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1.0 Introduction
The District Department of Transportation (DDOT), in conjunction with the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA), has proposed the replacement of the H Street NE Bridge (Bridge #0529)
between North Capitol Street and 3rd Street NE in the District of Columbia (Figure 1). The replacement
of the bridge is needed to address deficiencies identified in the 2018 Bridge Inspection Report. The
Project, funded in part by the FHWA, is an undertaking, which requires the study of the potential to
adversely affect historic properties under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)
of 1966, as amended (54 USC 306108 et seq.). FHWA is the lead federal agency responsible for
complying with Section 106, in accordance with the process set forth in 36 CFR § 800 (the Protection of
Historic Properties). Applicable federal regulations, which include Section 106 of the NHPA, are further
described in Section 1.4.

1.1.

Project Description

From west to east, the existing H Street Bridge spans 1st Street NE, the WMATA Red Line, the Amtrak
Washington Union Station (WUS) railyard tracks and platforms, and 2nd Street NE. Two bus stops and a
streetcar station are located on the bridge deck, with a streetcar track in the median of the east side of
the bridge. DDOT proposes to replace the existing bridge with a design that replicates the current cross
section. Existing bridge piers would be reconfigured and replaced in both current and new locations. The
two bus stops and the streetcar station would be replaced and resume operations on the top of the
bridge after construction. Traffic management and temporary staging areas will be required during
construction. As part of traffic management, short-term closures and lane restrictions/reconfigurations
will be required during construction to facilitate safe construction activities and to maintain the smooth
flow of traffic in the vicinity of the bridge.

1.2.

Existing Bridge and Corridor Conditions

The project corridor is approximately 2,000 feet long, from the centerline of North Capitol Street on the
west to the centerline of 3rd Street NE on the east (Figure 2). H Street carries three lanes of traffic in
each direction from North Capitol Street to the top of the bridge. To the east, it carries two lanes of
traffic in each direction with a barrier-separated streetcar track in the median. Two bus stops and a
streetcar station are located on top of the bridge. There is a continuous sidewalk on both sides of the
bridge. The bridge provides vehicular and pedestrian access to the Union Station Parking Garage, the
Union Station Intercity Bus Facility, and the Station Place and Union Station loading docks.
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Central to the corridor is a 1,442-foot long bridge over 1st Street NE, the WMATA Red Line (two tracks),
the Amtrak railyard (23 tracks that includes MARC commuter rail services, Virginia Railway Express (VRE)
commuter rail services and Amtrak passenger services), and 2nd Street NE (see Figure 2). West of 1st
Street NE are three enclosed bridge spans that are used by DDOT for materials storage and east of 2nd
Street NE is a single enclosed span that is used to house a traction power substation for DC Streetcar.
The east and west approaches to the bridge are built on an embankment between retaining walls.
The section of the project spanning the Amtrak WUS railyard consists of three vertical levels:
1. The H Street bridge deck (top level)
2. The Amtrak railyard at WUS (middle level)
3. The 1907 H Street underpass (lower level, currently housed within a tunnel under the railyard,
which meets existing 1st and 2nd Streets NE at grade.
H Street NE was originally a surface-level street. In 1907, H Street was excavated and depressed some 11
to 16 feet below grade and the elevated railyard was constructed in association with the new WUS,
resulting in an approximately 800-foot wide overpass that passed above H Street. Associated with D. H.
Burnham & Company’s original design, rusticated stone retaining walls that bounded the elevated
railyard were constructed on the east side of 1st Street and along the west side of 2nd Street, north and
south of the bridge. The Burnham-designed wall is still in place except for the section adjacent to the
Station Place buildings south of 2nd Street NE.
In 1976, the H Street Bridge was constructed over the railyard, 1st Street, and 2nd Street, leaving the
previous H Street right of way as a tunnel under the railyard. Upon completion of bridge construction,
concrete walls decorated with stone veneer and garage doors were constructed to close off the tunnel
at 1st and 2nd Streets. The enclosed tunnel area is currently used for storage and parking by Amtrak.
The areas beneath the bridge west of 1st Street and east of 2nd Street are enclosed by concrete walls on
three sides connecting to the abutments. Like the tunnel, these areas are accessed via garage doors
from 1st and 2nd Streets. These areas are used by DDOT for storage.
Currently, a number of modern, multi-story buildings surround the bridge and its approaches. Gaps of
only a few feet separate the Union Station Parking Garage, the CNN Building, 750 1st Street NE, modern
components of the historic REA Building, Station Place, and portions of Station House and Senate Square
from the bridge. Pedestrian access points are located at several of these buildings. Additionally, a series
of driveways and garage entrances connect to H Street in the project corridor, including entrances to the
Identification of Historic Properties and Assessment of Potential Effects
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Union Station Parking Garage, Station Place garage and loading dock, and the REA Building garage (via
the H Street tunnel).

1.3.

Purpose and Need

The purpose of the H Street Bridge Project is to replace the H Street Bridge to match its current
configuration and operations for pedestrian, vehicle, bus, and rail transit while not precluding adjacent
planned projects.
The replacement of the bridge is needed to address the bridge deficiencies identified in the 2018 Bridge
Inspection Report. The report identified the following bridge deficiencies:
•

Bridge Deck – Cracking with efflorescence and spalling throughout the soffit; cracked joint
headers. The deck rating of 4 is categorized as structurally deficient.

•

Bridge Superstructure – Section loss; pin and hanger corrosion and misalignment; bearing
misalignment, anchor bolt deficiencies and joint leakage.

•

Bridge Substructure – Large spalls in reinforced concrete columns below track level; bearing
pedestal spalls and abutment stem wall spalls.

•

Elements of the bridge steelwork are categorized by the FHWA National Bridge Inspection
Standards as ‘Fracture Critical’ which requires more frequent inspections by DDOT.

1.4.

Federal Regulatory Context

Various federal laws, regulations, and executive orders pertain to the identification and treatment of
cultural resources. Federal projects that affect cultural resources are subject to the following primary
federal regulations:
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (83 Stat 852; 42 USC § 4321). The responsible
federal agency for this Project, the FHWA, is charged with ensuring compliance with NEPA. NEPA
requires that all undertakings sponsored, funded, permitted, or approved by federal agencies undergo
planning to ensure that environmental considerations, such as effects on cultural resources, are given
due weight in decision-making. The federal implementing regulations for NEPA are contained in 40 Code
of Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500 through 1508 (Council on Environmental Quality). NEPA
regulations include sections on urban quality, historic and cultural resources, and the design of the built
environment (40 CFR § 1502.16(g)).
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National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (54 USC 306108 et seq.). Section 106 of the NHPA requires
the lead federal agency to conduct consultation with consulting parties and others with knowledge of,
or demonstrated interest in, the Project area, to identify whether the undertaking maintains the
potential to cause effects to historic properties. The primary consulting party associated with Section
106 of the NHPA is the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO)—in this instance, the District of
Columbia Historic Preservation Office (DC SHPO)—which implements the regulations (36 CFR § 800)
issued by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP). When a project receives federal funding
or requires federal permits, the potential effects of the project on historic properties must be reviewed.
Section 106 of the NHPA requires federal agencies to consider the effects of actions they fund or
approve on any district, site, building, structure, or object that is listed in, or eligible for listing in, the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).
The regulations implementing Section 106 are codified at 36 CFR § 800. The Section 106 review process
involves four steps:
1. Initiate the Section 106 process by establishing the undertaking, developing a plan for public
involvement, and identifying other consulting parties.
2. Identify cultural resources within an Area of Potential Effects (APE) and evaluate their eligibility for
inclusion in the NRHP.
3. Assess adverse effects by applying the criteria of adverse effect on historic properties.
4. Resolve adverse effects by consulting with the appropriate SHPO and other agencies and consulting
parties, including the ACHP, if necessary, to develop an agreement that addresses the treatment of
affected historic properties.
The implementing regulations of the NHPA define historic properties as any prehistoric or historic
district, site, building, structure, or object included in or eligible for the NRHP (36 CFR § 800.16). Under
the NHPA, a property is significant if it meets the NRHP criteria listed in 36 CFR § 60.4. In addition to
significance, a property must retain enough integrity to convey that significance. There are seven
aspects of integrity: setting, location, feeling, association, materials, design, and workmanship. Section
106 requires federal agencies to consider the effects of proposed projects on historic properties and to
provide the ACHP and SHPO with a reasonable opportunity to comment on any undertaking that would
adversely affect NRHP-listed or -eligible properties. Section 106 encourages maximum cooperation with
NEPA.
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Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (49 USC 303). For transportation-related projects, Section
4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (49 USC 303) and its implementing regulations (23
CFR § 774) is another federal regulation that protects historic properties. Section 4(f) resources include,
among others, NRHP-listed and -eligible historic properties. Section 4(f) applies to all projects that
require approval by an agency of the U.S. Department of Transportation, including FHWA. Under Section
4(f), FHWA and other Department of Transportation agencies cannot approve the use of land from
publicly owned parks, recreational areas, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, or public and private historic
properties unless there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of land, and the project includes
all possible planning to minimize harm to the property.
The goals of this report are to describe the undertaking, to define the APE, to present relevant
contextual background information on cultural resources (including previously recorded cultural
resources data, environmental, and cultural overviews), to identify historic properties and
archaeological probability within the APE, and to assess potential effects from the undertaking.

1.5.

Section 106 Consultation and Public Involvement

The Section 106 consultation process for the H Street Bridge Project was initiated in 2018. Initially, in
June 2018, DDOT conducted a public meeting for the Project. The goals of the meeting included
discussion of Project objectives, background, effects to multi-modal transportation (inclusive of
pedestrians, passenger vehicles, buses, and rail operations), and a proposed construction plan.
In November 2018, FHWA distributed letters to potential consulting parties to invite them to participate
in the Section 106 consultation process. Additionally, these letters solicited comments on the proposed
APE, historic properties within the APE, and potential impacts to historic properties. The agencies and
potentially interested parties contacted by FHWA in November 2018 included:
•

ACHP

•

Akridge

•

Amtrak

•

Advisory Neighborhood Commission 6C (ANC 6C)

•

Architect of the Capitol

•

Capitol Hill Restoration Society (CHRS)

•

Commission of Fine Arts

•

Committee of 100 on the Federal City
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•

DC SHPO

•

DC Preservation League

•

District of Columbia Office of Planning

•

Government Printing Office

•

National Capital Planning Commission

•

National Park Service, National Mall & Memorial Parks

•

National Railway Historical Society, DC Chapter

•

National Trust for Historic Preservation

•

Union Station Redevelopment Corporation

Of the potential consulting parties invited to participate in the Section 106 consultation process, only DC
SHPO, Amtrak, USRC, and ANC 6C responded to FHWA’s request with interest in participating. All
consulting party correspondence associated with the H Street Bridge Project is included as Appendix A.
On January 25, 2019, DDOT held a meeting with Amtrak to discuss findings of historic properties
investigations and archaeological probability analysis, specifically focusing on those properties within
and in close proximity to the WUS railyard. Importantly, DDOT solicited comments from Amtrak on
potential treatment recommendations for historic properties expected to be directly affected by
construction of the Project. Meeting minutes from the January 25, 2019 meeting are included in
Appendix A.
Subsequently, on March 20, 2019, DDOT conducted a meeting with DC SHPO to discuss historic
properties in the APE and the results of the archaeological probability analysis. Specifically, DDOT sought
input on potential minimization measures for those historic properties with anticipated effects from the
Project. DC SHPO provided input on the anticipated effects and potential minimization measures, as well
as the need for a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) to formalize the treatment of historic properties
affected by the Project. The meeting minutes from the March 20, 2019 meeting are included in
Appendix A.
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2.0 Area of Potential Effects
2.1.

Establishing the Area of Potential Effects

Section 106 of the NHPA requires the lead federal agency to establish an APE boundary that considers
the potential for multiple types of effects to historic properties. The regulations also require the lead
federal agency to seek information from consulting parties and others with a demonstrated interest in
the undertaking to consult on potential effects to historic properties.
The APE is defined as the “geographic area or areas within which an undertaking may directly or
indirectly cause alterations in the character or use of historic properties, if such properties exist” (36 CFR
§ 800.16[d]). The APE for direct effects includes the area that may be impacted by the construction,
operation, and maintenance of proposed facilities and associated actions, while the APE for indirect
effects is generally larger than that for direct effects and takes into account the visual, auditory, and
atmospheric effects to historic properties.
Once the APE limits have been established, the lead federal agency is responsible for identifying historic
properties within the APE. Historic properties are defined as “any prehistoric or historic district, site,
building, structure, or object included in, or eligible for inclusion in, the National Register of Historic
Places.” Given the nature and extent of previous cultural resources studies conducted in the immediate
vicinity of the APE, existing historic properties are well-known and documented. The historic properties
located within the APE are already listed on or have been recommended or determined eligible for
listing on the NRHP and/or the DC Inventory of Historic Sites. The historic properties identified within
the APE are discussed in Section 4.0 below.
The H Street Bridge Project APE is generally located between North Capitol Street on the west and 4th
Street NE on the east; and the area bounded by the WUS terminal and Columbus Circle, generally
between I Street NE on the north and Massachusetts Avenue NE on the south, inclusive of properties
that abut the railyard limits (Figure 3). Given the nature of the Project, as well as its location and setting,
the direct APE is the footprint of the proposed bridge structure, particularly the areas of proposed
ground disturbance associated with construction of new pier structures (the “Project Construction
Area”). Additionally, although no physical changes are anticipated in areas further afield, the direct APE
also includes an area one-half block west of North Capitol Street, an area between 3rd Street NE and 4th
Street NE on the east, areas along 2nd Street NE and within the railyard, and roadway around WUS
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terminal (the “Project Area”). These areas are included because traffic management, vehicle access, and
temporary materials staging areas will be required during construction in these areas. Because the H
Street Bridge Project involves replacement of the existing bridge with a new structure that visually
replicates the existing bridge, it is not expected that the surrounding viewshed (the indirect APE) will be
impacted visually, nor by noise and vibration, as recent, large-scale construction projects have not
resulted in impacts to historic properties. Although recent, extensive development has occurred in the
immediate vicinity (including construction of large-scale, high-rise buildings), and separate, ongoing
projects (including the WUS expansion) have already or will greatly affect the Project setting,
consideration was given to potential cultural resources within and immediately adjacent to the direct
APE to evaluate the viewshed. As such, both the direct and indirect APEs will be referred to as the
Project APE.

2.2.

Direct Effects

Direct effects are physical effects that include alteration, removal, or damage. Direct effects are those
caused by the proposed action and occur at the same time and place. Potential direct effects of the H
Street Bridge Project may include ground disturbance, grading, demolition, removal, physical damage,
alteration, preservation, restoration, rehabilitation, and reconstruction. Direct effects may also include
vibration if it causes structural damage to a historic property. All direct effects are expected to occur
within the footprint of the existing bridge structure (see Figure 3).

2.3.

Indirect Effects

Indirect effects are typically atmospheric effects and include those that are reasonably foreseeable, may
occur at a later time, be farther removed in distance, or be cumulative (36 CFR § 800.5). For the H Street
Bridge Project, indirect effects could include visual, noise, and vibration effects. The APE boundary for
the Project was determined largely by the limited potential for indirect effects, as described below.
An assessment for visual effects potential from the proposed H Street Bridge replacement location
included reviewing photographs depicting views to and from the existing bridge, as well as overview
photographs depicting the general Project setting. The photographs of the existing H Street Bridge and
its surroundings served to document existing conditions and to assess the potential visibility of the
Project from various locations, generally within approximately 500 feet in all directions, given the scale
and extent of modern buildings that bound the Project footprint and provide a modern visual screen.
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Also, as part of the APE determination process, consideration was given to potential visual, noise, and
vibration resulting from possible changes (increases) in traffic and earthwork as a result of Project
construction and long-term operation. These effects may impact the integrity of a historic property
through changes in the property’s setting. Considering the Project’s location, spanning the Amtrak WUS
railyard, coupled with the nature and extent of recent large-scale construction in the immediate project
vicinity, there is and has been considerable noise and vibration as a result of extensive rail traffic into
and out of the facility and recent construction equipment operation. Therefore, the potential traffic
changes and construction activities associated with the Project, which will be short-term, would not
introduce effects that exceed those of recent construction and the existing operational rail facilities.

2.4.

Rationale for the APE

The rationale for delineating the APE (see Figure 3) is most informed by the potential for indirect effects.
Considering the Project’s design (replacement of a modern bridge with a replicant structure) and its
setting, in an area surrounded primarily by large-scale, modern office buildings, proposed ground
disturbance will be minimal and in disturbed areas, and the viewshed will remain almost completely
unchanged. Temporary traffic management activities during construction will involve re-striping
surrounding streets and re-routing of taxi traffic at WUS, but none of these short-term activities will
result in an appreciable change to the setting of historic properties in the vicinity of the H Street Bridge.
The stretch of H Street NE between North Capitol Street and 3rd Street NE will experience the most
change, albeit temporary, as a result of construction activities, including the phased removal of the
existing bridge and phased construction of the new bridge. The area generally between I Street NE and
G Street NE, at the location of the WUS railyard, will have the potential to experience a visual change
resulting from construction of a new bridge structure, although at the conclusion of Project activities,
there will be no discernable difference between the new bridge and the current bridge. Aerial-based
plan views and engineering plans of the existing and proposed bridges are shown in Figure 4.
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3.0 Cultural Resources Methodology
3.1.

Archaeological Sites and Cultural Resources Survey Records Search

Background research was conducted to locate previously recorded archaeological sites and cultural
resources surveys within or near the Project APE. In January 2019, the DC SHPO provided results of the
Resource Identification, using a 0.25-mile search radius to identify previously recorded cultural
resources and to provide information on the probability of identifying cultural resources within the APE.
Additionally, a review of archival documentation available online through the Library of Congress and
other sources was conducted, including historic maps and photographs.
The Resources Identification delineated four previously recorded archaeological sites and six previous
cultural resources investigations within the 0.25-mile study radius. None of the previously recorded
archaeological sites is located within the current project APE; however, one previous survey (Report
609) encompasses the current APE as well as the surrounding WUS property.

3.1.1. Archaeological Resources
Four archaeological resources have been recorded within 0.25 mile of the APE (Table 1). Of these, one is
a prehistoric site (51NW050), while the remaining three are historic sites (51NE051, 51NE052, and
H080). The prehistoric site (51NW050) is described as an “unidentified” prehistoric site consisting of a
single white quartz projectile point. The site form for 51NW050 indicates this site has been paved over
and is extensively disturbed. Site 51NW050 has not been evaluated for NRHP eligibility. Site 51NE051 is
described as a late-nineteenth century domestic site that has been recommended not eligible for NRHP
listing. Site 51NE052 is located beneath WUS and is identified as a circa-1890s to 1903 storm sewer
catch basin. This site has been recommended eligible for NRHP listing under Criteria C and D (KoskiKarell 2014 [Draft]). Historic site H080 is the Notley Young grist mill, dating from circa 1802. The NRHP
eligibility evaluation for this resource was not located as part of the Resources Identification.
Table 1. Previously Inventoried Archaeological Resources
Site Number

Temporal Affiliation

Site Type

NRHP Status

51NW050

Unidentified Prehistoric

Isolate

Not Evaluated

51NE051

Historic: Late Nineteenth
Century

Domestic

Not Eligible

51NE052

Historic: 1890s-1903

Storm Sewer/Catch Basin

Eligible, Criteria C & D
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Site Number
H080

Temporal Affiliation

Site Type

Historic: circa 1802

Notley Young Grist Mill

NRHP Status
Not Located

Source: 2019 State Historic Preservation Office for the District of Columbia.

3.1.2. Previous Cultural Resources Surveys
Six previous cultural resources investigations have been completed within 0.25-mile of the APE. These
include one survey report, three Phase I reconnaissance surveys, one Phase I Intensive survey, and one
Phase II investigation (Table 2). Of these, one Phase I reconnaissance survey encompasses the current
APE.
Table 2. Previous Cultural Resources Investigations.
Report
Number

Author(s)

Year

Title

507

Otter

2004

Archaeological Predictive Model for East End Area, Washington
DC.

508

Dolan and Gibson

2012

Phase IA Archaeological Assessment of the Ukraine Famine
Genocide Memorial

609

Koski-Karell

2014

Phase IA Cultural Resources and Archaeological Literature
Research for the Washington Union Station

Manning et al.

2015

Phase I and II Testing at the Sentinel Square Property (51NE051), L
Street Northeast, Washington DC. (Sentinel Square Property, ,45 L
Street NE, Lots 854, 855, and 856 of Square 674)

(DRAFT)
644

Source: 2019 State Historic Preservation Office for the District of Columbia.

