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Assessment of Effect
November 1, 2004
Proposed Action:
The National Park Service (NPS) is proposing to replace the existing Visitor Center at Fort McHenry
National Monument & Historic Shrine with a new Education/Administration facility that would
accommodate current and future visitation needs, provide space for educational facilities and partner
offices, and consolidate park operations. In conjunction with this project, an ongoing Cultural Landscape
Report (CLR) and Alternative Transportation Study (ATS) will identify key resources and evaluate
options for accessing the site. This Development Concept Plan/Environmental Assessment/Assessment of
Effect (DCP/EA/AOE) analyzes alternatives for an Education/Administration facility, as well as
associated elements of other ongoing planning efforts at the Park, including the ATS and a CLR. The
impacts of these alternatives on the natural, cultural, and human environments are also discussed. ·

For Further Information Contact: John McKenna, General Superintendent
(410) 962-4290

Note to Reviewers and Respondents:
_
If you wish to comment on the Environmental Assessment/Assessment of Effect, you may mail
comments by December 1, 2004 to the name and address below. Please note that names and addresses of
people who comment become part of the public record. If you wish for us to withhold your name and/or
address, you must state this prominently at the beginning of your comment. We will make all submissions
from organizations, businesses, and individuals identifying themselves as representatives or officials of
organizations or businesses available for public inspection in their entirety.
Superintendent

Fort McHenry National Monument & Historic Shrine
2400 East Fort Avenue
Baltimore, Maryland 21230
Comments submitted Via electronic mail may be addressed to fomc_superintendent@nps.gov by
December 1, 2004.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The National Park Service is proposing to replace the existing Visitor Center at Fort McHenry National
Monument & Historic Shrine with a new Education/Administration facility. The new facility would
accommodate current and future visitation needs; provide vital space for educational purposes;
consolidate park operations; and establish space for partner groups to assist in the Park's education and
interpretive programs. In conjunction with this project, an ongoing Cultural Landscape Report and
Alternative_Transportation Study (ATS) would identify key resources and evaluate options for accessing
the site.
Fort McHenry is the only National Park Service (NPS) unit designated as a National Monument and
Historic Shrine. In addition, the site is a destination within the Baltimore Heritage Area and a Chesapeake
Bay Gateways Network site. First established in the late 18th century as part of a national system of
coastal fortifications, Fort McHenry's role in the defense of the city of Baltimore during a British attack
in the War of 1812 inspired Francis Scott Keyt~ write "The Star-Spangled Banner."
Much of the Park's infrastructure dates to the early 1960s. Since then, visitation at the Park has grown to
approximately 608,077 annually, creating frequent overflows of people at both the Visitor Center and
parking areas during peak seasons. Current projections suggest that the growth in visitation over the next
10 years could raise this number to an estimated 723,800. Motivated by these trends, the Park is
considering changes in both site circulation/access and visitor facilities.
To accommodate increasing visitation at the Park and meet visitor and administration needs, the NPS
proposes to improve the visitor experience and park operations by: providing updated facilities and
increased services and amenities; increasing alternative transportation through improved services and
strengthened partnerships; and enhancing the efficiency of park operations by removing functions from
historic buildings and landscapes and providing adequate administration facilities.
This document considers four alternatives for a new Education/Administration facility and related
improvements: one (1), No Build (No Action) Alternative and three (3) build alternatives. All of the
actions proposed would be concentrated outside of the Fort's 1814 reservation boundary to avoid
impacting resources critical to the Park's mission. These actions include:
Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D -

No Build
Rehabilitated Visitor Center
Campus Plan
Education/Administration Building (NPS Preferred Alternative)
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The No Build Alternative would not add any new facilities, other than those already planned under other
projects, to Fort McHenry. The current Visitor Center would continue to lack adequate space for
orientation, interpretation, and exhibits, and many of the Park's administrative offices would be spread
out over the site, including those housed in the Star Fort.
·
Alternative B would seek to enhance and expand the current Visitor Center. These improvements would
provide more room for interpretation and education, but would not be large enough to consolidate all of
the Park's administrative functions. In order to remove these operations from the Star Fort, a new
administrative building would be constructed by the front gate.
Alternative C would demolish the current Visitor Center and replace it with a new education/
administration facility, located between the parking lot and the Patapsco River. The new facility would
provide more room for interpretation and education than available in the No Build Alternative or
Alternative B. It would not, however, provide enough space to consolidate the Park's administrative
activities. As in Alternative B, a new administrative facility would be constructed by the front gate. In
order to provide more parking, the overflow parking area would be paved to create a permanent parking
terrace.
Alternative D, the NPS Preferred Alternative, would also demolish the current Visitor Center, and
construct a facility between the parking lot and the historic road trace. This new structure would allow for
all park operations, including administration, education, and visitor services, ·to be consolidated in this
location. This would eliminate the need for an administration building by the front wall, as the other build
alternatives propose. In order to provide more parking, two scenarios are presented for the current
. overflow parking area. Parking Option 1 would include the paved parking terrace described in
Alternative C. Parking Option 2, which would maintain some of the Park's green space, incorporates a
covered parking terrace.

All of the build alternatives would include the following:
• improved public restrooms;
• circulation improvements around the front gate;
• delineated bicycle access and bicycle parking area;
• bus pull off aprons alongside the Education/Administration facilities;
• coordinated effort for additional parking offsite; and
• coordinated effort for a floating dock to be attached to the current dock.
Impact topics were chosen for evaluation based on the Council of Environmental Quality's NEPA
regulations and NPS Director's Order 12, by assessing the issues raised during regulatory and other
scoping meetings, and by observing the potentially affected resources at the project site. The
Environmentally Preferred Alternative is also the NPS preferred alternative, Alternative D with Parking
Option 2.
All of the alternatives considered have beneficial and adverse impacts. In the build options, adverse
impacts to soils, topography, and vegetation would occur as a result of clearing and placing the new
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facility. Archeological resources might also be impacted, though this impact has been determined to be no
adverse effect under Section_106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended.
Although negligible, floodplain areas would be adversely impacted in Alternative C and D.
Under the No Build Alternative, problems would continue to impact visitor use and experience,
circulation, and park operations. The Visitor Center would not be adequately sized to handle current
visitation levels. As a result, visitors would miss out on interpretive and educational information, like the
film, before visiting the·site. Buses would continue to create congestion both on Park roads and
surrounding public roads. This would create safety hazards for pedestrians and other vehicles as they
attempted to move around parked or moving buses. Finally, park operations would continue to be spread
out across the Park, in locations that were not designed for administrative uses. This would create
inefficiencies in operations and not allow the staff to fully focus on enhancing the Park.
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INTRODUCTION: PURPOSE & NEED

INTRODUCTION
Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine is a National Park Service (NPS) unit located in
Baltimore, Maryland. In addition, the site is a destination within the Baltimore Heritage Area and a
Chesapeake Bay Gateways Network site. First established in the late 181h century as part of a national
system of coastal fortifications, Fort McHenry's role in the defense of the city of Baltimore during a
British attack during the War of 1812 inspired Francis Scott Key to write "The Star-Spangled Banner."
Fort McHenry is located in Locust Point, just two miles from the Inner Har~or area of Baltimore; a .
booming industrial and economic growth center (Figure 1). The Park is accessible by car, public transit,
school bus, private tour operator, and water transit service. Adjacent parceis are owned by the City of
Baltimore, the U.S. Naval Reserve, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and private industries. The Locust
Point neighborhood is an active part of the Port of Baltimore area. The port has several commercial piers
and a marine terminal located near Fort McHenry (Figure 2). Fort McHenry's 43 acres is one of the most
consolidated green spaces in the region (Figure 3).
Much of the Park's infrastructure dates to the early 1960s. Since then, visitation at the Park has grown to
approximately 608,077 annually, creating frequent overflows of people at both the Visitor Center and
parking areas during peak seasons. Current projections suggest that the growth in .visitation over the next
10 years could raise this number to 723,800. This bas motivated the Park to consider conceptual planning
for both site circulation/access and visitor facilities .. The Park is proposing to replace the existing Visitor
Center with a new Education/Administration facility that would accommodate current and future
visitation needs; provide for educational facilities and minimal space for partner offices; and provide for
consolidated park operations. In addition, an ongoing Alternative Transportation Study (ATS) would
allow the Park to evaluate options for accessing the site.
This Development Concept Plan/Environmental Assessment/Assessment of Effect (DCP/EA/AOE)
analyzes alternatives for an Education/Administration facility, as well as associated elements of other
ongoing planning efforts at the Park, including the ATS and a Cultural Landscape Report (CLR). The
impacts of these alternatives on the natural, cultural, and human environments are also discussed. This
document has been prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969,
as amended; regulations of the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) (40 CFR 1508.9); NPS
Director's Order-I 2 (D0-12): Conservation Planning, Environmental Impact Analysis, and Decisionmaking; and the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended.
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NPS LINE-ITEM CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM PROJECT FUNDING

The Fort McHenry education I administration building will undergo the following process in order to
request design, construction and construction management funding for this project:
The NPS uses a service-wide priority system based on mission goals and other indices to develop a
prioritized capital construction program. The process begins with field identification of individual facility
deficiencies and capital improvement needs that are formulated into project proposals. Justifications are
developed, construction costs estimated, and all of the information is entered into the NPS Project
Management Information System (PMIS). Capital construction project information entered in PMIS is
approved at the park, _regional, and Washington office levels on a project-by-project basis.
The development of a service-wide line-item construction program begins when parks are annually requested to
prioritize all of their PMIS entries, including major construction partnership projects, and submit them to their
regional office. For line-item construction, the park-submitted projects are evaluated and prioritized into a
regional list Each region's submission is limited by a predetermined total-dollar construction allocation derived
from an annual NPS service-.wide budget allocation. Projects submitted by the regions are then evaluated and
ranked based on their contribution to mission goals and costs using the NPS Choosing~By-Advantage prograni (a
form ofcost-benefit analysis); scored and banded using Department of Interior (DOI) emphasis criteria based on
percentage of deferred maintenance, critical health and safety and resource protection benefits, and other factors;
and ultimately prioritized into a service-wide line-item construction program The resultant prioritized list
generates a draft 5-year service-wide line-item const:iruction plan (5-year plan). The draft 5-year plan lists all
major construction projects by fiscal year in priority order including partnership projects that require a federal
funding share. The draft plan is reviewed by the NPS Investment Review Board, a panel of senior executives, and
approved by the NPS Director.
The NPS-approved 5-year plan is submitted to the Department of Interior for review and approval.
.Following DOI approval, the 5-year plan is submitted to the Office of ~anagement and Budget (OMB)
for review and approval as part of the NPS-DOI budget submission. Following OMB approval, the 5-year
plan becomes part of the President's annuafbudget request to the Congress. The Congress reviews the
individual projects, or "line items," requested for the initial year of the plan and makes _funding decisions
on a line-by-line basis. Congress may also provide feedback or direction on any project in the plan in
specific language in the various committee reports accompanying their actions on the annual
appropriations bill.
PROJECT SCHEDULE

Subsequent to completing the Development Concept Plan, this project will need to be approved for funding by
the NPS by the year 2010. Partners' fundraising efforts will need to be completed by 2009 in order for the facility
to be constructed in time for the Bicentennial in 2012. The project will be considered in accordance with the
NPS's line-item construction review process outlined above. The NPS has many needs for limited line-item
construction funds and there is no guarantee that this project will be fully funded and completed by the proposed
target date of September 2012. It is anticipated that this project will be a partnership project, and as such will have
to be in compliance with the NPS partnership process outlined below:
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Phase I- Initial Phase (Currently Underway)
• Identify and acquire and authorization for planning of construction project
• Notify and involve public
• Finalize Development Concept Plan
Phase II - Project Identification (Approximately E year)
• Prepare a Project Statement for construction of a facility to be reviewed and prioritized at
regional and national levels
• Identify potential partners
• Prepare and finalize Letter of Intent between the NPS and project partners
• Get approval of the project by the Regional Director of the Northeast Region of the NPS
• Complete NPS Development Advisory Board review of the project
• Consult with Congress about the project
Phase III -Agreement Phase (Approximately 1 year)
• Prepare Fundraising Agreement and Communication Plan to be reviewed and approved by the
Director of the National Park Service
• Consult with Congress about the project
Phase IV - Development Phase (Approximately 2 years)
• Begin fundraising activity
• Prepare, review and get approval for pre-design and schematic design from NPS Development
Advisory Board
• Complete fundraising efforts
Phase V - Implementation Phase (Approximately 2-112 years)
• Complete final design (Approximately 1 year)
• Construction (Approximately 18 months)

PROJECT BACKGROUND
HISTORY AND SIGNIFICANCE OF THE PARK

Initial fortifications in the area were developed for the Revolutionary War in 1776. At the time, the
peninsula was referred to as Whetstone Point. Coastal fortifications were crucial during the Revolution,
and Whetstone Point had a strategic location guarding the port of Baltimore. After the war, as the
Continental Army was reduced in size and focused on dealings with Native Americans, the Fort at
Whetstone Point was sold to private interests. It remained in private hands for the next 13 years, when the
State of Maryland ceded the land to the federal government.
By the early 1790s, tensions between England and the United States were rising. In preparation for
another conflict, the United States government authorized funding for the First American System ( 17941804) in 1794 which sought to fortify the Atlantic Coast and the Great Lakes. Work at Whetstone point
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under this program consisted of the construction of the Star Fort; which was named after the Secretary. of
War, James McHenry. Along with the construction, additional batteries were added to the area.
Tensions eased a bit at the turn of the century, and the rush to fortify the Atlan_tic Coast and Great Lakes,
the First American System came to an end. By 1804, however, the French and British were involved in
another conflict. The British Navy began boarding and impressing crews of American ships in order to
maintain their own vessels to battle the French. These actions sparked the Second American System of
coastal fortifications ( 1807-1818). This development was in preparation for a conflict between British and
American forces and included the construction of new forts as well as increasing fire power and defenses
at others (Cheek 2000).
·

I
I
I
I
I
I

THE BATTLE OF BALTIMORE

In the summer of 1812, England and the United States went to war. Despite this formal declaration, it was ·
not until 1814, that England devoted attention to the campaigns in America. The 1814 Fort McHenry
consisted of the Star Fort, with a ravel in, a dry moat, and various inside buildings; an Upper Battery and a
Lower Battery (near the water's edge), and several outbuildings, among them a barracks, store houses,
and a hospital (Figure 4). The commander of the Fort, Major George Armistead (1780-1818), had
commissioned a large American flag for the Fort. It was important to the Major that the flag be visible to
ships at a great distance (Cheek 2000).
On August 24, 1814, a British force from ail Atlantic based fleet entered Washington D.C. The British
burned much of the city, and President James Madison was forced to flee to Virginia. Remaining
American forces moved to regroup in Baltimore. The British also converged on Baltimore, which had
been viewed as one of the British Navy's primary targets. Baltimore citizens had shown strong support
for the war and had even initiated their own attacks on British ships. On the morning of September 13,
1814, British ships began bombarding Fort McHenry in an effort to flush out its defenders. The attack
continued until the next morning when British cannons fell silent and the ships sailed away in defeat.
During the battle, Francis Scott Key watched from an American truce vessel. Key and another American
representative had been sent by President Madison to negotiate.the release of a Doctor William Beanes,
who had been taken prisoner days earlier. Although the negotiation proved successful, Key and Dr.
Beanes were detained until after the battle. Inspired by the events that he witnessed, Key penned "The
Star-Spangled Banner," which later became our nation's National Anthem in 1931.
Fort McHenry was established as a National Monument in 1925, and received its current title as a
National Monument & Historic Shrine in 1939. The Park was established to "preserve the Star Fort, the
associated structures, material culture, archeology, and landscapes, and to provide for their use in a way
that leaves them protected for future generations. These cultural and natural resources, representing a
continuum of our nation's military -history, and pivotal in the defense of Baltimore during the War of
1812, shall be preserved as a perpetual national monument and as a shrine of the birthplace of 'The StarSpangled Banner."'
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PLANS OUTLINING MANAGEMENT GOALS
MASTER PLAN

The Fort Henry Master Plan (NPS 1968) sets a 10-20 year outlook for Park development. Amended in
1988, the document outlines plans for the future and identifies deficiencies that must be remedied in order
achieve the future needs and vision. The deficiencies in the Park's current Visitor Center are specifically
outlined in the document and include: lack of space for interpretation and education, insufficient theater
seating, and congested circulation (NPS 1988). It proposes three alternatives to address these deficiencies:
maintain the status quo, build an addition to the current facility, or construct a new facility. Expanding the
existing Visitor Center with an addition would nearly double the building's size, but would only meet the
minimum requirements necessary to solve visitor and staff needs. It would impose a greater impact on the
initial views of the site, as it would be located in the center of the Park. The construction of a new facility,
if built, could meet all visitor and st.a ff needs and improve the park setting by reducing the intrusion on
the historical scene. It has been described as providing:
·
"an interpretive program accessible to all visitors, adequate and appropriate visitor facilities, a
visitor and resource protection program, a visitor and employee safety program, and a
concession gift shop selling interpretive literature, theme-related items, and souvenirs. "
Other construction elements outlined in the Master Plan inclu~e the construction of permanent restroom
facilities adjacent to the parking lot (temporary facilities now exist) and the re-design of the current
parking area to accommodate bus traffic. The redesign would provide safer pedestrian access from the
parking area to the interpretive sites within the Park. All of the new facilities proposed in the 1988 Master
Plan would be located outside the original 1814 boundary line of the Fort's property. The Master Plan
also describes guidelines to select alternative facilities and for managing Park resources.
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

Fort McHenry's Resource Management Plan (NPS 1999) provides goals for cultural and natural resources
and outlines the Park's natural and cultural resource inventory and monitoring efforts. The plan describes
the current inventory of natural resources within the Fort McHenry and efforts underway to monitor and
protect thein. Similarly, the plan inventories the Park's cultural resources. It provides brief descriptions on
the condition of these resources as well as current and planned monitoring activities. In addition to these
descriptions, the plan notes the number of visitors that arrive at the Park annually and cites high approval
ratings reported from visitor surveys. There is no information available to relate the high number of
visitors to the condition of the resources.
One of the relevant goals outlined in the plan is the completion of a CLR to document important
landscape characteristics and features contributing to the site's significance. Such a plan is currently
underway by the Olmsted Center and is being conducted in collaboration with this report. Until the report
is complete, the Park will not carry out any further plantings or new construction that could disrupt its
cultural resources. Though it does not address the impacts of a new Education/Administration facility, the
Resource Management Plan notes the need for a larger facility.
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LONG RANGE INTERPRETIVE PLAN
The Park's Comprehensive Interpretive Plan (NPS 2002) describes the ongoing interpretation at the Park,
outlines a plan for improvements to the interpretive programs, and details the conditions that would result
from implementation of that plan. Once again, the plan addresses deficiencies in the current Visitor
Center as a hindrance to meeting the Park's interpretive goals. Specific recommendations include:

Space is neededfor the following/unctions: entrance lobby, accessible restrooms, orientation/
information desk, auditorium and queuing space, permanent exhibit gallery, changing exhibit
gallery, concession/cooperation association sales with office, work and storage space,
dedicated education space, first aid, and administrative space for staff.
By correcting these inadequacies, interpretive actions necessary to satisfy the visitor experience could be
carried out. The recommendations, as outlined in the document, for properly implementing the desired
interpretive programs include a larger facility. These needs helped guide the planning and design of the
alternatives described below, and will direct the Park's development of the new facility.

CULTURAL LANDSCAPE REPORT
The Olmsted Center for Landscape Preservation has .worked to develop a CLR in ~njunction with this
project. Not only does the CLR provide valuable research information to the Park, but also provides
guidelines for development that will avoid important resources. The objectives of the cultural landscape
report are to:
Inform the DCP/EA/AOE process regarding the Visitor Center replacement/expansion, ·
• Document the evolution of the Fort McHenry landscape,
Identify landscape characteristics and features contributing to the site's historical significance,
• Document the changing historical approaches to site vegetation and vegetation management so as
to guide future vegetation treatment and maintenance, and
Provide documentation that supports Park consultation responsibilities under Section 106 of the
NHPA and NEPA
The CLR includes a general introduction, a descriptive site history, narrative supported by graphics and
plans, and an inventory of existing landscape conditions (including major landscape characteristics). The
report concludes with an analysis of historical significance and an evaluation of historical integrity, which
draws upon the findings of the 1999 National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) documentation fonn
prepared for Fort McHenry, as well as on the Determination of Eligibility of Mission 66 era park
development completed in 2003.
The report has aided the development of alternatives for the Education/Administration facility, and will
continue to inform future developments at the Park to minimize impacts to sensitive cultural landscapes.
A key element of the findings addresses the need to keep development out of the Fort's 1814 reservation
boundary. The reservation boundary refers to the area that was considered Fort property at the time of the
Battle of Baltimore. The boundary is shown on Figure 3. All of the alternatives described below.avoid
this area.
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ALTERNATIVE TRANSPORTATION STUDY
The Alternative Transportation Study (ATS) initiates an evaluation of modes of alternative transportation
in and around Fort McHenry. This evaluation includes information on the types of transportation as well
as the percentage·of visitors using or potentially using these various modes. The A TS also recommends
means to enhance the percentage of visitors using alternative transportation. This can be done by
improving existing transportation options, such as extending the current public bus route, or by adding
new elements, like a delineated bike lane on nearby roads and/or improved docks for water taxis. The
recommendations made in the ATS will not be implemented with the Education/Administration project,
but would be acted upon afterwards to support the facility's successful development.
ARCHEOLOGICAL OVERVIEW AND ASSESSMENT
In 2000, an archeological overview and assessment, 'On the shore dimly seen... 'an Archeological
Overview Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine Baltimore, Maryland, was completed
for the Park. The assessment described the history of the region and the Fort to set the stage for
description of archeological resources. Previous aircheological investigations were described in the report,
including their methodologies and findings. These findings are synthesized to provide an overall view of
the Park's archeology in an effort to plan future investigations and projects.
The findings provided the baseline guidance for the development of this project. They describe the types
of resources located throughout the Park, including those in areas selected for development. Staff
continues to work with the ~ppropriate agencies and experts to build from this information and provide
detailed guidance on the development of the new facilities in a manner that will avoid significant impacts
to archeological resources (Cheek 2000).
NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES DOCUMENTATION
In April 1999, the documentation to place the Park's resources on the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP) was completed. This effort not only documented the importance of these resources, but placed
limitations on future development. Based on its designation as a National Monument and Historic Shrine,
the entire Park is listed on the NRHP. A large number of the natural, physical, and cultural resources
within the Park contribute to this listing. Avoiding impacts to t~es~ resources was, and continues to be, a
crucial part of this project.
DETERMINATION OF INELIGIBILITY FOR MISSION 66 ERA DEVELOPMENT
The Park's current Visitor Center, one of its maintenance buildings, and the overall layout of the main
Park road and parking area are products of the NPS Mission 66 development. Many of these
developments are now eligible for consideration on the NRHP. In 2003, a detailed examination of the
NHRP eligibilities of these buildings was undertaken. In June of that year, the Park's Mission 66
structures and design were determined to be ineligible for listing on the NRHP. As a result, these
structures and facilities do not create development constraints for this project.
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PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION
Fort McHenry represents a critical time in our nation's history when our shores were breached by a
foreign invader. Washington, D.C., was ablaze and Baltimore City was under siege. A small group of
Americans at Fort McHenry prepared to fight off their attackers. For 25 hours the battle waged on, and
the citizens of Baltimore began to lose hope in their defenses. As dawn broke, th~ British and American
guns were silent. Tµe morning cannon at Fort McHenry fired a triumphant volley as the British ships
sailed away from Baltimore, leaving the American flag flying high over the Fort.
As tensions in the world increase, this moment in American history and the significance of our flag and
National Anthem have taken on a new meaning for Americans. This project offers enhanced opportunities
for visitors to experience Fort McHenry's important role in American history.

PURPOSE
To accommodate the increasing visitation at Fort McHenry and meet visitor and administration needs, the
NPS proposes to improve the visitor experience by providing updated facilities and increased services and
amenities. The NPS also supports enhancing the efficiency of Park operations by removing functions
from historic buildings and landscapes and providing adequate space for administration activities. The
proposed work would provide a larger facility to meet visitor needs as well as enhance the Park's ability
to educate visitors on its resources. The proposed work would allow this to be done in a safe environment,
which visitors could easily access. These elements would all contribute to the NPS goal of protecting and
preserving our nation's historic resources.
Some of the objectives would be to:
• Provide safe accommodation for the steadily increasing volume of visitors;
• Provide a quality orientation experience for all visitors;
• Ensure access to meaningful interpretative and library services;
• Provide facilities and visitor services that comply with the Americans with Disabili~es Act (ADA);
• Expand and promote water transport and transit services;
• Reduce congestion in the Park through improved on-site and off-site parking infrastructure and/or
management;
.
• Reduce the potential mixed traffic safety hazard adjacent to the front gate;
• Provide new opportunities for bicycle and pedestrian access to the Park;
• Improve the delivery of traveler information and promote awareness of alternative transportation
options and services, especially by collaborating with local stakeholders;
• Consolidate Park operations and establish central operation offices with accessible staff areas separate
from visitor areas;
• Remove interpretive/commemorative elements that have lost their context or become obstacles to
maintenance operations;
• Determine new location and design of an Education/Administration facility that minimizes impacts to
the Park's cultural landscape; and
• Remove administrative and operational functions from the historic Star Fort and surrounding area.
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NEED
This DCP/EA/AOE seeks to address a number of deficiencies at the Park that were identified as early as
1968 during the preparation of the original Master Plan. These needs, particularly those related to
facilities and interpretation, were again noted in the 1988 Master Plan Amendment/EA (FOMC 1988).
Both documents and the Park's Statement for Management recommend a new visitor center.
The Statement for Management reports the following with respect to the visitor center:
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"The Visitor Center is inadequate to meet current needs. Visitors in the spring and summer often cannot
see the Parkfilm because the auditorium is filled by visiting groups. The four unit men's and three unit
women's restrooms are frequently overcrowded, with lines ofvisitors in the lobby waiting to use the
facilities. The 190-square-foot gift shop is frequently overcrowded, forcing visitors to wait in line before
entering the shop. This situation is aggravated because the people waiting to use the restrooms block the
entrance to the gift shop and cause congestion in front of the information desk This bottleneck also
prevents access to basement stairs utilized by Visitor Center staff Office space for staffis also inadequate
and restrooms must be shared with the visiting public. "
In addition, safety concerns in the gift shop are compounded when limited floor space is used to store
inventory behind the sales counter. This is also true for crowding throughout the building - tripping
hazards are created whenever boxes are placed in office and travel space instead of loading docks and
storage areas.
The current master plan describes the current visitor center and office space in the following terms:
"The lobby, exhibit space and auditorium should be enlarged to provide "holding" space to provide a
control ofvisitor movement to the Star Fort. Also, increased space for interpretive activities will permit
more thorough "pre orientation " of visitors and thus enable them to complete the Fort tour more rapidly.
Additional space is needed to relieve the congestion around the concession counter. Also, toilet rooms
must be enlarged. More space is needed for staffoffices, which at present are badly crowded. Provisions
also should be made for a conference room, library and workroom for study collections and for storage.
It is estimated that the present structure should be doubled in size to accommodate the increased needs
described above. "
The identified concerns can generally be divided into three categories: improving visitor experience,
enhancing transportation options, and Park operations. The objectives listed above address established
needs and will be incorporated into each build alternative.

VISITOR EXPERIENCE
For some time, the size and location of the Visitor Center has presented numerous challenges. As
visitation continues to increase and facilities at Fort McHenry become more outdated, the quality of the
visitor experience will decline. The Park's 5,700 square foot Visitor Center was built in 1964 to
accommodate an annual visitation of250,000, yet visitation has reached an estimated 608,077 annually,
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and the building cannot meet visitor service or administrative needs. With a 70-seat auditorium, the
building cannot al\.\'.ays accommodate school and tour groups that are common in the spring and summer.
The result is that 30-40% of school groups cannot view the orientation film during the busy school season
(April-May), and up to 20% of general visitors and bus tours do not view the film during May-October.
Those who are turned away from the Visitor Center but choose to stay on the site and explore do so
without an adequate orientation to the Park's history and resources. Rangers .report that many others
simply give up and leave rather than waiting for another showing of the film.
The lack of space has also forced the Park to minimize interpretive exhibits. Fort McHenry maintains a
sizable museum collection of over 55,000 artifacts including extremely rare weapons, uniforms, flags,
commemorative memorabilia, rare books, furnishings, period archival documents, and a substantial
collection of archeological material. These artifacts provide physical evidence of the site's military
history relating to the War of 1812 up through World War II. The Park also maintains a Park History
Collection pertaining to the site's history since it became a unit in the National Park Service. Few items
from this unique collection can be utilized in interpretive exhibits in the current facility because of the
lack of space and security. This current deficiency .further reduces the visitor's ability to understand the
significance of the site or learn more about the times and events that impacted it. This lack of education
causes visitors to leave the Park without an understanding of what specifically happened at the site.
Visitors do not learn about the Fort in the wider context of the War of 1812 and the events leading to the
Battle of Baltimore, nor do they gain an understanding of the importance of the Chesapeake Bay as a

strategic corridor during the war. Space constraints also limit opportunities to interpret the Chesapeake
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Bay ecosystem and stress the site's role as a Chesapeake Bay Gateway.
The lack of visitor conveniences at the site is another factor limiting the length of stay. There are
restrooms located in the Visitor Center and adjacent to the parking lot. However, those in the Visitor
Center are not ADA compliant. Aside from vending machines, there are no food services available at the
site. Visitors can choose to leave the Park and find food within the neighboring area; however, visitors
arriving via water taxi must walk one- half mile to find refreshments or cut their visit short.
Current concession space is woefully inadequate. Sales items waiting to be restocked are currently stored
on the floor of the gift shop, on the floor of the visitor center lobby and corridor to the bathrooms of the
visitor center lobby. Sales staff must process mail order items at their cash register while conducting other
business. Storage rooms are inadequate for either of these tasks and currently accessed via a narrow, steep
staircase in the basement. The size and iµfrastructure of the current gift shop allows for sales only, no
interpretive messages for the relevance of the items, and very little room for regional and national
emphasis items. In addition, the current operation )las no loading dock or area for unloading packages that
can be voluminous at times and present a security.risk.

ALTERNATIVE TRANSPORTATION
An important issue is the need to increase alternative transportation services through strengthened
partnerships to reduce congestion resulting from increasing visitor numbers. The NPS' s system-wide
transportation goal is to offer a range of safe visitor transportation options, including alternative
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transportation methods to reduce the use of personal automobiles for transport to and within parks. The
proposed improvements would not only expand transportation options to Fort McHenry, but would
improve visitor safety and resource protection as well. The Fort McHenry ATS aims to improve the
current alternative transportation services - public transit, school bus, private tour operator, pedestrian,
bicycle, and water taxi service - through new or enhanced transportation services, and better presentation
of traveler information.
Currently, alternative transportation options to Fort McHenry are limited. There is one public bus line that
terminates at the entrance to the gate, which is used by few Park visitors. Traveling to Fort McHenry via
this route could potentially be a long trip (over 45 minutes from the connecting Mondawmin Metro
station). Water transportation services are also provided to the site by two service providers. It is
estimated that in 2002 11 % of visitors to the Fort used one of the two water transportation services that
serves the Fort. One of the water taxi services provides a shuttle bus from a landing at Tide Point mixeduse development to the Fort and a second service provides a water taxi to a City-owned dock adjacent to
the Fort. A fairly large percentage of visitors to the site are school children who arrive on school buses.
Visitors also come to the site via private tour buses. The total number of visitors who arrive at the Fort via
school and tour bus is approximately 11 % of the total visitation. Finally, local visitors may arrive on foot
or by bicycle. Pedestrian and bicycle visitors to the Fort are estimated to be approximately 9% of total
visitors.

It is currently estimated that approximately 70% of Port visitors arrive via private automobile. The current
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Visitor Center has 161 automobile parking spaces for vehicles and six bus parking spaces. During peak
season, from late April to mid-June, large numbers of school and/or tour groups visit the Park. It J.s
common to have 25-35 buses access the site per day. The six bus parking spaces are insufficient to
accommodate this peak demand, which creates traffic problems in the Park and in the surrounding
community, as buses look for parking outside the Fort. Often special event tour buses discharge their
passengers at the entrance to the site and search elsewhere in the neighborhood for parking, returning to
the Park at a specified time to meet their groups. When parking for private autos exceeds the supply in the
existing visitor parking lot, the Park allows overflow parking on a stabilized turf area located between the·
visitor parking lot and the current administration building. Frequent use of the overflow area damages the
turf. The nearby Naval Reserve Center and Maryland Port Authority permit some overflow parking in
their parking lots as well. The port authority allows Park visitors to park in its lot during special events.
The Naval Reserve restricts its parking to NPS event staff.
The dimensions of the historic entrance gate to the Fort also create traffic problems. The entrance gate
was constructed in 1837 and is hazardous to vehicles, pedestrians, and bicycles because of 1) the abrupt
transition from wide two-lane thoroughfares to the narrow one-lane gate passage, 2) the mix of car and
truck traffic from Fort Avenue and Wallace Street outside the gate, and Constellation Plaza and the
maintenance area service road inside the gate, and 3) the lack of signage and traffic control outside the
gate.
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PARK OPERATIONS AND INFRASTRUCTURE

From the time the current Visitor Center was constructed, Park management has recognized major design
deficiencies. The basement area bas restricted use due to the lack of more than one egress. Until the Park
staff recognized the Life Safety Code violation of only having one exit, the basement was used for a
variety of functions including meeting area, offic_es, and general storage. A second egress was discussed
but never constructed due to other deficiencies causing drainage problems within the exterior walls of the
building. Since it was constructed in 1964, the structure has been piagued by periodic flooding throughout
the building. Installing an additional penetration through the foundation to provide a second egress was
not feasible because of the potential to worsen the drainage problem.
The general age and design of the structure underscores other issues such as deteriorating exterior fa9ade.
The existing window systems are failing which allows water penetration. The rusting steel frames are
crushing the plate glass. The flat roof systems are failing from exposure to climatic changes. This problem
is aggravated by the mandatory use of "sharp shooter stands" for presidential visits and the addition of an
air quality station mounted on the flat roof. The original design for the ductwork for the HYAC is
undersized for the equipment being used in the facility. This is an irreversible deficiency since the
supports are poured in the floors and foundations. Overall construction methods used in the original
design make it impossible to retrofit the current building to address building code issues or energy
efficiency thrusts.
In order for Fort McHenry to make these improvements and move forward in its mission, infrastructure
improvements are necessary to enhance staff efficiency and progress. Park headquarters operations are
spread among five buildings around the site, up to 1/3 mile apart: the Visitor Center, the Star Fort, two
maintenance buildings, and the former superintendent's quarters. The existing Visitor Center, which
houses administrative offices and the staff break room and lockers, is located on the historic landscape
within the viewshed of the Star Fort and within the historic scene. In addition, the building's 1960s
Modernist design is incompatible with other structures in the Fort area. Due to the lack of available space
in the Visitor Center, modem functions, including the Park library, staff offices, and archival collections
storage, are inappropriately located in historic structures. Also, the library's location in the Fort makes it
inaccessible to many visitors, as it is located on the second floor and is not ADA accessible.
Much of the Visitor Center is not ADA compliant, and volunteers and staff with disabilities are not able
to access the Park's break room or locker area in the basement of the Visitor Center. In addition, these
volunteers are not able to use the restrooms in the Visitor Center.
The disjointed nature of Fort McHenry's administrative offices also poses a problem. With offices located
at opposite ends of the Park, a great deal of time is wasted traveling between the various offices for
various tasks. This reduces efficiency and takes a~ay time that could be spent assisting visitors.
Over the years, trees have been planted throughout the site and the overall impact has diminished the Star
Fort as the focal point of visitor's attention. Some trees were planted to honor certain people associated
with the Battle of Baltimore and bronze plaques were installed to mark the locations. However, many of
these trees have died and have not been replaced. Missing trees not only confuse visitors but also take
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away from the significance of the plaques. The plaques themselves hinder maintenance operations as
landscaping activities must carefully work around them. In addition, the building's 1960s Mission 66
design has been determined to be ineligible for inclusion on the NRHP and is incompatible with other
structures in the Fort area.
Currently, because oflong lines, many visitors bypass the fee collection area at the Fort and roam the site
without paying. There are no statistics on how often this happens, but anecdotal evidence indicates that it
does, leading to lost revenue for the Park. This could limit the use of fees to help fund the proposed
improvements.

PLANNING ISSUES AND CONCERNS
Issues and concerns affecting this proposal were identified from past NPS planning efforts, and input ·
from environmental groups and state and federal agencies.

Community Support. Fort McHenry has been fortunate to play a role in the development of a strong
community environment at Locust Point. Local groups work hard to ensure that development within the
community does not detract from its character. The Park has received support from these group~ in the
past, and it is important that the community be aware of and support the facility and related designs.
Landscape/Viewsheds. The Park is surrounded by urban development and provides the local community
and the city with a rare piece of green landscape and unobstructed views of the harbor. These qualities are
not only important recreational elements, but also as historical resources vital to the story of Fort
McHenry. A new design should seek to preserve and capitalize on these resources.
Safety. The current entrance to the site creates a number of safety issues as vehicles waiting to enter the
Park must contend with other vehicles accessing adjacent sites. Vehicles exiting the .site must also deal
with this congestion, as well as pedestrians walking along the main Park road. Pedestrian and vehicular
congestion exist along much of the main Park road. A new design should address these issues and seek to
mitigate them.
Stormwater management. The Park sits at the confluence of tributaries to the Chesapeake Bay. It also has
a constructed wetland area adjacent to it. Legal requirements and the Park's desire to maintain its
reputation as a good neighbor require that any new design not only mitigate but also reduce stormwater
loads.

IMPACT TOPICS
Specific impact topics were developed to allow comparison of the environmental consequences of each.
alternative. These impact topics were identified based on federal laws, regulations, and Executive Orders; NPS
Management Policies 2001, and NPS knowledge oflimited or easily impacted resources. The following impact
topics and environmental considerations were identified and considered in this project and will be discussed in
more detail in "Chapter 3: Affected Environment" and "Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences."
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.NATURAL AND PHYSICAL RESOURCES

SOILS AND TOPOGRAPHY
Soils and topography at Fort McHenry have been impacted for centuries as defensive techniques have
changed, resulting in soil disruptions and landscaping. Much of the soil in the area is fill material brought
in during historic development activities at the Fort. The proposed project would create soil disturbances
at the Park as the current Visitor Center is removed, a new facility constructed, and ir:nproved parking
areas, driveways, and sidewalks are laid out. For this reason, soils and topography is considered as an
impact topic.

VEGETATION
Like the soils and topography in the area, Fort McHenry's vegetation has been altered throughout its
history as military development changed over the years. As more land was taken up, vegetation was
removed. Later on, as the military presence was rcemoved from the Fort, vegetation was replaced with a
variety of species. Today, Foit McHenry's vegetation is a "park-like" setting containing maintained lawns
that are considered urban in character. Numerous tree and shrub species also exist on the site. The build
alternatives would impact vegetated areas near the current and proposed facilities; therefore, vegetation is
considered as an impact topic.

FLOODPLAINS
. Floodplains provide natural flood protection and erosion control. As river levels rise, water spills into the
floodplain. This low-lying area allows the heightened water levels to flow by without erodmg the
surrounding landscape. As the water recedes, the floodplain accumulates the sediment that is carried in
the water, thus reducing the amount of sediment picked up by the floodwaters. Fort McHenry is located at
the confluenc.e of Northwest Branch and Middle Branch of the Patapsco River. Portions of the Park are
located within the 100-year and 500-year floodplains . .Because development could extend into.• or impact
resources within the floodplain, it is considered an impact topic.

SURFACE WATERS AND CHESAPEAKE BAY RESOURCES
. The Chesapeake Bay is the largest estuary in North America. There are an estimated 150 major rivers
flowing into the Bay, and approximately 100,000 streams. The Bay supports over 300 species of fish and
2,700 plants. Fort McHenry lands are located within the Chesapeake Bay drainage basin. The project
could impact the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area as defined by the State of Maryland's Chesapeake Bay
Critical Area Law. This area is defined as being within 1,000 feet of the Chesapeake Bay, its tributaries to
the head of tide, and tidal wetlands. Due to this potential impact, surface waters and Chesapeake Bay
· Resources is considered as impact topic.
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HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
A hazardous material is a chemical or mixture of chemicals that is toxic, highly toxic, an irritant, a
corrosive, a strong oxidizer, a strong sensitizer, combustible, flammable, extremely flammable,
dangerously reactive, pressure generating, or that otherwise may cause substantial personal injury or
substantial illness during or as a direct result of any customary or reasonable foreseeable handling or use
{NPS 1993). The presence of asbestos containing material (ACM) and lead-based paint (LBP) at the
current Visitor Center and other Park structures may present a risk during construction activities. Because
of this potential risk, hazardous .materials is considered as an impact topic.
ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES
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The NPS defines archeological resources as, "any material remains or physical evidence of past human
life or activities which are of archeological interest~ including the record of the impacts of human
activities .;m the environment," {NPS-28: Cultural Resource Management Guideline). There are many
archeological resources within the park, only some of which have been investigated to date, that have the
potential of contributing to an increased understanding of the area's history. The project could affect the
integrity of these resources and/or those resources that remain undiscovered. For these reasons,
archeological resources is considered to be an impact topic.
HISTORIC STRUCTURES
The NPS defines a historic structure as one that is, "significant in American history, architecture,
engineering, archeology, or culture," {NPS-28). Fort McHenry is listed on the NRHP, and complete
documentation for the park was submitted and approved by the Keeper of the National Register in April
1999. While there are numerous Mission 66 Era features in the park, these various Mission 66 buildings
and landscape designs were deemed ineligible to be included in the NRHP in June 2000. The Star Fort is
currently used to house Park collections and administrative operations. These uses could be modified or
removed based on the project development. For these reasons, historic structures is considered as an
impact topic.
CULTURAL LANDSCAPES
The NPS defines cultural landscapes as, "a geographic area, including both cultural and natural resources
and the wildlife or domestic animals therein, associated with a historic event, activity, or person
exhibiting other cultural or aesthetic values," {NPS-28). Fort McHenry National Monument & Historic
Shrine represents a historic site composed of numerous historic, arc~eological, and cultural landscape
resources that reflect the historic continuum of Fort McHenry's evolutionary development. These
resources comprise the structural design elements and materials that have gone into the Fort's
construction and the artifacts and other elements of material culture associated with the various periods of
construction and occupation. These resources may be impacted by the project. Therefore, cultural
landscapes is considered as an impact topic.
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MUSEUM COLLECTIONS
The NPS defines museum collections as, "an assemblage of objects, works of art, historic documents,
and/or natural history specimens collected according to a rational scheme and maintained so they can be
preserved, studied, and interpreted for public benefit," (NPS-28). The Park's museum collection consists
of over 55,000 artifacts that are currently stored in the Civil War Powder Magazine along with over 5,000
artifacts from Hampton National Historic Site (Fort McHenry's sister site). Over 70,000 historical
documents have been copied on paper and microfilm, and are stored in the library in the Star Fort. These
documents hold substantial information and insights into the history of Fort McHenry, its uses, and
development through time. These papers also contain important information about the Park's historical
and archeological significance. The build alternatives could impact their storage; therefore, the topic of
museum collections is considered an impact topic.
VISUAL RESOURCES
Visual resources comprise the backbone of the history of Fort McHenry and what it represents today.
Sites from the Battle of Baltimore and the flag flying high over the Fort inspired Francis Scott Key to pen
the words that would become our National Anthem. Today the Park continues to preserve views of the
flag, the Fort, and the harbor where the Battle occurred many years ago. Fort McHenry also provides one
of the few locations in the area with ample green space and undisturbed views of the water. Development
of the new facility and related structures could impact this resource. Due to this potential impact, the topic
of visual resources is considered as an impact topic.
VISITOR USE AND EXPERIENCE
Providing education, interpretation, and an all-around visitor experience is a core element of the NPS.
Parks not only seek to protect and preserve important resources, but also preserve and present them to the
public. Each of the build alternatives would seek to improve visitor experience. These alternatives would
also impact the Fort McHenry landscape and could impact visitor experience. Visitor use and experience
is therefore considered to be an impact topic.
PARK OPERATIONS AND INFRASTRUCTURE
Parks are more than just natural and cultural resources. They are buildings, roads, ~d other facilities. All
of these are maintained, studied, and in some cases preserved, and presented by park staff. To satisfy the
proposed need, changes to the Visitor Center, parking configuration, and operations overall are necessary.
These changes would alter the current operations in terms of available space and location. Because of
these impacts, Park operations and infrastructure is included as an impact topic.
TRANSPORTATION
Securing safe and reliable transportation to park units is a critical task of the NPS. One of the initiatives
the agency has developed is to enhance alternative modes of transportation. Alternative modes of
transportation have been shown to reduce impact to the surrounding resources, reduce congestion on local
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or Park roads, and, as an added benefit, provide a unique experience for the visitor. In conjunction with
the DCP/EA/AOE, an ATS is underway. This study has analyzed ways to enhance multimodal
transportation options to the park, including linkages to the regional transportation network. Potential
impacts would arise from new visitor transportation patterns involving modal shifts among cars, buses,
and water transport. Therefore, transportation is considered as an impact topic.

CIRCULATION AND SITE ACCESS
The purpose of park roads is to, "enhance.visitor experience while providing safe and efficient
accommodation of park visitors and serve essential management needs," (NPS 1984). Current circulation
and site access patterns have created congestion and general visitor confusion. The build alternatives .
would seek to improve both circulation and site access in an effort to improve visitor experience and
appreciation of the Park. Based on these potential improvements, circulation and site access is considered
as an impact topic.
LOCAL ECONOMY AND LAND USE
It is important to the NPS to foster a healthy and productive relationship with the communities
surrounding its units. Changes in the local economy or land use may impac_t a Park, while changes made
within the Park have the potential to contribute economic or land use changes in the surrounding
community. .Currently all of Fort McHenry's land is used for interpretation, visitor experience, or support
activities. The only private vendor within the Park is the Evelyn Hill Corporation which operates the gift
shop. Two separate water transit services provide access to the Park. There is the potential for a food
service to be added to the peninsula and/or the water transit services to be modified. For these reasons,
local economy and land use is considered as an impact topic.

