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Abstract 

Calvert Tract, LLC, proposes redevelopment of the 36-acre Cafritz Tract, a parcel between US Route 1 and the 

Baltimore & Ohio Railroad grade, north of MD 410. The parcel was a 200+ acre part of the Calvert family’s Riverdale 

tract and became a working farm under Charles Baltimore Calvert between 1864 and 1868 and remained so until his 

death in 1906. The farm, called MacAlpine, left the Calvert family in 1934. It briefly housed the Longfellow School for 

Boys (1934-ca. 1940) before being redeveloped as housing (Calvert Homes) for a wartime aircraft factory (ERCO) and, 

later, for students entering the nearby University of Maryland under the GI Bill. A school operated in or near the main 

house for the community’s children from 1948 until at least 1957. The wartime housing was demolished after 1965, the 

debris from which covers much of the property today. 

Applied Archaeology & History Associates (AAHA) of Annapolis, Maryland, conducted an archaeological 

survey of the entire 36-acre tract in 2008, dividing the ridgetop, as Area A, from the remainder of the tract to the east 

and south (Area B). The field crew identified a concrete foundation, which they suggested belongs to Calvert’s 

MacAlpine, and the locations of an ice house, possible smokehouse, and barn; designations in part based on a 1934 

sketch map of the farm. AAHA recommended a Phase II site examination of those resources and monitoring of all 

ground-disturbance during construction in the remainder of Area A. They recommended no further investigation of Area 

B and combined the MacAlpine (18PR259) and Calvert Homes (18PR260) sites into one site, 18PR259, on the grounds 

that the overlap precluded any meaningful division. Their recommendation identified the MacAlpine component as 

potentially significant, not the Calvert Homes component. 

The Phase II archaeological site examination consisted of three components: limited testing (shovel tests, 3 ft 

by 3 ft excavation units, probing and trenching); instrument mapping; and reporting. Fieldwork was undertaken by the 

principal investigator and his assistants, Dana C. Linck and Thomas Forhan, between March 8 and March 24, 2012.  

Clearing vegetation from the ice house locus, it became clear that it had been heavily disturbed. Three trenches 

and surface mapping documented cannibalization of an abandoned circular ice house that had served as a domestic 

refuse dump probably into the late 1950s. Most of the upper courses of brick had been removed, the usable bricks 

removed from the site and the broken pieces and waste mortar scattered on the surface and filling the ice house hole to a 

point where it inhibited further cannibalization. 

Shovel testing, excavation of two 3 ft by 3 ft units, and mapping suggests that the structure identified by Tyler 

et al. (2008) as the bank barn described by Phillips in 1934 probably is the carriage barn that burned prior to Phillips’ 

visit. Brick (whole and fragmentary) and mortar rubble fill the interior of the building which measures 25 ft east-west 

and more than 25 ft north-south. The rubble lies directly on an ash deposit which covers an earthen floor. The bank barn 

may have been farther south, spanning the topographic break above the postal facility road and armory. 

The relationship of the addition to the exposed foundation remains of the main block and south addition appear 

in Figures 6-1 through 6-3. The concrete foundation clearly is that of the north addition to the dwelling, constructed 

sometime between 1938 and 1943. Four 3 ft by 3 ft units,, several trenches, and ten shovel tests clearly established the 

footprint of the dwelling, and the feature Tyler et al. (2008) identified as the smokehouse is the south addition to the 

building, probably constructed sometime after 1890. The excavations confirmed Phillips’ observation that the floors had 

been surfaced with poured concrete. Units 3 and 4 exposed the northern third of a bulkhead entranceway on the center 

of the main block’s west wall and revealed that it had been filled, probably in the 20
th

 century. A chimney stack also had 

been added, just north of the bulkhead entrance in the 20
th

 century, probably to accommodate a new heating plant. The 

exposed dwelling foundations correspond exactly to a digitized version of Phillips’ scaled drawing of the house. 

All of the deposits excavated represent demolition debris formed c. 1930 (the carriage barn), c. 1960 

(cannibalized ice house), or after 1965 (the house). The crew inventoried in the field, but did not retain, this material. 

The vast majority was brick, mortar, roofing slate, nails, and 20
th

-century beverage bottle glass. 

MacAlpine has been heavily damaged, first by Calvert Homes construction, then by Calvert Homes demolition, 

and most recently by clearing for geotechnical survey. A concerted and apparently successful attempt to cannibalize 

brick from the ice house has left an undetermined number of surviving courses and a fill of unconsolidated masonry 

rubble, all well below the current grade. Several feet of masonry rubble also fill the house and carriage barn. 

Surrounding surfaces have been heavily damaged and the large amount of illicitly discarded trash from the last third of 

the 20
th

 century makes it difficult to distinguish from much of the domestic refuse generated by the occupants of 

MacAlpine, the schools, and the Calvert Homes community. The research and public education potentials of this site are 

poor because of these disturbances and the rapid succession of substantively different occupations between 1934 and 

1957. 
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Chapter 1. Introduction 

Calvert Tract, LLC, proposes redevelopment of the 36-acre Cafritz Tract, a parcel 

between US Route 1 and the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad grade, north of MD 410. The parcel was 

a 200+ acre part of the Calvert family’s Riverdale tract and became a working farm under 

Charles Baltimore Calvert between 1864 and 1868 and remained so until his death in 1906. The 

farm, called MacAlpine, left the Calvert family in 1917. It briefly housed the Longfellow School 

for Boys (1934-ca. 1940) before being redeveloped as housing (Calvert Homes) for a wartime 

aircraft factory (ERCO) and, later, for students entering the nearby University of Maryland under 

the GI Bill. A school operated near the main house for the community’s children from 1948 until 

at least 1957. The wartime housing was demolished in 1954, the debris from which covers much 

of the property today. 

In 2008, Applied Archaeology & History Associates (AAHA) of Annapolis, Maryland, 

conducted an archaeological survey of the entire 36-acre tract, dividing the ridgetop, as Area A, 

from the remainder of the tract to the east and south (Area B). The field crew identified a 

concrete foundation, which they suggested belongs to Calvert’s MacAlpine, and the locations of 

an ice house, possible smokehouse, and barn; designations in part based on a 1934 sketch map of 

the farm. AAHA recommended a Phase II site examination of those resources and monitoring of 

all ground-disturbance during construction in the remainder of Area A. They recommended no 

further investigation of Area B and combined the MacAlpine (18PR259) and Calvert Homes 

(18PR260) sites into one site, 18PR259, on the grounds that the overlap precluded any 

meaningful division. Their recommendation identified the MacAlpine component as potentially 

significant, not the Calvert Homes component. 

The Phase II archaeological site examination consisted of three components: limited 

testing (shovel tests, 3 ft by 3 ft excavation units, probing and trenching); instrument mapping; 

and reporting. Fieldwork was undertaken by the principal investigator and his assistants Dana C. 

Linck and Thomas Forhan between March 8 and March 24, 2012. This report documents the 

methods and results of the Phase II site examination. It consists of seven sections: 

1) Introduction 

2) Project Location and Environment 

3) Culture History 

4) Research Design and Methods 

5) Field and Laboratory Results 

6) Summary, Interpretations, and Recommendations 

7) Supporting Documentation 

All of the work described herein was conducted in accordance with the Standards and 

Guidelines for Archeological Investigations in Maryland (Shaffer and Cole 1994), the 

Specifications for Consulting Engineers Services Manual–Section IV (Maryland Department of 

Transportation 1986), the Consultant Specifications for Archeological Procedures (Maryland 

State Highway Administration 1992), and the Prince George’s County Planning Board’s 

Guidelines for Archeological Review (May 2005). 
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Chapter 2. Project Location and Environment 

Location 

The 36-acre Calvert tract is in Riverdale Park, on the border with University Park, in the 

Hyattsville area of northern Prince George’s County, Maryland (Maryland Archeological 

Research Unit 11), in the Riverine Potomac drainage of the Western Coastal Plain (Figure 2-1). 

The property is bounded on the west by Baltimore-Washington Boulevard (MD 1), on the east by 

the B&O Railroad (now CSX) right-of-way, on the south by the US Postal Service facility right-

of-way, and on the north by residences of University Park (Figures 2-2 and 2-3). Elevations for 

the parcel range between approximately 55 ft (feet) and 123 ft above mean sea level. 

 

 
Figure 2-1. Maryland Archeological Research Unit map. 

(Source: Shaffer and Cole 1994)

Project area 



 

 
Figure 2-2. 7.5’ Topographic Maps, Washington, East, MD-DC (1979). 
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Figure 2-3. Calvert tract topographic map. 

Red areas, based on Tyler et al (2008), approximate Phase II testing areas. 



Environment 

The parcel is forested and covered by a moderately dense to very dense understory. 

Portions recently have been opened by machine clearing of tracks for the geotechnical 

investigations. It slopes to the west and south, draining into the Northeast Branch of the 

Anacostia River, a tributary of the Potomac River. All of the soils are Urban complex, those 

surrounding the MacAlpine house being of the Christiana-Downer-Uban complex (CdD) with 

slopes of 5% to 15% and those surrounding the putative barn location being of the Croom-Urban 

land complex (CzD), also with slopes ranging between 5% and 15% (Figure 2-4; Table 2-1). 

Both are thin (< 10 inches) silt loams, the higher CdD silt loam developed at out underlying 

clayier materials, while the lower elevation CzD silt loam has a coarser, more gravelly base. 

The surfaces of the site are moderately eroded, but are severely graded in some areas. The 

grading was initially done in the early 1940s with the construction of worker housing and roads 

for the ERCO aviation plant to the east. Those buildings and roads were razed in the late 1950s, 

much if not all of the debris having been left on site. The parcel has been used in more recent 

years as an illicit trash dump, camp area for homeless persons, and a “chop shop” for stolen 

bicycles. The large number of alcohol bottles strewn on the surface indicates that the western 

portion of the tract, around the MacAlpine house, has been used intensively as a gathering place 

for locals. 

 
Figure 2-4. Soils map, Cafritz. 

Source: Natural Resources Conservation Service, US Department of Agriculture.  
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Table 2-1. Soils of the Calvert tract. 

 

The CdD and CzD soils cover a portion of Cat Tail Hill. Aquasco and Beltsville silt loams of 

under 5% slope comprise most of the low terrace to the east, about 60% of the entire tract. These 

rich, level soils would have been suitable for field crops, but grading and demolition have 

rendered them unsuited for farming. 

Aerial photographs from 1938, 1965, 1977, and 2009 illustrate the transformation and 

stabilization of the landform. The 1938 aerial photograph (Figure 2-5) depicts the principal 

building (occupied at the time by the Longfellow School for Boys) accessible from Baltimore 

Avenue by a south-southeast drive and from the electric rail station via a westbound road. Poor 

resolution precludes more detailed analysis. 

The 1965 aerial photograph (Figure 2-6) depicts the Calvert Homes subdivision, 

seemingly intact, if abandoned. It covered nearly all of the parcel that Tyler et al. (2008) 

designated Study Area B and much of the northern and central portions of their Study Area A, 

including immediately north and east of the MacAlpine House. 

The 1977 aerial photograph (Figure 2-7) reveals that all of the buildings, including the 

MacAlpine House, and the roads had been razed. Those of 1993 and 2009 show a landscape 

receding into forest succession. 
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Figure 2-5. 1938 aerial view of the project area. 

Dashed black line defines parcel. 

 (Source: Prince George’s County Electronic Atlas.) 
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Figure 2-6. 1965 aerial view of the project area. 

Dashed black line defines parcel. 

 (Source: Prince George’s County Electronic Atlas.) 
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Figure 2-7. 1977 aerial view of the project area. 

Dashed black line defines parcel. 

 (Source: Prince George’s County Electronic Atlas.) 
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Figure 2-8. 1993 aerial view of the project area. 

Dashed black line defines parcel. 

 (Source: Prince George’s County Electronic Atlas.) 
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Figure 2-9. 2009 aerial view of the project area. 

Dashed black line defines parcel. 

(Source: Prince George’s County Electronic Atlas.) 
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Chapter 3. MacAlpine History 

MacAlpine Farm 

Most of the available information on MacAlpine derives from a paper prepared by Jack 

W. Phillips, a student at the University of Maryland at College Park, in partial fulfillment of his 

initiation requirements for induction into Tau Beta Pi, an engineering honor society. He visited 

the site, then leased to, and operated as, the Longfellow School for Boys, touring the interior of 

the dwelling and the grounds in the company of one of the occupants. He described the dwelling 

as a brick building in excellent condition, and only slightly modernized. It occupied the center of 

the west end of the 203.25-acre Lot 2 of Charles Benedict Calvert’s Riversdale estate, partitioned 

in 1868 (Figures 3-1 and 3-2). Much of what he learned, apart from his observations, stemmed 

from interviews with members of the Calvert family and the then current occupants. He appears 

to have left no record of the interviewees apart from his paper.  

 
Figure 3-1. Sketch of Riversdale partition. 

Source: Phillips (1934: 28). 
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Figure 3-2. Sketch of Lot 2 of Riversdale. 

Source: Phillips (1934: 29). 

 

Calvert (b. 1808, d. 1864), one of the founders of the University of Maryland, bequeathed 

Lot 2 to his son, Charles Baltimore Calvert (b. 1843, d. 1906), upon the elder’s death on May 12, 

1864 (Equity Case 475). The larger 1500-acre tract descended to Calvert senior from his parents, 

George Calvert (b. 1768, d. 1838) and Rosalie Stier Calvert (d. 1822), the land having been 

acquired and the Riversdale mansion built by Rosalie’s father, Belgian émigré and refugee from 

Napoleon, Henri J. Stier. Construction of Riversdale Mansion occurred between 1800 and 1802, 

the final landscaping work undertaken under the direction of the Calverts after Stier’s return to 

Europe. 

Charles Baltimore Calvert and his wife Eleanor (nee Mac Kubin; Scots family with local 

roots in Anne Arundel County, the name often spelled Maccubbin) lived in the Rossbourgh Inn 

from their marriage in 1866 until the house was ready for occupancy in 1868. They named the 

tract after the clan with which Eleanor’s family was supposedly aligned. Phillips was told of 

three log houses occupied by slaves that stood on the property when the main house was built, all 

three succumbing to a fire ignited by embers from a passing train. Of course, in 1866 those 

houses would not have been occupied by slaves; but they may have been occupied by farm 

laborers. The house of a foreman also reputedly stood on the parcel, it too having burned, leaving 

only a 70 ft well near the MacAlpine kitchen. The 1861 Martenet map of the area supports the 

previous existence of a house on the property (Figure 3-3). It was replaced in the early 20
th

 

century by a well east of the house and powered by a one-cylinder combustion engine pump, later 

replaced by an electric pump (Phillips 1934: 6). The brick pumphouse with slate roof measured 

12 ft by 10 ft, and was 8 ft high. Pumped water was stored in an elevated tank just west of the 

house (Figure 3-4). 
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Figure 3-3. Martenet (1861) map of Prince George’s County (detail). 

 N.B. Dashed polygon identifies the Calvert parcel. Numbers indicate 

distances in miles between intersections. 

 
Figure 3-4. South façade of dwelling and water tank. 

 Source: Phillips 1934: 33. 

Phillips reported that the farm operated under Charles Baltimore Calvert’s supervision 

from the 1860s until 1890, at which point he terminated the operation. Three families had 

provided field and domestic services. Phillips (1934: 7) is unclear as to where those families 

lived: his statement that the “women lived in the house as maids, while the others lived outside” 

seems inaccurate and more likely refers to the principal spheres of activity for female and male 

workers. Most federal census returns for 1890 do not survive and Maryland never conducted a 

periodic census; however, manuscript agricultural schedules are available for the Bladensburg 

district for 1870 and 1880. With sufficiently large samples these data on farm holding size, value, 
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and crops produced can be statistically analyzed and typologies can be created for each census 

year, allowing the analyst to interpret a particular farm within a larger context of local and 

regional agricultural production strategies (Gibb, Bernstein, and Zipp 2009). 