3.1.3. Previous Investigations Within the APE
In 2014, Karell Archaeological Services conducted a Phase IA cultural resources and archaeological
literature research study for the investigation of the Washington Union Station and associated railyard
extending north to New York Avenue NE (Koski-Karell 2014). The APE for this project was the station
complex. The investigation examined the railyard and Union Station in nine sub-areas, organized from
north to south, by city block, beginning at New York Avenue and ending at Massachusetts Avenue. Each
area was examined using historic photos and maps to examine pre-Union Station conditions. The
current APE is included in the southern end of Subarea 6 and the northern end of Subarea 7. No
archaeological deposits were identified within Sub-areas 6 and 7; however, the investigation found a
moderate to high potential that Subarea 6 and the eastern portion of Subarea 7 may contain
archaeological deposits, beneath imported fill, likely associated with the late nineteenth and early
twentieth century occupations of the area (Koski-Karell 2014). However, it is difficult to accurately
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discern the depth of the imported fill, as the 2014 investigation does not include a cut and fill analysis or
geomorphological testing. The 2014 investigation did identify one archaeological resource, site
51NE052, beneath the Union Station during subsequent construction work within the basement of the
station (Koski-Karell 2014; Site Form). This site is identified as a historic catch basin for a sewer line,
dating from circa 1890, and abandoned circa 1903, during the construction of Union Station (Site form).
The catch basin is brick and cement construction, approximately three by three feet, and approximately
four feet deep. A 12-inch diameter terra cotta half-pipe runs east to west through the bottom of the
basin, and a 12-inch diameter glazed terra cotta pipe on the east side of the basin empties into it. Site
51NE052, located south of and outside the current APE, has been recommended eligible for NRHP listing
under Criteria C and D for its late nineteenth century design and construction characteristics and for the
archaeological evidence of late nineteenth century sewer construction.

3.1.4. Previous Investigations Beyond the APE
In 1994, Edward Otter produced an archaeological predictive model for the East End Area of
Washington, D.C. (Otter 1994). The predictive model used environmental conditions (distance to water)
and historical development to predict which areas of the East End have moderate to high probability of
containing archaeological deposits (Otter 1994). Based on the environmental data and information
regarding site distribution, prehistoric sites are most commonly found along major streams where
secondary streams enter, such as the mouth of Rock Creek or the Anacostia River. In the East End, a
small tributary to Tiber Creek provides water sources that may have smaller prehistoric sites; however,
the southern end of the Project area, where two branches of Tiber Creek join, has moderate to high
probability for prehistoric sites (Otter 1994). Early historic sites appear to be centered around springs;
however as urban development began, settlement patterns were dominated by economic forces.
Therefore, historic sites tend to be located along waterways conducive to transportation. Based on this,
there is a low potential for historic sites within the East End, with a moderate potential along streams
(Tiber Creek) that run though the area (Otter 1994). By the Civil War, settlements were on higher
ground, often near transportation networks, mostly roads. For example, New Jersey Avenue appears to
have been built, at least partially, over an existing road that extended north toward Frederick, Maryland
(Otter 1994). Otter indicated that areas of highest potential for archaeological deposits include the new
Northern Market, Block 517, and Gonzaga College, with Block 517 the only location likely to yield
domestic and eighteenth-century materials. However, the author further explained that because so
much of the nineteenth century deposits have likely been destroyed by twentieth century activities, only
a few sites will likely yield valuable information (Otter 1994).
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The Resources ID provided by the DC SHPO indicated several reports related to the 1994 predictive
model presented above. These include Reports 7, 8, 41, 42, 134, 212, 265, and 266 (Engineering-Science,
Inc. 1986; Goodwin 1990; Gulmac et al. 1995a, 1995b; Henley 1984; Gulmac 1998; Gulmac et al. 1996;
and Abell et al. 1999). These reports are all related to targeted urban renewal projects in the
neighborhoods surrounding the current project APE.
In 2012, AECOM conducted a Phase IA archaeological investigation for the proposed Ukrainian FamineGenocide Memorial, in Reservation 78, southwest of the current project APE (Dolan and Gibson 2014). A
records search revealed that no archaeological sites were located within Reservation 78. Archival
research suggested significant disturbance occurred at the location as a result of the early twentieth
century introduction of fill and the construction of an adjacent commercial building (Dolan and Gibson
2014). The author recommended that the limited depth of disturbance within previously disturbed areas
would not have the potential to impact significant archaeological resources. No further archaeological
testing was recommended (Dolan and Gibson 2014).
In 2015, Dovetail Cultural Resource Group conducted Phase I archaeological testing at the Sentinel
Square property, and in 2017, a Phase II archaeological evaluation of site 51NE051 (Manning et al.
2018). The proposed project involved the construction of a building to house the General Services
Administration. The Phase I survey, completed in 2015, consisted of archival research, trench
excavation, and mapping of all identified features (Manning et al. 2018). The trench excavations yielded
foundation walls or footers likely associated with late nineteenth century buildings, identified as site
51NE051 (Manning et al. 2018). However, artifacts recovered during the investigation were found to be
unrelated to the nineteenth century occupation (Manning et al. 2018). Based on the results of the Phase
I investigation, site 51NE051 was recommended potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP. Following
consultation with the DC SHPO, a “terminal” Phase II evaluation was conducted, including archival
research, GIS analysis, and mechanical excavation to remove overburden and expose any potential
features (Manning et al 2018). Archival research indicated the land surrounding site 51NE051 remained
mostly vacant as late as 1893, but by 1904, all available lots contained dwellings. The Phase II
investigation exposed the rear of row houses and associated yards, as well as a small section of alley
separating the houses that fronted L Street NE from those no-longer-extant along Fenton Street NE
(Manning 2018). Excavations produced glass and ceramic artifacts, identified within the fill layers
brought in when Tiber Creek was capped. The fill layer was determined to be more than four meters (13
feet) deep. No pipes related to the Tiber Creek capping were uncovered during the investigation. Due to
the lack of in situ intact features and low density of artifact related to the historic occupation, the
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authors recommended that this site is unlikely to produce important new information regarding the
block during the early twentieth century. In addition, there are no known associations with significant
persons, and the deposits do not illustrate distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of
construction. Therefore, this site is not eligible for listing in the NRHP (Manning et al. 2018).

3.2.

National Register of Historic Places Eligibility

To qualify for listing in the NRHP, a property must have historic significance and integrity, and generally
be at least 50 years old; certain properties are exempt from the 50-year rule if they possess exceptional
importance. Historic significance may be present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that
possess integrity, which is defined as the ability of a property to convey its significance. The NRHP
recognizes seven aspects of integrity: location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and
association. A property must retain sufficient integrity to demonstrate significance according to one or
more of the following NRHP eligibility criteria:
–

Criterion A—association with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of our history

–

Criterion B—association with the lives of persons significant in our past

–

Criterion C—embodiment of the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of
construction or representative of the work of a master, or possessing high artistic value, or
representative of a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual
distinction

–

Criterion D—yielding, or likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history

Historic significance is the importance of a property to a community, state, or the nation. In addition to
the previously described NRHP criteria, significance is defined by the area of history in which the
property made important contributions and by the period of time during which these contributions
were made.
Descriptions of the historic properties within the project APE are provided in Section 4.0 below,
including significant qualifying characteristics and historical associations.
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3.3.

Effects Analysis Methods

Section 106 of the NHPA requires federal agencies to take into account the effects a proposed
undertaking may have on historic properties. The NHPA’s implementing regulations (36 CFR § 800)
include specific criteria for adverse effects that must be applied to historic properties that may be
affected by federal undertakings. When considering the potential for adverse effects, all reasonably
foreseeable impacts must be taken into account, including direct, indirect, and cumulative.
The ACHP has developed regulations that guide federal agencies on how to assess effects of their
undertakings on historic properties and mitigate those effects, if necessary. Effects to historic properties
are defined in the following ways:
No Historic Properties Affected: Either no historic properties are present, or there is no effect of
any kind, neither harmful nor beneficial, on the historic properties.
No Adverse Effect: There is an effect, but the effect is not harmful to those characteristics that
qualify the property for inclusion in the NRHP.
Adverse Effect: There is an effect, and that effect diminishes the qualities of significance that qualify
the property for inclusion in the NRHP.
An adverse effect is found when an undertaking may alter any characteristic of a historic property that
qualifies the property for inclusion in the NRHP in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the
property. This includes diminishing the integrity of the property’s location, design, setting, materials,
workmanship, feeling, or association. Adverse effects may include reasonably foreseeable effects caused
by the undertaking that may occur later in time or be further removed in distance, or effects that may
be cumulative.
Examples of adverse effects to historic properties outlined in 36 CFR § 800.5 include, but are not limited
to, the following:
1. Physical destruction of, or damage to, all or part of the property;
2. Alteration of a property, including restoration, rehabilitation, repair, maintenance,
stabilization, hazardous materials remediation, and provision of handicapped access, that is
not consistent with the Secretary of Interior’s standards for the treatment of historic
properties (36 CFR § 68) and applicable guidelines;
Identification of Historic Properties and Assessment of Potential Effects
25
H Street Bridge Project

May 2020

3. Removal of the property from its historic location;
4. Change of the character of the property’s use or of physical features within the property’s
setting that contribute to its historic significance;
5. Introduction of visual, atmospheric, or audible elements that diminish the integrity of the
property’s significant historic features;
6. Neglect of a property which causes deterioration, except where such neglect and
deterioration are recognized qualities of a property of religious and cultural significance to a
[Native American] or native Hawaiian organization; and
7. Transfer, lease, or sale of property out of federal ownership or control without adequate
and legally enforceable restrictions or conditions to ensure long-term preservation of the
property’s historic significance.
An assessment of adverse effects to historic properties is presented in Section 6.0 below. Historical
photographs and maps were reviewed to determine how each of the historic properties and its setting
has changed over time, to be used to weigh the potential effects from the current project.
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4.0 Identification of Historic Properties
Pursuant to Section 106 regulations, the lead federal agency is responsible for identifying historic
properties within the APE. Historic properties are defined as “any prehistoric or historic district, site,
building, structure or object included in, or eligible for inclusion in, the National Register of Historic
Places.” As described in Section 3.1 above, a review of previous cultural resources studies, historic
properties nominations, maps, aerial photographs, and historical photographs provided an
understanding of the history of the area. No field investigations were conducted in support of this
report. Recent cultural resources investigations have comprehensively covered the entirety of the
current Project APE. As a result, existing historic properties within the vicinity of the APE are welldocumented. Many of the historic properties in the vicinity of the APE are listed in, or eligible for listing
in, the NRHP and/or the DC Inventory of Historic Sites. Six individual historic buildings and one historic
site are located within the APE of the H Street Bridge Project (Figure 5).

4.1.

Historic Properties within the APE

The following historic property summaries were excerpted from the Washington Union Station Historic
Preservation Plan (Building Conservation Associates, Inc. [BCA] 2015). The document describes the WUS
complex, focusing primarily on the station itself and the early development surrounding the H Street
Bridge Project area. The WUS complex includes the station, Columbus Plaza, and the Columbus
Memorial Fountain, although the latter two are separated from the current Project but within the APE,
to account for proposed temporary changes to taxi traffic around WUS during construction. In addition
to the WUS Complex, the City Post Office (Postal Museum), Government Printing Office Warehouse No.
4, (former) Railway Express Agency Building, (former) St. Joseph’s Home, and the Washington Union
Station Historic Site are addressed.
Table 3. Historic Properties within the APE of the H Street Bridge Project
Property Name

Property Address

NRHP Status

DC Inventory Status

Washington Union Station

50 Massachusetts Avenue NE

Listed

Listed

Railway Express Agency Building (former)

900 2nd Street NE

Eligible

Eligible

City Post Office (Postal Museum)

2 Massachusetts Avenue NE

Eligible

Listed

Government Printing Office Warehouse No. 4

715 North Capitol Street NE

Eligible

Eligible

U.S. Government Printing Office

710 North Capitol Street NW

Eligible

Listed

St. Joseph’s Home (former)

800 3rd Street NE

Eligible

Eligible
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Property Name
Washington Union Station Historic Site

Property Address
50 Massachusetts Avenue NE

NRHP Status
Eligible

DC Inventory Status
Eligible

4.1.1. Washington Union Station
Located at the intersection of Massachusetts and Delaware Avenues NE, the Washington Union Station
complex sits approximately 0.5 mile north of the United States Capitol building. The Beaux-Arts-style
station was envisioned by City leaders to be the main point of arrival and departure, a symbolic
threshold to the nation’s capital. The station was built between 1903 and 1908. It was designed by
William Peirce Anderson, and construction was supervised by William F. Strouse, chief engineer of the
Washington Terminal Company. An especially significant example of the Beaux-Arts style, Washington
Union Station set the mode of Washington’s classical-revival architecture for many years (BCA 2015).
The Washington Union Station Building is composed of two sections: a headhouse at the southern end
of the complex, and the passenger concourse (now a retail concourse) adjacent to the headhouse on the
north. The headhouse sits along Massachusetts Avenue NE and is composed of a large, four-story
central pavilion connected to two wings extending along the east and west which end in corner
pavilions. The entire façade is covered in white granite. On either side of the central pavilion, two sets of
arcaded, vaulted loggias form hyphens that connect this main block to the terminating pavilions at the
east and west ends of the headhouse (BCA 2015).
Washington Union Station was listed on the DC Inventory of Historic Sites in November 1964, and on the
NRHP in March 1969, as a property of national significance under Criterion C. Columbus Plaza and the
Columbus Memorial Fountain were formally listed on the NRHP as part of Washington Union Station in
April 1980, and this listing was amended with additional documentation in October 2007. The 1969
nomination cited 1903–1908 as the period of significance for Union Station, to reflect the dates of the
station’s construction. The 1980 nomination extended the period to 1912 to allow for the inclusion of
Columbus Plaza (BCA 2015).
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Photograph 1. View of Washington Union Station (BCA 2015).

4.1.2. Railway Express Agency Building
Located at 900 2nd Street NE, the former Railway Express Agency (REA) Building sits just north of the H
Street Bridge. Designed and constructed in conjunction with Union Station in 1907, the building occupies
just over one city block along 2nd Street NE, intersecting the H Street Bridge overpass on the south, a
parking lot on the north, and the tracks of the WUS railyard on the west. The building was originally
constructed to house operations for U.S. Express, Southern Express, and Adams Express, all of whom
engaged in the shipment of commercial goods. Following an extensive restoration and expansion in the
1980s (including construction of the southern plaza and entrance that intersects the existing H Street
Bridge), the REA building was determined eligible for listing in the DC Inventory of Historic Sites and the
NRHP in 2015 (BCA 2015).
The resource is a rectangular, two-story brick building constructed on a raised basement with an
elongated symmetrical footprint commonly found in American industrial architecture. Ground floor
arches encircle the building. Along the west elevation is a train platform covered by a sheet metal
canopy. Small decorative elements, such as keystones, impost blocks, and limestone bands above
window arches connect the building to Washington Union Station’s more flamboyant design. Despite
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the extensive 1980s restoration, the former REA Building represents thoughtful design considerations
given to utilitarian structures associated with WUS (BCA 2015).

Photograph 2. View of Former Railway Express Agency Building (Jacobs 2018).

4.1.3. City Post Office (Postal Museum)
The City Post Office is located at Massachusetts Avenue and North Capitol Street and was constructed in
1914 and designed by D. H. Burnham & Company, architects of Washington Union Station. The City Post
Office is a major element in the federal building complex surrounding the U.S. Capitol. The siting of the
building was directly linked to the desire to create efficiency for the post office by choosing locations
near railway terminals. The City Post Office was designed with significant visual and functional
relationships to Washington Union Station. It was determined eligible for listing in the DC Inventory of
Historic Sites in November 1964 and eligible for NRHP listing in June 1983 (DC SHPO 2009).
The building is constructed as an irregular quadrilateral form to fill the entirety of the lot upon which it is
located. Upon the completion of the first phase of construction in 1914, its northern elevation was not
fully completed, as future building expansion was planned. The remaining three elevations were clad
with granite, while the north elevation was covered in terra cotta. Subsequent construction episodes in
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the 1930s and 1950s expanded the building to fill the lot. As it currently stands, the two-story building
rests on a four-story rusticated platform. Due to topography, three stories are exposed on the front
elevation, while six stories are exposed at the rear. The elevations of the Beaux-Arts-style building are
articulated by arched windows, Ionic columns, pilasters, and a strong cornice line, and are designed to
be consistent with Washington Union Station (HABS 1989).

Photograph 3. View of City Post Office (Raab Collection 2018).

4.1.4. Government Printing Office Warehouse No. 4
The main Government Printing Office building, constructed in 1904, is located at North Capitol Street,
between G and H Streets, NW. Government Printing Office Warehouse No. 4, located at the intersection
of Capitol Street NE and G Place NE, was built in 1937 as a companion to the original Government
Printing Office building. While the main Government Printing Office building was listed on the DC
Inventory of Historic Sites in November 1964, Warehouse No. 4 was not part of this listing; it was
determined eligible for the NRHP listing in 2015 (BCA 2015).
Government Printing Office Warehouse No. 4 is a two-story, masonry building with elements of Art
Deco style architecture. The smooth concrete exterior walls are punctuated by a geometric scrolled
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frieze that separates the first and second stories, and a projecting dentil cornice with a leaf motif. Metal
framed windows divided by concrete pilasters mark a clerestory above the entrance on Capitol Street NE
and along the north elevation, on G Place NE.

Photograph 4. View of Government Printing Office Warehouse No. 4 (Google Earth 2018).

4.1.5. U.S. Government Printing Office
The U.S. Government Printing Office building is located at 710 North Capitol Street NW. Constructed
between 1899–1904 and designed by James G. Hill, this building is notable for its influence in the
development of the surrounding residential area, as well as for its rarity as one of the few large-scale,
red brick government buildings in Washington DC (as opposed to marble or granite). Although not the
original building on this property, the U.S. Government Printing Office has operated at this location since
1861, having been created by a congressional joint resolution in 1860. The extant original building is
constructed in the Italian Renaissance Revival style, with a red brick and brownstone exterior with
ornamental terra cotta trim. The exterior of the building is marked by repetitive, rhythmic arcaded
elevations on North Capitol Street and G Street NW, and the fenestration is marked by cast iron doors
and window frames. A large extension and one-story garage/storage building built circa 1926 was
designed by Louis A. Simon, as was the annex, which was constructed between 1938 and 1940. The U.S.
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Government Printing Office was listed on the DC Inventory of Historic Sites in November 1964 (BCA
2015; DC Inventory of Historic Sites 2009).

Photograph 5. View of U.S. Government Printing Office (John DeFerrari 2012).

4.1.6. St. Joseph’s Home
Located at the intersection of H and 3rd Streets NE, the former St. Joseph’s Home is now the site of the
modern condominium complex, Landmark Lofts at Senate Square. The former St. Joseph’s Home was a
historic nursing home that once occupied the entirety of the block. The concentration of Irish Catholic
immigrants and institutions in the Swampoodle neighborhood led to the founding of the Asylum for the
Elderly, later St. Joseph’s Home, established by the Little Sisters of the Poor in 1872. The facility
expanded over time, although it ceased operations in 1977. The home itself was a four-story, gabled,
brick institutional building with additions characterized by an open pastoral setting of lawn and garden,
well into the 20th century. Construction of the existing H Street Bridge in 1977 compromised the
integrity of the home’s historic setting. The property was purchased by Abdo Development in 2004, and
a number of large luxury condominium and apartment buildings were constructed to infill the open
space around the home and immediately surrounding the historic building (BCA 2015).
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The surviving portions of the four-story brick building retain an eclectic mix of architectural styles,
including Greek Revival, Gothic Revival, and Jacobean. The irregularly shaped building is marked by
numerous gable dormers, a dentil cornice, a cupola, and three-story balustrades. Based on a 2015
evaluation, the surviving original portion of the St. Joseph’s Home building was determined potentially
eligible for the DC Inventory of Historic Sites and the NRHP.

Photograph 6. View of the Former St. Joseph’s Home (BCA 2015).

4.1.7. Washington Union Station Historic Site
As discussed above, the Washington Union Station was listed on the NRHP in March 1969, as a property
of national significance. Columbus Plaza and the Columbus Memorial Fountain were formally listed on
the NRHP as part of Washington Union Station in April 1980, and this listing was amended with
additional documentation in October 2007. Both Washington Union Station and Columbus Plaza have
also been recognized on the DC Inventory of Historic Sites since November 1964. The 1969 NRHP
nomination boundary limits the property to the historic station building (headhouse and concourse) and
Columbus Plaza, and the terminal railyard is not included in the original nomination. However, in 2006,
the District of Columbia Office of Planning issued the NoMa Vision Plan and Development Strategy,
which included the terminal railyard and the REA Building as potentially eligible for NRHP listing (DC
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Office of Planning 2006). Subsequently, in 2012, the DC Preservation League–Committee of 100 on the
Federal City prepared and submitted a formal nomination to the DC Inventory of Historic Sites, including
a NRHP nomination, for the expanded Washington Union Station that was inclusive of the terminal
railyard and interior spaces (but excluded the REA Building), consistent with the proposed historic site.
The DC Office of Planning has yet to formally approve the nomination as a historic site to the DC
Inventory of Historic Sites (although it approved the boundary expansion of WUS itself); nor has the DC
SHPO or National Park Service formally approved the nomination for NRHP listing (DC Preservation
League 2012).
Subsequently, in 2018 and 2019, Amtrak has updated the nomination materials to be inclusive of
infrastructure within the railyard, including the canopies, platforms, track layout, REA Building, K Tower,
original “Burnham” walls surrounding the site, and original catenary and electrification infrastructure.
These elements will be encompassed within an expanded Washington Union Station historic property
(as the “Washington Union Station Historic Site”), with a period of significance from 1903-1935,
encompassing the initial construction period of the station through the completion of electrification in
1935. This expansion of the original Washington Union Station will include character-defining features
which were built as part of the original station complex in the early twentieth century or constructed in
conjunction with the electrification of the Northeast Corridor in 1934.
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5.0 Archaeological Probability
5.1.

