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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) and the Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) have 
developed this report to assess the potential effects on historic architectural resources resulting from the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project (Project). The MDOT, Project sponsor, is proposing to replace the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge between the City of Havre de Grace, Harford County, Maryland and the 
Town of Perryville, Cecil County, Maryland, in order to provide continued rail connectivity along the 
Northeast Corridor (NEC). The FRA is providing funding for the Project under its High-Speed Intercity 
Passenger Rail Program and is the lead federal agency; the National Railroad Passenger Corporation 
(Amtrak), as bridge owner and operator, is providing conceptual and preliminary engineering designs and 
is acting in coordination with MDOT and FRA. 

This assessment has been prepared in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act (NHPA, as amended) and associated implementing regulations in 36 C.F.R. 800. In accordance with 
Section 36 C.F.R. Part 800.16 (y), the Project is considered a federal undertaking. Per Subpart A, Section 
800.2(a)(3) and 800.2(c)(4) of 36 C.F.R., FRA is authorizing the Project sponsor, as applicant for federal 
funding and approvals, to prepare information, analyses, and recommendations regarding Section 106 
consultation for the referenced Project. Section 106 mandates that federal agencies consider the effects of 
their actions on any properties listed on or determined eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic 
Places (NR) and afford the federal Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) a reasonable 
opportunity to comment on such undertakings. 

In June 2014, as the first step in evaluating the Project’s potential effects on historic architectural resources, 
FRA/MDOT, in consultation with the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT), established the Project’s Area of 
Potential Effects (APE). From June 2014 to February 2015, FRA/MDOT conducted historic sites surveys of the 
APE in consultation with the MHT. During this identification phase of the Section 106 process, FRA/MDOT 
identified within the APE eleven historic architectural resources that were previously listed on or determined 
eligible for listing on the NR. In addition, FRA/MDOT evaluated an additional three historic architectural 
resources as eligible for inclusion on the NR and 73 properties that, although over 50 years old, did not appear 
eligible for the NR. In April 2015, the MHT concurred with FRA/MDOT’s evaluations. 

Following a two-step screening process of Project alternatives, two alternatives (9A and 9B) were retained for 
detailed environmental studies, including the Section 106 effects assessment. As part of the current study, 
FRA/MDOT assessed the effects of these two alternatives on all historic architectural resources listed on or 
determined eligible for listing on the NR, utilizing the criteria for effect and adverse effects within the Section 
106 regulations, 36 C.F.R. 800.5 and 800.16. As a result of this analysis, FRA/MDOT determined that the 
Project would have an adverse effect on the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge (including 8 related undergrade 
rail bridges) (HA-1712), the Havre de Grace Historic District (HA-1125), the Rodgers Tavern (CE-129), and 
the Perryville Railroad Station (CE-1442). FRA/MDOT have therefore consulted with the MHT, Amtrak, 
ACHP, the Section 106 consulting parties (see list in Appendix B), and the public, in order to explore measures 
to avoid, minimize, or mitigate the adverse effects. 

Any agreements pertaining to adverse effects on historic architectural or archaeological resources will be 
incorporated into the Project’s Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), which FRA/MDOT are developing in 
consultation with the Section 106 consulting parties. In addition, the information obtained during the 
consultation process, as well as the results from the Project’s Phase IA Archaeological Assessment, will be 
used in the Environmental Assessment (EA) being developed for this Project in compliance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act, 42 United States Code (U.S.C.) §4321 et seq. (NEPA). 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1. BACKGROUND 
The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) and the Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) have 
developed this report to assess the potential effects on historic architectural resources resulting from the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project (Project). The MDOT, Project sponsor, is proposing to replace the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, which is located at Milepost 60 on the Northeast Corridor (NEC) between 
the City of Havre de Grace, Harford County, Maryland and the Town of Perryville, Cecil County, Maryland 
(see Figure 1). 

Under the High-Speed Intercity Passenger Rail Program, the U.S. Secretary of Transportation selected the 
MDOT for an award of $22 million through a cooperative agreement between the FRA and MDOT for 
the preliminary engineering and National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) phases of the Project. 
The FRA is the lead federal agency; the National Railroad Passenger Corporation (Amtrak), as bridge 
owner and operator, is providing conceptual and preliminary engineering designs and is acting in 
coordination with MDOT and FRA.  

For the purposes of this effects assessment, the Project Site is defined as the FRA grant Project limits, which span 
approximately six miles, between the “Oak” Interlocking at Milepost 63.5 south of the City of Havre de Grace, 
and the “Prince” Interlocking at Milepost 57.3 north of the Town of Perryville (see Figure 2).  

The 110-year-old Susquehanna River Rail Bridge (see Figure 3) is a critical link along one of the U.S. 
Department of Transportation’s (USDOT) designated high-speed rail corridors. The bridge is used by 
Amtrak, Maryland Area Regional Commuter (MARC), and Norfolk Southern Railway (NS) to carry 
intercity, commuter, and freight trains across the Susquehanna River. 

In the Project area, the NEC runs northeast to southwest, but Amtrak has designated the directions of the line 
as “north” and “south.” In this report, specific references to the Project and the tracks utilize Amtrak’s 
designation of north-south to indicate the directions of the tracks and east-west to indicate the sides of the 
tracks. For non-railroad resources, true geographic directions are used. 

1.2. PROJECT NEED 
The increasing age of the bridge, its structural condition, and its limitations of two tracks curtail speeds 
and capacity on the bridge. This situation inhibits the rail operators’ goals to provide reliable service, 
MDOT’s plans to increase MARC rail service, and Amtrak’s plans to increase high-speed passenger rail 
service on the NEC. The goals of the Project include: 

 Improve rail service reliability and safety; 

 Improve operational flexibility and accommodate reduced trip times; 

 Optimize existing and planned infrastructure and accommodate future freight, commuter, intercity, and 

high-speed rail operations; and 

 Maintain adequate navigation and improve safety along the Susquehanna River. 
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1.3. REGULATORY AUTHORITY 
This report has been prepared in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
(NHPA, as amended), associated implementing regulations in 36 C.F.R. 800, Section 4(f) of the USDOT 
Act, and the NEPA. Section 106 mandates that federal agencies consider the effects of their actions on any 
properties listed on or determined eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NR) and 
afford the federal Advisory Council Historic Preservation (ACHP) a reasonable opportunity to comment 
on such undertakings. 

In accordance with Section 36 C.F.R. Part 800.16 (y), the Project is considered a federal undertaking. Per 
Subpart A, Section 800.2(a)(3) and 800.2(c)(4) of 36 C.F.R., FRA is authorizing the Project sponsor, as 
applicant for federal funding and approvals, to prepare information, analyses, and recommendations 
regarding Section 106 consultation for the referenced Project.  

The information used to prepare this report will also be used in the development of an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) under the authority of the FRA with MDOT as the Project sponsor. The EA is being 
prepared in accordance with NEPA (42 United States Code [U.S.C.] § 4321 et seq.), the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations implementing NEPA (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 
parts 1500–1508), and FRA’s Procedures for Considering Environmental Impacts (64 Federal Register 
[FR] 28545 [May 26, 1999] and 78 FR 2713 [January 14, 2013]). 

1.4. PREVIOUS CULTURAL RESOURCES EFFORT 
This report builds upon several previous efforts that FRA/MDOT have undertaken as part of their 
compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA. These steps, explained more fully in Chapter 2, Research 
Design,” are: 

 April 14, 2014 initiation of the Section 106 consultation with the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT), 
Maryland’s State Historic Preservation Office. 

 August 2014 preparation of a Phase IA Archaeological Assessment (“Phase IA”). 
 September 24, 2014 submission of the results of a reconnaissance level historic architectural sites 

survey to the MHT. 
 February 12, 2015 submission of the results of an intensive level historic architectural sites survey 

to the MHT. 
 August 13, 2014, December 10, 2014, November 10, 2015, and April 14, 2016 public outreach 

information sessions, to which Section 106 consulting parties were invited; and March 9, 2015 and 
August 18, 2015 dedicated Section 106 meetings. 

1.5. ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT AND SCREENING 
1.5.A. ALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES 

A two-step screening process (fatal flaw and detailed screening) was used to evaluate 25 alternatives, 
including 18 conceptual alternatives, a rehabilitation alternative, and six other alternatives. The Project 
Team of FRA/MDOT, Amtrak, and their engineering and NEPA consultants developed the 18 conceptual 
alternatives based on engineering design factors such as: geometry, design speed, bridge spacing, 
navigational clearances, grades, and relationships to other projects. The Project Team also evaluated 
rehabilitation of the existing bridge as an alternative. As the Project evolved, six other alternatives were 
developed, including three additional conceptual alternatives, two alternatives suggested by the public, and 
a value engineering alternative. Throughout the screening process, the Project Team considered input 
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provided through public outreach efforts, coordination with local officials, Section 106 consulting party 
meetings, interagency review meetings, and other stakeholder meetings. 

The first step in the screening process was a “fatal flaw screening.” The fatal flaw screening evaluated the 
25 alternatives based on significant impacts and on the ability of these alternatives to satisfy the following 
criteria developed from the Project’s Purpose and Need Statement: rail connectivity, navigational 
requirements, logical termini, feasibility and constructability, and avoidance of critical property impacts. 
The fatal flaw screening eliminated 15 alternatives, including the rehabilitation alternative, nine of the 18 
conceptual alternatives, and five of the six other alternatives. Ten alternatives remained after the fatal flaw 
screening process. 

The second step of the screening process (the “detailed screening”) evaluated the 10 alternatives that 
remained after the fatal flaw screening. The remaining conceptual alternatives were reviewed in more detail 
to assess their impacts on both the human and the natural environment, their ability to meet more specific 
design and operational criteria, and their consistency with NEC plans and programs. 

Of the 10 alternatives that passed the fatal flaw screening and proceeded to detailed screening, two 
alternatives (Alternatives 9A and 9B) have been retained for detailed study (Project Plans submitted with 
this report). The primary differentiators in selecting these alternatives included: maximum authorized 
speed, potential property impacts, and the total number of tracks across the river. Based on operational 
information, a four-track river crossing (or a three-track river crossing with the potential for the addition of 
a fourth track) and a maximum authorized speed of 160 mph are desired to optimize the NEC as a high-
speed rail corridor. Amtrak’s May 2010 NEC Master Plan was developed with planned speed increases up 
to a maximum authorized speed of 160 mph for this location along the NEC. This plan is consistent with 
the congressional mandate placed on Amtrak to reduce travel times along the NEC. 

Alternatives 9A and 9B would improve rail service and reliability, improve operational flexibility, 
accommodate reduced trip times, optimize existing and planned infrastructure, maintain adequate 
navigation, and improve safety along the Susquehanna River. These build alternatives vary slightly by 
location and by maximum achievable speed. The build alternatives would construct two new high-level 
fixed bridges. These build alternatives could accommodate a four-track scenario or a three-track scenario 
with an option of a future fourth track expansion. For purposes of a conservative environmental review, 
this assessment analyzes the potential effects from a full four-track river crossing. 

The difference between Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B occurs in Havre de Grace along the east side of 
the corridor from Lewis Lane to the Susquehanna River. Alternative 9B improves the curve in Havre de 
Grace and would allow for a maximum speed of 150 mph. This lower speed, as compared to Alternative 
9A, reduces the amount of property acquisitions required, including the avoidance of the Havre de Grace 
Middle/High School athletic fields. 

1.5.B. BRIDGE TYPE ALTERNATIVES 

Independent of the Alignment Alternative Screening Process and selection of alternatives for detailed study, 
FRA/MDOT reviewed four bridge types for the Project. The bridge types are independent from the two-
step screening process since any of the bridge types are feasible with the alternative locations under 
consideration. The four bridge design types are described below (and shown in Figure 30 through Figure 
33). 

Truss Approach / Truss Main Span 

Under this bridge design type, the proposed east bridge would have a total of 13 in-water piers. The 
proposed west bridge would have 13 in-water piers. Sixteen (16) piers would be removed from the existing 
bridge and 11 remnant piers would be removed, for a net reduction of one overall pier. The truss approach 
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/ truss main span bridge design is generally based on 260 foot approach spans, which are the portions of 
the bridge on either side of the central truss (see Photo 44, Figure 30). 

Girder Approach / Truss Main Span 

Under this bridge design type, the proposed east bridge would have a total of 19 in-water piers. The 
proposed west bridge would have 19 in-water piers. Sixteen (16) piers would be removed from the existing 
bridge and 11 remnant piers would be removed, for a net gain of 11 overall piers. The girder approach / 
truss main span bridge design is based on 170 foot approach spans, which are the portions of the bridge on 
either side of the central truss (see Photo 45, Figure 30). 

Girder Approach / Arch Main Span 

Under this bridge design type, the proposed east bridge would have a total of 19 in-water piers. The 
proposed west bridge would have 19 in-water piers also. Sixteen (16) piers would be removed from the 
existing bridge and 11 remnant piers would be removed, for a net gain of 11 overall piers. The girder 
approach / arch main span bridge design is based on 170 foot approach spans which are the portions of the 
bridge on either side of the central arch (see Photo 46, Figure 31). 

Delta Frame Approach / Arch Main Span 

This bridge design type consists of a network tied arch over the navigable channel with delta frames for the 
approach spans. Under this bridge design type, the proposed east bridge would have a total of 13 in-water 
piers. The proposed west bridge would have 13 in-water piers. Sixteen piers would be removed from the 
existing bridge and 11 remnant piers would be removed, for a net reduction of one overall pier. The delta 
frame approach / arch main span bridge design is generally based on 260 foot approach spans, which are 
the portions of the bridge on either side of the central arch (see Photo 47, Figure 31). 

1.6. RESULTS OF DETAILED SCREENING: ALTERNATIVE 9A AND 
ALTERNATIVE 9B 

Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would construct a new two-track 90 mph bridge to the west of the 
existing bridge. On the existing alignment there would be constructed a second new two-track bridge that 
would accommodate for Alignment 9A 160 mph and for Alignment 9B 150 mph. The bridge to the west of 
the existing bridge would be constructed first, including the river spans, approach structures, railroad 
systems, and embankment. The use of conventional ballasted track is anticipated for the fixed bridge 
portion of this Project. Under normal operations, this bridge would be used primarily by MARC commuter 
rail and NS freight rail service. 

Once the new bridge to the west is completed, the existing bridge would be taken out of service, demolished, 
and replaced. A new high-speed passenger bridge would be built in the center of the right-of-way of the 
existing bridge alignment. This bridge would improve the curve in Havre de Grace and allow for either 
160 mph speeds for Alternative 9A or 150 mph speeds for Alternative 9B, with Alternative 9A requiring a 
greater amount of property acquisition. Since the west bridge will be built first, freight, MARC and Amtrak 
operations can be maintained throughout construction of both bridges. The south wye track (connecting 
the NS Port Road to the NEC in Perryville) would be realigned to accommodate the revised configuration 
of Perry Interlocking. Although these alternatives are based on a four-track scenario, they could 
accommodate a three-track scenario with an option of a future fourth-track expansion. 

Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would modify Perry Electrical Substation, but a substantial 
reconfiguration is not required. These alternatives would also demolish the remnants of the former Havre 
de Grace train station and require demolition of the Perry Interlocking Tower. The Project would extend 
the Havre de Grace abutment south towards Freedom Lane.  
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1.6.A. PROFILE CHANGES 

For Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B, the new bridge structures would extend across the Susquehanna 
River between Union Avenue in Havre de Grace and Avenue A in Perryville. In Havre de Grace, the track 
would be supported on a retained embankment. On the east side, the retained embankment would extend 
from Union Avenue to a point approximately three-quarters of the way between Juniata Street and Lewis 
Lane. On the west side, the retained embankment would extend from Union Avenue to Juniata Street. From 
south of the Havre de Grace High School athletic fields to Oak Interlocking, the track would remain in its 
existing roadbed at grade. In Perryville, the track would be supported by a retained embankment, extending 
roughly from Avenue A to Mill Creek on the east side and from Avenue A to the existing south access road 
on the west side. From north of these limits to Prince Interlocking, the track would remain in its existing 
roadbed at grade. The track would also remain at grade along the south wye track. 

