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for years to come.

Steve Whissen, Cultural Resource Specialist with the National Park Service, Denver Service
Center prepared the excellent National Register of Historic Places documentation (1999) for Fort
McHenry. His documentation project is unusual for its breadth, extending well beyond the scope
of the property's buildings and structures. The analysis of significance and the evaluation of Fort
McHenry's many characteristics and features that covered in this cultural landscape report rest on
the foundation laid by Mr. Whissen.

We extend our sincere thanks to the curatorial staff of the Frederick Law Olmsted National
Historic Site for their assistance with the park's museum collections relating to Olmsted Brothers
Job #02437. Anthony Reed, Michelle Clark and Michael Dosch helped guide our research toward
valuable sources of information and provided welcome assistance with scanning many of the large-
format images found in this report.

Given the wealth of sources for a landscape as steeped in history as Fort McHenry, much credit
for our work is due our predecessors. Yet, while we cannot overstate our indebtedness for the
contributions of others, the responsibility for errors and omissions in this cultural landscape report
belongs to ourselves alone.
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INTRODUCTION

PROJECT SETTING

Located on the Patapsco River at the mouth of Baltimore's Inner Harbor, Fort McHenry is
approximately three miles southeast of the center of the city, attracting nearly 700,000 visitors
annually. Events at this site inspired Francis Scott Key to compose the poem that became our
National Anthem as the "Star-Spangled Banner." Key's verses describe the bombardment of Fort
McHenry by the British on 13-14 September 1814, during what became known in this country as the
War of 1812.

Used as early as 1776 for harbor defense, known then as Fort Whetstone, the current 43.26 acre
site was authorized as a National Park in 1925 and managed by the War Department, until it was
transferred to the administration of the National Park Service in 1933. However, the military history
of the property extends through World War II owing to its use during the national emergency by
the United States Coast Guard and United States Navy.
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THE PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT

A Cultural Landscape Report (CLR) serves the National Park Service (NPS) as both the primary
treatment document for cultural landscapes and as a tool to inform day-to-day management
decisions and long-term landscape preservation strategies. The following CLR for Fort McHenry
National Monument and Historic Shrine comprises the initial volume of a CLR for this significant
landscape containing three primary sections; the first being a narration of developmental landscape
history, the second an inventory and assessment of existing conditions, and the third an analytical
examination of the landscape and its features according to National Register of Historic Places
criteria and definitions. At some future date, a subsequent volume of this CLR may be funded to
prepare detailed treatment recommendations, however such recommendations are not within the
scope of the current project.

The most immediate purpose of the following report is supporting the "Development Concept
Plan / Environmental Assessment for the Replacement of the Obsolete Fort McHenry Visitor
Center" (PMIS #66402) with important background information in an effort to guide decision
making. There is no General Management plan in place for Fort McHenry as the site currently
operates under the planning guidance of a 1988 Amendment to the 1968 Master Plan and
Environmental Assessment. The scope of the DCP/EA, in preparation concurrently with this
report, is to develop alternatives for both the site and the visitor center structure. The current park
visitor center was completed in 1963 as part of the NPS "MISSION 66" development initiative, and
at 5,700 square feet, no longer meets the demands and expectations related to current levels of
visitation. A National Register determination of eligibility has been completed with reference to the
Fort McHenry visitor center and park infrastructure, making the case for the ineligibility of these
facilities for the National Register of Historic Places. The Maryland SHPO concurred with an
evaluation of ineligibility during June of 2003.

Further objectives of this project include:
* To document the evolution of the Fort McHenry landscape.

» To identify landscape characteristics and features contributing to the site's historical
significance.

= To document the changing historical approaches to site vegetation and vegetation
management so as to guide future vegetation treatment and maintenance.

= To provide documentation that supports park consultation responsibilities under Section
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and National Environmental Policy Act.

METHODOLOGY AND FORMAT

The site history component of this project was prepared utilizing research limited to sources
found in the park archives, local historical organizations, the NPS Denver Service Center Technical
Information Center and the National Archives in Washington, D.C. The level of investigation
pursued in preparation of the site history has been "thorough," according to definitions found in 4
Guide to Cultural Landscape Reports: Contents, Processes, and Techniques. Research was conducted
between August and December of 2003, and subsequently synthesized into a narrative report
supplemented with historical period plans and other graphics. The preparation of historic period
plans has made use of the park's extensive geographic information system (GIS) database. As a by-
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product of developing period plans for this report, Fort McHenry's existing GIS database has been
augmented, through the input and geo-referencing of several historic plans and drawings that were
digitized in a raster-based format.

Documentation of existing landscape conditions is accomplished through text, photographs, and
graphic plans. Plan documentation is derived from existing paper and electronically stored surveys
and maps available at the park. Fort McHenry's structures are referenced to the park's List of
Classified Structures (LCS). Emphasis is placed on documenting landscape conditions.
Contemporary site functions, visitor services, interpretation, park operations, and maintenance are
described to the degree they might potentially influence treatment of the landscape.

Analysis and evaluation of the Fort McHenry landscape draws information found within the site
history and existing conditions sections to identify the landscape characteristics and associated
features that contribute to the historical significance of Fort McHenry. The analysis will be based
on the periods and areas of historical significance outlined in Fort McHenry's excellent National
Register documentation, completed in 1999.

HISTORICAL OVERVIEW

In 1661, Charles Gorsuch became the first white settler to claim the lands of Whetstone Point as
his private property. Although Gorsuch later divested himself of his real estate there, others eagerly
replaced him. While Baltimore was in the process of being founded in 1729, an English company
owned the extremity of Whetstone Point and mined iron ore from the soil, actively rearranging the
topography of the landscape with spoil and overburden in ways that are not well understood.

Aware of the growing rebellion in New England, the Maryland Congress of Deputies resolved on
20 January 1776 that Baltimore be fortified against the British. Amateur engineers accomplished this
by erecting a small star-shaped redoubt at the end of Whetstone Point overlooking the two
branches of the Patapsco. This was accompanied by the construction of linear water batteries along
the riverbank guarding the channel into Baltimore's harbor. Little is documented of the details of
the construction of these early fortifications other than the heraldic shape of the redoubt, the
presence of shoreline water batteries, and their combined temporary purpose. The most tactically
significant aspect of the design of these fortifications was their choice location, well suited to the
city, the river, and the capabilities of arms at that moment in time. Baltimore's fortifications were
never used in combat during the American Revolution.

Following the successful conclusion of the War for American Independence, President George
Washington urged the new republic to invest in a system of harbor and coastal defenses. In 1794, no
standard guidelines were available as the political leadership of each of the former colonies drew
upon the talents of itinerant, foreign-trained, engineers as recommended by the War Department.
Major John Jacob Ulrich Rivardi was employed to re-engineer the fortifications at Whetstone Point
between 1794 and 1797. Noting the design flaws of the star-shaped redoubt for the record, Rivardi
and his assistant instead focused attention on reconstructing the strategic water batteries lining the
riverbank. These linear fortifications, open to the rear, were designed to skip red-hot cannon shot
across the surface of the water, intent on smashing into enemy ships at their vulnerable water line.
Work on the fortifications was contingent on the approval of the landowners of record.

Riviardi's work on fortifications elsewhere eventually compelled his replacement by Major Louis
Tousard. Tousard drafted a plan for the reconstruction of the star-shaped redoubt, addressing the
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design flaws noted earlier by Rivardi. Between 1798 and 1800, additional federal funds were made
available for fortifications at Whetstone Point, and much of this was directed to what the National
Park Service now refers to as Fort McHenry's "Star Fort." The plan for a pentagonal, five-bastioned
fortress as drafted by Tousard was not intended to ward of hostile navies; that was the job of the
water batteries. The purpose of the Star Fort was primarily to defend against land attack, and only
to serve as a secondary line of defense and a place of retreat, should the water batteries fail. After
formally approving Tousard's plan, the task turned to the purchase of the land on which it was to
rest. During negotiations for the required eleven acres, Tousard moved on to other projects. In
time, he was replaced by John Foncin, who was critical of Tousard's design. Foncin's appeal to
Secretary of War James McHenry and the Baltimore Naval Committee for a considerably more
elaborate, and costly, alternative was approved. Construction began during July of 1799 and
continued through 1800, with new masonry enclosing and reshaping the former star-shaped
earthwork. The new fortress must have looked much like a crown, as it was topped with a planting
of Lombardy poplars, noted for their distinctive columnar shape, and for their ability to thrive in
wet soils.

After October of 1800, his work in Baltimore substantially complete and duly named to honor
Secretary McHenry, Foncin left for Boston to work on that city's Fort Independence. The
combined efforts of the French designs at Baltimore were to be tested much later.

In 1812, following years of antagonism, the United States declared war on Great Britain. This led
to a new appropriation of federal funds for improvements to coastal fortifications, including Fort
McHenry. In Baltimore, a hurried program of improvements to Fort McHenry included repairs to
gun platforms and carriages, the construction of shot furnaces, and the construction of a triangular
"Ravelin" to protect the fort's sally port from a frontal assault. By August of 1814, supplies and men
were gathered together, and lines of ships were sunk in the river channel as obstacles to the
approaching enemy.

During the early morning of 13 September 1814, sixteen British warships anchored two miles east
of Fort McHenry, intent on pounding it into rubble. The superior range of the British arms
permitted the flotilla to bombard Fort McHenry while safely out of range of the less advanced
American gunnery. Francis Scott Key, a lawyer negotiating for the release of an American prisoner,
witnessed the bombardment while anchored to the rear of the British fleet. During a hiatus in the
nighttime cannonade, a detachment of the British flotilla sailed west, past Fort McHenry's defense,
to attempt a landing hopeful of attacking the fort from its landward side. The British landing was
repelled by American forces occupying small fortifications southwest of Fort McHenry, helping to
bring about an end to the British attack the following morning. Of Fort McHenry's 1,000 defenders,
there were less than thirty casualties.

The experience of the bombardment led to subsequent improvements, fundamentally focused
on reinforcing existing structures to sustain a barrage, and two "bombproofs" were constructed on
either side of the fort's sally port to protect soldiers. In 1817, a ten-foot high brick boundary wall was
constructed along of the reservation's western boundary, and a seawall was begun to stabilize the
eroding riverbank.