Previous Archaeological Resources Potential Assessment

Based on an archaeological probability model prepared by the Union Station Redevelopment
Corporation (USRC) in 2017 as part of a cultural resources study for the Washington Union Station
Expansion Project, the H Street Bridge Project area is situated within an area determined to have
moderate to high potential for archaeological resources (Figure 6). The area shaded in red and green
was included in the report. The area shaded in gray was assumed to also have moderate to high
potential for archaeological resources based on extrapolation of USRC data. Also, based on USRC’s
probability model, the Project area is likely to contain a range of prehistoric and historic archaeological
materials from isolated artifacts to significant cultural features. According to USRC, the area with the
greatest potential for archaeological resources is in the railyard south of L Street NE, as fill deposits
associated with raising the grade of tracks has buried pre-1903 cultural resources (USRC 2017).
Relative to the area of the H Street Bridge Project, the 2017 USRC archaeological assessment
recommended that there is low to moderate potential for significant prehistoric material, while there is
moderate to high potential for significant historic period material, mostly dating from the nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries. The historic-period archaeological resources most likely to be present
within the H Street Bridge Project area relate to the Swampoodle neighborhood, and include building
foundations, wells, privies, street infrastructure, and trash pits, as well as railroad infrastructure dating
to the late 19th century and earlier. Many of the potential archaeological resources were demolished
and/or buried during the construction of the WUS (USRC 2017).

5.2.

Archival Research

In order to supplement the Resources ID provided by DC SHPO and to update the probability
recommendations of USRC’s 2017 study, additional archival research focusing on the Project area as
well as the surrounding city blocks was conducted. This included an examination of previous histories,
information regarding the regional prehistory, historic maps, and archival photographs of the area,
dating from 1857 through the 1920s (Figures 7 through 14).
Previous investigations have determined a high potential for prehistoric archaeological resources
adjacent to the project (USRC 2017, U.S. DOT 2000, Koski-Karell 2014; Trocolli et al. 2019). The original
configuration of the Tiber Creek through the surrounding area and the Project APE provided settings
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FIGURE 12
HISTORICAL MAPS: BAIST 1903
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FIGURE 14
HISTORICAL MAP: BAIST
1921, PLATES: 12 & 13

attractive to Native Americans, particularly during the Archaic and Woodland Periods. While the vast
majority of prehistoric archaeological sites within Washington DC are along the Potomac and Anacostia
Rivers, prehistoric sites have been recorded along smaller creeks, as well. The potential to locate
prehistoric sites in the Project APE is contingent on the preservation of old land surfaces under historic
fill episodes, and in an area containing extensive historic and modern development.
The area east of North Capitol Street remained undeveloped until the 1870s, but development west of
North Capitol started in the 1850s with the first Government Printing Office building on the
southeastern corner of Square 624 in 1864 (U.S. DOT 2000). In 1865, H Street was graded and graveled
between New Jersey Avenue and North Capitol Street. The area surrounding the Project APE was initially
occupied by poor, working class Irish immigrants, who were replaced by working class African
Americans, Greeks, and Italians (US.DOT 2000). In the 1870s, Tiber Creek was channelized into a sewer
along North Capitol Street. The sewer was 20 feet in diameter from Florida Avenue to M Street, and 30
feet in diameter below M Street. In the process of installing the sewer, the area surrounding the streets
and former creek bed were elevated in grade, burying a number of houses one story below the ground
surface. The remainder of the area was filled in during the fall of 1903, as part of the construction of
Washington Union Station (U.S. DOT 2000).
The 1857 Map of Washington City, District of Columbia (Boschke 1857) shows the Project area with
several small buildings located adjacent to the Project area (see Figure 7). In addition, Tiber Creek is
depicted to the west of the Project area with a small, likely wooden bridge crossing it. The Baltimore &
Ohio (B&O) Branch Railroad, the earliest railroad in Washington DC, is depicted crossing H Street in the
eastern end of the Project area. The B&O Branch railroad is depicted again in 1865 and 1873 (see
Figures 8 and 9). In addition, both the 1865 and 1873 maps depict the growing development within
Squares 717 and 718, as well as surrounding the Project area. The construction of the B&O Branch
Railroad could have destroyed the potential for prehistoric resources within the Project APE.
Construction of Washington Union Station between 1903 and 1908 resulted in the removal of the
original B&O railroad facilities, in an attempt to revert to L’Enfant’s original plan for the city and for
construction of Washington Union Station (Cohen 2019; U.S.DOT 2000).
While the earliest maps of the Project area do not depict residential or infrastructure within H Street, by
1874, proposed and laid pipe are depicted within the Project area (see Figure 9). The 1888 and 1903
Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps show H Street and the project APE as 90 feet wide, with an eight-inch pipe
in the center of the street (see Figures 10 and 11). The eight-inch sewer pipe shown on the 1888
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Sanborn Map is likely related to the channelization of Tiber Creek. Following development along H
Street, including brick and frame construction adjacent to, but outside of the Project area, the sewer
lines appear to have been reconfigured. Along H Street, within the Project APE, the sewer lines run eastwest, generally in the center of the street. The 1888 Sanborn Map shows this sewer as an eight-inch
pipe extending the length of the Project area, in the center of the street. The 1903 Sanborn Map
confirms the width of H Street within the Project area as 90 feet (see Figure 11). In addition, these maps
indicate there are parallel six-inch sewer lines running east to west within the roadway. The sewer lines
are connected by a six-inch pipe, near the western end of the Project APE.
The 1903 Baist Real Estate Atlas depicts H Street at the same 90-foot width; however, the sewer pipe in
the middle of the roadway is no longer depicted. Instead, a six-inch sewer pipe is depicted adjacent to
Square 717, with two sewer outlets on either end of the block (see Figures 12 and 13). The 1903 Baist
map also provides an overlaid depiction of what would become the Washington Union Station railroad
terminal as well as the proposed relocation for the B&O Branch. Finally, the 1903 Baist map indicated
elevations of the pipe along H Street, within the Project APE, from west to east at 28.6 feet, 31.9 feet,
and 32.72 feet.
By 1921, following the construction of the Washington Union Station and its associated railroad
terminal, all of the buildings that were once in Squares 717 and 718 have been demolished and replaced
by the station. The 1921 Baist Real Estate Atlas indicates the sewer lines within H Street were
reconfigured as well, likely related to the construction of the railroad terminal (see Figure 14). A 12-inch
pipe is depicted running near the center of the roadway, from just west of 2nd Street NE and splitting
into two parallel six-inch pipes, approximately 500 feet east of the newly reconfigured 1st Street NE (see
Figure 14). The relocation of the sewer lines is likely related to the construction of the new Washington
Union Station.
The construction of Washington Union Station and its associated lines significantly altered the character
of the neighborhood and Project area. Over 300 buildings, including those within Squares 717 and 718,
the former B&O coal yard, several Union Trust & Storage warehouses, and much of the Swampoodle
neighborhood, were demolished for the construction of Washington Union Station and its associated
railyard (U.S. DOT 2000, BCA 2015). All streets and avenues north of the station building, including H
Street, were depressed so they could pass under the tracks (BCA 2015). According to William F. Strouse,
chief engineer of the Washington Terminal Company and construction supervisor for Washington Union
Station, H, K, L, and M Streets, N.E. were lowered between 11 and 16 feet, depending on surface
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conditions and grade where the railroad right of way met the street grid (BCA 2015). The underpasses
were extended out to a distance of 300 to 500 feet east and west beyond the terminal railyard to avoid
excessive grades (BCA 2015). Rail bridges were constructed between 1903 and 1907 to carry the railroad
tracks over the depressed streets (BCA 2015). The superstructure of the bridges rested on masonry
abutments at each end, which provided support for the bridge and acted as retaining walls to support fill
that was imported for the bridge approaches (U.S. DOT 2000; BCA 2015). The bridge over H Street
required special attention because the baggage and passenger platforms extended across this area. As
originally designed, this bridge was almost 800 feet wide and supported 18 platforms (BCA 2015). To
provide light to the underpass below, nine of the passenger platforms contained areas between I-beams
filled with prismatic glass, while the rest of the platforms were constructed of reinforced concrete (BCA
2015). In association with construction of the west retaining wall, pipes and electrical wires were placed
under the north sidewalk along H Street, further disturbing the Project area (BCA 2015).
In 1976, the H Street overpass was constructed, and public access to the original H Street underpass was
closed (BCA 2015). The H Street overpass is six-lanes, supported by 16 piers, and it was connected to the
parking garage that was constructed as part of the National Visitor Center project (BCA 2015). The
original H Street rail bridge remains intact, supporting the platforms and track that run through this
portion of the terminal railyard (BCA 2015).
Given the extensive construction for the Washington Union Station terminal, associated tracks, and
alteration of the original H Street, the potential for intact subsurface prehistoric or historic
archaeological resources within the footprint of H Street is low. The multiple episodes of infrastructure
development, related to the channelization of Tiber Creek followed by the extensive disturbance of the
original landform through the lowering of H Street and the installation of the supports for the high and
low-level track sections, likely have destroyed the potential for historic archaeological resources related
to the development of the neighborhood that pre-dates the station.

5.3.

GIS Cut-and-Fill Analysis

In order to address the potential for subsurface archaeological deposits, a cut and fill analysis was
performed using Esri ArcGIS 10.5.1 software to compare historic and modern surface morphology. The
1886 United States Coast and Geodetic Survey (USCGS) map of the Project vicinity was converted into a
three-dimensional elevation model with topographic contours at a five-foot interval to represent the
historical terrain. Modern elevations were downloaded from OpenDataDC.gov. Modern elevation data
were compiled in 2008 and were published in 2018. To account for the difference in vertical elevation
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measurement employed in the District of Columbia prior to the establishment of a national vertical
datum by USCGS, elevation data from 1886 were corrected by subtracting 2.2 feet before comparison
with modern elevations (see Katz 2013). Geoprocessing algebra was used to compare elevations and
render the changes in historic and modern surface morphology.
The results of the cut and fill analysis clearly shows cutting at the eastern and western edges of the
Project area; however, filling occurred in the interior of the Project area, particularly on the northern
edge of the direct APE (Figures 15 and 16). The filling extends northward outside of the direct APE, in
areas now occupied by the tracks leading into Washington Union Station. This filling is likely the result of
wide-scale filling of the area that occurred between 1903 and 1908 for the development of Washington
Union Station and its associated infrastructure. The depth of the fill in the Project area varies from
approximately 1.8 to 13.5 feet, while the cut areas at the edges of the Project area have had between
1.8 and 7.6 feet of soil removed. The cutting on the edges of the project likely reflect the lowering of H
Street during construction of the underpass for the Washington Union Station terminal yard and
platforms. This cutting action was followed by filling to elevate the surface for a more uniform grade for
the station and its associated terminal infrastructure.
The results of the cut and fill analysis, as well as the results of the archival research, indicate the
archaeological potential of the Project area is low. Prior to the installation of the terminal railyard and
over/underpasses, there were multiple episodes that reconfigured the in-street sewer pipes, which
would have damaged or destroyed any archaeological deposits in those areas. Extensive disturbance of
the Project area, including the lowering of H Street (cutting) suggests that any subsurface archaeological
deposits were disturbed during the construction of the station, platforms, and over/underpasses for the
terminal yard. Therefore, it is unlikely that intact subsurface archaeological deposits remain in the
Project area.

5.4.

Paleontological Resources

Fossils provide important evidence of the nature and timing of geological and climatic changes over
time. Fossils also provide specimens that yield key data in the study of the evolution of plant and animal
clades as well as ecosystems since the early days of life on Earth. Fossils are considered scientifically
important because of their contributions to a greater understanding of geological and biological
phenomena on the planet. Larger fossil specimens or reconstructions also have intrinsic value as
educational tools because of their capacity to capture the attention of the public. Owing to their status
as non-renewable scientific and educational resources, fossils—more formally known as
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“paleontological resources”—are protected under federal statutes when present on federal lands, or
when they may be affected by a project using federal monies or requiring a federal entitlement. The
most commonly cited of these statutes is the federal Antiquities Act of 1906.
Guidelines have been promulgated by the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (1995, 1996) for assessing
paleontological sensitivity of sediments, and for mitigation of project-related impacts to paleontological
resources. The scientifically controlled excavation of paleontological resources and their subsequent
curation into a retrievable museum collection for scientific and educational purposes is usually
considered sufficient mitigation of project- related impacts to fossil resources, should they occur.

5.5.

Paleontologically Sensitive Sediments in the Project Area

As the crystalline basement rock of the North American continent plunges eastward, progressively
greater stacks of sediment are found moving in that direction. Because the Project area lies only about
10 miles southeast of the fall line, and because the sedimentary wedge pinches out to the northwest,
Mesozoic and Tertiary sediments are comparatively thin there. They consist of the Potomac Group of
early Cretaceous age (about 100 to 125 million years) unconformably overlain by Pleistocene sediments
younger than 1.7 million years. The fossil record and previous drilling logs also indicate the more limited
local presence of Middle Tertiary marine sediments that thicken substantially to the east (Colquhoun et
al., 1991).
The current Project area occupies the floodplain of the Anacostia River, about 2.76 miles northeast of its
confluence with the Potomac River, as well as the foot slopes of topographic highs to the north and
south of the river valley. Stratigraphic characterization of the river basin in the Poplar Point area 2.2
miles downstream (Csato et al., n.d.), as well as historical and local records of fossil occurrences
summarized below, suggest the presence of the following paleontologically sensitive subsurface
sediments in the vicinity of the Project area:
Potomac Group Sediments: Clays of the Arundel Formation of the Potomac Group have yielded common
theropod dinosaur remains, records of sauropods and other dinosaurian taxa. Its paleobotanical record
(both macrofossils and microfossils) is rich and yields important information on the evolution of
flowering plants during the Aptian of the Lower Cretaceous (about 112 to 125 million years). The fluviodeltaic environments represented by these sediments indicate a land surface slightly above sea level.
Middle Tertiary Sediments: Farther to the east on the Delmarva Peninsula, the Middle Tertiary
sediments approach 5,000 feet in thickness but are much more restricted in the Washington DC area, to
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the extent that they are not recognized in the subsurface geology, where Pleistocene sediments directly
overlie those of Cretaceous age (Csato et al., n.d.). Paleontological records, however, indicate that
Middle Tertiary sediments are present on Good Hope Hill, and the fossils from these sediments indicate
a shallow near-shore marine environment.
Pleistocene Sediments: In contrast to the sedimentary sequences discussed above, the Pleistocene
sediments in the vicinity of the Project area tend to be more variable in composition and thickness. They
are essentially absent or very thin in areas subject to erosion, such as hill slopes, and can be quite thick
in river valleys and basins that once held swamps. Pleistocene sediments range in character from
estuarine and near-shore clays and mollusk-rich beach deposits, to colluvial and alluvial gravels and
terrestrial peat, yielding the remains of extinct megafauna.
In contrast to many other regions, fossil-bearing facies of the sediments of the Atlantic Coastal Plain,
including the current Project area, are usually unconsolidated to poorly consolidated and therefore are
less likely to hinder specimen recovery than more lithified sediments.
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6.0 Evaluation of Effects on Historic Properties
6.1.

Introduction

Each of the seven historic properties identified in the APE of the H Street Bridge Project possess historic
significance, represents an exceptional example of architectural types in Washington, DC, and/or
maintains sufficient integrity to convey historical and architectural associations. The historic properties
reflect significant trends in local architectural history and community development and generally
continue to convey their historical associations.

6.2.

Assessment of Effects to Historic Properties

As detailed in Section 3.3 above, Section 106 of the NHPA and ACHP regulations require that an analysis
of the H Street Bridge Project be performed in order to determine its potential for effects upon historic
properties. To inform the assessment of effects, historical photographs and mapping depicting the
historic properties were reviewed and comparatively analyzed to determine the nature and extent of
changes to the resources and their settings over time.
By definition, an adverse effect is found when an undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, any of the
characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in the NRHP in a manner that
would diminish the integrity of the property’s location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling,
or association. Consideration should be given to all qualifying characteristics of a historic property,
including those that may have been identified subsequent to the original evaluation of the property’s
eligibility for NRHP listing. Adverse effects may include reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the
undertaking that may occur later in time, be farther removed in distance, or be cumulative.
As described in Section 3.3 above, adverse effects to historic properties include, but are not limited to:
Physical destruction of or damage to all or part of the property;
Alteration of a property, including restoration, rehabilitation, repair, maintenance, stabilization,
hazardous material remediation and provision of handicapped access, that is not consistent with
the Secretary’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR § 68) and applicable
guidelines;
Removal of the property from its historic location;
Change of the character of the property’s use or of physical features within the property’s
setting that contribute to its historic significance;
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Introduction of visual, atmospheric, or audible elements that diminish the integrity of the
property’s significant historic features;
Neglect of the property which causes its deterioration, except where such neglect and
deterioration are recognized qualities of a property of religious and cultural significance to an
Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian organization; and
Transfer, lease, or sale of property out of Federal ownership or control without adequate and
legally enforceable restrictions or conditions to ensure long-term preservation of the property’s
historic significance.

6.3.

Application of the Criteria of Adverse Effect to the H Street Bridge
Project

According to 36 CFR § 800.4 (d)(2), it must first be determined whether the proposed action has the
potential to affect NRHP-listed and/or NRHP-eligible resources. Since historic properties are present
within the APE, and the undertaking maintains the potential to introduce an adverse effect, the Criteria
of Adverse Effect were applied to the H Street Bridge Project. An evaluation of potential effects that the
new bridge structure may have on the historic properties present within the APE, including during and
after construction, is presented in the tables below. Each of the seven Criteria of Adverse Effect are
addressed, and the final Determination of Effect (Adverse Effect or No Adverse Effect) is provided at the
conclusion of each table.

6.3.1. Washington Union Station
The location of Washington Union Station is over 700 feet to the south of the proposed bridge. Since the
proposed bridge will be constructed within the same footprint as the existing bridge, and since the
appearance of the proposed bridge will replicate the existing bridge, with the exception of some slightly
relocated piers, Washington Union Station proper will be removed from direct effects, and visual
changes will be negligible. Vibration and noise from construction will be temporary and is not expected
to measurably exceed typical vibration and noise associated with operation of the Amtrak terminal and
that associated with other recent, large-scale construction projects in the immediate vicinity, including
the 1970s construction of the extant H Street Bridge.
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Table 4. Washington Union Station – Application of the Criteria of Adverse Effect
Criteria of Adverse Effect
Physical destruction of or damage to all or part of
the property?

Determination of Adverse Effect
No Effect
The proposed bridge will be located within the same footprint as the existing H Street
Bridge, and no part of the new bridge structure will cause destruction or damage to
any part of the historic property.

Alteration of a property, including restoration,
rehabilitation, repair, maintenance, stabilization,
hazardous material remediation, and provision of
handicapped access?

No Effect

Removal of the property from its historic
location?

No Effect

Change of the character of the property’s use or
of physical features within the property’s setting
that contributes to its historic significance?

No Effect

Construction of the proposed bridge will not result in any alterations to Washington
Union Station, nor will the construction inhibit any current function of the historic
property.

Construction of the proposed bridge will not cause the removal of Washington Union
Station from its historic location.

Construction of the new bridge will not alter the character of the property’s use or
physical features within its setting. Although the new bridge involves relocation of
some piers, no aspect of the viewshed will noticeably change. The setting of
Washington Union Station will not change.

Introduction of visual, atmospheric, or audible
elements that diminish the integrity of the
property’s significant historic features?

No Adverse Effect

Neglect of the property, which results in its
demolition or deterioration?

No Effect

Transfer, lease, or sale of property out of federal
ownership or control?

No Effect

DETERMINATION

The proposed H Street Bridge Project will have NO ADVERSE EFFECT on Washington
Union Station. The undertaking will not introduce any negative impacts that will
diminish the historic and architectural significance of the property that qualifies it
for NRHP listing.

Relocated piers associated with the proposed new bridge will introduce a new visual
element into the viewshed of Washington Union Station. However, the changes in
pier locations will be imperceptible. Washington Union Station maintains its NRHP
significance even though modern infrastructure and buildings are currently visible
from the property. As such, the historic property does not rely on integrity of setting
and feeling to convey its historic significance. Additionally, anticipated noise and
vibration associated with bridge construction will not exceed that experienced by the
volume of rail traffic and the nature and extent of recent construction activities in the
immediate vicinity. Therefore, the undertaking will not introduce any harmful visual,
atmospheric, or audible elements that diminish the historic architectural significance
of Washington Union Station.