The proposed profile will raise the elevation of the tracks between Perryville Station and Adams Street in 
Havre de Grace. Approximate limits of the raises in elevation are as follows: 

 Access Road UG 59.52 in Perryville - 1 foot 

 North Abutment, Susquehanna River Rail Bridge in Perryville - 2.5 feet 

 Navigation Channel of the Susquehanna River - 14 feet 

 South Abutment in Havre de Grace - 6 feet 

 Stokes Street in Havre de Grace - 3 feet 

 Adams Street in Havre de Grace - 2 feet 

Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B provide a vertical clearance of 60 feet above mean high water (MHW). 
Both the east and west bridges would be approximately 38 feet wide with a top-of-rail elevation of 72 feet 
above MHW. The top of the proposed arch structure spanning the navigation channel would be 
approximately 152 feet above MHW. The top of the transmission lines would be 190 feet above MHW. 

1.6.B. APPROACH STRUCTURES 

There are four existing undergrade structures located on the Perryville approach, including the southern 
wye track crossing of Broad Street, that will require modification to accommodate the proposed track 
alignments. There are seven undergrade structures and one overhead structure between the Susquehanna 
River and Grace Interlocking in Havre de Grace that will require modifications to accommodate the 
proposed track alignments. The improvements to Grace Interlocking require Track 4 to shift six feet west, 
resulting in permanent disturbances extending 35 feet from the existing Track 4. This will require extending 
the culvert at the Lily/Lewis Run crossing. The required modifications to these structures are shown in 
Table 1. Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B require long sections of track to be built away from the existing 
corridor on fill. Retaining walls are recommended in order to minimize right-of-way acquisition. 

1.6.C. COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEM 

Continuity of the Open Transport Network (OTN) system must be maintained during all phases of 
construction. The existing fiber cables will be maintained in place until cutover to new cable has occurred. 
It is anticipated that new fiber cable for the OTN system signal system will be installed throughout the 
Project limits of the overhead contact system replacement. Twenty-four fiber cable will be implemented. 
New signal houses and block points will be interfaced via local fiber cable and connected to the OTN for 
communications to Centralized Electrification and Traffic Control (CETC). 
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1.6.D. SIGNAL SYSTEM 

The signal system design will be based on the new track configuration. A new Grace Interlocking will be 
constructed to extend the length of the interlocking south. A new signal system will be installed at Grace, 
Perry and Prince Interlockings. New signal houses will be installed at Grace and between Perry and Prince 
Interlockings. 

1.6.E. TRACTION POWER 

Amtrak’s Perry Electrical Substation is located adjacent to the existing right-of-way. Alternatives 9A and 
9B would have minimal impact to Perry Electrical Substation interconnections. These alternatives would 
modify Perry Electrical Substation. The transmission tower on the west side of the tracks would also be 
modified or relocated on-site. 

1.6.F. OVERHEAD CONTACT SYSTEM 

All existing electrified tracks within the Project’s limits will be upgraded to an auto-tensioned style 
catenary. The proposed auto-tensioned catenary will be designed to support the new track speeds in 
accordance with Amtrak and American Railway Engineering and Maintenance-of-Way Association 
(AREMA) standards. New catenary structures, wires, and power sectionalization configurations will be 
proposed for Grace, Perry and Prince Interlockings based on the track options and staging plans. 

1.6.G. IMPACTS TO INTERLOCKINGS  

Prince Interlocking 

Prince Interlocking is located at Milepost 57.3, north of the existing bridge. The limits of the interlocking 
will not change; there will only be minor track switch changes. An existing 45 mph track switch will be 
removed and replaced with an 80 mph track switch, and a second 45 mph track switch will be removed 
from service. 

Perry Interlocking 

Perry Interlocking is located at Milepost 59.5, south of Prince Interlocking, but north of the existing bridge. 
The portion of Perry Interlocking on the NEC Mainline will be completely reconfigured in conjunction with 
the alignment changes required to build the two new bridges. However, the portion of the interlocking that 
leads to the Port Road Branch, geographic north of Broad Street, will not be modified. 

Grace Interlocking 

Grace Interlocking is located at Milepost 61.5, south of the existing bridge, and south of the curve in Havre 
de Grace. This interlocking will be substantially modified. The southern limits will be extended and the 
existing three 80 mph track switches will be removed and replaced with seven 80 mph track switches. 

Oak Interlocking 

No changes are planned for Oak Interlocking, which is located at Milepost 63.5, south of the existing bridge.
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2. RESEARCH DESIGN 
The primary purposes of this report are to evaluate the Project’s effects on historic architectural resources, 
assess whether or not any effects are adverse, and suggest measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse 
effects. A summary of previous efforts to identify historic properties within the Project’s Area of Potential 
Effects (APE) as well as the steps in the current study to assess effects is provided below. In addition, 
Chapter 3 provides the historic and architectural context; Chapter 4 the Results of the Field 
Investigations; Chapter 5 the Analysis of Effects and Adverse Effects; and Chapter 6 the Summary and 
Recommendations. 

This report has been prepared by ARCH2, Inc. in accordance with Section 106 and the MHT’s “Standards 
and Guidelines for Architectural and Historical Investigations in Maryland,” and is based upon the 
identification level work conducted by AKRF, Inc. The architectural historians who conducted both the 
identification of historic resources and the assessment of effects meet the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Professional Qualification Standards cited in 36 CFR Part 61 (see the Principal Investigator’s resume 
included in Appendix A). Work included background research, site visits, and photographic 
documentation of all relevant properties within the APE, preparation of MHT’s Determination of Eligibility 
(DOE) forms as appropriate for all properties meeting the age criterion for NR eligibility, and review of 
concept plans for the Project to assess potential effects in accordance with the definitions for effect and 
adverse effect in Sections 36 CFR Part 800.5 and 800.16. 

The following steps were undertaken as part of the architectural resources analysis: 

 Based on a review of the Project concept and fieldwork, FRA/MDOT, in consultation with the MHT, 

identified the Project's APE for architectural resources. The FRA initiated the Section 106 consultation 

process in April 2014 by sending an initiation package to the MHT. The package included an overview 

of the proposed undertaking, proposed APE delineation analysis methodologies, and a list of potential 

consulting parties. On June 16, 2014, the MHT responded to the Project initiation, approving the APE, 

concurring with the overall approach for conducting the cultural resources investigations, and 

approving the list of consulting parties with the suggested addition of the Perry Point Veterans 

Administration Medical Center and the Maryland Commission on Indian Affairs (see Appendix C). 

 FRA/MDOT inventoried architectural resources within the APE that had been previously evaluated as 

historically significant. These resources included individual properties or historic districts listed on the 

Maryland Register of Historic Properties or the NR, properties determined eligible for such listing as 

part of other cultural reviews unrelated to the current bridge project, and properties included in the 

Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties (MIHP), https://mht.maryland.gov/research_mihp.shtml. 

The MIHP is merely a listing of resources with potential value to the prehistory or history of Maryland; 

inclusion in the MIHP involves no regulatory restrictions or controls. 

 FRA/MDOT conducted a reconnaissance-level survey of the APE to identify any “potential historic 

architectural resources” (properties that appear to meet eligibility criteria for listing on the NR) based 

on 36 CFR § 800.4 of NHPA. All properties within the APE that were 50 years old or older were 

surveyed and assessed as to whether or not they meet the NR criteria. The Maryland Register of Historic 

Properties consists of properties either listed on or eligible for the NR; therefore, the survey did not 

include a separate evaluation of eligibility for the Maryland Register. 

 The Project area contains four previously identified historic resources that have strong ties to 

transportation history: the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, the Rodgers Tavern, the Perryville Railroad 

Station, and the Havre de Grace Historic District. It was therefore anticipated that transportation would 

be a strong historic theme in the Project area and that resources related to this important theme would 

have a high likelihood of meeting the criteria for inclusion on the NR. 

 On September 24, 2014, FRA/MDOT submitted to MHT a request for guidance on potentially eligible 

resources; MHT responded on November 12, 2014 (see Appendix D), requesting a survey of the APE 
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including Determination of Eligibility (DOE) forms for the western portion of the Town of Perryville, 

Perryville Methodist Church, and Perryville Presbyterian Church as well as any other resources that 

appear to have the potential to meet the National Register criteria, and a Short Form for Ineligible 

Properties that appear to be clearly ineligible. 

 FRA/MDOT conducted fieldwork for the intensive level survey from December 8 - 12, 2014. An 

architectural historian documented all properties that were identified as being 50 years old or older 

within the APE (based on tax records and a field evaluation) using photographs and field notes. In 

addition, the architectural historian researched all potential historic architectural resources to identify 

pertinent historical information, such as date of construction, builder, and architect. The research was 

conducted at the Harford County and Cecil County Historical Societies as well as MHT’s library, 

located in Crownsville, Maryland. 

 Based on the fieldwork and research, FRA/MDOT submitted to MHT on February 12, 2015 a DOE 

Report, consisting of DOE forms for the Perryville Historic District, Perryville United Methodist 

Church, Perryville Presbyterian Church, a grouping of 8 houses at 400-413 Webb Lane, and the 

Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Overpasses, and 71 short forms. On April 22, 2015 (see Appendix E), 

the MHT responded that the following resources are eligible for listing in the NR: Susquehanna 

River Rail Bridge and 9 affiliated bridges (collectively known as the “Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 

Overpasses”) the Perryville United Methodist Church, and the Perryville Presbyterian Church. In 

addition, the MHT indicated that the Perryville Historic District, 400-413 Webb Lane, and the 71 

resources represented on the short forms are not eligible for listing in the NR. 

 In August – October 2015, an architectural historian conducted subsequent fieldwork and assessed the 

Project’s potential effects on the historic resources identified as either listed on or eligible for listing on 

the NR. In accordance with 36 CFR § 800.5, the architectural historian also evaluated whether any 

potential effect would constitute an adverse effect. Adverse effects may include direct effects, such as 

damage from construction related activities, or indirect effects, such as the introduction of visual, 

audible, or atmospheric elements that diminish the historic integrity of a property. 

 As part of the Section 106 public outreach, FRA/MDOT solicited input from the consulting parties and 

the public on ideas to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects. Any written public comment (see 

Appendix F), including the bulletins from the City of Havre de Grace’s Advisory Board (“Advisory 

Board”), has been incorporated, as appropriate, into the design process and this report’s Effects 

Assessment (Chapter 5) and mitigation recommendations (Chapter 6). 

FRA/MDOT prepared a separate but related analysis of the potential for archaeological resources to exist 
within the APE, entitled Phase IA Archaeological Assessment for the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 
Project, Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland (“Phase IA”) (McCormick Taylor 2014). This Phase IA 
investigation involved extensive background research and historic context studies that were used not only 
to evaluate the archaeological potential of the APE, but also to provide a framework for analyzing the 
significance of potential historic architectural resources in the APE. 
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3. HISTORIC AND ARCHITECTURAL CONTEXT 
The following historic context, which provides an overview of the history of the Project area from the 
beginning of the seventeenth century through the twentieth century, was abstracted from the Phase IA report 
that was prepared for this Project, unless otherwise noted. 

3.1. INITIAL EUROPEAN CONTACT (1600-1650) 
Based on ethno-linguistic and ethnographic accounts, throughout the Late Woodland period (1000 AD- 
1650 AD), two Native American cultural groups, the Nanticokes and the Piscataway were quite active 
in the region. However, by 1634, the stronghold of southern Pennsylvania Susquehannocks, an Iroquoian-
speaking group, had extended throughout the Chesapeake Bay area and southward over Maryland’s 
Western Shore. According to historical accounts, during his travels along the Potomac and Anacostia 
Rivers in 1609, John Smith visited several palisaded Piscataway villages. Several groups of indigenous 
people inhabited Maryland’s Western and Eastern Shores at the time of arrival of the first Europeans. In 
addition to the Susquehannocks on the upper reaches of the shore, these groups included the Nanticoke, 
Choptank, Wicomiss (also referred to as the “Ozinies”), Matapeake, and Tockwogh, who lived in the 
central and southern portions of Maryland’s eastern shore (Millis and Wall 2006; Kingsley 2006). 

Although other attempts are reputed, the first documented exploration of present-day Maryland was 
conducted by Captain John Smith. In June 1608, Smith became the first Anglo-European to explore and 
map the Upper Chesapeake Bay, as well as to make contact with Native Americans. According to historical 
accounts, Smith managed to lead the expedition as far north as “Bolus flu” (present-day Patapsco River) 
before illness forced the party to return to Virginia. A month later, Smith led a second expedition of the 
Upper Chesapeake. During this journey, Smith explored various waterways of Kent, Harford, and Cecil 
Counties. Several weeks later, after passing what is now Spesutia Island, Smith reached the Susquehanna 
River. While exploring the Deer Creek area on foot, Smith and his crew first encountered Susquehannocks. 
Smith was obviously impressed and wrote detailed narratives about the Susquehannocks’ physical 
appearance, attire, and lifeways (Weeks 1996). Though Smith provided the world with its first glimpse of 
the area, it would be some time before significant European settlement on the Eastern Shore occurred. 

Around 1616, an Englishman named Edward Palmer established a trading post on Palmer’s Island (currently 
Garrett Island) at the mouth of the Susquehanna River. While the post managed to operate for a few 
years, its success was short-lived. By the time of his death in 1624, Palmer had relocated back to London. 
Around 1629, after visiting his failing land interests in Newfoundland, George Calvert (named the first 
Lord of Baltimore by King James of England in 1625) traveled to the Chesapeake Bay area in search of 
lands in a more favorable climate. Shortly after his return to England, Calvert began petitioning for rights 
to lands north of the Potomac River. Despite Calvert’s persistent campaigning, King Charles remained 
reluctant to approve the petition for several years. Finally, on June 20, 1632, two months after George 
Calvert’s death, the charter was approved and Calvert’s son, Cecil, became the first proprietor of Maryland. 

The year 1631 marked the first colonial settlement on the Eastern Shore. Virginian William Claibourne 
established a fort and trading post on Kent Island to trade with the indigenous peoples for furs. By 1636, a 
gristmill was in operation on the island. Tax records indicate that 49 taxable residents resided on the island 
in 1638, and 98 in 1642 (Fiedel 1999). According to local historical accounts, the early settlement of St. 
Michaels, on the leeward side of Kent Island, also began around this time 
(http://stmichaelsmd.org/pages/History). The 1630s also mark the onset of colonization of Maryland’s 
Western Shore and mainland. Similarly, efforts to colonize the Atlantic Ocean coastline (or the 
Delaware) side of the Eastern Shore were also occurring. In 1634, Maryland’s first colonists from England 
arrived at the mouth of the Potomac River in two ships, the Arc and the Dove. After a brief stay on 
Saint Clement’s Island, Leonard Calvert, Cecil’s brother, led the Dove to Piscataway Creek via the 
Potomac River to initiate negotiations with members of the Piscataway tribe. In March 1634, the colonists 
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purchased a village on the mainland and renamed the settlement St. Mary’s City (Virta 1998). Three years 
later, in 1637, Saint Mary’s County, which included both shores of the Chesapeake Bay, was created. 
For the next several decades, St. Mary’s County continued to lose and gain land as new counties were 
formed (e.g., Anne Arundel - 1650). In 1642, the lands on the east side of the Chesapeake Bay were 
removed from the county and established as Kent County. Shortly after his arrival, Calvert challenged 
Claibourne’s rights to Kent Island and claimed ownership of the island through his land grant. Calvert 
succeeded in bringing Kent Island under Maryland control in 1657. By 1659, large land grants had been 
given along the Choptank River, and tobacco had become established as the major crop in the area (Preston 
1983; Kingsley, Benedict, and Katz 2006). 

As settlement of the Eastern Shore began to increase, so did tensions between the colonists and Native 
American tribes. The tribes’ traditional seasonal hunting and farming practices continued to be disrupted 
by settlers and traders, and by the accompanying deforestation. Colonial authorities made some attempts to 
protect the tribes and facilitate coexistence; however, their suggestions were often ignored. In 1642 and 
1647, Maryland Governor Thomas Greene ordered Capt. John Price “...to take thirty or forty able men, 
with sufficient arms, ammunition, and provisions, and embark for the Eastern Shore to attack the towns 
of Nanticokes and Wiccomiss” (Weslager 1983: 4). A treaty, the first of five, was signed in 1668 by 
Chief Unnacokasimmon to establish peace with Maryland colonists. 

Around this time, the Dutch also became increasingly wary of English settlement around the 
Chesapeake Bay and Virginia. Dutch concern was justifiable since Lord Baltimore regarded the 
Chesapeake Bay’s eastern shore (as well as much of western Delaware) to be under his proprietorship (all 
of which he called Somerset County). In 1659, the Dutch constructed a small fort named Whorekil 
(alternately Hoerenkil, Horekill, Hoorekill) at the mouth of the Delaware Bay near Lewes to maintain 
watch on English settlement in the area. 