IMPACTTOPICS DISMISSED FROM FURTHER ANALYSIS
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The following impact topics and environmental considerations were identified but eliminated from further.
analysis because they are not affected by the proposed alternatives or the existing conditions at the project
area.
PRIME FARMLAND
Prime farmland is one of several designations made by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) to
identify important farmland in the United States. The Baltimore County Soil Conservation District
(BCSCD), of which Baltimore City is a part, provides assistance to local farmers, homeowners, and
developers on soil conservation practices and farmland management that will prevent the loss of valuable
soils. Prime farmland is important because it contributes to the nation's short- and long-range needs for
food and fiber. Urban or developed areas are not considered prime farmland; therefore, there is no prime
farmland located within the project area. Prime farmland was therefore dismissed from further analysis.

Introduction: Purpose & Need

25

Fort McHenry National Monument & Historic Shrine
Education/Administration Facility
DCPIEAIAOE

RARE, THREATENED, AND ENDANGERED SPECIES
In a letter dated February 9, 2004, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) indicated that except for
occasional transient individuals, no federally proposed or listed endangered or threatened species are
known to exist within the project area. The Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR) concurred
with this finding, in a letter dated January 22, 2004. Maryland DNR has no record of Federal or State rare,
threatened, or endangered animals or plants within the project area. The open waters adjacent to the area,
however, are known historic waterfowl concentration areas. If any water dependent facilities are to be
constructed, the Wildlife and Heritage Service would be consulted for technical assistance regarding
waterfowl. Rare, threatened, and endangered species were therefore dismissed from consideration. See
correspondence in Appendix A for additional information.

WILDLIFE HABITAT
The project would not impact wildlife habitat. The Park's vegetation is limited and confined primarily to a
designed landscape. Such a landscape does not support a unique habitat that could not be found in the
surrounding area. Work associated with this project would take place within the existing Park area, a
developed area with high human activity levels. Wildlife in the area could be impacted temporarily during
construction; however, this impact would be short-term and negligible. Wildlife habitat was therefore
eliminated as an impact topic.

AIR QUALITY
Fort McHenry is located in the Baltimore Metropolitan Region, which includes Anne Arundel, Baltimore,
Carroll, Harford, and Howard counties, and Baltimore City. The region is designated as severe ground
level ozone "nonattainment area" by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). This status
implies that the region fails to meet the health based standard for ground level ozone pollution. The EPA
continues to work with nonattainment areas throughout the United States to develop ways of reducing
pollution and thus improving air quality.
Actions proposed under this project would have some short-term impacts to air quality. Hauling material,
operating equipment and other construction activities could result in a short-term increase of vehicle exhaust and
emissions. However, hydrocarbons, nitrates (NOx), and sulfur dioxide (SOi) emissions, as well as any airborne
particulates created by fugitive dust plumes, would be rapidly dissipated because air stagnation is rare at the
project site. Overall, there could be a negligible degradation oflocal air quality; however, such impacts would be
short-term, lasting only as long as constructioIL Furthermore, as the area has already been designated as
nonattairunent, these short-term impacts would not lead to any definable degradation of air quality. Therefore, air
quality was dismissed as an impact topic.
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In accordance with NPS Management Policies 2001 (NPS 2000), the NPS strives to preserve natural
ambient landscapes, which are natural resources and values that exist in the absence of human caused
light. Fort McHenry closes at dusk. Therefore, any additional lighting would not impact the Park's
mission, and is dismissed as an impact topic.

SOUNDSCAPES
In accordance with NPS Management Policies 2001 (NPS 2000) and Director's Order 47: Sound
Preservation and Noise Management (NPS 2000a), an important part of the NPS mission is preservation of
natural soundscapes associated with national park units. Natural soundscapes exist in the absence ofhumancaused sound. The natural ambient soundscape is the aggregate of all the natural sounds that occur in park
units, together with the physical capacity for transmitting natural sounds. Natural sounds occur within and
beyond the range of sounds that humans can perceive and can be transmitted through air, water, or solid
materials. The frequencies, magnitudes, and durations of human-caused sound considered acceptable varies
among NPS units, as well as potentially throughout each park unit, being generally greater in developed
areas and less in undeveloped areas. Any impacts to the Park's soundscape would be temporary and would
occur only during construction periods. Therefore, soundscape was dismissed as an impact topic.

ETBNOGRAPIDC RESOURCES
.Ethnographic resources are defined as any "site, structure, object, landscape, or natural resource feature
assigned traditional legendary, religious, subsistence, or other significance in the cultural system of a
group traditionally associated with it," (NPS - 28). Presently, there are no known ethnographic sites in the
project area. In the unlikely event that human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, or objects of
cultural patrimony are discovered during construction, provisions outlined in the Native American Graves
Protection and Repatriation Act (25 USC 3001) of 1990 would be followed.

INDIAN TRUST RESOURCES
Secretarial Order 3175 requires that any anticipated impacts to Indian trust resources from a proposed
project or action by Department of Interior agencies be explicitly addressed in envirorunental documents.
The federal Indian trust responsibility is a legally enforceable obligation on the part of ~e United States
to protect tribal lands, assets, resources, and treaty rights, and it represents a duty to carry out the
mandates of federal law with respect to American Indian and Alaska Native tribes.

I
I

There are no Indian trust resources in Fort McHenry. The lands comprising the Park are not held in trust
by the Secretary of the Interior for the benefit oflndians due to their status as Indians. Therefore, Indian
trust resources is dismissed as an impact topic.
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ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE
Presidential Executive Order 12898, "General Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority ,
Populations and Low-Income Populations," requires all federal agencies to incorporate environmental
justice into their missions by identifying and addressing the disproportionately high and/or adverse human
. health or environmental impacts of their programs and policies on minorities and low-income populations
and communities. The proposed action would not have health or environmental impacts on minorities or
low-income populations or communities as defined in the National Environmental Justice Advisory
Council (EPA 2004). Therefore, environmental justice was dismissed as an impact topic.
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INTRODUCTION

I.

The alternatives section describes four alternatives for the Fort McHenry DCP, the No Build (No Action)
Alternative and three build alternatives. It also lists several alternatives that were considered but
dismissed. The build alternatives for this project were developed to resolve specific concerns related to
visitor use and experience; Park operations arid inefficiencies; and poor pedestrian and vehicular
circulation and site access. The action alternatives presented in this document combine the development
of a new or rehabilitated Education/Administration facility with new parking and access strategies. All of
the build options seek to enhance the visitor experience by providing improved interpretation and
education facilities, more space for consolidation of Park operations, and congestion relief for vehicles
and pedestrians both in and immediately outside the gates of Fort McHenry.
The basis for the facility designs described below was derived from the NPS predi~tive facilities model.
The inputs for the planning model for visitor facilities were developed after extensive research in such
buildings across the nation, including NPS examples, other public (Federal, State, local) agencies, and
private musewns.
The model is a predictive tool giving realistic project size and cost as determined from answers to a series
of basic questi~ns. Results include a baseline NPS facility size as well as the gross square feet needed for
a building customized for particular park requirements. Through interviews with Fort McHenry (FOMC)
staff and resulting data, the NPS Washington Office of Construction Program Management conducted a
facility planning model analysis of the proposed Education/Administrative Center. Two model
applications were run: the Visitor Facility Planning Model and the Administration Facility Planning
Model. Results of the two models will be combined, with adjustments for duplication of spaces, into one
building. While the visitor facility results exceed the benchmark of comparable facilities in the NPS, the
visitation modifications that produced these results are deemed acceptable and based on valid data. The

consequent square footage assignments are thus deemed acceptable model results for the specific facility
under discussion.

I
I

The NPS has adopted the concept of sustainable design as a guiding principle of facility planning and
development. The objectives of sustainability are to design facilities to minimize adverse impacts on
natural and cultural values, reflect the envirorunental setting, maintain and encourage biodiversity; to
construct and retrofit facilities using energy-efficient materials and building techniques; to operate and
maintain facilities to promote sustainability; and to illustrate and promote conservation principles and
practices through sustainable design and ecologically sensitive use. Essentially, sustainability is living
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within the environment with the least impact on the environment This project subscribes to and supports
the practices of sustainable planning, design, and use by creating a new Education/Administration
structure that would support the Park's goals and avoid any need to develop a new building in the future.

I
I
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An overview of each alternative is provided below. The levels of and approach to the proposed

modifications vary among the alternatives, but in all build options there are great improvements to the
visitor experience, circulation and site access, and park operations. The changes that are proposed for Fort
McHenry are attributed to the Education/Administration facility, changes in circulation and parking, and
the alterations at the maintenance facility. For comparison purposes, the alternatives are described by
these topic areas.

I

ALTERNATIVE A- NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE

.I

Under the No Build Alternative, the current Visitor Center would be maintained in its current size,
location, and function. Efforts to utilize the limited space would continue. Park offices would remain in
the Star Fort until a more appropriate location could be developed, and the maintenance area and
parking scheme would remain unchanged. These focations are described in detail below and illustrated
in Figure 5.
EDUCATION/ADMINISTRATION FACILITY

The current Visitor Center functions as the Park's orientation, education, exhibit, and administration facility,
providing approximately 5,700 square feet of usable space. The total area covered by the Visitor Center is 5,000
square feet The Visitor Center contains a scaled model ofthe park and several paintings interpreting the history
of Fort McHenry. The area for these displays is relatively small, situated between the theater and administrative
offices. These elements provide a brief background for visitors prior to entering the theater to view the Park's
interpretive film. The lobby also houses the information/fee desk and bookstore. Restrooms are available in the
Visitor Center; however, they are not ADA compliant Temporary ADA accessible restrooms are located outside
the building, adjacent to the parking lot The theater provides limited seating to view a film that tells the story of
the Battle of Baltimore. As the film ends, a curtain open5 to reveal a direct view of the flag flying over the Fort.
The film and the displays in the lobby are the only educational elements that can be fit into the Visitor Center.
Due to the lack of space, most ofthe Park's administrative functions are carried out in the Fort or Mission 66
duplex located west of the overflow parking area The superintendent's office has remained in the Visitor Center,
while many of the other ranger offices are now located on the second floor of one ofthe buildings in the Fort. The
Fort McHenry library, a small conference room, and an NPS residence are also located on the second floor. The
ground floors of several of the buildings in the Fort are used for interpretive displays. These displays include
audiovisual elements showing how the Battle of Baltimore unfolded, uniforms worn by soldiers throughout the
Fort's history, and a room designed to present soldiers quarters as they were during the Battle ofBaltimore. The
remainder ofthe Park's administrative activities is carried out in the Mission 66 duplex. located near the front
gate, far from the Visitor Center and Fort. Though not designed for administrative use, the building provides the
only remaining space suitable for this use: The other halfofthis building is used for NPS housing.
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Figure 5: No Build Alternative
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PARKING

Under the No Build Alternative (Figure 5), converging two-way traffic at the entrance to the Parle passes
through the narrow entrance gate. Once through the gate, vehicles follow the unlined Park road to the parking lot
The parking lot presently provides space for 161 automobile parking spaces and six bus spaces. The bus spaces
are not designed to provide easy maneuverability for large buses. As a result, buses back up into traffic, block the
road, and create safety hazards for both pedestrians and other vehicles. The grass lot to the west ofthe parking lot
has been maintained by the Park for overflow parking, allowing an additional 125 cars to parlc on grass turf. This
parking capacity is regularly exceeded during spring and summer months, and during special events. Several
additional parking spaces exist around the Mission 66 duplex and outside the front wall; however these spaces are
for employee use only.
MAINTENANCE AREA

Under this alternative, maintenance operations wiU continue to be housed in two locations. The first
locale is north of the entrance gate, along the Boundary Wall. This building is one of the Park's Mission
66 structures, and is located adjacent to the duplex which is also Mission 66 in style. The maintenance
building houses the employee break room, a few offices, and storage areas. There is a separate entrance
and driveway for this area from Wallace Street.
The remaining maintenance operation is located at the opposite side of the Park entrance road, south of
the main entrance gate. The operation here is housed in a metal building that was recycled from
Gettysburg National Military Park (NMP). The building is used primarily for storage and maintenance
activities. There are no sewer services or running water available at this facility. Park operations have
used much of the grass and dirt area around this building to park vehicles and store large pieces of
equipment.

ELEMENTS COMMON TO THE BUILD ALTERNATIVES
Along with creating a new facility, the build alternatives are also designed to address the planning issues outlined
in the Introduction of this document These issues include congestion around the front gate, access, circulation,
and safety. Several proposed actions are common to all. of the build alternatives, and would all be concentrated
outside ofthe 1814 reservation boundary of the Fort. These actions include:
FRONT GATE

Congestion around the front gate is an ongoing problem for Fort McHenry and its visitors. It creates safety
hazards, and can create a poor first impression ofthe Parle. In order to improve this situation, all ofthe build
alternatives consider the following:
• Eliminate traffic conflicts at the front gate,
Make the pedestrian sidewalks continuous through the gate, and
• Improve·the "first impression" of the visitor at the gate.
·
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While the simplest physical modification may be to expand the existing gate to provide sufficient width
for two-way traffic, this alternative has been ruled out since this gate is basically unchanged from its 1837
configuration and is a character defining feature of the Fort.

In every build alternative, the East Fort Avenue/Constellation Plaza roadway curb line would be realigned with
the inside of the gate piers, connecting the NPS sidewalks inside the Fort with the City sidewalks outside of the
Fort.
Each alternative also includes traffic calming measures to reduce vehicular speeds and improve the
visitor's "first impression," of the Park. Traffic calming, as defined by the Institute of Transportation
Engineers, " ... involves changes in street alignment, installation of barriers, and other physical measures
to reduce traffic speeds and/or cut-through volumes, in the interest of street safety, livability, and other
public purjJoses." In all of the build scenarios, a speed table (3 to 4 inch raised area in a roadway, approx
20' long, with different texture) wo~ld be installed to reduce vehicular speeds and provide a visual cue to
drivers approaching the narrow gate. Experience with speed tables has shown to reduce speeds by nearly ··
20%, and decrease accidents by almost 50%. The speed table surface may be paved with brick or
cobblestone (both materials have precedent in this area historically), and would provide the textural
change from asphalt that is desired (Figure 6). A STOP sign would also be installed outside the gate to
control incoming traffic.
BICYCLE ACCESS
Along with the traffic improvements discussed above, all of the build alternatives include improved
bicycle access to the Park. A bicycle lane could be established on each side of East Fort Avenue to
promote bicycle travel to and from the Fort. Once inside the Park, a bicycle lane would be delineated to ·
allow safe access to a desigilated poin_t where riders could secure their bicycles and visit the Park. These
locations are described with the alternatives below.
WATER ACCESS .
Another element common to the build alternatives is a floating dock connected to the current fixed dock
servicing privately-owned water taxis (Figure 7). There are safety and access issues associated with the
present configuration of the fixed pier. When boats dock alongside the fixed pier, they continue to rise
and fall with the tides while the dock remains motionless. Therefore the distance between the boat deck
and the dock is constantly changing and does not meet ADA accessibility guidelines. The floating dock
provides a constant freeboard relative to the boat's decks. The operator(s) can provide accessible portable
gangways. The floating dock design also includes ramps to the fixed pier meeting accessible slope
req-girements at all tidal heights. Because the dock is City property, the NPS cannot make these changes,
but can suggest that they be made to enhance access to the federal site.
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Figure 6: Front Gate Concept Improvements
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TICKETING
Under all of the build alternatives, fee collection and ticketing would be carried out immediately upon
entering the new Education/Administration facility. This would be accomplished by directing visitors
from the parking lot and other access points directly to the entrance of the new facility. Those visitors that
are visiting the Park simply to use the Seawall Trail or other recreation along the waterfront would not be
required to pay a fee under current policy, and could bypass the new facility. Each alternative described
below would include landscaping designed to help direct visitors to the facility entrance.
·
BUS APRONS
All of the build alternatives call for the construction of bus aprons adjacent to the proposed facilities.
Though the layout and location of each apron varies depending on ihe alternative, the aprons provide easy
access for buses to reach the facility and tum around. These aprons allow the project to continue to
address pedestrian safety in and around the front gate and main parking lot. Each bus apron has been
designed to reduce interaction between pedestrians and moving vehicles.
EMPLOYEENOLUNTEER PARKING
As parking is a critical deficiency at the Park, the maintenance facility located to the north of the main
gate would be demolished in all of the build alternatives. In its place, 22 new parking spaces would be
establi$hed. These spaces would provide parking for employees and volunteers, and could be accessed
through the back entranceway to the maintenance area. Additional "soft parking" would continue to be
available adjacent to the metal maintenance building, along the south side of the main entrance. Soft
parking is used to describe undeveloped grass or dirt covered areas that can be intentionally used for
parking vehicles.
OFFSITE PARKING
Another element common to all build alternatjves is the option to seek additional parking offsite,
especially during the peak season and special events. Fort McHenry would consider negotiating an
agreement with the Maryland Port Authority for use of their parking lot immediately outside the front
gate. The Park also shares legal jurisdiction with the Naval Reserve Center for Nimitz Road and the
portion of the parking lot closest to the Park. An agreement with the Naval Reserve would provide further
options for emergency egress and overflow parking during the peak season and special events.
MITIGATION
To compensate for removed trees, replacements would be planted around the parking lot and the buildings
in all alternatives. Plantings would be a mixture of deciduous and evergreen trees, preferably native
species to Maryland and or species already present and flourishing at Fort McHenry. Examples would be
Willow Oak (Quercus phellos); Red Maple (Acer rubrum); American Holly (flex opaca); and White Pine
(Pinus strobus). Evergreen shrubs would be used to soften the building and maintain green throughout the
year. Plantings would be designed to be low maintenance. The plantings would occur upon completion of
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development. Species lost would be replaced, however it may take time for the new trees to fully mature.
Once mature, the trees would offer direct replacements for the lost trees, though possibly in different locations.
Managing stormwater is also an effort that is common to all the build options. The quantity of water running
over the surface of the land, and the pollutants it accumulates as it flows towards surrounding water bodies,
would be controlled through a variety of low impact development techniques. Treatment efforts would be
aimed at improving the quality of water discharged downstream from the site.
Stormwater management at Fort McHenry would be focused on Best Management Practices (BMPs) for
collecting and treating roof and pavement runoff, as well as the use of green spaces around buildings and
parking lot islands for water infiltration and treatment Proposed stormwater management practices will be in
accordance with Maryland Stormwater Management Guidelines for State and Federal Projects (MOE 2001),
2000 Maryland Stormwater Design Manual Volumes I & II (MOE 2000), and Maryland Chesapeake and
Atlantic Coastal Bays Critical Area 10% Rule Guidance Manual (CWP 2003).
Based on the project size, and location of development, the BMPs would be designed to address the estimated
12 acres that would be included in, and around the areas of development. The location of the BMPs would be
developed to carefully avoid any known or potential archeological resources. Initial locations would be
proposed, and then undergo archeological investigations to ensure no resources would be impacted. If any
resources were identified, a new location for the BMPs would be suggested. This process would continue until
· a location was selected that suited the site's stormwater management needs while avoiding archeological
resources.
All of these common elements are designed to address the planning issues described earlier in this document.
Only after community support, landscape and viewsheds, safety, and stormwater management have been
addressed can the specifics for the alternatives be laid out. The three build alternatives are described below. A
summary of all of the alternatives is displayed in the table below.
Tahk I :

Summar~

No Build
Alternative

of Kc~· Altcrnatin· Ekmcnfs

Education/
Administration
Building_ S]!_ace

Admin. Space Maintenance Parking
Location
Location
Main
Lot

Parking
Other

Parking ·
Total

The current Visitor

Located in the
Fort, the Visitor

Spread out
along front

125 cars on
grass lot

186 cars
6 buses

Center, and the

wall at the
metal

Center is located in
the center of the
Park's landscape
covering 5,000
square feet with
5,700 square feet
of usable space.

Mission 66
duplex.

161 cars
6 buses

(W)

maintenance
building, the
Mission 66
building, and
the
surrounding
area.
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Alternative B

Expand the current
Visitor Center to
cover
approximately
12, 100 feet, and
provide 13,700
square feet of
usable space.

22 cars in
new lot by
front wall.

New facility
south of front
gate would

Consolidated
in and around
metal

157 cars
7 buses
7 car or

cover
approximately
3,400 square
feet, and
provide 5,600

maintenance
building.
Option for a
new building
in the future.

bus

New facility
south of front
gate would

Consolidated
in and around
metal

109 cars
7 buses
7 car or

cover
approximate}y
3,400 square
feet and provide
5,600 square
feet of usable

maintenance
building.
Option for a
new building
in the future.

bus

22 cars in
new lot by
front wall.
136 cars in
new
parking
terrace (P).

179 cars

7buses
7 car or
bus

square feet of
usable sQ_ace.

Alternative C

Alternative D

A new two-story
structure would be
constructed by the
existing parking
lot. It would cover
approximately
12,800 square feet,
and provide nearly
15,800 square feet

of usable ~ce.
A new two-story
building would be
constructed
adjacent to and
overlapping the
existing parking
lot. It would cover
14,822 square feet

267 cars
7 buses
7 car or
bus.

~ce.

All

Consolidated

108 cars

22 cars in

266 cars

administrative
activities would
be consolidated
in the new
education/
administration
facility.

in and around
metal
maintenance
building.

7 buses
5 car or.
bus

new lot by
front wall.
136 cars in
new
parking
terrace (P).

7 buses
5 bus or
car.

of previously green
space, and provide
an estimated
20,042 square feet
of usable ~ace.

(W) =The turf becomes unstable and unsafe in wet weather and is worn away in the summer.
(P) = The area would be paved and usable at all times and in all conditions.
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ALTERNATIVE B - REHABILITATED VISITOR CENTER
All of the actions proposed under Alternative B would be concentrated outside of the Fort's 1814 reservation
boundary. These actions include: ·
EDUCATION/ADMINISTRATION FACILITY

Alternative B would rehabilitate and expand the current Visitor Center. Overall, the improvements would
cover approximately 12,100 square feet. This would provide 13,700 sq~are feet of usable space. The
12,100 square feet would be an increase of approximately 7,000 square feet over the current building. The
existing f~cility would be expanded to the east with new restrooms, mechanical spaces, and classrooms.
The bookstore would push out from the existing west wall. This would free the central space for the
lobby, exhibits, and a theater facing the fort. Any larger expansion at this central location would
jeopardize the integrity of the cultural landscape by taking ·up -m_ore historically open space with modem
development.
The administrative functions located in the Fort would be removed, along with the NPS residence, to
allow for more interpretation and to protect the buildings' integrity. The NPS residence would be moved
to the Mission 66 duplex, eliminating space currently used for administrative tasks. The size of the
Education/Administration facility proposed under this alternative would not.be large enough to house all
of these offices. As a result, a new structure would be constructed on a rise just south of the main gate to
support the Park's administrative activities. The structure would cover approximately 3,400 square feet,
and would provide an estimated 5,600 square feet of usable space. The main entry to be on the upper floor
along with office spaces and a conference room. The floor below would have a break room opening on
the maintenance yard and a large archive space. Parking for this facility would be provided in the lot
created through the demolition of the maintenance facility.
To the east of the existing parking lot and new expanded education facility, a historic road trace would be
delineated. The road trace would run alongside the historic footprint of three buildings (the Gun Shed and
Storehouse), so they can be put into context and appropriately interpreted (Figure 8).

I
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Finally, the restroom facilities adjacent to the parking lot would be removed. A new restroom facility
would be constructed near the expanded Visitor Center. The new facility would be ADA accessible.

I.

These actions would improve the visitor experience by offering more room for education and interpretive
features within the expanded facility. The expanded building would provide more room for interpretive
displays and larger crowds in the theater. This would improve the Park's ability to reach a larger number
of visitors and educate them about the history of Fort McHenry prior to walking the site.

I
I
I
I
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MAINTENANCE AREA

It is expected that the steady increase in visitation would continue to place demands on the park to create
additional on-site parking. In order to create an additional parking area, the 1964 brick Maintenance
facility located just north of the main entrance gate would be demolished. This Mission 66 structure was
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deemed ineligible for nomination on the NRHP in 2003. Although demolition of this.facility would result
in a loss of valuable storage space and work areas for the maintenance staff, the area would provide space
for.22 automobile parking stalls that are critical in relieving parking stresses throughout the Park.
Although the maintenance functions were not the focus of this project, a new facility could be developed
without noticeably impacting natural or cultural resources. The park could replace those functions in a
new facility that would be located just south of the main entrance road adjacent to the recently completed
maintenance building. This new structure would be designed to provide room for office spaces, a
workshop area, controlled inventory storage, and a conference room, as in the current structure that would
be demolished. The building would be surrounded by additional parking spaces, a service yard for
parking maintenance vehicles, and space allotted for future expansion of the maintenance area. The entire
area would be screened with vegetation. Locating this new facility adjacent to the metal building would
allow the park's maintenance operation to be consolidated at one location.
PARKING
Under this alternative, the parking lot would be realigned to include space for the bus apron and bicycle
parking area described in "elements common to the build alternatives" section of this document. Overall,
there would be 179 permanent automobile stalls under the proposed realignment. This would create
permanent space for 157 automobiles and seven bus stalls. An additional seven buses could be parked in
the automobile parking area when the lot was not filled to capacity. This would create 18 more
automobile spaces, one permanent bus space, and seven optional bus spaces compared to current
conditions. This increase includes the 22 spaces created in place of the demolished maintenance building.
The grass overflow lot would be maintained with space for 125 automobile stalls. The parking lot would
be surrounded with vegetation and landscaping to direct visitors towards the expanded facility (Figure
8a).
MITIGATION
In order to address stormwater mitigation for these developments, a bioretention system, possibly
comprised of multiple components, for this alternative would require a total land surface allocation of
approximately 15,000 SF. This mitigation would be carefully planned to ensure any adverse impacts to
archeological or other resources would be avoided. These techniques are described in more detail in the
"Elements Common to the Build Alternatives" section of this chapter, under "Mitigation," (See page 33).
PROJECT COST & SCHEDULE
The estimated gross construction Class "C" Cost Estimate for Alternative B is approximately $8,300,000
in FY 2004 dollars. This project will need to be approved for funding by the National Park Service by the
year 2010. Partners' fundraising efforts will need to be completed by 2009 in order for the facility to be
constructed in time for the Bicentennial in 2012. The project will be considered in accordance with the
NPS's line-item construction review process outlined above. The NPS has many needs for limited lineitem constructjon funds and there is no guarantee that this project will be fully funded and completed by
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the proposed target date of September 2012. It is anticipated that this project will be a partnership project,
and as such will have to be in compliance with the NPS partnership process outlined below:
Phase I - Initial Phase (Currently Underway)
• Identify and acquire and authorization for planning o.f construction project
• Notify and involve public
• Finalize Development Concept Plan
Phase II - Project Identification (Approximately 1 year)
• Prepare a Project Statement for construction of a facility to be reviewed and prioritized at
regional and national levels
• Identify potential partners
• Prepare and finalize Letter of Intent between the NPS and project partners
• Get approval of the project by the Regional Director of the Northeast Region of the NPS
• Complete NPS Development Advisory Board review of the project
• Consult with Congress about the project
Phase IIl - Agreement Phase (Approximately 1 year)
• Prepare Fund.raising Agreement and Communication Plan to be reviewed
Director of the National Park Service
• Consult with Congress about the project

and approved by the

Phase IV - Development Phase (Approximately 2 years) .
• Begin fund.raising activity
·
• Prepare, review and get approval for pre-design and ~chematic design from NPS Development
Advisory Board
• Complete fund.raising efforts
Phase V - Implementation Phase (Approximately 2-1/2 years)
• Complete final design (Approximately 1 year)
• Construction (Approximately 18 months)
Fort McHenry will play a key role in the upcoming international Bicentennial commemoration ofthe War of
1812 and it is a park goal to have this project completed in time for the celebration (2012-2015). Achieving this
goal is dependent upon the priority placed on this project not only by the park, but also the region and
headquarters level of NPS after considering many other construction and operational needs facing the Service.
Currently, this project is not included on the National Park Service's prioritized list for its five year line-item
construction program and the project will have to continue to compete with other National Parle Service priority
projects for fun<ling. Nevertheless, the National Parle Service is going ahead with this report in fulfillment of its
compliance activities in the event that adequate partnership and I or National Park Service fun<ling is obtained. .
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Figure 8a: Alternative B - Perspective Model
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ALTERNATIVE C - CAMPUS PLAN
All of the actions proposed Wlder Alternative C would be concentrated outside of the Fort's 1814 reservation
boWldary. These actions include:
EDUCATION/ADMINISTRATION FACILITY

Under Alternative C, a new, two-story facility would be constructed between the parking lot and the
water, beyond the historic road trace (Figure 9), and would cover approximately 12,800 square feet of
previous green space. The new facility would be a long, narrow building on the flat ground b~tween the
historic road trace and the existing parking lot The building facilities would extend from the theater at the
(Figure 8A) southern end facing the fort to the exterior public restrooms to the north. Education spaces
and collection staff offices would be located on the second floor. An estimated 15,800 square feet of floor
space would be created under this alternative. At its highest point, this facility would be 30 feet above
ground level (NGVD). The restrooms for this alternative would be constructed alongside the vending
area, and would be ADA accessible. Additional restrooms would be available within the main facility.
As in Alternative B, a new administrative facility would be constructed by the front gate. The structure
would cover approximately 3,400 square feet and provide an estimated 5,600 square feet of usable space.
The administrative building would be set into a rise just south of the main gate, and adjacent to the back
wall. This would allow the main entry to be on the upper floor along with office spaces and the
conference room. The floor below would have a break room opening onto the maintenance yard, and a
large archive space. By separating these functions, the Park could dedicate more space in the main facility
to education and interpretation. Parking for the administration building would be provided in the lot
created through the demolition of the maintenance facility.
As in Alternative B, the historic road trace would be developed in connection with the delineated historic
footprints of buildings that existed just outside the Fort during the 18 14 era. The facility's location would
not only lend itself to increased interpretation of this road trace, but also of the history and resources
along the water. The road trace would lead visitors from the new facility toward the historic Fort.
The overall visitor experience would be greatly enhanced under this alternative. The new facility would
provide space for interpretation, education, and a larger theater. Furthermore, the structure would be
removed from the Park's historic landscape, improving visitor understanding and first impressions of the
site.
MAINTENANCE AREA

It is expected that the steady increase in visitation would continue to place demands on the Park to create
additional on-site parking. In order to provide more room for parking, the 1964 brick Maintenance facility
located just north of the main entrance gate would be demolished to create an additional parking area.
This Mission 66 structure was deemed ineligible for nomination on the NRHP in 2003. Although
demolition of this facility would result in a loss of valuable storage space and work areas for the
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maintenance staff, the area would provide space for 22 automobile parking stal~s that are critical in
relieving parking stresses throughout the Park.
Although the maintenance division functions were not the focus of this project, a new facility could be
developed without noticeably impacting natural or cultural resources. The park could replace those
functions in a new facility that would be located just south of the main entrance road adjacent to the
recently completed maintenance building. This new structure would be designed to provide room for
office spaces, a workshop area, controlled inventory storage, and a conference room, as in the current
structure that would be demolished. The building would be surrounded by additional parking spaces, a
service yard for parking maintenance vehicles, and space allotted for future expansion of the maintenance
area. The entire area would be screened with vegetation. Locating this new facility adjacent to the metal
building would allow the park's maintenance operation to be consolidated at one location.

PARKING
As in Alternative B, the parking lot would be realigned to provide room for a bus apron and bicycle
parking area adjacent to the new facility. Under this alternative, 131 parking spaces would be available in
the parking lot and in the employee/volunteer lot by the front wall, 109 of which would be in the main
parking lot. This would constitute a loss of 52 spaces from the current conditions in the main parking lot.
However, under this alternative,
grass overflow parking area could be developed into a permanent,
paved, parking terrace. This would create an additional 136 permanent automobile parking stalls (Figure
9a). This would supplement the modified lot, and continue to increase capacity for peak visitation
seasons.

the

Bus parking would continue to be available in the main parking lot. Under Alternative C, seven
permanent bus stalls would be established. An additional seven buses could be parked in automobile stalls
when available. The parking lot would be surrounded with vegetation and landscaping to direct visitors
towards the new Education/Administration facility (Figures 9b).

MITIGATION
In order to address stormwater mitigation for these developments, a bioretention system; possibly
comprised of multiple components, for this alternative would require a total land surface allocation of
approximately 20,000 SF. This mitigation would be carefully planned to ensure any adverse impacts to
archeological or other resources would be avoided These techniques are described in more detail in the
"Elements Common to the Build Alternatives" section ofthis chapter, under ''Mitigation," (See page 33).
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PROJECT COST & SCHEDULE

The estimated gross construction Class "C" Cost Estimate for Alternative C is approximately $10,100,000
in FY 2004 dollars. The project would follow the schedule outlined under Alternative B.
Fort McHeruy will play a key role in the upcoming international Bicentennial commemoration of the War of
1812 and it is a park goal to have this project complet,ed in time for the celebration (2012-2015). Achieving this
goal is dependent upon the priority placed on this project not only by the park, but also the region and
headquarters level ofNPS after considering many other construction and operational needs facing the Service.
Currently, this project is not inclu~ on the National Park Service's prioritized list for its five year line-item
construction program and the project will have to continue to compete with other National Park Service priority
projects for fimding. Nevertheless, the National Park Service is going ahead with this report in fulfillment of its
compliance activities in the event that adequate.partnership and I or National Park Service fimding is obtained

ALTERNATIVE D - EDUCATION/ADMINISTRATION BUILDING .
(NPS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)
All of the actions proposed under Alternative D, the NPS Preferred Alternative, would be concentrated outside of
the Fort's 1814 reservation boundary. These actions include:
EDUCATION/ADMINISTRATION FACILITY
Alternative D presents the proposed action and defines the rationale for the action in terms of resource
protectio~ and

management, visitor and operational use, and cost. Under this alternative, the facility
would be a two-story building set just west of the historic road trace which would be delineated as in the
other build alternatives. The building would include the bookstore and service functions on one side and
the exhibit and theater on the other. Classrooms and the administrative functions would be on the second
floor. This facility would provide enough space for all of the Park's administrative offices to be
consolidated removing the need for a separate administration building.
The new Education/Administration facility could create up to a 14,822 square foot footprint on land that was
previously green space (Figure 10). It would consist ofan estimated 20,042 squarefeet of usable space. At the
structure's highest elevation, the facility would be approximately 35 feet above ground level (NGVD). In order to
limit impacts to green space, part ofthe new facility would be placed in the current parking lot This would result
in the displacement of 52 automobile parking spaces. Such a displacement would require an increase in the use of
multimoclal transportation to bring visitors to the site during peak visitation seasons.
A bus apron and bicycle parking area would be located on the eastern edge ofthe parking lot. This area would
correspond with the entranceway to the new facility. Vegetation and landscaping would be developed to screen
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the parking lot from the rest ofthe Park and direct visitors towards the new facility entrance. The pathway from
the boat dock would also lead to the entrance ofthe facility.
As in Alternative C, restroom facilities would be constructed alongside the vending area Additional restrooms
wquld exist in the main facility as well. As in the other build alternatives, the historic road trace would be

developed.
MAINTENANCE AREA

The other two action alternatives consider the potential for future development within the maintenance
area. However, based on the size of the proposed Education/Administration facility in this alternative, the
Park would not seek to develop any other structures under this scope. The maintenance building to the
north of the Park entrance would still be demolished and replaced with 22 employee/volunteer parking
spaces. No immediate plans would be made to increase the maintenance yard. However, a new project,
outside of this scope and funding, could create a new maintenance building adjacent to the current metal
maintenance building.
PARKING

· To offset the parking spaces displaced by the building and to accommodate existing growth, two parking
options have been developed for Alternative D.

PARKING OPTION 1
Under this option, 108 parking spaces would be available for car parking in the main lot. This constitutes
a loss of 52 spaces. The realigned parking lot would include space for seven bus parking spaces. An
additional five buses could be parked in the automobile parking spaces when available. A screened
service parking area would exist in the northeast comer of the parking lot. This would allow service
vehicles access to the vending and restroom area without disturbing the park atmosphere.
However, as under Alternative C, the grass overflow parking area could be developed into a permanent, paved,
parking terrace. This would create an additional 136 permanent automobile parking stalls (Figure 9a). This would
supplement the modified lot, and continue to increase capacity for peak visitation seasons. The impacts for this
option are assessed throughout this document under Alternative C.
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Bus parking would continue to be available in the main parking lot Under this option, seven pennanent bus stalls
would be established. An additional seven buses could be parked in automobile stalls when available. The
parking lot would be surrounded with vegetation and landscaping to direct visitors towards the new
Education/Administration facility (Figure 9).
PARKING OPTION 2

Another option to accommodate increases in visitation and vehicular traffic would be development ofa parking
terrace in the grass overflow lot. The parking terrace concept would be designed to preserve green space while
providing parking and easy access to the visitor facilities. The parking terrace could be built as a simple rectangle.
The terrace would provide an additional 136 automobile stalls. The internal layout of the parking spaces would be
accessed by a loop circulation. The concrete floor would be essentially flat with a maximum grade of 2% or less.
The roof would also be concrete and parallel to the floor beneath. The parking terrace would be tucked into the
existing slope so that the grass topped roof would blend into the natural grades just below the tree lined entrance
road to the south (Figure IOa). The north and long side ofthe rectangle would be daylighted. The daylighted side
would also screen off the military vehicles in the Naval Reserve parking area.
The existing topography and geometry ofthe Park roadways would allow the simple parking terrace to be
developed without a lot of complicated ramps and stairways." The top of the parking terrace would be grass in a
12-inch deep topsoil cover over the roof membrane on the concrete roof structure. This grass topped technology
has been successful at Arlington Gateway Park which spans over Interstate-66 in Virginia Photovoltaic cells
could provide power for night lighting. The parking areas would be surrounded with vegetation and landscaping
to direct visitors towards the new education/administration facility (Figure 1Ob). The impacts for this option are
assessed throughout this document under Alternative D.

MITIGATION

In order to address stormwater mitigation for Alternative D, a bioretention system, possibly comprised of
multiple components, for this alternative would be required. If Parking Option 1 is selected, a bioretention
system would require a total land surface allocatio~ of approximately 20,000 square feet. If Parking
Option 2 is chosen, the bioretention system would! require an allocat_ion of approximately 14,000 square
feet. This mitigation would be carefully planned to ensure any.adverse impacts to archeological or other
resources would be avoided. These techniques are described in more detail in the "Elements Common to
the Build Alternatives" section of this chapter, under "Mitigation," (See page 33).

PROJECT COST & SCHEDULE
The estimated gross construction Class "C" Cost Estimate for Alternative D with the roofed parking
terrace is approximately $12,100,000 in FY 2004 dollars. The estimated gross construction Class "C"
Cost Estimate for Alternative D with the parking terrace is approximately $9,800,000 in FY 2004 dollars.
The project would follow the schedule outlined under Alternative B.
Fort McHenry will play a key role in the upcoming international Bicentennial comniemoration of the War of
-1812 and it is a park goal to have this project completed in time for the celebration (2012-2015). Achieving this

Alternatives

59

Fort McHenry National Monument & Historic Shrine
Education/Administration Facility
DCPIEAIAOE

goal is dependent upon the priority placed on this project not only by the park, but also the region and
headquarters level ofNPS after considering many other construction and operational needs facing the Service.
Currently, this project is not included on the National Park Service's prioritized list for its five year lineritem
construction program and the project will have to continue to compete with other National Park Service priority
projects for funding. Nevertheless, the National Parle Service is going ahead with this report in fulfillment of its
compliance activities in the event that adequate partnership and I or National Parle Service funding is obtained.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT DISMISSED
The following alternatives were considered during the early stages of the planning process, but were
rejected following NPS Choosing By Advantages (described under Brief History of Public Involvement)
based on their inability to meet the purpose of the project, their similarity to other alternatives, and
conflicts with the Park's purpose and significance. The Value Analysis measured the benefits associated
with various design options. The ratings given to these options led to the selection of the alternatives
described above. Those alternatives that were dismissed may still hold some potential as development
options for the alternatives described above.
One option would be to carry out the design described in Alternative C. However, under this
modification the new facility would be constructed on the east side of the historic road traee, closer to the
water..This option would not make use of existing disturbed area but would nnpact more green space.
This option was dismissed based on its similarity to Alternative C.
Another option would be very similar to Alternative D. However, under this modification the new
facility would be constructed on the east side of the historic road trace closer to the water. This design
would not make use of already disturbed land. It would, however, reduce impacts to the current parking
layout. This option was dismissed based on its similarity to Alternative D, and the potential for increased
environmental impacts.
These design options would also occur within the Fort's 1814 reservation boundary. This location would
impact Fort McHenry's cultural landscape and interpretive agenda. This would conflict with the Park's
purpose and significance. Therefore, these design options were dismissed based on their inability to meet
the purpose of the project, their similarity to other alternatives, and conflicts with the Park's purpose and ··
significance.
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Several circulation routes were also analyzed, but dismissed based on their inability to meet the project's
purpose and need. One such option would create a one-way loop through the Park. The main Park road
would be narrowed and bring visitors into the Park. A new, narrow exit road would be constructed to lead
vehicles from the parking lot, along the north edge of the Park, and exit through the current maintenance
entrance just north of the main gate.
Another circulation option would also make the entrance road one-way. This would lead vehicles to the
parking lot. From the parking lot, an exit would lead vehicles across the northern edge of the property
onto Nimitz Road. Under this option, the Park would share access with the Naval Reserve.
A final alternative would also make the Park entrance road one-way. The exit road would run north of the·
entrance road, along the northern boundary of the Park. It would then reconnect with the entrance road
just before reaching the Mission 66 duplex, creating a two-way entrance/exit.
Another dismissed alternative involved forming a partnership or acquiring a neighboring property to use for
curatorial storage, or additional administrative, or visitor services. The properties considered were the Maryland
Port Administration (MPA) parking lot, Erasmus Properties LLC, the Army Corps of Engineers and the United
States Naval Reserve. Options to acquire these properties were temporarily dismissed based on their infeasibility.
However, if these properties become available in the future, Fort McHenry would consider acquiring them.

ENVIRONMENTALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
The Environmentally Preferred Alternative is ·defined by the Council on Environmental Quality as "the
alternative that will promote the national environmental policy as expressed in the National
Environmental Policy Act [Section 101 (b)]." Section 101 (b) states that the Environmentally Preferred
Alternative should:
1) Fulfill the responsibilities of each generation as trustees of the environment for succeeding
_generations.
2) Ensure for all Americans safe, healthful, productive, and aesthetically and culturally pleasing
surroundings.
3) Attain the widest range of beneficial uses of the environment without degradation, risk of health or
safety, or other undesirable and unintended consequences.
4) Preserve important historic, cultural, and natural aspects of our national heritage and maintain,
wherever possible, an environment that supports diversity and variety of individual choice.
5) Achieve a balance between population and resource use that will permit high standards of living
and a wide sharing oflife's amenities. and
6) Enhance the quality of renewable resources and approach the maximum attainable recycling of
depletable resources.
Fort McHenry is located in the Locust Point area of Baltimore City. It sits along the heavily developed
Baitimore Harbor. Fort McHenry is one of the most consolidated green spaces in the region. PreserVing
this green space is a desire of the Park staff, the project team, and the surrounding community. All the
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proposed alternatives would meet Criterion 1. Alternatives B, C, and D would be designed to minimize
loss of green space and maintain recreational areas along the waterfront.
In conjunction with preserving green space, Alternatives B, C, and D also seek to ensure healthful,
productive, and aesthetically and culturally pleasing surroundings (Criterion 2). All of the proposed
alternatives seek to achieve this balance in varying ways. The No Build Alternative would maintain the
Park as it is, continuing to provide aesthetic and cultural resources. Under this alternative, Park offices
would remain in the Star Fort, infringing upon the historic surroundings. This alternative, however, does
not provide ADA accessible restrooms in the Visitor Center. Alternative B would seek to enhance the
Park's ability to interpret its cultural resources in a safe and productive manner by increasing the size of
the current Visitor Center and enhancing its ADA accessibility. While this may increase interpretation of
cultural resources, it may decrease the aesthetics and cultural landscape within the Park with the larger
facility existing in important viewsheds and landscapes. Alternative C would enhance interpretation of
cultural resources within the Park, as done in Alternative B. However, Alternative C would further
enhance aesthetics and cultural landscapes in the Park by removing the current Visitor Center from
important viewsheds and aligning it with the developed adjacent properties. Alternative D, the NPS
Preferred Alternative, would provide similar enhancements as Alternative C. This alternative, however,
would require a larger facility to be constructed. Such a facilit)' may impose on the Park's aesthetics more
than Alternative C, but would not infringe upon important viewsheds. By consolidating Park operations
in this building, the overall aesthetics of the Park would be improved, as other buildings and development
would be limited.
The No Build Alternative would not attempt to enhance the Park's ability to attain the widest range of
beneficial uses of the environment (Criterion 3). Nor would it provide ADA accessible restrooms in the
Visitor Center or space for educational programs. Alternative B would seek to do this by enhancing the
current Visitor Center and use already disturbed land in the maintenance yard for further development.
This would enhance the Park's beneficial uses providing a relatively small impact to the surrounding
environment. It would, however, impact the Park's cultural landscape and important viewsheds by
increasing the size of the Visitor Center at its present location. Alternative C would avoid this
undesirable impact by locating the new facility adjacent to the existing parking lot. Although this area is
currently undisturbed, the surrounding built-up properties have been altered to such an extent that the
impact would·seem minimal and fitting to that portion of the property. A number of unearthed ·
archeological resources exist in the area of new construction, so it would require investigation prior to
development. Alternative D would exceed Alternative C's ability to meet Criterion 3. By consolidating
all of the Park's resources in one facility and enhancing alternative transportation methods, the Park
would be better equipped to attain the widest range of benefits.
Currently, the Park works to preserve important historic, cultural, and natural aspects of our national
heritage and provide a wide variety of choices to its visitors (Criterion 4). Both Alternative B, C, and D
would enhance the Park's ability to preserve these resources and provide the visitors with improved
services. Alternative B would do so by providing greater space for interpretation of resources within the
Visitor Center. It would also improve interpretive and educational opportunities within the Fort by
removing Park offices. Alternative C would meet the criterion by providing even· more space for
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interpretation and educational activities, while opening up the Park's viewshed and cultural landscape for
better understanding and appreciation. Alternative D would do the same as Alternative C, but would
also consolidate all of the project development in one place and provides space for the greatest number of
choices for the visitor.
It is the goal of the Park and this project to maintain the green space and variety of opportunities at Fort
McHenry. As part of that goal, all of the proposed alternatives would maintain a balance between
population and resource that would maintain high standards of living (Criterion 5). Alternative D would
best meet this criterion by enhancing multimodal transportation as a means of reaching visitors, rather
than relying on extensive paved areas in or around the Park.
Renewable resources, those that are naturally replaced, would not be impacted under any of the proposed
alternatives {Criterion 6). However, some depletable resources would be impacted. All three of the build
alternatives would result in the loss of grass, trees, and/cir shrubs. While the loss of the trees and shrubs
could be mitigated with new plantings, they would still constitute a loss of a resource. The new plantings
would work to buffer the development from the surrounding water resources. BMPs would also be
installed to further protect the surrounding water resources. Water resources are another important
depletable resource. While the loss of vegetation at the site can be mitigated, the continual loss of water
quality cannot. Currently, the Park does not have BMPs working to reduce stormwater. The build
alternatives would install BMPs and vegetative buffers to enhance stormwater discharge and thus reduce
pollutant loads entering the surrounding waterways. The loss of some grass in the Park is outweighed by

the vast benefits that stormwater management would provide.
As the NPS Preferred Alternative, Alternative D lbest meets the purpose and need of this project. As the
environmentally preferred alternative, it would best meet the criteria listed above. The size of the facility
would provide the most space for interpretation and education to continue the Fort McHenry story to
future generations. It would also consolidate development within the Park, to provide the most
opportunities for the future of the site, as well as allowing the remaining portions of the Park to be
maintained in an aesthetically pleasing manner. By consolidating development in a comer of the Park,
near other offsite development, Alternative D does the most to preserve historic, cultural, and natural
resources throughout the Park. Avoiding these resources, and providing ample space for interpretation
and education, would allow Fort McHenry to find the best balance between a high standard ofliving and
sharing of the Park's resources. Finally, Alternative D does the best at protecting depletable resources by
creating the most manageable and successful stormwater management. Therefore, the environmentally
preferred alternative is Alternative D. Of the two parking options within Alternative D, Parking Option
2 (the grass covered terrace), fulfills the criteria for the environmentally preferred alternative better than
parking option 1.
Table 2 provides a summary of the environmental consequences related to each alternative. A more
detailed explanation of the impacts is presented in Chapter 4.