Construction of the proposed bridge will not result in neglect leading to demolition or
deterioration of Washington Union Station.

Construction of the proposed bridge will not necessitate changes in ownership of
Washington Union Station. As such, the undertaking will not result in the transfer,
lease, or sale of the historic property out of federal control.
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6.3.2. Railway Express Agency Building
Although the REA building is situated adjacent to the existing (and proposed) bridge, this resource has
experienced numerous changes associated with construction of the existing bridge and closure of the H
Street tunnel in the 1970s, as well as an extensive gutting and renovation in the 1980s. Photographs 7
and 8 below illustrate the conditions of the REA building in the early 20th century and the 1970s, prior
to construction of the existing H Street Bridge. These are followed by Photographs 9 and 10, which
depict the appearance of the building just before and during its renovation in the 1980s. These
photographs illustrate the changes the historic property has experienced, both to the structural
components and its immediate setting. Importantly, as part of 1980s renovation, the south plaza and
entrance abutting the extant H Street Bridge was constructed. This portion of the REA building, being
modern, does not contribute to the significance of the historic property.

Photograph 7. View of REA building circa 1908-1910, showing loading dock at Washington Union Station
railyard (Shorpy 2019).
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Photograph 8. View of south end of REA building, 1972, showing former H Street tunnel east portal,
currently below the existing H Street Bridge (DDOT Archives).
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Photograph 9. Interior of REA building, 1980s, showing demolition associated with renovation (Amtrak).
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Photograph 10. Exterior of REA building prior to renovation (Amtrak).
Table 5. Railway Express Agency Building – Application of the Criteria of Adverse Effect
Criteria of Adverse Effect

Determination of Adverse Effect

Physical destruction of or damage to all or part of
the property?

No Adverse Effect

Alteration of a property, including restoration,
rehabilitation, repair, maintenance, stabilization,
hazardous material remediation, and provision of
handicapped access?

No Adverse Effect

The proposed bridge will be located within the same footprint as the existing H Street
Bridge, which overhangs a brick wall and plaza associated with the south entrance to
the REA building. Although demolition of the existing bridge and construction of the
new bridge may affect some elements of the wall and plaza, as depicted in
photographs above, these components of the property date from the 1970s and
1980s, following construction of the existing H Street Bridge, and are not contributing
elements to the historic significance of the resource. Therefore, the wall and plaza
can be restored to their current conditions following construction of the bridge and
no impacts to historic fabric will occur.

As noted above, demolition of the existing bridge and construction of the new bridge
will likely affect the modern, non-contributing brick wall and southern plaza
associated with the REA building. These non-historic components of the property
would be restored to their current conditions, should damage occur. However, since
these are non-historic components, construction of the proposed bridge will not
result in any alterations to historic elements of the REA building, nor will the
construction inhibit any current function of the historic property.
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Criteria of Adverse Effect

Determination of Adverse Effect

Removal of the property from its historic
location?

No Effect

Change of the character of the property’s use or
of physical features within the property’s setting
that contributes to its historic significance?

No Adverse Effect

Construction of the proposed bridge will not cause the removal of the REA building
from its historic location.

Construction of the new bridge will not alter the character of the property’s use or
historically significant physical features within its setting. Although demolition and
construction activities may temporarily affect modern elements of the historic
property’s immediate setting, no aspects of the setting that contribute to the
significance of the historic property will change.

Introduction of visual, atmospheric, or audible
elements that diminish the integrity of the
property’s significant historic features?

No Adverse Effect

Neglect of the property, which results in its
demolition or deterioration?

No Effect

Transfer, lease, or sale of property out of federal
ownership or control?

No Effect

DETERMINATION

The proposed H Street Bridge Project will have NO ADVERSE EFFECT on the REA
building. The undertaking will not introduce any negative impacts that will diminish
the historic significance of the property that qualifies it for NRHP listing.

As noted above, modern, non-contributing components of the REA building’s
immediate setting may experience changes as a result of construction activities.
However, as evidenced in Photographs 7, 8, and 10 above, a number of changes have
occurred in the immediate setting of the historic property. Since the REA building
does not rely on integrity of setting and feeling to convey its historic significance,
these changes in setting have not diminished the qualities that qualify the property
for NRHP listing. As with Washington Union Station, anticipated noise and vibration
associated with bridge construction will not exceed that experienced by the volume
of rail traffic and the nature and extent of recent construction activities in the
immediate vicinity, as well as that associated with construction of the extant H Street
Bridge. Therefore, the undertaking will not introduce any harmful visual,
atmospheric, or audible elements that diminish the historical and architectural
significance of the REA building.

Construction of the proposed bridge will not result in neglect leading to demolition or
deterioration of the REA building.

Construction of the proposed bridge will not necessitate changes in ownership of the
REA building. As such, the undertaking will not result in the transfer, lease, or sale of
the historic property out of federal control.

6.3.3. City Post Office (Postal Museum)
The City Post Office (Postal Museum) is located over 500 feet to the south of the H Street Bridge and
outside of its viewshed. However, as part of the proposed project, traffic management will result in a
temporary change in surface-level traffic on 1st and G Streets NE during demolition of the existing
bridge and construction of the new bridge. No aspects of construction will directly affect this historic
property.
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Table 6. City Post Office (Postal Museum) – Application of the Criteria of Adverse Effect
Criteria of Adverse Effect

Determination of Adverse Effect

Physical destruction of or damage to all or part of
the property?

No Effect

Alteration of a property, including restoration,
rehabilitation, repair, maintenance, stabilization,
hazardous material remediation, and provision of
handicapped access?

No Effect

Removal of the property from its historic
location?

No Effect

Change of the character of the property’s use or
of physical features within the property’s setting
that contributes to its historic significance?

No Effect

Introduction of visual, atmospheric, or audible
elements that diminish the integrity of the
property’s significant historic features?

No Adverse Effect

Neglect of the property, which results in its
demolition or deterioration?

No Effect

Transfer, lease, or sale of property out of federal
ownership or control?

No Effect

DETERMINATION

The proposed H Street Bridge Project will have NO ADVERSE EFFECT on the City
Post Office. The undertaking will not introduce any negative impacts that will
diminish the historic and architectural significance of the property that qualifies it
for NRHP listing.

The proposed bridge will be located within the same footprint as the existing H Street
Bridge, over 500 feet to the north of the City Post Office, and no part of the new
bridge structure will cause destruction or damage to any part of the historic property.

Construction of the proposed bridge will not result in any alterations to the City Post
Office, nor will the construction inhibit any current function of the historic property.

Construction of the proposed bridge will not cause the removal of the City Post Office
from its historic location.

Construction of the new bridge, which is beyond the viewshed of the City Post Office,
will not alter the character of the property’s use or historically significant physical
features within its setting.

A temporary change in surface-level traffic is expected on 1st and G Streets NE during
construction, as part of traffic management. Given its location at the intersection of
Massachusetts Avenue NE and North Capitol Street, coupled with the presence of the
Washington Union Station terminal immediately to the east and construction of a
number of modern buildings in the immediate vicinity, the City Post Office has
experienced and currently experiences a level of noise and vibration that has not
diminished the qualities that qualify the property for NRHP listing. Therefore, the
undertaking will not introduce any harmful visual, atmospheric, or audible elements
that diminish the historic and architectural significance of the City Post Office.

Construction of the proposed bridge will not result in neglect leading to demolition or
deterioration of the City Post Office.

Construction of the proposed bridge will not necessitate changes in ownership of the
City Post Office. As such, the undertaking will not result in the transfer, lease, or sale
of the historic property out of federal control.

6.3.4. Government Printing Office Warehouse No. 4
Fronting North Capitol Street, the Government Printing Office Warehouse No. 4 maintains only a partial
view of the western approach span of the H Street Bridge, at the rear of the building. Also at the rear of
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the building, where it abuts 1st Street NE, a large-scale, modern garage associated with Washington
Union Station is connected to the historic property by a vehicular bridge that meets a loading dock
above street level. A number of other modern, multi-story office buildings are situated in close proximity
to the Government Printing Office Warehouse No. 4, which further compromises the view from the
historic property. As part of the proposed project, traffic management will result in a temporary change
in surface-level traffic on 1st Street NE during demolition of the existing bridge and construction of the
new bridge. No aspects of construction will directly affect the Government Printing Office Warehouse
No. 4.
Table 7. Government Printing Office Warehouse No. 4 – Application of the Criteria of Adverse Effect
Criteria of Adverse Effect

Determination of Adverse Effect

Physical destruction of or damage to all or part of
the property?

No Effect

Alteration of a property, including restoration,
rehabilitation, repair, maintenance, stabilization,
hazardous material remediation, and provision of
handicapped access?

No Effect

Removal of the property from its historic
location?

No Effect

Change of the character of the property’s use or
of physical features within the property’s setting
that contributes to its historic significance?

No Effect

Introduction of visual, atmospheric, or audible
elements that diminish the integrity of the
property’s significant historic features?

No Adverse Effect

Neglect of the property, which results in its
demolition or deterioration?

No Effect

The proposed bridge will be located within the same footprint as the existing H Street
Bridge, approximately 250 feet to the north of the Government Printing Office
Warehouse No. 4, and no part of the new bridge structure will cause destruction or
damage to any part of the historic property.

Construction of the proposed bridge will not result in any alterations to the
Government Printing Office Warehouse No. 4, nor will the construction inhibit any
current function of the historic property.

Construction of the proposed bridge will not cause the removal of the Government
Printing Office Warehouse No. 4 from its historic location.

Construction of the new bridge, which is separated from the Government Printing
Office Warehouse No. 4 by a modern office building, will not alter the character of
the property’s use or historically significant physical features within its setting.

A temporary change in surface-level traffic is expected on 1st Street NE during
construction, as part of traffic management. Given its location between North Capitol
Street and the Washington Union Station terminal railyard, coupled with the recent
construction of a number of modern buildings in the immediate vicinity, the
Government Printing Office Warehouse No. 4 has experienced and currently
experiences a level of noise and vibration that has not diminished the qualities that
qualify the property for NRHP listing. Therefore, the undertaking will not introduce
any harmful visual, atmospheric, or audible elements that diminish the historic and
architectural significance of the Government Printing Office Warehouse No. 4.

Construction of the proposed bridge will not result in neglect leading to demolition or
deterioration of the Government Printing Office Warehouse No. 4.

Identification of Historic Properties and Assessment of Potential Effects
64
H Street Bridge Project

May 2020

Criteria of Adverse Effect

Determination of Adverse Effect

Transfer, lease, or sale of property out of federal
ownership or control?

No Effect

DETERMINATION

The proposed H Street Bridge Project will have NO ADVERSE EFFECT on the
Government Printing Office Warehouse No. 4. The undertaking will not introduce
any negative impacts that will diminish the historic and architectural significance of
the property that qualifies it for NRHP listing.

Construction of the proposed bridge will not necessitate changes in ownership of the
Government Printing Office Warehouse No. 4. As such, the undertaking will not result
in the transfer, lease, or sale of the historic property out of federal control.

6.3.5. U.S. Government Printing Office
Located on the west side of North Capitol Street, the U.S. Government Printing Office maintains only a
partial view of the western approach to the H Street Bridge. At this location, H Street is flanked by two
modern, multi-story office buildings, which compromise the view from the historic property. As part of
the proposed project, however, traffic management will result in a temporary change in surface-level
traffic on North Capitol Street and H Street NW during demolition of the existing bridge and
construction of the new bridge. No aspects of construction will directly affect the U.S. Government
Printing Office.
Table 8. U.S. Government Printing Office – Application of the Criteria of Adverse Effect
Criteria of Adverse Effect

Determination of Adverse Effect

Physical destruction of or damage to all or part of
the property?

No Effect

Alteration of a property, including restoration,
rehabilitation, repair, maintenance, stabilization,
hazardous material remediation, and provision of
handicapped access?

No Effect

Removal of the property from its historic
location?

No Effect

Change of the character of the property’s use or
of physical features within the property’s setting
that contributes to its historic significance?

No Effect

The proposed bridge will be located within the same footprint as the existing H Street
Bridge, which is separated from the U.S. Government Printing Office by North Capitol
Street, and no part of the new bridge structure will cause destruction or damage to
any part of the historic property.

Construction of the proposed bridge will not result in any alterations to the U.S.
Government Printing Office, nor will the construction inhibit any current function of
the historic property.

Construction of the proposed bridge will not cause the removal of the U.S.
Government Printing Office from its historic location.

The H Street Bridge is separated from the U.S. Government Printing Office by
intervening modern office buildings; therefore, the project will not alter the
character of the property’s use or historically significant physical features within its
already compromised setting.
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Criteria of Adverse Effect

Determination of Adverse Effect

Introduction of visual, atmospheric, or audible
elements that diminish the integrity of the
property’s significant historic features?

No Adverse Effect

Neglect of the property, which results in its
demolition or deterioration?

No Effect

Transfer, lease, or sale of property out of federal
ownership or control?

No Effect

DETERMINATION

The proposed H Street Bridge Project will have NO ADVERSE EFFECT on the U.S.
Government Printing Office. The undertaking will not introduce any negative
impacts that will diminish the historic and architectural significance of the property
that qualifies it for NRHP listing.

A temporary change in surface-level traffic is expected on Capitol Street NW and H
Street NW during construction, as part of traffic management. Given its location at
the heavily traveled North Capitol Street, coupled with the recent construction of a
number of modern buildings in the immediate vicinity, the U.S. Government Printing
Office has experienced and currently experiences a level of noise and vibration that
has not diminished the qualities that qualify the property for NRHP listing. Therefore,
the undertaking will not introduce any harmful visual, atmospheric, or audible
elements that diminish the historic and architectural significance of the U.S.
Government Printing Office.

Construction of the proposed bridge will not result in neglect leading to demolition or
deterioration of the U.S. Government Printing Office.

Construction of the proposed bridge will not necessitate changes in ownership of the
U.S. Government Printing Office. As such, the undertaking will not result in the
transfer, lease, or sale of the historic property out of federal control.

6.3.6. St. Joseph’s Home
The former St. Joseph’s Home, now part of a modern condominium complex, is bounded on the south
by the 1970s eastern approach to the H Street Bridge and on the north, east, and west by modern,
multi-story buildings along H, 1st, and 2nd Streets NE. Additionally, streetcar tracks are present on the
eastern approach ramp to the H Street Bridge, resulting in the historic property being completely
surrounded by modern buildings and infrastructure.
Table 9. St. Joseph’s Home – Application of the Criteria of Adverse Effect
Criteria of Adverse Effect

Determination of Adverse Effect

Physical destruction of or damage to all or part of
the property?

No Effect

Alteration of a property, including restoration,
rehabilitation, repair, maintenance, stabilization,
hazardous material remediation, and provision of
handicapped access?

No Effect

The proposed bridge will be located within the same footprint as the existing H Street
Bridge, which is located immediately to the south of the former St. Joseph’s Home,
and no part of the new bridge structure will cause destruction or damage to any part
of the historic property.

Construction of the proposed bridge will not result in any alterations to the
contributing historic elements of the former St. Joseph’s Home, nor will the
construction inhibit any current function of the historic property.
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Criteria of Adverse Effect

Determination of Adverse Effect

Removal of the property from its historic
location?

No Effect

Change of the character of the property’s use or
of physical features within the property’s setting
that contributes to its historic significance?

No Effect

Introduction of visual, atmospheric, or audible
elements that diminish the integrity of the
property’s significant historic features?

No Adverse Effect

Neglect of the property, which results in its
demolition or deterioration?

No Effect

Transfer, lease, or sale of property out of federal
ownership or control?

No Effect

DETERMINATION

The proposed H Street Bridge Project will have NO ADVERSE EFFECT on the former
St. Joseph’s Home. The undertaking will not introduce any negative impacts that
will diminish the historic and architectural significance of the property that
qualifies it for NRHP listing.

Construction of the proposed bridge will not cause the removal of the former St.
Joseph’s Home from its historic location.

The former St. Joseph’s Home is surrounded by modern buildings and infrastructure.
Therefore, the project will not alter the character of the property’s use or historically
significant physical features within its already compromised setting.

A temporary change in surface-level traffic is expected on H Street NE and 3rd Street
NE during construction, as part of traffic management. Additionally, the eastern
approach ramp to the H Street Bridge will be replaced. Considering former St.
Joseph’s Home has been subject to both temporary and permanent increases in
noise and vibration as a result of modern construction activities and the elevated
streetcar tracks on the H Street Bridge approach, the historic property has
experienced and currently experiences a level of noise and vibration that has not
diminished the qualities that qualify it for NRHP listing. Also, following construction
of the new H Street Bridge, the southern view toward the approach ramp will be
essentially unchanged. Therefore, the undertaking will not introduce any harmful
visual, atmospheric, or audible elements that diminish the historic and architectural
significance of the former St. Joseph’s Home.

Construction of the proposed bridge will not result in neglect leading to demolition or
deterioration of the former St. Joseph’s Home.

Construction of the proposed bridge will not necessitate changes in ownership of the
former St. Joseph’s Home. As such, the undertaking will not result in the transfer,
lease, or sale of the historic property out of federal control.

6.3.7. Washington Union Station Historic Site
The Washington Union Station Historic Site, by its very nature as a regional transportation hub, has
undergone extensive changes throughout its history. These include improvements and modifications to
the terminal building, the trackage and platforms, and the ancillary buildings and structures (inclusive of
sculpture and other decorative elements) that were present upon the opening of Washington Union
Station in the early 20th century. Photographs 11 through 13 below depict conditions of the historic
property from circa 1908 through circa 1928. Although track and platform reconfigurations have
occurred through the history of Washington Union Station, most prolifically between 1913 and 1967,
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the components most relevant to the current project are the platform “umbrella sheds,” which were
constructed to shelter passengers on the platforms. These features have been added and removed
throughout the history of Washington Union Station, including removal, modifications, and additions in
the 1970s, during construction of the existing H Street Bridge (BCA 2015). As part of the proposed
project, a small, historic-period section of the Platform 17/18 umbrella shed will be removed and
replaced to facilitate construction of relocated bridge piers. Other sections of umbrella sheds to be
removed are modern and do not contribute to the historic property. Likewise, the relocated bridge piers
will pass through the former H Street tunnel below the railyard (which has been enclosed since
construction of the extant H Street Bridge), resulting in a series of new piers that, while a net reduction
in number from the existing piers, will occur in new locations.

Photograph 11. View of Washington Union Station railyard circa 1908-1910, showing original conditions
(Shorpy 2019).
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Photograph 12. Aerial view of Washington Union Station and terminal railyard circa 1919, showing
platform and trackage layout (Shorpy 2019).
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Photograph 13. View of Washington Union Station railyard circa 1928, showing some early extensions of
umbrella sheds at passenger platforms (Shorpy 2019).
Table 10. Washington Union Station Historic Site – Application of the Criteria of Adverse Effect
Criteria of Adverse Effect
Physical destruction of or damage to all or part of
the property?

Determination of Adverse Effect
Adverse Effect
Although the proposed bridge will be located within the same footprint as the
existing H Street Bridge, the piers will be replaced and some at new locations. New
pier locations were developed by DDOT in consultation with Amtrak, taking into
consideration Amtrak’s future plans for changes to the railyard and platforms. The
relocation of piers will require removal and/or replacement of some umbrella sheds
(see Photograph 13); however, additions of, modifications to, and removal of
umbrella sheds have occurred throughout the history of Washington Union Station,
including construction of umbrella sheds beyond the line of H Street (see
Photographs 12 and 13) and modifications to facilitate construction of the existing H
Street Bridge. Notably, the bridge was designed to minimize effects to historic fabric,
and the Platform 17/18 umbrella shed is the only visible historic element to be
impacted by relocated piers. Below the railyard, existing piers within the former H
Street tunnel will be removed, while new piers will be constructed. The change will
result in a net reduction of piers, although some historic fabric will be impacted.
Otherwise, all other contributing elements of the Washington Union Station Historic
Site will be unchanged and maintain their historic and architectural significance.
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Criteria of Adverse Effect
Alteration of a property, including restoration,
rehabilitation, repair, maintenance, stabilization,
hazardous material remediation, and provision of
handicapped access?

Determination of Adverse Effect
Adverse Effect
As noted above, construction of the proposed bridge will involve relocation of bridge
piers within the Washington Union Station Historic Site, requiring the removal and/or
replacement of umbrella sheds at passenger platforms and changes to piers within
the former H Street tunnel. Although this is consistent with changes to the railyard
throughout its history, the umbrella shed at Platform 17/18 is a contributing element
that will require removal and replacement, and new piers will affect historic fabric
within the former H Street tunnel. As noted above, the bridge design minimized
impacts to umbrella sheds and resulted in a net reduction of piers within the former
H Street tunnel; no other contributing elements of the historic property will be
impacted.