Domestic architecture during this period was characterized by one- or two-story, one-room plan dwellings 
made of wood; agricultural outbuildings included structures related directly to the tobacco and grain 
economy such as frame tobacco sheds, small barns, or structures to house hogs and cattle (Catts, Custer, 
and Hawley 1994). 

Transportation was conducted primarily along navigable waterways; however, gradual increases in 
settlement slowly encouraged the expansion of ground transportation. In 1661, the General Assembly 
passed an act to improve the existing land transportation system through the construction of new public 
roads and bridges. Specifically, the act called for “marking and making highways and making the heads of 
Rivers, Creeks, Branches, and Swamps passable for horse and foot.” To ensure that the mandates of road 
construction were met, the act allowed counties to appoint commissioners to oversee roadwork. The act 
also included provisions to preserve rights for creating private access roads. Penalties were payable in 
tobacco (www.roads.maryland.gov/OPPEN/II-E_RDS.pdf). 

3.2. SETTLEMENT PERIOD (1600-1750) 
Prior to European arrival in Maryland, the area was already home to a complex network of Indian 
settlements and chiefdoms. Early exploration of the modern-day Harford and Cecil county area essentially 
began with Captain John Smith’s treks up the Susquehanna River in 1608. During these expeditions Smith 
and his crew first encountered the Susquehannocks. Smith wrote detailed narratives about the 
Susquehannocks’ physical appearance, attire, and lifeways (Weeks 1996). 

As European colonization gained a foothold in the New World, there was an emerging need for a consistent 
system to traverse the Susquehanna River. In 1695, the Lower Susquehanna Ferry was first licensed at the 
mouth of the river on land that had been granted in 1658 to Godfrey Harmer by the Lord Proprietor of 
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Maryland. In 1659, the area known as “Harmer’s Town” passed to Thomas Stockett. In 1666, a road called 
“Post Road” ran from Philadelphia to New York in the north to Baltimore and other towns to the south 
(Bilicki 2003). This road encouraged several ferry systems to begin operation at the Susquehanna River 
between Post Road on the Havre de Grace side and Post Road on the Perryville side. 

John Rodgers, the ferry’s first operator, owned a tavern located at the western terminus of the ferry. He 
later bought an existing tavern on the other side of the river and he operated the ferry between both 
establishments (Gerstell 1998). Prior to this time there was a small fishing village in the vicinity of Havre 
de Grace and the ferry, but there were very few people in the area before the ferry was established. 

In 1630, King Charles I of England granted a charter for the exclusive right of the colony of Maryland 
to George Calvert. By 1634, St. Mary’s City, Maryland was established as the first settlement with 150 
colonists living on the new land. The second Proprietary Governor of the Province of Maryland, Cecil 
Calvert, formed Cecil County, Maryland in 1674, a year before his death. In 1751, Frederick Calvert (the 
great-great-great-grandson of George Calvert) inherited the Proprietary Governorship of the Province of 
Maryland. In 1773, Frederick Calvert formed Harford County from Baltimore County. He named the 
county Harford after his illegitimate son, Henry Harford. 

Both Havre de Grace in Harford County and Perryville in Cecil County were important to early settlement 
because of their location at the mouth of the Susquehanna River and the trading post established by 
William Claibourne in 1637, located on Garrett Island between the two towns. At his Trading Post, 
Claibourne traded items with indigenous peoples for furs. Because of the proximity of Havre de Grace 
to the Susquehanna River and Chesapeake Bay, the city of Havre de Grace adopted oyster and crab 
harvesting as their main export. 

3.3. RURAL AGRARIAN INTENSIFICATION (1750-1815) 
The American Revolution had little effect on Havre de Grace and Perryville from a military standpoint, 
since no significant battles were fought in the area. However, many people ended up assisting in the war 
effort, and many continental troops traveled across the Susquehanna River by the Havre de Grace Ferry. 
Jean Baptiste and Count de Rochambeau led 6,000 French soldiers across the river and camped along Old 
Post Road in Perryville (Bates 2006: 44). 

The most notable American soldier from the area was Colonel John Rodgers, Sr., who served in the militia 
during the Revolutionary War and served as host, on several occasions, to George Washington and 
Marquis de Lafayette when they stayed at Rodgers’ home and tavern in Perryville. The name of the city 
of Havre de Grace is credited to Marquis de Lafayette during the Revolutionary War. It was stated that it 
reminded him of Le Havre, France, and Colonel John Rodgers, Sr. thought the name would add 
distinction to the town. After the Revolutionary War, Havre de Grace was considered for the capital of the 
United States, but it lost by one vote. 

Havre de Grace, however, was not spared from the ravages of the War of 1812. The Perryville iron ore 
site, Principio’s Furnace, would attract the British and bring them into the Susquehanna River in 1813. 
The British sailed up the Chesapeake Bay blockading ports and destroying towns along the way. The 
British arrived at the mouth of the Susquehanna River on May 3, 1813 with 400 troops and attacked, 
burned, and pillaged the town of Havre de Grace and Principio’s Furnace. Within a few hours, two-thirds of 
Havre de Grace was destroyed, in addition to a boat yard, vessels, and Principio’s Furnace. Only a few 
structures survived the attack of Havre de Grace, including the Aveihle-Goldsborough House, the exterior 
walls of St. John’s Episcopal Church, and the Elizabeth Rodgers House. One Havre de Grace resident, John 
O’Neill, the lighthouse keeper, attempted to defend Havre de Grace by firing cannons at the British, but 
he was captured and was only spared his life because his daughter pleaded with the admiral of the British 
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troops (Noll 2011). In 1814, a survey and a tax assessment were conducted to begin the two-decade process 
of rebuilding Havre de Grace after the War of 1812. 

3.4. AGRICULTURAL-INDUSTRIAL TRANSITION PERIOD (1815-1870) 
As a result of the Susquehanna River’s position between Maryland and Pennsylvania, the towns of Havre 
de Grace and Perryville developed as an important transportation crossroads for the transport of tobacco 
and wheat. The area soon provided many accommodations for travelers of this north-south route. These 
towns also relied on fishing, most specifically the harvesting of oysters and crabs, and ice harvesting. 
These industries were not especially reliant on slave labor, and Havre de Grace was a primary town on the 
Eastern Route of the Underground Railroad. Slaves crossed the Susquehanna River in an attempt to reach 
Pennsylvania. The customary method for the transporting of slaves via ferry was for the agent of the 
Underground Railroad to light a fire on the Havre de Grace side of the river, which provided notice to 
an agent on the other side of the river in Perryville. This person would understand the signal and 
would cross in the boat to receive the escaped slave (Still 1872). To prevent Maryland’s secession, 
Federal troops occupied the state starting in May 1861. By the Civil War there was a large free African-
American population located within Havre de Grace. It was one of seven sites designated for the recruiting 
of “U.S. Colored Troops.” 

In 1866, after the Civil War, the Philadelphia Wilmington & Baltimore Railroad (PW&B) completed a 
wooden single-track bridge, which allowed passengers and goods to cross the river without the aid of a 
ferry boat. Prior to this time, the Susquehanna Ferry had a 238-foot-long ferry to transport entire trains from 
one side of the river to the other. The ability of trains to cross the Susquehanna River by bridge at this 
location caused a decline in the use of the ferry. 

3.5. INDUSTRIALIZATION AND MODERN PERIOD (1870-PRESENT) 
After the Civil War, the city’s river tied it to northern industry and provided urban jobs for free African-
Americans. In 1906, the Pennsylvania Railroad replaced the PW&B crossing with a new metal bridge that 
featured a center swing-span, which could be rotated to allow taller ships and other river traffic to pass safely. 
The alignment of this new bridge is located several feet to the north of the alignment for the previous 1866 
wooden bridge. While the deck for the 1866 bridge is no longer extant, the stone piers for this structure may 
still be seen within the Susquehanna River channel. In addition, one of the 1866 bridge stone abutments may 
be observed along Avenue A near the waterfront, just south of Perryville. 

A racetrack was opened in Havre de Grace and attracted a new group of travelers and tourists, making 
it a popular location for gamblers and gangsters to visit. It was one of four racetracks in the state and 
many famous Triple Crown winners and other famous racehorses raced there. In 1951, the racetrack was 
sold to the Maryland National Guard. The industrial facilities in Perryville helped during the war effort for 
both World Wars. The federal government purchased facilities at Perry Point in Perryville for the training 
of recruits. In Port Deposit, the Wiley Company was a builder of steel assemblies and they provided 
materials for the Lend-Lease Act during World War II (Bilicki 2003). Duck hunting was also beginning 
to attract seasonal tourists to the area. As farming steadily declined in the area after World War II, 
transportation and tourism became the main occupations for the residents of the Havre de Grace and 
Perryville area. 
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4. RESULTS OF FIELD INVESTIGATIONS 

4.1. APE DELINEATION 
To assess the potential effects of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project on historic architectural 
resources, FRA/MDOT established the Project’s APE in consultation with the MHT. FRA/MDOT ensured 
that the APE boundaries include all possible Project alternatives within the entire Project Site as defined by 
the FRA grant (see Figure 2). Potential effects to architectural resources can include both direct physical 
effects (e.g., demolition, alteration, or damage from construction) within the Project Site and indirect 
effects in surrounding areas. These indirect effects can include isolation of a property from its surrounding 
environment, or the introduction of visual, audible, or atmospheric elements that may alter the 
characteristics of the historic property that qualify it for inclusion on the NR in a manner that would 
diminish the property’s historic integrity.  

Development of the proposed APE for architectural resources included field visits to determine locations 
where prominent views of the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and the NEC exist and where the 
Project could have the potential to affect architectural resources. 

To incorporate areas with the potential for indirect effects, the APE for historic architectural resources 
extends beyond the Project Site in the following ways. First, for the majority of the length of the Project 
along the rail line, the APE boundary runs parallel to the tracks approximately 600 feet to the north and 
south. In close proximity to the river, the APE boundary proceeds on a diagonal line to intersect with the 
river approximately one-quarter of a mile north and south of the Project limits. This widening is to account 
for more distant views of the Project along the Harford and Cecil County waterfronts. The APE, as approved 
by the MHT on June 16, 2014, is illustrated in Figure 4. 

4.2. IDENTIFICATION OF CULTURAL RESOURCES IN THE APE 
As explained above, studies to identify the potential for historic resources within the Project area included 
a Phase IA archaeological investigation and reconnaissance and intensive level historic architectural sites 
surveys. 

The Phase IA study involved documentary sources to identify areas with potential to contain 
archaeological deposits relating to prehistoric or historic-period activities. For each area where prehistoric 
or historic-period activities may have yielded archaeological deposits, the FRA/MDOT evaluated 
construction activities and other recent ground disturbances to identify locations where any archaeological 
resources, if originally present, may have survived. The Phase IA report assessed the Project’s potential 
to affect archaeologically sensitive areas and provided recommendations for further archaeological 
testing to determine the presence or absence of significant archaeological resources that could be 
affected by the Project. The Phase IA report is summarized in greater detail in the EA. 

The historic architectural sites surveys resulted in the identification within the APE of 73 architectural 
resources that were evaluated as not eligible for listing on the NR and 13 historic architectural resources 
either listed on or eligible for listing on the NR (see further discussion below). 
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4.2.A. PROPERTIES CONSIDERED NOT ELIGIBLE FOR NR LISTING 

As described above, on April 22, 2015, the MHT concurred with the FRA/MDOT that the following 73 
resources listed in Table 1 are not eligible for listing on the NR even though they are 50 years or older: 

 Table 1 
Properties Determined Not Eligible for NR Listing 

No. Name of DOE/Address City County DOE Form 
1 Perryville Town Hall/515 Broad Street Perryville Cecil Short 
2 521 Broad Street Perryville Cecil Short 
3 525 Broad Street Perryville Cecil Short 
4 531 Broad Street Perryville Cecil Short 
5 603 Broad Street Perryville Cecil Short 
6 619 Broad Street Perryville Cecil Short 
7 625 Broad Street Perryville Cecil Short 
8 317 Aiken Avenue Perryville Cecil Short 
9 304 Aiken Avenue Perryville Cecil Short 

10 Aiken Avenue Perryville Cecil Short 
11 636 Broad Street Perryville Cecil Short 
12 223 McLhinney Street Perryville Cecil Short 
13 215 McLhinney Street Perryville Cecil Short 
14 213 McLhinney Street Perryville Cecil Short 
15 211 McLhinney Street Perryville Cecil Short 
16 700 Broad Street Perryville Cecil Short 
17 222 McLhinney Street Perryville Cecil Short 
18 214 McLhinney Street Perryville Cecil Short 
19 724 Broad Street Perryville Cecil Short 
20 814 Broad Street Perryville Cecil Short 
21 717 Broad Street Perryville Cecil Short 
22 709 Broad Street Perryville Cecil Short 
23 701 Broad Street Perryville Cecil Short 
24 904 Broad Street Perryville Cecil Short 
25 914 Broad Street Perryville Cecil Short 
26 860 Erie Street Havre de Grace Harford Short 
27 704 Pulaski Highway Havre de Grace Harford Short 
28 706 Pulaski Highway Havre de Grace Harford Short 
29 875 Ontario Street Havre de Grace Harford Short 
30 870 Ontario Street Havre de Grace Harford Short 
31 605 Legion Drive Havre de Grace Harford Short 
32 888 Linden Lane Havre de Grace Harford Short 
33 875R Otsego Street Havre de Grace Harford Short 
34 875 Otsego Street Havre de Grace Harford Short 
35 877 Otsego Street Havre de Grace Harford Short 
36 880 Otsego Street Havre de Grace Harford Short 
37 850 Otsego Street Havre de Grace Harford Short 
38 908 Pulaski Highway Havre de Grace Harford Short 
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Table 1 (cont’d) 
Properties Determined Not Eligible for NR Listing 

No. Name of DOE/Address City County DOE Form 
39 913 Warren Street Havre de Grace Harford Short 
40 907 Warren Street Havre de Grace Harford Short 
41 910 Pulaski Highway Havre de Grace Harford Short 
42 912 Pulaski Highway Havre de Grace Harford Short 
43 930 Warren Street Havre de Grace Harford Short 
44 926 Warren Street Havre de Grace Harford Short 
45 920 Warren Street Havre de Grace Harford Short 
46 918 Warren Street Havre de Grace Harford Short 
47 916 Warren Street Havre de Grace Harford Short 
48 912 Warren Street Havre de Grace Harford Short 
49 700 Congress Avenue Havre de Grace Harford Short 
50 Elk's Lodge /940 Pulaski Highway Havre de Grace Harford Short 
51 942-944 Pulaski Highway Havre de Grace Harford Short 
52 944 Pulaski Highway Havre de Grace Harford Short 
53 1201 Pulaski Highway Havre de Grace Harford Short 
54 1200 Pulaski Highway Havre de Grace Harford Short 
55 1301 Pulaski Highway Havre de Grace Harford Short 
56 1307 Pulaski Highway Havre de Grace Harford Short 
57 1625 Pulaski Highway Havre de Grace Harford Short 
58 1633 Pulaski Highway Havre de Grace Harford Short 
59 1751 Pulaski Highway Havre de Grace Harford Short 
60 1354 Old Post Road Havre de Grace Harford Short 
61 1331 Old Post Road Havre de Grace Harford Short 
62 1329 Old Post Road Havre de Grace Harford Short 
63 1325 Old Post Road Havre de Grace Harford Short 
64 1315 Old Post Road Havre de Grace Harford Short 
65 807 Broad Street Perryville Cecil Short 
66 609 Legion Drive Havre de Grace Harford Short 
67 2006 Pulaski Highway Havre de Grace Harford Short 
68 1844 Pulaski Highway Havre de Grace Harford Short 

69 Mitchell Farm/1919, 1921 Pulaski 
Highway Havre de Grace Harford Short 

70 
Havre de Grace Train Station 

Ruins/Warren Street between North 
Adams Street and Juniata Street 

Havre de Grace Harford Short 

71 Broad Street Wye Bridge Perryville Cecil Short 
72 Perryville Historic District Perryville Cecil Long 
73 400-413 Webb Lane Havre de Grace Harford Long 

 



Effects Assessment for Historic Architectural Resources 

 4-5  
 

4.2.B. PROPERTIES LISTED ON OR DETERMINED ELIGIBLE FOR THE NR 

The reconnaissance and intensive level historic architectural sites survey, which FRA/MDOT developed in 
consultation with the MHT, resulted in the identification within the Project’s APE of 13 historic 
architectural resources that are either listed on or eligible for inclusion on the NR. 