Alternatives

69

Fort McHenry National Monument & Historic Shrine
Education/Administration Facility
DCPIEAIAOE

I
I
I

Tab le 2. Summary of Environmental Conse quences

Resource

Alternative A

Alternative B
Appro,ximately

The alternative
would have no
impact on the
resource.

Soils and
Topography

'

The alternative
would have no
impact on the
resource.

Vegetation

30,000 square feet of
soil would be
impacted by the
expansion of the
Visitor Center and
construction of the
new administration
facility. Additional
impacts would occur
with demolition of
the old facility and
parking lot
development.
Stormwater BMPs
would result in the
excavation of 60,000
cubic feet of soil.
The overall impact
would be long-term,
minor, and adverse.

Alternative C

Alternative D

Approximately
84,700 square feet of
soil would be
impacted with the
demolition of the
maintenance facility
and Visitor Center,
construction of the
new education
facility and
administration
building, and
development of the
parking terrace.
Stormwater BMPs

Approximately
77,400 square feet of
soil would be
impacted with
demolition of the
maintenance facility
and Visitor Center,
and construction of
the new facility and
parking terrace.
Stormwater BMPs
would result in
approximately
56,000 cubic feet of
excavated soil. The

would result in the
excavation of 80,000
cubic feet of soils.
The overall impact
would be long-term,
minor, and.adverse.

overall impact woi.lld
be long-term, minor,
and adverse.

Approximately
Approximately
Approximately
36, 100 square feet of 86,800 square feet of 20,300 square feet of
lawn area would be
lawn area would be
lawn area would be
impacted and 25-30
impacted and 40-50
impacted and 60-70
trees would be
trees would be
trees would be
removed; additional
removed; additional
removed; additional
planting would
planting would
planting would
partially mitigate the partially mitigate the partially mitigate the
loss. The overall
loss. The overall
loss. The overall
impact would be
impact would be
impact would be
long-term, minor,
long-temi, moderate, long-term, minor,
and adverse.
and adverse.
and adverse.
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Tab le 2 Summary of Environmental Consequences

Resource

Floodplains

Surface Waters
and Chesapeake
Bay Resources*

Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

No new
development would
occur within the
floodplain.
Structures currently
within the floodplain
would remain. The
overall impact
would be long-term,
negligible and
adverse.

Structures currently
within the floodplain
would remain. The
realigned
roadway/parking lot
would intrude an
estimated 750 square
foot into the 500year floodplain. All
other development
would remain
outside the
floodpfain. The
overall impact
would be long-term,
negligiible, and

Approximately
2,400 square feet of
the new facility
would be located
within the 500-year
floodplain.
Structures within the
floodplain would
remain. The overall
impact would be
long-term,
negligible, and
adverse.

Approximately 600
square feet of the
new facility would
be located within the
500-year floodplain.
Structures within the
floodplain would
remain. The overall
impact would be
long-term,
negligible, and
adverse.

No changes would
be made that would
impact surface
waters or
Chesapeake Bay
resources. The
overall impact
would be long-term,
negligible, and
adverse.

adverse.
An estimated 66,800
Approximately
15,500 square feet of square feet of
impervious surface
impervious surface
would be created.
would be created.
Mitigation efforts
Mitigation efforts
would compensate
would compensate
for
these increases.
for these increases.
The overall impact
The overall impact
woUld be long-term,
would be long-term,
minor, and
minor, and
beneficial.
beneficial.

Alternatives

An estimated 14,900
square feet of
impervious surface
would be created.
Mitigation efforts
would compensate
for these increases.
The overall impact
would be long-term,
minor, and
beneficial.
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Table 2. Summary of Env ironmenta l Consequences

Resource

Alternative A

Hazardous
Materials

Hazardous materials
currently within the
Park would remain;
no new materials
would be introduced.
The overall impact
would be long-term,
negligible, and
beneficial.

Alternative B
Remodeling the
current Visitor
Center and
demolition of the
Mission66
maintenance
building would ·
require safety
precautions to guard
against asbestos
containing material
and lead-based paint.
The overall impact
would be long-term,
moderate, and
beneficial.

Alternatives

Alternative C

Alternative D

Demolition of the
current Visitor
Center and the
Mission 66
maintenance
building wotild
require safety
precautions to guard
against asbestos
containing material
and lead-based paint.
The overall impact
would be long-term,
moderate, and
beneficial.

Demolition of the
current Visitor
Center and the
Mission 66
maintenance
building would
require safety
precautions to guard
against asbestos
containing material
and lead-based paint.
The overall impact
would be long-term,
moderate, and
beneficial.
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Tab le 2.

Summary of Environmental Consequences
A lternative A
R esource
Alternative B
The alternative
Development would
would have no
impact on the
resource.

occur in the area of
several! known
archeological
resources, none of
which date to 1814.
No significant
impacts would occur
and an archeologist
would lbe on site
during the work. The
overall impact ·
would lbe long-term,
negligible to minor,

Archeological
Resources

Alternative C
Development would
occur in the area of
several known
archeological
resources, none of
which date to 1814.
No significant
impacts would occur
and an archeologist
would be on site
during the work. The
overall impact
would be long-term,
minor, and adverse.

Alter native D
Development would
occur in the area of
several known
archeological
resources, none of
which date to 1814.
No significant
impacts would occur
and an archeologist
would be on site
during the work. The
overall impact would
be long-term, minor,
and adverse.

. and adverse.

Section 106
Summary
After applying the
ACHP's criteria of
adverse effects (36
CFR Part 800.5,
Assessment of
Adverse Effects), the
NPS concludes that
implementation of
Alternative B would
have no a dver se
effect on
archeological
resources.

Alternatives

Section 106
Summary
After applying the
ACHP' s criteria of ·
adverse effects (36
CFR Part 800.5,
Assessment of
Adverse Effects), the
NPS concludes that
implementation of
Alternative C would
have no adverse
effect on
archeological
resources.

Section 106
Summary
After applying the
ACHP's criteria of
adverse effects (36
CFR Part 800.5,
Assessment of
Adverse Effects), the
NPS concludes that
implementation of
Alternative D would
have no ad ver se
effect on
archeological
resources.
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Table 2 Summary of Environmental Consequences
Resou rce

Alternative A

A lternative B

Alternative C

A lt ernative D

The historic Star
Fort would continue

The expanded
Visitor Center would
provide more room

The new facility
would provide more
room for Park
offices. The overall
impact is long-term,
minor, and

The new facility
would provide more

to be used for
administrative uses,
p lacing additional
pressure on the
aging structure. The
overall impact
· would be long-term,
minor, and adverse.
Historic
Structures

for Park offices. The
overall impact
would be long-term,
minor, and

beneficial.

room for Park
offices. The overall
impact is long-term,
minor, and
beneficial.

beneficial.

Section 106
Summary
After applying the
ACHP's criteria of
adverse effects (36
CFR Part 800.5,
Assessment of
Adverse Effects), the
NPS concludes that
implementation of
Alternative B would
have n o adverse
effect ·o n historic
structures.

Section 106
Summary
Section 106
After applying the
Summary
ACHP's criteria of
· After applying the
adverse effects (36
ACHP's criteria of
adverse effects (36 ·
CFR Part 800.5,
Assessment of
CFR Part 800.5,
Adverse Effects), the Assessment of
NPS concludes that
Adverse Effects), the
implementation of
NPS concludes that
Alternative C would
have no adverse
effect on historic
structures.

implementation of
Alternative D would
have no adverse
effect on historic
structures.
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Tab le 2 Summa ry of Env ironmental Consequences

Resource

Cultural
Landscapes

Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

The current
landscape would
remain intact with
the Visitor Center in
the center of the
landscape, obscuring
historical significant
features. The Fort
and its 18.1 4
reservation boundary
would remain
untouched. The
overall impact
would be long-tenn,
negligible, and

The Fort and its
1814 features within
the 18]4 reservation
boundary would
remain intact.
Development would
expand towards the
Fort, impacting
historic visual
relationships. The
overall impact
would be long-term,
minor, and adverse.

The Fort and its
1814 features within
the 1814 reservation
boundary would
remain intact. The
new buildings would
be sized compatible
with the character of
the cultural
landscape. The
overall impact
would be long-tenn,
minor to moderate,
and beneficial.

The fort and its 1814
boundary would
remain intact. The
proposed scale and
design of the new
building will be
compatible and in
character with the
historic features of
the cultural
landscape, the
overaJI impact would
be long term minor
and beneficial.

Section 106
Summary

Section 106
Summary
After applying the
ACHP's criteria of

adverse.

Section 106
Summary
After applying the
ACHP's criteria of
adverse effects (36
CFR Part 800.5,
Assessment of
Adverse Effects), the
NPS condudes that
implementation of
Alternative B would
have no adverse
effect on cultural
landscapes.

Alternatives

After applying the
ACHP's criteria of
adverse effects (36
CFR Part 800.5,
Assessment of
Adverse Effects), the
NPS concludes that
implementation of
Alternative C would
have no adverse
effect on cultural
landscapes.

adverse effects (36
CFR Part 800.5,
Assessment of
Adverse Effects), the
NPS concludes that
implementation of
Alternative D would
have no adverse
effect on cultural
landsc~es.
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Table 2 Summary of Env iro nmental Consequences

Resource

Alternative A
The current
collection facility
would be
maintained. The
overall impact
would be long-term,
negligible, and
beneficial.

Museum
Collections

Alternative B
The powder
magazine would be
maintained as the
primary collection
facility. Those items
stored in the Fort
would be moved to
space in the
expanded Visitor
CenteF. The overall
impact would be
long-term, moderate,
and beneficial.

Section 106
Summary
After applying the
ACHP's criteria of
·adverse effects (36
CFRPart 800.5,
Assessment of
Adverse Effects), the
NPS concludes that
implementation of
Alternative B would
have no a dverse
effect ·On museum
collections.

Alternatives

Alternative C
The powder
magazine would be
maintained as the
primary collection
facility. Those items
stored in the Fort
would be moved to
space in the new
facility. The overall
impact would be
long-term, moderate,
and beneficial.

Section 106
Summary
After applying the
ACHP's criteria of
adverse effects (36
CFR Part 800.5,
Assessment of
Adverse Effects), the
NPS concludes that
implementation of
Alternative C would
have no adver se
effect on museum
collections.

Alternative D
The powder
magazine would be
maintained as the
primary collection
facility. Those items
stored in the Fort
would be moved to
space in the new
facility. The overall
impact would be
long-term, moderate,
and beneficial.

Section 106
Summary
After applying the
ACHP's criteria of
adverse effects (36
CFR Part 800.5,
Assessment of
Adverse Effects), the
NPS concludes that
implementation of
Alternative D would
have no adverse
effect on museum
collections.
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Table 2. Summary of Env ironmental Consequences

Resource

Alternative A

The maintenance

be made that would
alter visual
resources.

area would be
improved and
screened from view.
The enlarged Visitor
Center would further
impede upon visual
resources at the
Park. The overall
impact would be
long-term, minor,
and adverse.

No changes would
be made that would

The enhancements
to the Visitor Center
would create more
room for the theater,

Visual Resources

impact the current
visitor experience.

Visitor Use and
Experience

Alternative B

No changes would

as well as waiting
and viewing
interpretive exhibits.
Additional parking
and improved road
design would reduce
congestion. The
overall impact
would he long-term,
moderate and
beneficial.

Alternatives

Alternative C
The Visitor Center
would be removed
and located in an
area that would not
impede on visual
resources, opening
views of the Park
and water. The
maintenance area
would also be
screened. The
overall impact
would be long-term,
moderate, and
beneficial.

Alternative D
The Visitor Center
would be removed
and located in an
area that would not
impede on visual
resources, opening
up views of the Park
and water. The
maintenance area
would not be
improved. The
overall impact would
be long-term, minor,
and beneficial.

A new facility would
be constructed with
enough space for a
new theater and
more interpretive

A new facility would
be constructed with
enough space for a
new theater and
more interpretive

exhibits.
Improvements to the
parking and main
road would reduce

exhibits.
Improvements to the
parking and main
road would reduce
congestion and
improve circulation
The overall impact
would be long-term,
moderate, and
beneficial.

congestion and
improve circulation
The overall impact
would be long-term,
moderate, and
beneficial.
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Table 2 SLrnrnary of Environmental Consequences

Resource

A lterna tive A
No changes would
be made that would
impact operations or
infrasbucture.

Park Oper ations
and
Infrastructure

T r ansportation

Other projects
around the front gate
and outside the Park
walls would enhance
safety for
pedestrians,
bicyclists, and
vehicles. Overall
trips to Fort
McHenry and the
surrounding area
would increase. The
overall iinpact
would be long-term,
minor, and adverse.

Alt ernative B
The enhanced
Visitor Center would
allow for
consolidation of
park operations out
of the Fort. The Park
would also obtain an
easement to provide
water and sewer
service for the entire
maintenance yard.
The overall impact
would be long-term,
minor, and
beneficial.
Improvements
around the front gate
and outside the Park
walls would enhance
safety for vehicles,
pedestrians, and
bicyclists. Overall
trips to Fort
McHenry and the
surrounding area
would increase. The
overall impact
would be long-term,
minor, and
beneficial.

Alternatives

Altern ative C
The new facility
would allow for
consolidation of
park operations out
of the Fort. The Park
would also obtain an
easement to provide
water and sewer
service for the entire
maintenance yard.
The overall impact
would be long-term,
minor, and
beneficial.

Alt ernative D
The new facility
would allow for
consolidation of park
operations out of the
Fort. The Park
would also obtain an
easement to provide
water and sewer
service for the entire
maintenance yard.
The overall impact
would be long-term,
moderate, and
beneficial.

Improvements
around the front gate
and outside the Park
walls would enhance
safety for.vehicles,
pedestrians, and
bicyclists. Overall
trips to Fqrt
McHenry and the
surrounding area
would increase. The
overall impact
would be long-term,
minor, and
beneficial.

Improvements
around the fyont gate
and outside the Park
walls would enhance
safety for vehicles,
pedestrians, and
bicyclists. Overall
trips to Fort
McHenry and the
surrounding area
would increase. The
overall impact would
be long-term, ·minor,
and beneficial.
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Tab le 2 Summary of Environmenta l Consequences

Resource

Alternative A
No physical
modifications would

Circulation and
Site Access

Local Economy
and Land Use

be made to the Park
entrance road or
parking area.
Overflow parking
use would increase.
The overall impact
would be long-term,
minor to moderate,
and adverse.

Alternative B
The bicycle lanes
would be striped on
the entrance road,
automobile and bus
parking would be
expanded, and ATS
partnerships would
be implemented
potentially reducing .
automobile traffic by
4%. There would be
a net iricrease in
automobile parking
stalls from 161 to
179. The overall
impact would be
long-term, moderate,
and beneficial.

Alternative C
Similar
improvements
described in
Alternative B would
be made. The overall
net impact is to
increase parking
capacity from 161 to
267 automobile
stalls. The overall
impact ~ould be
long-term, moderate,
and beneficial.

No changes would

No changes would

No changes would

be made to the
cWTent resources.

be made to the
CWTent resources.

be made to the
current resources.

Alternative D
Similar
improvements
described in
Alternative B would
be made. The overall
net impact is to
increase parking
capacity from 161 to
244 automobile
stalls. The overall
impact would be
long-term, moderate,
and beneficial.

No changes would
be made to the
current resources.

- The project area is located within the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area. All build alternatives would
impact this area and require special consideration.

Alternatives

79

Fort McHenry National Monument & Historic Shrine
Education/Administration Facility
DCPIEAIAOE

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

INTRODUCTION
Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine occupies 43 acres in Baltimore City. The Park sits
on a mile long peninsula at the confluence of the Patapsco River and the Northwest Branch River. The
site's location on the peninsula provides an isolated green space in a highly urbanized area. Known as
Locust Point, this area consists of a small residential community, local businesses, factories, terminals,
shipyards, and industrial warehouses adjacent to the CSX railroad yard. As a result, Fort McHenry
receives a great deal of attention for its educational, aesthetic, and recreational opportunities.
This chapter describes the existing environmental conditions in and around the project site. The chapter is
organized by resource topic, and the existing conditions are described for each topic. Detailed information
on resources in Fort McHenry National Monument & Historic Shrine may be found in the Resource
Management Plan (1999) and other studies done within the Park. A summary of the resources associated
with this project follows.

NATURAL AND PHYSICAL RESOURCES
Fort McHenry's natural resources may be described as unimproved lawn with an assortment of native and
ornamental shrubs and trees. A constructed wetland area is located adjacent to the Park and provides
habitat for a variety of wildlife. This is important, as the areas surrounding the Park have very little
vegetation.
SOILS AND TOPOGRAPHY
Fort McHenry sits above neighboring properties, including the U.S. Naval Reserve which is closer to the
river's level. Currently, topography in the Park is relatively flat with rolling hills, ranging from sea level
to approximately 37 feet National Geodetic Vertical Datum of 1929 (NGVD). The topography at Fort
McHenry and the immediate vicinity has changed a great deal over time. The area has been used as a
defensive position since the Revolutionary War. As a result, efforts have been made to reshape the
topography to best serve the defensive strategy of the time. For years soil was brought to and manipulate«f
within the area. The fill used to create the desired! topography has had an impact on the surrounding soil.
. The predominant recognizable soil type in the project area is the Woodstown Series. It is a deep,
moderately well drained soil with gentle slopes. Seasonal wetness and a high water table create moderate
to severe limitations to development within this soil complex. Other soils in the area include Udorthents
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smooth and areas defined as urban land. Both of these types are considered to be miscellaneous soils that
have been altered by cutting ~d filling activities related to construction activity. Based on the compacted
nature of these soils and their relation to other construction projects, there are very few limitations on
development.

VEGETATION
Fort McHenry's vegetation is comprised primarily of approximately 35 acres of maintained lawn. The
turf contains a mix of blue grass (Poa pratensis), annual bluegrass (Poa annua), tall fescue (Festuca
arundinacea), and Bermuda grass ( Cynodon dactylon). Until recently, 'Kentucky 31' tall fescue had been
used for lawn restoration, but currently 'Delmarva', a mix of several turf-quality tall fescue cultivars, is
used for this activity. Other vegetation in the area consists of the following trees and shrubs: pine (Pin us
spp.), oak (Quercus spp.), sycamore (Plantus occidentalis), black locust (Robinia pseudoacacia),
crabapple (Malus spp.), as well as ornamental cherry (Prunus spp.) and pear (Pyrus calleryana).
A number of the trees planted along the Seawall Trail were planted as part of a project with "Treemendous Maryland," on the 20th anniversary of Earth Day in 1989. The Tree-mendous Maryland Program
was initiated as a means to foster citizen awareness and support of tree-planting projects throughout the
state. Since the project began, approximately 575,000 volunteers have planted trees for the program
across the State of Maryland. In 2002, DNR reported that six million seedlings had been supplied to
Maryland citizens.
An early War Department-era planting installed in. 1932 consisted of a number of oaks planted along the
main Park road. At the base of each tree, a tablet was placed to commemorate the induction of each state
into the Union. All but one of the original trees have been removed and the tablets have lost their
association with the current planting along the road. Plaques were also made to commemorate the famous
personages who fought in the Battle of Baltimore, but were moved in 1964 and are now located in a
crabapple grove around the Statue of Orpheus (the Fran!;is Scott Key Memorial).
Although this vegetative population may be minimal compared to other units of the NPS, it is quite
extraordinary given the surrounding urban and industrialized environment.

FLOODPLAINS
Executive Order 11988, "Floodplain Management," was signed into law on May 28, 1980. In response to
this order, the NPS issued Special Directive 93-4 followed by Director's Order (DO) 77-2, "Floodplain
Management," (NPS 2003). The order directs the Park's policy on floodplains. This policy includes
efforts to maintaining natural floodplain functions by avoiding modification, occupancy, or development
within a floodplain. It also directs the relocation of structures damaged by floodwaters.
Fort McHenry sits at the confluence of the Northwest Branch and the Patapsco River, which is tidally
influenced. Based on three months of tide infonnation (August-October 2002) the highest predicted
nonnal tide at Fort McHenry area is 2.1 feet NGVD.
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A review of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps for
Baltimore City (panels 2400870015D and 2400870014D) revealed that a portion of the Park, along the
Seawall, is within the 100-year floodplain (Figure 11). A 100-year floodplain is the elevation along a river
that has a 1 in 100 chance of experiencing a specific sized flood1, or a flood that will occur once every
100 years. The 100-year floodplain at Fort McHenry extends to 8.1 feet NGVD. Only the Seawall, the
Seawall Trail, and the area around the dock fall within this elevation. In addition, a coastal hazard or
velocity zone is present at the confluence of the rivers. In this area, damage from coastal wave action is
possible up to 10 feet NGVD once every 100 years. The 500-year floodplain within the Park's property
extends to 10.6 feet NGVD. The 500 year floodplain is similar to the 100, only the flooding that would
encompass this plane occurs once every 500 years on average (FEMA 1998).
On September 18, 2003, Hurricane Isabel hit the east coast of the United States. The Patapsco River rose
several feet over the Seawall leaving tons of debris on Park property, including a channel buoy and many
large beams. Along with this flooding, the dock, which provides access for one of the area water taxis,
was stripped of its planks, but the pilings remained intact. Despite this damage, none of the Park buildings
received flood damage and only minor damage to vegetation was inflicted. However, both the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers and U.S. Naval Reserve facilities, located within the 100-year floodplain, were
flooded. Many of the vehicles located at these facilities were saved because they had been moved to
higher ground within the Park.
SURFACE WATERS AND CHESAPEAKE BAY RESOURCES
The Patapsco River originates 52 miles from its mouth at the Chesapeake Bay. The 52- mile river drains a
540 square mile watershed on its way to the Bay. Although in its upper reaches the Patapsco has
relatively clean water, the water quality degrades as it flows downstream In its upper reaches, the river
begins to absorb quantities of pesticides and animal wastes from agricultural runoff. As the river reaches
the Baltimore area, urban runoff and industrial pollution further impact water quality. The harbor area
adds additional impacts to water quality of the Patapsco, as toxic substances are imbedded in the floor of
the harbor. These toxins in combination with high levels of turbidity have all but eliminated life in the
harbor and lower Patapsco and annual fish kills are commonplace.
In an effort to reverse this trend, Maryland's Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Law became law on June 1,
1984. The law was designed to reverse poor water quality trends in the Chesapeake Bay by protecting the
Bay, its tributaries, and the land surrounding these resources, as well as supporting multi-state agreements
to protect the Bay. To ensure this protection, the law creates a 1,000-foot area around critical resources,
including tidal areas and wetlands. Development within this area must improve water quality in the Bay
by controlling stormwater ninoff and protecting wildlife habitat along the Bay. Development within this
area may also require a 10% reduction in the current stormwater pollutant load.
The 1,000-foot area is broken down into different zones. The first 100 feet from the water is referred to as
the buffer. The remaining areas are divided into intensely developed areas (IDA), resource conservation
areas (RCA), and designated habitat protection areas (DHPA). These areas may require specific
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development guidelines and require consultation with the local planning department (Baltimore 2003).
Almost all of Fort McHenry project site falls within this 1,000-foot zone, including the Visitor Center, the
Fort, the restrooms and picnic area, as well as the trail along the Seawall (Figure 10).
Along with this responsibility, the NPS is also a signatory of the Chesapeake Bay Agreement The
agreement creates a common goal among its members to:
... nurture and sustain a Chesapeake Bay Watershed Partnership and to
achieve the goals set Forth . . ... Without such a partnership, future challenges
will not be met. With it, the restoration and protection of the Chesapeake Bay
will be ensured for generations to come, " (Chesapeake Bay Program 2000).

Fort McHenry's proximity to the Chesapeake Bay makes its role in both of these programs an important
one. Although the Park does not have an individual Bay agreement, it does abide by and support all
elements of the NPS's agreement. In addition, its location provides an excellent opportunity to interpret
the history and ecosystems of the Chesapeake Bay.
Coordination with the State of Maryland Critical Area Commission has already been initiated (See
appendix). The design of the BMPs would comply with the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Law by
reducing current stormwater pollutant loads by 10%.·The commission would review and approve the
design of the BMPs prior to implementation. The BMPs would be constructed in conjunction with the
new facility. Once in place the BMPs would immediately begin to reduce pollutant loads.
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Fort McHenry is located in a highly industrialized area where there is the potential for many hazardous
materials to exist. Within the Park, however, hazardous materials are limited. The Mission 66 duplex
which now serves as administrative offices and a Park residence has LBP on the exterior wood trim of the
building. There is no asbestos in this structure.
The Visitor Center, however, does have ACM associated with the theater's soundproofing. This is the
only known asbestos in the Park. The Visitor Center also has LBP located on the exterior of the building's
metal window frames.
The Park's maintenance facility houses a number of potentially hazardous materials. There is a 1,000gallon compartmentalized above ground storage tank located in the maintenance facility. It C<?ntains 500
gallons of gasoline and 500 gallons of diesel fuel. There is also an inventory of cleaners, paints, sealants,
and other related materials located in the old maintenance building. All of these materials are included in
the Park's spill prevention plan. Improvements to maintenance operations over the last few years have
reduced the use of hazardous materials within the park. Overall, hazardous materials within Fort
McHenry are limited and properly managed and monitored to ensure no a4verse impacts to health or
safety.
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CULTURAL RESOURCES
Fort McHenry National Monument & Historic Shrine is a vital part of America's national system of
Parks, monuments, battlefields, recreation areas, and other cultural and natural resources. Established by
an Act of Congress (43 Statute 1109) on March 3, 1925, Fort McHenry is located on Whetstone Point,
southeast of Baltimore's Locust Point vicinity. Comprised of 43.26 acres, the Park is charged with
preserving the historic Star Fort and its accompanying architecture, the cultural landscape and its many
features, and the archeological sites in perpetuity for the experience, enjoyment, understanding and
appreciation of all Americans, approximately 608,077 of whom visit annually.
Following the passage of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA), Fort McHenry was
administratively listed on the NRHP. Thirty-three years later, documentation supporting this listing was
completed, approved and signed on April 2, 1999 by the Keeper of the NRHP. The period of significance
documented in reference to Fort McHenry is lengthy, beginning with its 1794 to 1802 construction
period, extending through the crisis of the American Civil War, until 1945 at the close of World War II,
when the United States Coast Guard occupied the.Fort and served as caretaker for the property. The
historical significance of Fort McHenry is tied to its association wit~ events that have made a significant
contribution to the broad patterns of our history (NR Criteria A}, for its association with the lives of
persons significant in our past (NR Criteria B), for its representation of distinctive methods and materials
in design and construction (NR Criteria C), and for its potential to impart new knowledge through the
analysis of resources preserved in the soil (NR Criteria D). Architectural features and site infrastructure at
Fort McHenry associated with the NPS "Mission-66" park development program of the 1950's and 1960's
were determined ineligible for the NRHP in 2003. These include the Visitor Center itself, Park housing
and maintenance buildings, and the visitor parking lot and pedestrian circulation developed as part of the
"Mission-66" program.
In order to ensure no adverse effects to archeological resources, the Park would be prepared to enter into a
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). The Parle regularly
communicates with the SHPO and coordination for this project has already been initiated (See appendix).
Communication and coordination would continue through the development phase. The details ofthe MOA
would determine the length ofthe necessary mitigation. Regardless of the time required to mitigate potential
impacts, the result would be no adverse effect under Section 106 of the NHPA Fort McHemy would continue to
communicate with the SHPO after the project to ensure this project, and future efforts, avoided significant
impacts to the area's cultural resources.

For the purposes of this analysis, cultural resources are divided into archeological resources, historic
structures, cultural landscapes, and museum collections. A summary of the cultural resources within the
project area follows.

Affected Environment

84

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

Fort McHenry National Monument & Historic Shrine
Education/Administration Facility
DCPIEAIAOE

smooth and areas defined as urban land. Both of these types are considered to be miscellaneous soils that
have been altered by cutting and filling activities related to construction activity. Based on the compacted
nature of these soils and their relation to other construction projects, there are very few limitations on
development.
VEGETATION

Fort McHenry's vegetation is comprised primarily of approximately 35 acres of maintained lawn. The
turf contains a mix of blue grass (Poa pratensis), annual bluegrass (Poa annua), tall fescue (Festuca
arundinacea), and Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon). Until recently, 'Kentucky 31' tall fescue had been
used for lawn restoration, but currently 'Delmarva', a mix of several turf-quality tall fescue cultivars, is
used for this activity. Other vegetation in the area consists of the following trees and shrubs: pine (Pinus
spp.), oak (Quercus spp.), sycamore (Plantus occidentalis), black locust (Robinia pseudoacacia),
crabapple (Ma/us sp~.), as well as ornamental cherry (Prunus spp.) and pear (Pyrus cal/eryana).
A number of the trees planted along the Seawall Trail were planted as part of a project with "Treemendous Maryland," on the 201b anniversary of Earth Day in 1989. The Tree-mendous Maryland Program
was initiated as a means to foster citizen awareness and support of tree-planting projects throughout the
state. Since the project began, approximately 575,000 volunteers have planted trees for the program
across the State of Maryland. In 2002, DNR reported that six million seedlings had been supplied to
Maryland citizens.

An early War Department-era planting installed in 1932 consisted of a number of oaks planted along the
main Park road. At the base of each tree, a tablet was placed to commemorate the induction of each state
into the Union. All but one of the 'original trees have been removed and the tablets have lost their
association with the current planting along the road. Plaques were also made to commemorate the famous
personages who fought in the Battle of Baltimore, but were moved in 1964 and are now located in a
crabapple grove around the Statue of Orpheus (the Francis Scott Key Memorial).
Although this vegetative population may be minimal compared to other units of the NPS, it is quite
extraordinary given the surrounding urban and industrialized environment.
FLOODPLAINS .

Executive Order 11988, "Floodplain Management," was signed into law on May 28, 1980. In response to
this order, the NPS issued Special Directive 93-4 followed by Director's Order (DO) 77-2, "Floodplain
Management," (NPS 2003). The order directs the Park's policy on floodplains. This policy includes
efforts to maintaining natural floodplain functions. by avoiding modification, occupancy, or development
within a floodplain. It also directs the relocation of structures damaged by floodwaters.
Fort McHenry sits at the confluenc.e of the Northwest Branch and the Patapsco River, which is tidally
influenced. Based on three months of tide information (August- October 2002) the highest predicted
normal tide at Fort McHenry area is 2.1 feet NGVD.
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A review of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps for
Baltimore City (panels 24008700150 and 24008700140) revealed that a portion of the Park, along the
Seawall, is within the 100-year floodplain (Figure 11 ). A 100-year floodplain is the elevation along a river
that has a 1 in 100 chance of experiencing a specific sized flood 1, or a flood that will occur once every
100 years. The 100-year floodplain at Fort McHenry extends to 8.1 feet NGVD. Only the Seawall, the
Seawall Trail, and the area around the dock fall within this elevation. In addition, a coastal hazard or
velocity zone is present at the confluence of the rivers. In this area, damage from coastal wave action is
possible up to 10 feet NGVD once every 100 years. The 500-year floodplain within the Park's property
extends to 10.6 feet NGVD. The 500 year floodpfain is similar to the 100, only the flooding that would
encompass this plane occurs once every 500 years on average (FEMA 1998).
On September 18, 2003, Hurricane Isabel hit the east coast of the United States. The Patapsco River rose
several feet over the Seawall leaving tons of debris on Park property, including a channel buoy and many
large beams. Along with this flooding, the dock, which provides access for one of the area water taxis,
was stripped of its planks, but the pilings remained intact. Despite this damage, none of the Park buildings
received flood damage and only minor damage to vegetation was inflicted. However, both the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers and U.S. Naval Reserve facilities, located within the 100-year floodplain, were
flooded. Many of the vehicles located at these facilities were saved because they had been moved to
higher ground within the Park.
SURFACE WATERS AND CHESAPEAKE BAY RESOURCES
The Patapsco River originates 52 miles from its mouth at the Chesapeake Bay. The 52- mile river drains a
540 square mile watershed on its way to the Bay. Although in its upper reaches the Patapsco has
relatively clean water, the water quality degrades as it flows downstream. In its upper reaches, the river
begins to absorb quantities of pesticides and animal wastes from agricultural runoff. As the river reaches
the Baltimore area, urban runoff and industrial pollution further impact water quality. The harbor area
adds additional impacts to water quality of the Patapsco, as toxic substances are imbedded in the floor of
the harbor. These toxins in combination with high l~vels of turbidity have all but eliminated life in the
harbor and lower Patapsco and 3!1flual fish kills are commonplace.
In an effort to reverse this trend, Maryland's Che,sapeake Bay Critical Area Law became law on June 1,
1984. The law was designed to reverse poor water quality trends in the Chesapeake Bay by protecting the
Bay, its tributaries, and the land surrounding these resources, as well as supporting multi-state agreements
to protect the Bay. To ensure this protection, the law creates a 1,000-foot area around critical resources,
including tidal areas and wetlands.·Development within this area must improve water quality in the Bay
by controlling storrnwater runoff and protecting wildlife habitat along the Bay. Development within this
area may also require a 10% reduction in the current stormwater pollutant load.
The 1,000-foot area is broken down into different zones. The first 100 feet from the water is referred to as
the buffer. The remaining areas are divided into intensely developed areas (IDA), resource conservation
areas (RCA), and designated habitat protection areas (DHPA). These areas may require specific
0
' The size of a 100 year flood varies depending on location.
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development guidelines and require consultation with the local planning department (Baltimore 2003).
Almost all of Fort McHenry project site falls within this 1,000-foot zone, including the Visitor Center, the
Fort, the restrooms and picnic area, as well as the trail along the Seawall (Figure I 0).
Along with this responsibility, the NPS is also a signatory of the Chesapeake Bay Agreement. The
agreement creates a common goal among its members to:
... nurture and sustain a Chesapeake Bay Watershed Partnership and to
achieve the goals set Forth .. ... Without such a partnership, future challenges
will not be met. With it, the restoration and protection ofthe Chesapeake Bay
will be ensured for generations to come," (Chesapeake Bay Program 2000).

Fort McHenry's proximity to the Chesapeake Bay makes its role in both of these programs an important
one. Although the Park does not have an individual Bay agreement, it does abide by and support all
elements of the NPS's agreement. In addition, its location provides an excellent opportunity to interpret
the history and ecosystems of the Chesapeake Bay.
Coordination with the State of Maryland Critical Area Commission has already been initiated (See
appendix). The design of the BMPs would comply with the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Law by
reducing current stormwater pollutant loads by 10%. The commission would review and approve the
design of the BMPs prior to implementation. The BMPs would be constructed in conjunction with the
new facility. Once in place the BMPs would immediately begin to reduce pollutant loads.
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Fort McHenry is located in a highly industrialized! area where there is the potential for many hazardous
materials to exist. Within the Park, however, hazardous materials are limited. The Mission 66 duplex
which now serves as administrative offices and a Park residence has LBP on the exterior wood trim of the
building. There is no asbestos in this structure.
The Visitor Center, however, does have ACM associated with the theater's soundproofing. This is the
only known asbestos in the Park.. The Visitor Center also has LBP located on the exterior of the building's
metal window frames.
The Park's maintenance facility houses a number of potentially hazardous materials. There is a 1,000gallon compartmentalized above ground storage tank located in the maintenance facility. It contains 500
gallons of gasoline and 500 gallons of diesel fuel. There is also an inventory of cleaners, paints, sealants,
and other related materials located in the old maintenance building. All of these materials are included in
the Park's spill prevention plan. Improvements to maintenance operations over the last few years have
reduced the use of hazardous materials within the park. Overall, hazardous materials within Fort
McHenry are limited and properly managed and monitored to ensure no adverse impacts to health or
safety.
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CULTURAL RESOURCES

Fort McHenry National Monument & Historic Shrine is a vital part of America's national system of
Parks, monuments, battlefields, recreation areas, and other cultural and natural resources. Established by
an Act of Congress (43 Statute 1109) on March 3, 1925, Fort McHenry is located on Whetstone Point,
southeast of Baltimore's Locust Point vicinity. Comprised of 43.26 acres, the Park is charged with
preserving the historic Star Fort and its accompanying architecture, the cultural landscape and its many
features, and the archeological sites in perpetuity for the experience, enjoyment, understanding and
appreciation of all Americans, approximately 608,077 of whom visit annually.
Following the passage of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA), Fort McHenry was
administratively listed on the NRHP. Thirty-three years later, documentation supporting this listing was
completed, approved and signed on April 2, 1999 by the Keeper of the NRHP. The period ·of significance
documented in reference to Fort McHenry is lengthy, beginning with its 1794 to 1802 construction
period, extending through the crisis of the American Civil War, until 1945 at the close of World War II,
when the United States Coast Guard occupied the Fort and served as caretaker_for the property. The
historical significance of Fort McHenry is tied to its association with events that have made a significant
contribution to the broad patterns of our history (NR Criteria A), for its association with the lives of
persons significant in our past (NR Criteria B), for its representation of distinctive methods and materials
in design and construction (NR Criteria C), and for its potential to impart new knowledge through the
analysis of resources preserved in the soil (NR Criteria D). Architectural features and site infrastructure at
Fort McHenry associated with the NPS "Mission-66" park development program of the 1950's and 1960's .
were determined ineligible for the NRHP in 2003. These include the Visitor Center itself, Park housing
and maintenance buildings, and the visitor parking lot and pedestrian circulation developed as part of the
"Mission-66" program.
In order to ensure no adverse effects to archeological resources, the Park would be prepared to enter into a
Memorandum ofAgreement (MOA) with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). The Park regularly
communicates with the SHPO and coordination for this project has already been initiated (See appendix).
Communication and coordination would continue through the development phase. The details of the MOA . ·
would determine the length ofthe necessari mitigation. Regardless of the time required to mitigate potential
impacts, the result would be no adverse effect under Section 106 ofthe NHPA. Fort McHenry would continue to
communicate with the SHPO after the project to ensure this project, and future efforts, avoided significant
impacts to the area's cultural resources.

For the purposes of this analysis, cultural resources are divided into archeological resources, historic
structures, cultural landscapes, and museum collections. A summary of the cultural resources within the
project area follows.
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ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Certain important research questions about human history can only be answered by the actual physical
material of cultural resources. Archeological resources have the potential to answer, in whole or in part,
such research questions. The focus of archeological investigations at the Park has been to better
understand the growth of the Fort through its many stages of development.
These investigations have been based on historic plans and other documentation describing the Fort's
design and development. Many of the old plans used to describe the Fort are missing key pieces of
information, including surrounding topography, or the height of related structures. These elements are
necessary to properly interpret the conditions that contributed to the Fort's design and development. In
order to improve the understanding of the history of the Fort, archeological investigations have sought to
find answers to this missing information.
The original property of Fort McHenry (the interior of the original Boundary Wall) w:a8 eliminated from
development considerations. This is due, in part, to the significance of the landscape
archeological
resources within this area. These resources are associated with the Fort ca. 1814, which is far more
sigriificant to the purpose of the Park than other resources located within the moderri property. Impact to
these ca. 1814 resources is consequently less tolerable.

and

Due to fortification and early 20th century fill activities, very little of the original ground cover remains at
the site. Therefore, archeological clues are required to date various soil layers. Cfoes raiige from military
buttons, to ceramics, to historic drainage ditches. The age of these items allows researchers to estimate the
age of the soil and then the age of the Fort structures found within.
The area in the vicinity of the southwest side_of the existing parking lot, now occupied by the restrooms
and picnic area, contains remains of an 1840-1860s stables/1870-1920s barracks, a ca. 1850 chapel, as
well.as portions of the original Boundary Wall footing. Limited archeological investigations in this area
were last performed during the 1960s as part of a construction monitoring exercise. The only resource that
was reliably documented was remnants of the Boundary Wall. Investigations of this resource have clearly
identified its location northeast of the 1814-era structures in the vicinity of the existing Visi_tor Center.
Any new development in this area, or other areas of the park, would be preceded by further archeological
investigations. It should be noted that the portion of this area that would be most directly impacted by the
project had been previously disturbed by an 1880-1920s road and by adjacent utility corridors.
Other areas of potential impact.include the overflow parking area and the area by the maintenance facility
and front gate. The area encompassed by the overflow parking area contained frame wards of the World
War I hospital that once occupied.the Park. The area by the maintenance facility and front gate contains
additional resources related to the 1840s military hospital. As stated previously, any new development in
this area, or other areas of the park, would be preceded by further archeological inveStigations.
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HISTORIC STRUCTURES

In order for a structure or building to be listed on the NRHP, it must be ·associated with an important
historic context, i.e. possess significance - the meaning or value ascribed to the structure or building and
have integrity of those features necessary to convey its significance, i.e. location, design, setting,
workmanship, materials, feeling, and association. Despite the Park's listing on the NRHP and the
conformance of several Park structures to these standards, no individual structures within the Park have
been listed. A number of the structures, including the Fort and the Seawall, have been identified as
contributing to the historic nature of the site.
Initial fortifications at Whetstone Point were developed before the Revolutionary War. The Point had an
excellent strategic position between the Chesapeake Bay and Baltimore. Whoever controlled the Point not
only controlled the waterways leading to and from Baltimore, but was also in an excellent position to
defend themselves from a landward attack. The Point was first used as a military post during the
Revolutionary War. After the war, the Continental Army was reduced in size and focused on dealings
with Native Americans. The Fort at Whetstone Point was sold to private interests and remained in private
hands for the next 13 years.
By the la~e 1790s, during the Quasi War, tensions with F~ce were rising. In 1794, in preparation for
another potential conflict, the United States government authorized funding for the First American
System of fortifications along the east coast. This program was designed to strengthen coastal defenses
along the Atlantic and Great Lakes. Work at Whetstone Point consisted of the construction of a Star Fort,
which was named for the Secretary of War, James McHenry.
Tensions eased a bit at the turn of the century and the First American System came to an end.
Maintenance of the Fort was funded by local governments and merchants. By 1807, however, dµring the
era of the Napoleonic War in Europe, the United States was concerned and again began construction of
the Second American System of fortifications. This program built off the First American System and
included the development of new Forts as well as increasing firepower and defenses at others. By 1814,
Fort McHenry consisted of the Star Fort, with a ravelin2, a dry moat, and various inside buildings; an
Upper Battery and a Lower B~ttery near the water's edge; and several outbuildings, among them a
barracks, store houses, and a hospital. The commander of the Fort, Major George Armistead, had
commissioned a large 30 by 42 foot American flag for the Fort. It was at this time that Fort McHenry
gained its prominence.
The Chesapeake Campaign of the War of 1812 reached Baltimore in September 1814. During the Battle
of Baltimore, the Fort sustained a 25-ho~ bombardment from British naval forces. Bomb damage
included one shell that crashed through the roof of the powder magazine. Remarkably, this shell did not
explode. Other structures within the Fort were al~o damaged. The scenes of the battle, and the American
victory inspired Francis Scott Key, who detained on board a flag-of-truce vessel during the fighting, to
write the poem, "The Defence [sic] of Fort McHenry." Key wrote the poem to the tune, "To Anacreon in
0
•A work constructed beyond the main ditch, opposite a curtain, composed of two faces and fanning a salient angle.
It has Its own ditch, and there Is usually a counterscarp opposite Its scarp. Alternately called a demi-lune (Cheek
2000).
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Heaven," by John Stafford Smith. The song was popular in America and England at the time, and had
been previously adapted to other poems. The poem and the tune would later become our National
Anthem.
After the Battle of Baltimore, the Fort would never see battle again; however, this did not prevent it from
being used for military operations. During the Civil War, the Fort's guns were aimed at Baltimore as a
defensive measure based on the area's location between the North and Washington D.C. This location
made Union control crucial to its success. The area was also used as a military hospital during World War
I and by the Coast Guard during World War II as a base of operations.
The Park's entrance gate also contributes to its historic context. The stone entrance columns and brick
Boundary Wall were originally constructed just outside the walls of the Fort to provide defense against a
landward attack. This structure was entirely relocated to its current location in 183 7 when the prope_rty
was expanded. This architectural feature of the Park provides visual and landscape context to the area
between the entrance and the Fort. In May of 1861, this entrance gate was also the site of the refusal of a
writ of Habeas Corpus that.resulted in the famous Supreme Court ruling in the case. of Merryman vs. the
United States, in which President Lincoln's suspension of Habeas Corpus was challenged.

