warm.  I hid the chimney stack in a wall which allowed the creation of a 

purely decorative fireplace with a firebox made of concrete, painted to look like bricks, 

the same as the fireplace on the first floor, and added a rustic wood Appalachian-style 

mantel from Oxford, Alabama, dating to approximately 1840. 

 With the exception of the very simple wooden surround to the fireplace on the west side 

of the first floor in the house, it was devoid of ornamentation of any kind, so I added a 

simple crown molding around the ceilings of the two rooms on the first floor.  

 Layers of floral wallpaper covering horse-hair plaster attached to sawn-lath were 

removed. I protested, but the builder did not see the benefit of retaining these wall 

coverings as they interfered with installation of the new heating ducts and electrical 

wiring.  

 The floor boards on the first floor, which I was told were from the 1950s, likely because 

they were narrow boards, not wide ones, were not changed on the advice of the architect. 
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The builder told me that one section of the floor with two different kinds of wood 

indicated that there had been a wall in that location at one time.  

 The one-room basement of the house had a whitewashed field-stone foundation, a dirt 

floor,  and a fireplace for cooking on the east side of the house.  

 Five 1/1 double-hung windows on the first floor of the house were clearly shorter 

replacement windows, as they had a double lintel at the top of the window. In order to 

bring them back to their original appearance, they were replaced with custom made 9/6 

double hung windows, which also served to significantly reduce the street noise in the 

house.  

 The front doors of the house were replaced with four-panel doors which the architect said 

were appropriate for the period. The original batten doors to the upstairs bedrooms were 

also replaced with four-panel doors.  

 The exterior side door to the old addition was reused as a closet door in the new addition. 

All doors not used were stored in the garage. 

 The upstairs floor had been carpeted, hiding seriously deteriorated wide pine boards. The 

decision was made to replace the wide pine boards on the second floor with the same new 

cherry flooring as in the new addition.   

 The ceilings in the upstairs of the house were very low. At the advice of the builder, the 

ceilings were removed and the original framing exposed.  

 The original brick wall on the back of the house was left exposed in the new addition and 

was not changed, except for the bathroom in the new addition, which backed onto the 

original brick wall. 
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  I wanted a Victorian look to the addition, so the architect designed a wrap-around porch 

with railings which were similar to the front porch. The design of the porch necessitated 

the removal of a room at one end of the long outbuilding structure. This eliminated the 

gable door and shortened the building by about six feet. Hardie® Board siding was used 

on three of the four sides of the building.  

 The exterior of the addition was covered with Hardie® Board and the black corrugated 

metal roof on the main house was replaced with the same standing-seam green metal roof 

used on the new addition.  

 The small outbuilding, built of concrete blocks, was parged with concrete and painted to 

match the house.  

 All of the old doors and windows were stored in the outbuilding and remain there today. 

At the end of the project, we had a house that we loved and considered our eventual retirement 

home, but we knew almost nothing of the people who had lived in the house before us.  

 It now seems clear that information provided by a house study would have significantly 

altered our preservation approach and added value to the structure. We proceeded with the 

project without a house history or architectural study; we “just did it,” as some old-house 

restorers would say. However, other experts would argue that the information provided by a 

thorough house study would have resulted in a more thoughtful approach and outcome.  

 

The Value of a House Study 

 What value does a single house study have to the field of historic preservation? 

Preservationist Barbara Howe lists at least four reasons why house histories are important:  

“house histories can be crucial to the planning process in historic preservation,” “house 
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historians may help owners with renovation or rehabilitation efforts”, “research into the history 

of a building may also generate new ways to use it,” and “the work of house historians is vital 

because preservation without interpretation is of little value in teaching history.” 2  Writing about 

the importance of house histories, David E. Kyric and Myron A. Marty quote cultural geographer 

Pierce Lewis, who reminds us that a study of a single house can, if it includes appropriate 

context, “be an excellent way to gain insights into a culture, into diversity, between regions of a 

larger culture and into the nature of slow but steady change over time.” 3  The scope of this case 

study, which began as a study of a single house, expanded to include six other houses in the 

town, as connections between the MKS House and these other houses became evident.  

 Concerned about the accidental destruction of historic fabric, preservationist Henry Judd 

advises that “the first thing a person should do before the professional preservationist arrives is 

to hesitate.” 4 This hesitation, accompanied by the preparation of a house history, can result in 

retaining and enhancing historic value.5 In fact, some experts would argue that with a good house 

history, a thoughtful intervention could add economic value by maintaining authenticity.   

 The principal research question of this study is: Does a house history really matter? I 

argue that a thorough house history is a critical element for understanding a historic structure and 

its physical evolution and in guiding its preservation. The project also attempts to understand the 

ways in which a house history can draw out the stories that have accumulated and assess their 

contribution to its significance.  