Tables 3-1 and 3-2 provide raw and summary data for those farms listed for the 

Bladensburg District of Prince George’s County. Approximately 20 entries from 1870 and 1880 

derive from records above and below those for Charles Baltimore Calvert. The simple descriptive 

statistics for the sample do not assume normally distributed data. Calvert’s farm size, value, and 

products—while relatively large and valuable relative to those of his neighbors—was not 

inordinately so. Even when the farms of the Maryland Agricultural College and George W. Riggs 

are eliminated from the 1880 statistics as extreme outliers, the Calvert farm appears to be 

modest.  

Several numbers stand out for the 1870 sample. Calvert had comparatively few livestock; 

nonetheless, the $900 value assigned to his two horses, three mules, and four cattle was $100 

short of the maximum for the sample and well over the mean. He did not grow a particularly 

large amount of maize, but his oat production of 180 bushels exceeded all the farms except those 

of the smaller George Jones and Charles Vance farms. The data suggest that Charles Calvert 

invested in expensive pedigreed stock. He raised a variety of crops and livestock, but on a scale 

that suggests production largely for home use. 

Similarly, Calvert’s stock, although valued at only $600 in 1880, remained much higher 

than the mean for the sample and exceeded by only three other farmers. He had expanded grain 

production, however, planting maize (25 acres), oats (10 acres), and rye (15). He planted no 

wheat and no tobacco. Tobacco, indeed, is virtually absent from the samples (none produced in 

1870 and only 4,000 pounds produced by one farm in 1880), and only one farmer in the 1870 

sample and three in the 1880 sample planted winter wheat. 

The agricultural data suggest that Charles B. Calvert raised food for household use and 

some field crops for market; but the scale of his production was much smaller than one might 

expect for a man of his means and interests in agriculture.  
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Table 3-1. Agricultural data and descriptive statistics, 1870. 
Name Improved Woodland Other Farm $ Implements$ Wages$ Horses Mules/ Milch Cows Oxen Other Sheep  Swine Live Stock Butter Slaughter$ 

 

Acres Acres Acres Value Value Value 

 

Asses 

  

Cattle 

  

Value$ lbs. Value 

Maske, Albert 10 5 5 3,000 50 375 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 90 0 104 

Bradycamp, Jno. 10 0 5 5,000 25 700 2 0 2 0 0 0 4 250 52 0 

Duffy, O E 12 8 28 7,000 75 400 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 300 104 0 

Thompson, John 20 15 20 3,300 100 300 4 0 3 0 1 0 3 645 100 146 

Farrel, Thos. S. 50 100 172 10,000 200 390 2 0 1 0 1 0 11 370 30 62 

Suit, Geo. W. 50 200 75 3,900 30 225 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 121 0 8 

Dare, John 60 0 140 10,000 100 300 3 0 3 0 0 0 7 468 156 78 

Jackson, Thomas 65 15 20 10,000 125 300 3 0 2 0 1 0 7 300 0 26 

Dauenhower, Wm W 66 50 0 11,600 300 535 2 0 2 0 1 0 7 600 300 73 

Guy, Benj. F. 90 0 0 20,000 100 1200 4 2 4 0 2 0 2 840 108 24 

Gibson, Wolman 100 6 7 10,000 250 300 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 450 0 0 

Jones, Geo. 100 30 0 10,000 100 780 2 0 0 0 2 0 5 300 240 262 

Adams, Josiah 125 52 15 11,520 100 300 1 2 2 0 1 0 4 330 108 107 

Shaw, Geo. W. 130 50 0 10,000 75 400 2 0 3 0 2 0 3 415 123 24 

Vance, Charles A. 136 15 0 10,000 500 864 5 1 2 0 1 0 15 762 156 168 

Calvert, Charles B 140 60 0 20,000 400 800 2 4 3 0 1 0 0 900 0 0 

Bryant, Jos. B. 160 30 0 30,000 100 1000 7 3 4 0 1 0 2 1000 156 36 

Charles, E S 160 75 97 20,000 300 600 6 0 0 2 0 0 4 700 0 73 

Calvert, C. Ann 200 100 0 30,000 300 700 2 5 3 0 4 20 4 1,000 30 100 

 Totals 1674 806 579 232320 3180 10094 50 19 36 2 19 20 78 9751 1663 1187 

 Mean 93 45 32 12907 177 561 3 1 2 0 1 1 4 542 92 66 

 Mode 50 0 0 10000 100 300 2 0 2 0 1 0 4 300 0 0 

 Min 10 0 0 3300 25 225 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 121 0 0 

 Max 200 200 172 30000 500 1200 7 5 4 2 4 20 15 1000 300 262 

                 Calvert, Charles B 140 60 0 20,000 400 800 2 4 3 0 1 0 0 900 0 0 
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Table 3-1 continued. Source: US Decennial Census, Agricultural Schedule, 1870. 
Name Winter Wheat Rye Oats Maize Potatoes Potatoes Orchard$ Market$ Hay Forest$ Total$ 

 

Bush. Bush. Bush. Bush. Irish Sweet Value Garden Tons Value Value 

Maske, Albert 0 10 0 0 20 15 0 500 0 0 653 

Bradycamp, Jno. 0 0 0 150 200 0 0 725 0 0 1193 

Duffy, O E 0 0 0 50 0 100 10 0 3 0 260 

Thompson, John 0 0 0 200 50 50 0 50 2 0 530 

Farrel, Thos. S. 0 0 0 200 50 0 10 150 0 300 754 

Suit, Geo. W. 0 10 0 175 0 0 0 150 0 0 356 

Dare, John 0 0 0 600 0 0 0 0 6 0 782 

Jackson, Thomas 0 5 10 300 100 8 0 750 4 0 1197 

Dauenhower, Wm W 0 63 75 250 75 30 100 56 2 162 943 

Guy, Benj. F. 0 0 40 500 100 0 0 0 20 0 1012 

Gibson, Wolman 0 0 0 300 500 10 0 800 0 0 1455 

Jones, Geo. 80 0 260 300 60 40 100 50 5 77 1260 

Adams, Josiah 0 40 0 400 50 30 0 300 5 0 1040 

Shaw, Geo. W. 0 20 50 125 40 120 30 300 3 34 798 

Vance, Charles A. 0 45 300 500 150 25 0 0 40 0 1845 

Calvert, Charles B 0 0 180 435 50 0 0 0 20 30 739 

Bryant, Jos. B. 0 0 0 500 100 0 0 0 70 0 2123 

Charles, E S 275 0 0 400 50 0 0 0 4 0 888 

Calvert, C. Ann 150 0 0 5000 50 0 10 150 10 0 4967 

             Totals 505 183 915 10385 1625 413 260 3481 194 603 22142 

 Mean 28 10 51 577 90 23 14 193 11 34 1230 

 Mode 0 0 0 300 50 0 0 0 0 0 

  Min 0 0 0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 260 

 Max 275 63 300 5000 500 120 100 800 70 300 4967 

            Calvert, Charles B 0 0 180 435 50 0 0 0 20 30 739 
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Table 3-2. Agricultural data and descriptive statistics, 1880. 
Name Own/ Tilled Meadows Forest Unimproved Farm$ Implements Live Stock Fertilizer$ Wages$ Produce$ 

 

Rent Acres Acres Acres Acres Value Value$ Value$ Value$ Value$ Value$ 

Bradykamp, John Own 15 0 0 0 5,000 100 150 200 300 1,000 

Heiden, Wm. Own 20 0 0 0 2,500 150 200 150 360 1000 

Adams, Henry Rent 25 15 0 50 10,000 100 150 100 200 500 

Maske, Carl Rent 28 0 0 60 5,000 100 200 100 300 500 

Kyle, Wm. Rent 30 0 0 0 3,000 75 125 70 100 450 

Brown, Susan Own 35 8 0 0 30,000 100 350 20 600 700 

Shaw, Geo. W. Own 35 0 30 10 4,000 300 500 20 200 1,000 

Shreeve, Rich. A. Own 40 2 0 36 10,000 100 150 50 200 400 

McElhinney, Robt. A. Own 40 0 0 25 4,500 150 250 50 120 600 

Smith, A. Own 40 2 0 115 3,500 30 120 0 250 500 

Middleton, Thos. W. Rent 45 0 0 15 2,500 75 1125 35 150 500 

Broadfoot, Geo. S. Rent 65 20 0 0 16,000 200 200 135 200 1150 

Fowler, Susannah Own 65 16 0 15 1,600 175 400 40 250 600 

Holliday, Benjamin Own 75 10 0 35 10,000 100 400 150 600 700 

Ager, Jos. B. Own 100 25 0 0 6,500 100 1000 80 350 2000 

Vance, Chas. Own 100 40 0 15 8000 100 350 40 200 800 

Calvert, Charles B. Own 160 0 0 40 7,000 100 600 200 500 1500 

Deakins, Wm. Own 175 18 0 75 7,500 400 300 140 450 1500 

Beale, Ed. F. Own 300 150 0 200 30,000 500 1000 500 2000 3000 

 Totals 

 

1393 306 30 691 166600 2955 7570 2080 7330 18400 

 Mean 

 

73 16 2 36 8768 156 398 109 386 968 

 Mode 

 

40 0 0 0 10000 100 150 200 200 500 

 Min 

 

15 0 0 0 1600 30 120 0 100 400 

 Max 

 

300 150 30 200 30000 500 1125 500 2000 3000 

            Calvert, Charles B. Own 160 0 0 40 7,000 100 600 200 500 1500 

Maryland Agric. College 

 

200 0 0 86 90,000 800 1800 400 1560 3500 

Riggs, Geo. W. Own 400 150 0 250 72,000 1,500 1500 800 2,500 10,000 
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Table 3-2 continued. Source: US Decennial Census, Agricultural Schedule, 1880. 
Name Hay  Hay  Horses Mules/ Oxen Milch Cows Other Milk Sold Butter Made Sheep  Swine Poultry Eggs 

 

acres tons 

 

Asses 

  

Cattle gals  on farm, lbs. 

   

dozens 

Bradykamp, John 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 

Heiden, Wm. 0 0 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 12 35 

Adams, Henry 0 0 3 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 60 175 

Maske, Carl 0 0 2 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 2 30 90 

Kyle, Wm. 0 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 

Brown, Susan 8 7 1 3 0 2 1 250 0 0 0 20 60 

Shaw, Geo. W. 0 0 3 0 2 1 0 0 0 24 12 30 80 

Shreeve, Rich. A. 10 5 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 15 20 

McElhinney, Robt. A. 0 0 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 12 12 

Smith, A. 0 0 2 0 0 5 1 0 0 0 0 20 60 

Middleton, Thos. W. 0 0 3 0 0 2 1 0 0 24 6 20 60 

Broadfoot, Geo. S. 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 400 250 0 0 25 200 

Fowler, Susannah 16 14 4 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 3 35 90 

Holliday, Benjamin 0 0 3 1 0 5 4 250 0 0 0 20 60 

Ager, Jos. B. 0 0 3 0 0 20 0 8,000 0 0 0 12 35 

Vance, Chas. 35 35 3 1 0 4 0 0 0 0 2 25 60 

Calvert, Charles B. 30 30 4 4 0 5 3 0 0 0 2 20 60 

Deakins, Wm. 16 25 5 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 17 35 

Beale, Ed. F. 100 100 6 2 0 1 3 0 0 0 19 50 100 

 Totals 215 216 56 12 2 62 20 8900 250 48 62 423 1232 

 Mean 11 11 3 1 0 3 1 468 13 3 3 22 65 

 Mode 0 0 3 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 20 60 

 Min 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 Max 100 100 6 4 2 20 4 8000 250 24 19 60 200 

              Calvert, Charles B. 30 30 4 4 0 5 3 0 0 0 2 20 60 

Maryland Agric. College 45 45 3 4 0 10 7 0 0 16 25 200 600 

Riggs, Geo. W. 150 150 20 4 4 20 1 0 2000 90 25 200 600 
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Table 3-2 continued. Source: US Decennial Census, Agricultural Schedule, 1880. 
Name Maize Maize Oats  Oats  Rye Rye Wheat  Wheat  Potatoes, Irish Potatoes, Irish Potatoes, Sweet Potatoes, Sweet 

 

Acres bush. Acres bush. Acres bush. Acres bush. Acres bush. Acres bush. 

Bradykamp, John 0 0 0 0 2 25 0 0 2 100 1 50 

Heiden, Wm. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 150 1 100 

Adams, Henry 30 300 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.5 150 3 300 

Maske, Carl 15 200 6 100 0 0 0 0 2 150 1 90 

Kyle, Wm. 20 500 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 30 

Brown, Susan 0 0 5 30 0 0 0 0 0.5 25 0.75 50 

Shaw, Geo. W. 18 100 4 60 0 0 0 0 1 40 3 60 

Shreeve, Rich. A. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 150 0 0 

McElhinney, Robt. A. 18 250 4 80 0 0 0 0 2 120 0.5 25 

Smith, A. 10 150 0 0 2 20 0 0 1 10 0 0 

Middleton, Thos. W. 30 500 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Broadfoot, Geo. S. 18 650 2 40 0 0 0 0 1.5 300 2 200 

Fowler, Susannah 10 125 3 60 0 0 0 0 2 100 0 0 

Holliday, Benjamin 12 150 9 75 20 75 0 0 1 100 0 0 

Ager, Jos. B. 0 0 8 150 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Vance, Chas. 10 200 13 200 4 50 0 0 1 50 1 60 

Calvert, Charles B. 25 600 10 200 15 100 0 0 6 20 0.25 15 

Deakins, Wm. 22 300 3.5 100 0 0 0 0 3 100 0.75 100 

Beale, Ed. F. 50 1500 25 600 40 500 25 300 4 300 0 0 

 Totals 288 5525 93 1695 83 770 25 300 31 1865 15 1080 

 Mean 15 291 5 89 4 41 1 16 2 98 1 57 

 Mode 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 100 0 0 

 Min 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 Max 50 1500 25 600 40 500 25 300 6 300 3 300 

             Calvert, Charles B. 25 600 10 200 15 100 0 0 6 20 0.25 15 

Maryland Agric. College 40 1000 40 850 27 350 0 0 4 300 1 75 

Riggs, Geo. W. 60 2000 40 1100 0 0 40 600 3 200 0 0 
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Table 3-2 continued. Source: US Decennial Census, Agricultural Schedule, 1880. 
Name Tobacco Tobacco Apples Peaches Market$ Forestry$ 

 

Acres Pounds Trees Trees Garden 

 Bradykamp, John 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Heiden, Wm. 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Adams, Henry 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Maske, Carl 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Kyle, Wm. 0 0 25 50 25 0 

Brown, Susan 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Shaw, Geo. W. 6 4000 150 400 125 25 

Shreeve, Rich. A. 0 0 100 0 50 0 

McElhinney, Robt. A. 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Smith, A. 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Middleton, Thos. W. 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Broadfoot, Geo. S. 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Fowler, Susannah 0 0 100 1000 0 24 

Holliday, Benjamin 0 0 0 50 50 0 

Ager, Jos. B. 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Vance, Chas. 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Calvert, Charles B. 0 0 100 100 0 0 

Deakins, Wm. 0 0 0 0 0 10 

Beale, Ed. F. 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 Totals 6 4000 475 1600 250 59 

 Mean 0 211 25 84 13 3 

 Mode 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 Min 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 Max 6 4000 150 1000 125 25 

       Calvert, Charles B. 0 0 100 100 0 0 

Maryland Agric. College 0 0 ? 0 0 0 

Riggs, Geo. W. 0 0 0 50 75 0 

 

 

Calvert’s widow, to whom he granted a life estate, died in 1932; but Phillips (1934: 11) 

reported that the family moved to Washington [DC?] in 1910. Their daughter, Charlotte Calvert 

Spence and her husband, University of Maryland Dean Thomas H. Spence, occupied the farm 

full time from 1917 until 1934, at which point R. L. Sewell leased the property for a school for 

boys, grades first through eighth. A 1943 photograph depicts the house with a two-part, single 

story addition on its north façade (Figure 3-5). Whether the addition was part of the 1934-ca. 