SEAWALL
The Seawall was built in segments between 1817 and 1895, with the first section completed in December
1817. The wall was substantially extend~d between 18.3 6 and 1839. Further repairs occurred in the late
1870s and 1890s. The wall has held up nicely for years and occasional repairs have been performed
throughout its history to repair storm damage and erosion. In 2002, the Park completed an environmental
assessment for more comprehensive repairs. Extensive repairs were completed prior to Hurricane Isabel
and further work will continue in 2004.
~SSION

66 ERA STRUCTURES

In addition to these structures, .there are several Mission 66 Era features in the Park, including the Visitor
Center, a maintenance facility, the main entrance road, the parking lot, several landscaped areas, and
duplex that currently serves as housing and administrative offices. Determinations of Ineligibility for
Mission 66 features of the Park were completed in both the NR Nomination documentation submitted to
the.Keeper of the National Register for Historic Places, in 199_9 and in a more comprehensive
Determination of Ineligibility specifically written to address the overall Mission 66 Era Development in
the Park. This determination was approved in 2003.

CULTURAL LANDSCAPES
A cultural landscape is " ... a reflection of human adaptation and use of natural resources and is often
expressed in the way land is organized and divided, patterns of settlement, land use, systems of
circulation, and the types of structures that are built. The character of a cultural landscape is defined both
by physical materials, such as roads, buildings, walls, and vegetation, and by use reflecting cultural values
and traditions," (NPS D0-28). A cultural landscape is a geographic area, including both cultural and

Affected Environment

89

Fort McHenry National Monument & Historic Shrine
Education/Administration Faci/ity
DCPIEAIAOE

natural resources and the wildlife and domestic animals there, associated with a historic event, activity, or
person or exhibiting other cultural or aesthetic values. There are four overlapping categories of cultural
landscapes, including: Historic Sites, Historic Designed Landscapes, Historic Vernacular Landscapes, and
Ethnographic Landscapes. While Fort McHenry may best be categorized as a Historic Site, it also
contains elements of the Designed and Vernacular Landscape. The site is of tremendous value in support
of the traditions, ceremonies, and the cultural identity of communities extending well beyond the .
municipal limits of Baltimore.
Cultural landscapes may be more fully understood through an analysis of tangible and intangible
characteristics and features. Unique arrangements of characteristics and features define landscape character
and help convey a property's cultural value. These include: Natural Systems and Features, as fundamental
aspects of the property influencing the development and physical form of the property; Spatial
Organization, as the three-dimensional manifestation of natural and built forms that articulate outdoor
space; Land Use, as the human activities and interaction with the landscape that form, shape and organize
the land; Cultural Traditions, as management practices, preferences that influence landscape character and
form; Cluster Arrangement, ~the location and pattern of building and structures in the landscape;
Circulation, including the spaces, features, and surface materials that constitute the systems of movement in
the landscape; Topography representing the three-dimensional modeling of the ground surface; Vegetation,
inclusive of the native and non-native trees, shrubs, vines, ground covers and herbaceous plants on-site;
Buildings_and Structures, as elements constructed primarily to shelter any form of human activity; Views
and Vistas, as the prospect or range of vision in a landscape conferred by the composition of other landscape
characteristics; Constructed Water Features, as the built features and elements that use water for aesthetic or
utilitarian function in a landscape; Small-Scale Features, as the elements providing detail and diversity for
both functional needs and aesthetic concerns; Archeological Sites, as the ruins, traces, or deposited artifacts
in a landscape evidenced by the presence of either surface or subsurface features.

Major Site Axis: following NW-SE former
road to Baltimore (now Fort Avenue
Site boundaries: As defined by the water's
edge and built walls and fences reflected in
existin site conditions.
Overall Site Topography: As currently
represented by the land sloping away from the
topographic spine occupied by the entrance
road corridor.
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Fort Scarp
S Port and Gate Houses
Powder Ma azine
Enlisted Men's Barracks
Fla ole
Junior Officers' Quarters
Enlisted Men's Barracks I
Ravelin Sc
Walls
Dry Moat
Commanding Officers'
Quarters
Water Battery Retaining
Walls
Civil War Ma azine
Boundary Wall and Gates .
Seawall
Parade Wall

LCS - 0354
LCS-0355
LCS-0356
LCS-0357
LCS-7553
LCS-7554
LCS-7750
LCS-775 1
LCS-7752

Ravelin. Gun and Em lacement
Water Bat. Guns/Em lacement.
BombproofNo. I
Bomb roof No. 2

Bound. Fence and Brick Piers
Ravelin Revetment Wall
Fort Breast Height Wall

LCS-81218
LCS -81221
LCS-81222
LCS - 81223
LCS - 81224
LCS-81225
LCS-81224
LCS - 81245
LCS - 81247

LCS - 7755

Statue of Orpheus and Base

LCS - 0353

LCS - 7756
LCS - 7757
LCS-7758
LCS- 81212

Armistead Monument and Base
British Bomb Monuments
American Privateers Monument
War of 1812 Memorial Tree
Pla ues

LCS-7759
LCS-81231
LCS - 81226
LCS - 81228
LCS - 81232

Postem
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Tavern Site
Hospital
Store House

Barracks

Note: Si ni cant unmarked archeological resources are located throughout the roperty. ·

The following discussion is excerpted and adapted from the 1999 NRHP Documentation. The 43.26 acres
encompassing Fort McHenry National Monument & Historic Shrine represent a historic site composed of
numerous historic, archeological and cultural landscape resources that chart the course of Fort McHenry's
evolutionary development. These resources comprise the structural design elements and materials that
have gone into the Fort's construction and the artifacts and other elements of material culture associated
with the various periods of construction and occupation. Several 20th century additions to the Fort
grounds, particularly commemorative markers and statuary, reflect the importance of memorial activities
at Fort McHenry.
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Other than the existing structures and buildings that comprise the historic fortifications and external walls
[i.e., the Star Fort, outer (water) battery, the Civil War Powder Magazine, Seawall, and Boundary Wall],
few remnants of the cultural landscape associated with the late 18th and early 19th century development of
Whetstone (Locust) Point for military defense purposes survive. Construction of U.S. Army General
Hospital No. 2 in 1917 for the convalescence of the World War I veterans, and the subsequent removal of
the hospital buildings, resulted in extensive disturbance to the landscape surrounding the Fort. Among the
external features disturbed by the construction and grading undertaken during this period were the glacis3
and dry moat around the perimeter of the Star Fort. Aerial photographs taken of Fort McHenry during the
1920s underscore the extent of development associated with the Army hospital, showing barracks and
other buildings occupying virtually all available space outside the Fort to the water's edge.
With efforts underway in the latter 19th century to commemorate the significance of the defense of Fort
McHenry, Francis Scott Key, and the writing of"The Star-Spangled Banner;" the landscape underwent
further changes reflecting the memorialization of the site. Various statues and markers were placed in
1914 during the centennial observance of the bombardment. Placement of the Statue of Orpheus
(authorized by Congress in 1914, but not placed on site until 1922), altered a portion of the entrance road
with the construction of a circular drive around the base of the statue. The statue was moved to its present
location in 1963 to accommodate improved access to the new parking lot and Visitor Center. During the
1932 Bicentennial celebration of George Washington's birth, other markers and monuments were placed
on the grounds along with the planting of commemorative trees (e.g., the Washington Elm and cherry
trees planted by the school children of Baltimore).
Since then, the statues and markers have been relocated in many instances, sustaining a loss of integrity in
terms of location and setting. Many of the original commemorative trees have died; the Washington Elm
died in 1995 and was removed that year. While the markers and statuary continue to evoke the broad
historical significance of the Park's periods of memorial activities, and in some instances retain
historical/artistic significance in their own right, the cultural landscape of the memorial period is not
intact.
While many of Fort McHenry's smaller landscape features have been lost, the site retains several broader
landscape characteristics that contribute to the significance of the property and provide insight into the
selection and development of the site for defensive purposes. The tip of Whetstone Point offered
substantial strategic advantages for the defense of Baltimore by commanding the approaches to the
Northwest and Middle branches of the Patapsco River. This was as true in 1776 during the Revolutionary
War when Fort Whetstone was first constructed on the site, as it was throughout the long span of Fort
McHenry's subsequent military service. Under the prevailing 18th and 19th century theories of coastal
fortifications, these consisted of a succession of features designed to repel or impede an enemy's advance;
the shore-line and upper gun batteries, the elevated slope (glacis), the ditch (dry moat) with its
counterscari)," and ultimately the Fort ramparts situated on higher ground.
Although many of the defense works external to the Fort have been removed or modified, the large-scale
spatial organization of the site remains intact in many respects. For example, the Fort retains its historic
geographic orientation towards Baltimore, the Northwest Harbor and Middle Branch. The sloping grass0
• the earthen defensive slope that formerly extended from the water battery to the seawall
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covered area outside the Fort walls is at least partially representative of early military efforts to maintain

an open field-of-fire between the Fort and the water's edge. Consequently, a general sense of the strategic
importance of the site and the reasons behind its selection for fortifications is readily conveyed to the Park
visitor.
The clustered arrangement of officers' quarters, barracks, and powder magazine on the parade ground
inside the Star Fort all protected by the earthen and masonry ramparts, has remained a defining
characteristic of the Fort throughout its long history. Despite substantial alterations and subsequent
restorations of individual buildings, and the modifications that accompanied armament and other
.structural/technological improvements, the War Department never undertook measures to substantially
reconfigure the Fort away from it late 18th century pentagonal design. The Fort retains and continues to
convey the intent of its original design as a tightly contained and functionally integrated coastal defense
work and garrison.
The IO-foot high brick wall presently marking the western boundary of the grounds was constructed in
183 7 following the War Department's acquisition of additional lands in 1836. It not only serves as a .
formal demarcation of the western property line, but provides the approaching visitor the first physical
feature clearly symbolic of the former military presence and control of the site, The Boundary Wall also
provides a ready visual indicator of the maximum spatial extent of the Fort grounds toward the west.
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The bituminous entrance road (a continuation of Fort Avenue) follows the historic alignment of the
original access road to the Fort from Baltimore. While a section of the alignment was eliminated to
~ccommodate the modem curved extension to the visitor parking area, a paved footpath follows a
continuing portion of the historic alignment north of the ravelin. No readily observable evidence of the
original roadbed remains.
.

.

The NPS currently maintains the grounds to preserve the memorial character of the national monument.
Grass lawns extend from the boundary (entrance) wall to the Seawall, with clusters of native and nonnative trees and shrubs. Crabapple trees have been planted in a semi-circle betWeen the statue of Orpheus
(the Francis Scott Key Memorial) and the Civil War Powder Magazine. A circulation netWork consists of
the two-way paved entrance road to the visitor parking lot, paved roads to the maintenance area, and
several pedestrian walkways. Walkways provide access to the Star Fort, Visitor Center, and the Civil War
Powder Magazine. They extend along the Seawall around the perimeter of the property from the picnic
. area near the boat dock on the north, to an artificial marsh area on the southwest: Non-contributing Park
housing and maintenance facilities are clustered at the west end of the property and south of the entrance.
MUSEUM COLLECTIONS
The preservation of museum collections is an ongoing process of preventative conservati<;>n,
supplemented by conservation treatment where necessary. Collections may be threatened by fire, theft,
vandalism, natural disasters, and careless acts. The primary goal of artifact preservation is a stable
condition to prevent damage and minimize deterioration.
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Fort McHenry's museum collection includes over 55,000 artifacts and nearly 16,000 catalog records
stored in a Civil War Powder Magazine. Of these, nearly 30,000 are archeological items, including
historic plans that have been used to interpret the Fort's history and direct other archeological
investigations described earlier in this document. Large objects in the collection are stored on open
shelving in the Civil War Powder Magazine, while smaller items are stored in museum specimen cabinets
and textiles are stored on two large flag racks. Approximately 50% of the building's storage space is
dedicated to artifacts from the Hampton NHS, the Park's sister site located 18 miles away.
The magazine is protected by an intrusion/fire alarm system. Temperature and relative humidity in the
building are monitored with hydro thermographs and data loggers. A heating/ventilation/ air-conditioning
(HVAC) system and dehumidifiers are used to maintain temperature and relative humidity within selected
parameters outlined by NPS Museum Handbook (NPS 1998). The building's floors are washed regularly ·
and air filters are changed on a bi-annual basis. Conditions are normally considered to be excellent for
museum storage.
Copies of over 70,000 documents are kept in the Park's library within the Fort. This provides staff,
researchers, and other interested parties with easy access to many items while protecting the originals
from overuse.
Despite these desirable. storage conditions, the collections are stored in a historic structure. This setup
adds additional stress to the long-term integrity of the Fort, as it puts heavy loads on the historic structure.
Furthermore, it does not allow for future expansion as the library grows.

VISUAL RESOURCES
Although the Park is surrounded by intense urbanization, it has been able to preserve many of its visual
resources. The main gate, which currently provides the only public land access to the Parle, immediately
introduces the visitor to the historical Fort setting. Visitors then follow the entrance drive past a row of plaques
commemorating each of the 50 states' induction into the Union. At one time, a tree stood at each plaque, but
now many of the plaques stand al0ne in the grass. Beyond the row of plaques visitors catch a view of the
current Visitor Center and Fort before turning into the parking area.
Once on site, the Fort is the primary visual resource. Despite the intense development around the site and
along the harbor, the Fort's proximity to the surrounding waterways remains unchanged, thus providing
the visitor with an opportunity to imagine the British fleet converging on Baltimore.

This view of the field of fire from the Battle of Baltimore contributes to the Park's historical context. Another
important view is the view from the Fort to the front gate. This view also has a historical context, as it was the
line of site monitored to ensure that no landward threats were present to the Fort. The flag is also a key visual
resource at the Park. Upon completion of the Visitor Center film, a curtain in the theater opens to reveal a
view of the flag flying over the Fort. This visual reference allows visitors to make a connection between
what they are seeing on their visit and its historical significance. This view also allows the visitor to see
the flag and the Fort without any visual interference from surrounding land uses.
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Two statues are also located on the site: Orpheus (the Francis Scott Key Memorial) and Armistead.· The
Orpheus Statue is a 22-foot high bronze statue that sits on a 15-foot _high marble pedestal. The statue of
the Greek mythological hero of music and poetry was dedicated in 1922 to Francis Scott Key. The statue
of Colonel George Armistead was dedicated in 19 E4, the centennial anniversary of the writing of "The
Star-Spangled Banner." Armistead served as commander of Fort McHenry during the Battle of Baltimore
and he commissioned a local seamstress, Mary Pickersgill, to make the large 30 by 42-foot garrison flag
for the Fort, now known as The Star-Spangled Banner. She was also paid to make a smaller 17 by 25storm flag. It was Armistead's intention to hoist the large garrison flag on the Fort's 89-foot flagpole so
that British ships would have no difficulty in seeing it from a distance.
Not all-of the Park's viewsheds are appropriate to the Park's mission. The Park's maintenance area is
comprised of two individual areas. Although th~se areas are somewhat screened from the visitor,_
equipment and other related items are visible from the main Park road. During busy visitor periods, cars
and buses take up much of the viewshed as they wait for traffic or visitors along the Park road or idle in
nearby parking areas. Although many of these areas are partially screened, they do not provide enough
coverage to block disturbances in the viewshed.
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Furthermore, other views mislead visitors about the Fort's history. The lack of interpretive development
outside the Fort's walls suggests that there were no military operations outside the Fort during the Battle
of Baltimore. This is not true. Several significant structures and defensive features were located outside
the Fort walls and were manned by volunteer militia during the Battle of Baltimore. The Park is crirrently .
working on constructing a Water Battery exhibit between the Fort and the river to provide increased_
interpretation of the 1814 maritime history of the Park. Large French naval guns will be mounted on the
new Water Battery exhibit to explain the type of naval cannons used at Fort McHenry during the War of
1812. Currently the visiting public is often confused by the fifteen Civil War era Rodman guns that are
mounted on the gun emplacements in the Outer Battery. While these are also authentic period cannons,
they were not installed at Fort McHenry until just prior to the Civil War. The Park intends to continue to
improve the interpretive program, improve the visitor exj)erience, and hopefully lessen the confusion
regarding the artillery used at the Fort during different time periods.
Despite these flaws, the overall viewshed at the Park provides great support to the Park's mission. Views
of the field of battle are still visible, as well as the Fort, gate, and flag. All of these elements allow Fort
McHenry to be viewed in a historical context.

VISITOR USE AND EXPERIENCE
NPS Management Policies 2001(NPS2000) states that the enjoyment of Park resources and values by
the people of the United States is part of the fundamental purpose of all parks and that the NPS is
committed to providing appropriate, high-quality opportunities for visitors to enjoy the parks.
Part of the purpose of Fort McHenry is to offer opportunities for recreation, education, inspiration, and
enjoyment. Consequently, one of the Park's management goals is to ensure that visitors safely enjoy and
are satisfied with the availability, accessibility, diversity, and quality of Park facilities, services, and
appropriate recreational opportunities.
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FACILITIES

The Visitor Center is the primary visitor contact station at the Park while many other interpretive displays are
located in the Fort. Many exJubits in the Fort focils on life during various periods of history, while others expand
on the War of 1812 story initially presented in the Visitor Center. Approximately halfof these exhibits are less
than three years old, and two others are in planning stages for redesign or refurbishment The audio-visual
presentation at the Visitor Center has been modified at least three times since if was introduced in 1985, and there
have been improvements to the ori~ captioning program. In addition, the film has been converted to DVD
format and shortened slightly to allow for three, rather than two, showings per hour.
Neither the Visitor Center nor the theater is adequately sized to handle current or projected visitor loads. The
Visitor Center is 5,700 square feet. Of this space, only 3,600 square feet are dedicated to visitor uses (the theater
only has seating for 70 guests). This creates a situation in which many visitors are turned away from the theater
when they initially arrive. Due to its small size, the Visitor Center does not offer enough space to allow people to
wait for the next film. Therefore, visitors may either explore the site or in many cases leave without viewing the
film or the rest ofthe site. Those visitors that do wait to see the video slow down the visitor ttnnover ti.me and
create backups in parlcing.
AMENITIES

Those visitors that arrive by water taxi face another challenge. The only food concessions currently available at
the Park are from vending machines. The SmTOunding area. has very few food options within walking distance.
As result, many people cut their visits short in order to find places to eat. Visitors that arrive by personal vehicle
or bus may leave the Park for food and return later.

a

VISITATION

Time spent by visitors in the Park is an important issue for Fort McHenry and other units ofthe NPS. In 1991,
Yale University conducted a market survey at the Park and determined that the majority of Park visitors spent 1-2
hours at the Park. In addition, the study found that 200/o of visitors to the Park were local and another 29% were
from the region (within a 25-mile radius of the Park). These local users tended to arrive at the Park in the
mornings or evenings, and nearly half of all local visitors went to the Park for recreation and some for scenery.
Those that visit for historic value include 42% of regional visitors and 63% of national visitors. Repeat visitors
are also common at Fort McHenry (14% ofrespondents had visited 50 or more times).
Table 4
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Visitation

Year

Total Visitation

2003

608,077

2002

674,541

2001

647,495

2000

691,501

1999

682,732

378,638

Source: FOMC

ToVC

Pedestrian

Bus

382,368

54,597

407,942

59,123

387,665 .
408,211

Boat

Car

71,943

57,908

198,576*

75,080

70,673

438,574

47,128

73,091

75,534

451,742

51,222

80,926

65,619

493,734

44,857

74,869

61,957

501,049

*Note: In 2003 the NPS modified its visitation calculations,
accounting for the dramatic decrease in reported vehicular
numbers.
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PROGRAMS

Several educational programs are available for single and family group visitors to enhance their time
spent at Fort McHenry. In addition, the interpretive program at Fort McHenry focludes several ceremonial
events tied to the theme of flag, song, and patriotism, as well as other special programs for school groups
or as requested. The Park sponsors two major living history interpretive events: a biennial Civil War
Program in April and a Battle Anniversary Program each September. Other events are offered through
special use permits and are sponsored by outside groups and institutions. The National Flag Day
Foundation, Inc. sponsors "Living American Flag," a recreation of the 1914 Centennial ceremony, as well
as the "Pause for the Pledge" on June 14 to recognize Flag Day. The U.S. Immigration and Naturalization
Service has begun what is hoped will be an annual event in the form of a naturalization ceremony at Fort
McHenry.

. PARK OPERATIONS AND INFRASTRUCTURE
Park operations refers to the quality and effectiveness of the infrastructure, and the ability to maintain the
infrastructure, used in the operation of the Park in order to adequately protect and preserve.vital resources·
and provide for an effective visitor experience.
OPERATIONS

Fort McHenry is open to the public from 8:00 a.m. until 5:00 p.m. during most of the year, but during the
summer months (May 31 - September 1) the Park stays open until 8:00 p.m. The Visitor Center closes 15
minutes before the Park throughout the year. The Park is closed on Thanksgiv~g, Christmas, and New
Year's Day.
Fort McHenry shares a portion of its staff with Hampton NHS. As a result, not all activities can receive
the attention that they may require at a given time. The staff that splits time between the two sites must
travel 18 miles between the two parks. Therefore, staff efficiency at Fort McHenry must be maximized at
all times.
In 2003, Fort McHenry had a full-time staff of26, with 15 additional seasonal employees. The Fort
McHenry staff is divided into three operating divisions: Area Services, Visitor Services, and
Administration. All three divisions serve both parks, and include five permanent park rangers, three law
enforcement officers, nine maintenance division employees, four administrative personnel, and a Cultural
Resource Program Manager. There are an additional nine seasonal park rangers working in interpretation.
These employees were assisted by approximately 25,000 hours ofVolunteers-in-Parks·service. The staff
is managed by a General Superintendent who supervises Fort McHenry and Hampton NHS.

I
I

Park headquarters operations are spread among four buildings around the site, up to 1/3 mile apart: the
Visitor Center, the Star Fort, the maintenance building, and the former superintendent's quarters. The
existing Visitor Center, which houses administrative offices and the staff break room and lockers, is·
located on the historic landscape within the viewshed of the Star Fort and within the historic scene. Due
to the lack of available space in the current Visitor Center, modem functions, including the Park library,
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staff offices, and archival collections storage, are located in the historic Fort. These uses contribute to
damage to the resource and are incompatible with the historic status of the structure. Also, the library's
location in the Fort makes it inaccessible to many visitors.
Onsite security is provided by Park rangers. During hours when the Park is closed, two residences on the
property house staff to deter trespassers. One residence is located immediately adjacent to the main
entrance gate; the other is within the Star Fort.

INFRASTRUCTURE
A 34,000 volt utility line runs underground through the Park, adjacent to the Visitor Center and entrance
road. The line is part of a transmission line for a power grid that provides electricity to the surrounding
area. Electric service to the Visitor Center is provided by a three phase 208 line. Many of the Park's
outdoor lights are powered by freestanding, self-sufficient, photo-voltaic cells. Water service is delivered
in an eight-inch ductile pipe that runs parallel to Fort A venue. This line supplies all of the water used at
the Park, including the fire hydrants (but excluding the metal maintenance building). Sewer service is also
excluded at the metal maintenance building and the museum collection storage facility located within the
Civil War Powder Magazine. Elsewhere in the Park, sewer service is provided by a six-inch sewer line
that runs from the current Visitor Center, across the parking lot, and then passes in front of the Naval
Reserve facility. Gas service is provided to the Park by a 2-4 inch line. Finally, a 100 pair phone line is
accessed along Nimitz Road and runs to the current Visitor Center. There are no problems with these
services; however, the maintenance complex locat,ed to the west of the main gate is not connected to any
water or sewage service. The building was recycled from Gettysburg NMP and placed in a location where
no sewer line service was previously available. Electrical service and public water were already available
in the area (Figure 3).

PARTNERSHIPS
Fort McHenry has formed partnerships with various groups to facilitate the preservation and/or
development- of its resources and those in the surrounding area. One of these partners is the Patriots of
Fort McHenry, a group committed to the preservation of Fort McHenry and its history. The group's
· mission includes the development of living history and educational programs as well as facilities .capable
of enhancing access and interpretation of the Park's resources.
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Living Classrooms Foundation - Patriots ofFort McHenry. In April 1998, the Patriots merged with the
Living Classrooms Foundation. The merger gave the Patriots more help with fund raising and
administrative work, and gave the Living Classrooms Foundation another partner in its mission. Living
Classrooms uses a maritime setting to provide hands-on education and job training to at-risk youth, as
well as historic preservation and economic development opportunities. The organization is focused in the
Baltimore and Washington D.C. area but extends into New Jersey and Virginia. The foundation operates
the National Historic Seaport Taxi which delivers visitors to the City-owned dock which is connected to
the historic Seawall on the southeastern boundary of the property.
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Other partners include:
National Aquarium in Baltimore. Fort McHenry has also joined in a partnership with the National
Aquarium in Baltimore, Morgan State University, the Maryland State Department of Natural Resources
(DNR), the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), the Army Corps ofEngineers, the EPA, and the Chesapeake
Bay Foundation to maintain the constructed wetlands located adjacent to the Park's southwest comer. The
project includes real-time water and air monitoring which is recorded by students at Morgan State
University. Species inventories have also been conducted within the site. The wetlands were developed by
the Maryland Transportation Authority (MTA) with fill from the I-95/Fort McHenry Tunnel as mitigation
for the tunnel's development. The Park and the MTA are also working to restore natural tidal flows to the
wetlands.
The Park has extended this partnership with the Aquarium to include monitoring and cleanup activities
within the wetland area. Over 400 tons of trash and debris have been collected as a result of these
activities. This work has improved both groups' ability to interpret the region's environment.

Chesapeake Bay Gateways Network. In 2001, the Park was designated as a Chesapeake Bay Gateway
Network (CBGN) Site. As a member of the CBGN, Park staff works with non-profit partners to support
interpretation of the Bay's maritime history and its relationship with Fort McHenry.
Pride ofBaltimore; Inc. The Park also joined in a partnership with the Pride of Baltimore, Inc. in 2001 .
The partnership allows the two groups to share staffing skills and increase training in living history skills.
The partnership has also increased the regional interpretation of the War of 1812, as the Pride of ·
Baltit;nore now includes the war in their interpretive activities.
U.S. Coast Guard Cutter James Rankin. A similar agreement was completed with the U.S. Coast Guard
Cutter James Rankin. The Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) highlights opportunities for both
groups to increase interpretation of the War of 1812 and the writing of"The Star-Spangle4 Banner."
Smithsonian Institution National Museum ofAmerican History. Since 1996, Fort McHenry has
partnered with the Smithsonian to provide assistance with the research, conservation, interpretation~
object loan, and exhibition of the original Star-Spangled Banner: No formal agreement is in place at this
time.
Star-Spangled Banner National Historic Trail Since 2000,, Fort McHenry has provided staff, meeting
space, and logistical assistance to The Star-Spangled Banner National Historic Trail (NHT) Study Team.
The project will result in increased information to the Park about the War of 1812. Should the NHT be
established, it may also significantly enlarge the mission of the Park.
American Battle.field Protection Program. Since 1998, Fort McHenry has provided staff, meeting space,
and assistance as participants in the Revolutionary War/War of 1812 Inventory Study project. This study
will result in a database of nationwide War of 1812 sites with GIS data and will be available to the public
on the Internet.
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Constellation Energy Group. In 2001, Fort McHenry entered into a Green Energy contract with
Constellation Energy Group, the parent company of Baltimore Gas and Electric. The project included
donations from the contractors supplying materials and labor and has enabled the Park to install a number
of energy-saving elements: photovoltaic lighting throughout the Park; passive solar sky lighting in a
retrofitted building; a ventilation system that recycles exhaust air to retain heat; energy-efficient HVAC;
and conversion of Cushman vehicles to natural gas. These efforts also led to the Park's 2001 designation
as an NPS Center for Environmental Innovation.
Gettysburg National Military Park. Finally, the Park has a MOA with Gettysburg NMP and the Society
of the War of 1812 in the State of Maryland. The agreement provides for the long-term loan of over 400
Civil War military items from Fort McHenry to Gettysburg. In exchange, Gettysburg will maintain the
preservation, conservation, exhibition, and inventory activities for these items.
All of the partnerships that the Park has entered into allow it to improve its role in .interpreting the War of
1812 and the writing of our National Anthem. It also allows the Park to contribute to the local and
regional community. There are numerous opportunities for future partnerships that would enhance the
Park's role in the community.

TRANSPORTATION
The purpose of park roads is to, "enhance visitor experience while providing safe and efficient
accommodation of park visitors and serve essential management needs," (NPS 1984). The current
vehicular access and circulation patterns within the Park do not successfully meet this purpose.

I
I

.I
I.

·1
I

I
I
I
I
I
·1

EXTERNAL TRAVEL
Baltimore is located in one of the most developed regions in the nation. With Washington D.C. to the
south and Philadelphia to the north, the Baltimore area is easily accessible. Access to Fort McHenry,
however, is not as easy, though there are many potential routes and modes of travel.

I

Privately-owned water taxis operate in Baltimore's Inner Harbor. These water transit services.provide
access to various points throughout Baltimore, including Fort McHenry. Public buses also operate
throughout the Baltimore area, and provide access to the Locust Point area. Finally, a variety of interstate
and state roads converge on Baltimore. Local roads may then be used to reach Fort McHenry. This
subject is outside the scope of this project and will be addressed further in the Volpe Center's A TS report.

I

I

WATER BASED TRAVEL

1·

Two water transport services currently serve Baltimore and carry visitors to the park from the Inner
Harbor and other stops, such as Fells Point.' One service requires a transfer between two routes and lands
at the City-owned dock at the northern end of the Seawall. The other service drops passengers at Tide
Point, from where they ride a jitney bus to the Park. The water services provide visitors with a unique and

I
I
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scenic perspective of the harbor, the city, and Fort McHenry. The City-owned dock leads to a walkway
within the Park that takes visitors to the picnic area, vending machines, restrooms, and the Seawall Trail.
ADA accessibility is an issue at the dock. Due to the dock's fixed elevation, the distance between the
edge of the boat and the dock is never constant. This variable makes ADA accessibility nearly impossible
without providing a low freeboard floating dock to accommodate this height differential. The slope of the
existing walkway extending from the dock to the parking area and restrooms is too steep to comply with
the standards prescribed under the ADA.

BIKE/PEDESTRIAN CIRCULATION AND ACCESS
Pedestrians enter the Park through small separate entranceways which are located on either side of the
vehicle entrance as part of the historic entrance gate. Sidewalks exist ori both sides of Fort Avenue that
leads visitors to the Visitor Center. Visitors may also cut across the lawn toward the maintenance yard to
reach the Seawall Trail along the Seawall. An existing formalized trail system in the Park connects the
parking lot to the Visitor Center, Fort and to the Seawall Trail from the Fort area.

I

There are no.formal bicycle trails in the Park. Currently bikers may share the road with vehicles to reach
the Visitor Center or parking area. Although there is no formal record, bicyclists have also been observed
riding on the trail along the Seawall. Visiting pedestrians have complained that bicycle riders along the
Seawall Trail create hazards for themselves and pedestrians. Although there are no formal counts on how
many bikers use the trail, comments from Park visitors and informal observations by Park staff have
identified this as an issue that may require remediation. If recreational use of the Park increases as
forecasted, impacts on visitor safety may require review of the various uses of the trail.

1·

CIRCULATION AND SITE ACCESS
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Circulation and site access are a challenge at Fort McHenry during the peak season. Upon arriving at the
Park, vehicles enter through a historic main gate. The gate is only wide enough to accommodate one
vehicle, so oncoming traffic must stop and wait. Anecdotal evidence suggests that vehicles waiting
outside the Park create congestion and safety issues as they contend with large trucks accessing the Park's
neighboring sites. Those vehicles waiting inside the Park create additional congestion and safety issues
for pedestrians and bicyclists entering the Park or traveling along the main Park road.
Once through the gate, vehicles pass by the Visitor Center. This approach allows for personal vehicles
and buses to drop-off or pick up visitors. Although this is a convenience, the waiting vehicles create
congestion and safety issues for pedestrians crossing the road into the parking lot area. The Visitor Center
parking lot provides 161 private automobile parking spaces and six bus parking spaces. The Park also has
an overflow turf lot located above the main parking area adjacent to the residence/administration duplex.
This field is stabilized beneath the surface to provide support without detracting from the green
surroundings. During peak visitation, this lot is utilized frequently and can accommodate up to 125
vehicle&. Anecdotal evidence suggests that this lot is filled to at least half-capacity at regular intervals
during summer months and during special events. Frequent use of the overflow area damages the turf.
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The current parking lot does not provide a sufficient amount of bus parking spaces to accommodate
school and tour buses during peak season during spring and early fall when school is in session. Between
25 to 35 buses can bring visitors to the Park mid-week during peak season. The location of the bus
parking spaces in relationship to the existing Visitor Center and vending/restroom facilities forces school
children returning to the buses parked in the bus parking spaces, to walk behind the buses which should
be avoided for safety reasons.
Service vehicles that enter the Park to maintain vending machines or other amenities may also create
congestion in the parking lot. Since there are no specific/designated access points for these vehicles, they
either use one of the parking spaces, park alongside the side curb of the parking lot blocking the parking
lot circulation roadway, or park on the sidewalk. None of these parking options is desirable from a
vehicular or pedestrian standpoint.
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LOCAL ECONOMY AND LAND USE

I

The land around Fort McHenry is a mix ofresidential, business, and manufacturing uses. Many of the
manufacturing areas are located across the water from the Park. The immediate area is comprised
primarily ofresidential and commercial developments. The United States Naval Reserve (USNR) and the
COE both operate on properties directly adjacent to the Park.

I

The Locust Point area is undergoing a number of development projects that will bring new business and
residents to the area. Among these are a proposed new condominium complex that would increase the
local population and its demographics.
Within the Park, economic resources are limited. The Park does not charge an entrance fee at the gate.
Many of the Park's visitors come to appreciate the scenery or relax on the grass along the waterfront free
of charge. The only portion of the Park that visitors are required to pay a fee for access is the historic Star
Fort. Currently all Park land is used for interpretation, visitor experience, or support activities. The
Evelyn Hill Corporation operates the Park's gift shop in the Visitor Center, and is the only concessionaire
in the Park. The only food service offered within the Park comes from vending machines. There are some
businesses in close proximity to the Park that offer food sales. These businesses are not, however, within
easy walking distance.
The Park is also a stop for two water transit services. The National Historic Seaport of Baltimore and Ed
Kane's Water Taxi/Harbor Boating, Inc. operate water transit services that dock near the Park and provide
service to other sites around the harbor.
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

INTRODUCTION
This section describes the enviro~ental consequences associated with the alternatives presented. It is
organized by impact topic, which distills the issues and concerns into distinct subjects for discussion and
analysis. National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires consideration of context, inte~sity, and
duration when evaluating adverse and beneficial impacts (direct, indirect, and cumulative) and measures·
to mitigate for impacts. National Park Service (NPS) policy also requires that impairment of resources be
evaluated in all environmental documents; therefore, a discussion of impairment is also included for each
impact topic.

METHODOLOGY FOR ASSESSING IMPACTS
As required by NEPA, potential impacts are described in terms of type (beneficial or adverse), context
(site-specific, local, or regional), duration (short-term or long-term), and level of intensity (negligible,
minor, moderate, or major). Overall, the impact analyses and conclusions presented in this section were
based on a review of existing Fort McHenry literature and studies, information provided by experts within
the Park and other agencies, professional judgments and staff insights, field observations, consultations
with the Maryland State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), and public input.
·

TYPE
Beneficial: A positive change in the condition.or appearance of the resource or a change that moves the
resource toward a desired condition.
Adverse: A change that moves the resource away from a desired condition or detracts from its
appearance or condition.
Direct: An impact that is caused by an action and occurs at the same time and place.
Indirect: An impact that is caused by an action but is later in time or farther removed in distance, but still
reasonably foreseeable.
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CONTEXT
Context is the affected environment within which an impact would occur, such as local, park-wide, regional,
global, affected interests, society as a whole, or any combination thereo£ Context is variable and depends on
the circumstances involved with each impact topic.
Site-specific: The impact would affect the project site.
Local: The impact would affect the Park.
Regional: The impact would affect localities, cities, or towns surrounding the Park.

DURATION
For all resources and values, the duration of impacts in this document is defined as follows:
Short-term: Impacts that occur only during construction or last less than one year.
Long-term: Impacts that last longer than one year.

LEVEL OF INTENSITY
Because level of intensity definitions (negligible, minor, moderate, or major) vary by impact topic, they are
provided separately for each impact topic.

IMPAIRMENT
In addition to determining the environmental consequences of the preferred and other alternatives, NPS
Management Policies 2001(NPS2000) and Director's Order 12: Conservation Planning, Environmental Impact
Analysis and Decision-Maldng, require analysis of potential impacts to determine whether or not those actions
would impair Park resources.

A fundamental purpose of the NPS, as stated in its Organic Act (1916) and reaffirmed by the General Authorities
Act (1970), as amended in 1978, is a mandate to conserve park resources and values. However, the laws do give
the NPS management discretion to allow impacts to park resources and values when necessary and appropriate to
fulfill the purposes ofthe park, as long as the impact does not constitute impairment of the affected resources and
values. Although Congress has given the NPS management discretion to allow certain impacts within parks, that
discretion is limited by the statutory requirement that the NPS must leave park resources and values unimpaired,
unless a particular law directly and specifically provides otheiwise. The prohibited impairment is an impact that,
in the professional judgment ofthe responsible NPS manager, would harm the integrity of park resources or
values, including opportunities that otherwise would be present for the enjoyment ofthose resources and values.
An impact would be more likely to constitute impairment to the extent it affects a resource or value whose
conservation is:
(1) Necessary to fulfill specific pmposes identified in the establishing legislation or proclamation of the Park;
(2) Key to the natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park; or
(3) Identified as a goal in the Park's general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents.

Environmental Consequences

104

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

Fort McHenry National Monument & Historic Shrine
Education/Administration Facility
DCPIEA/AOE

Impainnent may result not only from NPS activities in managing the Park, but also visitor activities or
activities undertaken by concessionaires, contractors, and others operating within the Park. An
impainnent determination is provided for each impact topic, where appropriate, within the conclusion
section of each alternative.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
Impacts can be direct, indirect, or cumulative. As previously noted, direct impacts are caused by an
action, and occur at the same time and place as that action, while indirect impacts are caused by the
action, occur later or farther away, but are still reasonably foreseeable. Cumulative impacts are defined as
impacts which result when the impact of the proposed action is added to the impacts of other present and
reasonably foreseeable future actions, regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) or person
undertakes such other actions (40 CFR 1508.7).The CEQ regulations that implement NEPA require
assessment of cumulative impacts in the decision-making process for all federal projects.
To determine the potential cumulative impacts, existing and future projects at Fort McHenry and in the
surrounding area were identified including lands administered by the NPS; the State of Maryland; and
Baltimore City and County. Projects were determined by ·meetings and phone calls with county and town
governments as well as state land managers. Potential projects identified as cumulative actions included
any planning or development activity currently being implemented or that would be implemented in the
reasonably foreseeable future.
The following projects were identified as having potential .cumulative impacts on Fort McHenry projects:

Water Battery Display. Fort McHenry is in the process of constructing a Water Battery Exhibit between
the Star Fort and the Seawall to further interpret maritime history of the Chesapeake Bay, as well as the
British naval bombardment of Fort McHenry in 1814. The final product will include several replica naval
cannons and one 1809 French naval gun mounted on a platform east of the Fort. This project will
potentially impact the historic landscape as well as visitor use and experience.
Wetland Mitigation Area. The Maryland Port Authority has completed rehabilitation efforts at the
wetland mitigation area adjacent to the Park. On going work includes repairs to unclog drainage pipes
thereby reestablishing the flow regime in the tidal wetland. When complete, the National Aquarium will
assist in replanting lost vegetation at the site. This project would have the potential to impact vegetation;
floodplains; surface waters and Chesapeake Bay resources; and visual resources.
Wallace Street Pier. C. Steinweg/Erasmus Properties is planning to enlarge its Wallace Street pier located
on the northeast side of the peninsula. This project has the potential to impact floodplains; surface waters
and Chesapeake Bay Resources; as well as local economy and land use.
Dredging Baltimore Harbor. The Baltimore District Army Corps of Engineers in association with the
Maryland Port Authority completed an Environmental Impact Statement for the dredging and dredge
material management for the Baltimore Harbor. The proposed action evaluated in that document includes
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maintenance dredging of the two navigation channels near Fort McHenry. The project has the potential fo
impact surface waters and Chesapeake Bay Resources; hazardous materials; as well as local economy and
land use.

Locust Point Development. Several development projects for the Locust Point area have been proposed,
including a large condominium development. These developments could alter the demographics and/or
character of the area. The project could impact soils and topography, vegetation, hazardous materials,
archeological resources, and local economy and land use.

Key Highway extension. Plans are currently underway to extend Baltimore's Key Highway. The
extension would reroute one of the arterial roadways near the Park to provide better access to a mixed-use
development area. In the process, traffic will be reduced on some local streets also near the Park. This
project has the potential to impact transportation, circulation and site access, local economy, and land use.

Maryland Port Administration Marine Terminal Development Plan: 2000-2010. The Maryland Port
Administration (MPA) is in the process of completing its Marine Tenninal Development Plan. This plan
outlines goals and objectives for seven ports within Baltimore Harbor, including North and South Locust
Point. MPA goals discussed in this document include becoming the largest automobile port on the east
coast, doubling the volume of steel handled at its facilities, and sustaining and growing its container
business. Specific plans for the Locust Point ports includes increasing storage and processing space to
handle predicted increases in steel, timber, and containers. Documents specific to .the development of
each of these ports are currently being developed (MPA 2000). This project would have the potential to
impact, soils, vegetation, floodplains, surface waters and Chesapeake Bay Resources, hazardous
materials, archeological resources, visual resources, park operations and infrastructure, local economy
and land use.

2014 Anniversary ofthe Battle ofBaltimore. In 2014, Fort McHenry will celebrate the 200th anniversary
of the Battle of Baltimore. The event is expected to draw a high number of visitors to the Park and
surrounding area. The project has the potential to impact visitor use and experience, park operations and
infrastructure, as well as local economy and land use.
The cumulative impact of these actions are evaluated in conjunction with the impacfs of a particular
alternative on natural resources, cultural resources, visitor uses, or the economic environment. Because
some of these actions are in the early planning stages, the evaluation of cumulative impacts was based on
a general description of the project.
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NATURAL AND PHYSICAL RESOURCES
SOILS AND TOPOGRAPHY
METHODOLOGY
All available information on soils and topography potentially impacted in various areas of the Park was
compiled and evaluated for this document. Where possible, map locations of sensitive soils were
compared with locations of proposed developments and modifications of existing facilities. Predictions
about short- ~d long-term site impacts were based on previous projects with similar soils as well as
recent studies. The thresholds of change for the intensity of an impact are defined as follows:
Negligible: Soils and/or topography would not be affected or the impacts to soils and/or topography
would be below or at the lower levels of detection. Any impacts to soils and/or topography
would be slight.
·
Minor:

The impacts to soils and/or topography would be detectable, and impacts to soil area and/or .
topography would be small. Mitigation may be needed to offset adverse impacts and would
be relatively simple to implement and likely be successful.

Moderate:

The impacts on soils and/or topography would be readily apparent and result in a change to
the soil character and/or topography over a relatively wide area. Mitigation measures would
be necessary to offset adverse impacts and likely be successful.

Major:

The impacts on soils and/or topography would be readily apparent, and would substantially
change the character of the soils and/or topography over a large area in and out of the Park.
Mitigation measures to offset adverse impacts would be needed, extensive,.and their success
could not be guaranteed. ·

IMPACTS OF THE NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE
Under the No Build Alter native, no changes would be made to the current management system of the
Park's natural resources. At this time, there are no circumstances that threaten soils and/or topography
within the Park. Therefore, the No Build Alternative would have no impact on soils and/or topography.

Cumulative Impacts
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on soils and topography
include long-term, negligible to minor, adverse impacts from construction and development activities at
the Locust Point developments and the goals listed in the MPA Marine Terminal Development Plan.
These impacts would result in soil removal or grading, and would be confined to the construction process.
Overall, these projects would have a long-term, minor, adverse impact to soils. The No Build Alternative
would not contribute to these long-term, minor, adverse impacts.
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Conclusion
Overall the No Build Alternative would have no impact to soils and/or topography and would not
contribute to long-term, minor, adverse cumulative impacts. Because there would be no major, adverse
impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is ( 1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in
the Park's establishing legislation, (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to
opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3) identified as a goal in the Park's general management plan
or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no impairment of Park resources or values
related to soils and/or topography.