Following the 17 February 1815 ratification of the Treaty of Ghent, ending the hostilities between
Britain and the United States, resources invested on coastal defense were directed elsewhere. Ina
few short years, post inspection reports would document deteriorated weaponry, fortifications, and
buildings. Cannonshot was used decoratively to line pathways instead of being made ready in piles.
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Advances in arms and the growth of the city began to make it apparent that the fort at the tip of
Whetstone point was no longer well placed to counter current threats. New forts were to be
constructed further from the city and closer to the enemy in open water. By the 1830s, Fort
McHenry was considered useless, except perhaps as a secondary line of defense. Investments in its
improvement were focused heavily on providing improved living conditions for the health and
comfort of the garrison. Yet by 1836, the water batteries of 1814 had been long abandoned and were
in ruins. As these batteries served as the very reason for the presence of the garrison, plans were
developed in 1836 to construct a new exterior battery immediately outside the ramparts of the Star
Fort. Construction of this new exterior battery was pursued concurrently with numerous other
improvements to structures and facilities at Fort McHenry, a project occupying a period of three
years that required the evacuation of the garrison. Part of this work included the removal of the
Lombardy poplar trees from the parapets and the fort interior. Work was finally completed in
December of 1839. It was during this period of improvements when the size of the military
reservation was doubled through acquisition of additional property to the west.

During the Civil War, Fort McHenry stood as a Union outpost within a city generally
sympathizing with the Confederate cause. The threat to Fort McHenry was not foreign navies
approaching up the Patapsco, but from Baltimore itself. Maintaining Maryland within the Union
became imperative to protecting the nation's capital, together with its vital rail and telegraph lines.
This was accomplished by taking political prisoners and incarcerating them at Fort McHenry
during the early months of the war. Thus, during the Civil War, Fort McHenry became a
headquarters for the Union's espionage and counter-secessionist efforts and later as a prison and
hospital for captured soldiers. The secessionist grandson of Francis Scott Key who was held there
named it the American Bastille, in a political pamphlet that he authored.

Following the end of the Civil War, Fort McHenry's slide into obsolescence grew apace.
Advances in naval ordnance and the emergence of rifled projectiles made permanent masonry
fortifications obsolete. It was during this transitional period that many of the large Rodman guns
currently found at Fort McHenry were installed. The most obsolete aspect of Fort McHenry was
not decades old Rodman gun technology, but rather the fort's location close to the center of the
city.

Nevertheless, because of the scarcity of funds during the 1870s and 1880s, Fort McHenry was
made to serve its original purpose. A massive earthen water battery was begun in 1872, only to be
left unfinished for decades due to limited appropriations. Following the nationwide evaluation of
coastal defenses chaired by Secretary of Defense William C. Endicott in 1886, it became obvious that
Fort McHenry no longer played a useful role in the nation's defenses. Various proposals for the
reuse of the military reservation were put forward, including its use by the Department of
Agriculture as a stockyard. However, in the protracted dealings and counter-dealings following the
departure of the last active garrison of soldiers in 1912, the City of Baltimore drew the upper hand,
and in 1914 won the right to occupy the grounds and to use the military reservation as a city park.

Yet Fort McHenry's time as a city park was short-lived. A provision in the 1914 agreement
between the War Department and the city allowed the United States to reassert physical control of
the property in the event of a national emergency. Responding to the aggression of German
submarines in the Atlantic, President Wilson asked Congress for a Declaration of War on 2 April
1917. Forecasting unprecedented numbers of casualties inflicted by the tools and techniques of
modern warfare, the nation began organizing a system of convalescent hospitals; General Hospital
No. 2 would be located at Fort McHenry. Construction began rapidly, with sixty-two large new
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buildings wedged into every available open space at the historic fort. Happily, this use too was short
lived, as a general armistice was declared on 18 December 1918.

As the number of patients treated at the hospital dwindled, Baltimoreans bemoaned the
humiliating fate of their civic icon as weeds and debris accumulated between vacant hospital
buildings. During 1922, a monument was installed commemorating Francis Scott Key and the
soldiers and sailors involved with the historic defense of Baltimore. The monument project was
initiated eight years earlier in 1915, when the property was being used as a city park. Ultimately, the
monument was dedicated on 14 June 1922 by President Harding, who made the first nationwide
presidential radio broadcast from the grounds. Charles Niehaus, an accomplished neo-classical
sculptor, had won the design completion for the completion with his design featuring a colossal
twenty-two foot tall bronze of Orpheus, a figure in Greek mythology associated with musical
inspiration. The bronze casting of the male nude was fixed atop a fifteen-foot circular marble base
carved in bas-relief, and placed in the center of a new traffic circle built into Fort McHenry's central
driveway.

A combination of factors led to an improvement in Fort McHenry's prospects. These included
President Wilson's 1917 Executive Order requiring that Key's Star-Spangled Banner be played at
military events, the 1922 completion of the delayed Key Memorial, and the unrelenting activism of
local groups. These were among the influences leading President Coolidge to sign legislation in 1925
authorizing that the Secretary of War hold Fort McHenry in perpetuity as a military reservation,
national park, and memorial.

The War Department was quick to pursue a program of site restoration, removing the buildings
constructed as part of the World War I convalescent hospital. In the process, however, almost every
building outside of the historic Star Fort was razed, including a few garrison buildings dating to the
early 1g9th century. The only buildings left outside of the ramparts were, a large brick magazine
constructed during the Civil War, and an incinerator building in the southwest corner of the
property. By the early 1930s, the War Department had reconfigured Fort McHenry in the manner of
a pleasant city park, including riverfront walks, benches, memorial groves of trees, and wide
greenswards of well-maintained turf. No effort was made to represent conditions present during
the 1814 bombardment, and few resources were devoted to public education and interpretation.

While the War Department transferred stewardship of Fort McHenry National Park to the
National Park Service in 1933, later altering its name in 1939 to Fort McHenry National Monument
and Historic Shrine, outwardly visitors would have recognized very little change in management
beyond improved signage and interpretive efforts. The physical layout of the park and its public
facilities remained as they were under the War Department for the next thirty years. During the
years of the New Deal under the leadership of President Franklin Roosevelt, most of the emergency
economic relief funds expended for Fort McHenry were concentrated on bricks-and-mortar
preservation efforts at the Star Fort rather that on developing new visitor facilities. Several
iterations of Master Plans were accomplished prior to World War II, reconfiguring parking,
restroom accommodations, and museum and office requirements, but none of these were
implemented. The great commonality among these early NPS plans was the insistence that new
visitor facilities be placed outside of the boundary of the property as it stood during the 1814
bombardment. Thus, parking lots and new buildings were to be located to the west of the Star Fort,
on lands acquired by the government in 1836.
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The onset of World War II pinched off the flow of New Deal funds as the National Park Service
dealt with the economic austerity of the war effort on the home front. U. S. Coast Guard and U. S.
Navy forces came to reoccupy portions of the historic grounds during the war, yet the property
remained open to the public for the duration. At the conclusion of the war, increases in operational
and capital funding were slow in coming. The public, freed from wartime restrictions on gasoline
and tires, began to notice deterioration in facilities of the national park system. This prompted NPS
Director Conrad Wirth to develop and advocate for a ten-year program of capital and operational
improvements that became known as "MISSION 66."

Beginning in 1956, funds from the National Park Service MISSION 66 program restarted
planning efforts leading toward expanded visitor facilities at Fort McHenry. Park design concepts
were changing following World War II as the popularity of the automobile led planners to
concentrate on facilitating efficient visitor flow. Out of the pre-war park museum, the idea of the
park visitor center emerged as a place where the public would be oriented to the site, receive
highlights from its history, and pay an admission fee prior to touring the natural or historic features.
Important elements from Fort McHenry's MISSION 66 prospectus included a small visitor center
located outside of the Star Fort and west of the 1814 reservation boundary, removal of the parking
lot built by the War Department north-east of the Star Fort, and construction of a larger new
parking lot close to the visitor center. Other significant elements of the MISSION 66 program at
Fort McHenry included the relocation of the neo-classical statue of Orpheus commemorating
Francis Scott Key away from the central driveway to a less conspicuous location near the Civil War
era powder magazine, and marking the 1814 reservation boundary with a hedge or low wall.
Practical provisions for housing park rangers and maintenance facilities were located well to the
west, just north of the park entrance gate.

Following completion of the MISSION 66 program at Fort McHenry during the early 1960s,
assumptions regarding visitation and capacities of both visitor center and parking lot were
immediately challenged. Revised park plans, dated just three weeks after the dedication of the new
visitor center recommended the expansion of both the building and parking lot based on
complaints of overcrowding. A seasonal overflow parking lot was constructed west of the main lot
utilizing stabilized turf, a mixture of crushed stone and soil that supports traffic yet allows grass to
grow.

In 1968, a new Master Plan was completed for Fort McHenry, addressing perceived inadequacies
of the visitor center building, parking lot, and entrance road. The 1968 plan proposed the re-
acquisition of a small parcel on the northern shore transferred to the Corps of Engineers in the
1920s for use as additional parking area and, considering the Niehaus's statue of Orpheus and other
memorial elements as intrusions and distractions, recommended the removal of these from the
property. The 1968 plan did however maintain a consistency with previous plans, identifying the
area east of the 1814 reservation boundary as the "preservation zone," and the area west of the 1814
boundary as the park's "public development zone." Yet before any work could be undertaken
toward implementing these recommendations, a new threat loomed, casting a shadow on the
practicality of making any plans whatsoever toward the park's future. One of the three proposed
routes for Interstate 95 published in 1971 included a large suspension bridge positioned directly
above Fort McHenry's historic Star Fort.

In time, the political muscle of neighborhood groups, combined with attention from national
preservation interests, including National Park Service leadership, helped to transform the
suspension bridge proposal into a tunnel crossing located immediately off Fort McHenry's
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southern riverbank. Nevertheless, between 1971 and 1980, while the highway alternatives remained
an open question, plans for Fort McHenry were held in abeyance. A new planning effort began in
1987, following the completion of the tunnel project in 1985. This new plan, an amendment to the
1968 plan, abandoned the prior proposal to enlarge the current visitor center in favor of its outright
replacement with a larger new building. The proposal to remove memorial elements from the
property was retained in the new plan, although this was later strongly discouraged by NPS regional
leadership.