1940 Longfellow School or built as administrative offices for the Calvert Homes development 

remains uncertain. 
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Figure 3-5. MacAlpine House, 1943. 

 Source: Historic American Building Survey, Library of Congress. 

MacAlpine Landscape 

MacAlpine was traversed at its east end by the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad (built 

between 1828 and 1853) and near its center by the Capitol Transit Company’s electric rail line 

(opened 1902), now long defunct. Baltimore-Washington Boulevard (built c. 1812, widened c. 

1930) defines the west property line, about 75 yards west of the dwelling. Phillips sketch map 

and description of the parcel are not as straightforward as they may seem. Much of what he 

described appears to have disappeared before he visited the farm, or survived as ruins. Structures 

drawn in red on his sketch plan represent no longer extant buildings and roads. Those drawn in 

black were all that remained. He relied on four informants, two whose knowledge of the site was 

largely second hand: Thomas Spence (post-1917) and Reese Longfellow Sewell (post-1930). 

George H. Calvert and his sister, Charlotte Calvert Spence, may have had memories dating to the 

early years of MacAlpine, but certainly not prior to c. 1870.  

Phillips indicates that the land immediately below and east of the main house was a 

pasture. Farther east was a cornfield and a garden on the west side of the electric railway right-of-

way. The putative “Slave Cabins” were along the farm road in the cornfield, between the B&O 

Railroad and the Painted Branch of the Anacostia River. There were fruit orchards north, south, 

and southwest of the main house, none of which were extant in 1934, a clue to the time depth of 

some of the reminiscences shared with Phillips. He also reported a brick ice house 20 ft in 

diameter: “It was sunk into the ground and the dirt banked up all around it in a sort of a mound. 

…The ice-house has since been destroyed by fire, which started by the burning of trash in 

Riverdale” (Phillips 1034: 8). 

Phillips described two barns southwest of the house. [He meant southeast.] The first he 

notes was about 130 yards distant from the house and his description suggests a brick bank barn 
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with an entry ramp on the north façade and stables beneath the main floor opening southward to a 

cowyard. Two corners remained at the time of his visit (Figure 3-6). It isn’t clear from the 

photograph that he took whether the barn was entirely brick or just the end walls. It certainly 

would have occupied the brow of a steep slope and have had retaining walls flanking the ramp. A 

flat or slightly sloped cowyard would have been south of the barn, as Phillips illustrated. A 

carriage barn was “across from the barn” and also burned (Phillips 1934: 9). 

Earlier in his paper, Phillips (1934: 8; see also page 12) referred to a corn house and a 

wagon shed addition, describing the structure as the only wooden building on the property. 

Phillips’ sketch map suggests that the corn house/wagon shed and the carriage barn were one and 

the same, but in the parlance of the day, a carriage barn was not a shed. He or his informant may 

have conflated the two. 

 

 
Figure 3-6. Ruins of barn, looking northwest. 

 Source: Phillips (1934: 34). 

MacAlpine House 

Schoolmaster Reese Longfellow Sewell toured Phillips through the house, and it is based 

on that tour, without benefit of interior measurements, that Phillips prepared a scaled drawing 

(Figure 3-7) and text description. His interior description is based on estimates of room sizes, his 

exterior on presumably taped measurements. Phillips described the house as having thick 

masonry walls, four bricks [widths?] thick, set in common bond with a header course every 

eighth course. He doesn’t tell us how he determined the thickness. Plastered lath was attached to 

milled 2” by 4” studs, the enclosed pockets apparently devoid of insulation. His description of 

the kitchen is useful in light of the field findings described below in Chapter 5: 

The old kitchen is in the basement, on the south. It was in use until September 4
th

 

last [1933], when Mr. and Mrs. Spence moved out. A large dumb-waiter was used to 

convey food to the floor above. An old iron range was used but has been removed. The 

room is now used as a play room for the boys. The built in cupboards are still in place. The 

ceiling of the kitchen, as are all the basement ceilings, is lathed and plastered. The floor was 
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originally wood, the rest of the basement having dirt floors, but they have since been 

cemented. … 

In addition to the kitchen, there are four other rooms in the basement. The one on 

the west, next to the kitchen, was used by the maids. It originally had a partition through the 

center, which also divided the one window down the middle, so that each part received light 

and air. The other western room contains the furnace, a large hot air furnace, which was 

installed about 1884. The room on the northeast contains the large ice chest [a box 

described earlier in his paper as a convenient supplement to the ice house]. The room on the 

front is used as a workshop. All the rooms are dry, the walls are not chipped; and all are 

lighted by large windows. All partitions are of brick and are supports for the floors above. 

No pipes or wiring are visible, only plastered ceilings (Phillips 1934: 13-14). 

The kitchen wing included a pantry, flanked by the kitchen on the west and a stairwell to 

the south. A bulkhead entrance with a 5 ft by 5 ft “old-fashioned” door inclined 30 degrees above 

the horizontal provided access to the cellar about center of the main block of the dwelling (Phillips 

1934: 18). 

 
Figure 3-7. First floor plan of principal dwelling. 

 Source: Phillips (1934: 30). 

Water sources were convenient to the kitchen prior to the installation of the well and 

pumphouse east of the dwelling. The old well—presumably the 70 ft well that went dry—was 

outside of the kitchen door which opened to the south. An old brick cistern was behind (i.e., west 
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of) the kitchen. It was subterranean and included a brick filtering partition and an iron hand 

pump. 

Eleven fireplaces and the kitchen range heated the building. The two chimney stacks were 

internal and served paired fireplaces on each floor and the kitchen fireplace and range that were 

on a lower level than the dwelling’s main floor. They were cement (presumably parged) and 

probably stood out against the dark gray slate roofing of pyramidal roof. 

Phillips described other amenities such as faux-grained paneling, Italian marble mantles, 

Latrobe parlor stoves, 14 ft ceilings, hardwood (maple) floors with pine subfloors, and a 

distinctive library window. Four bedroom chambers were upstairs in the core structure with a 

small west bedroom and east bathroom (post-1906) upstairs in the south wing. The south wing 

had an uncovered 6 ft wide porch running the length of the south façade. 

Post-MacAlpine Developments 

With the death of Eleanor Calvert in 1932, the prospects for the estate became uncertain. 

That the Spences decamped shortly after her death suggests that they were not committed to 

living there and probably did so largely to care for Charlotte’s mother. None of the other heirs 

appears to have been interested in occupying the house, hence its lease to the Longfellow School 

in 1934 and, in 1936, sale of the nearly three-quarters of the estate east of the B&O Railroad to 

John D. Smoot (Equity Case 8603) for construction of the Engineering Research Cooperation’s 

(ERCO) aviation plant. The executors sold the remaining estate to the Alley Dwelling Authority 

(a federal war time agency) in 1942, by which date the unoccupied dwelling had been “greatly 

damaged” (Equity 8603) by vandals. A 1943 photograph of the building (see Figure 3-D) 

suggests that it was repaired and repurposed. It appears to have become a school for the 

community in 1948. 

The Calvert Homes development commenced soon after the conveyance of the parcel, 

with one- and two-story concrete block and slab floor constructed to accommodate workers in the 

ERCO plant (Figures 3-8 through 3-10). Those buildings were rented after the war to veterans 

working in the ERCO plant (returned to civilian control and production) and those attending the 

University of Maryland under the GI Bill program. The entire subdivision closed in 1954 and the 

buildings demolished, although the MacAlpine dwelling may have continued as a school as late 

as 1957. Conveyance of the three parcels west of the B&O Railroad by Morris Cafritz was 

completed by 1962. Precisely when the MacAlpine house was demolished remains uncertain. 
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Figure 3-8. Calvert Houses, 1943. 

 Source: Historic American Building Survey, Library of Congress. 

 
Figure 3-9. Calvert Houses and street intersection, 1943. 

 Source: Historic American Building Survey, Library of Congress. 
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Figure 3-10. Calvert Houses on Cat Tail Hill, 1943. 

 Source: Historic American Building Survey, Library of Congress. 

Previous Archaeological Investigation 

Applied Archaeology and History Associates conducted a Phase I archaeological survey 

of the 35.83 parcel in March 2008 (Tyler, Ward, and Birmingham 2008), including surface 

reconnaissance and excavation of 179 shovel tests distributed across the western and eastern 

(Study Areas A and B, respectively) portions of the parcel. Four of their units produced 

temporally non-diagnostic aboriginal artifacts and 60 produced historic period materials, all—

apparently—dating to the 20
th

 century. (Three units produced pre-1925 artifacts.) 

They combined the MacAlpine site (18PR259) and Calvert Homes site (18PR260) into a 

single site (18PR259) comprising two components. Very dense vegetation and extensive surface 

deposits of concrete slabs and blocks from house and road demolition precluded the discovery of 

any historically significant deposits in Study Area B. The concentration of 1940s houses and 

roads in Study Area A was considerably lower, permitting the identification of several structures 

attributed to the Calvert occupation (i.e., 1868-1934). These include: “the estate’s ice house, the 

possible remains of the smoke house and the brick-built barn (sic), and a concrete cellar hole 

(sic) that may represent the foundations of the MacAlpine manor house. Of these remains, the 

icehouse had survived the subsequent occupation and the encroaching vegetation the best, 

possibly due to its marginal location on a slope” (Tyler et al., 2008: 58). Tyler et al. (2008: 59) 

recommended a Phase II site examination for these features. 

Summary 

The period of potential significance for MacAlpine appears to be that of the Calvert 

occupation; viz., 1868-1934. The implied theme is agricultural innovation by the son of one of 

the founders of the Maryland Agricultural College (now the University of Maryland, College 

Park) and a direct descendant of the lords Baltimore. The identified features, however, relate 
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more directly to the creation and persistence of an elite rural residence in close proximity to the 

state’s premier public institution of higher education and the District of Columbia. Identifications 

and assessments of the four structural features are suspect. The concrete foundation more likely 

represents the north addition (ca. 1940) to the principal dwelling, but that suggests the nearby 

survival of the original brick foundation described by Phillips as four brick widths thick. The 

smokehouse illustrated in one of Phillips photographs suggests that the small white building he 

identified as a smokehouse was of frame construction, whereas the locus identified by Tyler et al. 

consists of a concentration of brick. The ice house depression appears to have been intensively 

disturbed by vandals (subsequent fieldwork indicates workers robbing brick from the circular 

structure), suggesting it may be the least well preserved of the four structures. Finally, the 

putative bank barn described by Phillips would have been farther south of the brick rubble 

identified by Tyler et al., on the brow of the steep slope that now descends into the US Postal 

Service right-of-way and National Guard armory property. The poor quality site map precludes a 

more detailed evaluation of the Phase I findings. 
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Chapter 4. Research Design and Methods 

Research Design 

There are four components to 18AN259 in Area A: MacAlpine farmstead, Longfellow 

School, Calvert Homes, and the county school. The Longfellow school operated on site for less 

than ten years and likely just a few years. Occupying the 1868 house, it is unlikely to have left a 

distinct signature in the archaeological record apart from architectural modifications or 

furnishings introduced to adapt the house to school purposes. The Calvert Homes component is 

readily discerned, largely in the form of concrete slab rubble. Loss of integrity through 

demolition after 1965, like the rest of the component originally designated 18PR260, the Calvert 

Homes component lacks historical significance and is not considered in this report. The county 

school was not definitively identified by the Phase I field crew and is not the focus of the 

proposal, but further investigation may encounter 1948-1957 school features and deposits which 

may reveal local interpretations of state and national trends in school architecture and furnishing. 

MacAlpine, particularly the period 1868-1906 during which Charles Baltimore Calvert 

developed and operated a mixed farming operation, is the focus of the proposed work. Son of 

agriculture innovator and University of Maryland founder Charles Benedict Calvert, Calvert may 

have conducted experiments in farm building design and organization, and the integration of 

those innovations into the domestic sphere. Given his family’s history as founders of Maryland, 

preserved in his name, Calvert’s development of the farmstead in the years immediately before 

and after the centennial celebrations of 1876 may have embodied concepts from the then raging 

fashions of Colonial Revivalism that are well in evidence throughout Maryland’s Western Shore 

and especially in the metropolitan Washington, DC, area. 

Methodology 

BACKGROUND RESEARCH 

AAHA has researched a chain of title and mined a student paper by Jack W. Phillips 

(1934); that, and additional material from the Phillips paper will be used to more fully document 

MacAlpine. I also propose to collect and analyze agricultural census data for 1870, 1880, and 

1900 for MacAlpine and the election district of which it is a part to both define the nature of 

Calvert’s agricultural efforts and to place them into the context of the local agricultural economy. 

Phillips’ (1934) paper will be re-evaluated and his drawings (Figure 2) digitized and, if 

sufficiently accurate, overlain on the project drawing. The relationship of the electric railroad to 

the farm will be explored, largely through the compilation of a brief history of the line and its 

place in the expanding suburbs around the District of Columbia. 

Charles Baltimore Calvert, like his father, is purported to have been an agricultural 

innovator adapting to growing urban markets. (The reader should note that wealthy farmers 

almost invariably were the innovators insofar as they could afford to fail and stood to benefit in 

terms of local and even international prestige if they succeeded.) His organization of specialized 

buildings can be interpreted by comparison with his father’s approach, documented in the 1853 

Sides maps of Riversdale Plantation, of which MacAlpine was once a part. Census data coupled 

with archaeological data may aid in the attribution of dates and functions to buildings accurately 

placed on the farm’s landscape. The Phase I survey encountered no additional dwelling sites that 

might have shed light on the social relations of labor on this postbellum innovative farm. 

Not subject to this investigation, but notable by Phillips documentation of them on his 

map, are the rumored “Indian Burial Ground” and the garden that seems inexplicably placed 
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along the commuter rail line, vulnerable to the depredations of riders on the slow moving vehicle 

and far from the ready protection of the house occupants. We might have expected two smaller 

gardens farther from the railway on the level surfaces north and south of a declivity west of the 

railway. 

FIELD AND LABORATORY RESEARCH 

Documentation and evaluation of MacAlpine requires accurate, precise mapping. Stage 1 

of the proposed research involved establishment of datum points and instrument survey of 

surface features. The datum points were tied into local features and the project’s digital drawing 

by running a traverse from the northernmost datum point to the edge of Baltimore Avenue and 

measuring the locations of various features that appear on the project drawings. Vegetation 

clearing was undertaken around the dwelling and north addition and around the icehouse. The 

approximate locations of features and testing areas reported for the Phase I survey have been 

added to the project’s digital map (Figure 4-1), although they were not originally surveyed and 

are subject to remapping. 