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE B
All soils in and around Fort McHenry have been disturbed at some point during history, primarily through
fill and landscaping activities. Under Alternative B, approximately 30,000 square feet of soil would be
impacted. Of this, approximately 15,500 square feet would be impacted for the following: demolition of
the maintenance facility, conversion of the maintenance area into a_parking lot, construction of an
administration building along the historic wall, and the expansion of the current Visitor Center.
Additional impacts to soils would occur if the historic road trace is developed requiring realignment of the
Park road and parking lot. Fill material would be required for this alternative in order to connect the
expansion to the current site grading. This fill would not, however, be placed within any floodplain. The
remaining soil and/or topography impacts would be associated with the estimated 15,000 square feet
. excavated for the BMPs. The BMPs would be dug to a depth no greater than four feet, creating an
estimated 60,000 cubic feet of excavated soil which would be replaced with a mix of sand, organic
material, and clay. The excavated soil could then be used in other locations throughout the Park for
landscaping or other activities. The impact of these actions on soils and topography would be long-term,
minor, and adverse.
Cumulative Impacts
.
.
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on soils and topography
include long-term, negligible to minor, adverse impacts from construction and development activities at
the Locust Point developments and the goals listed in the MPA Marine Terminal Development Plan.
These impacts would result in soil removal or grading, and would be confined to the construction process.
Overall, these projects would have a long-term, minor, adverse impact to soils. Alternative B would
contribute noticeable increments to these long-term, minor, adverse impacts.
Conclusion
The overall impact to soils and/or topography under Alternative B would be long-term, minor, and
adverse and would contribute noticeable increments to long-term, minor, adverse cumulative impacts:
Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is (1)
necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation, (2) key to the natural
or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3) identified as a goal in
the Park's general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no
impairment of Park resources or values related to soils and/or topography.
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IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE C
Under Alternative C, an estimated 84,700 square feet would be disturbed. Of.this, 64,700 square feet of
soil would be compromised by the demolition of the maintenance facility, the conversion of the
maintenance area into a parking lot, the construction of an administration building along the historic wall,
demolition of the current Visitor Center, and construction of the new Education/Administration facility.
The development of a permanent parking terrace over the current overflow lot would constitute
approximately 48,500 square feet of this impact. Additional impacts to soils would occur if the historic
road trace is developed requiring realignment of the Park road and parking lot. Fill would be used in this
alternative to adjust the topography to the new construction. The remaining 20,000 square feet would be
impacted by the construction of the BMPs. The BMPs would be dug to a depth no greater than four feet,
resulting in approximately 80,000 cubic feet of excavated soil which would be replaced with a mix of
sand, organic material, and clay. The excavated soil could then be used around the site for landscaping or
other activities. In this alternative, a small portion of the new construction would intrude into floodplain.
The impact of these actions on soils and topography would be long-term, minor, and adverse.
Cumulative Impacts
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on soils and topography
include long-term, negligible to minor, adverse impacts from construction and development activities at
the Locust Point developments and the goals listed in the MPA Marine Terminal Development Plan.
These impacts would result in soil removal or grading, and would be confined to the construction process.
Overall, these projects would have a long-term, minor, adverse impact to soils. Alternative C would
contribute noticeable in.crements to these long-term, minor, adverse impacts.
Conclusion

The overall impact to soils and/or topography under Alternative ·C would be long-term, minor, and
adverse and contribute noticeable increments to long-term, minor, adverse cumulative impacts. Because
there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is (1) necessary to
fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation, (2) key to the natural or cultural
integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3) identified as a goal in the Park's
general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no impairment of
Park resources or values related to soils and/or topography.
IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE D - NPS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
All soils in and around Fort McHenry have been disturbed at some point during history, primarily through
fill and landscaping activities. Under Alternative D, an estimated 77,400 square feet would be impacted.
Of this, 63,400 square feet would consist of the demolition of the maintenance facility and conversion of
the lot into a parking lot. The new Education/Administration facility would be constructed, and the
historic road trace would be developed requiring realignment of the Park road and parking lot.
Development of a parking terrace (paved or covered) would contribute approximately 48,500 square feet
of this total impact. Fill material would also be required in this alternative to accommodate the large
amount of construction. The remaining 14,000 square feet would be impacted through the construction of the
BMPs. The BMPs would be dug to a depth no greater than four feet, resulting in approximately 56,000 cubic feet
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of excavated soil which would be replaced with a mix of sand, organic material, and clay. The excavated soil
could then be used throughout the Park for landscaping and other activities. There would be no fill in the
floodplain. The impact of these actions on soils and/or topography would be long-term, minor, and adverse.

Cumulative Impacts
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on soils and topography include
· long-term, negligible to minor, adverse impacts from construction and development activities at the Locust Point
developments and the goals listed in the MPA Marine Terminal Development Plan. These impacts would result
in soil removal or grading, and would be confined to the construction process. Overall, these projects would have
a long-term, minor, adverse impact to soils. Alternative D would contribute noticeable increments to these longtenn, minor, adverse impacts.
Conclusion
The overall impact to soils and/or topography under Alternative D would be long-term, minor, and adverse
and Alternative D would contribute noticeable increments to long-term, minor, adverse cumulative impacts.
Because there would be no major, adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is (1) necessary to
fulfill specific p111p0ses identified in the Park's establishing legislation, (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity
of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3) identified as a goal in the Park's general
management plan or other relevant NPS planning docwnents, there would be no impainnent ofPark resources or
values related to soils and/or topography.
VEGETATION

METHODOLOGY
All available information on vegetation in Fort McHenry potentially impacted by these alternatives was
compiled for this document. Predictions about short- and long-term site impacts were based on previous
projects with similar vegetation. The thresholds of change for the intensity of an impact are defined as
follows:
Negligible:

The action would introduce barely perceptible increases in man-made structures and development .
The change would be so small or localized that it would have no measurable or perceptible
consequences on the nature and quantity ofvegetation and/or green space.

Minor:

The action would introduce clearly perceptible man-made additions and ensuing reductions in
vegetationancl/or green space. These additions would include structures that affect a relatively
small portion ofgreen space, and have barely perceptible consequences on the nature and quantity
of vegetation and/or green space.

Moderate:

The action would introduce appreciable man-made additions and ensuing reductions in vegetation
and/or green space. These actions would include facilities and other man-made structures that
would affect a relatively moderate portion ofgreen space by changing the amount or nature ofthe
vegetation in the project area.
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Major:

The action would introduce extensive man-made additions and impacts that affect the entire Park's
green space including introducing multiple facilities and/or structures, and changes to the nature of
the vegetation. Such actions would completely change the nature, amount, and layout of the Park's
green space.

IMPACTS OF THE NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE
Under the No Build Alternative, current natural resource management practices would be retained. Part
of this practice would include not replacing dead or damaged trees. Therefore, the No Build Alternative
would have no impact on vegetation.

Cumulative Impacts
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would
have an. impact on vegetation within the
.
Park include the Wetland mitigation area, and the Locust Point developments and MPA port projects. The
wetland project would introduce new vegetation to the area resulting in long-term, moderate, beneficial
impacts on vegetation. The two development projects could result in loss of green space as new facilities .
were added. However, it would be possible for plantings and landscaping to mitigate this loss. Short- and
long-term, negligible to minor, adverse impacts would result. The overall impact from these projects
would be long-term, minor, and beneficial. The No Build Alternative would not contribute to these longterm, minor, beneficial impacts.
Conclusion
The No Build Alternative would have no impact on vegetation, and would not contribute to long-term,
minor, beneficial cumulative impacts. Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or
value whose conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing
legislation, (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment_of the
Park, or (3) identified as a goal in the Park's general management plan or other relevant NPS planning
documents, there would be no impairment of Park resources or values related to vegetation.

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE B
Under Alternative B, approximately 36,100 square feet of green space would be lost: 9,600 from
realignment of the roadway and parking lot, 3,800 from the expanded Visitor Center, 7,730 from the
administration building and associated parking lot, and 15,000 from the construction of stormwater
BMPs. This loss would consist of maintained lawn and approximately 25-30 trees and/or shrubs. Impacts·
would be mitigated by the additional plantings described in the Alternatives section of this document.
While these plantings would replace the lost trees and/or shrubs, all of the lawn would not be replaced, as
much of it would be converted to impervious surface. Additional grass area would also be temporarily
impacted as the new trees and/or shrubs were planted. Alternative B would have a long-term, minor,
adverse impact to vegetation.
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Cumulative Impacts
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on vegetation within the
Park include long-term, moderate, beneficial impacts from the wetland mitigation area which would
introduce new vegetation to the area. Short- and long-term, negligible to minor, adverse impacts from the
Locust Point developments and the MPA port projects would also be encountered as the two development
projects could result in loss of green space as new facilities were added. However, it would be possible
for plantings and landscaping to mitigate this loss. The overall impact from these projects would be longterm, minor, and beneficial. Alternative B would contribute noticeable increments to these long-term,
minor, beneficial cumulative impacts.
Conclusion
The overall impact to vegetation under Alternative B would be long-term, minor, and adverse and
would contribute noticeable increments to long-term, minor, beneficial cumulative impacts. Because there
would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill
specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation, (2) key to the natural or cultural
integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3) identified as a goal in the Park's
general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no impairment of
Park resources or values related to vegetation.

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE C
Under Alternative C, an estim?-ted 86,800 square feet of green space would be impacted: 9,600 from
roadway and parking lot realignment, 9,600 for the new Education/Administration facility, 7,800 for the
new adrriinistration building and associated parking, and approximately 48,500 through the development
of a paved parking terrace over the current overflow parking area. The installation of stormwater BMPs
would impact an estimated additional 20,000 square feet. This loss would consist primarily of maintained
lawn and approximately 40-50 trees and/or shrubs. The impact to grasses would be partially offset by the
gain of an estimated 8,700 square feet of green space through the demolition of the Visitor Center, while
the loss of trees and/or shrubs would be mitigated by new plantings described in the Alternatives section
of this document. However, it would not be possible to mitigate the loss of grass area entirely, as those
areas lost would be converted to impervious surface. Some additional temporary impacts to the Fort
McHenry lawn would occur while new trees and/or shrubs were planted. Alternative C would have a
long-term, moderate, adverse impact to vegetation.

Cumulative Impacts
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on vegetation within the
Park include long-term, moderate, beneficial impacts from the wetland mitigation area which would
introduce new vegetation to the area. Short- and long-term, negligible to minor, adverse impacts from the
Locust Point developments and the MPA port projects would also be encountered as the two development
projects could result in loss of green space as new facilities were added. However, it would be possible
for plantings and landscaping to mitigate this loss. The overall impact from these projects would be longterm, minor, and beneficial. Alternative C would contribute appreciable increments to these long-term,
minor, beneficial impacts.
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Conclusion
The overall impact to vegetation under Alternative C would be long-term, moderate, and adverse, and
would contribute imperceptible increments to cumulative impacts. Because there would be no major
adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes
identified in the Park's establishing legislation, (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to
opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3) identified as a goal in the Park's general management plan
or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no impairment of Park resources or values
related to vegetation.

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE D-NPS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
Under Alternative D, approximately 20,300 square feet of green space woUld be impacted. This impact
would consist of approximately 9,600 square feet for parking lot realignment and approximately 5,400
square feet for the new Education/Administration facility. Under this alternative, the Park would gain
8,700 square feet of green space by demolishing the old Visitor Center, however they would lose and
estimated 60-70 trees and/or shrubs. The installation of BMPs would require an estimated additional
impact of 14,000 square feet. The area currently occupied by the Visitor Center could be filled with
grasses, trees, and shrubs to help mitigate the loss as described in the Alternatives section of this
document. If the paved parking terrace (Option 1) was implemented, an additional 48,500 square feet of
green space would be impacted. This impact is more thoroughly measured under Alternative C.
However, if the covered terrace was implemented (Option 2), the 48,500 square feet would only be
temporary. The temporary loss would be replaced through new plantings. Additional temporary impacts
to the lawn would occur while the new trees and/or shrubs were being planted. Alternative D would have
a long-term, minor, adverse impact to vegetation.

Cumulative Impacts
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on vegetation within the
Park include long-term, moderate, beneficial impacts from the wetland mitigation area which would
introduce new vegetation to the area. Short- and long-term, negligible to minor, adverse impacts from the
Locust Point developments and the MPA port projects would also be encountered as the two development
projects could result in loss of green space as new facilities were added. However, it would be possible
for plantings and landscaping to mitigate this loss. The overall impact from these projects would be longterm, minor, and beneficial. Alternative D would contribute noticeable increments to these long-term,
minor,:beneficial cumulative impact~.
Conclusion
The overall impact to vegetation under Alternative D would be long-term, minor, and adverse; and
would contribute noticeable increments to long-term, minor, beneficial cumulative impacts. Because there
would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is ( 1) necessary to fulfill
specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation, (2) key to the natural or cultural
integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3) identified as a goal in the Park's
general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no impairment of
Park resources or values related to vegetation.
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FLOODPLAINS

METHODOLOGY
Floodplains are defined by the NPS Floodplain Management Guideline (NPS 2003a) as "the lowland and
relatively flat areas adjoining inland and coastal waters, including flood-prone areas of offshore islands,
and including, at a miilimum, that area subject to temporary inundation by a regulatory flood." The NPS
has adopted the policy of preserving floodplain values and minimizing potentially hazardous conditions
associated with flooding (NPS 2003a). The planning team based the impact analysis and the conclusions
for possible impacts to 100- and 500-year floodplains in this document on the review of existing literature
and studies, information provided by experts in the NPS and other agencies, and Fort McHenry staff
insights and professional judgment. Where possible, map locations of 100- and 500-year floodplains were
compared with locations of proposed developments and modifications of existing facilities. Predictions
about short- and long-term site impacts were based on previous studies of impacts to 100- and 500-year
floodplains from similar projects and recent scientific data. The thresh~lds of change for the intensity of
an impact are defined as follows:
Negligible:

There would be no change in the ability of a floodplain to convey floodwaters, or its values
and functions. Pr~ject would not contribute to enhancing flood events.

Minor:

Changes in the ability of a floodplain to convey floodwaters, or its values and functions,
would be measurable and local. Project would not contribute to the flood. No mitigation
would be needed.

Moderate:

Changes in the ability of a floodplain to convey floodwaters, or its values and functions,
would be measurable and local. Project could contribute to the flood. The impact could be
mitigated by modification of proposed facilities in floodplains.

Major:

.

.

Changes in the ability of a floodplain to convey floodwaters, or its values and functions,
would be measurable and widespread. Project would contribute. to the flood. The impact
could be not be mitigated by modification of proposed facilities in floodplains.

According to NPS Procedural Manual 77-2: Floodplain Management, a Statement of Findings (SOF) is
required when an action is to occur within a floodplain. The SOF is generally attached to the EA
associat.ed with the project and provides specifics as to why the proposed action was selected over one
with fewer impacts to floodplains (NPS 2003a).
Actions within a floodplain are categorized in three classes depending on their location and nature of
development. A Class I action is defined as one that consists of administrative, residential, warehouse,
and maintenance buildings. Class I actions require an SOF only when they fall within the 100-year
floodplain (NPS 2003). Because the action proposed in this document does not fall within the 100-year
floodplain, it does not require an SOF.
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IMPACTS OF THE NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE
Under the No Build Alternative, no new Park development would occur within the floodplain, and the
structures within the floodplain would remain. These structures are limited to a small portion of the
parking lot, the picnic area, and the Seawall Trail none of which present a threat to the floodplain.
However, the City-owned dock would be threatened by potential future flood events. Although the dock
is not Park property, it is directly adjacent to the property and debris from it could reach the Park during
a flood. Because this dock has been within the floodplain for sometime and would not result in changes
to the floodplain features, the No Build Alternative would have a long-term, negligible, adverse impact
on floodplains.
Cumulative Impacts
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on floodplains within the
Park include long-term, minor, beneficial impacts from the wetland mitigation area and long-term,
negligible to minor, adverse impacts from the Wallace Street Pier project and the MPA port
developments. Improvements to the wetland mitigation area would improve the floodplain' s natural
abatement abilities, while the enhanced pier would be built on pilings, and should not contribute to
enhanced flood events. Impacts associated with the MPA developments would depend on size and
specific location, but could result in development within the 500- or 100-year floodplain. The overall
impact from these actions would be long-term, negligible to minor, and adverse. The No Build
Alternative would contribute imperceptible increments to these long-term, negligible to minor, adverse
cumulative impacts.
Conclusion
The overall impact to floodplains under the No Build Alternative would be long-term, negligible, and
adverse and would contribute imperceptible increments to long-term, negligible to minor, adverse
cumulative impacts. Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose
conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation,
(2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3)
identified as a goal in the Park's general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents,
there would be no impairment of Park resources or values related to floodplains.

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE B
Under Alternative B, most development would be kept out of the floodplain. Many of the structures
already in the floodplain, described under the No Build Alternative, would remain. The restroom
facilities located next to the parking lot, however would be removed, and placed on higher ground near
the Visitor Center, and the realignment of the roadway and parking lot would involve an estimated 750
square foot intrusion into the 500-year floodplain. Although this would constitute a change in the
floodplain, it would not be significant enough to alter the floodplain characteristics. Therefore,
Alternative B would have a long-term, negligible, adverse impact on floodplains.
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Cumulative Impacts
.
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on floodplains within the
Park include long-term, minor, beneficial impacts from the wetland mitigation area and long-term,
negligible to minor, adverse impacts from the Wallace Street Pier project and the MPA port
developments. Improvements to the wetland mitigation area would improve the floodplain's natural
a~atement abilities, while the enhanced pier would be built on pilings and should not contribute to
enhanced flood events. Impacts associated with the MPA developments would depend on size and
specific location, but could result in development within the 500- or 100-year floodplain. The overall
impact from these actions would be long-term, negligible to minor, and adverse. Alternative B would
contribute imperceptible increments to these long-term, negligible to minor, adverse impacts.
Conclusion
The overall impact to floodplains under Alternative B would be long-term, negligible, and adverse and
it would contribute imperceptible increments to long-term, negligible to minor, adverse cumulative
impacts. Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is
( 1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the Parle' s establishing legislation; (2) key to the
natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3) identified as a
goal in the Park's general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no
impairment Of Park resources or values related to floodplains.

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE C
Under Alternative C, the northern portion of the new Education/Administration building, encompassing
approximately 2,400 square feet, would fall within the 500-year floodplain. There would be fill material
in the 500-y~ar floodplain in this alternative as well. Based on the relatively small intrusion made into the
floodplain by this development, Alternative C would have a long-term, negligible, adverse impact on
floodplains.
Cumulative Impacts
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on floodplains within the
Park include minor, beneficial impacts from the wetland mitigation area and negligible to minor, adverse
impacts from the Wal lace Street Pier project and the MPA port developments .. Improvements to the
wetland mitigation area would improve the floodplain's natural abatement abilities, while the enhanced .
pier would be built on pilings and should not contribute to enhanced flood events. Impacts associated with
the MPA developments would depend on size and specific location, but could result in development
within the 500- or I 00-year floodplain. The overall impact from these actions would be long-term,
negligible to minor, and adverse. Alternative C would contribute imperceptible increments to this longterm, negligible to minor, adverse impact.
Conclusion
The overall impact to floodplains under Alternative C would be long-term, negligible, and adverse and
would contribute imperceptible increments to long-term, negligible to minor, adverse cumulative impacts.
Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is (1)
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necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation, (2) key to the natural
or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3) identified as a goal in
the Park's general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no
impairment of Park resources or values related to floodplains.

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE D - NPS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
Under Alternative D, approximately 600 square feet of the new development would be located within the
500-year floodplain. The footprint of this development would be placed on the site so that minimal
grading and no fill would occur in the floodplain. Detailed site grading and building location would be
required to keep fill out of the floodplain.
The proposed building would be designed to keep critical resources, such as the Park's collections, out of
the portion of the building that was in the floodplain. Furthermore, while some of the building would fall
within the 500-year floodplain, the floor itself would be raised above this elevation. Based on the
relatively small intrusion made into the floodplain by this development, Alternative D would have a
long-term, negligible, adverse impact on floodplains.
Cumulative Impacts
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on floodplains within the
Park include long-term, minor, beneficial impacts from the wetland mitigation area and long-term,
negligible to minor, adverse impacts from the Wallace Street Pier project and the MPA port
developments. Improvements to the wetland mitigation area would improve the floodplain's natural
abatement abilities, while the enhanced pier would be built on pilings and should not contribute to
enhanced flood events. Impacts associated with the MPA developments would depend on size and
specific location, but could result in development within the 500- or 100-year floodplain. The overall
impact from these actions would be long-term, negligible to minor, and adverse. Alternative D would
contribute imperceptible increments to these long-term, negligible to minor, adverse impacts.
Conclusion
The overall impact to floodplains under Alternative D would be long-term, negligible, and adverse and
it would contribute imperceptible increments to long-term, negligible to minor, adverse cumulative
impacts. Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is
(1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation, (2) key to the
natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3) identified as a
goal in the Park's general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no
impairment of Park resources or values related to floodplains.

SURFACE WATERS AND CHESAPEAKE BAY RESOURCES

METHODOLOGY
The project could impact the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area as defined by the State of Maryland's Chesapeake
Bay Critical Area Law. This area is defined as located within 1,000 feet of the Chesapeake Bay, its tributaries
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to the head of tide, tidal wetlands, plus all land and water areas. Almost all ofFort McHemy falls with.in this
.1,000 foot zone. As a result, the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area would be impacted by any construction.
Coordination with local, state, and federal authorities would occur to eDSW'e that this impact is properly
mitigated.
TheNPS Management Policies 2001 state~ the National Parle Service will ''take all necessary actions to
maintain or restore the quality of swface waters and ground waters within the Parks consistent with the Clean
Water Act and all other applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations" (sec. 4.6.3).
A water quality standard defines the water quality goals of a water body by designating uses ofthe water, by
setting minimum criteria to protect the sues, and by preventing degradation of water quality through
antidegradation provisions. Part of this policy (40 CFR 131.12 (a) (2)) strives to maintain water quality at
existing levels if it is already better than the minimum criteria The anti-degradation policy however is only
one portion of a water quality staµdard. Anti-degradation should not be interpreted to mean that "no
degradation" can or will occur, as even in the most pristine waters, degradation may be allowed for certain
pollutants as long as it is temporary and short-term.
Other considerations in assessing the magnitude of water quality are impacts on those resources dependent on
a certain quality or condition ofthe water. Sensitive aquatic organisms, submergeq aquatic vegetation, riparian
areas, and wetlands are all affected by changes in water quality from direct and indirect sources.
Given the above water quality issues and methodology and assumptions, the following impact thresholds were
established in order to describe the relative changes in water quality under the various alternatives.
Negligible:

Impacts are chemical, physical, or biological impacts that would not be detectable; would be
well below water quality standards or criteria, and would be within historical or desired water
quality conditions.

Minor:

Impacts (chemical, physical, or biological) would be detectable, but would be well below water
quality standards or criteria and within historical or desired water quality conditions.

Moderate:

Impacts (chemical, physical, or biological) would be detectable, but would be at or below water
quality standards or criteria and within historical or desired water quality conditions.
··

Major:

Impacts (chemical, physical, or biological) would be detectable and would be frequently altered
from the historical baseline or desired water quality conditions; and/or chemical, physical, or
biological water quality standards or criteria would be.slightly and singularly exceeded. on~
short-term basis.

IMPACTS OF THE NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE

Under the No Build Alternative, there would be no changes made to the land use or activities carried out
at Fort McHenry that could impact water quality. Current mitigation measures would continue to meet

Environmental.Consequences

118

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
.I ·

I
I
I
I
I.
I

I
I
I

I
I
I
I
.I

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

Fort McHenry National Monument & Historic Shrine ,
Education/Administration Facility ·
DCPIEAIAOE

required water quality standards; however no additional steps would be taken to improve stormwater
management at the Park. The No Build Alternative would have a long-term, negligible, adverse impact
on surface waters and Chesapeake Bay Resources.
Cumulative Impacts
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on surface waters and
Chesapeake Bay Resources within the Park include long-term, minor, beneficial impacts from the wetland
mitigation area. Other impacts include the dredging of Baltimore Harbor, as well as the Wallace Street
Pier project and the MPA port developments. The later activities could have various impacts depending
on their final design. Dredging activities currently use an apron to surround the dredged area and contain
displaced sediment. The apron is left in place until the sediment settles thus avoiding spreading
sedimentation into the surrounding area. As long as this practice is maintained, and no unexpected events
occur, the impact from dredging would be short-term. If development is non-water dependent, such as the
improvements at Fort McHenry, the projects would be required to comply with the same stormwater
mitigation as the NPS. If, however, these projects are water dependent (piers), they may be developed
without stormwater mitigation (the land owner would be required to pay a fee relative to the amount of
area left unvegetated). If stormwater mitigation occurs, such development could be noticeably beneficial
to the surrounding area. If not, then development would increase the pollutant load and bring more ships
into the area. The increase in ships would result in the potential for increased emissions, fuel leaks, and
other spills. While the use of improved technologies could avoid some of these spills, it is not possible to
fully measure the type and extent of these impacts until the final plans are set and technologies are
selected. Plans that avoid impacts to the natural or man-made buffers around the local waterways would
be beneficial, as would select technologies for ships and construction materials that present the lowest
. threat of spills or pollution. Therefore, at this time it is only possible to say that these projects could range
from short-term, minor, and adverse, to long-term, minor, and beneficial, to long-term,- moderate, and
adverse. Based on the small size of the Fort McHenry project relative to the surrounding Baltimore area
and the Chesapeake Bay, the No Bulld Alternative would contribute -imperceptible increments to these
cumulative impacts.
Conclusion
The overall impact to surface waters and Chesapeake Bay Resources under the No Build Alternative
would be long-term, negligible, and adverse and it would contribute imperceptible increments to
cumulative impacts. Because there would be no major, adverse impacts to a resource or value whose
conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation,
(2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3)
identified as a goal in the Park's general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents,
there would be no impairment of Park resources or values related to surface waters and Chesapeake Bay
Resources.

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE B
Under Alternative B, approximately 15,500 square feet of impervious surface would be introduced to
Fort McHenry. Although no new pollutants would be added to the area, the increase in impervious surface
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would have the potential to introduce additional pollutants to the surrounding waterways. However, ·due
. to stormwater management and erosion control mitig~tioh efforts described earlier in this document, this
increased pollution would be avoided and pre-construction stormwater runoff pollutant levels would be
reduced by 10%. As a result, Alternative B would have a long-term, minor, beneficial impact on surface
waters and Chesapeake Bay Resources.
Cumulative Impacts
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on surface waters and ·
Chesapeake Bay Resources within the Park include minor, beneficial impacts from the w~tland mitigation
. area. Other impacts include the dredging of Baltimore Harbor, as well as the Wallace Street Pier project
· and the MPA port developments. The later activities could have various impacts depending on their final
design. Dredging activities currently use an apron to surround the dredged area and contain displaced
sediment. The apron is left in place until the sediment settles thus avoiding spreading sedimentation into
th~ slirrounding area. As long as this practice is maintaineq, and no unexpected events occur, the 4npact
from dredging would be short-term. If development is non-water dependent, such as the improvements at
Fort McHenry, the projects would be required to comply with the same stormwater mitigation as the NPS.
, . . If however, these.projects are water dependent (piers), ~ey may be developed without stormwater
mitigation (the land owner would be required to pay a fee relative to the amount of area left unvegetated).
I(stormwater mitigation occurs, such development could be noticeably beneficial to the stlrrounding area.
If not, then development would increase the pollutant load and bring more ships into the area. The
increase in ships would result in the potential for increased emissions, fuel leaks, and other sp(lls. While
tPt: use of improved technologies could avoid some of these spills, it is not possible to fully measure the
type ·and extent of these i~pacts until the final plans are set and technologies are selected. _Plans that avoid
impacts ~o the ~atural or man-made buffers around the local waterways would be beneficial, as w.ould
select technologies for ships and construction materials that present the lowest threat of spills or pollution.
. Therefore, at this time it is only possible to say that these projects could range from short-term, minor,
and adverse, to long-term, minor, and ben.eficial, to long-term, moderate, and adverse. Based on the small
size of the Fort McHenry project relative to the surrounding Baltimore area and the Chesapeake B~y.
Al~ernative B would contribute imperceptible increments to these cumulative impacts.

· Condwion
The overall impact to surlace waters and Chesapeake.Bay Resources under Alternative B would be iongterm, minor, and beneficial, and.it would contribute imperceptible increments to cumulative impacts.
Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is (1)
necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing legisla~on, (2) key to the natural
or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3) identified as a goal in
the Park's general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would ~e no
impairment of Park resources or values related to surface waters arid Chesapeake Bay Resources.

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE C
Under Alternative C, an estimated 66,800 square feet of impervious surface would be introduced to Fort
McHenry with the paved parking terrace covering approximately 48,500 square feet of this total impact.
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Although no new pollutants would be added to the area, the increase in impervious surface would have
the potential to introduce additional pollutants to the surrounding waterways. Although this development
is greater than Alternative B, mitigation efforts described earlier in this document would be increased
proportionally, and would allow the project to comply with all relevant environmental standards, and
reduce the current stormwater pollutant load. As a result, Alternative C would have a long-term, minor,
beneficial impact on surface waters and Chesapeake Bay Resources.
Cumulative Impacts
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on surface waters and
Chesapeake· Bay Resources within the Park include minor, beneficial impacts from the wetland mitigation
area. Other impacts include the dredging of Baltimore Harbor, as well as the Wallace Street Pier project"
and the MPA port developments. The later activities could have various impacts depending on their final
design. Dredging activities currently use an apron tto surround the dredged area and contain displaced
sediment. The apron is left in place until the sediment settles thus avoiding spreading sedimentation into
the surrounding area. As long as this practice is maintained, and no unexpected events occur, the impact
from dredging would be short-term. If development is non-water dependent, such as the improvements at
Fort McHenry, the projects would be required to comply with the same stormwater mitigation as the NPS.
If however, these projects are water dependent {piers), they may be developed without stormwater
mitigation (the land owner would be required to pay a fee relative to the amount of area left unvegetated).
If stormwater mitigation occurs, such development could be noticeably beneficial to the surrounding_area.
If not, then development would increase the pollutant load and bring more ships into the area. The
increase in ships would result in.the potential for increased emissions, fuel leaks, and other spills. While
the use of improved technologies could avoid some of these spills, it is not possible to fully measure the
type and extent of these impacts until the final plans are set and technologies are selected. Plans that avoid
impacts to the natural or man-made buffers around the local waterways would be beneficial, as would
select technologies for ships and construction mate:rials that present the lowest threat of spills or pollution.
Therefore, at this time it is only possible to say that these projects could range from short-term, minor,
and adverse, to long-term, minor, and beneficial, to long-term, moderate, and adverse. Based on the small
size of the Fort McHenry project relative to the surrounding Baltimore area and the Chesapeake Bay,
Alternative·C would contribute imperceptible increments to these cumulative impacts.
Conclusion
The overall impact to surface waters and Chesapeake Bay Resources under Alternative C would be longterm, minor, and beneficial and it would contribute imperceptible increments to cumulative impacts.
Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is (1)
necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation, (2) key to the natural
or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3) identified as a goal in
the Park's general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no
impairment of Park resources or values related to surface waters and Chesapeake Bay Resources.

Environmental Consequences

121

Fort McHenry National Monument & Historic Shrine
Education/Administration Facility
DCPIEAJAOE

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE D - NPS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
Under Alternative D, approximately 14,900 square feet of impervious surface would be introduced to
Fort McHenry through the construction of the new Education/Administration facility and parking lot
realignment. An additional 48,500 square feet of impervious surface would be introduced should Parking·
Option I be implemented. The impacts of this addition are analyzed more thoroughly under Alternative
C. However, if the covered terrace (Option 2) was installed, much of the 48,500 square foot impact could
be mitigated through new plantings on the terrace roof. The increase in alternative tran.sportation required
under this alternative compared to others would also result in fewer vehicular related pollutants being
introduced to the area. Although no new pollutants would be added to the area, the increase in impervious
surface would have the potential to introduce additional pollutants to the surrounding waterways.
However, the project would be designed to comply with all relevant environmental standards by
implementing appropri.ate mitigation efforts described iri the Alternatives section of this document. These
mitigation efforts would successfully reduce the current stormwater pollutant load. As a result,
Alternative D would have a long-term, minor, beneficial impact on surface waters and Chesapeake Bay
Resources.
. Cumulatiye Impacts
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on surface waters and
Chesapeake Bay Resour~es within the Park include minor, beneficial impacts from the wetland mitigation
area..Other impacts include the dredging of Baltimore Harbor, as well as the Wallace Street Pier project
and the MPA port developments. The later activities could have various impacts depending on their final
design. Dredging activities currently use an apron to surround the dredged area and contain displaced
sediment. The apron is left in place until the sediment settles thus·avoiding spreading sedimentation into
·the surrounding area. As long as.this practice is maintained, and no unexpected events occur, the impact
· from dredging would be short-term. If development is non-water dependent, such as the improvements at
: Fort McHenry, the projects would be required to comply with the same stormwater mitigation as the NPS.
If however, these projects are water dependent (piers), they may be developed without stormwater
mitigation (the land owner would be required to pay a fee relative to the amount of area left unvegetated).
If stormwater mitigation occurs, such development could be noticeably beneficial to the surrounding area.
If not, then development would increase the pollutant load and bring more ships into the area. The
increase in ships would result in the potential for increased emissions, fuel leaks, and other spills. While
the use of improved technologies could avoid some of these spills, it is not possible to fully measure the
type and extent of these impacts until the final plans are set and technologies are selected. Plans that avoid
impacts to the natural or man-made buffers around the local waterways would be beneficial, as would
select technologies for ships and construction materials that present the lowest threat of spills or pollution.
Therefore, at this time it is only possible to say that these projects could range from-short-term, minor,
and adverse, to long-term, minor, and beneficial, to long-term, moderate, and adverse. Based on the small
size of the Fort McHenry project relative to the surrounding Baltimore area and the Chesapeake Bay,
Alternative D would contnbute imperceptible increments to these cumulative impacts.
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Conclusion
The overall impact to surface waters and Chesapeake Bay Resources under Alternative D would be long-term,
minor, and beneficial and it would contribute imperceptible increments to cumulative impacts. Because there
would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific
puiposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation, (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity ofthe Park or
to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3) identified as a goal in the Park's general management plan or
other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no impairment of Park resources or values related to
surface waters and Chesapeake Bay Resources.
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

METHODOLOGY
ACM - Asbestos-Containing Material

AST - Aboveground Storage Tanlc

LBP - Lead-Based Paint

UST - Underground Storage Tank

Negligible: An action that would have a very small impact on the risk to human health and the environment
The results of such actions would have no measurable impact. LBP is not present, ACM is not
present, or is nonfriable and in good condition, and there are no USTs or ASTs present. A negligible
impact for the build alternatives would be one where there was no impact or there are impacts to
buildings with no ACM, LBP, or USTs.
Minor:

Minor impacts would result from actions with relatively small impacts to human health and the
environment. Minor impacts would require only slight remediation. LBP is present but intact, ACM
is friable but in good condition, or non-friable and in fair to poor condition, and there are ASTs
present and newly installed USTs (with leak protection) or USTs were removed with no indication
of a risk of contamination. A minor impact for the build alternatives would be one that impacts one
of the three areas of concern (ACM, LBP, or AST/USTs).

'Moderate: .Moderate impact would result from actions causing considerable impacts to human health and the
environment. LBP is present and in poor condition, ACM is friable and in poor condition, and there
is no documentation of the removal ofUSTs, USTs are present with no leak detection, there are old
ASTs, or USTs were removed with indication of a risk of contamination (i.e., old tank removed,
water in excavation). A moderate impact for the build alternatives would be one that impacts two of
the three media of concern.
Major:

Major impacts would result in an immediate change on the risk to human health and the
environment. Known leaking UST or AST is present or contamination is observed during removal
with no remediation. A major impact for the build alternatives would be one that impacts all three
media of concern.
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IMPACTS OF THE NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE
Under the No Build Alternative, those hazardou8 materials that currently exist within the Park would
remain and no new materials would be introduced. The ACM and LBP found in the Visitor Center and
Mission 66 duplex, respectively, would remain in good condition, intact, and undisturbed. The other
hazardous materials located in the maintenance facility would continue to be monitored and protected to
ensure no adverse impacts to health or safety occurred, and care would be taken to ensure future projects
avoided impacts to hazardous materials. The No Build Alternative would have a long-term, negligible,
beneficial impact on hazardous materials.
Cumulative Impacts
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on hazardous materials
within the Park include long-term, negligible to minor, adverse impacts from the dredging of Baltimore
Harbor, the Locust Point developments, and the MPA port developments. Dredging the harbor has the
potential to stir up hazardous pollutants that have been embedded in the floor of the harbor. Locust Point
developments may encounter old structures with LBP, ACM, USTs, or ASTs, that would require proper
management and removal. The MPA projects would have the potential to encounter LBP, ACM, USTs, or
ASTs, that would be managed and removed, as well as the potential to introduce other hazardous
materials to the area. Any new material would be properly managed and monitored to avoid threats to
health and safety. The overall impact from these actions would be long-term, moderate, and adverse. The
No Build Alternative would contribute imperceptible increments to these long~term, moderate, adverse
impacts.
Conclusion
The overall impact to hazardous materials under the No Build Alternative would be long-term,
negligible, and beneficial and it would contribute imperceptible increments to long-term, moderate,
adverse cumulative impacts. Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value
whose conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified irithe Park' s establishing
legislation~ (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the
Park, or (3) identified as a goal in the Park's general management plan or other relevant NPS planning
documents, .there would be no impaiiment of Park resources or values related to hazardous materials.

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE B
Under Alternative B, the current Visitor Center would be remodeled. ACM is present in the theater
soundproofing and would require safety precautiom during the project. Once these' actions were
complete, hazardous materials would be absent from all visitor contact areas. Also, the demolition of the
Mission 66 maintenance building would allow for LBP to be removed from the windows and hazardous
materials be moved to the other facility. Based on the Park's safety plan and other precautions take~ to
·guard hazardous materials, such a move would present little to no threat. Alternative B would have a
long-term, moderate, bene?cial impact on hazardous materials.
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Cumulative Impacts
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on hazardous materials
within the Park include long-term, negligible to minor, adverse impacts from the dredging of Baltimore
Harbor, the Locust Point developments, and the MPA port developments. Dredging the harbor has the
potential to stir up hazardous pollutants that have been embedded in the floor of the harbor. Locust Point
developments may encounter old structures with LBP, ACM, USTs, or ASTs, that would require proper
management and removal. The MPA projects would have the potential to encounter LBP, ACM, USTs, or
ASTs, that would be managed and removed, as wen as the potential to introduce other hazardous
materials to the area. Any new material would be properly managed and monitored to avoid threats to
health and safety. The overall impact from these actions would be long-term, moderate, and adverse.
Alternative B would contribute appreciable increments to these long-term, moderate, adverse impacts.
Conclusion
The overall impact to hazardous materials under Alternative B would be long-term, moderate, and
beneficial. It would contribute appreciable increments to long-term, moderate, adverse cumulative
impacts. Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is
(1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation, (2) key to the
natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3) identified as a
goal in the Park's general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there wo.u ld be no
impairment of Park resources or values related to hazardous materials.

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE C
Under Alternative C, both the current Visitor Center, as well as a portion of the existing maintenance
facility would be demolished. These structures contain ACM and LBP, respectively, and would require
safety precautions during demolition. Also, the demolition of part of the maintenance facility would allow
for hazardous materials be moved to the other facility. Based on the Park's safety plan and other
precautions taken to guard hazardous materials, such a move would present little to no threat. Once these
actions were complete, hazardous materials would be absent from all visitor contact areas. Overall,
Alternative C would have a long-term, moderate, ibeneficial impact on hazardous materials.
Cumulative Impacts
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions tihat would have an impact on hazardous materials
within the Park include negligible to minor impacts from the dredging of Baltimore Harbor, the Locust
Point developments, and the MPA port developments. Dredging the harbor has the potential to stir up
hazardous pollutants that have been embedded in the floor of the harbor. Locust Point developments may
encounter old structures with LBP, ACM, USTs, or ASTs, that would require proper management and
removal. The MPA projects would have the potential to encounter LBP, ACM, USTs, or ASTs, that
would be managed and removed, as well as the potential to introduce other hazardous materials to the
area. Any new material would be properly managed and monitored to avoid threats to health and safety.
The overall impact from these actions would be long-term, moderate, and adverse. Alternative C would
contribute appreciable increments to these long-term, moderate, adverse impacts.
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Conclusion
The overall impact to hazardous materials under Alternative C would be long-term, moderate, and
beneficial and it would contribute appreciable increments to long-term, moderate, adverse cumulative
impacts. Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is
(1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation, (2) key to the
natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3) identified as a
goal in the Park's general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no
impairment of Park resources or values related to hazardous materials.

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE D-NPS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
Under Alternative D, both the current Visitor Center, as well as a portion of the existing maintenance
facility would be demolished. These structures contain ACM and LBP, respectively, and would require
safety precautions during demolition. Also, the demolition of part of the maintenance facility would
require hazardous materials be moved to the other facility. Based on the Park's safety plan and other
precautions taken to guard hazardous materials, such a move would present little to no threat. Once these
actions were complete, hazardous materials would be absent from all visitor contact areas. Overall,
Alternative D would have a long-term, moderate, beneficial impact on hazardous materials.
Cumulative Impacts
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on hazardous materials
within ~e Park include long-term, negligible to minor, adverse impacts from the dredging of Baltimore
Harbor, the Locust Point developments, and the MPA port developments. Dredging the harbor has the
potential to stir up hazardous pollutants that have been embedded in the floor of the harbor. Locust Point
developments· may encounter old structures with LBP, ACM, USTs, or ASTs, that would require proper
management and removal. The MPA projects would have the potential to encounter LBP, ACM, USTs, or
ASTs, that would be managed and removed, as well as the potential to introduce other hazardous
materials to the area. Any new material would be properly managed and monitored to avoid threats to
health and safety. The overall impact from these actions would be long-term, moderate, and adverse.
Alternative D would contribute appreciable increments to these long-term, moderate, adverse impacts.
Conclusion
The overall impact to hazardous materials under Alternative D would be long-term, moderate, and
beneficial and it would contribute appreciable increments to long-term, moderate, adverse cumulative
impacts. Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose cqnservation is
(1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation, (2) key to the
natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3) identified as
goal in the Park's general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no
impairment of Park resources or values related to hazardous materials.
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CULTURAL RESOURCES
The CEQ regulations that implement NEPA require assessment of impacts to cultural as well as natural
resources. In this DCP/ENAOE, impacts to cultural resources are described in terms of type; context,
duration, and intensity, as described above. This DCP/ENAOE is also being used to comply with the
requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended.
ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

MEmODOLOGY
Certain important research questions about human history can only be answered by the actual physical
material of cultural resources. Archeological resources have the potential to answer, in whole or in part,
such research questions. An archeological site(s) can be eligible for listing on the Nation Register of
Historic Places (NRHP) if the site(s) has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in
prehistory or history in one of three historic contexts or levels of significance: local, state, or national (see
National Register Bulletin #15, How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation). For purposes
of analyzing impacts to archeological resources, thresholds of change for the intensity of an impact are
based upon the potential of the site(s) to yield information important in prehistory or history, as well as the
probable historic context of the affected site(s):
Negligible: Impact is at the lowest levels of detection - barely measurable with no perceptible
consequences, either adverse or beneficial, to archeological resources. For purposes of
Section 106, the determination of effect would be no adverse effect.
Minor:

Adverse Impact-Disturbance of a site(s) results in little, if any, loss of significance or
integrity and the NRHP eligibility of the site(s) is unaffected. For purposes of Section 1~6,
the determination of effect would be no adverse effect.
Beneficial Impact- Maintenance and preservation of a site(s). For purposes of Section 106,
the determination of effect would be no adverse effect.

Moderate:

Adverse Impact-Disturbance of a site(s) does not diminish the significance or integrity of
the site(s) to the extent that its NRHP eligibility is jeopardized. For purposes of Section 106,
the determination of effect would be no adverse effect.
Beneficial Impact - Stabilization of a site(s). For purposes of Section 106, the determination
of effect would be no adverse effect.

Major:

Adverse Impact-Disturbance of a site(s) diminishes the significance and integrity of the
site(s) to the extent that it is no longer eligible for listing on the NRHP. For purposes of
Section 106, the determination of effect would be adverse effect.
Beneficial Impact-Active intervention to preserve a site(s). For purposes of Section 106, the
determination of effect would be no adverse effect.
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IMPACTS OF THE NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE
Under t:b:e No Build AJternative, there would be no development or other construction that would result
in the disturbance or destruction· of archeological resources. Overall, the No Build Alternative would
have no impact on archeological resources.
Cumulative Impacts
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on archeological resources
within the Park include long-term, negligible to moderate, adverse impacts from the Locust Point
developments and the MPA projects. Both of these projects would have the potential to impact
archeological resources, as ground was unearthed for new development. However, it is impossible to
predict how future projects may unfold or impact archeological resources. As a .result, the overall impact
to archeological resources under these actions would be short- to long-term, negligible to moderate, and
beneficial or short-to long-term, negligible to moderate, and adverse. The No Build Alternative ~ould
not contribute to these cumulative impacts. Conclusion
Overall, the No Build Alternative would have no impact on archeological resources, and it would not
contribute to short- to long-term, negligible to moderate, beneficial or short- to long-term, negligible to
minor, adverse cumulative impacts. Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or
value whose conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing
legislation, (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the
Park, or (3) identified as a goal in the Park's general management plan or other relevant NPS planning
documents, there would be no impairment of Park resources or values related to archeological resources.