Removal of the property from its historic
location?

No Effect

Change of the character of the property’s use or
of physical features within the property’s setting
that contributes to its historic significance?

Adverse Effect

Introduction of visual, atmospheric, or audible
elements that diminish the integrity of the
property’s significant historic features?

No Adverse Effect

Neglect of the property, which results in its
demolition or deterioration?

No Effect

Transfer, lease, or sale of property out of federal
ownership or control?

No Effect

Construction of the proposed bridge will not cause the removal of the Washington
Union Station Historic Site from its historic location.

One umbrella sheds constructed as part of platform extensions throughout the 20th
century will be removed and/or replaced as part of the H Street Bridge Project. While
the original umbrella sheds were confined to an area south of H Street, the 1924
umbrella shed at Platform 17/18 will require removal and replacement. Therefore,
although the majority of historic fabric will remain untouched by pier relocation, one
contributing element of the historic property will be adversely affected. Otherwise,
the setting of the Washington Union Station Historic Site will not change.

Relocated piers associated with the proposed new bridge will introduce a new visual
element into the viewshed. However, the Washington Union Station Historic Site
maintains its NRHP significance despite extensive modern infrastructure and
buildings currently visible from the property. As such, the historic property does not
rely on integrity of setting to convey its significance. Additionally, anticipated noise
and vibration associated with bridge construction will not exceed that experienced by
the volume of rail traffic and the nature and extent of recent construction activities in
the immediate vicinity. Therefore, the undertaking will not introduce any harmful
visual, atmospheric, or audible elements that diminish the historic or architectural
significance of the historic property.

Construction of the proposed bridge will not result in neglect leading to demolition or
deterioration of the Washington Union Station Historic Site.

Construction of the proposed bridge will not necessitate changes in ownership of the
property. As such, the undertaking will not result in the transfer, lease, or sale of the
historic property out of federal control.
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Criteria of Adverse Effect
DETERMINATION

Determination of Adverse Effect
The effects of the Project were discussed with the consulting parties (DC SHPO,
Amtrak, USRC, and Advisory Neighborhood Commission (ANC) 6C. Post consultation,
FHWA, consulted with DC SHPO, but does not concur with the SHPO’s determination
of an adverse effect to the Washington Union Station Historic Site as a result of the
proposed DDOT action, because it is reasonably foreseeable that the contributing
resources (umbrella shed at Platform 17/18 and H Street Underpass) will be
destroyed at an indeterminate later date as the result of a subsequent unrelated
federal action by FRA (FRA Northeast Corridor vision for the redevelopment of Union
Station and FRA’s response in a letter dated May 5, 2016 to Charlene Dwin Vaughn,
ACHP’s Assistant Director Office of Federal Agency Programs) that will render the
adverse effect determination attributable to the DDOT action moot.
FHWA acknowledges, there will be an effect to the contributing resource as defined
in 36 CFR § 800.16(i) due to the proposed DDOT action. FHWA also acknowledges the
effects of the DDOT action, though temporary in nature, requires a resolution. To
determine the scope of FHWA’s responsibility to resolve the temporary effect of
DDOT’s action, FHWA agreed to a MOA. Given the foreseeable outcome and the
preservation intent of the statute, the effect should not be determined adverse
solely within and only in consideration of the proposed action.
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7.0 Conclusion
DDOT, in conjunction with FHWA, has proposed the replacement of the H Street Bridge (Bridge #0529)
over the current Amtrak railyard just north of WUS, between North Capitol Street and 3rd Street NE in
the District of Columbia. DDOT is proposing the bridge replacement to address its condition. The Project,
funded in part by FHWA, is an undertaking, which requires the study of the potential to adversely affect
historic properties under Section 106 of the NHPA.
The APE considers potential effects to historic properties that could result from the H Street Bridge
Project. These include both direct effects (physical impacts) and indirect effects (atmospheric impacts).
Given the nature and extent of modern development in the vicinity of the H Street Bridge Project,
coupled with the Project’s proposed plan to construct a virtual replica of the existing H Street Bridge
(see Figure 4 above), the geographic area of the APE was limited to areas adjacent to proposed
construction and temporary traffic management and materials staging areas, with the direct APE not
extending beyond the WUS railyard and bridge approaches. Should changes to project design occur or
should the potential for effects change, FHWA may reevaluate and redefine the APE to accommodate
these changes.
Historic properties within the APE were identified by reviewing the extensive recent existing
documentation. The entirety of the Project area has been the subject of numerous cultural resources
studies, and historic properties are well-documented. Historic properties within the APE include six
individual resources and one historic site either listed on, or eligible for listing on, the NRHP and DC
Inventory of Historic Sites (see Section 4.1 above).
Archaeological probability within the direct APE was determined by conducting archival research,
including review of previous archaeological investigations, information regarding the regional
prehistory, historic maps, and archival photographs of the area, dating from 1857 through 1904. This
was supplemented by preparation of a GIS cut and fill analysis to determine the changes in landform
elevations from the 19th century through present. Given the extensive soils disturbance associated with
construction for Washington Union Station terminal, associated tracks, and H Street, the potential for
intact subsurface prehistoric or historic archaeological resources is low. The multiple episodes of
infrastructure changes, related to the channelization of Tiber Creek, followed by the extensive
manipulation of the original landform through the lowering of H Street by some 11 to 16 feet, likely
have destroyed the potential for historic archaeological resources related to the development of the
neighborhood that pre-dates the station.
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FHWA’s assessment of adverse effects for all identified historic and potentially eligible properties, in
accordance with the Section 106 implementing regulations (36 CFR § 800.5), is that the Project will
result in an effect to the Washington Union Station Historic Site. This determination is due to the
necessity to alter historic fabric associated with the contributing, historic umbrella shed at Platform
17/18, as well as that within the former H Street tunnel below the railyard.
The effects of the Project were discussed with the consulting parties (DC SHPO, Amtrak, USRC, and
Advisory Neighborhood Commission (ANC) 6C). Post consultation, FHWA, consulted with DC SHPO, but
does not concur with the SHPO’s determination of an adverse effect to the Washington Union Station
Historic Site as a result of the proposed DDOT action, because it is reasonably foreseeable that the
contributing resources (umbrella shed at Platform 17/18 and H Street Underpass) will be destroyed at
an indeterminate later date as the result of a subsequent unrelated federal action by FRA (FRA
Northeast Corridor vision for the redevelopment of Union Station and FRA’s response in a letter dated
May 5, 2016 to Charlene Dwin Vaughn, ACHP’s Assistant Director Office of Federal Agency Programs)
that will render the adverse effect determination attributable to the DDOT action moot.
FHWA acknowledges, there will be an effect to the contributing resource as defined in 36 CFR §
800.16(i) due to the proposed DDOT action. FHWA also acknowledges the effects of the DDOT action,
though temporary in nature, requires a resolution. To determine the scope of FHWA’s responsibility to
resolve the temporary effect of DDOT’s action, FHWA agreed to a MOA. Given the foreseeable outcome
and the preservation intent of the statute, the effect should not be determined adverse solely within
and only in consideration of the proposed action.
For other historic properties in the APE, despite the nature and extent of changes to the Washington
Union Station railyard throughout its history, the construction of the H Street Bridge in the 1970s, and
the construction of numerous modern, high-rise buildings surrounding the Project area, these properties
have maintained their historic and/or architectural significance. Furthermore, the proposed bridge will
visually replicate the existing bridge, with the only changes being relocation of some piers. Therefore,
the H Street Bridge Project does not maintain the potential to adversely affect these remaining historic
properties.
Should an unanticipated discovery of archaeological materials occur during construction of the H Street
Bridge, work will stop, and a qualified archaeologist will examine the discovery to determine the need
for additional cultural resources investigations. Consulting parties will be notified of the discovery and
consulted regarding the nature and extent of work to be completed.
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Appendix A – Section 106 Consulting Party Correspondence
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Lewis, Andrew (OP)
Hicks, Michael (FHWA)
Ali Shakeri; Silva, Victor (DDOT); Plano, Stephen (DDOT); Washburn, Carolyn/PNT; McDuffie, Cynthia (FHWA)
[EXTERNAL] RE: A Category Exclusion for the H Street Bridge Project FAP #1116033
Tuesday, November 20, 2018 12:11:16 PM
FHWA & DDOT H Street Bridge Replacement Project SHPO Letter 1.pdf

All:
Thank you for initiating Section 106 consultation for the H Street Bridge Project. Our initial comments are attached
for your information.
Best regards,
Andrew Lewis
DC State Historic Preservation Office

-----Original Message----From: McDuffie, Cynthia (FHWA) <Cynthia.McDuffie@dot.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2018 11:49 AM
To: Lewis, Andrew (OP) <andrew.lewis@dc.gov>
Cc: Hicks, Michael (FHWA) <Michael.Hicks@dot.gov>; Shakeri, Ali (DDOT) <ali.shakeri@dc.gov>; Silva, Victor
(DDOT) <victor.silva@dc.gov>; Plano, Stephen (DDOT) <stephen.plano@dc.gov>; carolyn.washburn@jacobs.com
Subject: A Category Exclusion for the H Street Bridge Project FAP #1116033
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the DC Government. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know that the content is safe. If you believe that this email is suspicious, please
forward to phishing@dc.gov for additional analysis by OCTO Security Operations Center (SOC).

Good Morning,

If you have any questions regarding the attached letter, please contact Michael Hicks at Michael.hicks@dot.gov.

Thank you.
Cynthia McDuffie
FHWA, DC Division Office
(202) 493-7022

Did you know that DC has the second lowest uninsured rate in the nation? Together, let’s make DC #1. Get covered
and stay covered at DCHealthLink.com<https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https3A__dchealthlink.com_&d=DwIGaQ&c=OgZOSER8c1RLeytEexU279Q2qk0jVwkrOdYe5iSikk&r=I2pnqo1H9R13y8OSur_v93x50FvtWeOMNpeEExHjtaI&m=PJJtuUnXv15-TxANFcpFhLnjnPgkJgzPxo8huMDR8E&s=tQ1YHYf7K9dV9A76e7PY3IffOotk9ce4I6xKcDOysnc&e=> or by calling (855) 532-5465.
#GetCoveredDC, #StayCoveredDC

GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER

November 20, 2018
Mr. Michael Hicks
Environmental Manager/Engineer
U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration
District of Columbia Division
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE
Washington, DC 20006
RE:

Initiation of Section 106 Consultation for the H S ee B idge (aka Hop co ch B idge )
Replacement Project

Dear Mr. Hicks:
Thank you for initiating consultation with the District of Columbia State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO) regarding the above-referenced undertaking. We have reviewed the project submittal and are
writing to provide our initial comments regarding effects on historic properties in accordance with
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and its implementing regulations, 36 CFR Part
800.
We understand that the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is proposing to provide Federal Aid
F nd o he Di ic Depa men of T an po a ion (DDOT) fo he in-kind eplacemen of the H
Street Bridge which crosses over the railroad tracks to the north of Washington Union Station.
Replacement is necessary to correct deficiencies in the concrete deck and structural steel. The new
bridge will be constructed in the same location, at the same height and will have the same general
appearance as the existing bridge. Existing bus and streetcar stops on the bridge will be replaced in the
same general locations and phased construction will allow automobile and rail traffic to continue
relatively unobstructed throughout the entire bridge replacement project. We also note that the bridge
replacement project is separate from the Union Station Expansion Project and the proposed Burnham
Place Development Project.
The only notable differences between the existing and proposed bridges are the locations of some new
piers. The new locations were not identified in the project submittal but we understand they will be
adjacent to the existing pier locations and identified in future submittals. We also note that nearby
temporary staging areas will be utilized throughout the construction projects.
The changes in pier locations, the temporary staging areas and the indirect effects of bridge construction
(e.g. noise, vibration, traffic congestion etc.) all have the potential to affect historic properties. We agree
that the draft direct Area of Potential Effect (APE) should be sufficient for evaluating direct effects, but
we believe the draft indirect effects APE should be expanded to include surrounding buildings and
streets since noise and vibrations would be perceptible in these areas as well. We also request FHWA
and DDOT to provide additional information about potential traffic backups that may be related to
bridge construction so we can make sure the APEs are defined broadly enough to take all potential
effects into account.
1100 4 th Street, SW, Suite E650, Washington, D.C. 20024 Phone: 202 -442-7600, Fax: 202-442-7638

Mr. Michael Hicks
Ini ia ion of Sec ion 106 Con l a ion fo he H S ee B idge (aka Hop co ch B idge ) Replacemen P ojec
November 20, 2018
Page 2

With regard to consulting parties, we recommend you also notify the following entities of the project
and invite them to participate in the consultation process, if you have not already done so:
Akridge Development
Amtrak
District of Columbia Office of Planning
Union Station Redevelopment Corporation
We look forward to consulting further regarding this undertaking. In the meantime, please contact me at
andrew.lewis@dc.gov or 202-442-8841 if you should have any questions or comments regarding these
initial comments. Thank you for providing this initial opportunity to review and comment.
Sincerely,
C. Andrew Lewis
Senior Historic Preservation Officer
DC State Historic Preservation Office
19-0095
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1100 4 th Street, SW, Suite E650, Washington, D.C. 20024 Phone: 202 -442-7600, Fax: 202-442-7638

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Hicks, Michael (FHWA)
Lewis, Andrew (OP)
Ali Shakeri; Silva, Victor (DDOT); Plano, Stephen (DDOT); Washburn, Carolyn/PNT; Hicks, Michael (FHWA)
[EXTERNAL] RE: A Category Exclusion for the H Street Bridge Project FAP #1116033
Tuesday, November 20, 2018 2:52:19 PM

Andy, thanks for your comments; they will be addressed appropriately. Have a safe and enjoyable holiday.
-MikeMichael Hicks
Environmental Manager/Engineer
Federal Highway Administration
District of Columbia Division
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE
East Building, Rm. E64-463
Washington, DC 20590
michael.hicks@dot.gov
Phone: (202) 493-7023
-----Original Message----From: Lewis, Andrew (OP) [mailto:andrew.lewis@dc.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2018 12:06 PM
To: Hicks, Michael (FHWA) <Michael.Hicks@dot.gov>
Cc: Shakeri, Ali (DDOT) <ali.shakeri@dc.gov>; Silva, Victor (DDOT) <victor.silva@dc.gov>; Plano, Stephen
(DDOT) <stephen.plano@dc.gov>; carolyn.washburn@jacobs.com; McDuffie, Cynthia (FHWA)
<Cynthia.McDuffie@dot.gov>
Subject: RE: A Category Exclusion for the H Street Bridge Project FAP #1116033
All:
Thank you for initiating Section 106 consultation for the H Street Bridge Project. Our initial comments are attached
for your information.
Best regards,
Andrew Lewis
DC State Historic Preservation Office

-----Original Message----From: McDuffie, Cynthia (FHWA) <Cynthia.McDuffie@dot.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2018 11:49 AM
To: Lewis, Andrew (OP) <andrew.lewis@dc.gov>
Cc: Hicks, Michael (FHWA) <Michael.Hicks@dot.gov>; Shakeri, Ali (DDOT) <ali.shakeri@dc.gov>; Silva, Victor
(DDOT) <victor.silva@dc.gov>; Plano, Stephen (DDOT) <stephen.plano@dc.gov>; carolyn.washburn@jacobs.com
Subject: A Category Exclusion for the H Street Bridge Project FAP #1116033
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the DC Government. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know that the content is safe. If you believe that this email is suspicious, please
forward to phishing@dc.gov for additional analysis by OCTO Security Operations Center (SOC).

Good Morning,

If you have any questions regarding the attached letter, please contact Michael Hicks at Michael.hicks@dot.gov.

Thank you.
Cynthia McDuffie
FHWA, DC Division Office
(202) 493-7022

Did you know that DC has the second lowest uninsured rate in the nation? Together, let’s make DC #1. Get covered
and stay covered at DCHealthLink.com<https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https3A__dchealthlink.com_&d=DwIGaQ&c=OgZOSER8c1RLeytEexU279Q2qk0jVwkrOdYe5iSikk&r=I2pnqo1H9R13y8OSur_v93x50FvtWeOMNpeEExHjtaI&m=55G-kS5VGhlr3DLgUI4L6-JyHv8LOkC6tRjk47vkfg&s=JNxTs1KvtVLzgy-F6agttk0O3TmQStnFEux2YzS2-bA&e=> or by calling (855) 532-5465.
#GetCoveredDC, #StayCoveredDC

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Hicks, Michael (FHWA)
Washburn, Carolyn/PNT; Lewis, Andrew (OP); Plano, Stephen (DDOT); Silva, Victor (DDOT); Ali Shakeri
Conroy, Christopher/DCA; Hicks, Michael (FHWA)
[EXTERNAL] RE: A Category Exclusion for the H Street Bridge Project FAP #1116033
Tuesday, December 04, 2018 4:12:32 PM

Thanks for the update Carolyn...
-Mike-----Original Message----From: Washburn, Carolyn/PNT [mailto:Carolyn.Washburn@jacobs.com]
Sent: Tuesday, December 04, 2018 3:58 PM
To: Hicks, Michael (FHWA) <Michael.Hicks@dot.gov>; Lewis, Andrew (OP) <andrew.lewis@dc.gov>; Plano,
Stephen (DDOT) <stephen.plano@dc.gov>; Silva, Victor (DDOT) <Victor.Silva@dc.gov>; Ali Shakeri
<ali.shakeri@dc.gov>
Cc: Conroy, Christopher/DCA <Christopher.Conroy@jacobs.com>
Subject: RE: A Category Exclusion for the H Street Bridge Project FAP #1116033
Hello,
I wanted to let you know the additional letters requested by SHPO were mailed (certified) today. They were
addressed to Akridge, Amtrak, DCOP, and USRC.
We are tracking the delivery of the first batch of letters mailed. Some are confirmed received. No responses have
been received.
Thank you,
Carolyn
Carolyn Washburn, PhD
Principal
M 1 714 227 5463
carolyn.washburn@jacobs.com
CH2M is now Jacobs.
www.jacobs.com| LinkedIn | Twitter | Facebook | Instagram
-----Original Message----From: Hicks, Michael (FHWA) <Michael.Hicks@dot.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2018 2:51 PM
To: Lewis, Andrew (OP) <andrew.lewis@dc.gov>
Cc: Ali Shakeri <ali.shakeri@dc.gov>; Silva, Victor (DDOT) <Victor.Silva@dc.gov>; Plano, Stephen (DDOT)
<stephen.plano@dc.gov>; Washburn, Carolyn/PNT <Carolyn.Washburn@jacobs.com>; Hicks, Michael (FHWA)
<Michael.Hicks@dot.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: A Category Exclusion for the H Street Bridge Project FAP #1116033
Andy, thanks for your comments; they will be addressed appropriately. Have a safe and enjoyable holiday.
-MikeMichael Hicks
Environmental Manager/Engineer
Federal Highway Administration
District of Columbia Division
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE

East Building, Rm. E64-463
Washington, DC 20590
michael.hicks@dot.gov
Phone: (202) 493-7023
-----Original Message----From: Lewis, Andrew (OP) [mailto:andrew.lewis@dc.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2018 12:06 PM
To: Hicks, Michael (FHWA) <Michael.Hicks@dot.gov>
Cc: Shakeri, Ali (DDOT) <ali.shakeri@dc.gov>; Silva, Victor (DDOT) <victor.silva@dc.gov>; Plano, Stephen
(DDOT) <stephen.plano@dc.gov>; carolyn.washburn@jacobs.com; McDuffie, Cynthia (FHWA)
<Cynthia.McDuffie@dot.gov>
Subject: RE: A Category Exclusion for the H Street Bridge Project FAP #1116033
All:
Thank you for initiating Section 106 consultation for the H Street Bridge Project. Our initial comments are attached
for your information.
Best regards,
Andrew Lewis
DC State Historic Preservation Office

-----Original Message----From: McDuffie, Cynthia (FHWA) <Cynthia.McDuffie@dot.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2018 11:49 AM
To: Lewis, Andrew (OP) <andrew.lewis@dc.gov>
Cc: Hicks, Michael (FHWA) <Michael.Hicks@dot.gov>; Shakeri, Ali (DDOT) <ali.shakeri@dc.gov>; Silva, Victor
(DDOT) <victor.silva@dc.gov>; Plano, Stephen (DDOT) <stephen.plano@dc.gov>; carolyn.washburn@jacobs.com
Subject: A Category Exclusion for the H Street Bridge Project FAP #1116033
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the DC Government. Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know that the content is safe. If you believe that this email is suspicious, please
forward to phishing@dc.gov for additional analysis by OCTO Security Operations Center (SOC).

Good Morning,

If you have any questions regarding the attached letter, please contact Michael Hicks at Michael.hicks@dot.gov.

