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PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION

The first edition of this pamphlet, published in January 1951, bore
the title Boundary Monuments on the Maryland-Pennsylvania and
Maryland-Delaware Boundaries. The first edition has been out of
print for some years but interest in the subject continues and it
seems advisable to publish a second edition.

The historical account of the boundaries contained in this edition
differs little from that in the first. A few errors have been corrected
and new maps and photographs have been substituted for some of
those in the first edition. The present edition contains new informa-
tion which has come to light since 1951 and describes the steps which
have been taken toward the restoration of the Maryland-Deiawafe
boundaries.

Doctor A. L. Frussell has continued his interest in the bowmdary
markers and has supplied the Board of Natural Resources with addi-
tional information on individval boundary markers. Dr. Trussell
has received no remuneration whatever for his labor, travel or other
expenses in assembling this information. The Board of Natural
Resources and the State of Maryland are deeply indebted to Dr.
Trusscll for his interest and his generosity in his connection with
the historic houndaries of the State. ‘

The Board is also indebted to Leon deValinger, Jr., State Archivist
of Delaware and to Lester W. Novinger and other officials of the
Delaware Highway Department for their interest and their coopera-
tion in plans [or the restoration of the Maryland-Delaware boundaries.

WirniaMm H, Bavier
Annapolis
May 1, 1959




PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION

The following Report is published to fulfill the requirements of
Joint Resolution 4 passed by the 1950 General Assembly of Mary-
land. The report summarizes the condition in 1950 of the monu-

ments marking the Maryland-Pennsylvania and the Maryland-Dela-
ware boundaries.

Most of the historical information in the report was either written
or checked against original sources by Mrs. William H. Bayliff of
Annapolis. Data and photographs of monuments on the Maryland-
Delaware boundaries were collected and organized by Dr. A, L. Trus-
sell of Baltimore. Neither Mrs. Bayliff nor Doctor Trussell received
any tangible compensation for thelr work, Photographs and notes
on the monuments on the Maryland-Pennsylvania boundary were
furnished by Gwynn Reel who was employed by the Board of Natural
Resources for that purpose in June 1950,

The Board of Natural Resources is pleased to acknowledge the in-
dustry and perseverance of Mr. Reel and the generous assistance ol
Mrs. Bayliff and Doctor Trussell. The Board is also grateful to the
Society for the Preservation of Maryland Antiquities for its interest
and encouragement, and to the Maryland Historical Society for access
to a2 valuable collection of source material, -

Finally, the Board is deeply indebted to a number of Maryland,
Pennsylvania and Delaware citizens who live near these boundaries
and who kindly assisted in locating the more obscure monuments.
Special thanks are due Harvey Ambrose who assisted in the restoration
of the Maryland-Pennsylvania boundary in 1902 and who now resides
near this line between Washington County, Maryland, and Franklin
County, Pennsylvania. Mr. Ambrose's keen memory enabled him to
point out in rough terrain two of the Mason-Dixon monuments which
would otherwise have been very difficult to find.

Wirniay H. Baveorrr
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HISTORY OF THE BOUNDARY CONTROVERSY

THE MARYLAND CHARTER

The Maryland Charter, written in Latin, gave to Lord Baltimore a
tract of land “hitherto uncultivated (hactenus incalta)} . . . partly
occupied by savages, having no knowledge of the Divine Being.”” The
boundaries of the grant ave described in Article IIT of the Charter,
beginning with a line which was to mark the southern boundary of
Maryland across the Eastern Shore—

. . a Right Line drawn from the Promontory, or Head-Land,
called Watkin's Point, situate upon the Bay aforesaid, near the River
of Wighco, on the Wes‘s unto the Main Ocean on the East; and be-
tween that Boundary on the South, unto that Payt of the Bay of
Delaware on the North, whickh lieth under the Fortieth Degree of
North Latitude . . . .: And all the Traect of that Land within the
Metes underwritten (that s fo say) passing from the said Bay,
called Delmware Bay, in a right line, by the degree aforesaid, unto
the true Meridian of the first Fountain of the River of Pattowmack,
thence verging toward the South, unto the further Bank of the said
River, and following the same on the West and South, unto & certain
place ‘called Cinguack, situate near the mouth of the said River . ...
and thence by the shortest Hne unto the aforesaid Promontory or
Place ecalled Waotlking Point . . . .

Payment for the grant is set forth in Article V of the Charter in
which Charles I charges Lord Baltimore with—

.. YIELDING therefore unto US, our Heirs and Successors, TWO

INDIAN ARROWS of those Parts, to be delivered to the said Castle

of Windsor, every Year, on Tuesday in Easter-week; and also the

fifth Part of all Gold and Siiver Ore, which shall happen from Time
to Time, to be found within the aforesaid Limits.

