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A Study on the History of Wicomico County’s Pirate’s Wharf Park 

By Michael G. Hitch 
 
The 340+ acre Pirate’s Wharf property is proposed to become a beautiful public park located on the 
Wicomico River and include facilities and amenities to allow the public to enjoy its peaceful setting and 
take advantage of outdoor trails. The history of the property extends backwards in time to some of the 
earliest English settlements on the Eastern Shore of Maryland and, before, with Native American 
occupation going back thousands of years. This study serves as a foundation to cover the story of its 
esteemed history and set the stage for incorporation of that history into its everyday use. The new 
park can then set forth to begin to develop its very own history for present and future generations. 
 

Pre-European Activity and Local Environment 
 
Prior to European exploration of the Chesapeake area in the late 17th century, the area was inhabited 
by Native American tribes of the Algonquin nation. Vast virgin, old growth forests covered the area and 
abundant food sources for its inhabitants that included a variety of fish, fowl and land animals. The 
natives were generally farmers and hunters and used the spoils of those hunts for clothing and other 
household necessities. We are familiar with some large mammals in the current spectrum of fauna in 
the area like deer and even the recent comeback of the coyote but, back in the 17th and 18th centuries, 
black bear and wolves were also indigenous and numerous in the region. 
 
Jamestown in Virginia was settled in 1607 and Captain John Smith explored the Chesapeake region in 
1608 and the natives began to trade, and sometimes war, with the English settlers. Smith came as 
close as the Nanticoke River to the modern Pirate’s Wharf Park tract and recorded Indians of the same 
name in the area. The natives were generally organized socially into “towns” that surrounded various 
chiefdoms and it is little doubt that the early European fur traders and settlers around the area of the 
Pirate’s Warf property interacted frequently with the native people beginning in the 1650s.   
 
By c1760, most of the natives had left the region either dying through sickness, being forced out due to 
settler encroachment on their lands or simply assimilating into the English society. But there was 
nearly a century of time where the English settlers near the modern Pirate’s wharf community 
interacted peacefully with the indigenous people. Parallel with the decline of the number of natives in 
the area, the fauna changed as well.  The black bear was hunted to the point where their numbers 
diminished and became extinct to the area. Since they preyed on the colonist’s free-roaming livestock, 
wolves had a bounty on their ears in the early-to-mid 18th century that encouraged the local 
population to kill them off to the point until they also were extinct in the area. The old growth forests 
are long gone, having been used for lumber and fuel over the years for the community but most of that 
area has been maintained as woodland on a vast section of the northwest portion of the tract.  
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Early English Settlement 
 
The Pirate’s Wharf property is located in modern-day Wicomico County; however, Wicomico was only 
formed in 1867, a short time ago in historical perspective. Prior to that, the lower shore of Maryland 
consisted of Somerset and Worcester with the latter having been founded in 1742. A rough division of 
those two counties would be Somerset to the west of a north-south line extending from Delaware to 
Virginia nearly equally bisecting through Salisbury and the lower Eastern Shore of Maryland. Prior to 
Worcester‘s formation in 1742, the area was completely “Old Somerset” and included a good portion 
of Sussex County, Delaware. It was one of the eight original mother counties of Maryland being 
erected on August 22, 1666 by Cecil Calvert, Lord Baltimore, the Proprietor of the province of 
Maryland. 
 
Old Somerset was slow getting settled but fur and other trading with the natives had been robust since 
about 16201 but no long-term British inhabitation. The colonists finally began taking up lands in the 
area in the early 1660s through a warrant, survey and patent process prescribed by the Lord Proprietor 
of the Maryland province. The pattern of settlement began along rivers and other watercourses since 
land there was easily accessible and provided a ready means for transportation and shipment of goods 
by the colonists.  
 

 
Figure 1 - Approximate bounds of the Pirate's Wharf Park (dark red) overlaid with the three (3) old Maryland land patents where it lies. 
The old cemetery on the tract is listed for reference. 

                                                           
1 See Torrence, Old Somerset on the Eastern Shore of Maryland, page 7 
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Located directly on the Wicomico River, a major travel artery in colonial times, the Pirate’s Wharf land 
sits on two of these very early land patents called “Whittys Invention” and “Whittys Later Invention” 
described as “on the north side of the Cuttimaptico River.”2  Each tract was 300 acres in size and 
surveyed in April 1666 for Richard Whitty, four months before the formal founding of Somerset 
County.  The former tract is west of the latter and abutting and, the modern Pirate’s Wharf Park 
property is within roughly a 200 acre portion of “Whittys Invention” and 100 acres of “Whittys Later 
Invention.” Another tract, “Georges Meadow” makes up the balance of the property but it did not 
come into existence until it was surveyed as a 40 acre tract in 1763.  Figure 1 illustrates the 
approximate bounds of the three (3) tracts overlaid upon the modern expanse of Pirate’s Wharf Park.  
 