 Another layer of the house history process is the folklore component of a house. People 

in the neighborhood, if asked, will often gladly share their memories of the house and the town, 

                                                 
2 Barbara Howe, et al., Houses and Homes, Exploring their History, 2. 
3 David E. Kyrick and Myron A. Marty, Nearby History: Exploring the Past around You, 188. 
4 Henry A. Judd, Before Restoration Begins: Keeping Your Historic Home Intact, 1. 
5 Heather Lockman, “Whose House Was This, Anyway? How to Find Out Where You Live,” 108. 
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providing pictures, stories, and community histories. In the case of this study, I was given a 

published ghost story about a former owner along with many useful deeds and documents that 

proved helpful for research. An examination of this intersection of factual and fictional data led 

researcher Anne Yentsch to argue for the important role of physical structures in determining 

how some people and their stories are remembered and other people are forgotten.6 

Drawing on Yentsch’s work this study examines all the families who lived in or owned 

my Fairfield house and seeks to chronicle their lives and achievements and to recover their lost 

and often fascinating stories. The stories have expanded the significance of the house and, 

hopefully, will reintroduce a cast of forgotten people to the narrative of the town of Fairfield.  

While the study revealed that the house was not a Quaker meeting house, it identified six 

Civil War veterans associated with it, including two brothers from Maryland, one who fought for 

the Confederacy and the other for the Union. Furthermore, the site was the location of a tragic 

civilian casualty, indirectly resulting from the Battle of Gettysburg. Most significantly, however, 

the property was once owned by abolitionist Thaddeus Stevens and likely served as a stop on the 

Underground Railroad. 

 Chapter 1 provides an historical and architectural context of the town of Fairfield and 

shows how this tiny town and house have changed over time. Chapter 2 draws on a wide range 

of sources to document the many residents and their stories that form the house’s historical 

narrative. The research for this study used census, probate, map, deed, and tax records. 

Additional data was derived from government records, newspapers, magazines, and books. 

Finally, a considerable amount of genealogical research was carried out on the people who lived 

in or owned the house, with the hope of developing the house’s full historical narrative.  

                                                 
6 Anne Yentsch, “Legends, houses, families, and myths: relationships between material culture and American 
ideology,” 5. 
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Chapter 3 lays out the concepts of significance as used for the National Register of 

Historic Places. These concepts provided a practical basis for examining the stories documented 

in Chapter 2. It then reflects on the stories which revealed the most about social customs, history, 

and events related to the house and property, in order to explore the overall significance of the 

house.  The next part of this chapter assesses the impact of the house study by answering the 

question, “What would I have done differently?” When I planned the restoration, I wasn’t a 

historic preservationist and was not familiar with the National Register’s concepts of significance 

and integrity. I was guided by the advice of the architect who said that old houses such as mine 

would not survive if they were not used and he recommended changes that were necessary to 

make the house livable for me. In the final section, I conclude by addressing the principal 

research question of the study: does a house history really matter? I argue that a house history 

matters greatly—for cultural, social, and economic reasons—and I summarize the ways in which 

this study has demonstrated the value of this particular house history. 
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Figure 4. Conceptual framework based on Yentsch. 
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Figure 5. MKS House floor plans in 2001, prior to restoration 
 

(2nd floor, 1st floor, basement of 16’3” x 32’6” house – top to bottom). 
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TABLE 1.  Musselman, King, Stevens (MKS) site property owners 

Stage Owned  Owner Site Comments 
1 1755-1794 John Miller Land only, from Charles Carroll of 

Annapolis 
1 1794-1823 William Miller Twelve lots, Mansion house 
1 1823 -1847 James Wilson Mansion house, town lots 13-21 
2 1847 -1852 Andrew & Eliza Ann 

McMaster 
MKS two-story log house, 1 acre lot, 
MKS outbuilding 

2 1853 -1855 Ruben Carley & Evelyn,  
wife of John Z. Carley 

Two-story log MKS house, MKS 
outbuilding, 1 acre lot; Didn’t pay taxes 
on 1 acre lot and MKS outbuilding 

2       ? – 1853 
 

Thaddeus Stevens MKS outbuilding 

2 1853 – 1857 Daniel & Mary King MKS outbuilding  
 

2 1857 -1887 Isaac Robinson MKS outbuilding sold to Isaac Robinson, 
James Wilson’s son-in-law 

3 1855 - 1859 Daniel & Mary King One-acre lot with two-story log MKS 
house 

3 1859 - 1883 
 

Hiram & Kate Eshelman 
 

One-story brick MKS house built on 1 
acre lot, builder Samuel King 

4 1883 - 1900 Charles J. Sefton MKS outbuilding, Two-story brick MKS 
house, builder Daniel King, ca. 1887 

4 1900 - 1902 V. Sefton & L. Knox, 
Executrices of Estate of 
Charles J. Sefton 

MKS outbuilding, two-story brick MKS 
house & adjacent house 

4 1902 - 1905 Mary J. & Wm H. Rowe Two-story brick MKS house, MKS 
outbuilding & adjacent house 

4 1905 - 1917 Jennie M. & Warner 
McCreary   

Two-story brick MKS house, MKS 
outbuilding & adjacent house 

4 1917 – 1921 
 

H. B. & Sarah E. 
Slonaker  

Two-story brick MKS House & MKS 
outbuilding 

4 1921 - 1932 Carrie McCreary Rock Two-story brick house & MKS 
outbuilding (MKS site) 

4 1932 – 1941 
 

Daniel H. & Francis N. 
Rock  

Son of Carrie McCreary Rock; 
Musselman rented MKS site 1934 - 41 

4 1941 – 1975 
 

Lucille G. & Paul R. 
Knox & Dorothy G. & 
Roland Hess 

MKS site, (Lucille and Dorothy 
Musselman) 