None of these 13 significant resources is a National Historic Landmark (NHL). Eleven of them were either 
listed on the NR or prior to the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project had been evaluated by the MHT as 
being eligible for inclusion on the NR. As part of the current Project, FRA/MDOT evaluated two additional 
resources, the Perryville Methodist Church and the Perryville Presbyterian Church, as eligible for inclusion 
on the NR. In addition, FRA/MDOT evaluated that the nine undergrade bridges (collectively known as the 
“Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Overpasses,”) are eligible for inclusion on the NR as part of the NR-
eligible Susquehanna River Rail Bridge historic resource; that the four undergrade bridges at MP 60.51, 
60.56, 60.61, and 60.69 contribute to the NR-listed Havre de Grace Historic District; and that the 
undergrade bridge at MP 59.39 contributes to the NR-eligible Perryville Railroad Station complex. The 
historic architectural resources in the APE that are listed or eligible for listing on the NR are presented in 
Table 2, mapped on Figure 5 and Figure 6, and described below. 

Table 2 
Historic Architectural Resources Within the APE 

No. Name/Type Location 
Eligibility 
Criteria 

NR- 
Listed 

NR-
Eligible MIHP 

1 
Havre de Grace Historic 

District 
Havre de 

Grace A & C X  HA-1125 

2 

Southern Terminus, 
Susquehanna and Tidewater 
Canal – South lock #1 and 

Toll House1 
Havre de 

Grace A & C X  
HA-112; 
HA-113 

3 Martha Lewis (skipjack) 
Havre de 

Grace A & C X  HA-2189 
4 Rodgers Tavern1 Perryville A & C X  CE-129 

5 
Principio Furnace (Principio 

Iron Works)2 
Cecil 

County A & D X  CE-112 

6 
Perry Point Mansion House 

and Mill Perryville A & C X  
CE-146; 
CE-244 

7 Perryville Railroad Station Perryville A & C  X CE-1442 

8 
Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge and Overpasses3 

Harford 
County A & C  X HA-1712 

9 

Perry Point Veterans 
Administration (VA) 

Medical Center Historic 
District 

Cecil 
County A & C  X CE-1544 

10 

Crothers House (Furnace 
Bay Golf Course 

Clubhouse) 
Cecil 

County C  X CE-1566 
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Table 2 (cont’d) 
Historic Architectural Resources Within the APE 

11 

Woodlands Farm Historic 
District4 

Cecil 
County A & C  X CE-145 

12 
Perryville United 
Methodist Church Perryville A & C  X CE-1573 

13 
Perryville Presbyterian 

Church Perryville A & C  X CE-1574 
Notes: 
1 Notes resource is also a MHT easement property. 
2 Although portions of this property are located in the APE, there are no structures associated with 

this resource located within the APE. 
3 The undergrade bridges at MP 60.51, 60.56, 60.61, and 60.69 contribute to the Havre de Grace 

Historic District; the undergrade bridge at MP 59.39 contributes to the Perryville 
Railroad Station complex. 

4 This is an expansion of a boundary for the NR-listed Woodlands Farm. 
MIHP: Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties 
Sources: MHT Online Resources 
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Havre de Grace Historic District (HA-1125) 

The Project passes through the Havre de Grace Historic District, which consists of a large part of the City 
of Havre de Grace. According to the NR nomination, the historic district is important under NR Criteria A 
and C for its architecture, transportation/commerce, and community planning. Each of these themes is 
examined below, with special focus on how the area of the historic district in close proximity to the Project 
contributes to these themes. 

Architecturally, the district contains a mix of nineteenth and early twentieth century residential, 
commercial, religious, and industrial buildings. In general, older structures dating to the first half of the 
nineteenth century are located in the northern and eastern portions of the district, where settlement arose 
around the town’s ferry industry, established in 1695. A fire in 1775 and another in 1813 destroyed much 
of the town’s eighteenth century buildings. However, a building boom in the late nineteenth century led 
to the construction of a variety of residential and commercial structures, as well as several Victorian 
homes. Hence, what survives today is a collection of nineteenth and early twentieth century styles 
ranging from Federal, Greek Revival, Gothic Revival, Italianate, Queen Anne, and Classical Revival, 
to variations of the Arts and Crafts movement, such as the Shingle and Bungalow styles. The 
residential buildings are primarily wood-frame construction, while the commercial buildings and church 
and government buildings are mostly constructed of brick and stone (see Figure 7, Photos 3-6). 

The close proximity to the Port Deposit Quarry played an important role in the area’s architectural 
development, with many houses throughout Harford County using North Harford and Delta slate roofs, 
and many buildings constructed with Port Deposit granite. In 1906 this granite was also incorporated 
into the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and undergrade bridges.  

A survey of the Havre de Grace Historic District in close proximity to the Project (see photo key in Figure 
8 and photos 7-31 in Figure 9 through Figure 21) revealed that there is a mix of mid to late nineteenth and 
early twentieth century vernacular structures, many of which have suffered from a loss of architectural 
integrity, along with some modern intrusions. Although the NR Nomination Form for the Historic District 
does not include a comprehensive list of contributing and non-contributing resources, the form does 
estimate that approximately 800 of the 1,100 buildings within the Historic District contribute to its historic 
character. As part of the current study, the structures adjacent to the Project Site, which have the greatest 
potential to be affected, were evaluated to assess whether or not they contribute to the significance of the 
historic district, using an approximate 1930 end date for the district’s period of significance. 
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As shown in Figure 22, there are only a few contributing historic resources south of the tracks, including: 

 American Legion Building, 501 St. John Street (see Figure 9, Photo 8) 

 2-story frame residential structure, 511 Warren Street (see Figure 10, Photo 10) 

 2½-story frame multi-family structure, 552 Warren Street (see Figure 12, Photo 13) 

 Room at the Cross Mission Church, 429 N. Stokes Street (see Figure 12, Photo 14)  

North of the tracks, however, the majority of the houses are considered contributing, including: 

 Cluster of early twentieth century bungalow style houses located on Warren Street between N. Adams 

Street and N. Juniata Street and on N. Adams Street between the NEC and Morrison Lane (see Figure 

13 and Figure 14, Photos 16-17) 

 Cluster of late nineteenth century / early twentieth houses located on Otsego Street between N. Adams 

Street and N. Stokes Street (see Figure 15, Photo 20). 

 Two mid-nineteenth century houses at the southeast corner of Otsego Street and N. Stokes Street (see 

Figure 16, Photo 22) 

 2½-story 3-bay vernacular Gothic Revival style house, 518 N. Stokes Street (see Figure 17, Photo 24) 

 Mid-nineteenth century vernacular French Second Empire style house, 571 Otsego Street (see Figure 

18, Photo 25) 

 Cluster of late nineteenth / early twentieth century structures at the intersection of Otsego Street and 

Water Street (see Figure 19 and Figure 20, Photos 27-30) 

Despite the number of contributing historic resources within close proximity to the Project Site, a 
windshield survey of the entire historic district revealed that the more high style buildings in the district 
are located south of the Project Site, with many examples along Union Street. Therefore, even though 
there are some individual structures or clusters of houses that contribute to the significance of the 
historic district, the immediate vicinity of the Project Site is not one of the strongest areas within the 
historic district in terms of architectural integrity. 

The district is historically significant for two themes related to its physical location along the Susquehanna 
River: as a major commercial and transportation center in northern Maryland, and for its community 
planning. 

Transportation was important throughout Havre de Grace’s history, starting as early as William 
Claibourne’s trading post established on Garrett Island in 1637, continuing with John Rodgers’ eighteenth 
century ferry with a tavern on each side of the river, and continuing throughout the nineteenth century with 
the establishment of the rail line crossing through Havre de Grace. As summed up by the NR nomination: 
“Historically, this town, which was founded in the 18th century, has been a major commercial and 
transportation service center in this section of the state,” and “More than one era of commercial 
transportation is indicated by the alignment of the Old Post Road, the canal and lockhouse and the 
trestles and bridges of the Pennsylvania railroad.” 

The Project’s APE is integral to the historic theme of transportation because it contains the existing 1906 
Pennsylvania Railroad bridge and the raised bridge approach as well as four of the undergrade bridges 
constructed at the same time as the bridge across the river (the North Freedom Lane Undergrade Bridge 
at Mile Post (MP) 60.51; the North Stokes Street Undergrade Bridge at MP 60.56; the Centennial Lane 
Undergrade Bridge at MP 60.61; and the North Adams Street Undergrade Bridge at MP 60.69). These 
rail structures relate to Havre de Grace’s history as a major commercial and transportation center and are 
therefore considered contributing features of the historic district. In addition, the Project’s APE includes 
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the extant piers of the 1866 railroad bridge, the canal and locktender’s house, and the site of the 
eighteenth century ferry crossing. 

In terms of community planning, the NR nomination states that “The streetscapes of Havre de Grace are 
defined by a grid pattern that is sensitive to the fact that the town is situated in the unique setting where 
a major river meets the Chesapeake Bay. With at least two wide boulevards that end with waterfront vistas 
and a system of alternating streets and alleys, most of which do the same, there is little doubt that Havre 
de Grace is a ‘planned’ waterfront community.” “Another aspect of Havre de Grace’s vistas that should not 
be forgotten relates not only to how the water is seen from in town but to the image which the town projects 
to the river and Bay.” 

Within the APE, the properties in close proximity to the river have a direct view of the water, although 
there are some large facilities, including marinas and large housing complexes, that block some of the 
views from structures further removed from the waterfront. Immediately adjacent to the rail line, the main 
view towards the river is dominated by the bridge and its approaches. The city’s traditional layout that 
includes streets and alleys is represented in close proximity to the tracks, with both Freedom Lane and 
Centennial Lane crossing under the rail line via small stone arch bridges. 

Southern Terminus, Susquehanna and Tidewater Canal - South Lock #1 and Toll House (HA-112; 

HA-113) 

The Southern Terminus, Susquehanna and Tidewater Canal - South Lock #1 and Toll House (see Figure 23, 
Photo 32) (NR-listed) is located north of Erie Street and east of Park Drive at the north end of Havre de 
Grace on the western bank of the Susquehanna River (approximately one quarter-mile north of the Project 
Site). The canal was chartered by Maryland and Pennsylvania and opened in 1839. The canal was part of a 
waterway system for shipping goods up the Chesapeake Bay to New York, Pennsylvania, New Jersey, 
Delaware, and Maryland. Thus, Havre de Grace, at the southernmost terminus of the canal, became an 
important shipping point by the early 19th century for goods traveling north. However, by 1900, the canal, 
unable to compete with the dominance of the railroad, fell into disuse. Although most of the canal is no 
longer extant, the portion in Havre de Grace is well preserved. Also still standing on the site is the Lock 
Master’s house (or Lock House/Toll House), the foundation of a bulkhead wharf along the river, and the 
outlet lock of the canal. The two-story, five-bay Lock House is constructed of brick laid in an American-
bond pattern and has a hipped roof. The northeast elevation once had a one-story porch along the entire front 
façade. The porch on the southwest façade was a later addition. The house has two entrances at either end of 
both the northeast and southeast facades, a sawtooth cornice, and two four-over-four windows with sidelights 
on the first floor of the northeast elevation. Most of the original six-over-six windows have been replaced 
with one-over-one windows. The Southern Terminus, Susquehanna and Tidewater Canal - South Lock #1 
and Toll House are listed on the NR under Criterion A based on their association with a larger canal system 
that served five states and facilitated the development of Havre de Grace as a major transportation and 
economic center in the nineteenth century, and Criterion C for its engineering significance. The MHT holds 
a preservation easement on this property, which requires that the MHT be provided an opportunity to review 
any proposed alterations. 
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Martha Lewis (Skipjack [HA-2189]) 

The Skipjack Martha Lewis (NR-listed) was built by the noted boat builder, Bronza Park, in 1955 and 
is one of the 35 surviving traditional Chesapeake Bay skipjacks built specifically for the purposes of oyster 
dredging. The ship is a wooden-hulled, 46.2-foot-long, V-bottom two-sail bateau built using traditional 
construction methods. The boat has a permanent docking place at Millard Tydings Memorial Park in Havre 
de Grace, but at the time the historic sites survey was conducted, the boat was undergoing restoration 
at Frank J. Hutchins Memorial Park, located approximately one half-mile south of the Project Site. The 
Skipjack Martha Lewis is listed on the NR under Criterion A for its association with historic events and 
under Criterion C for embodying a method of construction that represents the work of a master. 

Rodgers Tavern (CE-129) 

Rodgers Tavern (NR-listed) is located on the north side of B r o a d  Street in Perryville, approximately 
300 feet east of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge (see Figure 24, Photo 33). The two-and-a-half-story, 
coursed-stone structure dates to the mid-eighteenth century. It was a popular stop for travelers waiting 
for the ferry service to Havre de Grace, including George Washington, who lodged there in 1775 and 
again in 1795. Other prominent visitors included Martha Washington, Marquis de Lafayette, and 
Lieutenant General Rochambeau. John Rodgers, whose son, Commodore John Rodgers, was a 
renowned naval hero in the War of 1812 and was appointed Secretary of the Navy in 1823, purchased 
the tavern in 1780. Prior to his ownership, the tavern was operated by William Stephenson, possibly as 
early as 1745. John Rodgers ran the tavern until his death in 1791, after which his wife carried on the 
business. The side-gabled structure has two end chimneys and two four-over-four windows in each gable. 
A colonnade along the front of the basement on the south façade supports a pillared porch above. The 
porch is accessed by a short flight of steps on the east side. A central door flanked by six-over-six 
windows is located at the basement level, and a central door with a transom window flanked by two 
twelve-over-twelve windows on each side is located on the first floor. Rodgers Tavern is listed on the NR 
under Criterion A based on its association with prominent national figures such as George and Martha 
Washington, Marquis de Lafayette, and Lieutenant General Rochambeau. The tavern is also listed under 
NR Criterion C as an example of eighteenth century building construction and materials. 

In accordance with an easement that the Society for the Preservation of Maryland Antiquities (“grantor”) 
deeded to the Maryland Historical Trust (“grantee”) in 1976 and amended in 1986, there is a preservation 
easement on the interior and exterior of the tavern as well as the associated land. As a result of the covenant, 
the grantor has agreed to keep and maintain the property and to allow the grantee an opportunity to review 
any proposed alterations. 
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Principio Furnace (Principio Iron Works [CE-112]) 

The Principio Iron Works (NR-listed) is located at 1723 Principio Furnace Road (see Figure 25, Photo 34). 
Although the buildings associated with the historic resource are located approximately one-half mile north 
of the Project Site, the southwest corner of the property (containing only a wooded area) is located in the 
study area. The Principio Furnace was the first iron furnace in Maryland and one of the first in the United 
States. Joseph Farmer, tasked by a group of English businessmen to explore the possibility of establishing 
an iron foundry in the colonies to supplement Britain’s diminishing production, was sent to America in 
1715. By 1719, Farmer, ironmaster John England, and a group of indentured servants that were skilled iron 
makers began producing small amounts of iron on land purchased in Maryland. The Principio Company 
was formed shortly thereafter, and construction of the first blast furnace began on property purchased on 
land adjacent to Principio Creek. The Principio Company quickly expanded and built another furnace in 
Cecil County, as well as one in Baltimore and one in Virginia on land leased from George Washington’s 
father, Augustine Washington. Of the approximately 50 tons of pig iron exported to Britain between 1718 
and 1755, it is estimated that about one-half came from the four furnaces owned by the Principio Company 
in Maryland and Virginia. The Principio Furnace produced cannon balls during the American Revolution 
for the Continental Army and during the War of 1812 before the British set fire to the works in 1813. The 
site and its ruins were purchased by Joseph Whitaker and his partners in 1836, and the iron works were 
reconstructed and a new blast furnace opened in 1837. In 1921, the Principio Iron Works became part of 
the Wheeling Steel Company and produced iron until 1925. Several outbuildings, a Second Empire style 
office building with a cupola and dormer windows in the mansard roof, and portions of the 1836 furnace 
survive today. The Principio Iron Works is listed on the NR under Criterion A based on its association with 
the country’s early industrial development and under Criterion D for its archaeological potential. 