Phase I survey failed to identify trash middens, and the degree of ground disturbance in 

the 1940s and 1950s, in part, accounts for this lack. Occupation of an elite residence by the 

Calvert family (1868-1934), followed by two schools (1934-ca. 1940, 1948-1957), minimized the 

development of trash middens in the vicinity of the house. M-NCPPC staff have requested 

further testing to determine definitively whether such middens exist, to more precisely define the 

individual structures and features, and to generally investigate the nature of the surrounding 

deposits. M-NCPPC staff requested a 15-ft shovel testing interval around the identified 

structures. Because of mapping irregularities of the Phase I survey, I proposed instead to broaden 

the shovel testing area to better encompass those features, but at a wider, 25-ft interval, followed 

by 12-ft to 15 ft supplemental tests where scientifically indicated. My initial plan to use a 10-ft 

interval (not 10 m as misunderstood in a review of the original technical proposal) did not 

account for the lack of established survey points that would have allowed accurate identification 

of the Phase I shovel test locations. In the end, the extent of demolition debris limited where 

shovel testing could be undertaken and the clearing and mapping of foundations limited the focus 

of shovel testing to documenting the nature of the soil column. Shovel tests, however, were used 

in an attempt to locate the bank barn described by Phillips (1934). All units were instrument 

mapped relative to several datum points tied into landscape features outside of the project area. 

The Phase I shovel tests could not be identified with confidence, in part because of recent storm 

and machine clearing. 

The Phase I field crew did identify structural remains. Probing deposits with a tile probe 

and shovel, coupled with minimal clearing of detritus with trowels and whisk brooms exposed 

sufficient portions of building foundations to allow accurate instrument mapping and definition 

of suitable places in which to excavate 3 ft by 3 ft sample units within and outside of three 

buildings. Additionally and again informed by probing and field observation, we excavated three 

narrow trenches in the ice house depression. Virtually all test units were excavated through late 

20
th

-century demolition debris. 

All non-demolition deposits was screened for artifacts through ¼-inch hardware mesh, 

the finds collected by unit and stratum. All data have been documented through a shovel test 

inventory (Appendix A), plan and profile views of units (drawn at 1:12), artifact inventory, and 

the overall site map. The report documents the layout of the principal structures, compares that 
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layout to Phillips’ sketch map, and evaluates the degree of integrity retained by each structure 

and surrounding deposits. 

Artifacts from the post-1965 demolition debris fill were inventoried in the field, but not 

retained. Artifacts from earlier or contexts of uncertain date were processed and prepared for 

permanent curation per the guidelines issued by the Maryland Historical Trust. 

 

 
Figure 4-1. Project map with approximate locations of features and proposed Phase II 

testing areas. 
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Chapter 5. Results 

Introduction 

Much of the surface around Study Area A is covered with dense underbrush, illicitly 

discarded trash, and demolition debris. The situation improved, in some respects, over that of the 

original study in March 2008 in that geotechnical crews cut wide tracks through the site in 

connection with their testing. An unfortunate side-effect of that clearing, however, was 

significant damage (Figure 5-1) caused to the structure that Tyler et al. (2008) tentatively 

identified as the smokehouse reported by Phillips (1934). With the aid of a variety of hand tools, 

including gas-powered chain saws and a brush cutter, the field crew cleared enough vegetation to 

admit access to key portions of the sites; specifically areas in which we could see or anticipated 

foundations. Vegetation clearing also was integral to instrument mapping. 

 
Figure 5-1. Backhoe destruction of part of brick structure (December 2011). 

We established an origin datum (E500, N500, Z 300) with a steel spike a few feet north 

of the icehouse depression. (The Z-value, or elevation, is arbitrary, as are the easting and northing 

values.) A backsight datum has been established just west of the putative smokehouse at E500, 

N642.86, Z312.64. Additional permanent and fly points appear on the site map (Figure 5-2). 

The remainder of this chapter is structured around the four loci investigated in March 

2012: the ice house, the so-called bank barn (now designated the carriage barn), the so-called 

smokehouse (now designated south wing of the house), and the MacAlpine house. 
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Figure 5-2. Site map. 

Ice House 

Tyler at al. (2008) recognized the ice house as a large depression on the brow of the hill, 

south of the house. They noted scattered domestic refuse and some brick on the surface. Downed 

trees and underbrush, however, obscured the surface of the feature. The Phase II field crew cut 

and removed most of the downed trees and cut the brush within and around the depression 

(Figure 5-3). Once cleared, it was apparent that the size and depth of the depression had been 

exaggerated by prior excavation: the excavators had dug within and around the ice house, 

creating a berm around it and redepositing large amounts of domestic refuse that were discarded 

in the abandoned ice house. We observed a chemical bottle neck and rim and a pipette on the 

surface, both suggestive of schoolhouse activities. Decaled earthenware ceramics and a Buffalo 

Pottery semi-vitreous blue willow patterned plate, bearing the date 1909 on the maker’s mark, 

were noted, as were several jelly jars bearing the patent date of June 9, [19]03. Our reassessment 
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of the feature and refuse scatter, and the presence of two large trees precariously perched on the 

south edge of the berm required a modification of our testing plan. 

 
Figure 5-3. Ice house depression, east and south trenches. 

Instead of excavating a 3 ft by 1.5 ft test unit on top of the berm at each of the cardinal 

points to find the 20 ft diameter wall described by Phillips (1934), followed by a unit within the 

depression to determine depth, we started the units well below the berms and well within the 

depression (Figure 5-4). Each unit was instrument mapped and other data were collected with 

which to construct a contour map of the depression and its immediate vicinity. 

The south and east trenches encountered intact brickwork at 2.55 ft and 4.40 ft below 

grade, respectively. These values have little significance because of the differences in grade 

elevations at different points within in the depression, apart from revealing the amount of fill 

covering the remnant circular foundation. Absolute elevations of 292.91 to 292.95 indicate that 

the top surviving courses are at the same elevation.1 The west trench failed to encounter brick 

foundation although excavated to a depth of 291.07; viz., 1.85 ft deeper than the upper courses of 

brick in the other two trenches. 

                                                 
1 The ‘absolute’ elevations are based on the arbitrary elevation datum established for the project at E500, N500, Z300, and not 

on an established USGS benchmark. 
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Figure 5-4. Ice house topographic map showing test trenches. 

Each of the units encountered similar deposits (Figure 5-5): mixed 10YR3/3, 10YR3/4 

and 10YR4/4 silt loams with gravel and 20
th

-century domestic refuse (Strata 1A through 1E) over 

masonry rubble consisting of water-struck soft mud common red brick bats and chunks in a 

matrix of degraded lime mortar (Stratum 2). Excavators encountered masonry rubble at or just 

above the highest surviving brick courses (Stratum 4) in the east and south trenches. An 

automobile tire, possibly a four-ply polyester radial, lies about 0.50 ft above the intact portion of 

the brick wall in the east trench. Probing revealed that the masonry rubble extended at least an 

additional 2.5 ft beneath the point at which the south trench terminated (~288.55 ft) and 2 ft 

below the point at which we terminated the excavation of the west trench (~289.07 ft). The 

unconsolidated nature of the rubble deposit precluded deeper excavation with enlarging the 

trenches at least threefold. We could not expose enough of the foundation to calculate the 

diameter of the structure, which Phillips (2008) put at 20 ft, but it was clear that the walls sloped 

inward. The inner face of the eighth course uncovered in the south trench was 0.50 ft closer to 

the center of the depression than that of the second course. The foundation in the east trench was 

similarly sloped. 



 

 41 

 
Figure 5-5. Profiles of the east, south, and west trenches. 

The berm, scattered domestic refuse, masonry rubble lacking whole bricks, and our 

inability to find the wall in the west trench all point to cannibalization of the foundation; viz., 

robbing of the brick. We even found a mattock head in the rubble of the south trench, a tool 

likely used in the process. The robbers dug around the outside of the 20 ft diameter brick 

foundation and removed successive courses, depositing the broken bricks and unwanted mortar 

into the ice house foundation. That material accumulated to the tops of what became the 

surviving courses, protecting underlying courses. Cannibalization probably began on the north or 

west sides of the foundation, the waste material deposited to the south and east, resulting in 

higher rubble deposits in those quadrants and the consequent survival of more courses. 

Surface reconnaissance of the slope below the ice house in search of a drain revealed a 

displaced splash block made of concrete on brick rubble and a sheet metal downspout at the top 

of a small drainage, but no drain. 

Carriage Barn 

Tyler et al. (2008) found brick on the surface and in some of their shovel tests in the 

southeast corner of Study Area A. Referring to Phillips (1934) drawing and description, they 

surmised that this was the location of the bank barn. The feature, however, lies 50 ft or more 

north of the break in slope above the postal facility drive and the armory property, a setting 

unsuited to this kind of structure. Shovel testing in the vicinity and surface reconnaissance 

revealed that brick rubble clusters only in ST A5, but the quantity paled in comparison to the 

surface material visible in Transect C (Figure 5-6; Table 5-1; Appendix A). The units produced 

some vessel glass, all of it indistinguishable from late 20
th

-century vessel glass (i.e., before 

widespread industry ‘lightweighting’ of product containers in the 1990s). 

Probing and shovel testing at varying intervals to avoid trees, and a series of unscreened 

shovel tests (Z1 through Z6) identified two parallel walls of lime-mortared, water-struck, soft 

mud common red brick. The east wall, uncovered in Shovel Test (ST) D2, lies beneath 2.37 ft of 

sediment (Figure 5-7). About 0.50 ft to 0.65 ft of sediment covered the west wall. The east wall 

was too deeply buried to uncover with the resources at hand. The field crew exposed about 15 ft 
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of the west wall and excavated test units (TUs) on the west (TU1) and east (TU2) sides (Figures 

5-8 through 5-10). 

TU1 exposed four strata: a recently developed A-horizon on a C-horizon of brick and 

mortar rubble that covered disturbed A-horizon with some brick and mortar inclusions above a 

10YR4/4 silty loam Bt-horizon with some gravel inclusions. Stratum 2 (C) represents demolition 

of the building and Stratum 3 (Ab) is the topsoil that existed at the time the building was erected. 

TU1 appears to be outside of the structure. The surface slopes southward at about 15%, but the 

Ab horizon slope is 21% to 22%. 

TU2 also exposed four strata, but apart from the Bt horizon (Stratum 4 in TU1), they 

were very different. Stratum 1, a thin layer of humus, covered a thick (1.8 ft) deposit of masonry 

rubble, including whole and partial bricks, as well as degraded lime mortar. Stratum 3 is a 0.15 ft 

to 0.3. ft thick deposit of black ash, clearly representing the burning of the structure, followed by 

its demolition (Stratum 2). TU2 is within the building. The lack of burned timbers suggest that it 

was razed after it had burned, the upper portions of the brick foundation pushed into the interior. 

 
Figure 5-6. Plan of carriage barn area. 
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Table 5-1. Summary of shovel test finds. 

 

A1 A2 A3 A4 A5 A7 B1 B2 B3 B4 B6 B7 C1 D1 D2 Total 

ST 

                Architecture 

                Brick, common red 

   

3 27 

 

4 3 11 3 3 

 

1 

  

55 

Hinge 

              

1 1 

Nail, indeterminate 

            

3 

  

3 

Nail, machine-cut 3 

              

3 

Nail, machine- & headed 

 

1 

  

6 

          

7 

Slate, roofing 

      

1 

     

5 

  

6 

Window glass 

 

1 

             

1 

Coal 

 

1 7 33 

 

1 

 

6 5 28 

  

1 

  

82 

Indeterminate 

          

1 

    

1 

Hardware 

                Spike 

           

2 

   

2 

Miscellaneous 

                Indeterminate 

    

3 

        

1 

 

4 

Beverage bottle 

          

13 

    

13 

Bottle 

 

2 

        

4 

    

6 

Bottle, Indeterminate 

   

7 

 

6 

  

12 1 

     

26 

Earthenware, Whiteware 

   

2 

           

2 

Jar, glass 

            

1 

  

1 

Tumbler 

         

1 

     

1 

   Total 3 5 7 45 36 7 5 9 28 33 21 2 11 1 1 214 

 

 
Figure 5-7. Shovel test D2 and carriage barn east wall. 
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Figure 5-8. Plan of carriage barn, west wall. 

The east-west dimension of the building is about 26 ft; probing and breaks in the 

topography suggest that the north-south dimension is greater. The building, in any case, is too 

small to be the foundation of a bank barn. Additionally, there is no obvious ramp or retaining 

wall on the north side of the feature. This structure may be the carriage barn to which Phillips 

(1934) referred, but which no longer stood at the time of his visit. ST B1 (Appendix A) may have 

been just east of the “old carriage barn” mentioned by Phillips (1934), producing on the west side 

of the unit brick and mortar rubble as well as roofing slate. 
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Figure 5-9. Overview of TUs 1 and 2, carriage barn. 
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Figure 5-10. Profiles of TUs 1 and 2, carriage barn. 

MacAlpine House 

Archival data suggest that the MacAlpine house consisted of a main block (built 1866/8), 

south wing (construction date uncertain), and north wing (built sometime between 1938 and 

1943). Tyler et al. (2008) thought that the exposed concrete foundation (Figure 5-9) represented 

the house. While the use of hydraulic cement in Maryland dates to the construction of the 

portions of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal as early as 1837, widespread use of the material did 

not occur until the early 20
th

 century. The concrete foundation is clearly that of the north wing 

addition. The brick field to the south of the foundation, on the other hand, clearly represents the 

main block of the house. Using the 1943 photograph of MacAlpine’s north and east facades, the 

surviving concrete foundation, and three unscreened shovel tests in the densest part of the 

undergrowth south of the concrete foundation, the field crew traced out the north wall of the 

main block of the house. The interior appears to be entirely filled with masonry rubble from 

demolition. The east wall is inaccessible because of the downed trees piled in that area by the 

geotechnical crew during track clearing. The south wall was identified and cleared (see 

subsection below on south wing). Trenching led to the discovery of the center portion of the west 

wall of the main block, the trench producing parts of a lockset. 

MAIN BLOCK 

Upon exposing a portion of the west wall, approximating its center, we excavated two 

units (TU3 on the exterior, TU4 on the interior) and exposed a chimney stack addition (Figure 5-

11 through 5-15). The chimney stack has extruded flue made of refractory clay. It was filled with 

charcoal and roofing slate fragments. Removal of this material exposed a square breach in the 

foundation side of the flue, evidently the intake for a wood- or coal-fired furnace. Excavators 

encountered an ash fill below the brick rubble in TU3. Removing this material, they found a 

bulkhead entry wall and exposed the brick infill of the door, clearly closed sometime after 

Phillips’ visit in 1934. The areaway had been filled with brick rubble. The infill brick is 20
th

-

century gas- or electric fired extruded brick, clearly different from the waterstruck, soft mud brick 
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of the foundation and bulkhead entry wall. Inventoried artifacts included flexible metal electrical 

conduit, 20
th

-century beverage bottle glass, and a hinge fragment. 

 

 
Figure 5-11. Chimney flue and ash deposit in bulkhead entry. 

 
Figure 5-12. Overview of TUs 3 and 4 and chimney flue. 

TU 4, excavated on the interior of the building, encountered dense masonry rubble, 

including many whole bricks, overlying a deep deposit of ash. Sheet metal, possible part of a 

gutter, is embedded within the rubble fill (see Figures 5-13 through 5-15). 
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Figure 5-13. View of TU 4, looking west. 
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Figure 5-14. Plan of TUs 3 and 4, main house block. 

 
Figure 5-15. Profile of TUs 3 and 4. 
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SOUTH WING OF HOUSE 

As noted above, a concentration of brick rubble that Tyler et al. (2008) thought 

represented the smoke house mentioned by Phillips (1934) had been partially excavated with 

machinery between the Phase I and Phase II investigations. Probing and rubble removal revealed 

a wall which the Phase II field crew further exposed and tested with interior and exterior 3 ft by 3 

ft test units (Figure 5-16).  

 
Figure 5-16. Plan of south wing and TUs 1 and 2. 