4 1975 – 1986 
 

Alice S. Musselman MKS site (Mother of Lucille and 
Dorothy) 

4 1986 – 2000 
 

Linda M. & Ernest R. 
Shriver 

MKS site 

5 2000 - 2013 Nancy & Leonard Bazar History of house completed 
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 Chapter 1: History and Architecture 

 This chapter explores the development of the town of Fairfield and the MKS house 

property; it is divided into five stages: Early Fairfield (1755 - 1823), Commercial Growth in 

Fairfield (1824 - 1858), the Civil War era in Fairfield (1859 - 1886), the Fairfield borough (1887- 

1975), and Fairfield into the 21st century (1976 - 2011). These stages correspond to the 

developmental chronology of the house and property: Stage 1: Property only, Stage 2: MKS log 

two-story house (until 1859) and MKS outbuilding (ca. 1830), Stage 3: MKS brick one-story 

house (1859) and MKS outbuilding, Stage 4: MKS brick two-story house (ca. 1887) and MKS 

outbuilding, and Stage 5: MKS house restoration (2000-2013).  For each stage, there is a 

discussion of Fairfield at the time followed by a drawing of the house and its interior plan.  Table 

1 provides an outline of the property owners through time. (Appendix D contains the full chain 

of title and Appendix E contains tax records).   

Stage 1 - Early Fairfield (1755 – 1823) 

 Based on a grant from Charles I of England, Charles Calvert, sixth Lord Baltimore, gave 

5,000 acres, called Carroll’s Delight, to Charles Carroll of Annapolis. Carroll sold 247 acres to 

John Miller for 60 pounds sterling on January 19, 1755, which marked the beginning of 

Fairfield.1 The deed Miller signed specified an annual “quit rent” or “ground rent,” payable to 

the Carrolls. 

 Subsequently, Charles II gave a grant to William Penn, the Manor of Masque. Because 

the land grants of the two kings were on the same latitude, this caused problems for both the  

 

                                                 
1 James Landis, former mayor of Fairfield, owns the original deed.   
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Penn and Carroll families, in taxing residents, who frequently claimed they had already paid the 

family.2 The Manor of Masque grant, much larger than Carroll’s Delight, was rectangular in 

shape, ran north-south, including Gettysburg close to its eastern edge, and extended south over 

the Maryland border.  

 

Figure 6.  Carroll’s Delight and Manor of Masque (grants overlaid on modern map, courtesy of 

James Landis). 

                                                 
2 Citizens of Fairfield, 1976, A Glimpse of Fairfield’s Past (Insert), 45.  
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 In order to resolve the ownership issue, Charles Mason and Jeremiah Dixon surveyed the 

land in 1764 and determined the new boundary which was commonly accepted by the time of the 

Civil War. 3  The new boundary effectively moved Fairfield from Frederick County, Maryland, 

to York County, Pennsylvania.4  Adams County was created from York County in 1800; 

Fairfield was located in Hamiltonban Township, and remained so until it became a borough in 

1895.   

 The MKS site was included in Charles Carroll’s original land grant known as Carroll’s 

Delight, but was not included within the boundary of the town during this time. It was located in 

a flat, fertile area with a fine view of South Mountain, which is unobstructed to this day. Three 

points of interest on a modern map form a triangle with each side about eight miles long: the 

Fairfield borough, just over the Maryland border, Cashtown, directly north, and Gettysburg to 

southeast. 

        The property acquired by John Miller included the land that eventually became the MKS 

site. Miller and his wife, Isabella Henry, were Presbyterians from Northern Ireland who arrived 

via New Castle, Delaware, in 1740. John Miller aimed to use his wealth to raise the social status 

of his family by marrying his daughters to men of higher status.  His daughter, Agnes, married 

William Reed. In his will, Miller set up a life-time 100 pound annual income, for her, to be 

provided by his son, William (See Appendix C for John Miller’s will). After John Miller’s death 

in 1794, William inherited his estate and is given credit for founding the town of Fairfield. He 

was responsible for resolving land disputes, which had accumulated, collecting ground rents, and 

                                                 
3 See  http://news.nationalgeographic.com/news/2002/04/0410_020410_TVmasondixon.html for history of the 
Mason Dixon line and efforts to preserve the boundary stones.  
4 The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania is divided into counties. Counties have townships which are rural, and 
boroughs, which are urban areas. Both are self-governing, but under different rules, e.g. boroughs have mayors and 
townships have commissioners.  
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selling lots. William Miller’s daughter, Mary, married James Wilson and his other daughter, 

Jane, married James Dunlop Paxton. The Reeds were so closely connected to the Wilson family 

that the history of the Reed family appears in the Wilson family Bible.5 The Millers, Wilsons, 

and Reeds all attended the Lower Marsh Creek Presbyterian Church in Fairfield, where J. D. 

Paxton’s father was minister for fifty years; each of these families figure prominently in the 

history of the MKS site. 

 

Figure 7. William Miller’s plat of Fairfield in 1801 (Courtesy of Margaret Polley). 