Perry Point Mansion House and Mill (CE-146; CE-244) 

The Perry Point Mansion House and Mill (see Figure 25, Photo 35) (NR-listed) is located south of the 
Perry Point Veterans Administration Medical Center at the mouth of the Chesapeake Bay, approximately 
one-half mile south of the Project Site. This mid- to late- eighteenth century, two-and-a-half-story Georgian 
mansion was home to the Stump family until 1918 when the house and the approximately 516-acre farm 
were sold to the federal government for $150,000. During the Civil War, John Stump turned his farm over 
to the Union Army for the training of army mules and for quartering soldiers in his house. The stuccoed 
brick house has a hipped roof and double-end chimneys. Two gabled dormer windows are located in the 
roof of the north and south facades, and one gabled dormer window is located in between the chimney 
stacks on the east and west facades. The house has a two-story, wood frame east wing added in the 
nineteenth century, and a later rear addition. The windows throughout the original portion of the house 
and the east wing are six-over-six. The semi-circular dormer windows are framed by pilasters and have a 
keystone above the apex of the arch. The front door is flanked by sidelights and framed with a broken 
pediment and fluted pilasters. The stone gristmill, located approximately 450 feet south of the mansion on 
the Susquehanna River, has six-over-six windows and a central wooden door on each floor of the east and 
west façades. The east façade of the mill is two-and-a-half stories, but the west façade facing the river is 
three-and-a-half stories with the basement opening onto the shore. The third-floor door of the west 
façade was used to hoist in un-milled grain, while the second-floor door was used for machinery and the 
first-floor door was used to transport the milled grain to a boat via a ramp. The Perry Point Mansion House 
and Mill is listed on the NR under Criterion A because of its significance as a large nineteenth century 
farm owned and operated by a prominent local family and because of its association with housing Union 
Army soldiers during the Civil War, and under Criterion C for architectural significance. 
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Perryville Railroad Station (CE-1442) 

The Perryville Railroad Station (see Figure 26, Photo 36), located at 650 Broad Street, was determined 
eligible for listing on the NR under Criteria A and C due to its association with the larger pattern of system-
wide upgrades during the railroad industry’s golden age and as an example of an early twentieth century 
Colonial Revival style train station. The station was constructed circa 1905 by the Philadelphia, Baltimore, 
and Washington (PB&W) Railroad Company. The two-story, Colonial Revival, Flemish-bond brick 
building has glazed headers, a hipped roof, quoins, and a modillion cornice. The south façade facing the 
tracks has a projecting central entrance bay with a Palladian window above the name of the station, 
“Perryville,” engraved in stone. The entrance, formerly a multi-pane window that was later expanded into a 
door, consists of a half-glazed door flanked by sidelights and a transom. Two multi-pane windows are 
located on the first floor of each side of the central projecting entrance bay, above which are lunette 
windows with stone keystones and imposts on the second floor. Gabled dormer windows with round-
arched, multi-pane windows are located in the hipped roof. Stone panels carved with the date “1905” 
and the initials “P.B.W.” are located in between the lunette windows on the second floor. A one-story 
canopy extends past the east and west elevations along the main façade. A chimney is located on the 
north façade, enclosed by a one-story entrance addition. 

There are two railroad-related structures that are located in close proximity to the Perryville Station and 
contribute to its historic significance: the Perry Interlocking Tower (see Figure 26, Photo 37), and the ashlar 
stone-arch Perryville Railroad Station Undergrade Bridge at MP 59.39 (see Figure 27, Photo 38). The two-
story, Flemish-bond brick interlocking tower, located southwest of the station, was constructed circa 1905. 
The building has a hipped roof, multi-pane and one-over-one windows, and an addition that encloses the 
chimney on the south façade. The stone bridge underneath the rail line is one of nine undergrade bridges 
that were built during the Pennsylvania Railroad (PRR)’s 1904-1906 building campaign when the PRR 
constructed the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. As the nine undergrade bridges have been evaluated as 
eligible for inclusion on the NR for their association with the main bridge, the bridge under the Perryville 
Station platform is significant both for its contribution to the station as well as to the Susquehanna River 
Rail Bridge. 

Amtrak Railroad or Perryville Road Bridge over the Susquehanna River and Overpasses (HA- 

1712) 

The Amtrak Railroad or Perryville Road Bridge (see Figure 27, Photo 39), also known as the Susquehanna 
River Rail Bridge (NR-eligible), was constructed in 1906 by the Pennsylvania Railroad. The bridge, set on 
stone piers, is a swing bridge with a movable span that rotates horizontally to open (using a center pivot 
mounted on a pier in the river) to allow boats to pass. The bridge is comprised of 18 spans, which are 
numbered from north to south. The spans are not all of equal length. Spans 1 and 18, adjacent to the 
abutments, are 192 feet long; Spans 2 through 9 are each 255 feet long; and Spans 11 through 17 are 
approximately 196 feet long. The movable center swing span (Span 10) is 277 feet long and is composed 
of a riveted-steel through truss (where the rail track travels within the truss framework). The remaining 17 
spans are open deck, pin-connected steel trusses, where the rail track travels on top of the span. The vertical 
height of the deck truss spans is approximately 30 feet. The vertical height of the swing span varies from 
30 to 42 feet. The bridge, designed to carry heavier railroad traffic, was built next to an existing railroad 
bridge whose 1866 wooden trusses set on granite pilings were replaced with iron trusses in 1880. Following 
completion of the new bridge in 1906, the adjacent railroad bridge was converted to a vehicular bridge until 
it was dismantled in 1943. The granite pilings, located approximately 120 feet south of the Susquehanna 
River Rail Bridge, were left intact. These were determined not eligible for listing on the NR by MHT in 
2007. The Amtrak Railroad or Perryville Road Bridge was determined eligible for listing on the NR under 
Criteria A and C as an example of an early twentieth century railroad bridge built by an important American 
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railroad company and as an example of engineering that acknowledges two different modes of 
transportation.  

As part of this Project, nine bridges that were historically associated with the Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge were determined NR eligible, also under Criteria A and C, and the existing NR eligibility 
determination for the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge was modified to include these bridges. These 
nine bridges, collectively called the “Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Overpasses,” are undergrade bridges 
that carry the NEC over various streets, access roads, and streams in Perryville and Havre de Grace. They 
were constructed as part of the 1904-1906 building campaign undertaken by the Pennsylvania Railroad 
that also included the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. The nine bridges include: the North Stokes Street 
Undergrade Bridge; the North Freedom Lane Undergrade Bridge; the Centennial Lane Undergrade Bridge; 
the North Adams Street Undergrade Bridge; the North Juniata Street Undergrade Bridge; the Lily Run (or 
Lewis Run) Undergrade Bridge; the Access Road Undergrade Bridge; the Perryville Railroad Station 
Undergrade Bridge (which is also a contributing element to the Perryville Railroad Station complex); and 
the Mill Creek Undergrade Bridge. The bridges are constructed of the same materials as the Susquehanna 
River Rail Bridge, including Allegheny Mountain sandstone, Port Deposit granite, and (in the case of some 
bridges) steel. Some are stone-arch bridges; others consist of steel plate girders atop stone abutments. They 
are visibly consistent in construction style, with the same distinctive quarry-faced granite ashlar facing. 
In terms of construction materials, engineering, and design, the bridges relate to each other and to the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, and they share a history as part of an important construction effort 
undertaken by the Pennsylvania Railroad in the early twentieth century. Overall, the bridges retain a high 
degree of historic integrity. 

In addition, due to the importance of transportation to the history of the Havre de Grace Historic District, 
the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and the four bridges within the Havre de Grace Historic District (at MP 
60.51, 60.56, 60.61, and 60.69) contribute to the historic district’s significance. 
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Perry Point Veterans Administration Medical Center Historic District (CE-1544) 

The Veterans Administration (VA) Medical Center (see Figure 28, Photo 40) at Perry Point (NR-
eligible) was developed primarily in the 1920s through the 1940s as a neuro-psychiatric treatment facility 
for military veterans. The architectural style and site layout reflect design principles developed by the 
VA during this period, which emphasized using architectural styles compatible with the local vernacular 
architecture and siting buildings to maximize landscaping views. Thus, the residential buildings at the 
VA Medical Center are primarily Colonial Revival style, and the site design maximizes views of the 
Susquehanna River and Chesapeake Bay. The closest buildings associated with the VA Medical Center 
are located approximately 550 feet south of the Project Site, primarily along Avenues A, B, C, and D, and 
2nd and 3rd Streets. The VA Medical Center at Perry Point was determined eligible for listing on the NR 
under Criterion A for its association with the growth of the federal government’s provision of neuro-
psychiatric treatment for military veterans and under Criterion C as a cohesive collection of buildings. 

Crothers House (Furnace Bay Golf Clubhouse [CE-1566]) 

The Crothers House (see Figure 28, Photo 41) (NR-eligible), which is currently used as the clubhouse for 
the Furnace Bay Golf Course, was built in 1936 as a residence for Omar and Margaret Crothers, both of 
whom would serve in the Maryland State Senate in the 1950s. The two-and-a-half story, coursed fieldstone, 
Colonial Revival residence is T-shaped and has recessed, two-story side wings flanking the central block. 
The northwest façade of the central entrance block has five bays and a pedimented portico projecting from 
the entrance with a denticulated cornice and gable supported by fluted Tuscan columns. The door has a 
round-arched transom window and is flanked by sidelights and fluted pilasters. The double-hung sash 
windows have wood sills and fieldstone jack arches with keystones. The windows on the first floor are 
eight-over-twelve, while the second floor windows are eight-over-eight. The central block has gable-end 
chimneys and five dormer windows with double-hung, six-over-six windows corresponding to the bays 
below. The roof of the building is clad in slate shingles. The first floor of the southwest wing has multipane 
windows, while the second floor is an enclosed sun porch with multipane windows and panels below. 
Engaged columns set on tall bases flank the windows on the second floor of the west façade of the southwest 
wing, while pairs of these columns frame pairs of the multipane windows on the second floor of the south 
façade of this wing. The rear T portion of the original building is flanked by later twentieth century, vinyl- 
and wood-clad additions. The Crothers House was determined eligible for listing on the NR under Criterion 
C for its architectural significance as an example of a Colonial Revival house associated with early twentieth 
century estates for the wealthy and for its notable architectural features. 
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Woodlands Farm Historic District (CE-145) 

The Woodlands Farm Historic District (NR-eligible) is an extension of the boundary of the NR-listed 
Woodlands property north of Maryland Route 7 to include the Woodlands Farm South Complex. The NR-
listed Woodlands property consists of a main house and several outbuildings set on 69 acres. The original 
portion of the two-and-a-half story, three-bay stucco-clad main house was constructed circa 1810-1820. 
Subsequent later additions dating to the 1840s were unified with the original structure through the addition 
of Greek Revival-style architectural elements, such as the entrance portico. The Woodlands Farm South 
Complex is located to the south across Maryland Route 7 and consists of a 347-acre farm containing 
numerous nineteenth century buildings, including several barns, a tenant house and garage, a blacksmith 
shop, a bullpen, a foreman’s house and garage, a bungalow, and a springhouse. This complex of buildings 
has been owned continuously by the Coudon family since 1822. Although the Coudon family stopped 
farming operations in 1970, they have since leased the buildings and equipment to other farmers. The 
Woodlands Farm South Complex was determined eligible for listing on the NR under Criteria A and C 
due to its association with the evolution of the agricultural industry in Cecil County from the early 
nineteenth to late twentieth centuries, and as representing a cohesive collection of mostly intact 
agricultural buildings dating to the nineteenth century. 

Perryville United Methodist Church (CE-1573) 

As part of this Project, the Perryville United Methodist Church (see Figure 29, Photo 42) was 
determined to be NR eligible. The Perryville United Methodist Church was constructed in 1896, 30 years 
after the founding of the congregation. To accommodate the growing congregation and a new Sunday 
School, an addition was added to the south façade of the Church between 1923 and 1943, according to 
Sanborn Fire Insurance maps. A Queen Anne-style Parsonage was erected north of the Church circa 
1905. A Church House, donated by Mr. and Mrs. William H. Cole, a prominent local family, was erected 
immediately south and west of the Church in 1928. The Church property retains a high degree of historic 
integrity. Although an addition altered the south façade of the Church, the change occurred in the Church’s 
early history and is historic in its own right, and exemplifies the Church’s expansion to meet the needs of a 
growing congregation during Perryville’s period of prosperity. The Church House has had few alterations, 
mainly consisting of changes to the entrance and the installation of replacement windows after a 1991 
gas explosion from an adjacent building. The Parsonage, although somewhat altered, has been associated 
with the Church since its initial construction and retains its original massing and fenestration pattern. The 
Church, Parsonage, and Church House were determined eligible for the NR under Criterion A for their role 
in the history of the local development of the Methodist Church and under Criterion C as examples of Gothic 
Revival-style ecclesiastical architecture. They retain a high degree of historic integrity. 

Perryville Presbyterian Church (CE-1574) 

As part of this Project, the Perryville Presbyterian Church (see Figure 29, Photo 43) was determined to be 
NR eligible. The Perryville Presbyterian Church was constructed circa 1892, four years after the founding 
of the congregation. The prominent local Stump family was instrumental in financing the construction of 
the church. The building was originally constructed on the present site of the Perryville Train Station. When 
the Station was built from 1904-1905, the church was moved approximately one block to its present location 
at 710 Broad Street. The Stumps purportedly donated the land for the second site as well. The church is a 
fine regional example of the Gothic board-and-batten church architecture initially popularized by Richard 
Upjohn in the 1850s, and adapted for use across North America through the second half of the nineteenth 
century. The church appears to retain a high degree of historic integrity. Although the building was moved, 
the move occurred within the earliest period of the church’s existence and was orchestrated and overseen 
by the same group responsible for the church’s initial construction. Therefore, the church is considered to 
retain historic significance and integrity on its present site. It was determined eligible for the NR under 
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Criterion A for its role in the local history of the Presbyterian Church and under Criterion C as a fine 
example of a Gothic board-and-batten church. 

4.2.C. SUMMARY 

As described above, a historic architectural resources survey conducted for the Project resulted in the 
identification of 13 architectural resources in the APE. Six of these are listed on the NR; five were previously 
determined eligible for NR listing; and two were determined NR-eligible as part of this Project. In addition, 
a series of rail undergrade bridges were newly identified as contributing components to other historic 
resources (all nine contribute to the NR-eligible Susquehanna River Rail Bridge; the four undergrade bridges 
at MP 60.51, 60.56, 60.61, and 60.69 contribute to the NR-listed Havre de Grace Historic District; and the 
undergrade bridge at MP 59.39 contributes to the NR-eligible Perryville Railroad Station complex.) 
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5. EFFECTS ASSESSMENT 
Following the identification of historic architectural resources within the APE, FRA/MDOT evaluated the 
potential for the Project to affect these resources; considered measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate 
adverse effects; and solicited input from consulting parties (see Appendix B) and the general public. 

The ACHP’s regulations to implement Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (36 C.F.R. 
Part 800) state that “Effect means alteration to the characteristics of a historic property qualifying it for 
inclusion in or eligibility for the National Register” (36 C.F.R. Part 800.16[i]). If a proposed undertaking 
will have an effect on a NR-listed or eligible resource, the regulations call for an evaluation as to whether 
or not the effect will be adverse: “An adverse effect is found when an undertaking may alter, directly or 
indirectly, any of the characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in the NR 
in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the property’s location, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling or association…Adverse effects may include reasonably foreseeable effects caused 
by the undertaking that may occur later in time, be farther removed in distance or be cumulative.” (36 
C.F.R. Part 800.5 [1]). 

Adverse effects on historic properties include, but are not limited to: 

 Physical destruction, damage, or alteration of all or part of the property; 

 Isolation of the property from or alteration of the character of the property’s setting when that character 

contributes to the property’s qualification for the NR; 

 Introduction of visual, audible or atmospheric elements that are out of character with the property or 

alter its setting; 

 Neglect of a property resulting in its deterioration or destruction; and 

 Transfer, lease, or sale of the property (36 CFR Part 800.5[2]). 

The proposed concept plans for Alternatives 9A and 9B were evaluated for their potential effects on the 
following identified historic architectural resources within the APE-Architectural History: Susquehanna 
River Rail Bridge and Overpasses, Havre de Grace Historic District, Southern Terminus, Susquehanna and 
Tidewater Canal – South Lock #1 and Toll House, Martha Lewis (Skipjack), Rodgers Tavern, Principio 
Furnace (Principio Iron Works), Perry Point Mansion House and Mill, Perryville Railroad Station, Perry 
Point Veterans Administration Medical Center Historic District, Crothers House (Furnace Bay Golf 
Clubhouse), Woodlands Farm Historic District, Perryville United Methodist Church, and Perryville 
Presbyterian Church. 

5.1. SUSQUEHANNA RIVER RAIL BRIDGE AND OVERPASSES 
The Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and nine undergrade bridges, which were all constructed during the 
same 1904-1906 building campaign by the Pennsylvania Railroad, are eligible for listing on the NR under 
Criteria A and C. Because all ten bridges will be impacted, the effect of the Project on the bridges was 
evaluated in accordance with the criteria for adverse effect. 