Thank you.
Cynthia McDuffie
FHWA, DC Division Office
(202) 493-7022

Did you know that DC has the second lowest uninsured rate in the nation? Together, let’s make DC #1. Get covered
and stay covered at DCHealthLink.com<https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https3A__dchealthlink.com_&d=DwIGaQ&c=OgZOSER8c1RLeytEexU279Q2qk0jVwkrOdYe5iSi-

kk&r=I2pnqo1H9R13y8OSur_v93x50FvtWeOMNpeEExHjtaI&m=55G-kS5VGhlr3DLgUI4L6-JyHv8LOkC6tRjk47vkfg&s=JNxTs1KvtVLzgy-F6agttk0O3TmQStnFEux2YzS2-bA&e=> or by calling (855) 532-5465.
#GetCoveredDC, #StayCoveredDC
________________________________
NOTICE - This communication may contain confidential and privileged information that is for the sole use of the
intended recipient. Any viewing, copying or distribution of, or reliance on this message by unintended recipients is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify us immediately by replying to the
message and deleting it from your computer.

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Hicks, Michael (FHWA)
Kostura, Gretchen M
Ali Shakeri; Washburn, Carolyn/PNT; Hicks, Michael (FHWA)
[EXTERNAL] RE: H Street Bridge - NEPA
Sunday, December 16, 2018 3:03:21 PM
image001.png

Thanks for the response Gretchen; will do.
-MikeMichael Hicks
Environmental Manager/Engineer
Federal Highway Administration
District of Columbia Division
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE
East Building, Rm. E64-463
Washington, DC 20590
michael.hicks@dot.gov
Phone: (202) 493-7023

From: Kostura, Gretchen M <Gretchen.Kostura@amtrak.com>
Sent: Friday, December 14, 2018 10:05 AM
To: Hicks, Michael (FHWA) <Michael.Hicks@dot.gov>
Subject: H Street Bridge - NEPA
Hi Michael,
I am in receipt of your letter about being a consulting party for the H Street Bridge reconstruction
project and writing to let you know that Amtrak would like to be a consulting party. Please include us
on future correspondences and meetings.
Thank you,
Gretchen

Gretchen Kostura, AICP, PMP
Senior Program Manager – Major Stations
Amtrak | 1 Massachusetts Avenue NW | Washington, DC 20001
Email: gretchen.kostura@amtrak.com | o: 202.906.3672 | c: 202.770.7119

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Hicks, Michael (FHWA)
Kevin Forma
Ali Shakeri; Washburn, Carolyn/PNT; Hicks, Michael (FHWA)
[EXTERNAL] RE: HFO-DC
Wednesday, December 19, 2018 12:36:23 PM

Thank you for the response, you will be added to the list of consulting parties for the H Street Bridge.
-MikeMichael Hicks
Environmental Manager/Engineer
Federal Highway Administration
District of Columbia Division
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE
East Building, Rm. E64-463
Washington, DC 20590
michael.hicks@dot.gov
Phone: (202) 493-7023

From: Kevin Forma <KForma@usrcdc.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 4:04 PM
To: Hicks, Michael (FHWA) <Michael.Hicks@dot.gov>
Cc: 'Shakeri, Ali (DDOT)' <ali.shakeri@dc.gov>
Subject: HFO-DC
Hello Mr. Hicks,
I am responding on behalf of USRC to the letter for HFO-DC to be a consulting party for thie
proposed reconstruction of the H Street, NE Bridge.
Thank you,
Kevin Forma

UNION STATION
REDEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
_____________________________________________________________________

KEVIN FORMA
2nd Century Program Manager
750 First Street, NE, Suite 1010
Washington, DC 20002
P 202 216 1313

Visit our Webpage http://www.usrcdc.com/!

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Hicks, Michael (FHWA)
Kostura, Gretchen M
Ali Shakeri; Washburn, Carolyn/PNT; Hicks, Michael (FHWA)
[EXTERNAL] RE: H Street Bridge - NEPA
Wednesday, December 19, 2018 12:41:00 PM
image001.png

Gretchen, I’m actually out of the office on leave until January. Assuming both Ali and Carolyn are
available to respond to your inquiry, I’ve copied them. Thanks…
-MikeFrom: Kostura, Gretchen M <Gretchen.Kostura@amtrak.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 2:42 PM
To: Hicks, Michael (FHWA) <Michael.Hicks@dot.gov>
Cc: Shakeri, Ali (DDOT) <ali.shakeri@dc.gov>; Washburn, Carolyn/PNT
<Carolyn.Washburn@jacobs.com>
Subject: RE: H Street Bridge - NEPA
Hi Mike,
Just to follow up, I wanted to inquire to why the indirect APE excludes the REA building, as it is
adjacent to the bridge. Thinking there would likely be vibration and noise impacts during
construction.
Thanks,

Gretchen Kostura
Sr. Program Manager – Major Stations
O: 202.906.3672
M: 202.770.7119
gretchen.kostura@amtrak.com

From: Hicks, Michael (FHWA) <Michael.Hicks@dot.gov>
Sent: Sunday, December 16, 2018 3:02 PM
To: Kostura, Gretchen M <Gretchen.Kostura@amtrak.com>
Cc: Shakeri, Ali (DDOT) <ali.shakeri@dc.gov>; Washburn, Carolyn/PNT
<Carolyn.Washburn@jacobs.com>; Hicks, Michael (FHWA) <Michael.Hicks@dot.gov>
Subject: RE: H Street Bridge - NEPA
Thanks for the response Gretchen; will do.
-MikeMichael Hicks
Environmental Manager/Engineer
Federal Highway Administration

District of Columbia Division
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE
East Building, Rm. E64-463
Washington, DC 20590
michael.hicks@dot.gov
Phone: (202) 493-7023

From: Kostura, Gretchen M <Gretchen.Kostura@amtrak.com>
Sent: Friday, December 14, 2018 10:05 AM
To: Hicks, Michael (FHWA) <Michael.Hicks@dot.gov>
Subject: H Street Bridge - NEPA
Hi Michael,
I am in receipt of your letter about being a consulting party for the H Street Bridge reconstruction
project and writing to let you know that Amtrak would like to be a consulting party. Please include us
on future correspondences and meetings.
Thank you,
Gretchen

Gretchen Kostura, AICP, PMP
Senior Program Manager – Major Stations
Amtrak | 1 Massachusetts Avenue NW | Washington, DC 20001
Email: gretchen.kostura@amtrak.com | o: 202.906.3672 | c: 202.770.7119

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Hicks, Michael (FHWA)
Eckenwiler, Mark (SMD 6C04); Ali Shakeri
Mark Kazmierczak; Washburn, Carolyn/PNT; Hicks, Michael (FHWA); Plano, Stephen (DDOT)
(stephen.plano@dc.gov)
[EXTERNAL] RE: H St bridge replacement project
Thursday, December 13, 2018 12:39:50 PM

Thank you. On behalf of ANC 6C, both yourself and Mark Kazmierczak will be included as consulting
parties for the H Street Bridge Replacement Project.
-MikeMichael Hicks
Environmental Manager/Engineer
Federal Highway Administration
District of Columbia Division
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE
East Building, Rm. E64-463
Washington, DC 20590
michael.hicks@dot.gov
Phone: (202) 493-7023
From: Eckenwiler, Mark (SMD 6C04) [mailto:6C04@anc.dc.gov]
Sent: Thursday, December 13, 2018 12:12 PM
To: Shakeri, Ali (DDOT) <ali.shakeri@dc.gov>; Hicks, Michael (FHWA) <Michael.Hicks@dot.gov>
Cc: Mark Kazmierczak <mark.kaz.anc@gmail.com>
Subject: H St bridge replacement project

Gentlemen,

In response to the recent letter from Mr. Hicks, yes, ANC 6C wishes to serve as a consulting
party for this project. Please include me and our Transportation Committee Chair, Mark
Kazmierczak (copied on this email), on all future communications.
Thank you.
Mark Eckenwiler
Commissioner, ANC 6C04
Vice-Chair, ANC 6C
www.anc6c.org
Did you know that DC has the second lowest uninsured rate in the nation? Together, let’s
make DC #1. Get covered and stay covered at DCHealthLink.com or by calling (855) 5325465. #GetCoveredDC, #StayCoveredDC

MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
AMONG
THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER
THE NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION
AND
THE DISTRICT DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
REGARDING
THE H STREET BRIDGE NE REPLACEMENT PROJECT
WITHIN
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
This Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) is entered into by and among the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) and the District of Columbia State Historic Preservation Officer (DC SHPO),
with the National Railroad Passenger Corporation (Amtrak), and the District Department of
Transportation (DDOT) as Invited Signatories (individually referred to herein as Signatory and
collectively as Signatories ).
WHEREAS, DDOT in conjunction with FHWA proposes in Federal Aid Project (FAP) 1116033 to
reconstruct the H Street Bridge, NE, from North Capitol Street, NE to 3rd Street, NE in Washington,
D.C., within DDOT right-of-way (the Undertaking); and
WHEREAS, the Undertaking is subject to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (54 U.S.
Code § 306108), as implemented by the regulations of the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
(ACHP) at 36 CFR 800; and
WHEREAS, FHWA has consulted with DC SHPO pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800; and
WHEREAS, the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for the Undertaking has been determined by FHWA in
accordance with 36 CFR 800.4(a)(1) and in consultation with DC SHPO and Consulting Parties, and
is included in Attachment 1 of this MOA; and
WHEREAS, DC SHPO, Amtrak, Union Station Redevelopment Corporation (USRC), and Advisory
Neighborhood Commission 6c have participated in the consultation as Consulting Parties; and
WHEREAS, public participation and involvement have been undertaken to solicit comments from
interested parties and the public through a public meeting held on June 21, 2018; and
WHEREAS, FHWA, in consultation with DC SHPO, has defined archaeological sensitivity and
determined that the Undertaking will have no adverse effect upon archaeological properties eligible
for inclusion in the NRHP; and
WHEREAS, FHWA, in consultation with DC SHPO, has determined that the Undertaking will have an
adverse effect (Attachment 2) on the Washington Union Station Historic Site, a historic property
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) (Attachment 3); and
WHEREAS, FHWA has consulted with the DC SHPO, Amtrak, and DDOT, to resolve the adverse
effects of the Undertaking on the Washington Union Station Historic Site; and
WHEREAS, all comments that were provided through the consultation process were considered and
incorporated into this MOA, as appropriate; and
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WHEREAS, FHWA administers the Federal-Aid Highway Program in the District of Columbia (23
U.S.C. 101 et seq.), authorized through a Federal-Aid Agreement with the DDOT as project sponsor
(49 CFR 1.48) and, as such, DDOT is responsible for executing the proposed Undertaking in
accordance with the terms of this MOA; and
WHEREAS, DDOT has jurisdiction over the H Street Bridge, NE and the H Street Underpass in the
District of Columbia; and
WHEREAS, H Street, NE was acquired, laid out and constructed by Congress as part of the federal city,
and as such is one of the original streets shown on the Plan of the City of Washington, at this location
a c
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construction of Washington Union Station, and the roadway connection was maintained when the H
Street Bridge, NE was constructed and the H Street Underpass was closed in the District of Columbia;
and
WHEREAS, Amtrak is an Invited Signatory pursuant to 36 CFR 800.6(c)(2) because it has jurisdiction
over the Washington Union Station rail terminal in the District of Columbia; DDOT is coordinating
with Amtrak regarding construction details and to obtain the necessary access for construction; and
Amtrak agrees to loan the cast for the umbrella shed column capitals used for their Track 22 Project
to DDOT to reconstruct any broken or damaged capitals; and
WHEREAS, DDOT has sole responsible to carry out the conditions and requirements listed in
Stipulation 1 and Stipulation: 2.A1; 2.A2; 2A3; and 2.A4 of the MOA; and
WHEREAS, DDOT s obligations under this MOA are subject to the provisions of 23 CFR 771.109 and:
(i) the federal Anti-Deficiency Act, 31 U.S. Code §§ 1341, 1342, 1351, (ii) the District of Columbia
Anti-Deficiency Act, D.C. Official Code 47-355.01-335.08, (iii) D.C. Official Code 47-105 and (iv)
D.C. Official Code 1-204.46 (2006 Supp.), as the foregoing statutes may be amended from time to
time, regardless of whether a particular obligation has been expressly so conditioned; and
WHEREAS, DDOT is authorized to enter into this MOA pursuant to Sections 5(1)(A) (D) and 6(b) of
the Department of Transportation Establishment Act of 2002, D.C. Law 14-137, D.C. Official Code
50-921.04(1)(A) (D) and 50-921.05(b), and as the project applicant is an Invited Signatory under 36
CFR 800.6(c)(2); and
NOW, THEREFORE, FHWA, DC SHPO, Amtrak, and DDOT agree that, upon FHWA s decision
regarding financial assistance for the Undertaking, FHWA shall ensure that the following stipulations
are implemented in order to take into account the effects of the Undertaking on contributing elements
of an NRHP eligible historic property, and that these stipulations shall govern the Undertaking and all
of its parts.
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STIPULATIONS
FHWA shall ensure that the following stipulations are carried out:
1.

MITIGATION MEASURES FOR HISTORIC PROPERTIES:
A. Washington Union Station Historic Site

Umbrella Sheds and Catenary

1.

Prior to the initiation of construction of the H Street Bridge Replacement Project,
DDOT shall photograph the section of Platform 17/18 umbrella shed and
catenary supports that coincides with the footprint of the H Street Bridge to
provide a record of pre-construction conditions and shall develop plans for
dismantling and temporarily relocating the historic fabric. DDOT shall provide
copies of the photographs and plans to DC SHPO for a thirty (30) day review and
comment period and shall revise the photographs and/or plans in accordance with
any timely DC SHPO comments.

2.

DDOT shall carefully remove and store the Platform 17/18 umbrella shed and
catenary supports in a secure location, preferably on-site. DDOT shall inform the
DC SHPO of the location where the historic fabric will be stored prior to
relocation.

3.

DDOT shall exercise extreme caution in dismantling the Platform 17/18 umbrella
shed and catenary supports and ensure that damage is avoided and minimized to
the maximum extent possible. In particular, DDOT shall make reasonable and
good faith efforts to extract the umbrella shed columns which were embedded in
concrete during a 1970s platform elevation project, fully intact or disassembled
into their original component parts, rather than damaging them through cutting or
other means. If any historic fabric (e.g., the column capitals, column shafts or
bases, etc.) is inadvertently damaged, DDOT shall notify DC SHPO and consult
further regarding appropriate treatments which may include coordinating with
A a
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to reconstruct any broken or damaged capitals from Platform 17/18; using other
historic columns to create new casts which may be necessary to replicate other
damaged sections of the columns prior to reinstallation; or related treatments.

4.

One (1) year prior to the scheduled completion date of the H Street Bridge
Replacement Project, DDOT shall contact the Signatories and all Signatories
a c
(2)
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degree to which the Platform 17/18 umbrella shed will be restored, taking into
account the status of the Federal Railroad Administra
(FRA) Wa
g
Union Station Expansion Project (WUS Expansion Project) which proposes
removing all existing umbrella sheds. If the FRA has secured funding for the
WUS Expansion Project and formally determined that construction will begin
within five (5) years of the scheduled H Street Bridge Replacement Project
completion date, the Platform 17/18 umbrella shed will be fully restored except
for the area directly underneath the new bridge, where restoration will be limited
f e fee (5 ) de eath both sides of the new bridge to provide weather
protection as shown in Attachment 5. Otherwise, the Platform 17/18 umbrella
shed will be fully restored to its pre-construction condition, including the entire
3

area underneath the new bridge. Regardless of the degree of restoration, DDOT
shall restore the Platform 17/18 umbrella shed by re-using original materials to
the maximum extent practicable and replica materials where necessary.
5.

Within one (1) month of restoring the Platform 17/18 umbrella shed, DDOT shall
notify DC SHPO and Amtrak of any remaining historic fabric and make it
available to Amtrak or other entities for possible reuse in the WUS Expansion
Project (e.g. display as possible mitigation). If Amtrak does not accept the
remaining historic fabric, DDOT shall retain it as long as practicable and shall
consult with DC SHPO to determine the appropriate disposition of the historic
fabric.

6.

Other existing historic umbrella sheds under or adjacent to the bridge (e.g.
Platform 11/12, Platform 13/14, Platform 15/16, Platform 19/20, and Platform 22
as shown Attachment 4) will not be disturbed during construction. DDOT will
provide a construction protection strategy to Amtrak for review and approval
prior to incorporating the protection strategy into construction bidding
documents.

B. Washington Union Station Historic Site

H Street Underpass

1.

Prior to the initiation of construction, DDOT shall hire a qualified Historic
Preservation Firm to photo-document existing conditions in the H Street
Underpass and develop a supplemental Determination of Eligibility (DOE) form
for the Washington Union Station Historic Site which identifies all original fabric
within the underpass; identifies and provides approximate dates for all later
alterations; and incorporates any additional historical information and/or
photographs about the underpass that may be available.

2.

DDOT shall provide the draft DOE Form to DC SHPO for review and comment
and shall direct the qualified Historic Preservation Firm to revise the DOE Form
in accordance with DC SHPO comments until DC SHPO concurs in the DOE.
DDOT shall provide an electronic copy of the final documentation to Amtrak.

C. Washington Union Station Historic Site
1.

Remaining sections of the original Burnham-designed retaining walls adjacent to
the former H Street Tunnel entrance on the east, as well as within the
Washington Union Station railyard, will not be disturbed during construction.
DDOT will prepare a construction protection strategy to ensure that impacts to
the stone walls will be avoided. DDOT will provide the protection strategy to
Amtrak for review and approval prior to incorporating into construction bidding
documents.

D. Washington Union Station Historic Site
1.

Burnham Walls

REA Building

The REA Building at 900 Second Street, NE, a Building/Structural Category I of
reinforced-concrete, steel or timber (no plaster) per Table 7-5 Construction
Vibration Damage Criteria within the Federal Transit Administration Transit
Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual (2018), will not be disturbed
during construction. DDOT will prepare a construction protection strategy, which
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includes temporary protective barriers, that will be incorporated into construction
bidding documents to ensure impacts to this historic property are avoided. DDOT
will provide the construction protection strategy to Amtrak for review and
approval prior to incorporating into the construction bidding documents.
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during construction. DDOT will prepare a protection strategy, which includes
temporary protective barriers, that will be incorporated into construction bidding
documents to ensure impacts to this historic property are avoided.

INADVERTENT OR POST-REVIEW DISCOVERY
A.

Unanticipated Archaeological Discoveries
1. DDOT will insert into all contracts for excavation, construction, or other
ground-disturbing activities the procedures described below for the treatment of
unanticipated discoveries and effects, including human remains. DDOT will
follow the processes described below in order to minimize the risk of construction
delay if archaeological sites that are eligible for listing in NRHP are discovered
during project implementation.
2. If a previously unanticipated archaeological site is discovered, DDOT shall halt all
work involving ground disturbance in the immediate area of discovery. DDOT will
notify DC SHPO and FHWA within 24 hours of discovery.
3. An archaeologist shall immediately inspect the work site to evaluate the nature and
extent of the discovery, make recommendations to DDOT regarding the eligibility
of the discovery for the NRHP, and determine the measures needed to protect the
discovery from construction effects, if appropriate. DDOT shall promptly protect
the area of the discovery, and once it has done so, FHWA shall approve the
resumption of construction in those areas where it is concluded in documentation
that there will be no physical effect to the discovery.
4. Within three (3) business days of making the discovery, DDOT shall submit
written notification to DC SHPO and FHWA that shall include DDOT's
assessment of 1) whether the data available permit a determination of eligibility
for the NRHP and if not, plans to conduct Phase I investigations of the identified
resources, or 2) if the resources are eligible for listing in the NRHP, the actions
that DDOT proposes to resolve the potential adverse effects. DC SHPO and
FHWA shall have two (2) business days (not including a federal holiday) from
receipt of written notification to respond to DDOT. DDOT shall take into account
any recommendations provided by DC SHPO and FHWA. FHWA shall make a
final decision on proposed actions, if any, in consultation with DC SHPO prior to
implementation.

B.

Treatment of Human Remains
1. Within twenty-four (24) hours, DDOT and FHWA shall implement measures to protect the
human remains from inclement weather and vandalism, and notify the District of Columbia
Office of the Chief Medical Examiner (OCME) of the discovery. Sufficient description of
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the discovery shall be provided to allow OCME to complete its obligations under Statute
§ 5-1406 of the District of Columbia Code or other applicable law(s).
2. If the OCME determines that the human remains are not subject to a criminal investigation
by local or federal authorities, DDOT and FHWA shall determine appropriate disposition
in consultation with DC SHPO. DDOT and FHWA shall comply with all applicable federal
and District of Columbia laws and regulations governing the discovery and disposition of
human remains including ACHP 2007 Policy Statement Regarding Treatment of Burial
Sites, Human Remains, and Funerary Objects.
3. If the human remains or burials are potentially Native American, then DDOT and FHWA
shall follow agency guidance on the Native American Graves and Repatriation Act of 1990
(P.L. 101-601) (NAGPRA), and notify, within 48 hours of the discovery, any federally
recognized Tribes and Nations that may attach religious and/or cultural significance to the
affected property. The DC SHPO shall be consulted to determine a treatment plan for the
avoidance, recovery or reburial of the remains in accordance with procedures guidelines
outlined in Stipulation 2, herein.
3.