The field crew exposed a chimney base near the northwest corner of the south addition 

(Figure 5-17), a feature that Phillips reported as backing onto the fireplace in the dining room of 

the main block. A 1.5 ft concrete posthole with a square void, or ‘postmold’ large enough to 

accommodate a 4” by 4” wooden post, approximately 5 ft west of the end of a foundation 

projection, likely part of a post-1934 porch. TU1 on the exterior of the southwest corner of the 

south addition revealed a small builders’ trench (Figures 5-18 through 5-20), suggesting that the 

basement to the addition may not be original, the foundation having been laid in a trench and the 

interior excavated at a later date. 
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Figure 5-17. Chimney base, south wing. 

 
Figure 5-18. TU1, south wing. 
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Figure 5-19. TU2, south wing. 
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Figure 5-20. North wall profile, TU1, south wing. 

TU2, on the interior of the southwest corner, exposed a poured concrete floor beneath the 

demolition rubble. (Phillips did note that the floors of the dwelling had been covered with poured 

concrete.) A small iron pipe protrudes just above the concrete floor surface and the edges of the 

floor are recessed and have several pockets indicating that the concrete was poured around 

upright wooden members, possibly designed to support lathing. Several machine-cut lathing 

nails, as well as cut common nails, were noted among the few objects uncovered (Table 5-2). The 

majority of material is architectural (brick, wire nails, roofing slate, and window glass) and 20
th

-

century vessel glass. The dominance of wire nails (79%) suggests that the addition was built after 

1890. 

We attempted to examine deposits beneath the concrete floor by removing some of the 

concrete with an engineer’s hammer. The broken concrete gave way to a void beneath: the thick 

concrete slab discouraged further exploration. 
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Table 5-2. Summary of inventoried material from TU1 and TU2. 
Variety 1 2 Total 

South Wing 155 329 484 

TU 

   Architecture 

   Brick, common red 7 4 11 

Hardware 

 

1 1 

Indeterminate 1 

 

1 

Nail, indeterminate 3 

 

3 

Nail, machine-cut 2 

 

2 

Nail, machine-cut, machine-headed 2 

 

2 

Nail, wire 20 13 33 

Slate, roofing 1 27 28 

Window glass 27 1 28 

Food 

   Bone, Bird 1 

 

1 

Bone, Mammal 2 1 3 

Bottle Cap 2 1 3 

Fuel 

   Coal 24 

 

24 

Hardware 

   Bolt 

 

2 2 

Clamp 

 

2 2 

Hardware 1 

 

1 

Key 

 

1 1 

Lock 

 

2 2 

Nail, indeterminate 

 

3 3 

Nail, machine-cut, machine-headed 

 

146 146 

Nail, wire 

 

59 59 

Screw 1 14 15 

Washer, metal 

 

4 4 

(blank) 

 

1 1 

Indeterminate 

   Indeterminate 

 

1 1 

Metal, indeterminate 

 

7 7 

(blank) 

 

1 1 

Miscellaneous 8 2 10 

Vessel 

   Bottle 

 

8 8 

Bottle, Indeterminate 7 

 

7 

Bottle, machine-molded 43 24 67 

Earthenware, Whiteware 2 1 3 

Indeterminate 

 

3 3 

Jar, glass 1 

 

1 

   Total 155 329 484 

 

NORTH WING 

The north addition consists of two sections of foundation, the eastern portion of which 

appears to have been destroyed during razing of the building. In any case, large slabs of concrete 

precluded archaeological testing. A three-step concrete stoop with 1 ft treads and five-inch risers 

lies within the foundation, 3 ft to 6 ft from the center of the west wall. 

The western portion of the north addition foundation remains open. It consists of a poured 

concrete (~30%) and gravel (~70%) foundation 0.75 ft thick. Parging on the exterior has largely 
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deteriorated and there is no evidence of interior parging or other surface treatment. A 1.5-ft wide 

by 1.5 ft high aperture centered on the west wall suggests an entry to a crawl space. Two poured 

1 ft by 4½-inch pilasters along the interior of the west wall may be joist supports. Given these 

findings and the recovery of the true house foundation (Figure 5-22), we did not excavate units 

within and outside of the concrete foundation, digging them instead on the west wall of the brick 

foundation. 

Ten shovel tests excavated north of the north addition and west of the demolition debris 

revealed little of interest. Most of the material (Figure 5-3), particularly the asbestos shingle 

siding and linoleum floor tile, likely came from the razed north addition. 

Table 5-3. Summary of materials from ST X1 through Y5. 
Variety X1 X2 X3 X5 Y1 Y2 Y3 Y4 Y5 Total 

Architecture 
          Brick, common red 
  

4 1 5 
    

10 
Slate, roofing 

     
1 

 
1 

 
2 

Tile, Floor 
        

5 5 
Tile, Siding 

      
3 

  
3 

Window glass 
   

4 
 

3 
  

3 10 
Fuel 

          Coal 
    

1 
 

2 
  

3 
Indeterminate 

      
1 

  
1 

Hardware 
          Bolt 
        

1 1 
Miscellaneous 

      
3 

  
3 

Vessel 
          Beverage bottle 
      

1 
  

1 
Bottle 2 

    
4 8 5 4 23 

Bottle, Indeterminate 
 

4 
       

4 
Indeterminate 

      
20 

  
20 

Tumbler 
      

1 
  

1 
Vase 

      
1 

  
1 

   Total 2 4 4 5 6 8 40 6 13 88 
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Figure 5-22. Vicinity of MacAlpine house. 
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Chapter 6. Summary and Conclusions 

Summary 

Calvert Tract, LLC, proposes redevelopment of the 36-acre Cafritz Tract, a parcel 

between US Route 1 and the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad grade, north of MD 410. The parcel was 

a 200+ acre part of the Calvert family’s Riverdale tract and became a working farm under 

Charles Baltimore Calvert between 1864 and 1868 and remained so until his death in 1906. The 

farm, called MacAlpine, left the Calvert family in 1934. It briefly housed the Longfellow School 

for Boys (1934-ca. 1940) before being redeveloped as housing (Calvert Homes) for a wartime 

aircraft factory (ERCO) and, later, for students entering the nearby University of Maryland under 

the GI Bill. A school operated in or near the main house for the community’s children from 1948 

until at least 1957. The wartime housing was demolished after 1965, the debris from which 

covers much of the property today. 

In 2008, Applied Archaeology & History Associates (AAHA) of Annapolis, Maryland, 

conducted an archaeological survey of the entire 36-acre tract, dividing the ridgetop, as Area A, 

from the remainder of the tract to the east and south (Area B). The field crew identified a 

concrete foundation, which they suggested belongs to Calvert’s MacAlpine, and the locations of 

an ice house, possible smokehouse, and barn; designations in part based on a 1934 sketch map of 

the farm. AAHA recommended a Phase II site examination of those resources and monitoring of 

all ground-disturbance during construction in the remainder of Area A. They recommended no 

further investigation of Area B and combined the MacAlpine (18PR259) and Calvert Homes 

(18PR260) sites into one site, 18PR259, on the grounds that the overlap precluded any 

meaningful division. Their recommendation identified the MacAlpine component as potentially 

significant, not the Calvert Homes component. 

The Phase II archaeological site examination consisted of three components: limited 

testing (shovel tests, 3 ft by 3 ft excavation units, probing and trenching); instrument mapping; 

and reporting. Fieldwork was undertaken by the principal investigator and his assistants, Dana C. 

Linck and Thomas Forhan, between March 8 and March 24, 2012.  

Clearing vegetation from the ice house locus, it became clear that it had been heavily 

disturbed. Three trenches and surface mapping documented cannibalization of an abandoned 

circular ice house that had served as a domestic refuse dump probably into the late 1950s. Most 

of the upper courses of brick had been removed, the usable bricks removed from the site and the 

broken pieces and waste mortar scattered on the surface and filling the ice house hole to a point 

where it inhibited further cannibalization. 

Shovel testing, excavation of two 3 ft by 3 ft units, and mapping suggests that the 

structure identified by Tyler et al. (2008) as the bank barn described by Phillips in 1934 probably 

is the carriage barn that burned prior to Phillips’ visit. Brick (whole and fragmentary) and mortar 

rubble fill the interior of the building which measures 25 ft east-west and more than 25 ft north-

south. The rubble lies directly on an ash deposit which covers an earthen floor. The bank barn 

may have been farther south, spanning the topographic break above the postal facility road and 

armory. 

The relationship of the addition to the exposed foundation remains of the main block and 

south addition appear in Figures 6-1 through 6-3. The concrete foundation clearly is that of the 

north addition to the dwelling, constructed sometime between 1938 and 1943. Four 3 ft by 3 ft 

units,, several trenches, and ten shovel tests clearly established the footprint of the dwelling, and 

the feature Tyler et al. (2008) identified as the smokehouse is the south addition to the building, 
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probably constructed sometime after 1890. The excavations confirmed Phillips’ observation that 

the floors had been surfaced with poured concrete. Units 3 and 4 exposed the northern third of a 

bulkhead entranceway on the center of the main block’s west wall and revealed that it had been 

filled, probably in the 20
th

 century. A chimney stack also had been added, just north of the 

bulkhead entrance in the 20
th

 century, probably to accommodate a new heating plant. 

The exposed dwelling foundations correspond exactly to a digitized version of Phillips’ 

scaled drawing of the house. A digitized drawing of Phillips’ scaled 1934 first floor plan of the 

house was referenced to the project drawing. The southwest corner of the south addition on his 

drawing was ‘snapped’ to the southwest corner of the field drawing of the exposed foundation. 

The Phillips drawing was then rotated into place, the bulkhead entranceway’s north wall 

corresponding perfectly to that represented in the field drawing. 

All of the deposits excavated represent demolition debris formed c. 1930 (the carriage 

barn), c. 1960 (cannibalized ice house), or after 1965 (the house). The crew inventoried in the 

field, but did not retain, this material. The vast majority was brick, mortar, roofing slate, nails, 

and 20
th

-century beverage bottle glass. 

Conclusions 

MacAlpine has been heavily damaged, first by Calvert Homes construction, then by 

Calvert Homes demolition, and most recently by clearing for geotechnical survey. A concerted 

and apparently successful attempt to cannibalize brick from the ice house has left an 

undetermined number of surviving courses and a fill of unconsolidated masonry rubble, all well 

below the current grade. Several feet of masonry rubble also fill the house and carriage barn. 

Surrounding surfaces have been heavily damaged and the large amount of illicitly discarded trash 

from the last third of the 20
th

 century makes it difficult to distinguish from much of the domestic 

refuse generated by the occupants of MacAlpine, the schools, and the Calvert Homes community. 

The research and public education potentials of this site are poor because of these disturbances 

and the rapid succession of substantively different occupations between 1934 and 1957. 
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Figure 6-1. MacAlpine house and additions. 
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Figure 6-2. MacAlpine house footprint and archaeological features. 
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Figure 6-3. MacAlpine house 
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Appendix A: Shovel Test Data 
Locus Transect Unit Stratum Depth Munsell Texture Horizon Notes/Inclusions 

Carriage Barn A 1 1 0.30 10YR3/2 Silt loam Ao  

Carriage Barn A 1 2 0.65 7.5YR4/4 Silty sandy loam A  

Carriage Barn A 1 3 1.55 5YR4/6 Silty clay Bt  

Carriage Barn A 2 1 0.10 10YR3/2 Silt loam Ao  

Carriage Barn A 2 2 0.70 10YR4/4 Clay loam A  

Carriage Barn A 2 3 0.80 10YR5/6 Gravelly silt Bt  

Carriage Barn A 3 1 0.40 10YR3/2 Silt loam A  

Carriage Barn A 3 2 1.00 10YR5/6 Silt loam E  

Carriage Barn A 3 3 1.35 7.5YR5/6 Silt loam Bw  

Carriage Barn A 4 1 0.40 10YR3/2 Silt loam A  

Carriage Barn A 4 2 0.90 10YR4/6 Silt loam E  

Carriage Barn A 4 3 1.25 7.5YR5/6 Gravelly silt loam Bw  

Carriage Barn A 5 1 0.60 10YR3/2 Sandy silt loam A  

Carriage Barn A 5 2 1.10 10YR4/6 Sandy silt loam 2A  

Carriage Barn A 5 3 1.50 10YR4/6 Gravelly clay loam Bt  

Carriage Barn A 6 1 0.40 10YR3/1 Silt loam A  

Carriage Barn A 6 2 0.80 7.5YR4/6 Gravelly silt loam 2A  

Carriage Barn A 6 3 1.10 5YR4/6 Gravelly clay loam Bt  

Carriage Barn A 7 1 0.25 10YR4/4 Silt loam A  

Carriage Barn A 7 2 0.40 10YR3/2 Silt loam 2A  

Carriage Barn A 7 3 0.70 10YR4/6 Gravelly clay loam Bt  

Carriage Barn A 7 4 1.10 7.5YR5/8 Silty clay loam 2Bt  

Carriage Barn B 1 1 0.30 10YR4/3 Silt loam Ao  

Carriage Barn B 1 2 1.15 10YR4/6 Clayey silt loam Ab roofing slate and brick inclusions 

Carriage Barn B 1 3 1.45 7.5YR4/6 Gravelly silt loam Bw  

Carriage Barn B 1 4 1.60 5YR5/6 Silt loam 2Bw  

Carriage Barn B 2 1 0.20 10YR3/2 Silt loam Ao  

Carriage Barn B 2 2 0.60 mixed Silt loam C  

Carriage Barn B 2 3 1.05 7.5YR5/6 Gravelly silt loam Bw  

Carriage Barn B 3 1 0.80 10YR3/2 Silt loam A  

Carriage Barn B 3 2 1.00 mixed Silty sandy loam Ab brick bat 

Carriage Barn B 3 3 1.60 10YR5/6 Clayey silt loam Bt  

Carriage Barn B 4 1 0.30 10YR3/2 Silt loam Ao  

Carriage Barn B 4 2 0.50 10YR4/4 Clayey silt loam Ab charcoal inclusions 

Carriage Barn B 4 3 0.90 10YR4/6 Clayey silt loam 2Ab  

Carriage Barn B 4 4 1.20 5YR5/8 Clay loam Bt  

Carriage Barn B 5 1 0.20 7.5YR3/3 Silt loam Ao  
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Carriage Barn B 5 2 0.90 7.5YR4/3 Clayey silt loam Bt  