The Maryland Charter appeared to define clearly the limits of the
colony but the geography of the area was imperfectly known and
apparently the only map available was that of Captain John Smith.
Certain geographical points mentioned in the Charter became doubt-
ful and the language ol the Charter was subject to misinterpretation.
These doubts and ambiguities compelled Maryland to enter into a
long series of boundary disputes. The most bitter and the most costly
of these disputes was that with the Penns over the boundaries de-
scribed in the following pages.

EARLY SETTLEMENTS .
The Charter of Maryland was formaily approved by Charles L on
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April 15, 1632 and received the Royal seal on June 20 of the same
year, though actual settlement was not made until 1634. By this
time George Calvert, First Lord Baltimore, Secretary of State, and
friend of James I and Charles 1, had already died, and the respon-
sibility for founding the province of Maryland fell upon the young
shoulders of his son, Cecil Calvert, Second Lord Baltimore. The
success of the colony depended on keeping the good will of the King
and his counselors, for many were interested in the defeat of the
plan.  Since it seemed imperative that he maintain his influence at
Court, Cecil Calvert was unable to accompany the eojonists to the
New World. His younger brother, Leonard, became the first gover-
nor of the Palatinate, while another brother, George, became deputy
gOVEernor.,

On March 25, 1634 the Maryland colonists landed on St. Clement’s
(now Blakistone) Island in the Potomac River. A permanent settle-
ment and a fort were immediately established at S8t. Mary's on the
north shore of the Potomac. As the colony grew, other settlements
were established on the western shore of the Chesapeake Bay and
up the Potomac and Patusent Rivers. Settlements on the Eastern
Shore remained small and scattered and this allowed others to estab-
lish. colonies and to lay claim to land which properly belonged to
Lord Baltimore,

Furopean claims to territory in America were based on discoveries,
and the English undoubtedly had a prior claim to the middle At
lantic coasi through the voyages of the Cabots in 1496-97. However,
Henry Hudson, under a commission {rom the Dutch, entered the
mouth of Delaware Bay on April 28, 1609. Later in the same year
he sailed up the Hudsen River where he made extensive explorations,
and in 1625 a Dutch settlement was established on Manhattan Istand
at the month of the Hudson. The Dutch were interested in extend-
ing their territory in America, and in April 1631 a Dutch colony was
established at Whorekill on the west bank of the Delaware River on
land bought from the Indians. This Dutch settiement on the Dela-
ware, known as Zwaanendael (now Lewes) disappeared within a year
when all its inhabitants were massacred by the Indians. A second
Dutch settlement was established on the west bank of the Delaware
in 1632 but this was abandoned, and when the Maryland colonists
arrived there were no European settlers within the territory included
in the Maryland grant.

Sweden could make no claims to American territory by right of

2
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discovery, but was nevertheless eager to establish an American colony.
In March 1638 a group of Swedes arrived on the west bank of the
Delaware River and purchased {rom the Indians land which appeared
to be Maryland territory extending from Bombay Hook to the mouth
of the Schuylkill, A settlement of Swedes grew up around Ft. Chris-
tina (now Wilmington). In the meantime, the Dutch settlements
at the mouth of the Hudson had grown and established trade rela-
tions along the Delaware. The Dutch considered the Swedes inter-
lopers, and in 1651 they sent an armed expedition into the Swedish
territory and erected Fr. Casmir, now New Castie. In 1654 the
Swedes retaliated by capturing Ft. Casmir. The Dutch were enraged
and two vears later they recaptured Ft. Casmir, which they named
New Amstel, and captured the principal Swedish settlement at It
Christina. The Swedes who remained eventually merged with Eng-
lish or Dutch colonies.

The claims of the Dutch to Maryland territory were now serious,
since they had been left in undisturbed possession for several years.
In 1659 Maryland sent a deputation under Colonel Nathaniel Utie
to New Amstel (New Castle), the principal Dutch settlement, to
notify the Dutch that they were unlawfully seated within the province
of Lord Baltimore. Nothing came of this, Because of the presence
of the Dutch along the Delaware, Lord Baltimore petitioned for a
confirmation of his charter. The petition was granted by Charles TT
in 1661.

Maryland’s dispute with the Dutch never came to a head, doubt-
less because Lord Baltimore feared an international conflict. How-
ever, due to the aggressiveness of the Dutch in the valley of the Con-
necticut, Charles IT resolved to force them from his colonies. He
granted to his brother James, Duke of York, all the land from the
west bank of the Connecticut to the castern shore of the Delaware.
In 1674 an armed force was sent by the Duke to bring the Dutch to
terms in his territory. When this was accomplished, the force crossed
into Lord Baltimore’s territory, reduced the fort at New Amstel and
rechristened the town New Castle,

Since the Duke of York's claim was to territory only to the east
bank of the Delaware, the territory on the west bank either lay in the
Maryland grant to Lord Baltimore or belonged to the Dutch through
their claim of discovery. The English had never allowed the validity
of this claim of the Dutch; on the contrary, they held that Cabot’s
voyage which preceded that of Hudson by more than a century, gave
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