ADMINISTRATIVE CONDITIONS
A. Any party to this MOA may request that it be amended in accordance with 36 CFR 800,
whereupon the parties will consult to consider such amendment.
B. In the event the FHWA does not carry out the terms of this MOA, the FHWA will comply
with 36 CFR 800.4 through 800.7 with regard to the Undertaking covered by this MOA.
C. Any party to this MOA may terminate it by providing thirty (30) days written notice to the
other parties, provided that the parties will consult during the period prior to termination to seek
consensus on amendments or other actions that would avoid termination. In the event of
termination, the FHWA will comply with 36 CFR 800 with regard to the Undertaking covered by
this MOA.
D. If no amendments or other actions are implemented, at the conclusion of construction,
pending completion of the stipulations, this MOA will terminate and be considered fulfilled.

4.

DISPUTE RESOLUTION
Should any Signatory object to any actions proposed pursuant to this MOA, FHWA will consult
with the Signatories within thirty (30) days to resolve the objection. If FHWA determines that the
objection cannot be resolved, the FHWA will request the ACHP comments pursuant to 36 CFR
800.7. Any ACHP comments provided in response to such a request will be taken into account by
the FHWA with reference only to the subject of the dispute. The FHWA responsibility to carry
out all actions under this MOA that are not the subjects of the dispute will remain unchanged.

5.

COUNTERPARTS/ELECTRONIC COPIES
This MOA may be executed in counterparts, each separately and together constituting the same
document. Execution of this MOA by facsimile shall be sufficient for all purposes. Within one
week following receipt of the last signature on this MOA, DDOT shall provide each Signatory
with one legible, full-color, electronic copy of this fully executed MOA and all of its attachments.
If the electronic copy is too large to send via e-mail, the DDOT shall provide each Signatory and
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Consulting Party with a copy of this MOA via a file transfer protocol (FTP), universal serial bus
(USB) or a compact disc.
6.

DURATION
The terms of this MOA shall commence on the date the last signature is affixed hereto (Effective
Date) and shall expire when the MOA is terminated, or twelve (12) years from the Effective Date
of the MOA, whichever occurs first, unless the Signatories agree in writing to an extension.

Execution of this MOA and implementation of its terms evidence that the FHWA has taken into account
the effects of the Undertaking on historic properties and provided the ACHP a reasonable opportunity to
comment.
Signatures Follow on Separate Pages
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SIGNATORY PAGE
MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
AMONG
THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER
THE NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION
AND
THE DISTRICT DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
REGARDING
THE H STREET BRIDGE, NE REPLACEMENT PROJECT
WITHIN
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
Federal Highway Administration

By:
Joseph C. Lawson, Division Administrator

Date:
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SIGNATORY PAGE
MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
AMONG
THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER
THE NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION
AND
THE DISTRICT DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
REGARDING
THE H STREET BRIDGE, NE REPLACEMENT PROJECT
WITHIN
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
District of Columbia Historic Preservation Officer

By:
David Maloney
District of Columbia Historic Preservation Officer

Date:
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SIGNATORY PAGE
MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
AMONG
THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER
THE NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION
AND
THE DISTRICT DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
REGARDING
THE H STREET BRIDGE, NE REPLACEMENT PROJECT
WITHIN
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
National Railroad Passenger Corporation (Amtrak)

By:
David Handera
Vice President Stations, Facilities, Properties & Accessibility

Date:
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SIGNATORY PAGE
MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
AMONG
THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER
THE NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION
AND
THE DISTRICT DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
REGARDING
THE H STREET BRIDGE, NE REPLACEMENT PROJECT
WITHIN
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
District Department of Transportation

By:
Everett Lott, Acting Director

Date:

11

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS
MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
AMONG
THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER
THE NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION
AND
THE DISTRICT DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
REGARDING
THE H STREET BRIDGE, NE REPLACEMENT PROJECT
WITHIN
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Attachment 1. Area of Potential Effects Map

Attachment 2. Adverse Effects Determination

Attachment 3. Washington Union Station Historic Site Determination of Eligibility Form

Attachment 4. Historic Resource Survey

Paf

A ea a A

a

Attachment 5. Limits of Umbrella Shed Impacts and Reinstallation

12

Wa

g

U

Sa

Attachment 1. Area of Potential Effects Map
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Attachment 3. Washington Union Station Historic Site Determination of Eligibility Form
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Terminal Rail Yard
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Early Rail Use and the Development of WUS Historic Site

DC State Historic Preservation Office
Determination of Eligibility Form for Washington Union Station

Figure 25

DC State Historic Preservation Office
Determination of Eligibility Form for Washington Union Station

Figure 25.

Figure 26

DC State Historic Preservation Office
Determination of Eligibility Form for Washington Union Station

Figure 26.

DC State Historic Preservation Office
Determination of Eligibility Form for Washington Union Station

Original Design and Construction

Figure 27

DC State Historic Preservation Office
Determination of Eligibility Form for Washington Union Station

Figure 27.

DC State Historic Preservation Office
Determination of Eligibility Form for Washington Union Station

Figure 28.

Figure 28
Figure 29
Figure 30

DC State Historic Preservation Office
Determination of Eligibility Form for Washington Union Station

Figure 29.

Figure 30.

DC State Historic Preservation Office
Determination of Eligibility Form for Washington Union Station

Figure 31

Figure 33

Figure 31

Figure 32

DC State Historic Preservation Office
Determination of Eligibility Form for Washington Union Station

Figure 32

Figure 33

DC State Historic Preservation Office
Determination of Eligibility Form for Washington Union Station

Figure 34

DC State Historic Preservation Office
Determination of Eligibility Form for Washington Union Station

Figure 34.

DC State Historic Preservation Office
Determination of Eligibility Form for Washington Union Station

Figure 35

Figure 35.

DC State Historic Preservation Office
Determination of Eligibility Form for Washington Union Station

Figure 36

DC State Historic Preservation Office
Determination of Eligibility Form for Washington Union Station

Figure 36

Evolution of Development and Use
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PART 1 – INTRODUCTION
General Project Background
The National Railroad Passenger Corporation (Amtrak) seeks to undertake a series of perimeter
security upgrades around the front and sides of Washington Union Station (WUS), a highly
prominent landmark listed on the National Register of Historic Places. These security upgrades
consist of a series of bollards along the curb line, and they stem from a comprehensive threat
assessment/investigation commissioned by Amtrak. The security upgrades project was designed
by the Union Station Redevelopment Corporation (USRC) together with Amtrak.
The project is funded by the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), an agency of the federal
government. As part of Amtrak’s and USRC’s consultation with the District of Columbia State
Historic Preservation Office (DC SHPO) regarding the effects of the security upgrades project
on WUS as a historic landmark, a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) was signed on July 23,
2008 by officials from Amtrak, FRA and the DC SHPO. The mitigation listed in the MOA is for
Amtrak to prepare a Historic Resource Survey (the Survey) of the Platform Area of WUS which
identifies extant potentially historical elements in the area of the platforms. Elements of the
Survey include the following considerations:
1.
2.
3.

4.
5.
6.
7.

The Survey will focus exclusively on the platform area of the Station, and not the
remaining areas of the building.
The Survey will contain an introductory section that describes the history and
alterations of the platforms over time and an annotated floor plan graphically
depicting the alterations over time.
The Survey will contain a narrative description of the platform area, including digital
photographic images of all components of the platform which appear to be older than
40 years including, but not limited to canopies, columns, railings, platforms, signage,
surfaces, and systems.
The Survey will identify which of the platform components appear to be significant
to the history, design, and/or development of the platform area and explain why those
components appear to be significant.
The Survey will contain a second annotated floor plan to which the digital images are
keyed for ease of reference.
The Survey will not contain any discussion of the existing condition of the historic
components of the platform area or of the condition of the platform area’s superstructural or sub-structural systems.
The Survey will not contain any recommendations for treatment for the historic
components of the platform area.

This document constitutes the Survey in its entirety, and the efforts and assistance of the
following Amtrak and USRC professional personnel are acknowledged and noted: William
Rooney, Edward Phillips, David Mussington, Carol Mitten, Michael Stern, David Smith, Charles
Sweeney, Tobi Palmer, Bruce Shaffer, Joe Grella, David Ball and Nzinga Baker. However, any
errors, omissions and blunders are solely and entirely the fault of the writer.
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History of the Platforms as Seen through the Photographs
In their excellent book Triumph VI: Philadelphia, Columbia, Harrisburg to Baltimore and
Washington, D.C. 1827-2003 Charles S. Roberts and David W. Messer described a 28 February
1903 act by Congress authorizing the construction of a new union terminal, to be “monumental
in character” and at a cost of “not less than four million dollars.” The terminal was to be located
at Massachusetts and Delaware Avenues, northeast of the Capitol, and the B&O and
Pennsylvania Railroads were to provide joint support in its design and construction. 1
Roberts and Messer continue by noting that construction began almost immediately and on 27
October 1907, the Washington Union Terminal (as it was then called) opened to the public at a
cost of $20 million for the station itself and an additional $105 million for the yards, tunnels and
approach trackage work. On 4 March 1908, the station was officially turned over to the federal
government. 2
Fig. 1.1: detail of conductor communicating via a signal box
(photo taken from page 70 of Union Station, A History of
Washington’s Grand Terminal, by Carol M. Highsmith and
Ted Landphair).

It is not within the purview of this report to
undertake primary documentary research on the
early layout and appearance of the Platform area of
WUS; however, photographs in various books reveal
several interesting details of the platforms. For
example, Fig. 1.1 shows an undated photo of a train
conductor using a signal box to communicate with K
Tower (the tower that controls all train movements
into and out of WUS), taken from Carol Highsmith
and Ted Landphair’s richly illustrated book Union
Station, A History of Washington’s Grand Terminal
(Archetype Press, Washington, D.C., 1998). The
photo caption in the book quotes an explanation
from the 1908 Book of the Royal Blue: “about a
minute before the train is ready to leave the station, the conductor signals that fact to the
tower…by placing a key in one of the signal boxes. At the appointed time, another turn of the
key signaled to all concerned that the train was ready to proceed.” These signal boxes were
located within each of the access handholes in the cast-iron columns. 3 It is not known what date
1

For an in-depth and well-written discussion on the events leading up to (and including) the construction of
Washington Union Station, see pages 331-332 of Triumph VI, Philadelphia, Columbia, Harrisburg to Baltimore and
Washington, D.C. 1827-2003, by Charles S. Roberts and David W. Messer, (Barnard, Roberts and Company, Inc.,
Baltimore, MD, 2003).

2

See page 332 of Triumph VI.

3

See the photographs in Part 3 of this report for views of the extant handholes in the cast-iron columns.
Specifically, compare the handhole from a typical high-level platform (such as Photo 2 or Photo 6) with a typical
low-level platform (such as Photo 13 or Photo 16).
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the signal boxes were taken out of service and ultimately removed. Likewise, it is not known
why the handholes were left simply open (and not covered with metal plates to prevent the
hollow column centers from becoming trash receptacles).
Another interesting observation about Fig. 1.1 is that the platform appears to be a wood deckroughly 8” wide boards with ½” gaps in between, running perpendicular to the direction of foot
travel. The walking surface of the deck appears to be positioned flush with the plinth base of the
cast-iron column. It is not known when the wood walking platforms were removed and the
present concrete platforms installed. However, this provides an explanation for why the concrete
plinth created such a tripping hazard in Photo 48 (of Part 3 of this report) – evidently, the
original wood platform was set flush with the cast-iron plinth base, and the concrete was
installed to cover the raised cast-iron flanges in the base plate when the wood platform was
removed.
Fig. 1.2: detail of baggage
porter posed on a batterypowered electric cart (photo
taken from page 77 of Union
Station, A History of
Washington’s Grand Terminal, by Carol M. Highsmith
and Ted Landphair).

Another photo found in
Carol Highsmith and
Ted Landphair’s informative book (seen in
Fig. 1.2) shows the
same wood platform
seen in the previous
figure.
However, in
this view, the wood
boards appear to be 3x8
timbers, and a wood
fascia is visible facing
the rail (probably 12” deep – thickness unknown). Like the previous photo, the platform is set
flush with the plinth base of the cast-iron column. And in this view, the column is painted in two
contrasting colors (much like today – although it is not certain if today’s colors are the same as
the original colors, and it is not certain if today’s darker color is painted to the same height as
originally).
There are several other interesting details visible in Fig. 1.2 as well. To begin, there appears to
be a pendant-type lighting fixture hung from the main long purlin; it contains a partial globe
(probably glass or ceramic) and an exposed light bulb. Today, no evidence survives anywhere to
suggest earlier light placements; however, in the photo, similar light fixtures are also seen in
corresponding locations on other platforms. In addition, all the platforms appear to be set at the
same height above the track (the platforms today are a combination of high-level and low-level
heights). Finally, it appears as though the roof of the canopy is clad with glass panels and metal
(or wood?) spandrels. This is a striking contrast to the solid wood and corrugated metal roof
Washington Union Station
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panels seen in various locations of the roof today. Undoubtedly, the platform areas were
considerably brighter in 1908 (of course, the brightness was probably snuffed out after several
years of accumulated coal smoke and ash from the locomotives and general air pollution –
although it is not known if the PRR and B&O adopted some form of glass cleaning regimen). It
is also not known when the glass roofs were replaced with the wood and corrugated metal
materials seen today.

Fig. 1.3: an extraordinary aerial view of WUS, taken c.1930 showing the platforms and canopies on the north side of
the station (photo taken from page 362 of Charles S. Roberts and David W. Messer’s book Triumph VI,
Philadelphia, Columbia, Harrisburg to Baltimore and Washington D.C., 1827-2003.)

Fig. 1.3 is an aerial view of WUS, taken from the Ted Xaras Collection and reproduced in
Roberts and Messer’s Triumph VI book. It clearly shows the limits of the canopies over top the
platforms between the tracks; it also shows the platforms where they extend northward toward
the signal bridge and K Tower (which is at the throat of the yard but not really discernible in this
view). Upon closer inspection, the canopies on the five pairs of tracks to the right side of the
station (Tracks 21-30) are slightly shorter – these are the tracks that slope downward and pass
underneath the station, en route to Virginia. Not surprisingly, the track layout has not changed
since its installation in 1907. Of course the view also shows Columbus Circle in the foreground
(in front of the station).
Two views, Figs. 1.4 and 1.5 (next page), show the Concourse and the transition for visitors
arriving and departing between the platforms and the station through the Concourse. These are
impressive views, and they illustrate not only the monumentality of the Concourse space but the
architect’s attention to detail for the visitor making the arrival/departure transition at the gate.
Washington Union Station
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Fig. 1.4 (left): detail of ticket collector at the gate in
the Concourse looking toward the platforms (photo
taken from page 76 of Union Station, A History of
Washington’s Grand Terminal, by Carol M.
Highsmith and Ted Landphair).
Fig. 1.5 (below): general view of the Concourse,
looking east (photo taken from page 363 of Charles
S. Roberts and David W. Messer’s book Triumph VI,
Philadelphia, Columbia, Harrisburg to Baltimore
and Washington D.C., 1827-2003.)

Fig. 1.4, taken from Carol Highsmith and
Ted Landphair’s book, shows the gate in
detail, with its impressive pressed metal
spandrels, fluted pilasters, frieze and
pedimented signboard, surmounted by a
panelized departure sign and gate sign. The
vertical bars in the window openings
prevented people from getting to the trains
without passing through the gate. Also in
this view, the glass panels in the canopy roof
are visible.
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Fig. 1.5, taken from Charles Roberts and David Messer’s book, shows the Concourse in great
detail. In the center of the view (also from the Ted Xaras Collection), the gates provide
separation between ticketed passengers and non-ticketed persons. On the left side of the view
are the openings to the platforms; interestingly, there does not appear to be any doors to provide
protection from either the weather or the vast amounts of coal smoke. On the right side of the
view are the doors into the Main Hall. According to the book’s notes, there are 15 pairs of doors
between the Concourse and the Main Hall.
Platform Components Today
Many changes have been made to the platforms over the years, including the installation of the
Union Station Parking Garage and the H Street Overpass, as well as the raising of Platforms
11/12, 13/14, 17/18 and 19/20 to accommodate level-access into the trains. These alterations
notwithstanding, there are still many structural components to the canopies on certain platforms
that remain essentially intact today.
Specifically, all the platforms between 11/12 and 29/30 retain certain aspects of their original
elements and character. Each platform contains some original cast-iron columns – either intact
or in part. On some of the columns, the bases are hidden beneath raised concrete platforms.
Some of the columns have been vandalized and their capitals stolen. In some locations, the
capitals have been impacted by errant vehicles, causing them to crack and become dislodged or
fall. In some cases, the columns have been drilled to gain access for wire runs. But fortunately,
in many cases, the columns are completely intact, and do not look much different than when the
station was opened a century ago.
In general, the locations where canopy structures survive intact line up with the locations of
intact columns. Although the canopies no longer contain glass roof systems, the other structural
elements of the canopies appear to be intact. The steel cross-supports, main long purlins and
secondary long purlins (which constitute the canopy framing system) have seen little
modification or drilling. The fascias and roof decking are replacement elements, but they appear
to have been custom-fitted onto the canopy framing system. Likewise, modern lighting
components, conduits, signs and speakers have been added – but all appear to have been
installed to avoid impacting the framing members.
There does not appear to be any other types of elements in the platforms which might survive
from an earlier era. There are no railings, no surviving wood flooring, no kiosks, no signs, no
directional lights, no dwarf signals, no clocks and no other ornamental elements that might date
to an earlier time.
Organization of this Survey
This Historic Resource Survey is organized in three parts – this first part contains the general
overview to the project, a historical narrative of the platform that employs old photographic
images, and a discussion of the platform components today. The second part of the document is
the survey itself. It is divided into two halves: the first half examines all the potentially original
Washington Union Station
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cast-iron columns individually, and the second half examines all the potentially original canopy
structural elements on a platform-by-platform basis. Each of the cast-iron columns and canopy
segments is evaluated according to its relative level of integrity – ranging from fully intact to
component missing (or uninspectable due to the raised platform). The third part of the document
contains captioned color photographs that depict the various conditions, ranging from typical to
unique.
Finally, the Platform Plan is a color drawing that differentiates potentially original columns from
modern columns, and potentially original canopy structures from modern structures.
- End of Part 1 -
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PART 2 – SURVEY OF PLATFORM ELEMENTS
Introduction
This Survey of Platform Elements is divided into two sections:
-

cast-iron columns, and
canopy structure

Initially, the survey also intended to include miscellaneous elements found on the platforms
(such as dwarf signal lights, signage and other potentially historic objects); however, as the field
survey was conducted, no potentially historic elements were found. Therefore, that section was
omitted from this report.
Within each section, the elements are divided into five categories – depending on their relative
levels of integrity (i.e. surviving intact original fabric). The categories are:
-1-2-3-4-5-

Fully intact component
Partially intact component (50% to 100% intact)
Slightly intact component (0% to 50% intact)
Component missing
Uninspectable due to the presence of raised concrete platform

Initially, the survey only contained four categories for the elements, but the need to add a fifth
category became apparent during field inspection – numerous column bases could not be
observed because of the raised platforms which obscured them. In some locations, select column
bases could be partially viewed from the opposite platform when trains were not in the way.
However, close visual inspection was not possible in those areas.
Photographs of selected elements are keyed to the survey and are found in Part 3 of this report.
Not every element was photographed – however, the photographs depict typical conditions
found; the photographs also show noteworthy and unusual conditions.
As is noted in the Platform Plan (found in Part 1 of this report), individual columns are identified
first by Platform Number, and then by historic column number within the grid. For example,
Column 11/12-32 is located on Platform 11/12 - the 32nd column in the sequence. Likewise, the
limits of the historic canopy structures are graphically depicted on the Platform Plan (found in
Part 1 of this report). They are also identified by Platform Number.
Typically, each column is divided into three components: the base, shaft and capital (according
to customary architectural standards). Each component is evaluated according its relative level
of integrity (noted above); this enables the parts of each column to be individually evaluated. As
well, the canopy structure for each platform is divided into its individual components (crosssupport, main long purlin, and so on), and each is evaluated according to the same levels of
integrity (noted above).
Amtrak Washington Union Station
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Cast-Iron Columns:
Base

Shaft

Capital

Platform 11/12
(high level)
11/12-30
11/12-31
11/12-32
11/12-33
11/12-34

5
5
5
5
5

2
2
2
2
2

4
2
1
1
1

Platform 13/14
(high level)
13/14-25
13/14-26
13/14-27
13/14-28
13/14-29
13/14-30
13/14-31
13/14-32
13/14-33

5
5
5
5
5
2
2
2
2

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

4
4
1
1
2
4
1
1
1

5

1

1

1

1

1

Shaft contains two access handholes

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Shaft cracked; banded together
Shaft contains two access handholes

13/14-34
Platform 15/16
(low level)
15/16-22
15/16-23
15/16-24
15/16-25
15/16-26
15/16-27
15/16-28
15/16-29
15/16-30

Comments

Photo

Shaft contains one access handhole
Shaft contains two access handholes
Shaft cracked

4
5
3
2
1

8, 9

7
Shaft contains two access handholes
and one modern drill-cut hole
6

10,11,
12,13
17
14

DESCRIPTION OF INTEGRITY NOTATIONS:
-1-2-3-4-5-

Fully intact component
Partially intact component (50% to 100% intact)
Slightly intact component (0% to 50% intact)
Component missing
Uninspectable due to raised platform
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(cont’d)
15/16-31
15/16-32
15/16-33

Base
1
1
1

Shaft
1
1
1

Capital
1
1
2

Platform 16/17
(low level)
16/17-12
16/17-13
16/17-14
16/17-15
16/17-16
16/17-17
16/17-18
16/17-19
16/17-20
16/17-21
16/17-22
16/17-23

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2

Platform 17/18
(high level)
17/18-13
17/18-14
17/18-15
17/18-16
17/18-17

5
5
5
5
5

2
2
3
2
2

1
3
3
1
3

17/18-18
17/18-19
17/18-20

5
5
5

2
2
2

4
1
4

17/18-21

5

2

3

17/18-22
17/18-23
17/18-24

5
5
5

2
2
2

3
1
1 (?)