In accordance with Section 106, FRA/MDOT first considered whether the program goals could be met 
through rehabilitation of the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. The Section 106 regulations define 
“Physical destruction, damage, or alteration of all or part of the property” as an adverse effect; therefore, 
demolition of the NR-eligible bridge would constitute an adverse effect. In the summer of 2013, Amtrak 
commissioned an engineering inspection of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge (with a supplemental 
specialty pin testing program in the summer 2014), which indicated that the bridge superstructure is in 
poor to fair structural condition. The inspection revealed that the cracks and worn pin joints allowing 
movement are so extensive in the pin-connected trusses and represent such a major portion of the overall 
bridge system that it is not deemed economical, prudent, or feasible to continue on this course of ongoing 
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repair. Piecemeal repairs of fatigue cracks due to corrosion and section loss and out-of-plane bending, 
replacement of missing fasteners and patching holes in primary support members will not restore 
bridge members to their original condition, as the fatigue damage has already been done. 

The recommended repairs in the inspection report address specific deficiencies, but their implementation 
would not bring the bridge into a state of good repair. A state of good repair assumes bridge management 
practices that minimize asset life-cycle costs and avoid service disruption and load restrictions as well as 
providing a reliable factor of safety. These goals cannot be achieved with a 100-year-old bridge that 
contains thousands of fractured critical members whose remaining fatigue life cannot be precisely 
determined. The engineering report concluded that the only practical way to restore this bridge to a state of 
good repair would be to replace the fatigue-damaged pin-connected deck truss spans with truss spans of 
modern design. Attempting major reconstruction of the existing truss superstructures or span-by-span 
replacement would be prohibitively costly and technically infeasible to perform without causing significant 
rail operation disruptions. Furthermore, substantial capital expenditures would be required to rehabilitate 
and strengthen piers and foundations to meet current design criteria and to mitigate seismic forces that were 
not considered in the original design. 

Conversion of the swing bridge into a lift bridge during rehabilitation was also considered during 
conceptual engineering, since conversion to a lift bridge would permit the new bridge to be built closer to 
the existing bridge. Under this scheme, only one new bridge would be built and the rehabilitated 
existing bridge would be retained. However, due to the condition of the bridge and its advanced age, this 
option is still problematic and cost ineffective as it would retain a more than 100-year-old structure that is 
in deteriorated condition. It would not satisfy the Project’s purpose and need, and would not meet the 
Project goal to optimize existing and planned infrastructure and accommodate future freight, commuter, 
intercity, and high-speed rail operations. 

Rehabilitating the existing bridge for non-rail use also did not pass the fatal flaw screening. The span over 
the navigation channel would need to be replaced to provide the necessary vertical clearance for mariners, 
with transition ramps from the existing trusses. The center swing-span pier and several approach spans 
would need to be removed. Retaining the area occupied by the existing bridge for non-rail use would 
negatively affect the new rail bridge alignments by increasing right-of-way impacts and/or reducing the 
achievable speed. 

Therefore, FRA/MDOT determined that the rehabilitation alternative is not suitable for either continued 
freight and/or passenger rail use or non-rail use, due to the current condition of the bridge and the 
infeasibility of reconstructing the bridge to a state of good repair without significant rail operations 
disruptions and prohibitive costs. As a result, both Project alternatives under consideration, Alternatives 9A 
and 9B, include demolition of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. 

Although the adverse effect of demolishing the bridge cannot be avoided, FRA/MDOT considered partially 
minimizing the adverse effect by designing the two new bridges and their piers to be compatible with the 
character defining features of the historic bridge. The character defining features of the existing bridge 
include its traditional railroad architecture, especially its metal trusses, its central projecting section, and its 
use of Allegheny Mountain sandstone and Port Deposit granite. Amtrak is considering four alternative 
bridge designs and four pier designs for the proposed new bridges. The bridge designs, and the extent to 
which they would minimize the adverse effects, are listed below (in descending order of the degree to which 
the new design helps to minimize the adverse effect of the removal of the historic bridge): 

 The bridge alternative in Figure 30, Photo 44 combines deck truss approach spans with a through truss 

main span and is therefore closest to the original bridge in design. Overall, this design rates high in 

terms of its ability to minimize the adverse effect of demolishing the historic bridge. 
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 The bridge alternative in Figure 30, Photo 45 maintains a through truss center span, yet replaces the 

deck truss construction with a girder deck. Although this is a change from the existing bridge, a girder 

is a traditional rail design and therefore appropriate for the replacement of a historic bridge. Overall, 

this design rates medium in terms of its ability to minimize the adverse effect of demolishing the 

historic bridge. 

 The bridge alternative in Figure 31, Photo 46 replaces the through truss of the center span with an arch 

and the deck truss construction with a girder deck. Although this is a change from the existing bridge, 

both arch construction and deck girders are traditional rail design and therefore appropriate for the 

replacement of a historic bridge. Overall, this design rates medium in terms of its ability to minimize 

the adverse effect of demolishing the historic bridge. 

 The bridge alternative in Figure 31, Photo 47 replaces the through truss of the center span with an arch 

and the deck truss construction with a girder deck. The use of arch construction is traditional rail design; 

however, the remaining design elements, especially the delta piers (see Figure 32, Photo 48), are not 

compatible with a historic bridge. Overall, this design rates low in terms of its ability to minimize the 

adverse effect. 

Three of the proposed pier designs, an arched “keyhole” (see Figure 32, Photo 49), a fluted (see Figure 
33, Photo 50), or a wall (see Figure 30, Photos 44-45) have a traditional design and would therefore help 
to minimize the adverse effect of demolishing the bridge. These piers could be used with any of the three 
truss or girder bridge alternatives shown in Photos 44-46. The delta piers shown in Photos 47-48 have a 
modern look and would not minimize the adverse effect of demolishing the bridge. 

The four bridge designs have been shown to consulting parties and the general public at several meetings, 
including on December 10, 2014, November 10, 2015, and April 14, 2016. The design alternative that 
received the strongest support was the one with a deck girder and central arch (shown in Figure 31, Photo 
46), primarily due to the more open look of this design. 

The Susquehanna River Rail Bridge’s stone is an important character defining feature, especially because 
of the use of Port Deposit granite from a local quarry. The adverse effect of the bridge’s demolition could 
be somewhat minimized by incorporating stone into the two new bridges. However, FRA/MDOT have 
determined that using stone in the new bridge is not feasible as it would not meet current engineering design 
standards. In addition, as indicated above, public comment favors a more open pier design (see further 
discussion on the importance of viewsheds in conjunction with the Havre de Grace Historic District.) 

In addition to adversely affecting the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge itself, the Project would impact the 
nine associated masonry rail undergrade bridges that carry the NEC, listed from north to south and shown 
on the aerial photos in Figure 34 to Figure 35: 

 Mill Creek Undergrade Bridge, MP 59.00: a stone-arch bridge with stone abutments resting on 

spread footings. The bridge appears to remain largely intact, although an I-beam that runs along the 

edge of the deck is anchored on either end with concrete that appears to be a later repair. The Project 

calls for the construction of a precast concrete culvert extension on the east side of the tracks (see 

Figure 36, Photo 51). 

 Perryville Railroad Station Undergrade Bridge, MP 59.39: a stone-arch masonry structure with stone 

abutments on spread footings. The Project calls for the construction of a precast concrete culvert 

extension on the east side of the tracks (see Figure 36, Photo 52). 

 Access Road Undergrade Bridge, MP 59.52: a two-span concrete-encased steel-stringer bridge that 

sits on stone abutments and a central steel pier, both founded on spread footings. The bridge’s 

masonry abutments, steel pier, and steel deck do not appear to have been substantially altered. The 

Project calls for the current structure to be replaced with a precast concrete culvert and the existing 
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abutments to be partially demolished and buried in fill. In addition, the new bridge will extend 

beyond the limits of the current structure to the east and the west (see Figure 37, Photos 53-54).  

 North Freedom Lane Undergrade Bridge, MP 60.51: a stone-arch bridge that consists of a masonry 

arch and abutments (or wing walls) on spread footings that retain the embankment on which the NEC 

runs in the area. The bridge appears to be in good condition and does not appear to have been visibly 

altered since its construction as part of the 1904-1906 bridge. The Project calls for the construction of 

a precast concrete culvert extension on the east and west sides of the tracks (see Figure 38, Photos 55-

56).  

 North Stokes Street Undergrade Bridge, MP 60.56: bridge comprised of stone abutments (or wing 

walls) on spread footings supporting steel plate girders. The deck appears to be constructed of 

reinforced concrete. The masonry abutments and steel plate girders appear to date to the original 

1904-1906 construction of the bridge. The Project calls for removal of a portion of the existing stone 

masonry abutment on the west side of the tracks and construction of new concrete abutments on both 

sides of the tracks (see Figure 39, Photos 57-58). 

 Centennial Lane Undergrade Bridge, MP 60.61: a stone-arch bridge that consists of a masonry 

arch and abutments on spread footings. The bridge appears to be in good condition and does not 

appear to have been visibly altered since its construction as part of the 1904-1906 bridge. The Project 

calls for the construction of a through plate girder bridge on a concrete abutment on the east side of the 

tracks for Alternative 9A and a precast concrete culvert extension on both sides of the tracks for 

Alternative 9B (see Figure 40, Photos 59-60) 

 North Adams Street Undergrade Bridge, MP 60.69: The bridge consists of two single- track steel 

plate girder decks atop stone masonry abutments on spread footings. The masonry abutments and 

steel plate girders appear to date to the original construction of the 1904-1906 bridge. Some repairs 

to the upper portions of the masonry abutments are evident. The concrete deck appears to have been 

replaced and the deck platform appears to have been extended with a metal plate supported by metal 

brackets affixed to outer sides of the concrete decking. The Project calls for construction of a new 

concrete abutment on the east side of the tracks and a concrete abutment extension on the west side (see 

Figure 41, Photos 61-62). 

 North Juniata Street Undergrade Bridge, MP 60.77: The bridge consists of four single- track plate-

girder decks atop stone abutments with spread footings. The masonry abutments and steel plate 

girders appear to date to the original construction of the 1904-1906 bridge. The concrete deck appears 

to have been replaced and the deck platform appears to have been extended with a metal plate supported 

by metal brackets affixed to outer sides of the concrete decking. The Project calls for construction of a 

new concrete abutment on the east side of the tracks (see Figure 42, Photo 63). 
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 Lily Run (or Lewis Run) Undergrade Bridge, MP 60.85: The bridge is a stone-arch culvert comprised of 

stone abutments on a spread footing. The Project proposes to span over the flood plain with a multi-

girder bridge, thereby avoiding the need to extend the culvert (see Figure 43, Photo 64). 

As explained in the historic sites survey evaluation, these bridges relate to both the history and the design 
of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge:  

The bridges are constructed of the same materials as the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, 
including Allegheny Mountain sandstone, Port Deposit granite, and (in the case of some bridges) 
steel. Some are stone-arch bridges; others consist of steel plate girders atop stone abutments. 
They are visibly consistent in construction style, with the same distinctive quarry-faced granite 
ashlar facing. In terms of construction materials, engineering, and design, the bridges relate to each 
other and to the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, and they share a history as part of an important 
construction effort undertaken by the Pennsylvania Railroad in the early 20th century. Overall, the 
bridges retain a high degree of historic integrity. 

FRA/MDOT evaluated that the proposal to span over and therefore avoid altering the Lily Run Undergrade 
Bridge (MP 60.85) will not have an adverse effect. However, the Project will have an adverse effect on the 
other eight historic bridges due to the proposal to either replace the existing bridges or to extend them with 
concrete abutments. The adverse effect could be minimized or avoided by using stone in the construction 
of the new bridge extensions; however, FRA/MDOT have determined that using stone is not feasible as it 
would not meet current engineering design standards. Therefore, it is recommended that the adverse effect 
be minimized by using a form liner that emulates stone and is stained to be compatible with the color of the 
existing stone. In addition, to ensure that the new retaining walls in close proximity to the bridges do not 
adversely affect the historic resources, the design of the new walls should be in accordance with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, so that the walls are 
compatible with the bridges’ historic materials, features, size, scale and proportion, and massing. 

The Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project Advisory Board and the Town of Perryville have recommended 
that the north face and wing walls of the underpass at MP 59.52 “should be restored to its original 
architectural appearance,” and that “the entire north entrance of this underpass should be thoroughly cleaned 
and well landscaped along the adjacent embankments and out to Broad Street.” In addition, the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project Advisory Board and the Town of Perryville have also recommended 
that the “low tunnel-like underpass [at MP 59.39] that divides the two MARC Station parking lots should 
be abandoned by sealing it off from the north side. The south side may be left open for historical purposes, 
provided it is made secure from trespassers.” The abandonment and sealing off of the underpass are not 
part of the Project and, if added, would constitute an adverse effect under Section 106. 

The following components of the Project will have no direct physical effects and only limited visual effects 
on the nine historic undergrade bridges: the new communications, overhead contact, and signal systems; 
minor modifications to the Perry Electrical Substation; the modification or relocation of the transmission 
tower on the west side of the track; and modifications to the interlockings. Therefore, because these 
components will not alter a characteristic that makes the undergrade bridges eligible for inclusion in the NR, 
they will have no effect as defined in 36 CFR Part 800.16. 
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5.2. HAVRE DE GRACE HISTORIC DISTRICT 
To assess the Project’s effects on the Havre de Grace Historic District, the following Project elements 
were reviewed: 

 Demolition of the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge.  

 Visual effects associated with the replacement of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, including the 

change from one to two bridges, the massing and height of the new bridges and their piers and 

approaches, and the construction of new retaining walls. 

 Physical taking of property within the historic district. 

 Damage to historic buildings. 

 Alterations to the four undergrade bridges within the historic district. 

 New communications, overhead contact, and signal systems. 

5.2.A. DEMOLITION OF THE SUSQUEHANNA RIVER RAIL BRIDGE 

Because the bridge is a contributing feature of the Havre de Grace Historic District, the proposed demolition 
of the bridge will have an adverse effect on the district due to the “physical destruction, damage, or 
alteration of all or part of the property.” This adverse effect can be minimized by ensuring that the two new 
bridges over the river use a traditional design for the bridges and piers. 

5.2.B. VISUAL EFFECTS 

The Project’s visual effects on the Havre de Grace Historic District were evaluated from three aspects: the 
extent to which the Project would either further block or open up views to/from the historic district, the 
extent to which the view looking at the bridge itself from the historic district would be altered, and the 
extent to which the view from structures within the historic district would be altered due to the Project 
coming in closer proximity to the structures. 

As explained in the NR nomination for the historic district, viewsheds were historically significant within Havre 
de Grace, including views both to and from the water. The fact that the Project proposes to replace one bridge 
with two will result in greater mass that will potentially block views to/from the historic district. However, this 
effect on viewsheds will to a great extent be counterbalanced by the fact that the bridges will be 14’ higher in 
elevation at the navigation channel of the river, thereby opening up views under the bridges. In addition, a 
girder bridge, versus the existing heavy construction truss bridge, will be more shallow and therefore result in 
more open vistas. In terms of the number of piers for the new bridges, the difference between the existing 
conditions (27 piers, including 16 from the existing bridge and 11 from the former 1866 bridge) and the 
proposed construction of between 26 – 38 piers depending on the selected bridge design is not a large difference 
and therefore will not have an effect on the views to/from the historic district. 

In terms of views from the historic district to the bridge, the most important character defining feature, 
whether in close proximity to the bridge (see Figure 44, Photo 65) or further removed (see Figure 44, Photo 
66) is the bridge’s long linear nature with a traditional central feature, currently a truss. All four proposed 
bridge designs will retain this characteristic. 

In summary, the Project will have an effect, but not an adverse effect, on the Havre de Grace Historic 
District’s character defining feature of viewsheds to/from the water and to the bridge. 

Of greater concern, however, is the extent to which the Project would have a visual effect on individual 
structures within the Havre de Grace Historic District. In order to accommodate the increase from two 
tracks to four tracks, the elevated tracks going through the historic district will need to be expanded in 
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width and height, with new retaining walls added. In terms of height, the approach to the bridge in Havre de 
Grace will be six feet higher at the south abutment, three feet higher at Stokes Street, and two feet higher at 
Adams Street near the southern end of the historic district. In terms of width, Alternative 9A and 
Alternative 9B will result in placing the tracks closer to contributing structures within the historic 
district as shown in Table 3. 