                                                 
5 Copy of Wilson family Bible available at Adams County Historical Society, Gettysburg. 
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 William Miller was elected to two terms in the Pennsylvania legislature and served in the 

Revolutionary War. He renamed the town Millerstown, but there was already a Millerstown 

registered with the post office. Thus, the original name of Fairfield was reinstated, although both 

names were used in the first half of the nineteenth century. He designed a gridded plan with 

alleys for the town in 1801, extending it in 1823. William tried to encourage interest in his lots, 

by selling them free of charge, but retaining the right to receive an annual quit rent.6   

 

                                        Figure 8.  William Miller.7 

 William Miller divided his estate among his three children before he died in 1831. He gave son-

in-law James Wilson (husband of daughter Mary), the Mansion House and the lots in the town.8   

                                                 
6 “History of Fairfield Extends from Indian Raid through 3 World Wars,” Gettysburg Times, June 25, 1956. 
7 Robert L. Bloom, A History of Adams County, Pennsylvania, Gettysburg, PA, 1992, 49. 
8 “Fairfield Inn in National Register now,” Gettysburg Times, December 23, 1973, 1. 
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  Figure 9. William Miller’s Mansion house, 1757 9  (Photo by Author). 

Stage 2 - Commercial Growth in Fairfield (1824 – 1858) 

 Fairfield continued to grow during this stage and the MKS site became part of the town 

of Fairfield. In his history of the area, historian Daniel Israel Rupp included a helpful description 

of Fairfield in 1846: 

“Fairfield or Millerstown, a post village in Hamilton-ban twp. 10 miles southeast of 
Gettysburg, contains 50 dwellings, several stores and taverns, 2 churches, a school-house, 
and a number of mechanics shops. It is quite a brisk place, situated in a region of a 
country well cultivated and productive – the scenery imposing – a fine view is had of 
Jacks Mountain. There is some iron ore west of the village.”10 

                                                 
9 http://www.thefairfieldinn.com gives a date of 1757.  
10 Daniel Israel Rupp, The History and Topography of Dauphin, Cumberland, Franklin, Bedford, Adams, and Perry 
Counties: 1803 – 1878, 520. 
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 The town’s Lutheran church was built in 1847 on North Main Street (lot 3N). 11 There 

were two houses on the property which were torn down to build the church. One of them, a  

two-story log house with two front doors, was moved a short distance to land purchased by 

Benjamin Landis from James Wilson in 1854 for his son Henry Landis. The log house, encased 

with brick made from clay found on the property, is of interest to this study as it has been 

continuously occupied by the Landis family since it was built and is representative of log houses 

which stood on the main street around the mid-19th century. 12  While this is not my property, it 

has enabled a reasonable estimate of the appearance of my property in 1850. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 10. MKS log two-story house (Author’s sketch) in 1847. 

                                                 
11 Sarah Sites Thomas, Tim Smith, Gary Kross, and Dean S. Thomas. 2011, Fairfield in the Civil War, (PA: Thomas 
Publications, 2011), 18. 
12 Conversation with James Landis, current owner, July 22, 2011. 
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 Prior to 1847, the MKS site was owned by James Wilson, who inherited it from his 

father-in-law, William Miller.  In 1823, there were no structures on the MKS property.13  By 

1848, three structures spanned the three adjacent lots: “one-acre lot,” a large “house and lot” and 

a small “house and lot.” The 1858 map (below) indicates that there were two structures in the 

area of the small house and lot, a long narrow rectangular structure, such as the dower house  

(scaled-down version of a barn used by a tenant, often with a garden), and  an “L” shaped 

structure, which survives today as the MKS outbuilding. The MKS two-story log house was 

being demolished and the one-story house was built in 1858-1859, which explains why it doesn’t 

show on this map. Essentially, there was a third structure between the two houses which looks 

like the “dower house” below. 

 

Figure 11. Dower house in 1848 (Author’s sketch).14 

                                                 
13 “Two Lots of Ground,” Adams Sentinel, October 23, 1823, indicated no building on property. Outbuilding was on 
Lot sold in 1847.   
14 Phillip E. Pendleton, “Domestic Outbuildings,” 57. 
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 According to the 1850 Census, the MKS log house was the home of Andrew and Eliza 

McMaster, who had owned it since 1847. In 1848, Andrew McMaster gave the Paxton lot, which 

cost him $100, to Daniel King, a laborer, and it is likely King built the Dower house. It was the 

home of the small Sanders family, and the MKS outbuilding was the home of Austin Costly, his 

wife Nellie Jones, and their three children. The structures, on the outskirts of the town, were 

owned by Andrew and Eliza McMaster since 1847. Hamiltonban township tax records indicate 

Andrew McMaster paid taxes of $115 in 1848, indicating he acquired it in 1847.15 The tax value 

of the property increased from $115 to $175 (more than 52%) between 1848 and 1849, 

suggesting the McMasters had undertaken a major improvement to the MKS site in 1848 by 

adding the dower house. A construction date of 1848 seems likely.16  

 

Figure 12. 1858 Fairfield map (Library of Congress). 