Before the National Park Service could take steps toward new visitor facilities at Fort McHenry,
dramatically deteriorating conditions in the masonry features belonging to the Star Fort compelled
the park to prioritize bricks-and-mortar preservation efforts. These had not received serious
attention for over sixty years, since the Great Depression. Planning and research for this project,
known as "Package 276," began in 1991 with preservation fieldwork beginning in 1995. Final work
on this ten-year, $6,000,000 project was not completed until 2003.

FINDINGS

Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine consists of a single cultural landscape.
No immediate corrective action is required to maintain its current good condition. The landscape
shows no evidence of major negative disturbance or deterioration by natural or human forces.
Cultural and natural features and characteristics are well preserved.

While the landscape is understood as a single entity consisting of forty-three acres, this report,
together with earlier planning documents, acknowledges the presence of two sub-areas comprising
the whole. The area east of the 1814 reservation boundary generally represents the extent of the
government reservation during the time of the historic bombardment, and is identified as the
"Historic Core Character Area" in this report. The parcel west of the 1814 reservation boundary was
purchased by the government in 1836 and added to the military reservation. This area is identified in
this report as the "West Expansion Character Area." Prior planning documents have identified this
western parcel as the park's development zone. Both areas contain features and characteristics that
contribute to the historical significance of the property. Fort McHenry National Monument and
Historic Shrine is in its entirety listed on the National Register of Historic Places.

One of the key objectives in the preparation of this cultural landscape report has been the
identification of key resources and assessing the impacts of various alternatives for expanding or
replacing existing park visitor and administrative facilities. Improvements to these facilities have
been a recognized goal of the park since at least 1964, when shortcomings in the formulae and
assumptions behind the park's MISSION 66 development program first became apparent.

According to the 21 May 2004 "Draft Development Concept Plan/Environmental
Assessment/Assessment of Effect for Fort McHenry's Educational/Administrative Center,"
improvements to current visitor facilities would:

» accommodate current and future visitation needs; providing vital space for educational
purposes and;

» consolidating park operations; establishing space for partner groups to assist in the park’s
education and interpretive programs.

Much of the park’s infrastructure dates to the early 1960s. Since that time, visitation has grown
to approximately 607,000 annually, creating seasonal delays or denial of public service due to the
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physical incapacity of both the Visitor Center and parking areas. Current projections suggest that
continued trends over the next ten years could raise visitation to 723,839. Motivated by these
trends, the National Park Service is considering changes to 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 increase the efficiency of park operations by:

» providing updated facilities and increased services and amenities;

» increasing park access through alternative modes of transportation through improved
services and strengthened partnerships and;

» enhancing the efficiency of park operations by removing administrative functions from
historic buildings and landscapes and providing adequate alternative facilities.

This document considers four alternatives including one "No Build" alternative and three
"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 alternatives
include:

Alternative A - No Build, 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 inside historic buildings found
within the Star Fort.

Alternative B - Rehabilitated Visitor Center, would enhance and expand the current Visitor
Center. These improvements would provide more room for interpretation and education, but
would not be of a size 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 - Decentralized Campus Plan, 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 - Centralized Education/Administration Building, the NPS Preferred Alternative,
would also demolish the current Visitor Center, and construct a facility between the parking lot and
the historic road trace leading to the post wharf. 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 gate, as
Alternatives B and C propose. To provide more parking, and preserve the park’s green open space,
a grass-roofed parking terrace would replace the current unpaved overflow parking area.

The authors of this report took part in discussions leading to the formulation of the alternatives
summarized above, concurrent with their work in researching and evaluating Fort McHenry's
cultural landscape. Due to this involvement in the planning process, the author's feel that their
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work has been valuable in successfully advocating for the continued inviolability of the historic 1814
reservation boundary. The information contained in the following report has also been useful in
consolidating the corporate memory of Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine's
more recent planning history. This has been persuasive in maintaining the longstanding prohibition
against constructing new public facilities east of the 1814 boundary.

This is not to say that the land acquired by the government in 1836 and added to the Fort
McHenry military reservation does not contain cultural resources, features, and characteristics
contributing to the historical significance of the property. All of Fort McHenry, the entire park
property, is protected by the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, not merely that portion
east of the 1814 reservation boundary. The question as to the appropriate placement of visitor
facilities is rather an issue of emphasis and priority. The findings of this report support the
conclusions found in 1999 National Register documentation identifying features of the property
dating to as late as 1945 as "contributing" to the historical significance of Fort McHenry.

Regarding Alternative A, the "no-build" alternative, there is no doubt that this choice would fail
to address important cultural resource management goals. Historic structures inside the Star Fort
would continue to be used beyond their capacity for purely administrative uses. Further, failing to
act would not address the longstanding problems involving interpretation and visitor services.
Enlarging the current visitor center as proposed in Alternative B, would be an improvement,
removing inappropriate uses from historic buildings, and improving the quality of exhibits and
interpretive opportunities. However, these strides forward would be overshadowed by the
enlargement of a building that already encroaches into the historic viewshed of the Star Fort.

Alternatives C and D reflect two fundamentally different approaches toward meeting the park's
need for additional visitor services and administrative space. Alternative C seeks to minimize the
size of new building(s) serving these needs by treating Fort McHenry as a campus, reducing the
footprint, and massing of visitor facilities near the Star Fort by removing administrative functions to
a separate building placed in a less sensitive quadrant of the property. In counterpoint, Alternative
D seeks to maximize the park's organizational effectiveness by concentrating visitor services and
administrative functions together in a single building. Both Alternatives C and D propose to locate a
large new building immediately west of the 1814 boundary, north of the existing Visitor Center.

Both alternatives respect historic spatial relationships, such as the major and minor site axis formed
by the Fort Avenue (east-west), and the combined 1814 reservation boundary and road to the post
wharf (north-south). Both alternatives orient the long axis of the proposed buildings approximately
north-south, as was done historically with garrison buildings found in this area of the property. The
fundamental difference between Alternatives C and D lay in the size of the buildings proposed
immediately west of the sensitive 1814 reservation boundary. The primary building proposed in
Alternative D is significantly larger than the primary building proposed in Alternative C. This does
not necessarily make Alternative D an inferior preservation choice to Alternative C. The author's of
this report find that both alternatives have the potential to meet park needs while preserving park
resources.

The choice of Alternative D merely assigns a more complex design problem if the larger building
is to fit appropriately with its context and not vie against the Star Fort for the visitor's first
impression of the site. Acknowledging the malleable nature of early plans as they are transformed
into construction documents, consultation with interested parties, including the Maryland State
Historic Preservation Officer, should be an ongoing process as the details of the park's plans
materialize beyond the general approaches sketched out in the draft environmental assessment.
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SITE HISTORY

PRE-HISTORY TO 1814

The following site history of Fort McHenry relies on both primary and secondary sources to
describe the physical evolution of the site from pre-history to the present day. For the period prior
to the American Civil War, this narrative references several excellent texts. Most notable of these is
the recently compiled “On the shore dimly seen...": an Archeological Overview Fort McHenry
National Monument and Historic Shrine, Baltimore, Maryland, completed in 2000 by Charles Cheek,
Joseph Balicki and John Pousson. The presentation of Fort McHenry's developmental history is
organized according to the national context presented by Emanuel Raymond Lewis in Seacoast
Fortifications of the United States: An Introductory History (1979), incorporating definitions of the
"First System," "Second System" and "Third System" of United States coastal fortifications. Other
valuable texts referenced in this narrative include, "An Architectural Study of Fort McHenry: A
Historic American Building Survey," by Lee N. Nelson (1961), and Fort McHenry by Scott Sheads

(1995).

NATIVE AMERICAN SETTLEMENT AND LAND-USE

The earliest known inhabitants of Baltimore's environs in the Mid-Atlantic region are linked to
the Paleo-Indian (10,000-8,000 B.C.) and Archaic (8,000-1,000 B.C.) periods. Itis likely that social
communities of the Archaic and the Paleo-Indian period shared many of the characteristics of
groups present during later periods. The major distinction between earlier and later periods of
Native American land-use relates to cultivation of crops by later peoples. Changes in practices
sustaining native groups were probably due to environmental changes that in turn influenced social
interaction with other groups. Environmental changes attributed to this period include local,
regional, and global consequences of the post-Pleistocene rise of sea level due to a warming climate,
and the subsequent development of more abundant floral and faunal resources.’

Information regarding groups of the Early (1000 B.C.-A.D. 500) and Middle A.D. (500-900)
Woodland periods is scarce due to a lack of physical evidence. Even the cultural characteristics and
linguistic identity of these groups remains uncertain. The Late Woodland period (A.D. 900-1600) is
better understood. Prehistoric sites near Baltimore have revealed cultural similarities with native
groups south of Maryland. Scholarship suggests that these groups spoke either closely related
Algonquian languages or dialects of the same language. Evidence has also been found indicating
that communities in the area surrounding Baltimore were in contact with each other, possibly for
the purposes of trade. Information regarding which groups traded with each other is not known,
but a likely list includes Patuxent, the Nanticoke, and Conoy grouping of various Algonquian-
speaking tribes, (this includes the Piscataway on the Maryland shore of the Potomac, being the
predominant group in this region).”

Despite being unable to document and describe the extent to which native peoples manipulated
the landscape of the lower Patapsco River, it is possible to evoke a general picture of land use
patterns of the early fifteenth century prior to European contact and influence. Stable native
settlements were located primarily at coastal sites, while temporary camps tended to occur inland.
The broader Native American landscape was organized by the rivers emptying into the Chesapeake
Bay and the diverse and extensive resources available within upland river valleys and floodplains.
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Algonquin groups in the area cultivated a variety of plants, including corn (Zea mays) and tobacco
(Nicotiana rustica). Hunting and trapping of animals, fishing, and the collection of shellfish
provided dietary proteins, and skins for clothing.’