Carriage Barn B 5 3 1.15 7.5YR4/6 Gravelly clay loam 2Bt  

Carriage Barn B 6 1 0.40 10YR3/2 Silty clay Bt  

Carriage Barn B 6 2 1.00 7.5YR5/6 Clay silt 2Bt  

Carriage Barn B 7 1 0.65 mixed Silty sandy loam C  

Carriage Barn B 7 2 1.10 mixed Gravelly silt loam C  

Carriage Barn B 7 3 1.50 5YR4/6 Gravelly clay loam Bt  

Carriage Barn C 1 1 0.25  Silt loam Ao  

Carriage Barn C 1 2 0.35 10YR3/1 Silt loam Ab artifact inclusions 

Carriage Barn C 1 3 0.60 10YR4/3 Clayey silt loam Bt  

Carriage Barn C 1 4 1.20 7.5YR5/6 Clay loam Bt  

Carriage Barn D 1 1 0.10  Silt loam Ao  

Carriage Barn D 1 2 0.50 10YR3/2 Clayey silt loam Ab  

Carriage Barn D 1 3 1.40 10YR4/6 Silt loam Bw  

Carriage Barn D 2 1 0.40 10YR3/2 Silt loam Ao  

Carriage Barn D 2 2 2.80 mixed  C masonry rubble 

Carriage Barn D 2 3 2.50    brick wall 

Carriage Barn Z 1 1 0.20 10YR5/4 Silt loam A  

Carriage Barn Z 1 2 1.10 10YR5/4 Silt loam C 30% 10YR5/8 clay 

Carriage Barn Z 1 3 1.50 10YR5/3 Gravelly silt loam 2C  

Carriage Barn Z 2 1 0.15 10YR3/2 Silt loam A  

Carriage Barn Z 2 2 0.60 10YR5/3 Silt loam C 30% 10YR5/8 clay 

Carriage Barn Z 2 3 1.50 10YR4/4 Clay 2C brick bat, gravel, 10YR5/8 clay 

Carriage Barn Z 3 1 0.30 10YR3/2 Silt loam A  

Carriage Barn Z 3 2 1.30 mixed Clay C  

Carriage Barn Z 3 3 1.80 10YR4/4 Clay Bt  

Carriage Barn Z 4 1 0.40 10YR3/2 Silt loam A  

Carriage Barn Z 4 2 0.70 10YR5/3 Silt loam Ab  

Carriage Barn Z 4 3 1.20 10YR5/6 Clay Bt redox; 10YR5/3 

Carriage Barn Z 4 4 1.60 10YR4/2 Clay 2Bt  

Carriage Barn Z 5 1 0.15 10YR3/2 Silt loam A  

Carriage Barn Z 5 2 0.40 10YR5/3 Silt loam Ab  

Carriage Barn Z 5 3 0.70 10YR5/6 Clay C masonry rubble 

Carriage Barn Z 5 4 1.20 10YR5/6 Clay Bt redox; 10YR5/3 

Carriage Barn Z 6 1 0.20 10YR3/2 Silt loam A  

Carriage Barn Z 6 2 0.90 10YR4/3 Gravelly silt loam Bt  

House X 1 1 0.15 10YR3/1 Clayey silt loam Ao  

House X 1 2 0.70 10YR3/2 Silty clay loam A  

House X 1 3 1.10 10YR3/6 Gravelly clay loam Bt  

House X 2 1 0.40 10YR3/2 Silty clay loam A  
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House X 2 2 0.60 10YR4/2 Silt loam 2A  

House X 2 3 1.00 7.5YR4/6 Clay loam Bt  

House X 3 1 0.10 10YR3/2 Silt loam Ao  

House X 3 2 0.60 10YR5/6 Gravelly silt loam A  

House X 3 3 1.10 7.5YR4/6 Gravelly clay loam Bt  

House X 4 1 0.40 10YR3/2 Silt loam A  

House X 4 2 1.00 10YR5/6 Gravelly silt loam 2A  

House X 4 3 1.40 7.5YR4/6 Gravelly clay loam Bt  

House X 5 1 0.20 10YR3/2 Clay loam Ao  

House X 5 2 0.90 10YR5/4 Silt loam A  

House X 5 3 1.10 7.5YR4/6 Gravelly sand loam Bw  

House Y 1 1 0.40 10YR4/2 Silt loam A  

House Y 1 2 0.90 10YR5/6 Gravelly silt loam Bw  

House Y 1 3 1.10 7.5YR5/4 Clayey silt loam Bt  

House Y 2 1 0.40 10YR2/2 Silt loam Ao  

House Y 2 2 0.80 10YR3/2 Silt loam A  

House Y 2 3 1.20 10YR5/6 Gravelly silt loam Bw  

House Y 2 4 1.40 7.5YR5/4 Clayey silt loam Bt  

House Y 3 1 0.80 10YR3/2 Silt loam A  

House Y 3 2 1.30 10YR5/6 Gravelly sand loam Bt  

House Y 3 3 1.40 7.5YR4/6 Gravelly silt loam 2Bt  

House Y 4 1 0.30 10YR3/2 Silt loam Ao  

House Y 4 2 0.60 10YR5/4 Gravelly sand loam A  

House Y 4 3 1.20 10YR4/6 Gravelly sand loam Bw  

House Y 4 4 1.30 7.5YR4/6 Gravelly silt loam Bt  

House Y 5 1 0.40 10YR4/2 Silt loam A  

House Y 5 2 0.90 10YR5/4 Clayey silt loam 2A  

House Y 5 3 1.10 7.5YR4/6 Clayey silt loam Bt  
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Appendix B: Artifact Inventory 
ST/TU Locus Unit Stratum Quantity Class Material Variety Type Element Comments 

ST Carriage Barn A1  3 Architecture Metal Nail, machine-cut   fragments 

ST Carriage Barn A2  1 Architecture Metal Nail, machine-cut, machine-headed    

ST Carriage Barn A2  1 Architecture Glass Window glass    

ST Carriage Barn A2  1 Fuel Stone Coal anthracite   

ST Carriage Barn A2  1 Vessel Glass Bottle  brown  

ST Carriage Barn A2  1 Vessel Glass Bottle  colorless  

ST Carriage Barn A3  7 Fuel Stone Coal anthracite   

ST Carriage Barn A4  3 Architecture Brick/Daub/Mortar Brick, common red   fragments 

ST Carriage Barn A4  31 Fuel Stone Coal anthracite   

ST Carriage Barn A4  2 Fuel Stone Coal ash   

ST Carriage Barn A4  2 Vessel Ceramic Earthenware, Whiteware    

ST Carriage Barn A4  7 Vessel Glass Bottle, Indeterminate  colorless  

ST Carriage Barn A5  27 Architecture Brick/Daub/Mortar Brick, common red   fragments 

ST Carriage Barn A5  4 Architecture Metal Nail, machine-cut, machine-headed   fragments 

ST Carriage Barn A5  2 Architecture Metal Nail, machine-cut, machine-headed   1" 

ST Carriage Barn A5  3 Miscellaneous Metal Indeterminate    

ST Carriage Barn A7  1 Fuel Stone Coal anthracite   

ST Carriage Barn A7  3 Vessel Glass Bottle, Indeterminate  brown  

ST Carriage Barn A7  3 Vessel Glass Bottle, Indeterminate  colorless  

ST Carriage Barn B1  4 Architecture Brick/Daub/Mortar Brick, common red   fragments 

ST Carriage Barn B1  1 Architecture Stone Slate, roofing    

ST Carriage Barn B2  3 Architecture Brick/Daub/Mortar Brick, common red   fragments 

ST Carriage Barn B2  6 Fuel Stone Coal anthracite   

ST Carriage Barn B3  11 Architecture Brick/Daub/Mortar Brick, common red   fragments 

ST Carriage Barn B3  3 Fuel Stone Coal anthracite   

ST Carriage Barn B3  2 Fuel Stone Coal ash   

ST Carriage Barn B3  7 Vessel Glass Bottle, Indeterminate  colorless  

ST Carriage Barn B3  3 Vessel Glass Bottle, Indeterminate  colorless white silk screening 

ST Carriage Barn B3  2 Vessel Glass Bottle, Indeterminate  brown  

ST Carriage Barn B4  3 Architecture Brick/Daub/Mortar Brick, common red   fragments 

ST Carriage Barn B4  19 Fuel Stone Coal anthracite   

ST Carriage Barn B4  9 Fuel Stone Coal ash   

ST Carriage Barn B4  1 Vessel Glass Tumbler  rim; colorless  

ST Carriage Barn B4  1 Vessel Glass Bottle, Indeterminate  colorless  

ST Carriage Barn B6  3 Architecture Brick/Daub/Mortar Brick, common red   fragments 

ST Carriage Barn B6  1 Fuel Slag Indeterminate    

ST Carriage Barn B6  13 Vessel Glass Beverage bottle  amber stippled 

ST Carriage Barn B6  4 Vessel Glass Bottle  colorless  

ST Carriage Barn B7  2 Hardware Metal Spike railroad   

ST Carriage Barn C1  5 Architecture Stone Slate, roofing    

ST Carriage Barn C1  1 Architecture Brick/Daub/Mortar Brick, common red   fragment 

ST Carriage Barn C1  3 Architecture Metal Nail, indeterminate    

ST Carriage Barn C1  1 Fuel Stone Coal anthracite   

ST Carriage Barn C1  1 Vessel Glass Jar, glass  colorless  

ST Carriage Barn D1  1 Miscellaneous Metal Indeterminate    

ST Carriage Barn D2  1 Architecture Metal Hinge window?  copper alloy 

ST Carriage Barn  A6 1 Architecture Brick/Daub/Mortar    fragments 

ST Carriage Barn  A6 1 Architecture Metal Nail, machine-cut    

ST Carriage Barn  A6 60 Vessel Glass Bottle, Indeterminate  various colors  

ST House X1  2 Vessel Glass Bottle  colorless  

ST House X2  4 Vessel Glass Bottle, Indeterminate  colorless  
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ST House X3  4 Architecture Brick/Daub/Mortar Brick, common red   fragments 

ST House X5  1 Architecture Brick/Daub/Mortar Brick, common red   fragments 

ST House X5  4 Architecture Glass Window glass    

ST House Y1  5 Architecture Brick/Daub/Mortar Brick, common red   fragments 

ST House Y1  1 Fuel Stone Coal anthracite   

ST House Y2  1 Architecture Stone Slate, roofing    

ST House Y2  3 Architecture Glass Window glass    

ST House Y2  4 Vessel Glass Bottle  colorless  

ST House Y3  3 Architecture Composite Tile, Siding asbestos   

ST House Y3  2 Fuel Stone Coal anthracite   

ST House Y3  1 Fuel Slag Indeterminate    

ST House Y3  1 Miscellaneous Stone  non-roofing slate   

ST House Y3  1 Miscellaneous Plastic    file folder tab? 

ST House Y3  1 Miscellaneous Metal Indeterminate    

ST House Y3  4 Vessel Glass Bottle  light green  

ST House Y3  1 Vessel Glass Vase molded rim ballet dancer, abstract 

ST House Y3  1 Vessel Glass Tumbler molded base; colorless shot glass? 

ST House Y3  1 Vessel Glass Beverage bottle  body 7-Up bottle? 

ST House Y3  4 Vessel Glass Bottle  amber stippled 

ST House Y3  20 Vessel Glass Indeterminate  colorless  

ST House Y4  1 Architecture Stone Slate, roofing    

ST House Y4  5 Vessel Glass Bottle  colorless  

ST House Y5  5 Architecture Composite Tile, Floor linoleum tile   

ST House Y5  3 Architecture Glass Window glass wire reinforced   

ST House Y5  1 Hardware Metal Bolt machine hex head  

ST House Y5  4 Vessel Glass Bottle  colorless  

Trench House   2 Architecture Metal Hardware  door knob escuctheons 

Trench House   1 Architecture Metal Lock  lockset  

Trench House   2 Architecture Metal Screw  wood  3/8" 

Trench House   1 Architecture Metal Hardware  keyhole escutcheon 

TU House 1 ash 1 Hardware Metal Handle window?  copper alloy 

TU House 1 ash 2 Hardware Metal Pintle    

TU House 1 ash 1 Hardware Metal Pulley window?   

TU House 1 ash 5 Vessel Glass Bottle, Indeterminate molded colorless "…arg" 

TU House 2  1 Architecture Metal Hinge    

TU House 2  2 Architecture Metal Misc. modern  electrical conduit  

TU House 2  1 Architecture Stone Slate, roofing    

TU House 2  1 Vessel Glass Beverage bottle  brown  

TU South Wing 1 3 8 Architecture Metal Nail, wire    

TU South Wing 1 3 2 Architecture Metal Nail, machine-cut    

TU South Wing 1 3 3 Architecture Metal Nail, indeterminate    

TU South Wing 1 3 4 Architecture Brick/Daub/Mortar Brick, common red    

TU South Wing 1 3 1 Architecture Composite Indeterminate Masonite   

TU South Wing 1 3 20 Architecture Glass Window glass    

TU South Wing 1 3 1 Architecture Metal Nail, wire   4" 

TU South Wing 1 3 6 Architecture Metal Nail, wire   2.5" 

TU South Wing 1 3 4 Architecture Metal Nail, wire   1" 

TU South Wing 1 3 3 Architecture Glass Window glass    

TU South Wing 1 3 1 Food Bone Bone, Mammal Ovis aries rib  

TU South Wing 1 3 1 Food Bone Bone, Bird Gallus gallus scapula  

TU South Wing 1 3 1 Food Bone Bone, Mammal indeterminate longbone fragment prob. O. aries 

TU South Wing 1 3 2 Food Metal Bottle Cap crown   

TU South Wing 1 3 4 Fuel Stone Coal anthracite   

TU South Wing 1 3 1 Hardware Metal Hardware angle iron   

TU South Wing 1 3 1 Hardware Metal Screw   self-tapping 
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TU South Wing 1 3 1 Miscellaneous  KY Jelly tube   

TU South Wing 1 3 5 Miscellaneous Plastic     

TU South Wing 1 3 1 Miscellaneous Plastic  electrical   

TU South Wing 1 3 1 Miscellaneous Composite  putty   

TU South Wing 1 3 4 Vessel Glass Bottle, machine-molded Coca Cola body  

TU South Wing 1 3 2 Vessel Glass Bottle, machine-molded Seven-Up? green white silk screen 

TU South Wing 1 3 14 Vessel Glass Bottle, machine-molded  brown  

TU South Wing 1 3 1 Vessel Glass Bottle, machine-molded  colorless screw-top rim 

TU South Wing 1 3 21 Vessel Glass Bottle, machine-molded  colorless  

TU South Wing 1 3 1 Vessel Glass Bottle, machine-molded Pepsi Cola colorless embossed Pepsi Cola 

TU South Wing 1 3 1 Vessel Ceramic Earthenware, Whiteware    

TU South Wing 1 3 3 Vessel Glass Bottle, Indeterminate  colorless  

TU South Wing 1 3 3 Vessel Glass Bottle, Indeterminate  brown  

TU South Wing 1 3 1 Vessel Glass Bottle, Indeterminate  base "…way" 

TU South Wing 1 4 4 Architecture Glass Window glass    

TU South Wing 1 4 3 Architecture Brick/Daub/Mortar Brick, common red   fragments 

TU South Wing 1 4 1 Architecture Stone Slate, roofing    

TU South Wing 1 4 2 Architecture Metal Nail, machine-cut, machine-headed   1" 

TU South Wing 1 4 1 Architecture Metal Nail, wire   4" 

TU South Wing 1 4 8 Fuel Stone Coal ash   

TU South Wing 1 4 12 Fuel Stone Coal anthracite   

TU South Wing 1 4 1 Vessel Ceramic Earthenware, Whiteware    

TU South Wing 1 4 1 Vessel Glass Jar, glass  rim  

TU South Wing 2 1 1 Architecture Metal Hardware threaded electrical conduit  

TU South Wing 2 1 4 Architecture Brick/Daub/Mortar Brick, common red    

TU South Wing 2 1 27 Architecture Stone Slate, roofing    

TU South Wing 2 1 1 Architecture Glass Window glass    

TU South Wing 2 1 13 Architecture Metal Nail, wire common  3" 

TU South Wing 2 1 1 Food Metal Bottle Cap crown   

TU South Wing 2 1 4 Hardware Metal Washer, metal    

TU South Wing 2 1 1 Hardware Metal Key   copper alloy 

TU South Wing 2 1 1 Hardware Metal    3" nail puller 

TU South Wing 2 1 2 Hardware Metal Lock strriker plates   

TU South Wing 2 1 2 Hardware Metal Clamp wire clamps   

TU South Wing 2 1 4 Hardware Metal Screw eyes   

TU South Wing 2 1 8 Hardware Metal Screw wood  tapered 

TU South Wing 2 1 2 Hardware Metal Screw machine   

TU South Wing 2 1 2 Hardware Metal Bolt w/ nuts & washers  

TU South Wing 2 1 1 Hardware Metal Nail, machine-cut, machine-headed   4" 

TU South Wing 2 1 48 Hardware Metal Nail, machine-cut, machine-headed   3" 

TU South Wing 2 1 8 Hardware Metal Nail, machine-cut, machine-headed   2" 