 Integral to the MKS outbuilding is an impressive woodworking bench worthy of the 

wealthy James Wilson who trained as a cabinet maker. An 1872 map shows the MKS house 

                                                 
15 The 1902 deed for MKS House after death of Charles  J. Sefton provides a chain of title back to Andrew  
McMaster. 
16 See Appendix E - Hamiltonban Township Tax Records.  
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(one-story and brick) on the one-acre lot. Next is the dower house, the rectangular structure, and 

then B. Riley’s house with an “L” shape. The rectangular structure was used as a harness shop. 

In 1880, Maggie Wilson, a housekeeper, was living in the same rectangular house, and B. Riley 

and his wife were living in the “L” shape house. 

 

Figure 13. 1872 Fairfield map (From Adams County Historical Society). 

 

There was no census in 1890, but between 1880 and 1900, the one-acre lot, the large 

house and lot with the MKS brick one-story house and the small house and lot with the MKS 

outbuilding and my neighbor’s lot were joined into the “Business Complex.” The property 

transitioned again from business property to residence in 1930, and, it appears that only one 

building survived on the small “house and lot” property, an “L” shaped building, but on the one-
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acre lot there were two structures: the MKS house and the MKS barn. Today, the surviving 

structure on the small “house and lot” property has an “L” shape, being the same structure that 

was the home of the Austin Costly family in 1850.  

 Discussions with people in the neighborhood suggest a “lost” structure, described as long, 

narrow, and tripartite. 17 It was located in the back of the MKS house, on the “one-acre lot,” and 

served Alice Musselman’s family as a pig pen, outhouse, and chicken coop. It appears on the 

MKS site map as the “MKS barn.” By 2000, there was only one structure on the small “house 

and lot” property, the MKS outbuilding, which partially survives as an “L” shape similar to the 

structure where Costly and Riley lived. Part of the long half of the “L” was truncated during the 

2003 restoration.  

 

     Figure 14. Rear view of MKS outbuilding (Author’s sketch). 

 The first bay of the front of the MKS outbuilding had a door and a 6/6 double hung sash 

window facing the street with a room containing shelves on the rear wall and no access to the 

other rooms. The second bay had one room with a fine workbench and a 6/6 window. The third 

                                                 
17 John Musselman, John Musselman, grandson of  Alice Musselman, provided the location and description of the 
barn, noting that his grandmother used the tripartite building as a chicken coop, outhouse, and pig pen, August 16, 
2011.  
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bay had a sliding wooden door facing the street and earth floor. Tax records indicate that the 

MKS outbuilding (but not the one-acre lot) was sold to Isaac Robinson, Wilson’s son-in-law, in 

1857.  

Stage 3 –The Civil War Era in Fairfield (1859 – 1886) 

 The Confederate army came to Fairfield twice. J. E. B. Stuart, the famous Confederate 

general, arrived on October 11, 1862, with 1,800 cavalry for the purpose of acquiring horses. It is 

estimated that he stole one hundred horses from Adams County.18 Stuart’s visit is remembered 

because he took hostages, including the post master and the justice of the peace, in retaliation for 

similar actions by the Union Army in Virginia. He also pillaged the J. B. Paxton and McCreary 

store. McCreary was the great-grandfather of one future MKS house owner, and the grandfather 

of two future MKS house owners: Warner McCreary, Carrie McCreary Rock, and her son, 

Daniel B. Rock.19 A story passed down in James Landis’ family describes his family hiding two 

hams in the cistern, taking their horses to the east side of the Susquehanna River, and stashing 

the grain behind straw in the granary so it would not be seen by the Confederates.20 The second 

encounter, the Battle of Fairfield, took place concurrently with the Battle of Gettysburg, July 3-5, 

1863, a short distance from the town. After the Battle of Gettysburg, the confederate troops 

retreated down Main Street then called York Street.  A result of the retreat was the tragic death 

of Frederick Esheman. 

                                                 
18 Sarah Sites Thomas, et al., Fairfield in the Civil War, 32. 
19 “History of Fairfield Extends from Indian Raid through 3 World Wars,” Gettysburg Times, June 25, 1956. 
20 Conversation with James Landis, July 22, 2011.  



 26

 

                                      Figure 15. Hiram Eshelman (Creative Commons).21 

 The MKS house owners during the battle, Hiram and Catherine Shulley Eshelman, 

suffered terribly during and after the war. Hiram served twice in the Union Army in Virginia. 

Their place in Fairfield history is secured by a tragic accident. On February 1, 1865, a 

Gettysburg newspaper reported that two of Eshelman’s small children had found a gun left by 

the retreating army. His seven year-old was killed instantly when his nine year-old brother told 

him to put his ear next to the gun on the stove to hear something interesting and pulled the 

trigger.22 For the MKS house, this event defines its place in history as the site of the only civilian 

                                                 
21 John F. Eshelman, The Eshelman Family Tree and History, (Google Books, printed 1979), 7-10. 
22 “Out of the Past, from the Files of the Star and Sentinel and Gettysburg Times One Hundred Years Ago,” 
Gettysburg Times, February 1, 1965. A version of this incident, one which stated that it was Hiram Eshelman who 
pulled the trigger, was clearly incorrect, as Eshelman was serving in the 209th PA Regiment in Virginia when the 
event occurred. This incident was reported in Gregory A. Coco, A Strange and Blighted Land, Gettysburg: The 
Aftermath of a Battle, 257. 
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casualty in Fairfield, as the result of the Battle of Gettysburg. Based on census data, it was 

Frederick S. Eshelman, named after his mother’s father, who died.  