When Captain John Smith explored the Chesapeake Bay in 1608, he noted that the entire lower
Patapsco River area appeared absent of human settlement. This contrasted with his reports of a
greater relative population along the banks of the Potomac and Patuxent Rivers to the south. There,
villages were arranged as lively centers, probably in part to make a more effective defense. The
threat of attack in the region probably worked to discourage the establishment of smaller, more
isolated communities, perhaps helping to explain why the lower Patapsco was not widely settled.*

Friction between native groups was the likely cause of the differences in settlement density noted
by Smith in the Upper Chesapeake. This would have been especially likely along the western shore
where conflict between the Massawomeck and the Susquehannock frequently spilled over to the
harassment of other southerly Algonquian-speaking groups. The annoyance of relatively small and
weak native settlements by more powerful native groups probably favored the establishment of a
European colony in 1634, where the newcomers may have appeared as potential allies. There, the
native peoples welcomed the English to their village of "Yaocomaco" on the western shore of the
Chesapeake, extending themselves to the point of selling their settlement to the English to be
restyled as Saint Marie's City.

EUROPEAN SETTLEMENT

During 1608, in the course of exploring, Smith passed near the site later known as Whetstone
Point.’ In his descriptions of the region, Smith noted great potential for future settlement due to the
abundance of natural harbors and lush vegetation growing in the marshland extending well away
from the riverbanks. During English settlement of the Chesapeake Bay area of the mid-to-late
seventeenth century, farmsteads were typically sited on points of land jutting into tidal rivers. Like
the native peoples preceding them, settlement choices were based on proximity to water. Prior to
the construction of improved roads, these rivers served as critical transportation routes. Access to
deep water made cultivation and transport of tobacco profitable, providing easier access to world
markets.” The provisional European settlement in the region was made more durable by the
ruinous defeat of the Susquehannock at the hands of the League of the Iroquois in 1652. The defeat
required the weakened Susquehannock to negotiate with the colonists for access to firearms. Such
bargaining led the tribe to divest large tracts of land on both shores of the Chesapeake Bay.” By
1660, responding to a need for greater organization within the community, the Maryland colony
established geographic boundaries for Baltimore County as a political entity. Within these
boundaries, settlement was allowed to expand.

During this period, scattered groups of Nanticoke and possibly Algonquian tribes, occupied
Baltimore's environs, displaced from areas on the Eastern Shore. By the end of the seventeenth
century, the remnants of Algonquian-speaking groups in southern Maryland migrated further. The
Conoy were forced to move up the Potomac River valley, leaving its watershed in their northward
escape to Pennsylvania. At this time, native groups remaining on the eastern shore of the
Chesapeake were confined to shrinking reservations and otherwise subjected to political and legal
repression of their former freedom. Evidence of the Native American’s decline in the area is shown
in the establishment of a garrison near Baltimore." By 1744, the majority of the Nanticoke were
forced to resettle in Pennsylvania and only remnants of the various tribes remained in Maryland.’
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WHETSTONE POINT AND SURROUNDING ENVIRONS

During the early eighteenth century, Maryland's economy continued to be based on tobacco
cultivation. The tobacco economy fostered diffuse land-use patterns, discouraging the growth of
central port cities. Baltimore was but one of many stops for ships collecting tobacco from riverside
wharves for export. Thomas Jefferson, commenting specifically on Virginia, but more generally on
regional settlement wrote, "We have no townships. Our country being much intersected with
navigable waters, and trade brought generally to our doors, instead of our being obliged to go in
quest of it, has probably been one of the causes why we have not towns of any consequence."”

As the tobacco trade expanded, prominent Marylanders sought greater distinction, and tax
revenues. Asaresult,in 1706, the Maryland Assembly established Whetstone Point, a peninsula
formed by the confluence of the North West and Ferry branches of the Patapsco River, as an official
port of entry. Prior to this, Whetstone Point had been left relatively undisturbed, but was viewed as
a potential site for commercial development. The first records of land ownership indicate that
Charles Gorsuch owned the point in February 1661. He later sold the land to James Carroll in June
1702 who ascribed the Whetstone Point place name, probably to the presence of mineral deposits
found there." Yetit was the presence of iron ore that lead to the 1727 sale of the property to the
English Principio Company. During this period, the European settlement of the region was growing
apace. Within two years, the Maryland Assembly provided sixty acres to erect the town of
Baltimore.

The subsequent growth of the town of Baltimore as a national transportation hub, as well as a
manufacturing and distribution center, played a significant role in the development of Fort
McHenry’s development. On 8 August 1729, after several prominent Marylanders petitioned the
governor, Baltimore was officially named as a town. The new recognition included permission to
operate a customs house supervising and extracting taxes from the export of tobacco and import of
goods from overseas. During this period agriculture in Maryland's interior increased following a
change from tobacco to grain crops. This change in regional agriculture required the development
of storehouses to consolidate the less conveniently transported staple, further increasing
Baltimore's civic importance. In addition, as a consequence of the Revolutionary War, the city’s
population and economic importance grew. Although military engagements associated with the war
bypassed Baltimore, the city prospered due to an increase in demand for iron, shipbuilding, and
processing mills. Baltimore became a major regional urban center and was a principle supplier for
the Revolutionary War effort. By the end of the eighteenth century, Baltimore was the fifth busiest
port, trading exclusively with Europe and the West Indies, ranking as the third most important
commercial city in the United States.”

FORT WHETSTONE 1776-1780

During the Revolutionary War, harbor fortifications were crucial in defending important port
cities. The threat of the British Navy patrolling the Chesapeake Bay left the town of Baltimore in a
state of anxiety. The sighting of a single British Sloop of War, "Otter," as it approached the mouth
of the Patapsco was enough to call the Maryland Congress into action.” In 1776, nine months after
British troops fired on Massachusetts militia at Lexington, the Maryland Congress of Deputies
resolved, "...the Town of Baltimore be fortified if it be practicable."* Maryland's Council of Safety
requested that Samuel Purviance, Chairman of the Committee of Observation in Baltimore Town,
“would furnish them with a Chart of the North East Branch of Patapsco River from Whetstone
Point; also the Soundings a Depth of the Water between that point and Gorsuch's Point also a plan
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of Fortifications and Cheveaux de Frise of other Obstructions to be placed in the River together
with an Estimate of the Expense."” Further, the Committee of Observance engaged two amateur
engineers, Felix Louis Massenbach and James Alcock to locate a suitable site for a harbor defense
based on their familiarity with eighteenth century European fortifications.

The protection of Baltimore’s harbor focused on the construction of defensive works at
Whetstone Point.” Construction of an earthen redoubt began in 1776. The earthen structure took
the form of a true heraldic star, featuring simple two-sided salients forming the basis for its defense.”
Upon completion, the first known military company to garrison the works at Whetstone Point was
Captain Fulford’s militia artillery. In addition to the star-shaped redoubt, additional defenses
completed included an open riverfront battery and wooden barracks. In 1778, a boom was placed
across the North West channel to Gorsuch Point, providing a physical barrier to entrance into
Baltimore’s inner harbor.” By the autumn of 1778, thirty-eight cannon were emplaced, and a
hospital had been constructed to serve the soldiers.” The earliest description of the fortified point
noted, “the fort, batteries and boom at Whetstone Point are in excellent order; an air furnace
erected at the point, from which red thunderbolts of war will be issued to meet our invading foes.

9920

In the summer of 1781, the British consolidated their forces at the Chesapeake seaport of
Yorktown, Virginia. To entrap the British, who were awaiting naval transport, Count de
Rochembeau’s advanced his French troops overland, passing through Baltimore. Assigned to
Rochembeau’s staff was Captain Louis Alexandre Berthier, a cartographer who provided the earliest
known map of Whetstone Point (Figure 1.1).” After the Siege of Yorktown by the combined French
and American forces and the subsequent British surrender under Lord Cornwallis on 19 October
1781, the discussion over additional defenses for Baltimore ended. Given the British defeat, the
Maryland Commissioners for Confiscated British Property surveyed and subdivided divided
Whetstone Point into seventy-six lots. By 1781, the first auctions were held and sixteen lots were
sold, primarily on the upper end of the peninsula and soon after, additional lots were sold in a
second auction.” However, the tip of the peninsula would remain in private ownership for only a
short time as the new confederation of states eyed this strategic location as an apt spot for future
defenses (Figure 1.2).

In the absence of a strong centralized government, the Maryland Council of Safety initiated the
first program of improvements for the defensive works at Whetstone Point. Despite their lack of
formal training in engineering, plans were developed and implemented by local residents and
militia. The fort and water batteries were so arranged to take full advantage of the location,
commanding the approach channel into Baltimore.” By 1793, the post was referred to as Fort
Whetstone. Landward access was by way of a cart way leading from Baltimore Town following the
ridgeline of the peninsula. The riverbanks of the point were still subject to the scouring effect of
storms, and during this period mud and other sediments sloped gently outward from the riverbanks,
alternatively covered and laid bare by the action of the tides.

The fort commanded a central position on the eastern side of the peninsula with the major
feature, the star-shaped redoubt, located on high ground. Asillustrated on maps dating to 1792, the
redoubt was designed as a true five-pointed star (Figure 1.3). This structure's purpose was to defend
the batteries from attack by land, and further offered a second line of defense should the exterior
water batteries fail. During this time, water batteries prevailed as the main deterrent against a naval
attack. Their effectiveness was based on their ability to fire red-hot projectiles at a low trajectory,
skipping these across the surface with the aim to penetrate the wooden hulls of ships at the water
line.” The two water batteries at Fort Whetstone were constructed close to the riverbank to
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maximizing their effectiveness. The batteries consisted of earthen works supporting wooden
platforms, atop of which numerous guns were strategically positioned. A small topographic rise to
the southeast of the fort served as a barrier, or traverse, protecting the water batteries from
enfilading fire (Figure 1.4).

Although circulation patterns at Fort Whetstone are not well documented, it is likely that a path
led from the east side of the redoubt down to the two water batteries. It is likely that paths also led
to several structures serving the fort, clustered tightly to the north of the redoubt; consisting of a
magazine, furnace, Officers’ quarters and barracks (Figure 1.5). These defenses apparently served as
an effective deterrent, as the British chose not to attack them, and the colonists gained their
independence in 1783.