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE B
Under AJtemative B, there would be development in two areas ofthe park with the potential to affect
· archeological resources. However, implementation of archeological investigation as the design effort for the
alternative begins, together with close attention to the details of design,.would limit the intensity of the·impacts on
significant resources. Jn the first area, most ifnot all ofthe disturbances associated with the additions to the
existing Visitor Center would be confined to previously distw:bed ground, or to ground previously occupied by
features oflesser archeological importance (a~ 1880-1925 roadway and adjacent utility corridors). Avoidance
of impacts on the nearby footings of a ca 1850 addition to the Storehouse and the ca 1850 Methodist Society
Soldiers' Chapel, by means of careful site placement ofthe separate restroom fac~ty, would ensure that there
were only minor impacts on resources in this area.
In the second area, the proposed site for development of the new facility, the focus of archeological investigation

would be the nearby site ofthe 1840 hospital, and the characteristics and condition of any surviving remnants of
frame additions (ca. 1862 and ca 1880) to this hospital. It is anticipated that impacts to the foundation ofthe 184Q
hospital, if they still exist, can be avoided. If remnants ofthe footings ofthe frame additions to the hospital
survive, previous removal ofthe World War I hospital structures (specifically, water tows, a pump house, and
associated buried water lines) are expected to have affected the integrity, and reduced the significance, of these
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and other archeological resources in the area. As a result, there would be only minor impacts on resources at this
particular point.
The overall impact of Alternative B is long-term, negligible to minor, and adverse.
Cumulative Impacts
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on archeological resources
within the Park include negligible to moderate impacts from the Locust Point developments and the MPA
projects. Both of these projects would have the potential to impact archeological resources, as ground was
·unearthed for new development. However, it is difficult to predict how future projects may unfold or
impact archeological resources. As a result, the overall impact to archeological resources under these
actions would be short- to long-term, negligible to moderate, and beneficial or adverse. Alternative B
would contribute imperceptible to noticeable increments to these short- to long-term, negligible to
moderate, and beneficial or adverse cumulative impacts.
Conclusion
· The overall impact to archeological resources under Alternative B would be long-term, negligible to
minor, and adverse and it would contribute imperceptible to noticeable increments to short- to longterm, negligible to moderate, beneficial or short- to long-term, negligible to moderate, adverse cumulative
impacts. Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is
(1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation, (2) key to the
natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3) identified as a
goal in the Park's general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no
impairment of Park resources or values related to archeological resources.
Section 106 Summary
Although impacts of minor intensity would generally require a Section 106 determination of 'no adverse
effect,' the park should be prepared to en.t er into a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with the
Maryland SHPO, ifthe SHPO so wishes, to ensure that the necessary investigations and the avoidance of
impacts on significant resources are accomplished.
After applying the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation's criteria of adverse effects (36 CFR Part
800.5, Assessment ofAdverse Effects), the National Park Service concludes that implementation of
Alternative B would have no adverse effect .on the archeological resources of Fort McHenry.

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE C
Under Alternative C, there would be disturbance in two general areas of the Park. The first includes most
if not all of the disturbances associated with the removal of the existing Visitor Center and the
development located at the southwest edge of the existing parking lot, as well as the new facility. This
would be confined to previously disturbed ground, or to ground previQusly occupied by features of lesser
archeological importance (a ca. 1880-1925 roadway and adjacent utility corridors). Avoidance of major
impacts on the probable nearby footing of a ca. 1840 stable (converted to a barracks following the Civil
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War), and on the possible remnants of a ca. 1830 bakehouse/blacksmith's shop (converted pre-Civil War
into a stable, and during the Civil War into quarters) requires careful placement of the facility on the
conceptual plan, and would undoubtedly remain an aspect of the design as the project progresses. A final
resource in this area is the remnants of the original Boundary Wall which has been arcbeologically
identified, and documentation of its location is clear. Portions of the wall exist northeast of the 1808
stable and storehouse site and southeast of one of the 1840s stable/barracks structures. Archeological
investigation would focus on documenting more precisely the locations and conditions of these resources
to ensure that associated utilities and landscaping elements of the project are designed so as to have only
minor impacts.
In the second area - the site of the existing overflow parking lot and the area proposed for development of
a paved parking area - archeological investigation would focus on the mitigation, by means of data
recovery, of anticipated impacts on two late-nineteenth/early-twentieth century walkways that extended
through the area. Remnants of the footings of a frame World War I hospital structures may also be present
here, but the likelihood of previous disturbances suggests that arcbeological monitoring during
construction would provide sufficient mitigation of any additional impacts.
The overall impact under Alternative C would be long-term, negligible to minor, and adverse.
Cumulative Impacts
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on archeological resources
within the Park include negligible to moderate impacts from the Locust Point developments and the MP A
projects. Both of these projects would have the potential to impact archeological resources, as·ground was
unearthed for new development. However, it is impossible to predict how future projects may unfold or
impact archeological resources. As a result, the overall impact to archeological resources under these
actions would be short- to long-term, negligible to moderate, and beneficial or short- to long-term,
negligible to moderate, and adverse. Alternative C would contribute imperceptible to noticeable ·
increments to these short- to long-term, negligible to moderate, beneficial or short- to long-term,
negligible to moderate, adverse cumulative impacts.
Conclusion
The overall impact to archeological resources under Alternative C would be _long-term, negligible to
minor, and adverse and Alternative C would contribute imperceptible to noticeable increments to shortto long-term, negligible to moderate, beneficial or short- to long-term, negligible to moderate, adverse
cumulative impacts. Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose
conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation,
(2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3)
identified as a goal in the Park's general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents,
there would be no impairment of Park resources or values related to archeological resources.
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Section 106 Summary
Although impacts of minor intensity would generally require a Section 106 determination of 'no adverse
effect, the park should be prepared to enter into MOA with the Maryland SHPO, ifthe SHPO so wishes,
to ensure that the necessary investigations and mitigation of impacts on this resource were accomplished.
All MOA is already anticipated for this particular alternative of the project, and would include potential
impacts to the remnants of the Boundary Wall. This would reduce the intensity of the impact to minor,
and ensure that there would be no adverse effect to the resource. Mitigation efforts may include further
archeological investigations to identify other resources in the area, and confirm that the remnants of the
Boundary Wall extend beyond the area of impact. One potential mitigation strategy for impacts to the
Boundary Wall and other resources would be to expose the impacted areas and use them as an
interpretive/educational display at the new facility. This strategy and others would be pursued with the
Maryland SHPO.
After applying the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation's criteria of adverse effects (36 CFR Part
800.5, Assessment ofAdverse Effects), the National Park Service concludes that implementation·of
Alternative C would have no adverse effect on the archeological resources of Fort McHenry.

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE D - NPS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
Under Alternative D, development would be confined to the same areas described in Alternative C. The
overall impact would be long-term, minor, and adverse.
Cumulative Impacts
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on archeological resources
within the Park include negligible to moderate impacts from the Locust Point developments and the MPA
projects. Both of these projects would have the potential to impact archeological resources, as ground was
unearthed for new development. However, it is impossible to predict how future projects may unfold or
impact archeological resources. As a result, the overall impact to archeological resources under ~ese
actions would be short- to long-term, negligible to moderate, and beneficial or adverse. Alternative D
would contribute noticeable increments to these short- to long-term, negligible to moderate, beneficial or
short- to long-term, negligible to moderate, adverse cumulative impacts.
Conclusion
The overall impact to archeological resources under Alternative D would be long-term, minor, and
adverse and it would contribute noticeable increments to short- to long-term, negligible to moderate,
beneficial or short- to long-term, negligible to moderate, adverse cumulative impacts. Because there
would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill
specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation, (2) key to the natural or cultural
integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3) identified as a goal in the Park' s
general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no impairment of
Park resources or values related to archeological resources.
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Section 106 Summary
Although impacts of minor intensity would generaUy require a Section 106 determination of 'no adverse
effect, the park should be prepared to enter into MOA with the Maryland SHPO, if the SHPO so wishes,
to ensure that the necessary investigations and.mitigation of impacts on this resource were accomplished.
An MOA is already expected for this project alternative, and would include potential impacts to the
remnants of the Boundary Wall. This would reduce the intensity of the impact to minor, and ensure that
there would be no adverse effect to the resource. Mitigation efforts may include further archeological
investigations to identify other resources in the area, and to confirm that the remnants of the Boundary
Wall extend beyond the area of impact. One potential mitigation strategy for impacts to the Boundary Wall and
other resources would be to expose the impacted areas and use them as an interpretive/educational display at the
new facility. This strategy and others would be pursued with the SHPO.

After applying the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation's criteria of adverse effects (36 CFR Part 800.5,
Assessment ofAdverse Effects), the National Park Service concludes that implementation ofthe NPS Preferred
Alternative would have no adverse effect on the archeological resources ofFort McHenry.

HISTORIC STRUCTURES
METHODOLOGY
In order for a structure or building to be listed on the NRHP, it must be associated with an important historic
context, i.e. possess significance- the meaning or value ascnbed to the structure or building, and have integrity
ofthose features necessary to convey its significance, i.e. location, design, setting, worlananship, materials,
feeling, and association (see National Register Bulletin# 15, How to Apply the National Register Criteria for
Evaluation). For pmposes of analyzing potential impacts to historic structures/buildings, the thresholds of change
for the intensity of an impact are defined as follows:

Negligible:

Impact(s) is at the lowest levels of detection - barely perceptible and not measurable. For pwposes
of Section 106, the determination of effect would be no adverse effect.

Minor:

Adverse Impact - Impact would not affect the character defining features of a NRHP eligible or
listed structure or building. For purposes of Section 106, the determination of effect would be no
.adverse effect.
Beneficial Impact - Stabifu.ation/preservation of character defining features in accordance with the
Secretary ofthe Interior's Standards for the Treatment ofHistoric Properties. For pwposes of
Section 106, the determination of effect would be no adverse effect.
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Moderate:

Adverse Impact - Impact would alter a character defining feature(s) of the structure or building but
would not diminish the integrity of the resource to the extent that its NRHP eligibility is
jeopardized. For pwposes of Section 106, the determination of effect would be no adverse effect.
Beneficial Impact - Rehabilitation of a structure or building in accordance with the Secretary ofthe
Interior's Standards for the Treatment ofHistoric Properties. For pwposes of Section 106, the
determination of effect would be no adverse effect.

Major:

Adverse Impact- Impact would alter a character defining feature(s) of the structure or building,
diminishing the integrity of the resource to the extent that it is no longer eligible for listing on the
NRHP. For pwposes of Section 106, the determination of effect would be adverse effect.
Beneficial Impact - Restoration of a structure or building in accordance with the Secretary ofthe
Interior's Standards for the Treatment ofHistoric Properties. For pwposes of Section 106, the
detennination of effect would be no adverse effect.

IMPACTS OF THE NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE
Under the No Build Alternative, the historic Star Fort would continue to be used for administrative and
research uses. Floor loading would continue as the weight associated with these activities places pressures
on the integrity, stability, and interpretive potential of the Fort. However, the Fort and related features
within the 1814 reservation boundary would remain intact. Overall, the No Build Alternative would have
a long-term, minor, adverse impact to historic structures.

Cumulative Impacts

.

There are no present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on historic
structures within the Park or in the surrounding area.

Conclusion
The overall impact to historic structures under the No Build Alternative would be long-term, minor,
and adverse. Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose
conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation,'
(2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3)
identified as a goal in the Park's general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents,
there would be no impairment of Park resources or values related to historic structures.

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE B
Under Alternative B, the Fort and related features within the 1814 reservation boundary would remain
intact. The current Visitor Center would be rehabilitated and expanded to provide more room for visitor
services and support functions. This, along with the. construction of the new proposed administrative
building, would provide staff with more room for administrative duties and allow for a reduction in the
use of the Star Fort for these functions. This would not only enable the Park to use the Fort for more
interpretive functions, but remove floor loading that places added stress on the structure's integrity and
stability. This is a critical improvement to assist the Park in maintaining its mission. Overall, Alternative
B would have a long-term, minor, beneficial impact on historic structures.
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Cumulative Impacts
There are no present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on historic
structures within the Park or in the surrounding area.
·
Conclusion
The overall impact to historic structures under Alternative B would be long-term, minor, and
beneficial. Because there would be no major adverse impacts to.a resource or value whose conservation
is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation, (2) key to the
natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunlties for enjoyment of the Park, or (3) identified as a
goal in the Park's general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no
impairment of Park resources or values related to historic structures.
Section 106 Summary
After applying the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation's criteria of adverse effects (36 CFR Part
800.5, Assessment ofAdverse Effects), the National Park Service concludes that implementation of
Alternative B would have a no adverse 'effect on the historic structures of Fort McHenry.

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE C
Under Alternative C, actions similar to those described in Alternative B would ·be taken. However, in
this alternative additional space would be provided in the new Education/Administration facility. This
facility would provide space to house both interpretive and some administrative functions. Additional
space would also be provided in the new administrative building. As in Alternative B, development
would be kept outside the Fort and the 1814 reservation boundary. As a result, use of the Star Fort for
administrative and other non-intended uses would be greatly diminished thus reducing floor loading on
the Fort. This is a critical improvement to assist the Park in maintaining its mission. The overall impact
would be long-term, minor, and beneficial to historic structures.
Cumulative Impacts
There are no present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on historic
structures within the Park or in the surrounding area.
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Conclusion
The overall impact to historic structures under Alternative C would be long-term, minor, and
beneficial. Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation
is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation, (2) key to the
natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3) identified as a
goal in the Park's general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents; there would be no
impairment of Park resources or values related to historic structures.
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Section 106 Summary
After applying the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation's criteria of adverse effects (36 CFR Part
800.5, Assessment ofAdverse Effects), the National Park Service concludes that implementation of
_Alternative C would have a no adverse effect on the historic structures of Fort McHenry.

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE D -NPS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
Under Alternative D, a new Education/Administration building would be constructed. This facility
would provide adequate space to house both interpretive and all of the Park's administrative functions. As
a result, use of the Star Fort for administrative and other non-intended uses would be removed, thus
reducing floor-loading to the structure. This is a critical element in forwarding the Park's mission. As
previously described, this alternative would avoid development within the historic 1814 reservation
· boundary or the Star Fort. Alternative D would have a long-term, minor, beneficial impact to historic
structures.
Cumulative Impacts
There are no present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on historic
structures within the Park or in the surrounding area.
Conclusion
The overall impact to historic structures under Alternative D would be long-term, minor, and
beneficial. Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation
is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation, (2) key to the
natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3) identified as a
goal in the Park's general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no
impairment of Park resources or values related to historic structures.
Section 106 Summary
After applying the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation's criteria of adverse effects (36 CFR Part
8Q0.5, Assessment ofAdverse Effects), the National Park Service concludes that implementation of the
NPS Preferred Alternative would have no adverse effect on the historic structures of Fort McHenry.

CULTURAL LANDSCAPES

METHODOLOGY
Cultural landscapes are the result of the long interaction between people and the land, the influence of
human beliefs and actions over time upon the natural landscape. Shaped through time by historical landuse and management practices, as well as politics and property laws, levels of technology, and economic
conditions, cultural landscapes provide a living record of an area's past, a visual chronicle of its history.
The dynamic nature of modem human life, however, contributes to the continual reshaping of cultural
landscapes; making them a good source of information about specific times and places, but at the same
time rendering their long-term preservation a challenge.
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In order for a cultural landscape to be listed on the NRHP, it must possess significance (the meaning or
value ascribed to the landscape) and have integrity of those features necessary to convey its signif?-cance.
The character defining features of a cultural landscape include spatial organization and land patterns;
topography; vegetation; circulation patterns; water features; and structures/buildings, site furnishings, and
objects (see The Secretary ofthe Interior 's Standards for the Treatment ofHistoric Properties With
Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes 1996). For purposes of analyzing potential impacts
to cultural landscapes, the thresholds of change for the intensity of an impact are defined as· follows:
Negligible: Impact(s) is at the lowest levels of detection - barely perceptible and not measurable. For
purposes of Section 106, the determination of effect would be no adverse effect.
Minor:

Adverse Impact - Impact would not affect the character defining patterns .or features of a
NRRP eligible or listed cultural landscape. For purposes of Section 106, the determination
of effect would be no adverse effect.
Beneficial Impact - Preservation of character defining features in accordance with the
Secretary of the Interior 's ~tandardsfor the Treatment ofHistoric Properties with
Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes. For purposes of Section 106, the
determination of effect would be no adverse effect.

Moderate:

Adverse Impact-Impact would alter a character defining pattern(s) or feature(s) of the
cultural landscape but would not diminish the integrity of the landscape to the extent that its
NRHP eligibility is jeopardized. For purposes of Section 106, the determination of effect
would be no adverse effect.
Beneficial Impact - Rehabilitation of a landscape or its patterns and features in accordance
with the Secretary ofthe Interior's Standards for the Treatment ofHistoric Properties with
Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes. For purposes of Section 106, the
determination of effect would be no adverse effect. ·

Major:

Adverse Impact- Impact would alter a character defining pattern(s) or feature(s) ofthe
cultural landscape, diminishing the integrity of the resource to the extent that it is no longer
eligible for listing on the NRHP. For purposes of Section 106, the determinati~n of effect
would be adverse effect.
Beneficial Impact - Restoration of a landscape or its patterns and features .in accordance
with the Secretary ofthe Interior's Standards for the Treatment ofHistoric Properties with
Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes. For purposes pf Section 106, the
determination of effect would be no adverse effect.

IMPACTS OF THE NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE
Under the No Build Alternative, the current landscape would remain intact. The Visitor Center would
remain in the center of the landscape, obscuring its historical significance, and the historic building
footprints adjacent to the Visitor Center would continue to lack context. However, the Fort and its historic
1814 reservation boundary would remain untouched, as would views from the Fort to the surrounding
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water. Overall, the No Build Alternative would have a long-term, negligible, adverse impact to cultural
landscapes.

Cumulative Impacts
There are no present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on cultural
landscapes within the Park or in the surrounding area.
Conclusion
The overall impact to cultural landscapes under The No Build Alternative would be long-term,
negligible, and adverse. Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose
conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation,
(2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3)
identified as a goal in the Park's general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents,
there would be no impairment of Park resources or values related to cultural landscapes. ·
IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE B
Under ~ternative B, the Fort and its historic 1814 reservation boundary would remain intact.
Disturbance associated with development would be minimal, as the current building would be expanded
on site. Despite this, the development would expand towards the Fort, thus impacting historic spatial and
visual relationships (Figure 8a). Based on this, the overall impact of Alternative B would be long-term,
minor, and adverse.

Cumulative Impacts
There are no present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on cultural
landscapes within the Park or in the surrounding area.
Conclusion
The overall impact to cultural landscapes under Alternative B would be long-term, minor, and adverse.
Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is (1)
necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation, (2) key to the natural
or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3) identified as a goal in
the Park's general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no
impairment of Park resources or values related to cultural landscapes.
Section 106 Summary
After applying the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation's criteria of adverse effects (36. CFR Part
800.5, Assessment ofAdverse Effects), the National Park Service concludes that implementation of
Alternative B would have a no adverse effect on the cultural landscapes of Fort McHenry.
IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE C
As in Alternative B, development would be kept out of the Fort and its historic 18 l 4 reservation
boundary. The design of the new building would be small enough to externalize the non-visitor building
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program in less sensitive landscape areas. The proposed building forms would also be sized and
articulated to be compatible with the character of the cultural landscape in the design context of the site's
missing historic buildings (Figure 9b). Under Alternative C, historic pedestrian circulation patterns
would be re-established. Most importantly, the current Visitor Center would be removed from the
landscape. This is a critical element in improving the overall landscape at Fort McHenry. The overall
impact under this alternative would be long-term, minor to moderate, and beneficial.
Cumulative Impacts
There are no present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on cultural
. landscapes withill the Park or in the surrounding area.
Conclusion
The overall impact to cultural landscapes under Alternative C would be long-term, minor to moderate,
and beneficial. Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose
conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation,
. (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3)
.identified as a goal in the Park's general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents,
there would be no impairment of Park resources or values related to cultural landscapes:
Section 106 Summary
After applying the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation's criteria of adverse effects (36 CPR Part
800.5, Assessment ofAdverse Effects), the National Park Service concludes that implementation of
Alternative C would have a no adverse effect on the cultural landscapes of Fort McHenry.

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE D - NPS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
Under this alternative, the Fort and its 1814 boundary would remain intact. Understanding that the
proposed scale and design of the new building will be compatible and in character with the historic
features of the cultural landscape, the building proposed under this alternative, is slightly larger than in
Alternative C (Figure 1Ob). Another element to this alternative, similar to Alternative C, is the removal
of the current Visitor Center from the landscape. This is a critical step in improving the overall landscape
at Fort McHenry. The overall impact of Alternative D would be long-term, minor, and beneficial.
Cumulative Impacts
There are no present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on cultural
landscapes within the Park or in the surrounding area.
Conclusion
The overall impact to cultural landscapes under Alternative D would be long-term, minor, and
beneficial. Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation
is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation, (2) key to the
natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3) identified as a
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goal in the Park's general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no
impairment of Park resources or values related to cultural landscapes.
Section 106 Summary
After applying the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation's criteria of adverse effects (36 CFR Part
800.5, Assessment ofAdverse Effects), the National Park Service concludes that implementation of the
NPS Preferred Alternative would have a no adverse effect on the cultural landscapes of Fort McHenry.

MUSEUM COLLECTIONS
METHODOLOGY
Museum collections (historic artifacts, natural specimens, and archival and manuscript material) may be
.threatened by fire, theft, vandalism, natural disasters, and careless acts. The preservation of museum
collections is an ongoing process of preventative conservation, supplemented by conservation treatment
when necessary. The primary goal is preservation of artifacts in as stable a condition as possible to
prevent damage and minimize deterioration. For purposes of analyzing potential impacts, the thresholds
of change for the intensity of an impact are defined as follows:

I
I

I.
I
I

Negligible: impact is at the lowest level of detection - barely perceptible, with no perceptible
consequences, whether adverse or beneficial to museum collections. For purposes of Section
I 06, the determination of effect would be no adverse effect.
Minor:

Adverse impact -would affect the integrity of few items in the museum collection but would
not degrade the usefulness of the collection for future research and interpretation. For
purposes of Section I 06, the determination of effect would be no adverse effect.
Beneficial impact - would stabilize the current condition of the collection or its constituent
components to minimize degradation. F~r purposes of Section I 06, the determination of
effect would be no adverse effect.

Moderate:

Adverse impact - would affect the integrity of many items in the museum collection and
diminish the usefulness of the collection for future research and interpretation. For purposes
of Section I 06, the determination of effect would be an adverse effect.
Beneficial impact - would secure the condition of the collection as a whole or its constituent
parts from the threat of degradation. For purposes of Section I 06, the determination of effect
would be no adverse effect. ·

Major:

I.
I
I

. Adverse impact - would affect the integrity of most items in the museum collection and
destroy the usefulness of the collection for future research and interpretation. For purposes
of Section I 06, the determination of effect would be an adverse effect.
Beneficial impact - would secure the condition of the collection as a whole or its constituent
components from the threat of further degradation. For purposes of Section I 06, the
determination of effect would be no adverse effect.
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IMPACTS ·OF THE NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE
Under the No Build Alternative, museum collections wouid continue to be stored in the Civil War
Powder Magazine. While not an ideal storage space, the magazine bas been used successfully for some
time. Other collections would be stored in the Star Fort, as they are not as sensitive as those stored in the
magazine and are used frequently by Park staff and researchers. The No Build Alternative would have a
long-term, negligible, beneficial impact on museum collections.

,
I

.
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Cumulative Impacts
There are no present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on museum
collections within the Park or in the surrounding area.
· Conclusion
The overall impact to museum collections under The No Build Alternative would be long-term,
negligible, and beneficial. Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value
whose conservation is ( 1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing ·
legislation, (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the Park ot to opportunities for enjoyment of the
Park, or (3) identified as a goal in the Park's general management plan or other relevant NPS planning
documents, there would be no impairment of Park resources or values related to museum collections.
IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE B
Under Alternative B, the Civil War Powder Magazine would continue to house the majority of the Park's
collection. The Historical and ArcheologiCal Reports Program (HARP) collection of over 70,000
documents that has been stored in the Park's library would be moved to the new facility to allow access
for Park staff and researchers. The new facility would provide professional protection of these documents
through climate and other environmental controls to ensure the protection of resources critical to the
Park's mission. Alternative B would have a long-term, moderate, beneficial impact on museum
collections.

m

Conclusion
The overall impact to museum collections under Alternative B would be long-term, moderate, and
beneficial. Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation
is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation, (2) key to the
natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3) identified as a
goal in the Park's general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no
impairment of Park resources or values related to museum collections.
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Cumulative Impacts
There are no present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on museum
collections within the Park or the surrounding area.
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IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE C

Under Alternative C, those actions taken under Alternative B would still be taken. However, the library
may now provide more space to store the HARP Collection. Alternative C would have a long-term,
moderate, beneficial impact on museum collections.

Cumulative Impacts
There are no present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on museum
collections within the Park or in the surrounding area.
Conclusion
The overall impact to museum collections under Alternative C would be long-term, moderate, and
beneficial. Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation
·is (1 ) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park' s establishing legislation, (2) key to the
natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3) identified as a
goal in the Park's general-management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no
impairment of Park resources or values related to museum collections.
IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE D - NPS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Under Alternative D, those actions taken in the previous action alternatives would be taken. Based on the
larger size of the facility pr.oposed in this alternative, there would be more space for the HARP collection
than in the other alternatives. Alternative D would have a long-term, moderate, beneficial impact on
museum collections.

I.

Cumulative Impacts
There are no present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on museum
collections within the Park or in the surrounding area.

I
I
I

Conclusion
The overall impact to museum collections under Alternative D would be long-term, moderate, and
beneficial. Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation
is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation, (2) key to the
natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3) identified as a
goal in the Park' s general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no
impairment of Park resources or values related to museum collections.

:1.'

VISUAL RESOURCES

1:
I
I.

METHODOLOGY

Negligible:

The visual quality of the landscape would not be affected or the impacts would be at or
below the level of detection, would be short-term, and the changes would be so slight that
they would not be of any measurable or perceptible consequence to the visitor experience.
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Minor:

Impacts to the visual quality of the landscape w~uld be detectable, although the impacts
would be short-term, localized, and would be small and of little consequence to the visitor
experience. Mitigation measures, if needed to offset adverse impacts, would be simple and
successful.

Moderate:

Impacts to the visual quality of the landscape would be readily detectable, long-term, and
localized, with consequences at the regional level. Mitigation measures, if needed to offset
adverse impacts, would be extensive and likely successful.

Major:

Impacts to the visual quality of the landscape would be obvious, long-term, and would
have substantial consequences to the visitor experience in the region. Extensive mitigation
measures would be needed to offset any adverse impacts and their success would not be
guaranteed.

IMPACTS OF THE NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE
Under the No Build Alternative, visual resources would remain unchanged. The theater in the Visitor
Center would still open to a view of the flag flying over the Fort. Much of the Park would still possess
historical and/or aesthetic views of the harbor. Despite these views, other areas of the Park would not
present the visual resources the Park desires. The maintenance area would still be visible on the right side
of the entrance to the Park taking away from the Park's historic setting as well as its aesthetic aspects.
Additionally, the location of the current Visitor Center reduce~ initial views of the Fort and the fl~g as·
visitors enter the Park and would be the first thing visitors see upon entering the Park. All of these ..
conditions have existed for many years. By providing a direct line of site from the theater to the flag, atid
. vie-..ys of the harbor, the No Build Alternative would have a long-term, minor, beneficial impa<;:t. The
alternative would also have long-term, minor, adverse imP.acts as the Visitor Center obscured the initial ·
sites of the Park and the maintenance area intruded into the overall viewshed.

Cumulative Impacts
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on visual resources within
the Park include impacts from the wetland mitigation area and MPA ports. The wetland mitigation area
would provide the area with some additional natural viewsheds to compensate for the otherwise
developed region. This impact would be minor and beneficial. The MPA developments would not be
readily visible from the Fort McHenry. The Park has and would continue to work with its neighbors to
preserve the nature of Fort McHenry. As long as this cooperation continued, the MPA projects would be
negligible. The overall impact from these projects woUld be long-term, minor, and beneficial. The No
Build Alternative would contribute noticeable increments to long-term, minor, beneficial cumulative
impacts.

.I

Conclusion
The overall impact to visual resources under the No Build Alternative would be long-term, minor,
adverse and long-term, minor, and beneficial and the No Build Alternative would contribute
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noticeable increments to long-term, minor, beneficial cumulative impacts. Because there would be no
major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific
purposes identified in ~e Park's establishing legislation, (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the
Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3) identified as a goal in the Park's general
management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no impairment of Park
resources or values related to visual resources.

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE B
Under Alternative B, the current Visitor Center would be expanded. This would decrease the little
historical view shed that visitors experience upon entering the Park. The maintenance area, however,
would be improved. A new facility would be built to the south of the entranceway. This building would
block views of the service yard and also be screened by trees and other vegetation. Overall, Alternative B
would have a long-term, minor, adverse impact on visual resources.

Cumulative Impacts
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on visual resources within
the Park include impacts from the wetland mitigation area and MPA ports. The wetland mitigation area
would provide the area with some additional natural viewsheds to compensate for the otherwise
developed region. This impact would be minor and beneficial. The MPA developments would not be
readily visible from Fort McHenry. The Park has and would continue to work with its neighbors to
preserve the nature of Fort McHenry. As long as this cooperation continued, the impact of the MPA
projects would be negligible. The overall impact from these projects would be long-term, minor, and
beneficial. Alternative B would contribute noticeable increments to long-term, minor, beneficial
cumulative impacts.

.1

Conclusion
The overall impact to visual resources under Alternative B would be long-term, minor, and adverse
and it would contribute .noticeable increments to long-term, minor, beneficial cumulative impacts.
Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is (1)
necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation, (2) key to the natural
or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3) identified as a goal in
the Park's general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no
impairment of Park resources or values related to visual resources .

IMP ACTS OF ALTERNATIVE C

I
I

I.

Under Alternative C, the current Visitor Center would be demolished. This would focus the Park's
viewsheds on the Fort, the flag, and the harbor, all of which provide more historical context to the site.
The new Visitor Center would be constructed adjacent to the current parking lot, thus the impact on visual
resources from this facility would be relatively mild since it is away from the historical viewsheds and
bordered by other structures on neighboring properties (Figure 9b). In addition to this improvement, the
new administration building would screen the maintenance yard, as described under Alternative B.
Overall; Alternative C would have a long-term, moderate, beneficial impact on visual resources.
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Cumulative Impacts
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on visual resources within
the Park include impacts from the wetland mitigation area and MPA ports. The wetland mitigation area
would provide the area with some additional natural viewsheds to compensate for the otherwise .
developed region. This impact would be minor and beneficial. The :MPA developments would not be
readily visible from Fort McHenry. The Park has and would continue to work with its neighbors to
preserve the nature of Fort McHenry. As long as this cooperation continued, the MPA projects would
have negligible impacts on Park viewsheds. The overall impact from these projects would be long-term,
minor, and beneficial. Alternative C would contribute appreciable increments to long-term, minor,
beneficial cumulative impacts.
·
Conclusion
The overall impact to visual resources under Alternative C would be long-term, moderate, and
beneficial and Alternative C would contribute appreciable increments to long-terin, minor, beneficial
cumulative impacts. Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose
conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation,
(2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities·for enjoyment of the Park, or (3)
identified as a goal in the Park's general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents,
· there would be no impairment of Park resources or values related to visual resotlrces.

,
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IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE D - NPS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
.

.

Under Alternative D the current Visitor Center would be demolished and a new facility would be
constructed adjacent to the parking lot. This would provide the same.benefits described in Alternative C,
although the building proposed under this alternative would be larger and may impose more on the
viewsheds. Despite this, Alternative D would be constructed along the property line against a backdrop
of other large buildings, thus reducing the overall impact to the vfowshed (Figure 1Ob). While
maintenance building to the north of the entrance would still be demolished (common to all alternatives),
the maintenance area to the south of the entranceway would remain unchanged, as in the No Build
Alternative. This would leave the maintenance yard exposed to select views of the Park. Alternative D
would still remove the current Visitor Center from the center of the viewshed, the most important step in
improving the overall viewshed at Fort McHenry. Therefore, Alternative D would have a long-term, .
minor, beneficial impact to visual resources.

the

Cumulative Impacts
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on visual resources within
the Park include impacts from the wetland mitigation area an_d MPA ports. The wetland mitigation area
would provide the area with some additional natural viewsheds to compensate for the otherwise
developed region. This impact would be minor and beneficial. The MPA developments would not be
readily visible from Fort McHenry. The Park has and would continue to work with its neighbors to
preserve the nature of Fort McHenry. As long as this cooperation continued, the MPA projects would
have negligible impact on viewsheds. The overall impact from these projects would be long-term, minor,
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and beneficial. Alternative D would contribute noticeable increments to long-term, minor, beneficial
cumulative impacts.
Conclusion
The overall impact to visual resources under Alternative D would be long-term, minor, and beneficial
and Alternative D would contribute noticeable increments to long-term, minor, beneficial, cumulative
impacts. Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is
(1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation, (2) key to the
natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3) identified as a
goal in the Park's general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no
impairment of Park resources or values related to visual resources.

VISITOR USE AND EXPERIENCE
METHODOLOGY
NPS Management Policies 2001 state that the enjoyment of park resources and values by the people of
the United States is part of the fundamental purpose of all parks, and that the National Park Service is
committed to providing appropriate, high-quality opportunities for visitors to enjoy the parks.
Part of the purpose of Fort McHenry is to offer opportunities for interpretation, education, inspiration, and
enjoyment. Consequently, one of the Park's management goals is to ensure that visitors safely enjoy and
are satisfied with the availability, accessibility, diversity, and quality of park facilities, services, and
appropriate recreational opportunities.
Observation of visitation patterns combined with the assessment of what is available to visitors under
current management was used to estimate the impacts of the actions in the various alternatives in this
document. The impact on the ability of the visitor to experience a full range of park resources was
analyzed by examining resources and objectives presented in the Fort McHenry significance statement.
The potential for change in visitor use and experience proposed by the alternatives was evaluated by
identifying projected increases or decreases in education, circulation, and other visitor uses, and
determining whether or how these projected changes would affect the desired visitor experience, to what
degree, and for how long.
Negligible:

Visitors would not be affected or changes in visitor use and /or experience would be at or
below the level of detection. Any impacts would be short-term. The visitor would not
likely be aware of the impacts associated with the alternative.

Minor:

Changes in visitor use and/or experience would be detectable, although the changes would
be slight and likely short-term. The visitor would be aware of the impacts associated with
the alternative, but the impacts would be slight.
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Moderate:

Changes in visitor use and/or experience would be readily apparent and likely long-term.
The visitor would be aware of the impacts associated with the alternative, and would likely
be able to express an opinion about the changes.

Major:

Changes in visitor use and/or experience would be readily apparent, severely adverse·or
exceptionally beneficial, and would have important long-term consequences. The visitor
would be aware of the impacts associated with the alternative, and would likely express a
strong opinion about the changes.

IMPACTS OF THE NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE
Under the No Build Alternative, no changes would be made to the current visitor experience.
Transportation options for reaching the Park would be limited, as would available parking. The Visitor
Center and its theater would not contain adequate room for visitors. The overall lack of space in the
Visitor Center would not allow for many interpretive features, nor would it allow for visitors to wait for
the next film. As a result, many visitors would be forced to wait outside for the next film, tour the Park
without receiving the background information the film provides, or simply leave the Park without ever
having toured the grounds. Bicycle and pedestrian circulation improvements that are already underway
would continue under this alternative. The No Build Alternative would, however, maintain the view of
the flag from the theater, an important part of the current visitor experience. Overall, the No Build
Alternative would have a long-term, moderate, adverse impact on visitor use and experience.

Cumulative Impacts
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on visitor use and· experience
within the Park include short-term, minor, beneficial impacts from the 2014 Anniversary of the Battle of
Baltimore and long-term, minor, beneficial impacts from the water battery display. The 2014 Anniversary
of the Battle of Baltimore is expected to bring a great deal of focus to Fort McHenry. This would allow
for increased.educational opportunities for the Park, its partners, and other groups that could become
involved in the celebration. The water battery display would provide a permanent educational tool to
allow for improved understanding of the 1814 British naval bombardment and the maritime history of the
Chesapeake Bay. The overall impact of these actions would be short- and long-term, minor, and
beneficial. The No Build Alternative would contribute appreciable increments to these short- and longterm, minor, beneficial cumulative impacts.
Conclusion
The overall impact to visitor use and experience under The No Build Alternative would be long-term,
moderate, and adverse and it would contribute appreciable increments to short- and long-term, minor,
beneficial cumulative impacts. Because there would be no major adverse impacts t~ a resource or value
whose conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park' s establishing
legislation, (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the
Park, or (3) identified as a goal in the Park's general management plan or other relevant NPS planning
documents, there would be no impairment of Park resources or values related to visitor use and
experience.
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IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE B
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Alternative B would seek to improve visitor use and experience by rehabilitating and enhancing the
current Visitor Center. This would result in immediate improvements to the Visitor Experience by
providing more room for interpretation and the theater. Additional space would also be provided for
people to congregate and wait for the film. Therefore, there would be a noticeable and immediate
improvement in the Park's ability to interpret its resources and the visitor's ability to enjoy them.
Although this alternative does not improve the visitor experience as much as the other build alternatives,
it still only improves the situation noticeably. Alternative B would have a long-term, moderate,
beneficial impact on visitor use and experience.
Cumulative Impacts
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on visitor use and experience
within the Park include short-term, minor, beneficial impacts from the 2014 Anniversary oftlie Battle of
Baltimore and long-term, minor, beneficial impacts from the water battery display. The 2014 Anniversary
of the Battle of Baltimore is expected to bring a great deal of focus to Fort McHenry. This would allow
for increased educational opportunities for the Park, its partners, and other groups that could become
involved in the celebration. The water battery display would provide a permanent educational tool to
allow for improved understanding of the 1814 British naval bombardment and the maritime history of the
Chesapeake Bay. The overall impact of these actions would be short- and long-term, minor, and ·
beneficial. Alternative B would contribute appreciable increments to these short- and long-term, minor,
beneficial impacts.
Conclusion
The overall impact to visitor use and experience under Alternative B would be long-term, moderate,
and beneficial and it would contribute appreciable increments to short- to long-term, minor, beneficial
cumulative impacts. Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose
conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation,
(2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3)
identified as a goal in the Park's general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents,
there would be no impairment of Park resources or values related to visitor use and experience.

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE C
Alternative C would seek to improve visitor use and experience by demolishing the current Visitor
Center and building a new one adjacent to the current parking lot. This new facility would provide
substantial increases in space for interpretation, education, and visitor services, to a level much greater
than the previous alternative. For example, the theater would be expanded to allow more seating. Space
for interpretation would also be available, along with educational opportunities. Many of these
opportunities are not currently possible, nor are they possible under Alternative B, based on the lack of
space.
Additional parking along with the realignment of the current parking area would reduce congestion. This
would further the visitor's overall enjoyment of the Park. Further improvements to the visitor experience
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would come from the d~velo~ment of the historic road trace, which would improve the visitor's
understanding of the landscape and resources surrounding the Fort. This alternative would go further than
Alternative B in enhancing the visitor experience by removing the structure from the center of critical
viewsheds and landscapes. Overall, Alternative C would have a long-term, moderate, beneficial impact
on visitor use. an~ exp_erience. .
Cumulative Impacts
.
. .
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on visitor use and experience
within the Park include_shQrt-term, minor, beneficial impacts from the 2014 Anniv~rs~ of the Battle of
Baltimore and long-term, minor, beneficial impacts from the water battery display. The 2014 Anniversary
ofthe Battle of Baltimore is expected to bring a great deal of focus to Fort McHenry. This would allow
for increased educational opportunities for the Park, its partners, and other groups that could become
involved in the celebration. The water battery display would provide a permanent educational tool to
all~w for improved understanding of the 1814 British naval bomb~dment and the maritime history ~f the
. Chesapeake Bay. The overall impact of these a~tions would be short- and long-term, minor, and
beneficial. Alternative C would contribute appreciable increments to these short- and long-term, minor
benefi,cial impacts.
Conclusion
The overall.impact to visitor use and experience under Alternative C would.be long-term, moderate,
and beneficial and it would contribute appreciable increments to short- ~d long-ten:ll, minor, beneficial ·
cumulative impacts. Because there wou.l d be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose
conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation,
. (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3)
identified as a goal in ~e Park's general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents,
there would_be no impairm~nt of Park resources or values related to visitor use ~d experience.

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE D - NPS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
Alternative D would seek to improve visitor use and experience by demolishing the current Visitor
Center and building a new one adjacent to tlieparking lot. This new facility, described in the Alternatives
section of this document; would create more room for the theater, interpretive displays, and·other
educational opportunities. The direct view to the flag would be impacted, a8 the theater would be moved
further away. The impact to this view could be mitigated or an entirely new interpretive experience could
be created. Therefore, the impact to the view of the flag would not negatively influence the visitor .
experience.

.

.

Realignment of the parking area, along with the construction of a parking terrace (either Option 1 or
Option 2) and improve~ alternative transportation would reduce congestion and th\is improv'e the overall
visitor experience. The visitor experience could be further enhanced through the construction of the
covered terrace (Option 2) which would maintam natural views around the Park. Further improvements to
the visitor experience would come from the development of the historic road trace, which would iniprove
the visitor's understanding of the landscape and structures surrounding the Fort. As in Alternative C, this
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alternative would remove the facility from critical viewsheds and landscapes. The proposed facility in this
alternative would be larger than in Alternative C, providing more room to support the visitor experience.
Alternative D would have a long-term, moderate, beneficial impact on visitor use and experience.
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Cumulative Impacts
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on visitor use and experience
within the Park include short-term, minor, beneficial impacts from the 2014 Anniversary of the Battle of
Baltimore and long-term, minor, beneficial impacts from the water battery display. The 2014 Anniversary
of the Battle of Baltimore is expected to bring a great deal of focus to Fort McHenry. This would allow
for increased educational opportunities for the Park, its partners, and other groups that could become
involved in the celebration. The water battery display would provide a permanent educational tool to
allow for improved understanding of the 184 British naval bombardment and the maritime history of the
Chesapeake Bay. The overall impact of these actions would be short- and long-term, minor, and
beneficial. Alternative D would contribute appreciable increments to these short- and long-term, minor
beneficial impacts.
Conclusion
The overall impact to visitor use and experience under Alternative D would be long-term, moderate,
and beneficial and it would contribute appreciable increments to short- and long-term, minor, beneficial
cumulative impacts. Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose
conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation,
(2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3)
identified as a goal in the Park's general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents,
there would be no impairment of Park resources or values related to visitor use and experience.

PARK OPERATIONS AND INFRASTRUCTURE
METHODOLOGY
Park operations, for the purpose of this analysis, refers to the quality and effectiveness of the
infrastructure, and the ability to maintain the infrastructure, in order to adequately protect and preserve
vital resources and provide for an effective visitor experience. This includes an analysis of the condition
and usefulness of the facilities and developed features used to support the operations of the Park.
Staff members who were knowledgeable of these issues were included in the planning team that evaluated
the impacts of each alternative. Impact analysis is based on the current description of park operations
presented in the Affected Environment section of this document.
Negligible:

Park operations would not be affected, or the impacts would be at low levels of detection
and would not have an appreciable impact on park operations.
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Minor:

The impact would be detectable and likely short-term, but would be of a magnitude that
would not have an appreciable impact on park operations. If mitigation was needed to
offset adverse impacts, it would be simple and likely successful.

Moderate:

The impacts would be readily apparent, likely long-term, and would result in a substantial
change in park operations in a manner noticeable to staff and to public. Mitigation
measures would be necessary to offset adverse impacts and would likely be successful.

Major:

The impacts would be readily apparent, long-term, would result in a substantial change in
park operation in a manner noticeable to staff and the public and be markedly different
from existing operations. Mitigation measures to offset adverse impacts would be needed,
would be extensive, and their success could not be guaranteed.

IMPACTS OF THE NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE

Under the No Build Alternative, park operations and infrastructure would continue under current
practices. Park operations would be split between the Visitor Center, the Star Fort, and the Mission 66
duplex. The Fort was clearly not designed to handle such functions, and Park staff has been forced to
make do with the space they have. Fee collection would continue to take place in the Visifor Center and
staff would need to continue to monitor the Fort entrance to ensure that those entering had paid.
Also, no changes to Park utilities would occur. The metal maintenance facility located to the south of the
entranceway would not be hooked to sewer or water lines, and employees would continue to rely on
portable toilets located outside the facility. The No Build Alternative would.have a long-term, moderate,
adverse impact to park operations and infrastructure.
Cumulative Impacts

Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on park operations and
infraStructure within the Park include the 2014 Anniversary of the Battle of Baltimore and the MPA
projects. The anniversary would contribute short-term, minor, beneficial and short-term, minor, adverse
impacts, as the Park would have the opportunity to spread its educational message to a larger audience. In
doing so, Park staff would be forced to address larger crowds than usual, but this would not take away
from the Park mission and would not last for a significant period of time. The MPA projects could allow ·
for future partnerships with the Park to develop a shared parking area or other mutually beneficial
projects. Currently, the MPA has no plans that would allow for such a venture, however, the Park would
continue to pursue off-site parking options with the MPA and other neighbors. The impact of the MPA
projects could range from negligible to minor, long-term, and beneficial. The overall impact of these
projects would have a short- to long-term, negligible to minor, adverse and short- to long-term, negligible
to minor, and beneficial impacts. The No Build Alternative would contribute appreciable increments to
these short- to long-term, negligible to minor, adverse and short- to long-term, negligible to minor, and
beneficial impacts.

Environmental Consequences

150

.I

,.
I.
I

,I
I
I

I
I
:1·

I
'I

I
·1
.1.