TU South Wing 2 1 89 Hardware Metal Nail, machine-cut, machine-headed   1" 

TU South Wing 2 1 9 Hardware Metal Nail, wire finishing  2.5" 

TU South Wing 2 1 39 Hardware Metal Nail, wire common   

TU South Wing 2 1 3 Hardware Metal Nail, indeterminate    

TU South Wing 2 1 1 Hardware Metal Nail, wire   4" 

TU South Wing 2 1 10 Hardware Metal Nail, wire   fragments 

TU South Wing 2 1 1 Indeterminate Ceramic Indeterminate 6" dia., 0.5" thick  

TU South Wing 2 1 1 Indeterminate Metal    chain king ring 

TU South Wing 2 1 7 Indeterminate Metal Metal, indeterminate   sheet metal 

TU South Wing 2 1 2 Miscellaneous Plastic     

TU South Wing 2 1 24 Vessel Glass Bottle, machine-molded  white melted 

TU South Wing 2 1 3 Vessel Glass Indeterminate  colorless melted 

TU South Wing 2 1 5 Vessel Glass Bottle  colorless melted 

TU South Wing 2 1 2 Vessel Glass Bottle  amber melted 



 

 69 

TU South Wing 2 1 1 Vessel Glass Bottle  brown  

TU South Wing 2 2 1 Food Bone Bone, Mammal Ovis aries radius sawn 

TU South Wing 2 A5 1 Vessel Ceramic Earthenware, Whiteware cup   

TU South Wing   1 Food Bone Bone, Mammal Ovis aries scapula sawn 

TU South Wing   1 Food Bone Bone, Mammal Ovis aries rib  

TU South Wing   1 Fuel Stone Coal anthracite   

TU South Wing   3 Hardware Metal Nail, machine-cut   1" 

TU South Wing   10 Hardware Metal Nail, machine-cut   2.5" 

TU South Wing   1 Miscellaneous Stone  polished marble pink  

TU South Wing   1 Vessel Glass Bottle  white  

TU South Wing   1 Vessel Glass Bottle, machine-molded  base; colorless 13040-1389 "UID" 

TU South Wing   1 Vessel Glass Bottle  colorless  

TU South Wing   1 Vessel Glass Bottle, machine-molded  colorless silk screened white 
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2554 Carrollton Road 

Annapolis, Maryland 21403 
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Thirty-five years of archaeological field and laboratory experience in six eastern states and Arizona, on sites ranging in age from 

early prehistoric to late 20th century. Author of approximately 150 technical reports. Thirty-three years of supervisory 

experience and 22 years as Principal Investigator in Sole Proprietorship consulting firm. Published one book, edited two others, 
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43(2): 84-108. (with David J. Bernstein and Stephen Zipp) 
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2006 Median Ceramic Dates for Hagerstown Valley Pottery. Maryland Archeology 42(1): 15–23. 

2006 Archaeology in the Zone: Can Plowed Sites Yield Bountiful Harvests? Forum organized and compiled by Juilia A. 

King. The Journal of Middle Atlantic Archeology Middle 22: 114-117. 

2003 The Archaeologist as Playwright. In Ancient Muses: Archaeology and the Arts, edited by John H. Jameson, Jr., 

Christine Finn, and John E. Ehrenhard, pp. 25-39. University of Alabama Press. 

2000 Learning Cast Up from the Mire: Archaeological Investigations of Schoolhouses in the Northeastern United States. 

Northeast Historical Archaeology 29: 107–129. (with April M. Beisaw) 

2000 Imaginary, But by No Means Unimaginable: Storytelling, Science, and Historical Archaeology. Historical Archaeology 

33 (2): 1–6. 

2000 Reflection, Not Truth, the Hero of My Tale: Responding to Lewis, Little, Majewski, and McKee and Galle. Historical 

Archaeology 33(2): 20–24. 

1999 A Layperson’s Guide to Historical Archaeology in Maryland. Archeological Society of Maryland. (Editor and 

contributor) 

1997 Selby Bay Phase Subsistence Strategies at the Smithsonian Pier Site, Anne Arundel County, Maryland. Maryland 

Archeology. 33(1&2): 59–76. (with Anson H. Hines) 

1997 Necessary but Insufficient: Archaeology Reports and Community Action. In “In the Realm of Politics: Prospects for 

Public Participation in African–American and Plantation Archaeology,” edited by Carol McDavid and David W. 

Babson. Special Issue of Historical Archeology 31(3): 51–64. 

1996 The Archaeology of Wealth: Consumer Behavior in English America. Plenum Press, New York. 

1995 The History of Helb Barn. The Calvert Historian 10(2):5–18. (with Matt Croson) 

1994 Dated Window Leads from Colonial Sites in Anne Arundel County, Maryland. Maryland Archeology 30(2):23–

28.(with Al Luckenbach) 

1994 English Trade Tokens from a 17th Century Colonial Site in Southern Maryland. Maryland Archeology 29(1 & 2):55–

60. 

1994 “Dwell Here, Live Plentifully, and Be Rich”: Consumer Behavior and the Interpretation of 17th Century 

Archaeological Assemblages from the Chesapeake Bay Region. UMI, Ann Arbor Michigan. 

1993 Dutch Pots in Maryland Middens; or, What light from yonder pot breaks? Journal of Middle Atlantic Archaeology 

9:67–86. (With Wesley J. Balla) 

1993 Publishing in Local History Journals. Journal of Middle Atlantic Archaeology 9:41–48. 

1991 Gender, Activity Areas and Homelots in the 17th Century Chesapeake Region. Historical Archaeology 25(4):109-131. 

(with Julia A. King) 

1990 Making Cheese: Archaeology of a 19th Century Industry. Historical Archaeology 24(1):18-33. (with David Bernstein 

and Daniel F. Cassedy) 

1989 History Exhibits and Theories of Material Culture. Journal of American Culture 12(2):27-34. (with Karen Lee Davis) 
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1988 Unpuzzling the Past: Critical Thinking in History Museums. Museum Studies Journal 3:41-45. (with Karen Lee Davis) 

PUBLICATIONS: PUBLIC INFORMATION AND INTERPRETATION 

2001 Recognizing and Reporting Archeological Sites. Educational pamphlet produced for Free State Electric, Waldorf, 

Maryland. Greenhorne & O’Mara, Greenbelt, Maryland (with Varna Boyd). 

2001 Fischer’s Station on the Chesapeake Beach Railway, Anne Arundel County, Maryland (1908–1935). The Calvert 

Historian 27: 7–42. 

2000 Lessons…from Our Long Lost Neighbors: Oysters eaten 1,800 years ago have a moral for our times.  Bay Weekly 

8(46). 

2000 Linden: An Urban Farmstead in Prince Frederick, Calvert County, Maryland (1868–1988. The Calvert Historian 26: 

39–55. 

2000 Animating History at Colonial London Town. Chesapeake Life Magazine (January–February): 92–95. (with John Kille) 

1999 Revolutionary Spirits: A Play in Two Acts. Performed at London Town Historic Park by the London Town Publik 

House Players, April 1999. 

1998 Ghosts of London: A Play in Three Acts. Performed at London Town Historic Park by the London Town Publik House 

Players, October 1998; reprised October 1999. 

1998 Letters from London: A Provident Visit.  The New Bay Times August 6–August 12, 1998. 

1998 Letters from London II.  The New Bay Times June 25–July 1, 1998. 

1998 Letters from London: Sheriff Rawlings Expected Trouble; He Found it.  The New Bay Times May 28–June 3, 1998. 

1997 The Dorsey–Bibb Tobacco Flue: Innovation and Entrepreneurship in Southern Maryland Agriculture. The Calvert 

Historian 11(2): 4–20. 

1995 Helb Barn: A Pennsylvania German Barn in Calvert County. The Calvert Historian 10(2): 5–18. (with Matthew E. 

Croson) 

1994 Railroad Ghosts.  The New Bay Times 2(10): 14–16 (May/June 1994). Reprinted in The Calvert Historian 21(1): 63–

70. 

1993 Chesapeake Bay Life: Finding History through Garbage. The New Bay Times  8(1):10 (July 29–August 11, 1993). 

Reprinted as “Archaeological Clues to Life in Colonial Calvert County: The William Stephens Land Site, c.1660–
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1990 Using Calvert County's Agricultural Censuses. The Calvert Historian. 5(2):9–17. 

1990 Charlotte Hall Academy, 1797–1900. St. Mary's Chronicles 38(2): 305–311. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Phoenix Noise & Vibration has conducted a traffic and railway noise impact analysis for the 
proposed residential development at the Cafritz Property in Prince George’s County, Maryland.  
This analysis included on-site noise measurements, computerized noise modeling based on 
current railway volumes and forecasted traffic volumes, and delineation of future noise contours. 
 
Based upon the current site plan layout, some residential buildings will be impacted by railway 
noise, however with proper construction techniques recommended interior noise level 
requirements can be met.  Roadway noise will not impact any residential buildings, only retail 
buildings. 
 
In order to ensure achievement of required interior noise levels for residential living spaces, a 
building shell noise analysis is required for select buildings.  Architectural plans must be well 
developed before accurate building shell analysis can be carried out. 
 
Instead of the 24-hour based Day-Night Average Noise Level (Ldn), it is recommended that the 
average daytime noise level be used to govern the outdoor areas impacted by railway noise.  This 
recommendation is due to the sporadic nature of railway noise and the level of nighttime activity 
which results in a noise level which inaccurately represents the noise level on-site during the day.   
 
Results indicate that when using the average daytime noise level, noise levels in all outdoor areas 
will meet Prince George’s County Guidelines for residential use.   
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NOISE REGULATIONS 
 
Traffic and railway noise impact for proposed residential developments in Prince George’s 
County is governed by limits of 65 dBA Ldn in outdoor activity areas and 45 dBA Ldn in indoor 
living units.  This indoor limit is in accordance with HUD guidelines as well.   
 
The Ldn is the equivalent sound level (average over a 24-hour period) obtained by adding 10 dB 
to sound pressure levels measured from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.  This accounts for the added 
annoyance caused by noise created during the nighttime hours. 
 
It is proposed that the 65 dBA Ldn limit on outdoor areas be adjusted for those areas impacted by 
railway noise.  Reasons for this proposition are given below. 
 
 
NOISE MEASUREMENTS 
 
On November 27-29, 2007, Phoenix NV personnel conducted an on-site noise measurement 
survey to determine the current impact on the site.  This involved continuous noise level 
measurements and monitoring for two 24-hour periods.  During the 24-hour measurements, 5 
minute Leq values were recorded.  Leq is the average noise level over some designated time 
period; in this case that time period is 5 minutes.  These measured levels were in turn used to 
calculate the Day-Night Average Noise Level or Ldn, which is consistent with the County 
guidelines. 
 
Measurements were made using three Norsonics Type 118 Precision Integrating Sound Level 
Meters and one Norsonics Type 140 Integrating Sound Level Meter.  Each meter was calibrated 
prior to the survey traceable to National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST).  Each 
meter meets the ANSI S1.4 standard for sound level meters. 
 
Long term measurements were made in four locations, designated with letters A-D and shown on 
the enclosed site plan (see Drawing 1 in the Appendix).  Measurements were made at the ground 
level (GL) to determine the amount of impact on planned outdoor activity areas for the site and 
the upper level (UL) to determine the amount of impact on future multi-story buildings.  The 
ground and upper level measurements were made at 5 and 25 feet, respectively, above adjacent 
grade.  All measurement points were in line of sight to either passing trains or traffic.  
Measurement results are presented in Table 1. 
 

Table 1:  Noise measurement results. 

Noise Measurement 
Location 

Noise Source 

Day Night Avg. Noise Level 
(dBA Ldn) 

GL  UL 

A  Railway  71.0  72.9 

B  Railway  72.6  73.7 

C  Railway/Metro  72.8  ‐ 

D  Roadway  68.7  70.9 
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Point C was chosen specifically to distinguish the noise level impact from the Metro on the 
property.  By measuring at Point C and simultaneously in a location where the Metro is further 
from the property (i.e. Point B) and comparing the results, the impact from the Metro, if any, can 
be determined.  Based upon the above measurements at Points B and C, which were each 
approximately 100 feet from the railway centerline, it can be seen that the Metro, relative to the 
railway, has no impact upon the site.  
 
A log of the traffic and railway activity was taken throughout the survey.  The entire survey 
period was 48 hours.  A total of 62 railway operations were observed during the survey, 25 of 
which occurred during nighttime hours.  A log of the railway activity during the survey is listed 
in the Appendix.  The make up of the railway activity is a mixture of MARC passenger trains 
and CSX freight trains.  Horns were blown on a regular basis within the bounds of the site in the 
southbound direction.  A log of the Metro activity was not kept but they were observed to pass 
the site on a regular basis. 
 
 
COMPUTER MODELING 
 
From a noise standpoint, this analysis is complex in that there are multiple noise sources (Route 
1 and the railway) impacting the site.  Determination of how these sources sum together was 
carried out using a computerized noise model, which is capable of summing the noise levels and 
determining noise level contours.  The Metro was not modeled as it was determined from the 
measurements that it has no impact on the site relative to the railway noise. 
 
For traffic noise, future noise levels can be determined by considering the change in noise level 
due to the increase volume of traffic over time.  Unlike traffic noise, future noise levels of the 
railway are taken to be the same as current due to unavailability of forecasted train volume data.   
 
 
Traffic Noise Modeling 
 
In order to determine the future traffic noise impact on the property as well as the effects of 
proposed buildings on the outdoor areas, the site was computer-modeled using the Federal 
Highway Administration’s Traffic Noise Model (TNM).  This is a three-dimensional model 
capable of determining traffic noise levels based upon roadway characteristics such as width, 
grade, and speed, traffic volumes, site topography and ground cover, and distances to the 
roadway.  Information from the current and proposed site plans was used to create the computer 
model. 
 
Roadway traffic data (shown in Table 2) used in the computer model, including average daily 
traffic (ADT) volumes, was based on data provided by the Maryland State Highway 
Administration (MDSHA) and observations recorded during the 24-hour noise measurement. 
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Table 2:  Traffic data. 

Parameter  Route 1 

2007 Traffic Volume (ADT)  24,702 

2032 Traffic Volume (ADT)  35,675 

% Medium Trucks  4% 

% Heavy Trucks  1% 

Nighttime %  25% 

Directional Distribution  50/50 

Average Vehicle Speed (Autos)  45 mph 

Average Vehicle Speed (Trucks)  40 mph 

 
Normal output from TNM is in terms of an hourly Leq value.  In order to produce Ldn values 
from TNM, equivalent hourly traffic volumes (shown in Table 3) were calculated based upon the 
selected ADT, vehicle makeup, directional distribution, and nighttime percentages. 
 

Table 3:  Equivalent hourly traffic volumes, one direction. 

Type of Vehicle  2007  2032 

Autos  1589 vph  2607 vph 

Medium Trucks  67 vph  110 vph 

Heavy Trucks  17 vph  27 vph 

 
With these volumes input into TNM the results can be taken as Ldn values, with the exception of 
models used to calculate daytime Leq values.  All noise impact upon interior living spaces is 
determined using Ldn results.  The impact in outdoor areas along Route 1 is also determined 
using Ldn results.  The impact in outdoor areas along the railway is determined using the Leq 
results. 
 
The on-site noise measurements were used to calibrate the model (results shown in Table 4).  
This was carried out by creating a model which replicated the measured conditions, both 
roadway and site conditions.  This “current model” and was used as a base for the “future 
model;” the only changes made were the traffic volumes.  To our knowledge, there are no plans 
for widening Route 1 in this area, therefore the current alignment of Route 1 was used in the 
future model as well. 
 

Table 4:  Roadway noise - measured vs. modeled noise levels. 