FIRST AMERICAN SYSTEM 1794-1804

Political revolution in France led to European political instability, ultimately threatening to the
continued independence of the United States. President Washington understood implications
inherent in the political disarray of its strongest ally, and pressed Congress to fund improvements to
harbor defenses. In 1793, the Maryland legislature responded to President Washington's warnings
by granting permission for the War Department to build additional fortifications for the defense of
the city at Whetstone Point, “with the consent of the owner of the soil.”” On 20 March 1794, the
first federal appropriation for coastal fortifications was authorized. Under this authorization, the
Secretary of War issued instructions as to the general qualities of the fortifications, which were to be
of an inexpensive temporary character, leaving details of design and construction to engineers on
site.”

Under this program of improvement, what Emanuel Raymond Lewis has identified as the First
American System, changes to the existing fortifications at Whetstone Point included the design and
construction of a new star-shaped redoubt and the reconstruction of the water batteries. Allied
once again with the French against the British treat, input for the design of the post involved plans
produced by three French military architects: Major John Jacob Ulrich Rivardi (1794-1797), Major
Louis Tousard (1798), and John Foncin (1799-1800). It is likely that the works were essentially
complete by 1802.”

Rivardi’s contribution to the project involved the reconstruction of the water batteries, although
his observations of the design shortcomings of the old star-shaped redoubt were noted by his
successors in the decision to replace the original structure. Construction of the new fort began
under Tousard’s plan; with the work soon interrupted by the revisions proposed by Foncin as
shown on a plan from 1803 (Figure 1.6).” Thus, following Foncin’s revised design, the fort’s primary
structures were completed in 1805, and soon thereafter named in honor of James McHenry, the
Secretary of War. As with the old fort, the orientation of the five-pointed star design protected
defenders from a land attack and provided cover if the water batteries were overtaken. The
"points" on the reconfigured fort incorporated reentrant angles that formed bastions featuring four
sides. The "flanks" created by the new angles designed into the fort's five bastions reduced the
vulnerability of the fort's five curtain walls by exposing attackers to fire from two sides.

If the Water Battery fell to attackers landing on the riverbank, a ditch located at the base of the
star-shaped fort's walls served as the second line of defense. If the works were approached by land,
infantry could be ordered into the ditch, protected by a five-foot earthen counterscarp. In such a
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position, the infantry, standing on a banquette, or firing step, could slow the advance of the enemy
with musketry and pike, with covering fire provided by artillery inside the fort.

If all else failed, the fort with its five projecting bastions would become the third and final line of
defense. To repel an attacking force, twenty cannon were mounted in groups of four at embrasures
designed into the faces of each bastion. The location of gun emplacements provided interlocking
fields of fire, eliminating vulnerable blind spots, covering all exterior curtain walls, faces, and flanks
of the fortification.”

SECOND AMERICAN SYSTEM 1807-1814

When the threat that prompted the 1794 improvements had passed, the struggling young nation's
coastal defenses were neglected yet again. New fortification projects were not considered and only
small appropriations were granted to fund general maintenance. However, following a British
attack on a United States vessel off Hampton Roads in 1807, a new threat of war grew between Great
Britain and her former colonies. Over a three-year period initiated by the 1807 Chesapeake -Leopard
incident, Congress approved the then enormous sum of three million dollars to implement the
defenses of the Second System (1807-1814). In general, the fortifications constructed during the
Second System were more elaborate than those of the First System; their configuration, plan, and
construction were supervised by American-born engineers for the first time. However, national
coordination was still at a premium and the form and function of the structures varied greatly. The
architecture of Fort McHenry, during the historic defense of Baltimore, included a combination of
characteristics typical of the First and Second systems.”

The national program for the Second System included remodeling and strengthening existing
harbor defenses. In addition, following the implementation of the First System there were more
strategic locations to defend with major harbor fortifications increasing from twenty to thirty-one
nationwide. New coastal fortification projects reflected the growth of economically important
commercial cities, especially along the coast of New England, and the Louisiana territories.” At the
outbreak of war in 1812, the national program of construction for the Second System and plans for
the defense of the nation were well advanced.

The population of Baltimore reacted to the outbreak of war by quickly building and dispatching
a large number of privateers. These vessels were designed for attacking non-military targets and
were able to interrupt the commerce of the British merchant fleet; capturing the ships and their
cargo. The British responded in a limited fashion with a naval blockade at the entrance to
Chesapeake and Delaware bays, preventing the privateers from gaining access to open water.
Additional offensive operations by the British were indefinitely postponed while more pressing
matters were dealt with. Britain’s navy was otherwise well occupied as Wellington waged his
Iberian Peninsula Campaign against Napoleonic France.” Thus, by 1812, construction of the Second
System at Fort McHenry was essentially completed; protecting Baltimore from the British should
they decide to attack. Extensive alterations to the fort and its exterior water batteries continued
over the next two years as weaknesses were discovered in the design of the fortifications. The fort’s
defenses were finally tested during September 1814.

After the British land forces captured Washington D.C. in August, they moved against Baltimore
using coordinated land and naval attacks. On 13 September 1814, the British offensive culminated in
the British bombardment of Fort McHenry, lasting about twenty-four hours (Figure 1.7). The
assault failed and the British withdrew; Fort McHenry had survived and the engagement on the
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Chesapeake ended after nearly two years of occupation (Figure 1.8). The defiant display of the
national flag and Francis Scott Key’s composition of the Star-Spangled Banner, cemented Fort
McHenry’s place as a symbol of American patriotism and independence.

The British withdrawal reflected the advantages that harbor fortifications then enjoyed over
naval forces; the contemporary military doctrine was that harbor fortifications could not be taken
by naval forces without overwhelming superiority.”

SUMMARY LANDSCAPE DESCRIPTION - 1814

In 1814, the approach to Fort McHenry from Baltimore was still via the original cart way. The
subdivision in ownership of adjacent lots would likely have been recognized by fencing or by
changes in vegetation and land-use. Major portions of this land bordering the road to Baltimore
was marshland; much of the lower lying land was unsuitable for tillage, and where used at all, was
put to use grazing livestock or the production of fodder. The boundary to the reservation was well
to the east of its current line, marked by a modest fence stretching roughly north-south across the
peninsula. East of this fence, numerous buildings occupied an area north of the star-shaped fort,
many of them organized to face a driveway leading to the post wharf. Theses structures served the
garrison in various ways; as barracks, storehouses, stables, a hospital, a bakery, a blacksmith shop,
and officers' quarters. On the southwest portions of the grounds, away from the fortifications, a
kitchen garden provided produce. A burial ground was located near the southeast point of the
peninsula.

The three major fortifications at the post were the Star Fort itself and two exterior water batteries
above the shore line, open to the west. Access to the inside of the Star Fort was provided by a
timber bridge leading to the sally port. By 1813, Decius Wadsworth had constructed a small Ravelin
in front of the sally-port. The Ravelin was constructed of a triangular mound of earth and revetted
with brick. After passing over the timber bridge and through the sally port, the inside of the redoubt
consisted of a small courtyard defined by the enclosure provided by brick buildings of varying sizes.
The central area was nearly equally divided between a small parade and a landscaped area, probably
of turf. Straight pathways led from the small courtyard parade to the various buildings, including a
powder magazine and four barracks. Smaller features included a cistern, wells, privies, a
guardhouse, and a flagstaff.* The flagstaff was located to the northwest side of the parade ground,
about thirty feet west of the parade end of the sally-port (Figure 1.9).

Earthen ramps leading from the entrance to the fort provided access to the ramparts and
bastions. Initially, the bastions were poorly armed, even on the eve of the attack. This was true of
the fort as a whole, including the water batteries. Only after May 1814 did the fort have a full
compliment of arms. Featuring five bastions, the fort was able to deploy 23 twenty-four pounders
and 36 eighteen and thirty-six pounders to defend against an enemy barrage from the water. The
fort's ramparts were approximately thirty-eight feet wide and only fifteen feet above the bottom of
the surrounding ditch. The ditch, which provided the second line of defense to the exterior water
batteries, was thirty feet wide and five feet deep. In this ditch, United States infantry soldiers would
form a line on the firing step ready to repel a landing attack at close quarters. The interior of the
parapets and bastions were filled with earth, which was sodded and planted with Lombardy poplar
trees, helping to consolidate the soil below. The vegetation provided camouflage for the fort and in
combination with the low-lying position of the fortifications, made it difficult to locate, especially
when viewed from the water (Figure 1.10).
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The trees were arranged symmetrically with six planted toward the front of each bastion about
ten feet apart, two on either side of the angle. These trees would have been removed prior to the
British attack, when the bastions were platformed during the process of making ready. Further
planting on the bastion included nine trees along the top of four curtain walls, evenly spaced. Inside
the fort, extending around the courtyard were thirty-four trees. Two more were located next to the
commandant's quarters and with another pair on each side of the cistern. Contemporary images
and later accounts indicate that the trees were Lombardy poplars known for their rapid growth and
ability to dry wet soils.
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FIGURES: PRE-HISTORY TO 1814
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Figure 1.1. Portion of a 1781 plan by Berthier showing Whetstone Point and surrounding environs. Berthier, Louis-

Alexandre, “Ville, port, et rade de Baltimore dans le Maryland,” c. 1781, Library of Congress, Rochambeau
Collection, call number G3844.B2A11781.B4.
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Figure 1.2. June 1840 plan by Butler entitled “Plat of Lots of Land Belonging to the
General Government on which Fort McHenry is Erected,” which shows plat of lots 34, 35
and 60 to 66, conveyed to the U.S. between 1795 and 1836, on land at Whetstone Point.
Shown on the plat are two roadways that became the two major access roads for Fort
McHenry. National Archives II, College Park, MD. RG 77.
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Figure 13. Detail of 1792 plan by A. P. Folie, entitled “Plan of the Town of Baltimore and its
Environs,” showing Fort Whetstone including Star Fort and shoreline batteries. Library of
Congress.