I'
I
.1:

.I
I

.I
I

Fort McHenry National Monument & Historic Shrine
Education/Administration Facility
DCPIEAIAOE

Conclusion
The overall impact to park operations and infrastructure under the No Build Alternative would be longterm, moderate, and adverse and it would contribute appreciable increments to short- to long-term,
negligible to minor, adverse and short- to long-term, negligible to minor, beneficial cumulative impacts.
Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is ( 1)
necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation, (2) key to the natural
or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3) identified as a goal in
the Park's general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no
impairment of Park resources or values related to Park operations and infrastructure.

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE B
Under Alternative B, all Park offices would be moved out of the Fort and into the enhanced Visitor
Center and new administration building by the front wall. This would enhance staff efficiency by
removing administrative activities from the commotion of the visitors at the Fort. It would also provide
space that was designed for administrative functions. Despite these improvements, the administrative ,
offices would still be separate from those offices in the enhanced Visitor Center and thus reduce some
efficiency.
Visitors would be directed to the enhanced Visitor Center, making fee collection more reliable. Exhibit
and theater space would also be increased, improving staff's ability to provide proper interpretation and
education opportunities. Educational opportunities would be furthered by providing space within the
expanded structure for the Patriots of Fort McHenry, and other partners. These partners would be able to
assist and complement the staff's educational programs.
Overall customer service would be improved through these actions, and through expanded space for the
Park gift shop. The maintenance operation would lose some of its storage and operating space. This space
could be recovered in the future, but for now the operation would be consolidated in the maintenance yard
to the south of the main entrance. The current utilities 4i the Park would be able to support these
developments. Overall, Alternative B would have a long-term, minor, beneficial impact to park
operations and infrastructure.
Cumulative Impacts
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on park operations and

infrastructure within the Park include the 2014 Anniversary of the Battle of Baltimore and the MPA
projects. The anniversary would contribute short-term, minor, beneficial and short-term, minor, adverse
impacts, as the Park would have the opportunity to spread its educational message to a larger audience. In
doing so, Park staff would be forced to address larger crowds than usual, but this would not take away
from the Park mission and would not last for a significant period of time. The MPA projects could allow
for future partnerships with the Park to develop a shared parking area or other mutually beneficial
projects. Currently, the MPA has no plans that would allow for such a venture, however, the Park would
continue to pursue off-site parking options with the'MPA and other neighbors. The impact of the MPA
projects could range from negligible to minor, long-term, and beneficial. The overall impact of these
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projects would have a short- to long-term, negligible to minor, adverse and short- to long-term, negligible
to minor, beneficial impacts. Alternative B would contribute noticeable increments·to these short- to
long-term, negligible to minor, adverse and short- to long-term, negligible to minor, beneficial impacts.

Conclusion
The overall impact to park operations and infrastructure under Alternative B would be long-term,
. minor, and beneficial and it would contribute noticeable increments to short.:. to long-term, negligible to
minor, adverse and short- to long-term, negligible to minor, beneficial cumulative impacts. Beca\ise there
would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill
·specific purposes identified i_n the Park's establishing legislation, (2) key to the natural or cultural
integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3) identified as a goal in the Park's
general management plan or·other relevant NPS plannirig documents, there would be no impairment of
Park resources or values related to Park operations and infrastructure.
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IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE C

As in Alternative B, Alternative C would move all Park offices out of the Fort and into the new
Education/Administration facility by the front wall. This would provide the administrative staff with a
better designed work space. However, the distance be~een the new Education/Administration facility
and the administration building by the front wall would continue·to create inefficiencies.
The Education/Administration facility proposed under Alternative C would provide more .space than in
Alternative B. The increased space within the new Education/Administration facility would allow staff to
improve their education and interpretive operations. More space would not only provide room for
increased exhibits and programs, but allow the staff and Park partners to reach more visitors. As in
Alternative B, this alternative would eliminate some of the maintenance operation's office and operating
space. Howev~r, the larger building would allow maintenance to recoup some of its office space
immediately, while future efforts could create a new maintenance facility. The surrounding utilities would
be able to support these improvements. The overall impact would be long-term, minor, and bt?neficial.
Cumulative Impacts
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on park operations and
infrastructure within the Park include the 2014 Anniversary of the Battle of Baltimore and the MPA
projects. The anniversary would contribute short-term, minor, beneficial and short-term, minor, adverse
impacts, as the Park would have the opportunity to spread its educational message to a larger audience. In
doing so, Park staff would be forced to address larger crowds than usual, but this would not take away
from the Park mission and would not last for a significant period of time. The MPA projects could allow
for future partnerships with the Park to develop a shared parking area or other mutually beneficial
projects. Currently, the MPA has no plans that would allow for such a venture, however, the Park would
continue to pursue off-site parking options with the MPA and other neighbors. The impact of the MPA
projects could range from negligible to minor, long-term, and beneficial. The overall impact of these
projects would have a short- to long-term, negligible to minor, adverse and short- to long-term, negligible
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to minor, beneficial impacts. Alternative C would contribute noticeable increments to these short- to
long-term, negligible to minor, adverse and short- to long-term negligible to minor, beneficial impacts.
Conclusion
The overall impact to park operations and infrastructure under Alternative C would be long-term,
minor, and beneficial and it would contribute noticeable increments to short- to long-term, negligible to
minor, adverse and short- to long-term, negligible to minor, beneficial cumulative impacts. Because there
would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is ( 1) necessary to fulfill
specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation, (2) key to the natural or cultural
integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3) identified as a goal in the Park's
general management plan or oth~r relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no impairment of
Park resources or values related to park operations and infrastructure.

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE D - NPS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
Under Alternative D, all Park offices would be moved out of the Fort and into the new education/
administration facility. The facility would be large enough to consolidate all administrative offices thus
greatly enhancing staff efficiency. While there could be occasional disruptions from visitors, the
administrative areas would be set away from most of the public areas. Any slight disturbance from
visitors would be a small disruption in comparison to other alternatives that require staff to walk across
the Park to access administrative offices.
The size of this facility would allow for the most interpretive and educational space compared to the other
build alternatives. This would include space for Fort McHenry's partners to operate in an effort to support .
the Park's goals. The larger space would not only increase educational opportunities but decrease visitor
congestion. The larger space would also allow for more of the maintenance operation's office space and
reduce the need for a new maintenance building in the near future. All of these improvements could be
supported by surrounding utilities. The overall impact would be long-term, moderate, and beneficial.
Cumulative Impacts
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on park operations and
infrastructure within the Park include the 2014 Anniversary of the Battle of Baltimore and the MPA
projects. The anniversary would contribute short-term, minor, beneficial and short-term, minor, adverse
impacts, as the Park would have the opportunity to spread its educational message to a larger audience. In
~oing so, Park staff would be forced to address larger crowds than usual, but this would not take away
from the Park mission and would not last for a significant period of time. The MPA projects could allow
for future partnerships with the Park to develop a shared parking area or other mutually beneficial
projects. Currently, the MPA has no plans that would allow for such a venture, however, the Park would
continue to pursue off-site parking options with the MPA and other neighbors. The impact of the MPA
projects could range from negligible to minor, long-term, and beneficial. The overall impact of these
projects would have a short- to long-term, negligible to minor, adverse and short- to long-term, negligible
to minor, beneficial impacts. Alternative D would contribute appreciable increments to these short- to
long-term, negligible to minor, adverse and short- to long-term, negligible to minor, beneficial impacts.
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Conclusion
The overall impact to park operations and infrastructure under Alternative D would be long-term,
moderate, and beneficial and it would contribute appreciable increments to short- to long-term,
negligible to minor, adverse and short- to long-term, negligible to minor; beneficial cumulative impacts.
Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is (I)
necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation, (2) key to the natural
or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3) identified as a goal in
the Park's general management plan or other relevant NJ>S planning documents, there would be no
impairment of Park resources or values related to Park operations and infrastructure.
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TRANSPORTATION

I

METHODOLOGY

'I

Environmental consequences of transportation enhancements are considered beneficial and similar for all
active alternatives. Environmental consequences are considered for both park roads and external roads
serving the park. Since park roads serve no dual function as part of the local ~sportation network, impacts
thereon are not considered. Impacts on publicly o'Wned roads providing access to the park are categorized as
follows:
Negligible:

Traffic would not be affected, or the impacts would be at the lower levels ofdetection and
would not have an appreciable impact on traffic flow. There would be no changes in the
level·of service.

Minor:

The impact would be detectable, but would be of a magnitude that would not have an
appreciable impact on traffic flow. There would be no noticeable changes in the traffic
congestion or level of service. If mitigation was needed to offset adverse .impacts, it would
be simple and likely successful.

Moderate:

Major:

The impacts would be readily apparent, and would result in a substantial change in traffic ·
flow patterns, congestion, and /or level of service, in a manner noticeable to the public.
Mitigation would be necessary to offset adverse impacts and would likely be successful.
The impacts would be readily apparent and would result in a substantial change in traffic
flow in a manner noticeable to the public and be markedly different from the present traffic
flow patterns and levels of service. Mitigation measures to offset adverse impacts would be
needed, would be extensive, and their success would not be guaranteed. ·

IMPACTS OF THE NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE
Under the No Build Alternative, there are several concurrent transportation projects that relate to the
Park. One is the Key Highway Extension whose primary objective is to reroute traffic away from some
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local streets that are near the Park. Another project is safety-related improvements at the Park entrance.
This project would install STOP signs, new crosswalks, and a raised intersection speed table.
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Fort McHenry's daily car count data indicate that the Park generates more than 500,000 (two-way)
automobile trips during the peak months of June and July. The daily average during those months is
approximately 1,7 50 automobile trips. Calculations using the Park's data of film viewings by time of day
indicate that peak hour traffic likely exceeds 200 automobile trips. If current visitation projections are
achieved, traffic is expected to increase by 800 daily trips and almost 100 peak hour trips. These vehicle
trips to the Park would be on two primary arterial roadways, Key Highway and Fort Avenue. Because of
the isolated location of the Park, the roadway segments nearby do not operate near capacity and no
operational traffic issues are anticipated. The overall impact would be long-term, minor, and adverse .

Cumulative Impacts
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on transportation within the
Park include the Key Highway extension. The exte:nsion would contribute long-term, minor, beneficial
impacts by rerouting one of the arterial roadways near the site to provide better access to a mixed-use
development. Based on the small size of the park, the No Build Alternative would contribute
imperceptible increments to long-term, minor, beneficial cumulative impacts in the region.
Conclusion
The overall impact to transportation under the No Build Alternative would be long-term, minor, and
adverse and the No Build Alternative would contribute imperceptible increments to long-term, minor,
beneficial cumulative impacts in the region. Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource
or value whose conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing
legislation, (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the
Park, or (3) identified as a goal in the Park's general management plan or other relevant NPS planning
documents, there would be no impairment of Park resources or values related to transportation.

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE B
Under Alternative B, those projects outside of the Park, like the Key Highway extension, would
continue. Improvements to the front gate would include the installation of STOP signs, new crosswalks,
and a raised intersection speed table. These improvements would better manage the 1,750 existing daily
trips (two-way) and over 200 during the peak hour on the busiest days.
In addition, it is assumed that Alternative Transportation System (ATS) partnership initiatives (Figure 12)
would be implemented and are expected to reduce the potential annual growth rate of Park automobile
traffic from 4% to 2%. The Fort's daily car count data indicate that the Park generates more than 500,000
(two-way) automobile trips during the peak months of June and July. The daily average during those
months is approximately 1,750 automobile trips. Calculations using the Park's data of film viewings by
time of day indicate that peak hour traffic likely exceeds 200 automobile trips. Taking into account the
ATS partnership initiatives, daily trips are expected to increase by 400 daily trips and almost 50 peak hour
trips by 2010. These vehicle trips to the Park would be on two primary arterial roadways, Key Highway
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and Fort Avenue. Because of the isolated location of the Park, the roadway segments nearby do not
operate near capacity and no operational traffic issues ar~ anticipated.
·
Alternative B would also expand on-site bus parking. Currently on peak days there is insufficient bus
parking on the Park grounds and overflow buses must Park on nearby municipal streets. Alternative B
would have a long-term, minor> and beneficial impact on transportation.

Cumulative Impacts
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on transportation within the
. Park include the Key Highway extension. The extension would contribute long-term, minor, beneficial
impacts by rerouting one of the arterial roadways near the site to provide better access to a mixed-use
development. By improving access, the Key Highway Extension project would reroute traffic away from
some local streets that are near the Park. Based on the small size of the park, Alternative JI would
contribute imperceptible increments to long-term, minor, beneficial cumulative impacts in the region.
Conclusion
The overall impact to transportation under Alternative B would be long-term, minor, and beneficial
and would contribute imperceptible increments to long-term, minor, beneficial cumulative impacts.
Because.there wouid be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is (1)
·necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation, (2) key to the natural
or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3) identified as a goal in
the Park's general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no
impairment of Park resources or values related to transportation.
IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE C
l]nder Alternative C, improvements to the front gate would install STOP signs, new crosswalks, and a
raised intersection speed table. These improvements would better manage the 1,750 existing daily trips
(two-way) and over 200 during the peak hour on the busiest days. In addition, it is assumed that ATS
partnership initiatives would be implemented and are expected to reduce the potential annual growth rate of
Park automobile traffic from 4% to 2% (Figure 12). The Fort's daily car count data indicate that the Park
generates more than 500,000 (two-way) automobile trips during the peak months of June and July. The daily
average during those months is approximately 1,750 automobile trips. Calculations using the Park's data of
film viewings by time of day indicate that peak hour traffic likely exceeds 200 automobile trips. Taking into
account the ATS partnership initiatives, daily trips are expected to increase by 400 daily trips and almost 50
peak hour trips by 2010. These vehicle trips to the Park would be on two primary arterial roadways, Key
Highway and Fort Avenue. Because of the isolated location of the Park, the roadway segments nearby do
not operate near capacity and no operational traffic issues are anticipated.
Alternative C would also expand on-site bus parking. Currently on peak days there is insufficient bus
parking on the Park grounds and overflow buses must Park on nearby municipal streets. Alternative C
would have a long-term, minor, beneficial impact on transportation.
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Cumulative Impacts
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on transportation within the
Park include the Key Highway extension. The extension would contribute long-term, minor, beneficial
impacts by rerouting one of the arterial roadways near the site to provide better access to a mixed-use
development. By improving access, the Key Highway Extension project would reroute traffic away from
some local streets that are near the Park. Based on the small size of the park, Alternative C would
contribute imperceptible increments to long-term, minor, beneficial cumulative impacts in the region.
Conclusion

I

The overall impact to transportation under Alternative C would be long-term, minor, and beneficial
and would contribute imperceptible increments to fong-term, minor, beneficial cumulative impacts.
Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is (1)
necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation, (2) key to the natural
or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3) identified as a goal in
the Park's general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no
impairment of Park resources or values related to transportation.

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE D - NPS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
Under Alternative D, improvements to the front gate would install STOP signs, new crosswalks, and a
raised intersection speed table. These improvements would better manage the 1,750 existing daily trips
(two-way) and over 200 during the peak hour on the busiest days.
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In addition, it is assumed that ATS partnership initiatives would be implemented and are expected to
reduce the potential annual growth rate of Park automobile traffic from 4% to 2% (Figure 12). The Fort' s
daily car count data indicate that the Park generates more than 500,000 (two-way) automobile trips during
the peak months of June and July. The daily average during those months is approximately 1,750
automobile trips. Calculations using the Park's data of film viewings by time of day indicate that peak
hour traffic likely exceeds 200 automobile trips. Talcing into account the ATS partnership initiatives, daily
trips are expected to increase by 400 daily trips and almost 50 peak hour trips by 2010. These v~hicle trips
to the Park would be on two primary arterial roadways, Key Highway and Fort Avenue. Because of the
isolated location of the Park, the roadway segments nearby do not operate near capacity and no
operational traffic issues are anticipated.
Alternative D would also expand on-site bus parking. Currently on peak days there is insufficient bus
parking on the Park grounds and overflow buses must park on nearby municipal streets. Alternative D
would have a long-term, minor, beneficial impact on transportation.
Cumulative Impacts
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on transportation within the
Park include the Key Highway extension. The extension would contribute long-term, minor, beneficial
impacts by rerouting one of the arterial roadways near the site to provide better access to a mixed-use
development. By improving access, the Key Highway Extension project would reroute traffic away from
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some local streets that are near the Park. Based on the small size of the park, Alternative D would
contribute imperceptible increments to long-term, minor, beneficial cumulative impacts in the region.
Conclusion
The overall impact to transportation under Alternative D would be long-term, minor, and beneficial
and would contribute imperceptible increments to long-term, minor, ben.eficial cumulative impacts in the
region. Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is (1)
·necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation, (2) key to the natural
or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3) identified as a goal in
the Park's general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no
impairment of Park resources or values related to transportation.
·

CIRCULATION AND SITE ACCESS
METHODOLOGY
The purpose of Park roadways and parking is to enhance visitor experience while providing safe and
efficient means of access to Park resources. The thresholds of change for the intensity of an impact are as
follows:
Negligible:

Minor:

~irculation

and site access would not be affected, or the impacts would be at the lowest
levels of detection and would not have an appreciable impact on traffic flow. There would
be no changes in the site accessibility.

The impact would be detectable, but would be of a magnitude that would not have an
appreciable impact on traffic flow. There would be no noticeable changes in the circulation
patterns or site accessibility. If mitigation was needed to offset adverse impacts, it would
be simple and likely successful.

Moderate:

The impacts would be readily apparent, and would result in a substantial change in
circulation patterns, congestion, and/or site accessibility, in a manner noticeable to the
public. Mitigation would be necessary to offset adverse impacts and would likely be
successful.

Major:

The impacis would be readily apparent and would result in a substanti;tl change in
circulation in a manner noticeable to the public and be markedly different from the present
circulation patterns and site accessibility. Mitigation measures to offset adverse impacts
would be needed, would be extensive, and their success would not be guaranteed.
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IMPACTS OF THE NO BUD.,D ALTERNATIVE

Under the No Build Alternative, there would be no physical modifications of the Park entrance road, the
automobile parking area, or the bus parking area. The lack of bus parking, particularly during the peak
bus months of May and October, would result in additional buses being diverted from the Park to the
neighboring streets. The existing shortage of automobile parking would continue to result in overflow
parking on grassed areas some weekends during the summer. Under the No Build Alternative, the use of
overflow parking would increase to approximately 60 days each year, compared to the 20 times per year it
is now used. It may not be possible to maintain the grass in the area now used for overflow parking with
this increased use. Access to the boat dock would remain the sam·e.
The No Build Alternative would have a long-term, minor to moderate, adverse impact on circulation and
site access.
Cumulative Impacts

Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on circulation and site access
within the Park include the Key Highway extension. The extension would contribute long-term, minor,
betleficial impacts by rerouting one of the arterial roadways near the site to provide better access to a
mixed-use development. By improving access, the Key Highway Extension project will also reroute
traffic away from some local streets that are near the Park. The net effect will be easier access to the Park
with less congestion. The No Build Alternative would contribute appreciable increments to long-term,
minor, beneficial impacts.
Conclusion

The overall impact to circulation and site access under the No Build Alternative would be long-term, minor
to moderate, and adverse. The No Build Alternative would contnbute appreciable increments to long-term,
minor, beneficial cumulative impacts. Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value
whose conservation is (1) necessary to ful:fill specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation,
(2) key to the natural or cultUral integrity of the Parle or to opportunities for enjoyment ofthe Park, or (3)
identified as a goal in the Parlc's general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there
would be no impairment of Park resources or values related to circulation and site access.
IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE B

Under Alternative B, ATS partnership initiatives are assumed to be implemented The ATS partnership
initiatives are intended to increase non-automobile mode share for those visiting the Park. The goal is to limit
the potential of a 4% annual growth in automobile traffic to a 2% annual growth rate. The impact on parking
would be to reduce the potential peak parking demand from 350 spaces to 295 spaces.
To further alleviate parking problems, a 22-space parking lot, used for employee/volunteer parking, would be
constructed at the current site of the maintenance facility. The expanded main parking lot, including the dualuse bus/automobile parking area, would increase capacity from 161 stalls to 179 stalls. The overflow grassed
parking area would remain unchanged.
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A number of other inlprovements would be made to improve circulation and site access at Fort McHenry.
Bicycle lanes would be striped on the Park entrance road. This would provide a safe route for bikers to enter
the Park without interfering with motor vehicles or pedestrians. The bike lane would lead to a designated
bicycle parking area further reducing the interaction between bicycles and motor vehicles.
Space would also be designated for bus drop off and pick up to reduce interactions between bus riders and
other motor vehicles.-This would be accomplished by designing the curb near the Visitor Center to provide a
dedicated area for bus loading. Bus access would be further provided in a section of the main lot that would
become dual-use bus/automobile parking. During peak times of bus visitation, the area could be used by buses
and during the summer and on w_eekends, when bus visitation iS low, the area could be used for parking
automobiles. The net impact is to increase bu8 parking cap~ity from 6 to 14, thus increasing the number of
people that can safely reach the Park by bus. There would no longer be overflow bus parking in the
neighborhoodS near the Park.

Th~ amount of paved parking area would increase by about 15,000 square feet. However, the increased paved
area would minimize the m.nnber of times the grassed area iS used for overflow automobile parking. Currently
this occurs approximately 20 times each·year, but by 2010 it is anticipated that under the No Build
Alternative, overflow parking on grassed areas would occur 60 times each year. Under Alternative B, the
projected days of overflow parking on grassed areas within the Park would decrease to 15 annually, similar to
current conditions.
-The overall impact under Alternative B would be long-term, moderate, and beneficial.
·cumulative Impacts
.Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on transportation within the
Park include the Key Highway extension. The extension would contribute long-term, minor, beneficial ·
impacts·by rerouting one of the arterial roadways near the site to provide better access to a mixed-use
development. By improving access, the Key Highway Extension project will reroute traffic away from
some local streets that are near the Park. Alternative B would contribute appreciable increments to longterm, minor, beneficial impacts.
·
Conclusion
The overall impact to circulation and site access under Alternative B would be long-term, moderate,
and beneficial and would contribute appreciable increments to long-term, minor, beneficial cumulative
impacts. Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is
(1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation, (2) key to the
. natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3) identified as a
goal in the Park's general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no
impairment of Park resources or values relat~d to circulation and site access.
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IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE C
Under Alternative C, those improvements described in Alternative B would be made, however some
variations would occur based on the different configuration of the parking lot. Bicycle lanes would still be
striped on the Park entrance road, and a bus pull off/drop off area would be designed. The 22-space
employee/volunteer parking lot would be constructed as well.
Under this Alternative, however, the main parking lot would be redesigned and made smaller. The
automobile parking capacity of the main parking lot, including the dual-use bus/automobile parking area,
would decrease 161 stalls to 131 stalls. To account for this change, grassy area now used for overflow
parking would be paved as a 136-space parking terrace. As in Alternative B, improvements to the main
parking lot would provide additional room for bus parking. The net impact is to increase bus parking
capacity from 6 to 14. Further parking relief would come from the ATS partnerships, that are assumed to
be implemented. The ATS partnership initiatives are intended to increase non-automobile mode share for
those visiting the Park. The goal is to limit the potential of a 4% annual growth in automobile traffic to a
2% annual growth rate. The impact on parking would be to reduce the potential peak parking demand
from 350 spaces to 295 spaces. The amount of paved parking area would increase by about 12,000 square
feet, mostly due to the conversion of the grassed overflow parking area to a paved parking terrace. The
paved parking would meet expected peak demand and precludes overflow parking outside the Park
boundaries except during special events.
The overall impact under Alternative C would be long-term, moderate, and beneficial.

Cumulative Impacts
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on transportation within the
Park include the Key Highway extension. The extension would contribute long-term, minor, beneficial
impacts by rerouting one of the arterial roadways near the site to provide better access to a mixed-use
development. By improving access, the Key Highway Extension project will reroute traffic away from
some local streets that are near the Park. Alternative C would contribute appreciable increments to longterm, minor, beneficial impacts.
Conclusion
The overall impact to circulation and site access under Alternative C would be long-term, moderate,
and beneficial and would contribute appreciable increments to long-term, minor, beneficial cumulative
impacts. The visitor experience would be enhanced and park-related bus traffic in nearby neighborhoods
would be eliminated. Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose
conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific pwposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation,
(2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3)
identified as a goal in the Park's general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents,
there would be no impairment of Park resources or values related to circulation and site access.
IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE D- NPS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
Under Alternative D, improvements similar to those described in the other action alternatives would be
made. The automobile parking capacity of the main parking lot, including the dual-use bus/automobile
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parking area, would decrease 161 stalls to 108 stalls. The A TS partnership initiatives are intended to
increase non-automobile mode share for those visiting the Park. The goal is to limit the potential of a 4%
annual growth in automobile traffic to a 2% annual growth rate. The impact on parking would be to
reduce the potential peak parking demand from 350 spaces to 295 spaces. The amount of paved parking
area would decrease by about 12,000 square feet. However, because of the construction of the 136 space
parking terrace (Option 1 or 2), parking would meet expected peak demand all but a few days of the year.
When needed, overflow parking could occur at the terrace (grassed or paved) above the new parking lot.
The terrace would provide sufficient overflow parking capacity even if the ATS partnership initiatives
were not c<;>mpletely successful. The net impact of the parking lot reconfiguration would increase bus
parking capacity from 6 to 12.
The overall impact would be long-term, moderate, and beneficial.
Cumulative Impacts
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on transportation within the
Park include the Key Highway extension. The extension would contribute long-term, minor, beneficial
· impacts by rerouting one of the arterial roadways near the site to provide better access to a mixed-use
development. By improving access, the Key Highway Extension project will reroute traffic away from
some local streets that are near the Park~ Alternative D would contribute appreciable increments to longterm, minor, beneficial impacts.
Conclusion
The overall impact to circulation and site access under Alternative D would be long-term, moderate,
and beneficial and would contribute appreciable increments to long-term, minor, beneficial cumulative
impacts. The visitor experience would be enhanced and park-related bus traffic in nearby neighborhoods
would be eliminated. Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose
conservation is (1) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation,
(2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3)
identified as a goal in the Park's general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents,
there would be no impairment of Park resources or: values related to circulation and site access.

LOCALECONOMYANDLANDUSE
METHODOLOGY
Issues of local economy and land use were identified through the scoping process, and include impacts on
adjacent landowners. and nearby towns or agencies, economic contribution of Fort McHenry to local
.
economies, traditional land uses external to the Park boundaries, and possible conflicts between the
proposed action and local or state plans, policies, or controls.
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Negligible:

No impacts would occur or the impacts to economic conditions would be below or at the
level of detection. The impact would be slight and no long-term impacts to economic
conditions would occur.

Minor:

The impacts to economic conditions would be detectable, although short-term. Any
impacts would be small and mitigation, if needed, would be simple and successful.

Moderate:

The impacts to economic conditions would be readily apparent and likely long-term. Any
impacts would result in changes to economic conditions on a local scale. If mitigation is
needed to offset potential adverse impacts, it could be extensive, but would likely be
successful.

Major:

The impacts to economic conditions would be readily apparent, long-term, and would
cause substantial changes to economic conditions in the region. Mitigation measures to
offset potential adverse impacts would be extensive, and their success could not be
guaranteed.

IMPACTS OF THE NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE
Under the No Build Alternative, the current vending and bookstore sales would continue. Due to lack of
parking and poor circulation, buses would continue to park on streets within the Locust Point
neighborhood detracting from the residential land use that is maintained in the area. Furthermore, this
alternative would do nothing to improve the attractiveness of the Park to potential visitors, a measure that
could contribute to the local economy. The No Build Alternative would have a long-term, moderate,
adverse impact to local economy or land use.
Cumulative Impacts
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on local economy and land
use within the Park include long-term, negligible impacts from the Wallace Street Pier, the dredging of
Baltimore Harbor, Locust Point developments, and the MPA projects; long-term, negligible, beneficial
impacts from the Key Highway eXtension; and short-term, minor, beneficial impacts from the 2014
Anniversary of the Battle of Baltimore. The Wallace Street Pier, dredging of Baltimore Harbor, and the
MPA projects would allow for continued growth in the local and regional economy, but would not impact
the Park much. The Key Highway extension would also provide for growth in the local and regional
economy by facilitating transport of goods as well as commuters which could result in increased visitation
for Fort McHenry. Finally, the anniversary would attract more people to the area and more attention to its
resources. The overall impact from these projects would be short-term, minor, and beneficial. The No
Build Alternative would contribute appreciable increments to these short-term, minor, beneficial
impacts.
Conclusion
The overall impact to local economy and land use under The No Build Alternative would be long-term,
moderate, and adverse and it would contnbute appreciable increments to short-term, minor, beneficial
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· cumulative impacts. Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation
is (l) necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation, (2) key to the natural or
cultural integrity ofthe Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3) identified as a goal in the Park's
general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no impairment ofPark
resources or values related to local economy and land use.
IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE B

The increased parking and circulation in this alternative would reduce and/or eliminate the number of
buses that would park in the surrounding neighborhood. As a result, the residential character of the area
would be preserved. Furthermore, the improvements proposed under this alternative could attract more
visitors that would in turn inject more money into the local economy. The overall impact would be longterm, moderate, and beneficial.
Cumulative Impacts
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impaCt on local economy and land
use within the Park include long-term, negligible impacts from the Wallace Street Pier, the dredging of
Baltimore Harbor, Locust Point developments, and the MPA projects; long-term, negligible, beneficial
impactsfrom the Key Highway extension; and short-term, ~inor, beneficial impacts from the 2014
Anniversary of the Battle of Baltimore. The Wallace Street Pier, dredging of Baltimore Harbor, and the
MPA projects would allow for continued growth in the local and regional economy, but would not impact
the Park much. The Key Highway extension would also provide for growth in the local and regional
economy by facilitating transport of goods as well as commuters. This could result in increased visitatiot;1.
for Fort McHenry. Finally, the anniversary would attract more people to the area and more attention to its
resources. The overall impact from these projects would be short-term, minor, and beneficial. Alternative
B would contribute appreciable increments to these short-term, minor, beneficial impacts.
Conclusion
.
'
The overall impact to local economy and land use under Alternative B would be long-term, moderate, and
beneficial, and it would contnbute appreciable increments to short-term, minor, beneficial cumulative impacts.
Because there would be no major adverse impacts to.a resource or value whose conservation is (1) necessary to
fulfill specific purposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation, (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity
of the Park or to opportunities for enjoyment ofthe Parle, or(3) identified as a goal in the Park's general
management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no impairment ofPark resources or
values related to local economy and land use.

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE C

Under Alternative C, the same actions descnbed in Alternative B would occur. There would, however, be more
parking available under C if/when the parking terrace was constructed. This could facilitate a more rapid
reduction in the munber of buses parking in the neighborhood The improvements made at the Park would also
create more incentive than in Alternative B for new visitors to come to Fort McHenry and inject money into the
local economy. The overall impact would be long-term, moderate, and beneficial.
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Cumulative Impacts
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on local economy and land
use within the Park include long-term, negligible impacts from the Wallace Street Pier, the dredging of
Baltimore Harbor, Locust Point developments, and the MPA projects; long-term, negligible, beneficial
impacts from the Key Highway extension; and short-term, minor, beneficial impacts from the 2014
Anniversary of the Battle of Baltimore. The Wallace Street Pier, dredging of Baltimore Harbor, and the
MPA projects would allow for continued growth in the local and regional economy, but would not impact
the Park much. The Key Highway extension would also provide for growth in the local and regional
economy by facilitating transport of goods as well as commuters. This could result in increased visitation
for Fort McHenry. Finally, the anniversary would attract more people to the area and more attention to its
resources. The overall impact from these projects would be short-term, minor, and beneficial. Alternative
C would contribute appreciable increments to these short-term, minor, beneficial impacts.
Conclusion
The overall impact to local economy and land use under Alternative C would be long-term, moderate, and
beneficial, and it would contribute appreciable increments to short-term, minor, beneficial cumulative impacts:
Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is (1) necessary to
fulfill specific pwposes identified in the Park's establishing legislation, (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity
ofthe Park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the Park, or (3) identified as a goal in the Park's general
management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no impairment of Park resources or
values related to local economy and land use.

IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE D - NPS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Under Alternative D, an increase in the use of alternative transportation would result in fewer buses parking in
the surrounding neighborhood thus preserving the residential setting in the area. It may also present future
business opportunities for transportation vendors and other businesses seeking to provide services to those
visitors that did not arrive by personal vehicle. Furthermore, the improvements made at the Park would create
more incentive than in Alternative B for new visitors to come to Fort McHenry and inject money into the local
economy. This alternative would have a long-term, moderate, beneficial impact on local economy and land use.
Cumulative Impacts
Present and reasonably foreseeable future actions that would have an impact on local economy and land
use within the Park include long-term, negligible impacts from the Wallace Street Pier, the dredging of
Baltimore Harbor, Locust Point developments, and the MPA projects; long-term, negligible, beneficial
impacts from the Key Highway extension; and short-term, minor, beneficial impacts from the 2014
Anniversary of the Battle of Baltimore. The Wallace Street Pier, dredging of Baltimore Harbor, and the
MPA projects would allow for continued growth in the local and regional economy, but would not impact
the Park. The Key Highway extension would also provide for growth in the local and regional economy
by facilitating transport of goods as well as commuters. This could result in increased visitation of Fort
McHenry. Finally, the anniversary would attract more people to the area and more attention to its
resources. The overall impact from these projects would be short-term, minor, and beneficial. Alternative
D would contribute appreciable increments to these short-term, minor, beneficial impacts.
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Conclusion

The overall impact to local economy and land use under Alternative D would be long-term, moderate, and
beneficial and it would contribute appreciable increments to cumulative impacts. Because there would be no ·
major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is (1) necessary to folfill specific purposes
identified in the Park's establishing legislation, (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity ofthe Park or to
opportunities for enjoyment ofthe Parle, or (3) identified as a goal in the Park's general management plan or other
relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no impairment ofPark resources or values related to local
economy and land use.
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CONSULTATION & COORDINATION

INTRODUCTION
The National Environmental Policy Act requires federal agencies preparing environmental assessments to
consult with stakeholders, including the general public and related agencies, early in the planning process
to identify issues and concerns. This chapter documents the consultation and coordination the project
team has had with local, state, and federal entities, as well as the public, in planning and designing a new
Education/Administration facility at Fort McHenry.

BRIEF HISTORY OF PLANNING AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
From its conception, this project has sought to involve the public. It is very important to the NPS that the public
not only be aware of the project development, but also play an active role in the process. In order to fully integrate
the public into the project, the project team developed a public involvement plan prior to beginning the process.
The plan identified ways of sharing information with the public as well as incorporating public comment into the
development process.
As this project was initiated, flyers and a press release were sent out to the public to explain the project
and invite any public comment on its development. Members Of Fort McHenry's staff attended local
meetings and visited other gathering spots to announce the project and obtain feedback on its
development. On December 16 & 17, 2003, the project team took part in a two-day Choosing by
Advantages (CBA) session. Prior to the session, team members worked to develop various options related
to their specific fields (transportation, access, facility design). These options were analyzed and rated
based on their ability to meet the project goals within the framework of the Park. The options were then
combined to create four overall implementation options which would be rated against each other.
CBA is a tool used by the NPS to define a preferred alternative for a given project. For this project, five
factors were established by the CBA team. These included: protection of natural and cultural resources,
provision of visitor services, improvement to management efficiency and sustainability, needs for ah
external alternative transportation partner and other advantages to the NPS. CBA entails the description of
each option's ability to meet a specific factor's goal in terms of advantages. Then value points are assigned
by relative importance of achieving one factor over another, and then the points are totaled.
The team developed four implementation options and scored them according to the factors established by
the team. The concept with the most favorable characteristics appeared to be building a new Education
Center in the proximity of the existing parking lot. Administrative facilities were recommended to be
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provided in a separate building near the historic entrance gate. The scoring of these four options was close
across all four options (220 value points to 265 value points) allowing refinement later in the design and
compliance process. The initial CBA workshop results were communicated to senior NPS management.
Slight changes were discussed for specifying the inclusion of administrative facilities with the Education
Center in the vicinity of the existing parking lot. The revised option was then compared to the initially
recommended preferred option. The management directed option rated even higher, 345 value points to
275 value points, confirming the prudence of combining the administrative facilities into the Education
Center. The final preferred alternative is represented by Option D in this assessment.
Following the CBA, an open house was held at the Fort McHenry Visitor Center on Tuesday January 13,
2004. There were two sessions held to present the various alternatives, transportation planning, cultural
resource information, and overall project background to the public. Experts from the project team were on
hand to answer questions and explain the development of the project. Comments received at the open
house focused on specific desires for the new facility, including access to the new facility, maintaining a
view of the flag from the new theater, and maintaining the Park's green space.
At the meeting, a presentation was given to those in attendance. A copy of the presentation was available
upon request. Furthermore, a newsletter was developed to provide project background, status, and to
present the various .alternatives. This information was also posted on the Park web site. Finally, comment
forms were available at the open house. Some of these forms were filled out and turned in at the event.
Others were mailed to the Park in subsequent weeks, expressing approval and concerns over various
~lements of the project. The most prominent comments were taken into consideration by the project team.
Another open house is scheduled to be held while this document is in public review. This .open house will
provide the local community with an opportunity to view the complete plan and provide input to the
project team on the particular elements of each alternative. The NPS will also be presenting the project to
the City of Baltimore Planning Department.
Prior to the DCP/EA, the ATS study was initiated. Representatives from the Volpe Center interviewed
· stakeholders in the region to gather information about current transportation opportunities, elements that
would improve these opportunities, and data on the use of various transportation alternatives. A list of
those individuals contacted for the ATS study is included in the appendix of this document.

INTERAGENCY COORDINATION
Agencies contacted during the planning process include the Army Corps of Engineers, the City of
Baltimore Office of Planning, the regional Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Coordinator, Maryland
Department of the Environment, MDNR, FWS, the Advisory Coun~il for Historic Preservation, and the
(SHPO) as represented by the Division of Historical and Cultural Resources.
The Army Corps of Engineers was contacted to ensure that the project would have no impact on the
surrounding wetlands, or navigable waterways that surround Fort McHenry. It was determined that, based
on the scale of the project, these resources would not be impacted. The City of Baltimore Office of
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Planning was consulted to assure compliance with the city's design standards as well as its Chesapeake
Bay Critical Area ordinance. Although Fort McHenry is a federal site, it has placed great efforts in the
Chesapeake Bay Initiative and is committed to complying with the State of Maryland's Critical Area
Law. The regional Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Coordinator was contacted to determine requirements
with the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Law. Coordination with this office provided guidance for the
general mitigation information presented in this document. Further coordination will occur as the project
develops to ensure the Park fully complies with the Chesapeake Bay Law.
MDNR and FWS commented on the project with regards to potential impacts to federal and state
threatened and endangered species. These agencies confirmed that there would be no adverse impacts to
these sensitive resources. Finally, coordination with the SHPO was initiated in October 2003.
Representatives from Fort McHenry met with representatives of the Division of Historical and Cultural
Resources to explain the general outline of the project, as well as the relationship between the various
plans. Subsequent correspondences between the Park and the State confirmed that this document would
address Section 106 compliance under the NHPA. The state and the Park also agreed on a review
schedule that would coincide with the public review of this document.
Please see Appendix A for copies of written correspondence with agencies.

LIST OF RECIPIENTS
This DCP/EA/AOE is on formal public review for 30 days and has been distributed to a variety of
interested individuals, agencies, and organizations, including those listed under "Consultation &
Coordination." The State of Maryland will carry out an extended 60-day review with respects to coastal
zone management. This EA is available on the Internet at www.nps.gov/fomc in the "Management
Documents" section, and has been placed in local libraries during the review and comment period.
Local Agencies and Offices
Baltimore City Department of Transportation
Baltimore City Department of Planning
Baltimore City Fire Boat
Baltimore City Heritage Area
Baltimore City Mayor's Office
Baltimore County Department of Recreation and
Parks
Baltimore Department of Transportation
· Baltimore Metropolitan Council
State Agencies and Offices
Baltimore Office of Promotion

Governor of Maryland
Maryland Department of the Environment
Maryland Department ofNatural Resources
Maryland Department of Transportation
Maryland House of Representatives - Honorable
Brian McHale
Maryland Historical Trust/Maryland State
Historic Preservation Officer
Maryland Port Administration
Maryland Senate-Honorable George W. Della
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Federal Agencies and Offices
Chesapeake Bay Gateways Network
National Park Service - Mid-Atlantic Council
National Park Service - Washington Office
U.S. Army C01ps of Engineers
U.S. House of Representatives - Honorable Wayne T. Gilchrest, Benjamin Cardin, Steny Hoyer
U.S. Senate - Honorable Paul Sarbanes and Barbara Mikulski
U.S. Naval Reserve
Private Organizations
Baltimore Area Visitor and Convention Association
Baltimore City Historical Society
Baltimore Development Corporation
Baltimore Downtown Partnership
Baltimore Museum of Industry
Daughters ofthe War ofl 812 - National Headquarters
Ed Kane's Water Taxi/Harbor Boating, Inc.
Enoch Pratt Free Library
Fells Point/Federal Hill Historic District Commission
Fort McHenry Business Association
Francis Scott Key Elementary/Middle School
Friends of Patterson Park
Greater Baltimore History Alliance
Historic HamptoQ, Inc.
Living Classrooms Foundation
Locust Point Civic Association
Maryland Historical Society
Maryland Science Center
Maryland Office ofTourism Development
National Aquarium in Baltimore
National Flag Day Foundation
National Historic Seaport ofBaltimore
Patriots of Fort McHenry
Preservation Maryland
Pride of Baltimore, Inc
Society ofthe War of1812 in Maryland
Star-Spangled Banner Flag House and Museum
Struever, Brothers, Eccles & Rouse, Inc.
War of 1812 Initiative
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REFERENCES

ACRONYMS
ACM - Asbestos-containing material
ADA - Americans with Disabilities Act
AOE - Assessment of Effect
AST - Above Ground Storage Tank
ATS - Alternative Transportation Study
BCSCD - Baltimore County Soil Conservation
District
BMP - Best Management Practice
CBA - Choosing By Advantages
CBGN - Chesapeake Bay Gateways Network
CEQ - Council on Environmental Quality
CFR - Code of Federal Regulations
CLR - Cultural Landscape Report
COE - United States Army Corps of Engineers
CWA - Clean Water Act
CWP - Center for Watershed Protection
CZMA - Coastal Zone Management Act
DCP - Development Concept Plan
DCP/EA/AOE - Development Concept
Plan/Environmental Assessment/Assessment of
Effect
DHPA -- Designated habitat protection area
DNR- Department of Natural Resources
DO-NPS Director's Order
DOI - Department of the Interior
EA - Environmental Assessment
EPA - Environmental Protection Agency
ESA - Endangered Species Act
FEMA - Federal Emergency Management
Agency
FWS - United States Fish and Wildlife Service

References

HARP - Historical an Archeological Reports
Program
HVAC - Heating, ventilation, and air
conditioning
IDA - Intensely developed areas
LBP - Lead:..based paint
MDE - Maryland Department of Environment
MOA .- Memorandum of Agreement
MOU - Memorandum of Understanding
MPA - Maryland Port Administration
MTA - Maryland Transportation Authority
NEPA - National Environmental Policy Act
NGVD - National Geodetic Vertical Datum of
1929
NHPA - National Historic Preservation Act
NHS-National Historic Site
NHT - National Historic Trail
NMP-National Military Park
NOx - Nitrates
NPS - National Park Service
NR - National Register
NRHP-National Register of Historic Places
OMB - Office of Management and Budget
PMIS - Project Management Information
System
RCA - Resource conservation area
SOF-Statement of Findings
SHPO - State Historic Preservation Office
S02 - Sulfur Dioxide
USDA - United States Department of
Agriculture
USGS - United States Geological Survey
USNR - United States Naval Reserve
UST - Underground Storage Tank
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1804 West Street, Suite 100, Annapolis, Maryland 21401
(410) 26(}.3460 Fax. (410) 974-5338
www dnr.state.md.US/criticalarea/

r1rt1t.. ~ ·. •~ '~
· '
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March 11, 2004

Mr. Scott Smizik
Vanasse Hangen B~tlin, Inc.
477 McLaws .Circle, Suite 1
Williamsburg, Virginfa 23185
RE: Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine DCP\EA

Dear Mr. Smizik:
Thank you for providing information regarding the·proposed concept plan at Fort
McHepry Natj9nal Monument and Historic Shrine. We understand that the preferred alternative
for thC? co~cept plan includes a new education\administration facility, realignment of the current
parking fot· d~niolition of the current Visitor Center and demolition of the northern mainteilance
f~!lify, tq·~~~
einployee parking lot There are no Habitat Protection.Areas impacted.
·
•'°
•

l ' •

an

.. .

'. •

I

~ • •.,·

•

'

This office has reviewed your concept plan for future redevelopment in the Critical Area. ·
We do not' oppose the proposed concept plan. However, we understand that when this project
goes to the design phase, the l 0 % pollutant reduction calculations wjll be addrC$sed. We
eAC<?urage ~e .N.~tjo,~aj ?3!~ Se~ce to address the 10 % calculatioriS on site and be available to
assist you in reviewing options. We are looking forward in reviewing the final site plan, 10 % .
calculations and landscaping plan when they available.
If you have .any ques~ons, please feel free to call me at (410) 260-3483.

Sin~/fl,e ~ .