 In 1883, the Eshelmans left Fairfield to join their daughter Sarah Ann (Sadie) who had 

married David Lowe from Fairfield and moved to Sheffield, Bureau County, Illinois. Mrs. 

Eshelman (1830-1910) returned to Fairfield for a visit in 1893 to sell a four-acre lot in Liberty 

Township for $60. 23 Hiram (1823-1903) and Catherine (1830-1910) had ten children and over 

sixty-grandchildren. 24 

 

Figure 16. MKS brick house in 1859 (Author’s sketch). 

                                                                                                                                                             
 
23 “Out of the past, from the Files of the Star and Sentinel and Gettysburg Times One Hundred Years Ago,” 
Gettysburg Times, March 23, 1943, 4.   
24 John F. Eshelman, Eshelman family history, 7-10. 
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Figure 17.  MKS house floor plans in 1859  

(Author’s sketch of 1st floor and cellar of 16’3” x 32’6” house, top to bottom). 

 
 The MKS house was built for Catherine and Hiram Eshelman in 1859.25  It was a one-

story, five-bay, single-pier house using local hand-made bricks laid in (6) course common bond; 

the full basement and foundation were coursed stone with mortared joints. A large fireplace in 

the basement may have been functioning. Basement ceiling joists were round logs flattened on 

one side and first-floor ceiling joists were squared heavy timber. The structure measured 32 feet, 

6 inches by 16 feet, 3 inches. The first-floor ceilings were nine feet high.  Characteristic of 

Quaker meeting houses, there were two front doors, an interior wall separating the first door to 

the left of the middle window, and a rear door opposite the front door on the right. The window-

                                                 
25 Gettysburg Times, August 4, 1859, reported that Samuel King built a neat brick house in Fairfield and sold it to 
Hiram Eshelman for $700. Mr. King has since erected a two-story log home, a short distance from town. 
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door-window-door-window configuration on the front of the house is characteristic of early 

meeting houses in the area, including Quaker, Methodist, and Presbyterian.26 

 The report of Frederick Eshelman’s death mentioned the children were heating the gun 

on the stove, suggested the presence of the kitchen in 1864. Hiram Eshelman was a laborer and a 

cabinetmaker, so he likely had the skills to build the kitchen onto the back of the house. The 

MKS barn would have provided both for the cow which the Eshelman family owned and an 

outhouse. 27 The 2002 demolition of the kitchen revealed the structure was balloon-framed and 

the metal roof was supported by long, thin, tree branches, providing additional evidence that the 

kitchen was likely built by 1864.  

        Stage 4 - Fairfield Borough into the Twentieth Century (1887 -1975)  

 

                Figure 18. Home across the street in 1900 (Used with permission of Jim Landis). 

                                                 
26 Discussion with Walter Powell, former chairman of the Gettysburg Historical Commission. 
27 John Musselman, grandson of Alice Musselman, provided the location and description of the barn, noting that his 
grandmother used the tri-partite building as a chicken coop, outhouse, and pig pen, August 16, 2011.  
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 Charles Sefton, credited with the revitalization of Fairfield after the Civil War, acquired 

three properties and built an important manufacturing and business complex on the west end of 

Fairfield incorporating the MKS house, the MKS outbuilding, and the house next to the MKS 

house. The neighboring house has a history of being used as a stable and having multiple 

outbuildings according to its owner. Sefton used this structure to manufacture farm implements 

and to sell feed.  The MKS outbuilding was likely the first to join the complex.  It was sold to 

Isaac Robinson in 1857 and already fitted with a workbench and work space. The MKS house 

became available in 1883 after the Eshelman family left Fairfield; Daniel King added the second 

story in 1887. An  attractive business space and funeral parlor was fashioned from the MKS 

house, by adding a full front porch with stone piers, a new brick façade, stylish single-pane 

double hung windows, new plaster, and a functioning fireplace and chimney on the first floor, 

and a stairway to a reception area and two offices upstairs. New weatherboarding and numerous 

cabinets, which could hold coffins and furniture parts, were added to the rear exterior of the 

house.   With the exception of one four-year hiatus, when H. B. Slonaker lived in the MKS house 

(1917-1921), the MKS site remained a business until 1930.28   

 In 1895, Fairfield became a borough and developed town ordinances which were 

published in 1905. By 1900, the streets were not yet paved. In 1908, there was a major fire in 

Fairfield, started by kids playing with matches in a barn on the east end of town. The wind drove 

the ashes towards the west end where several houses caught fire, including the MKS house.29 

                                                 
28 Sefton died in 1900; in 2002 the properties were purchased and sold immediately by the Rowes to Jennie and 
Warner McCreary who continued to run the same businesses as Sefton. Willliam McCreary owned a furniture store 
on the east end of Fairfield until he died in 1917.  His sister Carrie McCreary Rock and her son, Daniel B. Rock 
used the house as investment property after 1921 until 1941.  
29 “Disastrous Fire Visits Fairfield,” New Oxford Item, September 24, 1908.   
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There were still charred timbers in the attic in 2002. It was not until 1921 that a volunteer fire 

department was established in the town.30   

 

                  Figure 19. H. B. Slonaker in 1913 Hupmobile (Courtesy of Faye M. Baker). 