Figure1.4. Detail of 1782 L. A. Berthier plan entitled “Port et Rade de Baltimore” (Baltimore,
Harbor and Roadstead), which shows rise to the southeast of the fort which served as a barrier, or
traverse, protecting the exterior water batteries from enfilading fire. OCLP.
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Figure 1.5. Diagramdepicting 1793 Fort Whetstone landscape. Graphic prepared by the Olmsted
Center for Landscape Preservation (OCLP).
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Figure 1.6. 1803 anonymous plan entitled “ Fort McHenry,” which depicts the water batteriesin a
different configuration than 1782, aswell asthe Sar Fort. The trees shown on the plan are probably
Lombardy poplars; and the three poplars that were depicted in an 1853 illustration of the fort may have
been remnants fromthis original planting. National Archives |1, College Park, MD. Record Group 77.
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Figure1.7. “The Bombardment of Fort McHenry, September 13-14, 1814,” by Alfred Jacob Miller (1810-
1874). This image, painted c. 1829, depicts Lombardy poplar trees on the fort terreplein, in front of
the Star Fort buildings, and lining the approach road. Maryland Historical Society, Baltimore, MD.
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Figure1.8. Graphic showing the movements of American and British land and naval forces during
the Battle of Baltimore, 12-14 September 1814. National Park Service, Harper’s Ferry Center, 1985.
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Figure1.9. “The Flagis Full of Stars,” by Dale Gallon, 1989. This modern interpretive painting depicts Fort

McHenry in 1814, showing Lombardy poplars along the terreplein wall and in front of the fort’s interior buildings.
Dale Gallon Historical Art, Gettysburg, PA.

& .' e Sl i.""f'.- .

Figure 1.10. View of Fort McHenry and Whetstone Point from Baltimore’s Hampstead Hill, c. 1810. This rendering
indicates numerous trees inside and around the Star Fort. New York Historical Society.
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1815 TO 1865

THIRD AMERICAN SYSTEM

President Madison's critics argued that the recent war with Britain had unduly expanded the
powers of the federal government at the expense of the rights of individual states. These complaints
focused on the creation of a central bank, and the expense of maintaining a standing peace-time
national army. Regarding the nation's coastal defenses, the increased power of the federal
government following the conclusion of the War of 1812 stabilized funding for the military and
military projects. Thus, the Third System of United States coastal fortifications did not share the
urgent motivation behind construction under the First and Second systems. Attention and funds
could instead be methodically directed toward the creation of a permanent and truly integrated
system of harbor defenses.” Organized in 1816, a special board of officers from the War Department
was convened to conceptualize the scope of this new system.** Gentlemen amateurs were
eliminated from the planning process, while foreign expertise still had an important role to play.
The War Department's new fortification board was led by a military engineer that had formerly
served on Napoleon's staff.

This group was placed in charge of the entire undertaking with responsibility for designating the
positions requiring fortification, arranging these in order of their relative importance, determining
general design characteristics, and reviewing the specific selections and actual plans of the engineers
in charge of the projects. This long-term program of construction would continue until the Civil
War. President Monroe’s visit to Baltimore in 1817 afforded an opportunity to advise the assembled
military officers that “Congress has appropriated large sums of money, for the fortification of our
coast, and inland frontier, and for the establishment of naval dock yards, and for building a navy.””

As part of the general defense system for Baltimore, preliminary plans were made for a new fort
at Soller’s Point Flats. Located four miles below Fort McHenry in the middle of the Patapsco River,
the site would later be known as Fort Carroll. At Fort McHenry, the major construction work of
this period involved upgrading existing fortifications and armament, and continuing routine repairs.
Although Fort McHenry was not redesigned to reflect the typical characteristics proposed for the
Third System of fortification, it remained an important element in the defense of Baltimore.
According to the rationale of the Bernard Board, the fort was to serve as a secondary defense should
Fort Carroll fall.”

At Fort McHenry, construction was begun in 1817 on a granite seawall to help prevent the further
erosion and damage to the aging shore batteries. Even after the seawall was completed, the mud-
flats around the point were still exposed at low tide as illustrated by Captain William Tell Poussin in
1819 (Figure 2.1). Poussin's drawing of Fort McHenry, entitled, “Reconnoitering of Chesapeake Bay,
State of Maryland; Plan and Profiles of Fort McHenry,” was the first accurate drawing of the entire
reservation property following the 1814 bombardment (Figure 2.2). In this drawing, the major
defensive features present in 1814 had been retained with modifications, and new structures, such as
the seawall and western brick boundary wall had been added. The boundary wall consisted of a 10
foot high brick wall, with entry gates, along the western reservation boundary. The back walls of
the c. 1807 gun shed and store house were incorporated into the boundary wall.

Experience with Fort McHenry's design during the British bombardment exposed its
vulnerabilities. It was fortuitous that the interior courtyard magazine had not been destroyed when
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it sustained a direct hit by the British. With this in mind, bomb proofing projects were completed
on the parade magazine and the parade well. The Poussin plan also documents the presence of new
personnel bombproof on either side of the sally port and the construction of new magazines serving
the water batteries.

DETERIORATION AND OBSOLESENCE

Nevertheless, during the 1820s and early 1830s Fort McHenry again suffered from a lack of
funding, leading to another periodic cycle of deterioration to the post’s structures and facilities.
The Bernard Board completed its first report in 1821, barely mentioning forts of the First and Second
systems, as the board's priorities were with new forts employing new designs and techniques. From
this time forward, it became clear that Fort McHenry would play an ever-diminishing role in the
nation's coastal defenses. Observations made by various persons visiting and stationed at the fort
were generally negative. These accounts highlighted the inadequate level of maintenance work
leading to dilapidated buildings and the poor condition of the gun-carriages. For example, Captain
Bolton who was stationed at the fort in 1822 noted, the low level of maintenance stating, “a
considerable number of shot, instead of being piled, form the borders for walks. Quarters in only
tolerable order... Gun carriages on the ramparts rotten and unfit for service.”” Bolton, later
promoted to Major, commented in 1824 that, “the buildings occupied by the corps are old and will
require frequent expense.... Fort McHenry is at present in a state requiring considerable repairs.
The gun-carriages also, both sea-coast and field, are unfit for service.”*

Conditions at Fort McHenry affected the health of the garrison. A routine inspection in 1828
mentioned the garrison was in the process of returning from their summer cantonment. This was
apparently recommended by the Army in an effort to improve the health of the soldiers. Within a
year, another inspection furthered claims that soldiers were suffering from the poor sanitary
conditions found within the fort. In correspondence, reference is made to the presence of disease
within the garrison, and that the cause lay in the design of the buildings where “close confined air,
connected with damp....” The letter recommends improving the circulation of the air within the
quarters by, “raising the story four or five feet, the heat would be mitigated and the damp driven
from the rooms.”* Eventually improvements were made to buildings inside the fort in 1829 with
second stories added to the residential buildings including the addition of two-story porches facing
the parade ground.” The commanding officer’s quarters were also extended with a two-story
addition between the main structure and the formerly detached kitchen.

After the completion of these improvements, Karl Bernhard, Duke of Saxe-Weimar Eisenach
described Fort McHenry for his book, Travels Through North America During the Years 1825 and
1826. Observations made by the Duke were probably colored by his familiarity with superior
fortifications found throughout Europe. Despite his lack of enthusiasm for the design, it provides
one of the most detailed descriptions of Fort McHenry of the period:

The fort is very small, and ill-shaped; a pentagon with five little bastions, where at most but three large guns can
be mounted; in front of the entrance is a little ravelin which defends nothing. There is no counterscarp; the
ramparts are sodded. The fort is separated from the land by a wall, which might prove injurious than
advantageous. Near the water's edge there is a battery which can contain more than fifty guns for firing over
the beach. There are also some furnaces for heating cannon balls. It was this battery which offered the greatest

resistance to the British. Since that time, the engineers have erected bomb-proofs on each side of the gate, as
well as a bomb-proof powder magazine.”

The Duke’s analysis was accurate; the flaws he recognized in the design would soon render Fort
McHenry obsolete as a coastal defensive fort.
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PROGRAM OF IMPROVEMENTS

As early as 1830, Fort McHenry could not reliably defend Baltimore from a naval attack. The fort
had not kept pace with improvements to naval armaments during this period, and the location was
fast becoming unviable as a defensive site in protection of the growing city. Despite these issues, the
earlier decision by the Bernard Board to retain the post assured that limited funds would be made
available for upkeep. In 1833, with the arrival of Lieutenant Henry Thompson from the Corps of
Artillery, the post gained a competent supervisor for construction projects over the next six years.*
On 29 September 1836, orders were issued by Lieutenant Thompson for the evacuation of the fort in
preparation for the scheme of improvements. Two months later the post was enlarged when the
War Department purchased 15.75 acres covering the majority of the remaining land on the
peninsula. On the same day, 15 November, General Charles Gratiot was a successful bidder for the
Schwartzour property that lay adjacent to the fort, the central feature of which was a tavern. For the
next seven years, the Army used the tavern building to house medical staff.”

One of Lieutenant Thompson’s first actions was to cut down the trees growing in and on the Star
Fort. Lieutenant Thompson informed his superior, General Gratiot, that the work would be
completed swiftly. During this period the small interior parade was refurbished and the earthen
banks leading up to the terreplein were replaced with a stone revetment wall.¥ In 1835, a small
project was completed that added guardhouses, including prison cells, to either side of the sally
port. This led to the removal of the guardhouse then found wedged between barracks buildings. By
1839, the space vacated by the former guardhouse was filled with a shot furnace.* The parapet was
improved in 1837 when a breast-height wall was built, which was extended by eighteen inches two
years later. During this period, workers replaced the coping stones on the fort’s scarp wall with
granite.”

In addition to improving the design and layout of the fort, there was some modernization of the
fort’s armament. In 1835, Brigadier General Fenwick reported that Fort McHenry had no guns
mounted, the gun carriages and their associated platforms were decayed, and the water batteries as
worthless.”” This stirred the War Department into action, as gun traverses were constructed
between bastions three and five and at the shoulders of the bastions.

More significantly, a new exterior battery was constructed to replace the hopelessly deteriorated
upper and lower riverfront water batteries. The new exterior battery featured emplacements for
thirty-nine guns, and by 1842 included two shot furnaces (Figures 2.3 and 2.4).” In order to build the
new exterior battery, the Army had to reconfigure the Ravelin entrance in order to create a ramped
access between the new Outer Battery and the inside of the Star Fort. The new approach to the
entrance was constructed by regrading the counterscarp, allowing access across the dry moat
between the Ravelin and the Star Fort. The old entrance through the Ravelin was blocked and
seven gun emplacements were constructed atop of the triangular structure.