Table 3 
Distance to Contributing Structures 

Building/Cluster Alternative 9A Alternative 9B 
511 Warren Street Shifted 30 feet east Shifted 13 feet east 

Cross Mission Church, 429 N. Stokes Street Shifted 44 feet east Shifted 19 feet east 
Bungalows at the intersection of Adams and Warren 

Streets (west side) Shifted 4 to 5 feet west 
518 N. Stokes Street Shifted 26 to 28 feet west 

Mid-nineteenth century houses on southeast corner 
of N. Stokes Street and 560-566 Otsego Street Shifted 30 to 37 feet west 

513 Otsego Street Shifted 46 feet west 
509 Otsego Street Shifted 47 feet west 
600 Water Street Shifted 48 feet west 

 

The proposed changes, especially the widening that will bring the tracks in much closer proximity to some 
of the contributing structures within the historic district, will result in “the isolation of the property from or 
alteration of the character of the property’s setting when that character contributes to the property’s 
qualification for the National Register,” thus constituting an adverse effect. The areas of greatest concern 
are: 

 West side of the tracks: 

 Structures at the intersection of Otsego and Water Streets (see Figure 45, Photo 67) 
 Vernacular Victorian at 518 N. Stokes Street (see Figure 45, Photo 68) 

These structures would be impacted by the effect of the widening of the bridge approach and the 
construction of the new retaining walls for both Alternatives 9A and 9B. The tracks would be 46-48 feet 
closer to the structures at the intersection of Otsego and Water Streets and 26-28 feet closer to 518 N. Stokes 
Street. 

 East side of the tracks: 

 Nineteenth century structure at 511 Warren Street (see Figure 46, Photo 69). 
The tracks would be 40 feet closer in Alternative A, and only 13 feet closer in Alternative B. 
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Several factors were taken into consideration in assessing the extent of the adverse effect on the structures 
on the west side of the tracks. First, the visual effects of the widening of the bridge approach near the 
intersection of Otsego and Water Streets will be minimized by the fact that the stone bridge abutment and 
wingwall across from the houses on Otsego Street will be removed and the new abutment will be placed 
further south near Freedom Lane. In addition, the retaining wall proposed to be built south of Freedom Lane 
will help to separate the tracks from the adjoining structures, with the tracks placed 16 feet within the 
retaining walls. The adverse effect from the widening of the bridge approach can be further minimized by 
ensuring that the retaining wall is designed in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 
the Treatment of Historic Properties, in order to ensure compatibility with the historic district. The Advisory 
Board has recommended that the bridge abutments, underpasses, and retaining walls have a consistent 
architectural design and appearance (see comments in Appendix F). 

5.2.C. PHYSICAL TAKING OF PROPERTY WITHIN THE HISTORIC DISTRICT 

As explained above, the change from two tracks to four tracks will result in widening of the NEC, some of 
which will require the taking of property outside of Amtrak’s right-of-way. For Alternatives 9A and 
Alternative 9B, most of the required taking of property is south of North Adams Street and therefore outside 
of the boundaries of the historic district. Within the historic district, there are two areas of takings: 

 Alternative 9A requires a taking of a small amount of property outside of Amtrak’s right-of-way 

including a 0.1 acre tapered area between Adams Street and Stokes Street and a 0.05 acre area between 

Stokes Street and Freedom Alley. The affected property is undeveloped open space (see Figure 47, 

Photo 70). Due to the small size of the affected land as well as the undeveloped nature, the effect of 

this taking is minor and therefore not adverse. 

 Both Alternatives require the taking of 0.01 acre from the Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park and .034 acre 

from the Broad and Otsego Streets public right-of-way on the west side of the bridge (see Figure 47, 

Photo 71). Due to the small size of the affected land, the effect of these takings is minor and therefore 

not adverse. 

5.2.D. ALTERATIONS TO UNDERGRADE BRIDGES WITHIN THE HISTORIC DISTRICT 

The four undergrade bridges that contribute to the historic significance of the Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge and the Havre de Grace Historic District will need to be modified as part of the Project. FRA/MDOT 
evaluated that the Project will have an adverse effect on these four historic bridges due to the proposed 
extensions to the bridges, which will alter the bridges’ design and materials. This adverse effect could be 
minimized or avoided by using stone in the construction of the new bridge extensions; however, FRA/MDOT 
have determined that using stone is not feasible as it would not meet current engineering design standards. 
Therefore, it is recommended that the adverse effect be minimized by using a form liner that emulates stone 
and is stained to be compatible with the color of the existing stone. In addition, to ensure that the new retaining 
walls in close proximity to the bridges do not adversely affect the historic resources, the design of the new 
walls should be in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties, so that the walls are compatible with the bridges’ historic materials, features, size, scale and 
proportion, and massing. 

Two of the undergrade bridges (at Freedom Lane and Centennial Lane) carry the NEC over alleys, which 
are described in the Havre de Grace Historic District NR nomination as important features within the 
historic district. Because the Project proposes to keep the alleys open for passage, the Project will not have 
an adverse effect on the alleys. Closing up either alley would constitute an additional adverse effect under 
Section 106. 
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5.2.E. DAMAGE TO HISTORIC BUILDINGS 

Because the Project will come in close proximity to some of the contributing resources within the Havre de 
Grace Historic District, it has been assessed for its potential to cause short-term (construction period) and 
long-term (train operations) damage to adjacent structures. Of particular concern are the potential effects to 
511 Warren Street on the east side of the tracks if Alternative 9A is selected, and the effects on the structures 
at 509, 513, 560, and 566 Otsego Street and 518 N. Stokes Street (see Figure 48, Photos 72-76), on the 
west side of the tracks related to either Alternative 9A or Alternative 9B. 

To ensure that there is no construction-related damage, the MOA for the Project will include development 
of a Construction Protection Plan (CPP). The CPP, which will be prepared in consultation with the MHT, 
ACHP (as appropriate), consulting parties, and property owners, will identify all historic architectural 
resources to be included in the plan, and will set forth the specific measures to be used and specifications 
that will be applied to protect these architectural resources from damage during the construction period. 

FRA/MDOT assessed the potential for the Project to cause long-term operational damage to adjacent 
structures and determined that the Project in its operational condition would not have the potential to result 
in vibration at a level that could cause damage to nearby historic structures. As described in Chapter 16, 
"Noise and Vibration," of the Environmental Assessment, vibration produced by the Project would not 
exceed the significant impact thresholds specified in the FTA guidance document's general assessment 
methodology. These impact thresholds are designed to avoid human annoyance and disruptions to human 
activity, and as such are substantially lower than those that could potentially result in building damage, 
even for historic structures. Because the impact thresholds are based on the more stringent criterion of 
human annoyance, damage to adjacent buildings is not specifically addressed in the FTA's general 
assessment methodology. However, since operational vibration resulting from the Project would not result 
in exceedances of the vibration impact criteria, it would not have the potential to result in vibration levels 
that could damage historic resources. 

5.2.F. NEW COMMUNICATIONS, OVERHEAD CONTACT, AND SIGNAL SYSTEMS 

The following components of the Project will have only limited visual effects on the Havre de Grace 
Historic District: the new communications, overhead contact, and signal systems. Therefore, because these 
components will not alter a characteristic that makes the Historic District eligible for inclusion in the NR, 
they will have no effect as defined in 36 CFR Part 800.16. 

5.3. SOUTHERN TERMINUS, SUSQUEHANNA AND TIDEWATER CANAL - 
SOUTH LOCK #1 AND TOLL HOUSE 

The Southern Terminus, Susquehanna and Tidewater Canal - South Lock #1 and Toll House (NR-listed) is 
located approximately one quarter-mile north of the Project site at Erie Street and east of Park Drive. The 
existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is distantly visible from this property (see Figure 49, Photo 77). 
The replacement of the historic bridge would not substantially change the setting of the canal structure nor 
would it diminish the integrity of its historic features. 

Primarily due to distance, the Project would have no adverse effect on the Southern Terminus, Susquehanna 
and Tidewater Canal – South Lock #1 and Toll House.  
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5.4. MARTHA LEWIS (SKIPJACK) 
The Skipjack Martha Lewis (NR-listed), built in 1955 in Wingate, Maryland, is one of the 35 surviving 
traditional Chesapeake Bay skipjacks built specifically for the purposes of oyster harvesting. It was 
moved to Havre de Grace in 1993 and continues to carry passengers and dredge for oysters under sail power. 
It is permanently docked at Millard Tydings Memorial Park, located south of the APE in Havre de Grace; 
however, it is currently undergoing restoration at Frank J. Hutchins Memorial Park, located approximately 
one half mile south of the Project site within the APE. When operating, the vessel typically dredges for 
oysters south of its docking place in the Chesapeake Bay, but occasionally sails north up the Susquehanna 
River, navigating through the open swing span of the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. Under 
both of the Project’s under alternatives, the future vertical clearance of the proposed bridges would be 60 
feet as compared to the 52-foot vertical clearance of the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge when in 
closed position; however, the proposed bridges would be fixed rather than moveable-span structures. The 
mast of the Martha Lewis is currently being replaced and it is anticipated that it will have a height of 
65 feet when complete. Therefore, the Project will result in the Martha Lewis being unable to navigate 
the Susquehanna River north of t h e  new bridges in the future. Although this could restrict the 
movement of the Martha Lewis to some extent, it would not prevent the vessel from accessing its 
traditional oyster dredging grounds in the Chesapeake Bay. Therefore, the Project alternatives would not 
isolate the resource from important aspects of its setting nor alter the characteristics of the resource that 
qualify it for inclusion on the NR. The removal of the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and its 
replacement with new bridges would somewhat alter the temporary setting of the Martha Lewis. However, 
the Martha Lewis permanently docks south of the APE in a location relatively far removed from the existing 
and proposed bridges. The bridges would not be visible from the Martha Lewis in its permanent docking 
location in Millard Tydings Memorial Park. Furthermore, the Skipjack was originally constructed in 
Wingate, Maryland; therefore, the presence of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge does not relate or 
contribute to its historic setting. Therefore, the Project would result in no adverse effect on the Martha 
Lewis. The owners of the Martha Lewis were invited to participate in the Section 106 process as consulting 
parties and have been invited to all public meetings. 

5.5. RODGERS TAVERN 
Rodgers Tavern (NR-listed) is located on the north side of West Main Street in Perryville, 
approximately 300 feet east of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. Under both Alternatives 9A and 9B, there 
would be no direct effect on the tavern; however, there would be a visual effect due to the need to expand 
and elevate the bridge approach in front of the tavern. 

Across Broad Street from the tavern there is currently a 30-foot-high railroad embankment, catenary support 
structures and lines, and a transmission tower (see Figure 50, Photo 78). Both Alternatives 9A and 9B 
would require widening the bridge approach and bringing it approximately 44 feet closer to the tavern. As 
a result, the distance between the tavern and the tracks would be significantly reduced, from about 102 feet 
to 57 feet. The proposed difference in elevation would be minor; the current embankment is 30 feet high 
and the new embankment would be 33 feet high. However, there will be a visual effect due to the need to 
construct a retaining wall to run along the embankment. 

The proposed changes in front of the tavern, especially the widening of the bridge approach that will bring 
the tracks closer to the tavern and the need to construct a retaining wall, will result in “the isolation of the 
property from or alteration of the character of the property’s setting when that character contributes to the 
property’s qualification for the National Register,” thus constituting an adverse effect. In order to minimize 
the adverse effect, FRA/MDOT is working with MHT, Amtrak, and the other consulting parties to explore 
an aesthetic treatment that will allow the wall to better complement the historic tavern. Treatments under 
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consideration include use of a form liner so that the wall imitates the look of stone and better blends with 
the tavern’s architecture (see Figure 50, Photo 79), use of landscaping to screen the wall if there is adequate 
space, and/or development of an appropriate mural. The Town of Perryville, a consulting party, has 
requested that “should the construction of a wall be necessary, that it be built out of architecturally pleasing 
materials and be painted with a mural.” The treatment measure(s) agreed to by the consulting parties will 
be stipulated in the Project’s MOA. 

As described above in conjunction with the Havre de Grace Historic District, the Project will be assessed 
for potential construction-related damage to adjacent historic resources. To ensure that there is no damage 
to the Rodgers Tavern, the Project’s Construction Protection Plan (CPP) will include measures to protect 
the Rodgers Tavern during the construction period. 

FRA/MDOT determined that the Project in its operational condition would not have the potential to result 
in vibration at a level that could cause damage to nearby historic structures. As described in Chapter 16, 
"Noise and Vibration," of the Environmental Assessment vibration produced by the Project would not 
exceed the significant impact thresholds specified in the FTA guidance document's general assessment 
methodology. These impact thresholds are designed to avoid human annoyance and disruptions to human 
activity, and as such are substantially lower than those that could potentially result in building damage, 
even at historic structures. Because the impact thresholds are based on the more stringent criterion of human 
annoyance, damage to adjacent buildings is not specifically addressed in the FTA's general assessment 
methodology. However, since operational vibration resulting from the Project would not result in 
exceedances of the vibration impact criteria, it would not have the potential to result in vibration levels that 
could damage historic resources. 

In terms of views from the tavern to the bridge, the view from the front of the structure is primarily blocked 
by vegetation (see Figure 51 Photo 80). There is a much more extensive view from the walkway at the rear 
of the tavern (see Figure 51 Photo 81). Similar to some of the views from the base of the bridge in Havre 
de Grace, the view consists mainly of a long linear view of the bridge, punctuated by the projecting central 
section of the bridge. As described in the Havre de Grace Historic District analysis, these features will be 
retained, with all of the bridge designs considered incorporating a traditional central span of either an arch 
or a truss. 

The following components of the Project will have no direct physical effects and only limited visual effects 
on the Rodgers Tavern: the new communications, overhead contact, and signal systems; minor 
modifications to the Perry Electrical Substation; and the modification or relocation of the transmission 
tower just railroad north of the Tavern. Therefore, because these components will not alter a characteristic 
that makes the Rodgers Tavern eligible for inclusion in the NR, they will have no effect as defined in 36 
CFR Part 800.16. 

5.6. PRINCIPIO FURNACE (PRINCIPIO IRON WORKS) 
The Principio Iron Works (NR-listed) is located at 1723 Principio Furnace Road. Although the buildings 
associated with the historic resource are located approximately one-half mile north of the Project site, the 
southwest corner of the property (containing only a wooded area) is located in the APE. The existing 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is not visible from this property. The replacement of the bridge would 
not change the setting of the structure nor would it diminish the integrity of its historic features. The 
existing bridge does not relate to or contribute to the characteristics that qualify the Principio Iron 
Works for inclusion in the NR. The Project would therefore have no adverse effects on this historic resource. 
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5.7. PERRY POINT MANSION HOUSE AND MILL 
The Perry Point Mansion House and Mill (NR-listed) is located south of the Perry Point Veterans 
Administration Medical Center on the Susquehanna River at the mouth of the Chesapeake Bay, 
approximately one-half mile south of the P roject site (see Figure 52, Photo 82). The existing 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is distantly visible from this property. The replacement of the bridge 
would not substantially change the setting of the structure nor would it diminish the integrity of its 
historic features. The existing bridge does not relate to or contribute to the characteristics that qualify 
the Perry Point Mansion House and Mill for inclusion in the NR. The Project would have no adverse effect 
on this historic resource. 

5.8. PERRYVILLE RAILROAD STATION 
The Perryville Railroad Station (NR-eligible), 650 Broad Street, is within the Project site. In addition to 
the two-story brick Colonial Revival-style station building, two ancillary structures were identified as 
contributing resources to the historic Station complex: the Perry Interlocking Tower (a two-story circa 
1905 brick control tower southwest of the of the station) and an ashlar stone-arch undergrade bridge (MP 
59.39) constructed in the late nineteenth to early twentieth centuries under the platform for Amtrak 
vehicular use. 

FRA/MDOT initially evaluated that the interlocking tower would need to be demolished to accommodate 
both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B. The Town of Perryville, a consulting party, recommended that, if 
possible, the tower be left in place. Therefore, FRA/MDOT propose to shift the tower in order to avoid the 
adverse effect of demolishing it (see Figure 53, Photo 83). The change in location is minor and will not 
adversely affect the relationship between the interlocking tower and the Perryville Station, thus resulting 
in no adverse effect. 