Comments

Photo

Shaft contains two access handholes

16
15

21, 22
Manhole at column base (original?)
Manhole at column base (original?)
Shaft contains two access handholes

19, 20

18
Shaft contains two access handholes

23
24
Shaft contains drill-cut handhole
Crack in capital
25
Shaft contains two access handholes; 26,
much damage to capital (fall hazard?) 27
28
Access handhole drill-cut into shaft –
now filled
Access handhole drill-cut into shaft –
now filled
Shaft contains two access handholes
Capital broken – still intact, but 29,
displaced
30

DESCRIPTION OF INTEGRITY NOTATIONS:
-1-2-3-4-5-

Fully intact component
Partially intact component (50% to 100% intact)
Slightly intact component (0% to 50% intact)
Component missing
Uninspectable due to raised platform
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(cont’d)
17/18-25
17/18-26
17/18-27
17/18-28
17/18-29
17/18-30
17/18-31
17/18-32
17/18-33
Platform 19/20
(high level)
19/20-08
19/20-09
19/20-10
19/20-11
19/20-12
19/20-13
19/20-14
19/20-15
19/20-16
19/20-17
19/20-18
19/20-19
19/20-20
19/20-21
19/20-22
19/20-23
19/20-24
19/20-25
19/20-26
19/20-27
19/20-28
19/20-29
19/20-30
19/20-31

Base
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

Shaft
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

Capital
1
1
3
1
2
1 (?)
1
3
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

1
4
4
4
4
3
1
1
4
3
4
1

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
4
1
4
2
4
1
1
1
3
1

Comments

Photo

Shaft contains two access handholes
Crack in capital
Capital broken – fall hazard?

31
32
33, 34

Shaft contains two access handholes

35

41
Shaft contains two access handholes

40

Shaft contains two access handholes
Small amount of grinding on capital 39
volute – looks old

Shaft contains two access handholes
One metope missing on capital
Shaft contains two access handholes

DESCRIPTION OF INTEGRITY NOTATIONS:
-1-2-3-4-5-

Fully intact component
Partially intact component (50% to 100% intact)
Slightly intact component (0% to 50% intact)
Component missing
Uninspectable due to raised platform
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(cont’d)
19/20-32
19/20-33
19/20-34
Platform 21/22
(low level)
21/22-11

Base
5
5
5

Shaft
2
2
2

Capital Comments
Photo
4
1
Shaft contains two access handholes
3
Missing area of capital infilled with 36,37,
concrete (sculpted – looks old?)
38

1

1

2

21/22-12
21/22-13
21/22-14
21/22-15
21/22-16
21/22-17
21/22-18
21/22-19
21/22-20
21/22-21
21/22-22

1
1

1
1

4
4

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

21/22-23
21/22-24

1
1

1
1

4
4

21/22-25
21/22-26
21/22-27

1
1
1

1
1
1

4
4
4

1
1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
1
1
1

Platform 23/24
(low level)
23/24-11
23/24-12
23/24-13
23/24-14
23/24-15
23/24-16

Cracked capital – very little paint 52, 53
build-up
Shaft contains two access handholes

Shaft contains two access handholes
Shaft contains two access handholes

Shaft contains two access handholes
plus one drilled opening
Shaft contains two access handholes – 49, 50
plus flared base
Shaft contains two access handholes
Concrete base partially missing
48
Shaft contains two access handholes – 46, 47
concrete base missing

Shaft contains two access handholes

42

Shaft contains two access handholes

DESCRIPTION OF INTEGRITY NOTATIONS:
-1-2-3-4-5-

Fully intact component
Partially intact component (50% to 100% intact)
Slightly intact component (0% to 50% intact)
Component missing
Uninspectable due to raised platform
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(cont’d)
23/24-17
23/24-18
23/24-19
23/24-20
23/24-21
23/24-22

Base
1
1
1
1
1
1

Shaft
1
1
1
1
1
1

Capital
1
1
1
1
1
1

23/24-23
23/24-24
23/24-25

1
1
1

1
1
1

2
1
1

Platform 25/26
(low level)
25/26-11
25/26-12
25/26-13
25/26-14
25/26-15
25/26-16
25/26-17
25/26-18
25/26-19
25/26-20
25/26-21
25/26-22
25/26-23
25/26-24
25/26-25

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Platform 27/28
(low level)
27/28-14
27/28-15
27/28-16

1
1
2

1
1
1

1
1
1

2
2

1
1

1
1

27/28-17
27/28-18

Comments

Photo

Shaft contains two access handholes
43
Shaft contains two access handholes,
plus one drilled hole
Shaft contains two access handholes

44

Shaft contains two access handholes

56
55

Shaft contains two access handholes
Shaft contains two access handholes

Shaft contains two access handholes
Some concrete loss at base
Shaft contains two access handholes
Shaft contains two access handholes

45
54

57, 59
Signals at canopy (not original) – 58
shaft contains two access handholes
Shaft contains two access handholes

DESCRIPTION OF INTEGRITY NOTATIONS:
-1-2-3-4-5-

Fully intact component
Partially intact component (50% to 100% intact)
Slightly intact component (0% to 50% intact)
Component missing
Uninspectable due to raised platform
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(cont’d)
27/28-19
27/28-20
27/28-21
27/28-22
27/28-23
27/28-24

Base
1
1
1
1
1
1

Shaft
1
1
1
1
1
1

Capital
1
1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

3
1
1
1
1 (?)
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1 (?)

29/30-18
29/30-19
29/30-20
29/30-21
29/30-22

1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
1
1

29/30-23
29/30-24

1
1

1
1

1
4

Platform 29/30
(low level)
29/30-05
29/30-06
29/30-07
29/30-08
29/30-09
29/30-10
29/30-11
29/30-12
29/30-13
29/30-14
29/30-15
29/30-16
29/30-17

Comments

Photo

Shaft contains two access handholes

60, 61

Shaft contains two access handholes

Capital cracked
Shaft contains two access handholes
Capital cracked
Shaft contains two access handholes

67

66

Shaft contains two access handholes
Cracked metope
Shaft contains two access handholes
Capital cracked and shifted – possible 65
fall hazard?
Shaft contains two access handholes
Missing metopes in capital
Shaft contains two access handholes – 64
possible original manhole at base
Cracked capital
Shaft contains two access handholes
62, 63

- End of Cast-Iron Columns Portion of the Survey -

DESCRIPTION OF INTEGRITY NOTATIONS:
-1-2-3-4-5-

Fully intact component
Partially intact component (50% to 100% intact)
Slightly intact component (0% to 50% intact)
Component missing
Uninspectable due to raised platform
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Canopy Structure
Element
Platform 11/12 (between Columns 30 and 34)
- Cross-support
- Main long purlin
- Secondary long purlins
- Fascias
- Roof decking
- Other canopy elements

Integrity Comments

Photo
81

1
1
1
1
-

Platform 13/14 (between Columns 25 and 34)
- Cross-support
- Main long purlin
- Secondary long purlins
- Fascias
- Roof decking
- Other canopy elements

1
1
1
1
-

Platform 15/16 (between Columns 22 and 33)
- Cross-support
- Main long purlin
- Secondary long purlins
- Fascias
- Roof decking
- Other canopy elements

1
1
1
1
-

Platform 16/17 –
(between Columns 12 and 23)
- Cross-support
- Main long purlin
- Secondary long purlins
- Fascias
- Roof decking

1
1
1
1
-

Modern corrugated steel decking
Modern wood stiffeners
78, 79
80

Modern corrugated steel decking
Modern wood stiffeners
77

Modern corrugated steel decking
Modern wood stiffeners
76

Modern corrugated steel decking

DESCRIPTION OF INTEGRITY NOTATIONS:
-1-2-3-4-5-

Fully intact component
Partially intact component (50% to 100% intact)
Slightly intact component (0% to 50% intact)
Component missing
Uninspectable due to raised platform
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(element cont’d)
- Other canopy elements
Platform 17/18 –
(between Columns 13 and 33)
- Cross-support
- Main long purlin
- Secondary long purlins
- Fascias
- Roof Decking
- Other canopy elements

Integrity Comments
1
Original transverse steel stiffeners

75
1
1
1
1
?
-

Modern wood stiffeners

Platform 19/20 –
(between Columns 08 and 34)
- Cross-support
- Main long purlin
- Secondary long purlin
- Fascias
- Roof decking
- Other canopy elements

1
1
1
-

Recently installed cedar boards
Modern wood stiffeners

Platform 21/22 –
(between Columns 11 and 27)
- Cross-support
- Main long purlin
- Secondary long purlin
- Fascias
- Roof decking
- Other canopy elements

1
1
1
1

Missing
Missing
Original transverse steel stiffeners

Platform 23/24 –
(between Columns 11 and 25)
- Cross-support
- Main long purlin
- Secondary long purlin
- Fascias
- Roof decking
- Other canopy elements

Photo

72, 73
74

71
1
1
1
1
1

Recently installed cedar boards
Original transverse steel stiffeners

DESCRIPTION OF INTEGRITY NOTATIONS:
-1-2-3-4-5-

Fully intact component
Partially intact component (50% to 100% intact)
Slightly intact component (0% to 50% intact)
Component missing
Uninspectable due to raised platform
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element (cont’d)

Integrity Comments

Platform 25/26 –
(between Columns 11 and 25)
- Cross-support
- Main long purlin
- Secondary long purlins
- Fascias
- Roof decking
- Other canopy elements

1
1
1
1
1

Platform 27/28 –
(between Columns 14 and 24)
- Cross-support
- Main long purlin
- Secondary long purlins
- Fascias
- Roof decking
- Other canopy elements

1
1
1
1
1

Platform 29/30 –
(between Columns 05 and 24)
- Cross-support
- Main long purlin
- Secondary long purlins
- Fascias
- Roof decking

1
1
1
1
1 (?)

Photos
70

Recently installed cedar boards
Original transverse steel stiffeners
69

Recently installed cedar boards
Original transverse steel stiffeners
68

Cedar boards – possibly original (?)

- End of the Canopy Structure Portion of the Survey –
- End of Part 2 -

DESCRIPTION OF INTEGRITY NOTATIONS:
-1-2-3-4-5-

Fully intact component
Partially intact component (50% to 100% intact)
Slightly intact component (0% to 50% intact)
Component missing
Uninspectable due to raised platform
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PART 3 – PHOTOGRAPHIC DOCUMENTATION

Photo 1 (upper left): view south toward Column
11/12-34; note vertical crack in shaft.
Photo 2 (upper right): view south toward
Column 11/12-33; note the two access
handholes in the column shaft.
Photo 3 (left): view north toward Column
11/12-32; note the access handhole.
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Photo 4 (left): view north of Column
11/12-30; note the capital is missing
Photo 5 (below): view southwest toward
Column 11/12-31 (looking from
Platform 13/14) – note how the highlevel platform obscures the original
column base (which is situated on top of
the large concrete footing directly
beneath).
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Photo 6 (left): view north of Column
13/14-33, featuring two access handholes
(At right and left side of column shaft)
and modern drill-cut handhole in center
of column shaft.
Photo 7 (below): view south toward
Column 13/14-30; note missing capital.
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Photo 8 (above): view north toward
Column 13/14-26; note modern concrete
column which carries H Street overpass
at left.
Photo 9 (left): detail view looking north
at Column 13/14-26; note missing
capital.
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Photo 10 (above): long view north
toward southern edge of Platform 15/16;
note the large modern concrete columns
that carry the overhead parking garage
structure in foreground.
Photo 11 (left): detail north of Column
15/16-22; note how the main long purlin
and the flanking secondary long purlins
of the canopy structure have been cut off.
However, the column itself is completely
intact (the base is not obscured because
the platform is at its original low level).
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Photo 12 (left): detail
looking north at base of
Column
15/16-22,
featuring the original
exposed column base.
Photo 13 (lower left):
detail looking north at
cut-off
canopy
of
Platform
15/16
at
Column 22.
Photo 14 (lower right):
view
northwest
at
Column
15/16-26,
showing steel bands
holding its cracked
shaft together.
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Photo 15: view north at Column 15/16-33 at northern end of historic
portion of platform (modern columns and canopy in background).

Photo 16: view south toward Column 15/16-32; note access handholes in
Column (at proper elevation above original platform height).
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Photo 17: view southwest toward Platform 15/16 – Column 25 is at far
right; note the modern concrete column for overhead parking garage at
far left, just beyond Column 22.

Photo 18: view south toward Column 16/17-21.
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Photo 19 (left): view north toward
Column 16/17-15; note manhole at
column base (original?).
Photo 20 (below): detail of manhole at
base of Column 16/17-15.
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Photo 21 (left): view north toward
Column 16/17-12.
Photo 22 (below): longer view north
toward Column 16/17-12; note modern
steel column in the foreground (Column
16/17-22 is in the center of the view).
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Photo 23 (above): view north toward Column 17/18-13.
Photo 24 (left): detail north at Column 17/18-14; note
broken and partially removed capital components.
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Photo 25 (left): detail
north at cracked capital
in Column 17/18-16
(capital is still intact).
Photo 26 (lower left):
detail looking northeast
toward cracked capital
in Column 17/18-17
(does the capital pose a
fall hazard?) Note also
the access handholes.
Photo 27 (lower right):
detail looking west
toward cracked capital
in Column 17/18-17.
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Photo 28 (above): view north toward
Column 17/18-18; note missing capital.
Photo 29 (left): detail looking southwest
toward the capital of Column 17/18-24;
the capital is broken and displaced, but it
is still intact
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Photo 30: detail looking northeast toward displaced, broken capital of
Column 17/18-24.

Photo 31: view south toward Column 17/18-28; note the access
handholes in the column shaft.
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Photo 32 (left): view north toward
Column 17/18-29; note the cracked
capital (still intact).
Photo 33 (below); view north along
Platform 17/18; Column 30 is at right.
Column 33 is at left.
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Photo 34: detail looking northeast toward broken volute of southern
capital segment of Column 17/18-30 – broken section still intact (fall
hazard?)

Photo 35: view north toward Column 17/18-33; note modern columns
and modern canopy beyond.
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Photo 36: long view south up the concrete ramp (with modern railings)
at northern end of Platform 19/20. Column 34 is at edge of canopy.

Photo 37: view south toward Column 19/20-34.
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Photo 38: detail northeast of broken capital of Column 19/20-34; note how
the infill concrete was sculpted to resemble the curvature of the volute –
it looks old (not recent).

Photo 39: detail north toward Column 19/20-19.
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Photo 40: view north toward Column 19/20-11 (at right); note the
access handholes on each side.

Photo 41: view south toward Column 19/20-08, showing the transition
to the modern canopy and columns near the station entrance.
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Photo 42: view north toward
Column 23/24-12.

Photo 43: view south toward
Column 23/24-19.
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Photo 44: view north toward
Column 23/24-24; note the
access handholes in column
shaft. Note also the modern
columns and canopy beyond
Column 25 (in center of view).

Photo 45: view northeast
across Tracks 24 and 25
toward
Platform
25/26;
Column 25/26-24 is at photo
right.
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Photo 46: view southwest across Tracks 23 and 22 toward Platform 21/22;
Column 21/22-27 is at photo right.

Photo 47: view north toward Column 21/22-27; the shaft contain access
handholes. Note that capital is missing.
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Photo 48 (above): detail looking east at
partially exposed base of Column 21/2226. Note how the exposed steel and the
raised concrete base create a tripping
hazard
Photo 49 (left): view north toward
Column 21/22-24.
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Photo 50: view north along Platform 21/22; Column 24 is at photo left.

Photo 51: view north toward Column 21/22-18.
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Photo 52: view north along Platform 21/22; Track 21 (stub track) is at
left. Canopy begins with Column 11 (at photo center).

Photo 53: detail of capital of Column 21/22-11.
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Photo 54 (above): view south along Platform 25/26,
toward Column 25/26-25.
Photo 55 (left): view north along Platform 25/26,
toward Column 14.
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Photo 56: view south toward
Column 25/26-12.

Photo 57: view north toward
Column 27/28-15.
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Photo 58: view north toward Column 27/28-16. Signal lights suspended
from canopy cross-support are modern.

Photo 59: detail south of Platform 27/28 and Columns 15 (left) and 14
(center). Note the stair and escalator head-house for passengers to
enter the Station.
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Photo 60: view north along Platform 27/28 at Column 22.

Photo 61: view north along Platform 27/28 at Column 22.
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Photo 62: view south
toward Platform 29/30 and
the modern canopy
being
supported
by
modern columns (Column
24 is several columns
further south).

Photo 63: detail looking
south at Platform 29/30; a
modern column is at left,
and Column 29/30-24 is at
photo center (above the
arrow).
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Photo 64 (left): view north toward
Column 29/30-22; note the manhole at
the column base.
Photo 65 (below): detail of capital of
Column 29/30-17.
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Photo 66: detail south toward Column 29/30-10.

Photo 67: view north onto Platform 29/30, at the southern end of the
Canopy and Column 05.
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Photo 68: view north toward Canopy Structure for Platform 29/30;
(Column 24 is at photo center – note the missing capital).

Photo 69: view south toward Canopy Structure for Platform 27/28;
(the upper portion of Column 24 is at photo center).
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Photo 70: view south toward Canopy Structure for Platform 25/26;
(upper portion of Column 25 is at photo center).

Photo 71: view north toward nonhistoric portion of Canopy Structure for
Platform 23/24; the first nonhistoric column north of historic Column 25
is at photo center.
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Photo 72: view north toward the Canopy Structure for Platform 19/20.
Column 8 is at photo center. Modern canopy structural elements are in
the foreground (in front of Col. 08); historic canopy elements (including
the cross-support) are beyond Col. 08.

Photo 73: view south at the Canopy Structure for Platform 19/20 at
Column 34. This is the historic northern end of this canopy.
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Photo 74: view north into the yard off the northern end of Platform 19/20
(just north of Column 34)

Photo 75: view north into the modern canopy and column portion of
Platform 17/18 (just north of Column 33).
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Photo 76: detail view north toward the Canopy Structure for Platform
16/17; Column 12 is at photo center. The overhead parking garage is
in the background.

Photo 77: view north over Track 16 toward Platform 15/16; Column
15/16-22 is at the southern end of the Canopy Structure.
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Photo 78: view south at modern Canopy Structure at Column 13/14-25
(however, the column itself is historic).

Photo 79: view north toward Canopy Structure at Platform 13/14;
Column 26 is at photo center.
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Photo 80: view south toward northern end of Canopy Structure for
Platform 13/14, at Column 34.

Photo 81: view south at end of Canopy Structure at Platform 11/12,
Featuring Column 34.
- End of Part 3 Amtrak Washington Union Station
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Demo version (http://www.verypdf.com)

Attachment 5. Limits of Umbrella Shed Impacts and Reinstallation

N

Track 30

Track 29

Attachment 5: Limits of Umbrella Shed Impacts

N.T.S
Extent of umbrella shed demolition during bridge
construction

Legend:
Existing Bridge Pier

Modern Umbrella Shed 1

Proposed Bridge Pier

Historic Umbrella Shed 1

Building Under Bridge Deck
(To be removed by Amtrak)
Extent of Bridge Deck Above

Uncovered Ground Beneath the Bridge

Umbrella
shed columns

Umbrella
shed roof

Track Bed Beneath the Bridge

Umbrella shed impacts will be on platforms at tracks 7/8, 11/12, 16/17, 17/18, 23/24 and
25/26.
Impacted historic umbrella sheds will be stored after removal and re-instated per the detail
shown in this figure.
1

- Historic Resources Survey, Platform Area at Amtrak’s Washington Union Station (2009)

Umbrella shed to be reinstated after bridge construction to
extend a minimum of 5-ft beneath the replacement bridge