The defense of the Fort McHenry required open space to the west providing clear fields of fire in
case of an attack by land. The addition of over fifteen acres west of the former 1814 reservation
boundary created a spacious buffer protecting the Star Fort (Figure 2.5). The acquisition of this new
parcel also made possible the development of additional facilities, provided their arrangement did
not compromise the defensive design of the works. In 1837, a brick wall was constructed along the
new boundary line, which included an iron entrance gate. With the construction of a new entrance,
the alignment of the main driveway inside the post was moved to the north of its original location.
The altered road ran in a straight line up to the glacis and connected with the redesigned entrance at
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the sally port. A secondary road connected the east end of the main driveway with the wharf on the
north side of the peninsula. In 1839, a new hospital was constructed to the southwest of the
entrance gate, with mature deciduous trees apparently growing around the structure. Lieutenant
Thompson, pleased with the improvements of 1839 commented:

The quarters are all in excellent condition [and were] painted two years ago. New floors to the first story...
The hospital is new, & will be ready for occupation about the middle of April. The magazine is large, in good
order, drier than those I have generally seen, & has a lightning rod, the only one at the fort. ...I contemplate
finishing Fort McHenry agreeably to the present alteration by the later end of September.”

The overall program of improvements recommended closing the small burial ground on the
southeast side of the fort. Given the purchase of the additional acreage west of the Star Fort, the
Army was able to relocate structures and auxiliary services interfering with the defenses (Figure 2.6).
The bodies of those formerly interred were probably moved to the new cemetery located at the on
the south side of the peninsula at the beginning of the 1840s. By the 1850s, the Army had built two
brick ordnance storerooms adjacent to the new cemetery. There are indications that that the
grounds comprising the new cemetery plot were interspersed with mature deciduous trees.

A few of Fort McHenry's Lombardy poplars apparently escaped Lieutenant Thompson's axe.
An image of the fort during the 1850s shows three of the characteristically columnar trees located on
the south side of the road near the entrance to the fort (Figure 2.7). What appear to be civilians are
shown enjoying in the park-like scene. A short distance to the west of this grouping there appears
to have been a mature deciduous tree that was also located next to the road. On the north side of
the fort, west of the chapel, three brick stables had also been constructed, and the central portion of
the newly acquired acreage to the west was marked as a drilling area for the garrison.

THE CIVIL WAR: 1861 - 1865

Despite repairs and improvements to the post over previous decades, as every year went by the
historic fort became less prepared to defend against modern arms. Yet, Fort McHenry still had a
role to play as war loomed between the southern and northern states during the late 1850s. Rather
than defend the new nation against a foreign attack, it would instead impose the will of the federal
government inside a blatantly hostile region. In the process, Fort McHenry became a focal point for
local resentment due to its role as detention center for political internees and Confederate prisoners
of war (Figure 2.8).

On the morning of 2 April 1861 Captain John C. Robinson, commander at Fort McHenry, noted
growing evidence that the fort was to be attacked after sundown that evening. The attack was to
come from the land, via the road to Baltimore. However, he stated confidently that the fort was well
defended and would remain in the possession of Union forces (Figure 2.9).”> Such confidence was
confirmed by a report appearing in the Baltimore American and Commercial Advertiser:

Since the commencement of actual hostilities between the North and the South, Fort McHenry has become an
object of special attraction on the part of the citizens of Baltimore. The post is under the command of Captain
Robinson, of the fifth infantry, who is universally esteemed as an accomplished and experienced officer. The
fort has not been reinforced, the rumors to the contrary not withstanding, the number of effective men is about
two hundred, who are kept in a high state of military discipline. The strictest military regulations are
necessarily enforced, and citizens are not admitted within the works.

Despite the display of confidence, the Secretary of War was not prepared to take any chances,
sending three regiments of Philadelphia troops as reinforcements under the command of General

George Cadwallader. Upon arriving in Baltimore, General Cadwallader, as commander of the
Maryland district, divided his troops between Federal Hill and Fort McHenry to defend against the

32



SITE HISTORY

citizens of Baltimore attacking the fort.”* However, the night passed without incident and in the
days that followed the threat subsided. No more plots against the fort were discovered, and for the
remainder of the Civil War, Fort McHenry served as a detention center for political prisoners and
enemy combatants.”

In June 1861, it became clear that members of Maryland’s General Assembly were on the verge of
secession. Urgent action by the Federal government was required to prevent the split. Allen
Pinkerton, leading Union espionage efforts, was given the job of arresting members of the General
Assembly and Baltimore’s Mayor, George Brown, for good measure. After the arrests were made,
the political prisoners were brought to the fort, where Pinkerton had established his headquarters.
As a sign of the changing times, George Armistead Appleton, the grandson of the much lauded
Lieutenant Colonel George Armistead, was also arrested for being in possession of a Confederate
flag. Francis Key Howard, grandson of Francis Scott Key, was arrested due to his employment as an
editor on the Baltimore Exchange, which sympathized with the South’s cause. He later wrote of the
irony of his arrest and imprisonment at Fort McHenry in a pamphlet entitled, An American Bastille:

When I looked out in the morning, I could not help being struck by an odd and not so pleasant coincidence.
On that day [Sept. 13, 1814], forty-seven years before, my grandfather, Mr. F. S. Key, then a prisoner on a British
ship, had witnessed the bombardment of Fort McHenry. When on the following morning, the hostile fleet
drew off, defeated, he wrote the song so long popular throughout the country, the "Star-Spangled Banner." As
I'stood upon the very scene of that conflict, I could not but contrast my position with his, forty-seven years

before. The flag which he had then so proudly hailed, I saw waving, at the same place, over the victims of as
vulgar and brutal a despotism as modern times have witnessed.”

Within a few days of being held at Fort McHenry, Maryland's political prisoners were
transferred to Fortress Monroe in Virginia. The life of those prisoners remaining at Fort McHenry,
held in the newly converted structures, is generally described as dull. Meal time was apparently the
highlight of the day. By 1863, the prisoner population at the post reached nearly eight-hundred.
However, a political internee would normally be held for only a short time before being transferred
to larger more secure installations elsewhere.” It has been noted by contemporary authors that
conditions for political prisoners at Fort McHenry were more comfortable than for those held
elsewhere. As an example, Benjamin T. Gunter, a lawyer, recorded the daily routine and gave a
detailed description of the cell where he was held:

December 12, 1861 — At 10 0’clock the steamer reached Fort McHenry and I was handed over to Captain J. E.
Mulford who took me to the room where I was to be confined. The prison is a room about 24’ long by 15° wide,
the back part of the room is elevated about 10’ higher than the front. In the center of the room is an old
fashioned tin plate wood stove which makes the room very comfortable, on the left as you enter is a small shelf
for the water pitcher, and in the right corner is a large tub. The room has two small windows n the left and right
as you enter and the windows are guarded by iron bars. In the back of the room is an open window about 8"by
30" and this has four upright rods of iron. The furniture of the room consists of one small writing table, one
chair, one Camp Set, two pitchers, one wash bowl, and a bucket for dirty water. Each prisoner is furnished with
one army blanket and some have two. I am one of the fortunate ones. In front of this room is a pavement about

23’ long and 9’ wide upon which the prisoners are allowed to walk during the day. At sunset the door to the
prison is locked after calling the roll of prisoners, and sunrise the door is again opened.”™

In its role as a detention center alterations were made to buildings at the post in order to
accommodate the influx of prisoners. For example, the stables near the wharf were converted into
prison cells in 1862 and enclosed by a stockade wall.” During this period, two excellent accounts
describing the buildings and daily life were completed by soldiers stationed at the post (Figure 2.10).
The first was completed by John C. Myers of the 192nd Regiment, who painted a vivid word-picture
of life at the post in 1864:

Found the 7" Ohio National Guard of Cincinnati, in possession of the fort, who soon vacated quarters, formed

in line on the parade ground, and in a few moments they filed past our extensive line and went there way
rejoicing for Ohio. Our guards immediately detailed and posted. We were placed in very comfortable quarters,
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in tents and frame houses on the water side of the fort, fronting the city... The grounds of the fort are some

twenty acres: the fort facing south, on the junction of two rivers. The grounds are in bad condition, showing an

utter neglect as to drainage and proper construction. There is a great deal of filth around the cooking houses,

which ought not to exist in any well-regulated fort. On the western side of the fort is located a small burial

place, containing over a hundred graves, --soldiers who died in the service since 1782. Each grave has a neat

wooden head-board giving the name, age, regiment and company of the deceased. Our Colonel has declined

taking up his quarters in the interior of the fort, containing neat and well furnished houses for officers, and had

pitched his tent on the extreme southern end of the land, with-in a few feet of the water-wall. Half the

Regiment have also pitched their tents here, and are more comfortable than those in the frame cabins, where

vermin abound.*

The second account, by Alfred S. Roe of the Fifth Regiment, Massachusetts Volunteer Infantry,

describes some of the outbuildings and the construction of gallows in preparation for the execution

of prisoners:

The old Brick store houses are surrounded by a stockade and are filled with Confederate prisoners,
conscripts and substitutes... It will be remembered that General Morris enquired earnestly as to artisans in the
fifth when the regiment reported for service. He soon found employment for men of nearly all trades
represented. The old fort needed them badly, and soon of the builder was heard as carpenters and mason all
but made over the chapel, barracks, and other parts of the fort. A baker was found for the bake house, a
butcher for the commissary department... The first task, assigned to the carpenters was the enlargement of the
gallows, originally constructed for one culprit, so that it might be used for four at one time.*

During the Civil War, the mortality rate at Fort McHenry was comparatively low. Between
March 1863 and May 1865 there were fifteen deaths, of which three were executions. During this
period, thirty-eight escapes were recorded. In a typical month, at the height of the war, between 250
and 350 prisoners passed through the post. This ended on 9 April 1865 when Confederate General
Robert E. Lee surrendered in Virginia, securing victory for the Union. Within months of Lee’s

surrender, only four prisoners remained at Fort McHenry for the evening roll call.