Point D 
Measured Noise Level 

(dBA Ldn) 
Current Model 

Noise Level (dBA Ldn) 

GL  68.7  69.7 

UL  70.9  70.0 

 
Note that the current model does not match the measured values at either the ground or upper 
level.  The modeled points are still within 1.0 dBA of the measured values which represents an 
imperceptible difference and an acceptable margin of error.   
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The results from the future model in absence of the buildings were used to delineate the 
“unmitigated” 65, 70, and 75 dBA Ldn noise contours at both the ground and upper level.  These 
contours are shown on Drawings 2 and 3 of the Appendix and indicate that the noise generated 
by Route 1 will not impact residential buildings, only retail spaces. 
 
 
Railway Noise Modeling 
 
While TNM is not directly capable of modeling railway noise, railway noise can be simulated by 
inputting data for heavy truck traffic which has similar properties as railway noise, notably low 
frequency content and sources located 12 to 15 feet above the ground.  Using the future noise 
model as a base, the alignments of the north and south bound tracks were input into the model 
and heavy truck volumes and speeds were input and adjusted until the modeled results at the 
receivers (Points A, B, and C) equaled the measured results at the same receivers (results shown 
in Table 5).  TNM could then be used to determine the noise impact contours on the site. 
 

Table 5:  Railway noise - measured vs. modeled noise levels. 

Measurement 
Location 

Height 
Measured Noise Level 

(dBA Ldn) 
Current Model 

Noise Level (dBA Ldn) 

A 
GL  71.1  71.8 

UL  73.0  73.9 

B 
GL  72.6  71.7 

UL  73.7  74.0 

C  GL  72.8  71.7 

 
Note that the current model does not match the measured values at either the ground or upper 
level.  The modeled points are still within 1.1 dBA of the measured values at each location which 
represents an imperceptible difference and an acceptable margin of error.  The model also 
represents a conservative approach when delineating contours and developing mitigation designs 
since it is slightly higher than the measured results. 
 
The results from the future model in absence of the buildings were used to delineate the 
“unmitigated” 65, 70, and 75 dBA Ldn noise contours at both the ground and upper level.  These 
contours are shown on Drawings 2 and 3 of the Appendix and indicate that the facades of some 
of the buildings facing the railway will be exposed to levels which are just below 73 dBA Ldn. 
 
 
Daytime Leq Modeling 
 
As mentioned earlier, the Day-Night Average Noise Level (Ldn) limit is based upon a 24-hour 
noise level which is adjusted from the Leq to be artificially high to account for nighttime 
sensitivity during sleeping hours.  In some situations the use of Ldn as a criterion for outdoor 
noise is inappropriate, this site being one of those situations.  The following reasons are offered 
as explanation: 
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1. Outdoor areas are normally occupied during daytime hours only.  The true average noise 
level, Leq as opposed to Ldn, will naturally be lower than the 24-hour adjusted average, 
especially if there are nighttime activities.  In this case, there were 25 nighttime railway 
operations observed during the on-site survey.  Mitigation of noise levels according to 
higher Ldn values would require higher, longer barriers to achieve the desired 65 dBA 
Ldn.  

2. The average noise from a railway is made up of long periods of normal to low noise 
levels interspersed with very short periods of high noise levels, which drive the average 
up.  Unlike traffic noise which is fairly constant, approximately 89% of the time, the 
noise level surrounding the railway is very quiet.   

3. Use of Leq standard is not uncommon in other jurisdictions.  The Federal Highway 
Administration as well as the Maryland State Highway Administration both use Peak 
Hour Leq standards for impacts upon outdoor areas in residential developments. 

 
After the current model was established to determine the upper level contours and impact 
according to the 24-hour Ldn standard, an additional unmitigated future model was developed 
according to the daytime Leq standard to determine the ground level contours and impact in 
proposed outdoor activity areas located near the railway.   
 
The data recorded during the 24-hour survey at Points A, B, and C was used to calculate an 
overall Leq value for the daytime hours between 7:00 AM and 10:00 PM.  The Leq calculation 
does not consider noise levels recorded during the nighttime hours and does not include the 10 
dBA penalty added to noise levels during this time to account for occupant sensitivity to 
nighttime noise levels, resulting in a much lower level of impact for sites impacted by nighttime 
railway noise and requires less mitigation for outdoor areas as opposed to analyzing the site 
based on the higher 24-hour Ldn values. 
 
The measured Leq and Ldn values at Points A, B, and C are presented in Table 6.  An Leq value 
was not calculated for Point D since this location was not impacted by railway noise. 
 

Table 6:  Ldn vs. daytime average railway noise levels. 

Measurement 
Location 

24‐Hour Average Noise Level 
(dBA Ldn) 

Daytime (7 AM to 10 PM) 
Average Noise Level 

(dBA Leq) 

A  71.1  63.7 

B  72.6  65.1 

C  72.8  66.0 

 
The daytime Leq future model was calibrated using the measurement made at Point C which 
represents the highest measured ground level daytime Leq.  The railway traffic volume was 
adjusted until the modeled value at Point C matched the measured Leq at this point.  This model 
was then used to develop the daytime Leq ground level noise contours shown on Drawing 4 in 
the Appendix. 
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Note that the daytime Leq standard is only being proposed for outdoor areas along the railway.  
All interior noise levels and outdoor areas along Route 1 will be governed by the 24-hour Ldn 
standard. 
 
 
MITIGATION 
 
Indoor Noise 
 
The Ldn noise contours shown on Drawings 2 and 3 indicate that some of the proposed 
residential buildings and outdoor areas will be impacted by noise levels as high as 73 dBA Ldn.  
A residential building of standard construction in today’s market will reduce exterior noise levels 
as high as 65 dBA to an interior noise level of 45 dBA without modification.  When exterior 
noise levels rise above 65 dBA it is uncertain whether or not required interior noise levels will be 
met. 
 
Any residential unit exposed to noise levels above 65 dBA Ldn requires further analysis to 
determine the mitigation measures necessary to meet the required interior noise level.  According 
to Prince George’s County’s residential noise standard, these units must be evaluated to 
determine whether the proposed building construction will be capable of maintaining interior 
noise levels at or below 45 dBA Ldn.  This “building shell analysis” calculates a room’s interior 
noise level based upon its exterior noise level, the Sound Transmission Class (STC)1 ratings of 
its various building components, the amount of exposed exterior wall area, and the room’s size 
and finish. 
 
Windows and doors act as weak spots which allow higher noise transmission than what would 
otherwise pass through a homogenous wall partition.  These are typically the weak link in a 
room’s ability to block noise; consequently the STC ratings and exterior surface area percentages 
they occupy are significant issues.  This information is recorded and tracked so that the STC 
ratings of exterior elements can be adjusted accordingly until the required interior noise level is 
achieved. 
 
Exact mitigation designs will depend on the specific level of noise impact at each residential unit 
and can only be determined using well developed architectural drawings.  Once architectural 
drawings are available, STC ratings will be calculated individually for each impacted residential 
lot.  Table 7 presents the STC rating requirements to be expected for residences exposed to 
future noise levels between 65 and 73 dBA Ldn. 
  

                                                 
1 The STC rating is a single number value which describes a building element’s (wall, window, door, roof, etc.) 
ability to reduce noise transmission from one side of the partition to the other. 
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Table 7:  Preliminary STC rating requirements based upon exterior noise impact. 

  STC Rating Requirements by Noise Impact1 

Building Element  65 to 68 dBA Ldn  68 to 73 dBA Ldn 

Exterior Walls2

(Exterior Finish) 
39 STC  

(Vinyl Siding) 
45 to 56 STC3 

(Hardie Panel Siding to Brick) 

Windows & Doors  26 to 28 STC  28 to 36 STC 
1 – STC rating requirements vary greatly depending upon the window/door percentage of the exterior wall.
2 – Exterior wall STC ratings are based upon the specific exterior finish in conjunction with a wall consisting 
of 2x4 wood studs, a minimum exterior layer of either ½” exterior grade drywall, OSB, or plywood with an 
interior layer of drywall and 3 ½” of fiberglass batt in the cavity.   
3 – Depending upon the exterior finish, resilient channel and/or multiple layers of drywall on interior walls 
may also be necessary to meet wall STC rating requirements. 

 

Please note:  Table 7 is presented to provide a general understanding of the extent of mitigation 
to be expected throughout the site and DOES NOT forgo the requirement for a building shell 
analysis.  A building shell analysis is required to determine the exact STC rating requirements 
for all residential units impacted by future noise levels above 65 dBA Ldn.  The STC ratings 
presented in Table 7 cannot be simply applied to the noise impact throughout the site to establish 
the mitigation measures necessary for each impacted residence. 

 
 
Outdoor Noise 
 
Instead of the Ldn standard for the outdoor areas impacted by railway noise, it is recommended 
that the average daytime noise level be used as a more fitting and appropriate standard.  For this 
reason, the daytime average contours have been calculated and delineated on the enclosed site 
plan (Drawing 4 in the Appendix).  By comparing Drawings 3 and 4, it can be seen that the 
railway impact is significantly reduced from the Ldn contours.  For example, the daytime level at 
Point A is 63.7 dBA Leq compared to 71.1 dBA Ldn.   It is recommended that the goal be 65 
dBA Leq in outdoor activity areas.  Levels higher than this can be mitigated through the use of 
barriers, berms, or a combination of both.  Note that this recommendation is only made for 
outdoor activity areas.  All residential buildings impacted by railway noise should be governed 
by the Ldn standard. 
 
It should be noted that mitigation for outdoor activity areas is determined by the noise level at 
the ground level since any outdoor activity is impacted at this height and not the upper level 
height.  According to the most recent site plans, all outdoor activity areas are located beyond the 
65 dBA Leq contour and therefore no outdoor mitigation is necessary along the railroad. 
 
Unlike railway noise which is made up of long periods of low noise, traffic noise is fairly 
constant and present throughout the day and nighttime hours.  The Ldn standard should therefore 
be used to determine impact for outdoor areas along Route 1.  However it is understood that the 
undisturbed buffer zones impacted by noise levels exceeding 65 dBA Ldn (as shown on Drawing 
3) will not be considered outdoor activity areas, therefore no outdoor mitigation is required for 
noise levels due to Route 1. 
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CONCLUSIONS 
 
Some residential buildings will be impacted by railway noise levels between 65 and 73 dBA 
Ldn.  Route 1 will not impact any residential buildings, only retail spaces.  For residential units 
impacted by railway noise, a building shell analysis is required in order to determine the specific 
building element STC ratings required to meet interior noise levels of 45 dBA Ldn.  Detailed 
architectural plans must be available before accurate building shell analysis can be carried out.   
 
In outdoor activity areas impacted by railway noise it is recommended that outdoor noise levels 
be governed by a daytime Leq standard rather than an Ldn standard.  This is a more reasonable 
and applicable standard for the short term noise events produced by the railway.  When using the 
daytime Leq standard, no outdoor activity areas are impacted by noise levels which require 
mitigation. 
 
With these modifications, the Prince George’s Country standard for transportation noise impact 
upon residential properties will be met.



 

Acoustical Engineering Solutions. 
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Acoustical Engineering Solutions. 

Railway Activity Overview 

Train Type  # Daytime  # Nighttime  # of Engines  # Cars  Speed 

Freights  24  19  1‐4  3‐117  10‐60 mph 

MARCs  13  6  1‐2  3‐5  10‐60 mph 
 

Railway Activity Log 

Time  Train Type 
Number of 
Engines1 

Number of 
Cars 

Estimated Speed 
(mph) 

Direction 

27 November 2007 

5:39 PM  MARC  1  4  40  N 

8:27 PM  Freight  3  9  40  S 

8:51 PM  Freight  3  54  35  S 

9:25 PM  Freight  2  26  35  N 

10:04 PM  Freight  2  56  50  N 

10:11 PM  Freight  2  54  60  S 

11:00 PM  Freight  2  71  50  S 

11:09 PM  Freight  2  37  30  N 

11:22 PM  Freight  3  6  40  S 

28 November 2007 

12:06 AM  Freight  2  58  40  S 

12:44 AM  Freight  2  70  35  N 

2:42 AM  Freight  2  73  60  N 

4:01 AM  Freight  2  79  50  S 

4:16 AM  Freight  2  29  40  S 

5:10 AM  Freight  1  30  50  S 

6:11 AM  MARC  1  4  10‐Stopped  N 

6:16 AM  Freight  2  77  30  S 

6:36 AM  MARC  1  4  60  N 

6:54 AM  MARC  1  4  Stopped  S 

7:11 AM  MARC  1  4  Stopped  N 

7:22 AM  MARC  1  3  Stopped  S 

7:35 AM  MARC  1  4  Stopped  N 

8:14 AM  MARC  1  3  60  S 

8:25 AM  MARC  2  3  50  N 

9:10 AM  MARC  1  3  Stopped  N 

9:23 AM  Freight  1  64  30  N 

9:30 AM  Freight  2  29  50  N 

  Train passby during nighttime hours (10 PM to 7 AM) 

1 – All engines were diesel powered. 

 



 

Acoustical Engineering Solutions. 

Railway Activity Log (Continued) 

Time  Train Type 
Number of 
Engines1 

Number of 
Cars 

Estimated Speed 
(mph) 

Direction 

9:54 AM  Freight  2  54  40  S 

10:12 AM  Freight  2  94  40  S 

10:17 AM  Freight  4  35  Stopped 2times  S 

12:16 PM  Freight  2  47  20  N 

12:27 PM  Freight  2  46  20  N 

12:49 PM  Freight  2  60  Stopped for 10 min.  N 

3:50 PM  Freight  2  39  50  N 

4:22 PM  MARC  1  4  50  N 

4:22 PM  MARC  1  4  50  S 

4:52 PM  MARC  1  3  30  N 

5:46 PM  Freight  ?  ?  ?  ? 

9:12 PM  Freight  2  94  50  S 

10:07 PM  Freight  2  70  40  N 

10:24 PM  Freight  ?  ?  ?  ? 

10:36 PM  ?  ?  ?  ?  ? 

10:49 PM  ?  ?  ?  ?  ? 

11:23 PM  Freight  2  117  60  S 

29 November 2007 

1:41 AM  Freight  2  30  40  S 

3:22 AM  Freight  2  107  50  N 

4:17 AM  Freight  ?  115  20  S 

4:1? AM  ?  2  45  50  N 

6:00 AM  MARC  1  3  40  S 

6:02 AM  Freight  2  72  30  N 

6:24 AM  MARC  1  4  50  N 

6:53 AM  MARC  1  4  30  N 

8:16 AM  MARC  2  4  40  N 

8:19 AM  MARC  1  5  60  S 

8:50 AM  ?  ?  ?  ?  ? 

9:16 AM  MARC  1  4  30  S 

9:41 AM  Freight  2  74  50  S 

10:50 AM  Freight  3  50?  10  S 

?  Freight  2  76  40‐50  N 

11:10 AM ‐
12:25 PM  Freight  3  60‐100  0‐30  S 

11:45 AM  Freight  ?  65  ?  N 

  Train passby during nighttime hours (10 PM to 7 AM) 

1 – All engines were diesel powered. 



 

Acoustical Engineering Solutions. 

Railway Activity Log (Continued) 
 

Time  Train Type 
Number of 
Engines1 

Number of 
Cars 

Estimated Speed 
(mph) 

Direction 

12:10 PM  Freight  ?  113  ?  N 

12:40 PM ‐ 
12:47 PM  Freight  2  46  10‐0  S 

12:54 PM  Freight  2  91  20  S 

2:28 PM  Freight  2  90  10‐0‐30  S 

2:57 PM  Freight  2  50+  10‐0  S 

  Train passby during nighttime hours (10 PM to 7 AM) 

1 – All engines were diesel powered. 
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