~wnn

McCleary .
Natural Resources Planner
cc: Duncan
Stuart
.. . ...·..:.:: .. ...
. R,eguµ1. ~sslinger
o1~-04
.fe4e,raJ
. ..
.
; \~

TIY For the Deaf .
Annapolis: (410) 974-2609 D.C. Metro: (301) 586-0450
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United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Chesapeake Bay Field O~ce
177 Admiral Cochrane Drive
Annapolis, 11.D 21401
February 9, 2004

Ms. Laura Joss
Superintendent
National Park Service
Fort M:cHefily Natiorial Monument and
Historic Shrine
Baltimore, MD 21230-5393

RE:

Development concept Pla111Environmental Assessment at Fort McHenry National
MQnu.ment & Historic Shrine

Dear Ms. Joss:
. . .·

This.responds tp yO.~ l~tt~1 received November- 10,. 20031 requestingi~foIIP;atiC?n OX!-. th~
pres~~ of sp~~es Vy.hi~h ~e f~~ly· fis~d or proposed .for:listing as ~dallg~ed dt ~~ten~d
within the vicinity of the above reference project atea. We.have r~viewt:;d th~. iriformati~ii JOU ·
enclosed.and are:.proVidfug cOll'l.inenis fu accon4uice with Section 7 o~the End3ngeted SpeCies
Act (87 Stat. 884, a8 amended; 16 U:S.C. 1531 ei seq.).
Except for occasional ·transient individuals, no federally proposed or listed endangered or
threatened species are known to exist within 'the project impact area Therefore, no Biological
Assessment or further Section 7 Consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ·required.
Should project plans c~ge, or if additional information on the distribution of listed or proposed
species becomes a.v~able, this detemrination may be rec-0nsidered.

is

This response relates only to federally protected threatened or endangered sp~ies under our
jurisdiction. For information on the presence of other rare species, you should contact Lori
Byrne of the Maryland Wildlife and Heritage Division at (410) 260-8573.
A.fl additionaI. CQncem of the Service is wetlands protection. Federal and state partners of the
Chesapeake Bay frogram have adopted an.interim goal ofno overall net loss of the Basin's
remaining wetlands, and
iong term goal of increasing the qµality and quantity of the Basin's
wetl.and~ re5oui-ce baSe. Because ofthis policy and the functions and values
perform,
the Serviq~ reco~e~<lS avoiding.wetland impacts. All wetlands Within.the project ar~a Should
be identified, and if cori.Struction in wetlari~ is proposed, the U.S. A.iriiy Corj>s ·o f Engineers~, .

the

wetlanrlS
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Baltimore District, should be contacted for pennit requirements. They can be reached at (41 O)
962-3'670.
We appreciate the opportunity to provide information relative to .fish and wildlife issues, and
thank you for your interests in these resources. Ifyou have any questions o:r need further
assistance, please contact Maricela Con.Stantino at (410) 513-4542.
··
Sincerely,

'-i}· }<l'.J

~ .

.

MaryJ.~amy,Ph~

Pregrain Supervisor, l'bteatened and Endangered Specie.5
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Robert L. Ebriich, Jr.

C. Ronald Franks
&cretary

Governor

Maryland Department of Natural Resources
Tawes State Office BulldJng.
580 Taylor Avenue
Annapolis, Maryland 21401
January 22, 2004

Michael S. Steele
LL Governor

W. P. lemea
Deputy Secretary

Ms. Laura Joss, Superintendent
USDOI - National Park Service
Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine
2400 East Fort Avenue
Baltimore, MD 21230
RE:

Environmental Review for Development Concept Plan/Environmental Aaessment at Fort McHenry
National Monument & Historic Shrine, Baldmore Co., MD.

Dear Ms. Joss:
The Wildlife and Heritage Service has determined that there are no State or Federal records for rare,
threatened or endangered species within the boundaries of the project site as delineated. As a result, we have no
specific comments or requirements pertaining to protection measures at this time. This statement..shpuld not be
interpreted however as nr.aning that rare. threatened or endangered species arc not in fact present. If appropriate
habitat is available, certain species could be present without.documentation because adeqilatC surveys have not been
conducted. It is also importan,t to note that the utilization of state funds, or 1hc need to obtain a state autboriud
permit may warrant additional evaluations that could lead to protection or survey recommcndatjons by the Wildlife
and Heritage Service. If this project falls into one of these categories, please contact us.for further 900rdination.

However, the open waters that are adjacent to or part of the site arc known historic waterfowl concentration
If there is to be any construction of water-dependent facilities please contact Mr.'l.arry Hindman, Waterfowl
Project Manager at (410) 827-8612, for technical assistance regardllig waterfowl ·

aieas.

~ you for allowing us the opportunity to review this project. If you should have any further que$tions
regardin3 this information, please contact me at (410) 260-8573.
·

Sincerely,

of81.J'Q..- 12>~

Lori A. Byrne,
Environmental Review Coordinator
Wildlife and Heritage Service
MD Dept. of Natural Resourees
ER

#2003.2188.bax

cc:

L. Hindman, DNR
R. Esslinger, CAC

TrY via Maryland Re1-y: 711 (within MD) (800) 735-2258 (Out of State)
Too Free In MD#: l-877-620-8DNR ext.
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Maryl aud Port Ad miaistratlon

Robert L. Ehrlich, J r.
Governor

The World Trade Center
BaltJmore, Marylan<i 21202-3041

Ma ryland Port Com mission
Robert L. Floruigon
Choirmon ·

November 24, 2003

Wayne IC. Curry

George C Doub, III

Ms. Laura Joss
Superintendent
Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine
Baltimore, Maryland 21230-5~93

Thomas T Koch
Milton H Miller, Sr

Robert I Sewall
Fred L Wineland
James J . White
Executive Director

~e: Development Concept Pla~vironmental Assessment at Fort McHenry

·E)ear Ms Joss:
I appreciate your letter requesting comment on developm$nt plans for the Fort
McHenry Visitors·Centerand related issues. The Maryland Port Administration (MPA)
is anxious to support your efforts on this program.

As you know, the MPA has participated over the last couple of years in
discussions of very ear.ly conceptual plans for the new Fort MCHenry Visitors Center
that have included Congressman Ben Cardin's staff, the U.S. Department of
Transportation and the City of Baltimore Department of Public Works, in addition to your
staff. We are quite familiar with the very tight space constraints that affect you and all of
your neighbors· in the vicinity of Fort McHenry.
To assure that any of your dealings with the MPA receive prompt attention, I
have asked Eldon Miller, of our Planning staff, to 's erve as the principal point of contact
on matters involving.your development plans. You can reach him by phone at 410385-4438.

copy.: Eldon Miller

1-800-638-75 19

TDD/TTY. l-80<J.r201-7 i 65
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Robert L Ehrlich, Jr.
Governor
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Micha~ S.

Steel£

Lt G<JVemor
Victor L Hoskins

Sec.retary
Shawn S. Karimiail
Deputy Secretary
MAnlAND DEPArIMENT Of HOUSING
& CoMMUNIJY DEVELOPMENr

November 18, 2003
Laura Joss, Supenrttendent
Fort McHenry National Monument and Hlstonc Sbnne
National Park Service
Baltimore, Maryland 21230-5393
Re:

DevelopIIJ.ent Concept Plan/Ei;ivtronmental Assessment
Proj,osed.New Education/Administration Facility
.Fort.McHenry.National Monument & Historic Shnne

Dear Supenntendent Joss:
Thank you for your recent letter, received by-the Maryland Historical Trust on 7 November 2003, regarding the abovereferenced project
..
Your letter provides notllication of the National Park Servtce's proposal to prepare a Development Concept
Plan/Environmental Assessment (DCP/EA) for a new education/administration facdity
improved site
access/circulation at Fort McHenry. We understand that NPS intends to use the DCP/EA to help fulfill its
responsioilities under Section 106 of the National Htstonc Preservation Act of 1966, as·amended. The Trust will be
reviewing the proposed plans, when available, to assess the projects' effects on lustoric and archeological properties.
We look forward to workfug with NPS to complete the Section 106 review of this undertaking as project planning ·
progresses.

and

If you have questions or require :further assistance, please feel fr:ee to contact Andrew Lewis (for htstonc bwlt
environment) at 410-S 14-7630 or lewisc@dhcd.state.md.us or me (for archeology) at 410-514-7631 or
cole@dhcd.state.md.us. Thank you for providing us this opportunity to comment. ·

Sincerely,

·~\:)-~ ·

Eb7.abeth~

Administrator
Project Review and Comphance

EJCJ
200303'891

100 CoMMUNITY PL\CE CROWNSVIW:, Ml.RYWID 21032 PHONE. 4)0-514-7600 ~
410-9S7-4-071 Tou. FREE. l-800-756-0119 TIYIREL.Av. 711 oil 1-800-735-2258 www.nH.ro STATE MD us ·
--

DMstON Of HISTORlCAl.AND CULTURAL PRoGRAMS

FAX..

.
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Forwarded by Anna von Lunz/FOMC/NPS on 02/04/2004 02:58 PM----Anna .von Lunz
T6: "Cole, Beth" <Cole@dhcd . state.md.us>
· 02/02/20_04 01: 25PM ES_T
Subject : RE: Compliance Issues for Fort
Project"(Document link: Anna von Lunz)

McH~nry

Education Center

HI Beth!
Yes -- I explained to Andrew where we are in the pro·cess and told him
that soon we would be sending ·along material for review. After I spoke
to Andrew, we had the phone conversation with Denver and it was decided
that ~e would not be aoing a ·separate Assessment of Effect fo! the .
project, but incorporate the Section .106 information into the draft EA.
We wil l be in touch with more information in a few weeks. '
Great to hear from you and· hope al+ is well with you and that you are
staying warm and healthy!
Anna
Anna von Lunz
National Park Service
Cultural Resource Manag~r
Fort McHenry NMHS
2400 East Fort Avenue
Baltimore, MD 21230 .
Phone! 410-962-4290 ext. 239
Fax: 410-962-3885
Email: ·Anna_von_Lunz@nps.gov
EXPERIENCE AMERICA
"Co.le, Beth" <Cole@dhcd . state.md.us> ·
To:<Anna_von_Lunz@nps.gov>
c.c: :

Subject : RE : Compliance Issues for Fort McHenry Education Center
Project
02/02/2004 08:06 AM EST
Anna·,
Thanks for the update on the status of this· effort at Fort McHenry~ I
assume that .Andrew was able to answer your questions on Friday. Sorry
I · did not get back to you, but I was out of the office . all day a~
meetings .
If you have further questions, please don't hesitate to con.tact us.
Have a .great day.
Beth Cole

··. .
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Administrator, Project Review & Compliance Office of Preservation
Services Maryland Historical Trust 100 Community Place Crownsville, MD
21032
410-514-7631
410-987-4071 (Fax)
cole@dhcd . state.md. us
--- --Original Message--- -From: Anna_von_Lunz@nps . gov [mailto:Anna von Lunz@nps.gov]
Sent: Saturday, January 31,· 2004 1: 05 PM
To: Lewis, C. Andrew
Cc : Day, Michael; Cole, Beth
Subject : Compliance Issues for Fort McHenry Education Center Project
Dear Andrew:
Thanks so much for giving me .a call back on Friday . It was great to
catch up with you.
Later on Friday, we had another conference call with the Denver
Service Center project. managers who are working with our park staff.
and the various teams of consultants on the Development Concept Plan
DCP), the Alternative Transportation Plan (ATP), the Cultural
Landscape Report (CLR) and the Environmental Assessment (EA) for Fort
McHenry. As we told Beth Cole and Michael Day at our October annual
meeting, these projects are all being conducted concurrently with ~he
same timeline and completion dates!
Our NPS compliance team leader for the project, Paul Wharry (Denver
Office), made the decision that the cultural and natural issues for
this project will poth be covered in the Environmental Assessment.
The consultants (VHB from Virginia) will be preparing a draft EA and
the project team members will send back comments. Revisions will be
made addressing both determinations of effect/impacts for cultural as
well as · natural resources . After the comments and revisions are
i ncorporated into this draft document - - it wi ll again be sent out
for a gency and public revi ew and we will forwa rd a copy to your
office. Following that r e view period, revisions will be made aga i n
·and the .document will be finalized . The target date for the final EA
is June 2004. This approach to incorporate both Section 106 and
NEPA review into EAs is being implemented servicewide. It was
decided by the Denver project managers that preparing an additional
Assessment of Effect Form for review, separate from the EA, would be
a duplication of the information and efforts of the team members .
We are fortunate to have an incredibly diverse group of experts on
thi s project -- the transp ortation study team is conduc~ing an
in-depth study of visitation and demands on the roads, parking~
pathways and entrance gate with a focus on improving alternative
transporation systems and parking inside and outside the park . The
cultural landscape team is preparing a comprehensive report on the
history of land use at Fort McHenry and is making recommendations to
preserve and restore the- historic 1814 battlefield landscape and
historic traffic patterns for pedestrians and vehicles. The
Development Concept Plan team (working with VHB) is preparing the
four alternative concepts for the location, size and configuration of
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the new education and administration facilities with an identification
of the NPS Preferred Alternative following the Choosing By Advantages
analysis. All of the team members (around 15 people) . are reviewing the
draft EA and participating in the review process.
Be assured that all proposed alternatives for new development in the
park. are site locations outside the historic 1814 boundary of the
original Fort McHenry property. As you may recall, the military
acquired an additional 15 acres in the 1830s and then relocated the
brick boundary wall and stone entrance pillars to their current
location at the park entrance at Fort Avenue.
We will be keeping in touch with you as we proceed with this project .
If you have any questions or want to discuss the project further,
please do not hesitate to give us a call!
·
If you have a chance to stop over when you are up in Baltimore,please
·come by for a visit .
Many thanks for your assistance and support!
Anna

Anna von Lunz
National Park Service
Cultural Resource Manager
Fort McHenry NMHS
2400 East Fort Avenue
Baltimore, MD 21230
Phone: 410-962-4290 ext. 239
Fax : 410-962-3885
Email: Anna_von_Lunz@nps .'gov
EXPERIENCE AMERICA .
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- - - - - - -··- - - - - - - ·- ·- DCPIEIS List
t113103

CONTACT

ORGANIZATION NAME

STREET ADDRESS

ABPP/NPS
Tal}}'!.Gossett
1849 C Street tffl, org 2255
Abingdon Elementary School ·
Grace Cooper
399 Slr!.9..et Road
Aoookeek Foundation
Wiiton Corkem
3400 ~Point Rd.
Afrlcan·Amerlcan Heritaoe Soo. Mu&eum
LoulaeWebb
2540 Old Washlllll.ton Rd.
AIA Baltimore
Karen Lewand Director
111/2W. Chaee St
Anne Arundel County Hlator1cal Soa8tY
Beth Nowell President
P.O. Box385
Arc:heologlcal SoclitYof MafYi&nd
IMVron Becltensteln
9256 Feathered Head
Audubon Naturalat SocletY
NeatFibiiatrk:k
8940 Jones Mil Road
B & 0 AaDroad Museum
Cou11ney wnaon Director
901 W. Pratt Street
~ .: __:___.: -.-:.. ._ : ..-=-.. ,.-~.-':S..!!.l · ·. . ':"' .•::!_..,_~_ ··- - ..
Baltimore American lndlan Center
Miiton Huht Director
113 South Broadwq
Baltimore Arohitecture Foundation
Chal11e Duff Praaident
11112 W. Chase St
Baltlmore Area Convention & V181tol'8 Aase.
Lealie Oogg~ President
100 UJl..ht St. 12th Fl.
""FOMC Is• member ot BACVA and •ome ot their"•" were ltitervl•wed for th ATS. ·
Baltimore CitYBureau of Parka
Michael Baker
2600 Madison Avenue
Baltimore CltY Are BOil
~lain Smith
2609 Leah1Street
Baltimore CitV Hertlllae Area
Bill Pencek
417 e. F~tteSt. Room 1037
·-Ar:t/ve_J)_lrUter wlUt theJl•rlt undn11_ u director of Ute Harltaoe AIW• In the MIVOi'• Olflce
Baltlmore-CliVHlstorlcal Socie:Ji
Andrew C. Clemens Pree.
9811 Van Buren Lane
CilYof Baltimore Department of Planning
Duncan ~art;" CiiYPlanner
417 E. F@Y~ttte St. 81h Fl.
·-Active consultant and tJervH ••Critical Ania COmmlHlon on mattera relllted to th~
Baltimore CMI War MU11eum
Shawn Cunnl!!a._ham Director
801 Prealdent Street
Baltimore Cou~. of Recreauon & P~
John Weber
301 Waahliiii:on Ave.
Baltimore CouruiHlator1oal Truat
Virginia Cox
512 Plccadl~Raad
Baltimore Cow\IY Landmark.a Pres. Commie.
John W. McGraln
401 Boal~Avenue
Baltimore CountY Landmark& Prt"rvatlon Commiaalon Kim be~ Abe_. Exeaittva Sacrelal) 401 Boal.,y Avenue
Baltimore CouiltY Plannlna
Tim Dugan
401 Boal~Avenue
Baltimore CouiltY School Board
· Mane Erline
6901 N. Charles Street Suite 3305
Richald CMn. Chief, Bl1dge Eng.,
Baltlmora DOT
417 E. Fa)'ltle Street
~!;Ill.Div.
-interviewed for ATS .
..
· Larisa Salamacha, Director of
38 S. Chlrtaa S1reet
Baltimore Develooment Corp.
Economic Dev._{South)
:
'"Interviewed for ATS
BalUmore Herltaae
Timothy Bia~ Chair
17903 Bacon Road
Bii
Bruce.
Tranaporlallon
Planner
2700 Ughlhouae Point East. Suite 310
BalUmore Metroooliu.n Council

-.-,--

'"Interviewed tor ATS
Baltlmore Museum of Industry
~

_

__ _: ~a.\!iCYPher Olrector

. -' ·-:_-:_-':_:. ...~ - :-:·------ ......:.:.~-·:.~._,,"e:

Bait.more uiftce of Promotion
· .
"'Interviewed for ATS
Baltlmore Publlc Work8 Museum
Baltimore Recreation & Parks
Baltimore Slreetcar Museum
Beach Elementary School
Bear Creek ElemeniiiVSchool
. Blllln~slev Manor
Bowle High School

.

..·_ . . :: ...•

art

ST
DC
MO
MD
MD
MD

Washington
Abingdon
Accokeek
Waldorf
Baltimore .

MD

Unthlcum
Columbia

ZIP

20240
21009
20607
20801
21201
21090
21045
20815
21223

Baltimore

MD
MD
MD

Baltimore
Baltimore
Baltlmore

MD 21231
MD 21201 .
MD 21202

Baltimore
BaitImore
Balllmore

MO 21217
MD 21230

Cockewville
Baltimore

MD 21030
MD 21202

Ch~vyChue

Baltimore

Tow8on
Towson
Towson
Towson
Towson
Towson ·

MD 21202

MD
. MD
MD
MD
MD
MD
MD

21202
21204
21204
21204
21204
21204
21204

Baltimore

MD 21202

Baltimore

MD 21201

White Hall

MD 21161

Baltimore

MD 4774

. Baltimore

MD 21230

7 East~ Street. SUit& SOO

Baltimore

MD 21202

761 Eaatam Avenue ·

Baltimore
Baltimore
Baltimore
Chesapeake Beach
Baltimore
ll:Ooer Marlboro
Bowle

MD
MD
MD
MD
MD

1415 KeyHJa.hwa~

2,224-

-~-- ·.#·:.-

Bil Glmore

·

M~R088_..Director
Denise Johnson-CaldweH
John O'Neil Director
Lola O'Donnell
Kenneth ~Ice
Dor1sPeteni
Joann Smith

2600 Madison Avenue·
1901 Fans Road
7900 Old Bavaide Road
1601 Melbourne Road
6900 Green Lancli!Q. Road
15200 Annapolis Road

Page 1017

21202
21217
21211
20732
21222
MD 20772
MD 20716

;

'

DCP/EISUst
1113/00
Calvert Marine Museum
--- ID<Ml_Alvea, Director
IP.O. Box 97
Captain Salem Avery House Museum
1Mavl8 & George Daly
IP.O. Bx. 89
Carroll's Hundred
IPam Ctta.-ilM, Director
111500 Washlnll10n B!Vd.
Chartes Carroll House
ls.ndra B. Ro~()l~J
_ 1107 Duke of Gloucester
Char1es County Heri1'ge Comml8slon
!Sally Barley
ICCCC. P.O. Bx. 910
Charles County Hratorlcal Trust
!David ~Q_se_
-------iaoX1143o, EdgehlU Rd.
Chesapeake Bay Gateways NetWbrk
!Jonathan Doherty
1410 Sevem Ave .• Suite 309
. ..Pane 111 an •~WHI Gateway Nettror#c Slfe end rece•nt of .evera/ manta tlJTJJC1!lh~rlne_t81tlpa
CHesapeake Bay Maritime Museum- !John A. VaDent, President
IP.O. Box 638
Church Creek Elementary School
!Jean Denton
14299 Church_Cteek 8®d
CitYOt BaitimOre
·. The Honorable Martin O'Mal
HaD Room 25o100N0rth Holllda
-H-

Solomon a
Sh~Slde

Bal!lmore

Annaoolls
LaPlata
Newbe~

~·

ISt. Michaela
IBelcar'f!P_
Baltimore

MO 120688
MD 120764
MO 121210
MD 121401
MD 120648
MD 120864
MO 121400
MDl2188S
MD 12101 7
MD 12.1202

,--:· ·-~- - ...:.-.. .- .:.::.==~~--=: .. ~.,_ ..,,.,; . ~ ·~..:....:.:...._._ - - ·_._• •-+------------11---- ---t--+---+- - - - - - + - - - - - i
'Beth Stromman, Planner
Laul1e Felnb~rg. Planner

·
Cl_.l)'._of Baltimore
-tntervtew.d for ATS
City of Balllmore
Clipper cltY
ljongressman Cardin'e office

348 CftyHaB

ICO&m 0'~11UL--. -

=--t2S0_CltY Han
15022 Cam.J!...beft Blvd. F
2267 Ra bum Bid

I
!David Carroll

.

~~QI~;;~ ~. ·.-:·:< ~ "'!;;_

-

IBaltlmOre

IMO 121202
IMO 121238
DC 20240

.

. ·,c:,~mande;~~ ~~- ··--,~;-;: ~;~-i::, · -------'-B-altimo. -,.-----+-M0-1-21-20-3-+--------+------1

H

SodetY

... .... . ...

MD 121202

IBahlmont
Waahln

CQP~lll St!lt• C_oUege
I
12500 Weat North Avenue
Cylbum Arboretum · - - - -IWlmam Stine, Director
14916 Gmenepl1ng Ave.
--Darnall's Chance
IBarbara Sikora
IP.O. Box 32
- ·
Dauohtera of the War of 1812
INatlonal Headquarters11 481 Rhodelsland Ave: NW
-- ·
Daughter8 ofthe-Waror1812 In Maryland
!Dr. L.r.c:a C. Mlatlet, Preeident
120707 S. Ruhl Road
DC Herttage Toul1atn Coalition
IKathy Smith
--1"1250 H Street NW, aUli9850
u.
Decatur House Museum
IClndJ Melinlck
1748 Jackson Place NW
Downe Palk Hletortcal & Garden
!Ranger Sharon Oevaulf
l8311John OOwna Loop
Downtown Par1nershlp (Baltknore)
IMarshall Snively
1211 (N.} Chu1H Street
...Interviewed for ATS
Dr. Samuel A. Mudd House Museum
!Louise M. Arehart
P.O. Box 1043
Oundalk Histortcal Socl~
!Jean Walker
411 Tra~a Road
Oundalk Pataoeco Neok Hlstoncal Society
!Eleanor Lukanlah, Preeldent
P.O. Bx. 21781
Eastern Baltimore Area Chamber of Commeroe
1Patr1cla Winter, Exec. Director
7895 Eastern Avenue, Suite 302
Eaatem Shore of Vlfilnla Hf8tOrfc8iSoc:letv
IJohn Vantil
P.O. Sox 193
Ed Kane'e Waler Ta>d/Haibof Boating, Inc.
. !Cammie Kane
1732 Thamee S1r98I
"*lntllrvtellfled for A rs; brtna vWtors to p•rlc via wa'8r ttvd and Jitney bu•
E~r Allen Poe House & Museum
!Jeff Jerome. Olrectot
203 North Am~St.
EDicott CltYB&O Railroad Station Museum
ICindy Hlnihberg, ProJ~.
P.O. Box92
M~d Av, & Main St.
Ellcott C.J!1.Restoration Foundatton
Fels Point/Federal Hll Hist. Olstr. Commla.
!Romaine SUmmervfle__L._Dlr.
812 South Ann Street
;:-·~.. .
"··- . ......
·- ·- · ._
,~~
•'
...,, , _
IFir; Museum of Maryland
·• ---:-. "!..
t$t8eh~ tfelr#d;,..J~.~ cu111~ - iao1 York Road .
1400 E. Clement Street ,
.!Fort McHenry Buslneas Aaloclallon
!Robert e. Davll, Chatrpereon
1900 Anacoella Drive, SE
FOrt Waah.!!)il!on Par1<
!John Hale
Francia Scott Key Elementary/Middle School
IMary Booker. Principal
1'426 Eaat Fort Avenue
3200 W~n Avenue
Frederick Oo~Museum & Cultural Ctr.
!Geneva B. Hudaoo
Friends of Hancock's Reaolutlon
!James R. Morrison
P.O. Box233
...Active orilantzailon workln"fl onlnt!iiiiirtni iiiirltlme!fo!Y of War ot 1112

_.

Baltimore

u -

. ... . ...

.

!Baltimore

IMO 121216

IBattimore

IMO 121209
IMO 120773
!DC 120006
IMO 121053
-fl'.>C 120005
ICC 120008
IMO 121122
IMO

jUpper Marlboro
IWaahlnDton
!Freeland

1Waahl'1Qi00
IWash~

IPaaadeha

!Baltimore
La Plala
Dundalk

Dundalk
Ballirnore
Onancock
Baltimore
Baltimore

Ellcott Q!!Y..
Ellcott CltY
Baltimore
Lulhervflle

Baltimore
Waah~ton

Baltimcn
Ann~lla

Gibson Island

MD 120848
MO 121222
MO 121222
MD 121224
VA 123417
MO 121231
MD 121223
MD 121041
MDl21043
MO 121231
MD 121093
MO 121230
DC 120020
MD 121230
MD 121403
MD 121068

---------------Page 2"' 7
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Frte·nda of Patterson Parle
~SloanRobY
1921 E, Pratt Street
Friends of Patterson Park
Mike WlllCZOntk
2125 E. Baltimore Street
Friends of St. Leonard Creek
Or. Joan Woh.!g_amu1h
P.O. Box308
Friends of Todd's Inheritance
Peart Glntll1111.
7718 N. Pt. Creek Road
•••Rec~m¥.i_rHtored site operat.d b..l..•~flt In S.ltfmore~with Wu of 1112 ~··
Frlenclsh!ltHouse
u~s. Bowli~Sr. Pree.
P.O. Box281
Governor of M~and
The Honorable Robert Ehr11ch
100 State Circle
~eater BaltlmOfe His~Allance
Mike Glbbona..1.. Preeldent
216 E~Slreet
••-rntervtewed for A TS:_parlc la • memllor of GBHA
Harford Coul!!Y_Parlca & Aaoreatlon
Arden McClune
1809 Fallston Road
Harford.Cou'!!Y_Publlo Schools
Kim Schmidt
23 North Main Street
Harford Couri!iSchool Board Representative ·
Micah Humbert
716 A Couf.!!!YVDla~ Wq
Harford Dent_School
Mo~Cain
715 Moore's Mii Road
Heril1!9.e Aeaoclatlon of Greater Oundalk
Bruce Milla
P.O. Box4022
Herf~e Museum of Art
Ja~uelne Lanier
4509 Pro1!2._ect Clrole
Herlta_g_e Socl~of ea.ex & Middle RiVer
Paul Mk:tlael Blitz
516 ea.tern Boulevard
Hlc~ElementlID'_School
Traoe_yFowler
2100Conowtngo Road
His .l.brdsh~a Klndneea
Karen Thiessen
7806 Wooavard Road
Historic Alexandria
PamCressle
405 Cameron Street
Historic Ann1!2._olla Foundation
Sharon Ki~
18 Plnkn@Y_Street
Historic Ellicott C.!!Y_
Judith D_JJ!l1_er Prealdent
P.O. Box244
Hlatortc G.!}'!ldon
Nan Kaeetne!t_Prealdent
POBox249
Hiatol1c Hem.J!.ton
Dr. Rhoda DoraeY. Preaklant
535 Ham~Lane
Historic Medl!l_Ollltl1cl
P.O.Bx. 232
P~Kei>hart
Historic Owensvi11e Civic Aesoclatlon
F. Rawson Caite!t_Jr.!1.Pres.
48484 Su~ Road
Historic Sl M~ City
Martin Sullivan Director
P.O.Box39
Historical Socl~of Harford CounJtlPre~
609 Coufi1iWak Court ·
J~Ma~-Seneachal
Homestead·Wakefleld Element&W School
900 s. Main Street
Am~n
Howard Coun~Hiatorlcal Socll!!Y_
PO Box109
Huntl!!a!on Heril1!9.e Sod~
Bob Rll>CZYnald President
P.O. Box 183
~ttsville Preservation Aeeoclatlon
Sharon sweeting_
P.O. Box375
Jean Lafitte Historical Park and Preserve
Geraldine Smith
419 Decatur Street
Jefferson Pattenion Park & Museum
Michael A. Smol8k: Director
10515 Mackall Road
Jewish Museum of MIID'land
15uoYd Street
~Kesal8f
Johns H~lns Untvera.!!i:Muaeuma
4545 N. Charles Sl
Kl1!.9..8Ville Elemen~ School
Marianne L'N lrelB
7300 Sunshine Avenue
Unooln Edison Charter School
559 W. Kln_aStreet
carleen~
Uvl'!ll.Classrooms Foundation
Chr18tlne Truett
802 South C8roline Street
•••ActiveM rtner ooeratf!HL.ln lon_g_term ,,.rtnerah[J!_'a111'Hment with the oarlc
· Locust Point CMc Aeeoolatton
1337 Andre Street
Jovce Bauerle

Baltimore
Baltimore

Lu&iiY

Baltimore
Port Tobacco

Anl!!!e_Olla
Baltlmore
Fallston
Bel Air
Bel"Alr
BelNr
Baltimore
Baltimore
Eaaex
Bel AJr
Clinton
Alexandria
AnnaJ:!Qlla
ElllcottC!ii
GM!_don
Towaon
Pooleavllle
West River
St.~Cltv
Bel Nr
Bel Air
Elllcott CJ\i

Bowle
H~ttsville

New Orleans
St. Leonard
Baltimore
Baltlmore
Klnasvtlle
York
Baltimore

MO 21231
MO 21231
MD 20657
MD 21219

MO
MD

~77

21401
MO 21201

MD 21047
MD
MD
MO
MD
MD

21014
21014
21014
21222
21216
MD 21221
MD 21014
MO 20735
VA 22314
MO 21401
MD 21041
MD 21071
MD 21288
MD· 20837
MO 2on8
MD 20686
MD 21015
MD 21014
MD 21041
MD 20719
MD 20781
LA 70130
MD 20686
MD 21202
MD 21210
MO 21087
PA 17404
MO 21231

Bahimore

MD 21230

NeWOOitNews

VA 23606

•••Lon_11 tJJrm resident 1nd 1etlve~dent or lout commun!N_org_anlaUon.i..lnt.rvlewed for ATB
Marinara Muaeum
Ma.Mand ~artment of the Environment
Maryland Department of Housing and Community
Oevelqp_ment
M~and 04!.e_artment of Tra~tlon

David Al809f

100 Mueeum Ortve

Elder A. Ghlglarelll, Jr.
Water Management AdmtnlsttatlQn
Chief Coastal Zone Conalat~ 1800Waehlnat0n Blvd. Suite 430
Ba111more
Division of Hletortcal and CU11ural
Programa
100
Andrew Lewis
Commun.!!Y_Place
Crownsvllle
7901 "Cen119r
J~London
Hanover

m111teivlewed tor ATS
Page3ol7

MD 21230

MD 21032
MD 21078

.
DCP/EIS Liit
11/3I03

Elllabelh Roblnaon, Chief ol
Maryland Department of Tranapo11atJOn (MOOT/MTA)
""lntlltYletnd tor ATS

l"nmmtlh!ly Development

8St. Paul St

Baltlmore

MO 121202

Larry Dougherty, Manager Opa. I
Maiyland Depar1ment ofTransponaUon CMOOTIMTA)
!Plannlng & Scheduling
1516 Walhlngton BMS.
BalUmore
MD 121230
...Interviewed for ATS
Ma land Environmental Truat~M
John Bernstein
100 CommunltY Place
CroYlnavllle
MD 21032
M and He111a e Aliance
G. Bemarc:I Calan President
24 w. Saratoaa St.
Baltimore
MD 21201
Maryland Hlalor1cal SocJety
!Dennis Rori, PriMlldent
201 W. Morn,1mont St.
Baltimore
MD 121201
... Actl'll pariner -Orlglnal SSS bY FsKeiln museum cOllectlon
M4ryiand Hlatorklal Truat/MD SHPO
IElzabeth Huahea
100 Comm!l_nlty Place
Crownavllle
MD 121032
...AcUw lnterut In all pallc
petfalntno lo comp/lane. and p/amM1111
Maryland House of Repreaentatlve _
!The Honorable Brian McHale
Lowe House Office Building, Room S1QIAnnapola
MDl21401
.
Rick SheckaBa
Maryland Port Administration
Miller_
1Wor1d Trade Center, 401 E. Pratt St !Baltimore
IMO 121202141().385.4438
••·ActtV. ,,arlneT--~de frequent wlstanc. to parlc; llPA parfclng lot used for overflow pat1c parldno durfno !p!Clal lfwenf!; lntwvle~ tor A TS
Maryland Science Center
!Greg Andorfer, Director
1601 U11ht Street
!Baltimore
IMO 121230
Ma and Senate
The HohOrable Geo
Room 2 Anna
MD 21401
••.
. ......ff, ... ~ ... ..; . •
Maryland State-Archives
____lMlml Calver
1360 Rowe Blvd.
An
MD 121401
..'Mtlve ,,aitneiWith pat1c on 1'lllttels related to ruearclt •nd~catloM
MO Assoc. or HlstCID'....MY~urna
IKanm Gosnell
P.O. Box 1808
Anl!!£_088
MO 121404
MD ONR
IRou Kimmell
680 Taylor Ave., E-S
An~lla
MO 121401
MD Office of Tourtam Oe~nt _
IMan:I W. Ro88
217 E. Redwood St..QF
Baltlmore
MO 121202
..-strong W•r di 1812 and toud.,,, partner; Interviewed'°' ATS
MHT/OHCO/MO SHPO
--- lor. Susan Langley, Phd
I100 Communtty_Place
Crownsv\Jle
MO l21CX32
•••Aotlve partner with pmc on compllMce 11/fd plannlno ~Dr. Lllno1-t I• en unt:huwater acheolOS1161
Montgoffiery Ctv.Hlat.~L Commlaalon
!Gwen Marcua Wlfght
18787 Geomla Avenue
Sllver..§2!!rul_
MD 120910
Mont110merv
IJudy Chrtsten88f1
I& Walker Avenue
MO 120877
Galthel'8blfill..
Mt. Vemon Pl. United Methodist Church
lor. Jarrett T. Wlckleln
110 E. Mt. Vernon Pl.
88ltlmore
MD 121202
Muaeum of Industry
:Ji>Jt~[)lre_ctor____
'1416 Key HlgtiWiyBaltimore
MD 121230
·--interviewed tor ATS
NatlonalAquanum
----- fGlennP~
601 E. Pratt Street
Baltimore
MO 121202
...Actfve partner - provk#• fteqwnt •••I~ to parfr-both tlfatf and equipment
National Ra~Foundatlon
!Pat Perluke
1118 Emerald Drive
Bel Air
MD 121014
... Actlve~rtn.r for ann1111J .,,.clal event9
National Hlatortc Seaport of Baltmore
!Andrew Murray
1802 S. Carollne St.
Baltimore
MD 121231
...Active p•rtner with pat1c -provide• n•porl tol service to the padc {clry-<lwned) ~lntervt.wed tor AJS
Natlonal'Muaeum or Amellcan History
IMariiY!\Zold1$
ISmltheOntan, Room 6014 MRC 629
!Washington
DC 120560
....Actltie p•rtner with p•rlr. on 1Uearchlexhlblts • original SSS R•o In muaeum oollectlon
Naval Alt Museum at Patuxant Rlver
IHen..!l_Bonnet
IP.O. Box -407
Patuxent River
MO 120670
Naval Hlatortcal Center
'
IMichael J. Cfawford
1805 Kidder Breese SE
Wuhl!,!g_ton
DC 120374
DC 120374
Nm_Museum_
!Kim Nielae11. l)lrector
1805 Kldder·Breeae SE
Waahl'!il..ton
North Beach
MD 120714
North Beach Hlatoi!Cbla111ct Comm1881on
ll<lraU Uunlla, Chair
!Town Han, P.o. Bx. 99 ·
Washington
NPS
~JOhnHaubert
l1849CStreetNW_,_org2265
DC 120240
... Pl•nner In the Wa•hlnffon Off1t»
~ Pitcalthley
1849 C Street NW. org2255
DC 120240
NPS
Wash~
H' Ch/ef Hl•torl•n of the N•tlonal PMlc Servfcfl
Wlllam Sharp
200 Chestnut Straet-U.S. CUstoms HajPhladelphla
PA 119106
NP.S
• ..Planner In the Phlladelphl• Offlt»; Star·"·
d B•nner NHT SludY Taam ,.,,.,.

matteii

!Eldon
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1113103

NPS ·• National Capital Reok>n
NPS•ABPP
NPS·Mld Atlantic Councll.Jno.

...

..... _... , ' ..
NPS-National Ca_.2!tal~o~

. ._ ·_ .,

Gentry Davta
Ka]!iSchieQel
Robert E. R~n

..:.. . - -t "· ;;:..:•. -- :''"'*al:~ ..

NPS-WASO
•"Chief of NPS PlannlnJL OfflC#I In W••hiniiiiii_DC
Oataoon House
Odenton Herttqe Soct~
Office of Senator Paul Salbanea
Office of Senator Paul Se.rbanea
•"""" · ~-.A: + 4• !'• _

~ -·· --·

...

:~ '-.-::i:i~

44511th Stnte(N.E.
1849 C Street N~ org2255

WaahlnatiiftWashington

DC 20005
DC 20240

~Wentworth

1799 New YOrk Ave. NW
P.O. Box282
100 S. Chartaa T1 • 1710
Hart Senate Oflica Bl~ 309

Washln~
Odenton
Ballimore

DC 20b06

........
·

,~'.'

,.. .

~·

aA..

~·~-: --..:.· ~ft.:.f=2_

Rlchaid
11 Court House Dlfve
J. Wiiiiam JQmes
112 W. Conwa__y_&Sharo
Robert H. Schnabel
7400 Dartmouth Avenue
410 Savem Ave. Suite 309
!Mi!iF. W~tt
Richard cameg1e
Ordnance Museum_LBulking 2601
Chris Von Frfellpg
1900 AnacoaUa Dr. SE
ln_g_rld Brill Preatdent
9211 Fort Foot Road
Elaine Elf Director
P.O. Box 12122
Alan Walden
9 Ham!Jllioad, Suite E
.. ; .-:. · '."/.·~,. •·
tt~ .. "S.rt\v ·- ~-·-:~:
.: ~ -. .:.1'
'•· '-!Y\I~. .. · •
e. .
. '"''· ,._ • ~L:~ ~ ' :._:. .. ~ :: ;.,: !!.. Patriots of For1 Mctierm'.&bre MarttkTMt~ · }~hn Kellett
802 South CaroDna Slteat

;~ ..~ ~:--::. ~ - ·-·- .. _ "'- a.""f-j:: !'·~· ~-1';.:

DC 202-42
PA 19106
MD 21122

Gar/ Scott
Warren Brown

Donna Donaldaon...a..President
ei1iiidSmHh
Jim Wood

}·····•::lt?f"'
-....:.••<lflt4t\.N .•. · ~
·14r.1•11i1
""t.0. . . .. - - - : . - . . .
• ••

Old JaUMuseum
Old Otterbein United Methodlat Church
Oki Town College Park Preserv. Aaaoc.
IOi>en ~aces Sacred Places
Ordnance Museum Foundation
Oxon Hll Fann-Oxon Cove Park
Oxon HIB Manor Foundation
Painted Screen Socl~of Baltimore
Patrlotll of Fort McHenrx

1100 Ohio Drive SW
Wash!~
200 Chestnut Street • us custom Ho~ Phllaclelphla
P.O. Box533
Riviera Beach

Waehl~n

MD 21113
MD 21201
DC 20510

Leonardtown
MD
Baltimore
MD
CoD@ge Park
MO
AIV\a_JJQ_lls
MD
Aberdeen PIOVln_g_ G_tj MD
Waahlnaton
DC
FortWaah~n
MD
Baltimore
MD
Baltlmore
MD

20660
21201
20740
21403
21005
20020
207-4-4
21281
21210

Baltimore

MD 21231

Laurel
Patuxent River
Rockvllle
Aocokeek
LaPlata
Baltimore
Port Tobaooo
Washll!e!.on
Ba!Umore

MD 20708
MD 20670
MD 20849
MD 20607
MO 20646.
t.t) 21202 .
MO 20677
DC 20007
MO 21201

Baltimore

MD 21202

Mt. Rainier
Baltimore
Baltimore
Phoenix

MD 20712
MO 21224
MD 21224
MD 21131

..:....._: ~~~ :·

Patuxent Raaaarch Refu_g_e & Wiidiife VC
Susan McMahon ManlMl_er
10901 Scarlet Tan~er
Patuxent River Naval Alt Museum
Moral~WeHare Recreation
P.O. Box 407
Peerfess Rockvlle Hlatorie Preservation
Eileen McGucklan
P.O. Box 4262
PlscatawqNattonal Parle
Wllllam Clark
3400 B~n Point Rd.
Plscatawav:con~Museum
MarvtnSav~
P.O. Box 1484 .
Port Discovery
Kat~DWYir Southem
34 Market Place
Port Tobaooo Courthouse & Schoolhou88
Ja_y U~ President
TownSQuare Box 302
Potomac He~e Partnershm_
1623 28th SL NW
~I . Bein
Preservation M~d
T~r Gearha11._Director
24 W. Saratoga St.
•••Active ~n•r InJllN•rvllflon iifol8cts..halN rnourcu and contacts with the_ll_llfff
Pride of Baltimore, Inc.
IJerome Bird
401 E. Pmt Slreet Suite 222
·- AotfveJ!.•rlner • sharln11_1esources andJ!.•rtlolH tff with us In specfa/ ewnbl
4236 34th Street
Patr1cla WUllama
Prince Geom.e'a Hertta~
Caot. G_~L Maier
P.o : Box 25846
P_ig_ec1 Ube.l!l_Ship.
Mike Sohnelder
P.O. Box 25848
PrC?J..ect Ube...m'._ShiP.
13700 Bardon Road
Harriet Molnnea
Ouestora of the State of~nd
•••Acf/reJ!.arlner and no~ oraanlDtlon that dOl'IMU mone1_to theOliiteach VIW'.
Richardson Marttime Museum
rcYndV Miller
401}ilgi1 Stn!et
8005 48th Avenue
Rlversdale Houae Muauem/M-NCPPC
Ann Wass
Ed Seufert
8 Urbanwood Court · ;
RoYSf Marlnes-~actment War of 1812
1100 E. Ccii80eP~ Sa~Polnt State Park
144 ConaUtutiOn Avenue N.E.
Sewell-Belmont House
JennHer ~nee
P.O. Box 1425
Small Museum Asaoctatton
Michael Dvson
ChaJtealvea
301 W. Preston SL Room 1304
Socl!!l_of War of 1812 In M~nd
Gec>rge Linthicum
4800 Warda ChU\ Road
Socil!!l.of War of 1812 In M&Mand
Page6of7

CambrtdgeRiverdale Palk
Eaaex
Ailn@Oiia
Waahlnii\On
Cllnton
Baltimore
OwlnJl!l MJlla

· MD 2.1613
MD 20737
MO 21221
MD 21401
DC 20002
MO 20735
MO 21201
MO 21117

.,.
DCP/ElS Uet
11f.W3

SoclitYof War of 1812 In MaiViand
•••Active oartnsr oraanlzlltlon •

Jam99 Waeache

3807 Fenchurch Road

Baltimore

MD 21218

P.O. Box 6775
P.0. Box rn
4410 Frankford Road
38370 Point Breeze Rd.
POBox663
49660 Cedar Lane
P.O. Box 212
844 E. Pratt Slteet

HOiiVWOod
Solomons
Baltimore.
Colton Point
Leondardtown

Dameron

MD
MD
MD
MD
MD
MD

Leonardtown
Baltimore

MD 21202

1040 Hui Str9et Suite 200

Baltlmofe

MD 21230

Cllnton
Washington
Washington
Waehlnaton
Washlnaton
Washlnaiii'n

MD
DC
DC
DC
DC
DC

Ellcott Citi
PortTobacoo
Tlmortlum
iE&SiDort
AnnaPolla

MD 21043
MD 20877
MD 21093

Baltimore
Baltimore

MD 21230
MD 21230

Wash~

Wash~

DC 20374
DC 20374-6060

Baltimore

MD 21202

eammore
Richmond
Petersbura
Baltlmore

MD
VA
VA
MD

LuabY

MD 20657

Bal1imore

MD 21217
DC 20374
DC 20503
MD 21230
MD 21014

Wae•w current Pl'Nldenl • .uliiiiiiiSpark aotlvltes and a1»0lt1I evett,.

iMimir Ani~n

Sotte'ii8V Plantation
Southem MaiVian'dMueeum Aseoclallon
St. An1hony of Padua
St. Clemenrs la. & Potomac River Muaeum
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As the nation's principal conservation agency, the Department of the Interior has responsibility for
most of our nationally owned public lands and natural resources. This includes fostering sound use
of land and water resources; protecting our fish, wildlife, and biological diversity; preserving the
environmental and cultural values of our national parks and historical places; and providing for the
enjoyment of life through outdoor recreation. The department assesses our energy and mineral
resources and works to ensure that their development is in the best interests of all our people by
encouraging stewardship and citizen participation in their care. The department also has a major
responsibility for American Indian reservation communities and for people who live in island
territories under U .S. administration.
November 2004
United States Department of the Interior - National Park Service
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