 The automobile arrived in Fairfield around the turn of the century. Sadly, one of the adult 

children of MKS owner (1883 – 1900), Charles J. Sefton, was killed while driving in 1911.31 In 

1913, H. B. Slonaker, a future MKS house owner (1917-1921), was photographed driving his 

Hupmobile. In 1919, Carrie McCreary Rock, the next owner (1921 – 1936), together with her 

family and friends were reported as “motoring on the weekend on the battlefield.” 32 In 1945, 

another of Charles J. Sefton’s children, owner of his own automobile company, died in a car 

crash.33 Beginning in 1950, city water and sewer were introduced to Fairfield.  

 The Musselman family, who lived in the MKS House for fifty-two years, moved into the 

house in 1934. After renting for seven years, the two oldest Musselman girls, Lucille and 
                                                 
30 “Fire Company Was Organized in 1921, incorporated in 1946,” Gettysburg Times, June 26, 1957. 
31 “County Native Dies”, Gettysburg Times, October 6, 1945. 
32 Personal Notes and Brief Items, Gettysburg Times, July 1, 1919. 
33 Gettysburg Compiler, June 7, 1911. 
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Dorothy, purchased the property from the Rock family on April 1, 1941.34  In the 1940s, there 

was a large shoe factory located two doors away from the MKS house where Peter and Alice 

Musselman worked.  

 

Figure 20. Robert and Kenneth Musselman in front of MKS barn in 1945 

(Courtesy of John Musselman). 

 The rear yard of the MKS house property had two cherry trees, two or three plum trees, 

and one apricot tree. During the 1950s and 1960s, Peter used the cherries to make cherry wine. A 

small square concrete block building, the MKS smoke house, sat in the yard and still exists 

today. The MKS outbuilding was then called the “wash house” and Alice used it to do her 

laundry with a wringer washing machine (still there) and to do her canning in the summer on an 

                                                 
34 Interview with John Musselman (born in 1947), the son of Robert, grandson of Alice and Peter, on August 16, 
2011.  
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old gas stove.   A concrete walkway ran from the house to the rear of the lot with gardens on 

both sides (still there).  Alice used the basement of the house to store her canned vegetables. 35  

 

  

Figure 21. MKS house in 1887 (Author’s sketch). 

 

                                                 
35 Ibid. 
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Figure 22.  MKS house floor plans in 1887.  

(Author’s sketch, 2nd floor, 1st Floor, and cellar of 16’3’ x 32’6” house, top to bottom). 

By circa 1887, the MKS house had been enlarged into a full two-story structure with a 

full-length front porch with stone piers. The MKS outbuilding was repurposed as the garage, 
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likely between 1917 and 1921. The cinderblock MKS smoke house remains and the MKS barn 

remained until at least 1986.36  

Features added in 1887 include a full second story, a one-story front porch, new front 

first-story windows, and a veneer-style, machine-made brick façade (only in the front).37 The 

first floor of the main house was five-bay, one-pile deep, with 1/1 double-hung sash windows in 

the first, third, and fifth bays. Two external wooden doors with six lights in the upper half form 

the other bays.  Four centrally located concrete stairs with wrought iron banisters led to the 

porch. Six white rectangular posts, connected by wooden railings, supported the porch’s metal 

shed roof. The second story had three 6/6 single-hung sash windows with narrow muntins 

directly above the windows on the first floor.  

The north and south gable ends of the house are asymmetrical. The south gable end of the 

first floor has a replacement 1/1 double-hung sash window on the east end and a small casement 

window in the west side of the gable. An enclosed jack arch under the first floor window 

suggests an earlier basement window. The north gable end of the first floor has a replacement 1/1 

double-hung sash window on the east end, a steel bulkhead entrance door on the west end, and a 

small casement window in the left side of the gable.  The rear addition was balloon-framed, 

covered with weatherboarding, 1/1 modern windows without muntins and a concrete foundation; 

all roofing was metal. The flat lot had a maple tree along the street and English boxwood on its 

northeast corner.   

     

   

 

                                                 
36 Interview with John Musselman, August 16, 2011. 
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Stage 5 - Fairfield into the Twenty-First Century (1975 – 2003) 

 In 1976, the Fairfield Bi-Centennial Committee produced the book Historic Reflections 

1776-1976, Glimpses of Fairfield’s Past, which provided a detailed history of the town based on 

the stories passed down from previous generations.  Some of the stories related directly to the 

study of this house. For example, a story was written about the enterprises that comprised the 

business complex, giving me my first insight into the unusual structure of my lot, by referring to 

the outbuilding lot as 14b. Other less direct, but also interesting stories included a “mobile 

grocery store,” created by a grandson of Daniel King.  

 By 2000, Fairfield was a quaint, residential town located near Ski Liberty and multiple 

golf courses, making it an ideal place for retirees who were purchasing older houses and 

restoring them.  Businesses in Fairfield included the Fairfield Inn, owned by David Thomas; a 

modern grocery store run by Sunny Ray; a small restaurant, run by Donna Smith; a beauty shop; 

a barber shop; and the Village Table restaurant. Four churches served the town’s spiritual needs: 

the Church of the Immaculate Conception of Mary (1854), which has always been called St. 

