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_____________________________________________ 
From: Larrivee Joan (DOS)  
Sent: Friday, October 21, 2011 4:51 PM 
To: Hahn Michael (DelDOT) 
Cc: Davis Gwen (DOS); Fulmer Terry (DelDOT) 
Subject: Christina River Bridge Project evaluations 
  
  
Dear Mike:  
  
I have completed my review of the document which evaluates four properties related to the Christina River Bridge 
project.  As we discussed and agreed, these evaluations would be added to the evaluation report that was 
prepared for the South Market Street Safety Improvement project.  I reviewed your “abstract” and have some 
comments on this section and integrating the evaluations into the larger report, but my main purpose was to 
review the evaluations and determine if we concur with your determinations.   
  
Regarding the final point above, we concur that the four properties do not retain sufficient significance and/or 
integrity to make them eligible for individual listing in the National Register of Historic Places.  In addition, 
although you did not specifically make this determination in the document, the documentation contained in it 
supports a determination that there is no cohesive historic district that is eligible for listing in the National Register 
of Historic Places.  However, the discussion of each property under Criterion D does need revision.  There is no 
need to address the hazardous waste issue in this section.  A separate report is being prepared which will address 
the below ground resources, if any, and any impediments to finding them.  It is appropriate to cite the common 
construction of the various properties as being not significant under Criterion C.   It would be important to note in 
this section if your research indicated evidence of any remaining equipment related to significant activities carried 
out on these properties.  The most interesting of the activities was the rendering process carried out at N04353.  
However, as you have indicated the building dates to the period after the Beste Company’s ownership, and no 
other buildings remain from the period when it was owned by the Beste Company so it is unlikely that any 
equipment remains.           
  
As these evaluations will become part of a larger report prepared by a consulting firm, we felt that it was 
important to make clear how such an action took place.  The section you have noted as an Abstract is more 
appropriately introductory material.  The Abstract for the revised report should be limited only to contain only the 
dates of the surveys, location information, the purpose in which section you may expand briefly on the two 
projects, and the summary of the survey results (# of properties newly identified, # of properties for which survey 
information was updated, and # of acres), and finally the location of the records.  The Abstract should be kept to 
one page if possible.  The Introduction would contain the information you have included here integrated into any 
of the text from the earlier survey report.  It will be important to have a map which clearly identifies the two 
survey areas.  The Research Design, Fieldwork Results and Historic Context sections should be revised, as 
appropriate, to address any new information resulting from this study.  This may require only a sentence or two to 
be added to each section.  However, it should be clear that this information applies to this survey.  There should be 
an updated summary chart which contains the CRS number, street address, tax parcel, property name, property 
function, and eligibility determination.  It should be clear who made each determination.  Therefore, if you 
integrate these evaluations into the same chart as those prepared by the other consultant, you will need to add a 
column for evaluator.    The Conclusions and Recommendations section should also be checked for possible 
revisions.  Because so many changes are being made, when the draft final of the report is submitted, a more in 
depth review of the document will be required. 
  
Finally, the document would benefit from editing by an independent editor to ensure clarity.  There are a few 
points I wanted to make because they are repeated in several places in the document.  I recommend that the word 
“insignificant” not be used; more appropriate terms would be “not significant” or “lacks significance;” there is a 
subtle but important difference.  Often, when a singular National Register criterion is cited, the work “criteria” is 
used.  This is incorrect as it is the plural of the word “criterion” and only used when multiple NR criteria are being 



cited. In several places the river is called the Christiana instead of the Christina.  The fencing is appropriately 
named “barbed” or “barb” wire, not “bob” wire. 
  
We look forward to receipt of the complete draft report.  Let me know if you have questions, or wish to discuss 
any of my comments.        
  
Best, 

Joan 

__________________________________ 
Joan N. Larrivee 
Division of Historical and Cultural Affairs 
21 The Green, Dover, DE  19901 
Phone:  302-736-7406 (direct line) 
            302-736-7400 (reception) 
Fax:      302-739-5660 
E:mail:  joan.larrivee@state.de.us 
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From: Davis Gwen (DOS)  
Sent: Wednesday, February 22, 2012 7:00 PM 
To: 'Debbie Martin'; Hahn Michael (DelDOT) 
Cc: Larrivee Joan (DOS); Fulmer Terry (DelDOT); 'Nick.Blendy@dot.gov'; Montag Daniel (FHWA); 
Petrucci Raymond (DelDOT) 
Subject: RE: T200512102: Christina River Bridge, Finding of No Adverse Effect 

Mike, sorry I did not have the opportunity to return your call during regular working hours today. 

All, 

Having now reviewed the effect documentation, our file on the project, and the recent email 
exchange, I would like to offer the following comments: 

Area of Potential Effect 

Documents we have on file over the history of the project include 4 different proposed APEs.  
The 2007/2008 (project initiation materials) maps and a January 13, 2011, map prepared by 
RK&K depict large areas that encompassed the various alternatives under consideration at those 
times.  The October 2011 Phase IA archaeological reconnaissance report identified an APE that 
was confined to the Limits of Disturbance, as known at that time.  Finally, the effect document 
included a new APE (Attachment B); I believe this is the first time we have seen this particular 
map (?). 

While I agree that it is appropriate for the APE to be more limited than is typical for a project of 
this nature, it is still important for the APE to include all areas in which physical disturbance 
could occur and immediately adjacent areas which are known to contain or may contain historic 
properties that may be affected by the project.  On the first point, the APE shown in Attachment 
B should be adjusted to match the LOD line south of the Shipyard Shops as shown on 
Attachment A.  On the second point, I agree with Debbie that if it is reasonable to include the 
Shellpot Cutoff Railroad Bridge #2, then it is equally reasonable to include the extant Dravo 
cranes that are closest to the LOD. 

Efforts to Identify Historic Properties   

The effects document inaccurately states that Shellpot Cutoff Railroad Bridge #1 was replaced.  
It did undergo significant rehab ca. 2002, but to our knowledge it was not replaced.  Please let us 
know if you have found information to the contrary, so we may update our records for this 
National Register-eligible resource.  As previously discussed with DelDOT, we agree that 
Shellpot Cutoff Railroad Bridge #2 should be considered eligible for listing in the National 
Register of Historic Places. 

As to the archaeological reconnaissance, I advised DelDOT of concerns with the consultant’s 
overly broad assertions about the potential significance of industrial archaeological resources 
such as might be within the LOD.  Consultation with other SHPO archaeologists did not, 
however, result in a strong objection to the recommendation of no further work in this case.  
Nevertheless, I caution DelDOT against assuming that this study represents a consensus on 



criteria of eligibility for such resources, and recommend that the report be amended in 
consideration of our comments (November 30, 2011).   

The effects document accurately reflects the SHPO’s concurrence with the scope and result of 
the architectural evaluations conducted for this project.  We hope the final report will fully take 
into account our October 2011 comments, as well as our 2009 comments on earlier submittals.   

Effects on Historic Properties    

I concur that the Railroad Bridge #2 (and the Dravo Cranes) will not be adversely affected by the 
proposed project.  This concurrence is given with the standard conditions, partly referenced in 
the effects documentation, e.g., further consultation with DE SHPO, the City and other interested 
parties if the project design and/or footprint are significantly modified from those presented in 
the conceptual plans.  DelDOT should keep us informed on the project status as construction 
plans are developed. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.  If you have any questions, please do not 
hesitate to contact me.  

-- Gwen 

-- Gwenyth A. Davis, Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer 

    Delaware Division of Historical & Cultural Affairs 

    21 The Green, Dover, DE 19901 

 