SUMMARY LANDSCAPE DESCRIPTION - 1865

A color lithograph prepared by E. Sachse in 1865 provides detailed documentation regarding the
layout of Fort McHenry at the end of the Civil War (Figure 2.11). However, the pleasant conditions
represented in the lithograph contradict a less complementary description provided by John C.
Myers of the 192nd Regiment. Nevertheless, in combination with three plans dating from 1864, it is
possible to describe accurately the physical layout of buildings and features of the Fort McHenry
reservation. The purchase of additional land in 1836 altered the configuration of the post, providing
expansive new space for drilling of troops and the construction of many new buildings. The major
change occurring inside the former 1814 reservation boundary was the removal of the two water
batteries, leading to the construction of a new exterior barbette battery shaped to roughly conform
to the outline of the pre-existing Star Fort. Other modifications to the existing defensive works
tended to be minor, resulting from additional attempts to refine the arrangement of armament.

In 1865, the post had two major entrances: the northwest entrance gate leading to the road to
Baltimore and the wharf found on the north side of the point. The northwest entrance provided the
only means of land access to the post through a fifteen-foot wide iron gate, flanked by two smaller
pedestrian gates. The entrance was guarded by a small guardhouse; its rear wall formed part of the
brick boundary wall that extended across Whetstone Point. The wooden wharf was used for
landing troops, prisoners, supplies and heavy ordnance. An access road led from the wharf to the
Star Fort, intersecting with the main driveway leading from the northwest entrance. These two
major routes divided the post into four quarters, each of which had its own distinct character.
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The southeast portion of the reservation grounds contained the modified Star Fort, including the
exterior barbette battery completed during the 1840s. The trees atop of the fort had been removed,
yet three Lombardy poplars still led from the fort entrance to the intersection between the two main
roads. Additionally, the new entrance to the Star Fort was probably wider than the original route
over the Ravelin, and therefore improved access to the inside of the structure. Another excellent
account by John Myers in 1864 covers daily life inside the Star Fort, also providing a physical
description of the structures found within:

The interior of the fort is oval, having but one entrance, called the sally-port; this space area is about one
hundred feet by eighty, surrounded by battlements bearing upon all points. Each division contains a battery of
from five to twenty heavy guns, some of them rifled pieces, with mortars and cohorns planted at intervals.
Many of the heaviest facing the city... The interior barracks are well constructed, two storied brick, well
lighted and good ventilation. There is room for 400 men. A well supplies water of good quality for the entire
fort. The water is pumped into a tank, and the pump is worked with levers requiring from six to eight men.
The pumping is done by deserters, and soldiers sentenced by court-martial. They are obliged to pump from
early dawn to taps, without ceasing, as a vast quantity of water is needed for camp use and it is used ad libitum.
Free access to the pumps and hydrants is had by all needing water, which is the only freedom allowed on the
premises. In one of the neat little brick buildings, on the right of the sally-port, is the residence of State
prisoner, Mr. Walter Lennox, ex-Mayor of Washington City, confined here by an order of the Secretary of
War, since July 3, 1863.”

Around the outside of the Star Fort in front of the ditch, ran a line of Abatis creating an
entanglement of felled trees with branches oriented outward to slow the approach of an attacker
(Figure 2.11). In front of the Abatis was a post and rail fence that encompassed the defensive works
during peacetime. The only structure between the fort and the water was an armory, which

connected with a cart way leading to the main entrance road.

The oldest garrison buildings outside the walls of the Star Fort were found in the northeast
quadrant of the post, within the former 1814 reservation boundary. Buildings remaining from the
War of 1812 period included the original post hospital which had been converted into a commanding
officer’s residence, officers' quarters, barracks, stables, and the quartermaster-ordinance
storehouse, as well as the wharf, which had been modified to included two small boathouses. New
buildings added to this area included a chapel and bakery along the wharf access road, and a wood
yard on the waterfront near the wharf.

On the northwest portion of the post the new buildings had been aligned with their long axis
oriented north-south, keeping open a view to the harbor. These structures included three
converted stables that were used as prisons during the Civil War and were surround by a stockade
fence. To the west of the prison buildings, were four barracks buildings that included laundress’s
quarters. The only building not conforming to this north-south orientation was the cookhouse,
abutting the northern boundary of the property.

The southwestern portion of the grounds was of a more open character, with the space to the
south of the main entrance drive used for drilling. The buildings in this quarter hugged the
southern perimeter of the point except for the recently constructed brick magazine. The hospital
was located near the western boundary wall on the south side of the entrance gate. Surrounded by
deciduous trees, the hospital had a variety of smaller structures associated with it including a cellar,
a shed and a wash room. Along the south side of the point, there was a small grouping of structures
near the cemetery including an ordnance storeroom, artillery shed, quartermaster stables, and a
carpenter’s shop.

By early 1865, the post would have appeared busy with activity. An average of up to 350 prisoners
arrived at the wharf every month. A full compliment of soldiers required tents to be erected, mainly
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in the northwest portion of the grounds (Figure 2.13). Drills would have occurred daily on the open
parade south of the central driveway. Because the new buildings were constructed at the perimeter
of the acreage purchased by the War Department in 1836, the post retained an open spacious in
character. This choice was certainly purposeful, as this arrangement limited the use of these
buildings as defenses for an attacking force in the event of a landward attack. Similarly, large trees
were kept to the periphery of the site, undoubtedly for much the same reason. The mowed, grazed,
or otherwise trampled ground, in combination with the single-storied structures created a campus
landscape that was in service to the defensive works.
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FIGURES: 1815-1865
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Figure 2.1. Portion of 1819 plan by Captain William Tell Poussin entitled “Reconnoitering of Chesapeake Bay, State of
Maryland; Plan and Profiles of Fort McHenry,” which shows various new structures and improvements made
between 1806 and 1819. This detailed drawing denotes many interesting features including relief, vegetation, open
areas, and trails. For example, the southwest portion of the plan includes an open area illustrating the boundary of
the old cemetery and on the north side of the point a narrow trail is drawn running along the border of the shore.
National Archives 11, College Park, MD. Record Group 77.

Figure 2.2. Detail of 1819 plan by Captain William Tell Poussin entitled “Reconnoitering of Chesapeake Bay, State of
Maryland; Plan and Profiles of Fort McHenry,” showing profile of seawall and mudflats at low and high tide
marks. National Archives I, College Park MD. Record Group 77.
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Figure 2.3. Detail of 1819 plan by
Captain William Tell Poussin
entitled “Reconnoitering of
Chesapeake Bay, State of
Maryland; Plan and Profiles of
Fort McHenry,” showing
configuration of Star Fort.
National Archives I, College Park,
MD. Record Group 77..

Figure 2.4. Detail of 1840 plan by
Capt. Fred A. Smith entitled “[Plan
of] Fort McHenry, Baltimore,
[from dimensions furnished by
Capt. Henry A. Thompson,”
showing alterations to the Star
Fortincluding the new water
battery and the remodeled
entrance to the sally port.
National Archives I, College Park
MD. Record Group 77.
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Figure 2.5. Detail of 1858 plan by Lieutenant Samuel Brick entitled “Plan and Sections of

Drill Ground at Fort McHenry,” showing the 1837 land purchase by the War Department

and includes the new structures constructed by the Army prior to the Civil War. National
Archives 11, College Park MD. Record Group 77.

Figure 2.6. Diagram depicting the 1840 Fort McHenry landscape. Graphic prepared by the
Olmsted Center for Landscape Preservation (OCLP).
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Figure 2.7. “Fort McHenry, Baltimore.” This engraving published in the 22 December 1855 edition of
Ballou’s Pictorial depicts conditions along the approach road to Fort McHenry, including three
surviving Lombardy poplars. Other items in view include the specimen deciduous tree in foreground,
the dressed dimensional lumber of the 1839 rail fencing, and various unmounted ordnance. At the left of
the engraving, the 1807 ordnance shed is in view. The military reservation was often used as a strolling

place and pleasure ground by the public. Ecoch Pratt Free Library, Baltimore, MD. Cator Print
Collection No.28.

Columbiads next to star fort, point to Washington Monument and the City of Baltimore. Note the

specimen deciduous tree in foreground, and the Columbiad mounted on Bastion I. Fort McHenry
Library Special Collection.
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Figure2.9. “[Plan of] Fort McHenry, Md., Showing positions of the guns, etc.” This 1861 plan by
Colonel Brewerton shows positions of the fort’s armament including the unmounted pre-1839

guns stockpiled on the glacis north of the fort National Archives 11, College Park MD. Record
Group 77.
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Figure 2.10. “Fort McHenry, Baltimore, MD.” This 1861 color lithograph by E. Sachse depicts
the general configuration of the Fort McHenry landscape during the first months of the Civil
War. Note the telegraph line on the north side of the entrance drive as well as the diagonal

path leading to the barracks buildings. Enoch Pratt Free Library, Baltimore, MD. Cator Print
Collection. No. 166.
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Figure 2.11. Detall of 1861 lzthograph byE. Sachse showmg landscape conditions at Fort McHenry durmg
the time of the Civil War. Note the abatis entanglements placed along the counterscarp marking the outer
edge of the c. 1800 dry moat. Enoch Pratt Free Library, Baltimore, MD. Cator Collection No. 166.

Figure 2.12. 1865 color lzthograph by E. Sachse of Fort McHenry showmg landscape condltlons durmg the
final months of the Civil War. Note the conversion of the three 1843 stables to house Confederate prisoners,
employing the use of surrounding stockade fence and guard towers. The post cemetery and gallows is also
prominently in view. Following the end of the war, the prison buildings were converted into enlisted men’s
barracks and remained on site until 1926. Enoch Pratt Free Library, Baltimore, MD. Cator Collection No.
166.
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Figure 2.13. 1865 colored lithograph by E. Sachse & Co. of Fort McHenry from the northeast. Note the
vegetation along the eastern shore in the vicinity of the batteries. The grounds of the military
reservation was used as a temporary encampment during the war. The 1831 Lazaretto lighthouse and

1801 hospital are seen in the foreground. Enoch Pratt Free Library, Baltimore, MD. Cator Print
Collection No. 167.
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