Mary’s, the Lutheran Church (1847), the Mennonite Church (1854) and the Lower Marsh Creek 

Presbyterian Church (1790).38  

In 2003, a two-story, projecting cross-gable wing was added during the restoration of the 

MKS house. Similarly sized to the MKS house and centered on its west side with a sunroom 

addition created a “T plan.” The new wing replaced a smaller one-story addition to the MKS 

house.  The wing is frame, covered with dark-red Hardie® board siding, has modern windows 

with interior muntins and a concrete foundation faced with artificial stone. All roofing is 

                                                 
38 Fairfield Bi-Centennial Committee, Historic Reflections 1776 -1976, Glimpses of Fairfield’s Past, 16 (annotated 
by Alice Musselman). 
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standing-seam green aluminum. A wooden porch, identical to the front porch, was added to the 

side of the addition.  

 

 

Figure 23. MKS house in 2003 (Author’s sketch). 

The short 1/1 double-hung sash windows on the front façade and sides of the MKS house 

were replaced with new 9/6 double-hung sash windows with wide muntins which better fitted the 

openings in the brick walls and reduced noise from the street. Four centrally located concrete 

stairs with wooden banisters rise to the front porch; the side porch has similar railings. Six white 

Tuscan Doric columns support the front porch’s metal shed roof.  
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 Direct access to the new wing is via a wrap-around porch similar to the house porch; it is 

open at the front, but enclosed at the rear. On the first story, north side, there is an oak entrance 

door with twelve lights on the upper half of the door, five-light sidelights and a five-light 

transom, one 4/4 double-hung sash window, and a wooden French door opening into the rear, 

enclosed porch. On the second story of the north side, there are four 6/6 double-hung sash 

windows. On the first floor of the west side, there are six fifteen-light ribbon casement windows. 

On the second story of the west side, there are three 6/6 double-hung sash windows, 

symmetrically arranged. A wide, straight artificial stone chimney with two flues pierces the roof 

of the porch and rises between two windows on the west end. On the first floor of the south side, 

there is a pair of fifteen-light casement windows, five ribbon 6/6 double-hung sash windows and 

a four-light casement window. On the second floor of the south side there are one 6/6 double-

hung sash window and one four-light casement window. (See Appendix G for all the architect’s 

drawings of the 2002 MKS site). 
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Figure 24.  Floor plans of MKS house after restoration in 2003 

 (1st floor, 2nd floor, and cellar of 16’3’ x 32’6” house, top to bottom). 
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Chapter 2: House Stories 
 

 This chapter examines several stories embedded in the MKS site and explores the 

significance of the house. The work draws on census data, property tax records, and primary 

historic documents, to investigate and document the stories that together make the history of the 

MKS house.  A house study combines the results of the research derived from many historical 

sources to create a layer of factual information. A folklore layer is created by collecting stories, 

interviewing people and extracting stories from published sources. When combined, a synergy 

arises that enables the discovery of a house story which is consistent with all the information that 

is available.   

 The combination of factual data and folklore related to a single house owned by the same 

family over time led researcher Anne Yentsch to the insight that folklore and stories about 

houses often remember some residents and forget others; houses can also have clear status and 

implications, for example, those with low status are often associated with women or African 

Americans.1 In terms of the MKS house, the fact that Hiram Eshelman’s story was forgotten – he 

was not even included in a list of Civil War veterans in the recent book, Fairfield in the Civil 

War, may also be because the people in Fairfield did not want to remember the tragic accident 

that occurred in the house. Similarly, the story of the house’s part in the Underground Railroad, 

along with the owners who participated, was entirely lost. This study draws on Yentsch’s work 

to extract stories embedded in the MKS site and explore the significance of the house. 

Importantly, the stories of the MKS house are considered in association with several other homes 

and families and understood more broadly for their joint significance in the community and 

common histories in some cases.  For example, it is highly likely that Samuel King recycled the 

                                                 
1Anne Yentsch, “Legends, houses, families, and myths: relationships between material culture and American 
ideology,”1.  
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logs used in the MKS two-story log house to build his next house, which sits today 

approximately four houses away from the MKS brick two-story house.   

MKS Outbuilding: the Underground Railroad Story (1830 – 1868) 

 

Figure 25. MKS outbuilding today. 

 One of the most important persons to both Fairfield and the MKS site was the Honorable 

James Wilson, who served three terms in the U.S. Congress (1823-1829) and was justice of the 

peace in Fairfield from 1812 to 1822 and from 1830 until 1859. 2 Wilson inherited the town lots 

and the Mansion house from his father-in-law, including the MKS site. This story, which links 

Wilson and his associates, the location of Fairfield, the Fugitive Slave Act of 1850, the Reed 

family (Wilson’s relatives), Daniel King, and Austin Costly, suggest the use of the property as a 

stop on the Underground Railroad. African American scholar, Dr. Nancy Dawson, has argued 

that it is necessary to have evidence of association with people who are today known to have 

                                                 
2 B. F. M. MacPherson, Ghost of Isabella Lowry, Gettysburg Times, April 12, 1958, 4. 
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