The undergrade bridge (MP 59.39) that is considered contributing to the NR-eligible station complex will 
be altered with the construction of a precast concrete culvert extension on the east side of the tracks. As 
previously discussed, this action will result in an adverse effect. The adverse effect could be minimized or 
avoided by using stone in the design of the new bridge extensions; however, FRA/MDOT have determined 
that using stone is not feasible as it would not meet current engineering design standards. Therefore, it is 
recommended that the adverse effect be minimized by using a form liner that emulates stone and is stained to 
match the color of the existing stone. In addition, to ensure that the new retaining walls in close proximity 
to the bridge and station do not adversely affect the historic resources, the design of the new walls should 
be in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, 
so that the walls are compatible with the station’s and bridge’s historic materials, features, size, scale and 
proportion, and massing. The Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project Advisory Board and the Town of 
Perryville have recommended that this underpass “should be abandoned by sealing it off from the north side. 
The south side may be left open for historical purposes, provided it is made secure from trespassers.” The 
abandonment and sealing off of the underpass are not part of the Project and, if added, would constitute an 
adverse effect under Section 106. 
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The bridge carrying the south leg of the wye track over Broad Street (see Figure 53, Photo 84), although 
not formally identified as contributing to the Perryville Station complex, is within the viewshed of the 
station complex. Therefore, any change to that bridge would have a visual effect on the NR-eligible 
Perryville Station. As currently planned, this bridge will not need to be altered, therefore not constituting 
an effect.  However, if the plans change and the bridge needs to be altered, Amtrak will ensure that plans 
are developed in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties, so that the bridge continues to be compatible with the station complex’s historic materials, 
features, size, scale and proportion, and massing. 

The following components of the Project will have only limited visual effects on the NR-eligible station 
complex: the new communications, overhead contact, and signal systems; minor modifications to the Perry 
Electrical Substation; the modification or relocation of the transmission tower on the west side of the tracks; 
and modifications to Perry Interlocking at MP 59.4. Therefore, because these components will not alter a 
characteristic that makes the station complex eligible for inclusion in the NR, they will have no effect as 
defined in 36 CFR Part 800.16. 

The station building itself would not be physically altered. However, the alteration and/or removal of 
contributing components of the complex would constitute an adverse effect on the Perryville Station. 

5.9. PERRY POINT VETERANS ADMINISTRATION MEDICAL CENTER 
HISTORIC DISTRICT 

The Veterans Administration Medical Center at Perry Point (NR-eligible) was developed primarily in the 1920s 
through the 1940s as a neuro-psychiatric treatment facility for military veterans. It is located approximately 
400 feet south of the Project site. The existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, bridge abutments, and tracks 
are visible from portions of this large property (see Figure 54, Photos 85-86). Even in locations where the 
tracks pass the historic district, the distance to the historic buildings and the intervening landscaping minimize 
the view of the tracks. There is an open vista to the Perry Electrical Substation; however, minor modifications 
to the Substation will not constitute an effect on the NR-eligible Medical Center Historic District. In parts of 
the property closer to the bridge, there are close views of the abutments; in parts of the property further south 
and east, views of the bridge and abutments are distant. 

Although the replacement of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge with new bridges under both Project 
alternatives would somewhat alter the setting of the Perry Point Veterans Administration Center Historic 
District, this change would not constitute an adverse effect on the Historic District. The existing bridge 
does not relate to or contribute to the characteristics that qualify the Historic District for inclusion in the 
NR. The removal of the existing bridge and construction of two new bridges would not change the 
significant aspects of the setting of the Historic District nor would it diminish the integrity of its historic 
features. The Project would have no adverse effect on the Perry Point Veterans Administration Center 
Historic District. 
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5.10. CROTHERS HOUSE (FURNACE BAY GOLF CLUBHOUSE) 
The Crothers House (NR-eligible) is a two-and-a-half story Colonial Revival residence built in 1936 and 
now used as the clubhouse for the Furnace Bay Golf Course. It is located approximately 1,000 feet north of 
the Project site. The existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is not visible from this property. The 
replacement of the bridge would not change the setting of the structure nor would it diminish the 
integrity of its historic features. The existing bridge does not relate to or contribute to the characteristics 
that qualify the Crothers House for inclusion in the NR. The Project would have no adverse effect on this 
historic resource. 

5.11. WOODLANDS FARM HISTORIC DISTRICT 
The Woodlands Farm Historic District (NR-eligible) is an extension of the boundary of the NR-listed 
Woodlands property north of Maryland Route 7 to include the Woodlands Farm South Complex. The NR-
listed Woodlands property consists of a circa 1810-1820 main house and several outbuildings set on 69 
acres. The Woodlands Farm South Complex is located to the south across Maryland Route 7 and consists 
of a 347-acre farm containing numerous 19th century buildings. The Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is 
not visible from this property. The replacement of the bridge would not change the setting of the Historic 
District nor would it diminish the integrity of its historic features. The existing bridge does not relate 
to or contribute to the characteristics that qualify the Woodlands Farm Historic District for inclusion in 
the NR. The Project would have no adverse effect on this resource. 

5.12. PERRYVILLE UNITED METHODIST CHURCH 
The Perryville United Methodist Church, constructed in 1896 in the Gothic Revival style, was identified 
as an NR-eligible resource as part of this Project. The property is located across Broad Street from the NEC 
(see Figure 55, Photo 87) in Perryville. From the church, the rail line can only be partially seen; the bridge 
cannot be seen at all. Due to the distance and the limited view, the Project would have no adverse effect on 
this resource. 

5.13. PERRYVILLE PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH 
The Perryville Presbyterian Church, constructed in 1892 in the Gothic Revival style, was identified as an 
NR-eligible resource as part of this Project. The property is located on the track side of Broad Street, but is 
screened from the tracks by extensive landscaping. Neither the rail line nor the bridge can be seen at all 
(see Figure 55, Photo 88). Due to the distance and the obstructed views, the Project would have no adverse 
effect on this resource. 
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6. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This report assessed the Project’s effects on historic architectural resources in accordance with Section 106 of the 
NHPA, as amended, and determined that Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B of the Project would not adversely 
affect the following significant historic architectural resources: Southern Terminus, Susquehanna and Tidewater 
Canal – South Lock #1 and Toll House, Martha Lewis (Skipjack), Principio Furnace (Principio Iron Works), 
Perry Point Mansion House and Mill, Perry Point Veterans Administration Medical Center Historic District, 
Crothers House (Furnace Bay Golf Clubhouse), Woodlands Farm Historic District, Perryville United Methodist 
Church, Perryville Presbyterian Church; and the Lily Run Undergrade Bridge (MP 60.85). There would be, 
however, an adverse effect on the following significant historic architectural resources: the Susquehanna River 
Rail Bridge (including 8 of the 9 related undergrade rail bridges), the Havre de Grace Historic District, the Rodgers 
Tavern, and the Perryville Railroad Station (see Table 4). 

Table 4 
Adverse Effects on Historic Architectural Resources 

Known 
Architectural 
Resources in 

the APE 
Adverse 
Effect? Action 

Actions Under Consideration to avoid or minimize 
adverse effects  

Susquehanna 
River Rail 

Bridge 
Yes Demolition 

Avoidance of demolition not feasible 
Minimize through use of traditional design features 
in the two new bridges 

9 overpass 
rail bridges 

Yes 
(all 

except 
MP 

60.85) 

Bridge replacement or 
concrete extensions 

Avoidance of replacing or extending bridges not 
feasible 
Minimize or avoid through use of stone not feasible 

Minimize by using a form liner that emulates stone 
and is stained to be compatible with the color of the 
existing stone 

Possible Construction of adjacent 
retaining walls 

Avoid additional adverse effect by ensuring design of 
the new walls is in accordance with the Secretary of 
the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties 

Havre de 
Grace 

Historic 
District 

Yes 

Demolition of 
Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge, a contributing 
feature to the historic 
district 

Avoidance of demolition not feasible (see above for 
steps to partially mitigate) 

Yes 
Visual adverse effects 
from widening of bridge 
approaches 

Minimize visual adverse effects by locating bridge 
abutment further south, constructing retaining walls, and 
ensuring retaining walls are developed in accordance 
with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties 
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Table 4 (cont’d) 
Adverse Effects on Historic Architectural Resources 

Known 
Architectural 
Resources in 

the APE 
Adverse 
Effect? Action 

Actions Under Consideration to avoid or minimize 
adverse effects  

Havre de 
Grace 

Historic 
District 

(continued) 

Yes 

Extensions to four 
undergrade bridges, 
contributing features to 
the historic district 

Avoidance of replacing or extending bridges not 
feasible 

Minimize or avoid through use of stone not feasible 

Minimize by using a form liner that emulates stone 
and is stained to be compatible with the color of the 
existing stone 

Possible 

Construction of retaining 
walls adjacent to the four 
undergrade bridges 

Avoid additional adverse effect by ensuring design of 
the new walls is in accordance with the Secretary of 
the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties 

Possible 

Construction-related 
damage to contributing 
structures 

Avoid adverse effect through development and 
implementation of a Construction Protection Plan 
(CPP) 

Rodgers 
Tavern 

Yes 

Visual adverse effect 
from the widening of the 
bridge approach 

Minimize visual adverse effect through development 
of an aesthetic treatment for the retaining wall and 
landscaping in front of wall, if possible 

Possible 
Construction-related 
damage 

Avoid adverse effect through development and 
implementation of a Construction Protection Plan 
(CPP) 

Perryville 
Railroad 
Station 

Possible Demolition of Perry 
Interlocking Tower 

Avoid adverse effect by shifting the Interlocking 
Tower slightly within Amtrak ROW 

Yes 

Extension to undergrade 
bridge at MP 59.39, a 
contributing feature to the 
station complex 

Minimize or avoid through use of stone not feasible 
Minimize by using a form liner that emulates stone 
and is stained to be compatible with the color of the 
existing stone 

Yes 
Construction of retaining 
walls adjacent to station 
complex 

Avoid additional adverse effect by ensuring design of 
the new walls should be in accordance with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties 

 

Because certain adverse effects cannot be totally avoided, FRA/MDOT has sought suggestions from the 
consulting parties and the public on potential ways to mitigate the adverse effects. As part of that process, 
the City of Havre de Grace Advisory Board has suggested several ideas for historic mitigation (see the 
Board’s Advisory Bulletin #15, dated March 18, 2015 in Appendix F). Based on a review of the Project 
plans and comments received from the public and the Section 106 consulting parties, FRA/MDOT propose 
the following mitigation measures: 

 Continued review by MHT of design plans to ensure that to the extent possible the plans are compatible 

with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. Of particular 
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concern is the design of the new bridge, the alterations to eight of nine undergrade bridges associated 

with the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, and the new retaining walls. 

 Preparation of Historic American Engineering Record (HAER) documentation of the Susquehanna 

River Rail Bridge and the nine associated undergrade bridges on the NEC. 

 HAER documentation would include narratives that (1) interpret its history, focusing on its 
construction by the Pennsylvania Railroad; and (2) describe in detail the physical characteristics of 
the bridge (including its engineering and functional aspects). Primary and secondary resources 
would be used in the research effort, including historic engineering literature, railroad company 
archives, newspapers and periodicals, and the collections of libraries, historical societies, and other 
repositories. The compiled information, which could include historic plans, photographs, and other 
documents, will be duplicated to appropriate archival standards as part of the recordation 
document. 

 The HAER recordation would also include photographic documentation of the Susquehanna 
River Rail Bridge that would meet appropriate HAER archival standards. 

 In addition, it may be appropriate to produce detailed measured drawings of the existing conditions 
of Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. Typically, detailed measured drawings of large engineered 
structures such as the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge are achieved through the use of three-
dimensional laser scanning technology. 

 Preparation of HAER documentation of the Perry Interlocking Tower, including any interior features. 

 Development of an interpretive exhibit in a park, greenway, or public space that would present the 

history of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge with a focus on the history of the bridge as an early 

twentieth century product of the Pennsylvania Railroad and the engineering aspects of the bridge, 

such as its swing span mechanism. To the extent possible and practical, key features of the 1906 

Pennsylvania Railroad bridge should be incorporated into the display, with the overall goal of conveying 

the advancement of this type of bridge engineering by the beginning of the twentieth century and to 

explain how certain rail ridge components functioned in that era. The location, format, and specific 

content of the exhibit would be identified by the Project sponsor in consultation with MHT and 

consulting parties. 

 Development of an educational document such as a lesson plan that could be incorporated into an 

engineering course curriculum. This lesson plan could focus on the specific engineering aspects of 

the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and/or movable bridge types constructed in the early twentieth 

century by the Pennsylvania Railroad. In addition, it should utilize research knowledge obtained 

from the archaeological investigations and incorporate the history of all of the area’s transportation 

related historic resources, including the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and the affiliated nine 

undergrade bridges; the piers from the 1866 railroad bridge; the eighteenth century ferry crossing; the 

Southern Terminus, Susquehanna and Tidewater Canal - South Lock #1 and Toll House; the Havre 

de Grace Historic District; Rodgers Tavern; and Perryville Railroad Station. 

 Production of a short film that documents the character-defining historical and engineering aspects 

of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. The film could include footage of the bridge in operation 

and address the engineering and design of the swing-span bridge, and its historical context as a 

twentieth century Pennsylvania Railroad bridge. The film could be made available online and/or be 

provided to railroad organizations and local libraries and historical societies. 

 Salvage of elements of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, such as truss components, pier materials, 

tracks, etc. The Project sponsor would develop a list of potentially salvageable items for review and 
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comment by MHT. The Project sponsor would also develop a marketing plan for review by MHT and 

consulting parties. 

 Completion of all archaeological investigations as recommended in the Phase IA Archaeological 

Assessment. 

 Preservation of the abutments from the original (1866) bridge, with consideration given to restoring 

them to their original appearance and function. 

 Development of an interpretative exhibit to be incorporated into the town of Perryville’s Railroad 

Museum located at the Perryville Station. 

 Development of a Construction Protection Plan (CPP) to set forth the specific measures to protect 

from construction-related damage any historic structures in close proximity to the Project. The CPP, 

which will be prepared in consultation with the MHT, ACHP (as appropriate), consulting parties, 

and the property owners, will identify all architectural resources to be included in the plan. 
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SUSQUEHANNA RIVER RAIL BRIDGE PROJECT 
SECTION 106 CONSULTING PARTIES

 
 
Accohannock Indian Tribe, Inc. 
 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
 
Assateague Peoples Tribe 
 
Cecil County Government* 
 
Chesapeake Heritage Conservancy, Inc. 
 
City of Havre De Grace* 
 
Friends of Concord Point Lighthouse, Inc.* 
 
Harford County Government* 
 
Havre De Grace Decoy Museum* 
 
Havre De Grace Maritime Museum 
 
The Historical Society of Cecil County 
 
The Historical Society of Harford County, Inc. 
 
Lower Susquehanna Heritage Greenway* 
 
Maryland Commission on Indian Affairs 
 
Maryland Historical Society 
 
Maryland Historical Trust*  
 
National Park Service, Chesapeake Bay Office* 
 
National Railway Historical Society, Perryville 
Chapter* 
 
Nause-Waiwash Band of Indians, Inc. 
 
 

 
 
Perry Point VA Medical Center 
 
Piscataway Conoy Confederacy and Sub-Tribes, 
Inc. 
 
Piscataway Indian Nation 
 
Pocomoke Indian Tribe, Inc. 
 
Post 47/American Legion 
 
Preservation Maryland 
 
Principio Furnace Foundation, Inc. 
 
Susquehanna Museum of Havre De Grace at the 
Lock House 
 
Susquehanna State Park 
 
Town of Perryville* 
 
Youghiogheny River Band of Shawnee Indians, 
Inc. 
 
Washington-Rochambeau Revolutionary Route-
National Historic Trail Office 
 
Federally-Recognized Indian Tribes, if 
applicable 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

*ACCEPTED INVITATION TO SERVE AS A CONSULTING PARTY 



















































































































































































































Public Comment Received on the Project Website: 
 
I am a frequent train watcher in the Perryville Area.  I enjoy going to the station and watching 
the trains go by.  However, the newly built Perryville Pier is the best place to watch trains.  It 
would be wonderful to have a pedestrian walk along side the tracks with lighted poles to watch 
the trains up close.  If this isn't possible possibly consider making the current bridge built by the 
Pennsylvania Railroad the pedestrian and bicycle bridge.  The railroad bridge is really a symbol 
and significant landmark to both the Community of Perryville and Community of Havre de 
Grace, Maryland.  Like the deconstruction of Pennsylvania Station of New York, if this railroad 
was to be destroyed it would truly be a modern day monumental act of vandalism.  
 
 
Chad Karschner 
4040 Paddrick Road 
Darlington, MD 21034 
 
4/18/2014 