Richard Whitty (c1630-1693) was a cooper3 by trade, an active member of the community, and owned 
several large land tracts in old Somerset but it does not appear he ever erected a homestead on the 
tracts that comprise the modern day Pirate’s Wharf property. Indeed, in June of 1672, he sold all 300 
acres of “Whittys Invention” and a 100 acre strip of the southwest portion of “Whittys Later Invention” 
to John Winder who was a Justice of the Peace for Somerset from the time it was founded in 1666 until 
presumably when he died in 1698.  Winder and his wife Bridget granted a deed of gift of the same land 
he purchased from Whitty to their son Thomas Winder (1666-c1704) in February 16974.  
 

 
Figure 2 - July 19, 1699 Deed of Thomas Winder of Northumberland County in the colony of Virginia to James McMurray of Somerset 
County in the province of Maryland. This deed covered the core of what is now the Pirate's Wharf Park and the McMurray family 
descendants lived on this tract for 5 generations and 125 years after it was executed. 

                                                           
2 The Wicomico River was originally called the Cuttimaptico in the very early years, then the Rockawalkin through most of 
the colonial period before it became generally known by its current name by about 1760. 
3 Whitty is identified as a cooper in the deed where he sold 400 acres of “Whittys Invention” and “Whittys Later Invention” 
on June 7, 1672 to John Winder. A cooper was traditionally a barrel maker but, in the context of the lower shore in colonial 
times, this also meant he made large hogshead containers for shipping tobacco. (Somerset Land Records, Liber SC:178) 
4 Somerset Land Records, Liber L1:410 
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We know occupation of the property directly adjacent to the northeast side of modern Pirate’s Wharf 
began with John Winder shortly after he purchased his land in 1672 but, when was the first settlement 
on the Pirate’s Wharf property itself? The answer lies with the will of John Winder Sr. written May 20, 
1698 where he states, “…bequeath unto my son John Winder…that tract of land called by the name of 
Whitees Letter Invenshion (sic) binding upon Thomas Winders plantation…”5  This definitively indicates 
that Thomas Winder had established a plantation on adjacent property to his brother John Winder 
(1676-1716) by 1698 – which is located on the Pirate’s Wharf Park tract. He was gifted the land from 
his parents in early 1697 but a viable plantation may have been operating there longer, possibly by the 
time Thomas reached adulthood in the mid-to-late 1680s6.  Nevertheless, we know there was indeed a 
working plantation on the Pirate’s Wharf property by no later than 1698 and possibly a decade earlier. 
 
Thomas Winder moved to Northumberland County, Virginia shortly thereafter and he decided to sell 
his 400 acre plantation in July 1699 to James McMurray (1678/9-1739).7,8  Figure 2 shows the Winder 
to McMurray deed.  James McMurray, who became the primary Pirate’s Wharf “settler,” married Ann 
Jones9 (1675-c1748) in c1696 and had one or two small children by the time he purchased the land in 
1699. He would directly hold this land for the next 40 years, through the remainder of his life, and build 
a family around his own expanding plantation using Thomas Winder’s fledgling farm as the foundation. 
In fact, this study will demonstrate that this burgeoning farm on the Wicomico River would stay in 
James McMurray’s family for five generations, spanning more than 125 years, as it charted an 
interesting course over time to eventually become our modern-day Pirate’s Wharf Park.  
 
Adjacent to McMurray to the northeast, John Winder retained the balance of 200 acres in the tract 
“Whittys Later Invention” which in turn fell to his son John Winder. When the younger John Winder 
died in 1716, he mentioned his land was to be willed to his son Thomas, land “…binding upon James 
Mackmore beginning at a branch called Deep Branch…”10 Deep Branch is the small creek/gut that 
empties into the Wicomico River and forms the northeast boundary of the modern Pirate’s Wharf 
property. Business was booming in the early 18th century at what would become Pirate’s Wharf Park! 

                                                           
5 Somerset Wills, Liber EB5:104 
6 In the old Somerset Land Liber IKL, many births, deaths and marriages of the early settlers are recorded. In it, we find, 
“Thomas Winder ye son of John & Bridgett Winder was borne att Manoakin ye twenty sixth day of Aprill Annoq Domminy 
one thousand six hundred sixty six.” As Thomas would have approached age 21 in 1687, he may have been set up with a 
plantation of his own on his father’s land. From the same record, we find his brother John Winder Jr. was born in 1676. 
7 Somerset Land Records, Liber L1:513 (McMurray is spelled MacMurray, Mackmorie, Mackmore, McMorey and other 
various ways in the old records) 
8 James McMurray's birth year comes from a deposition given in the June 1731 Somerset Court where it states "The same 
day came James Mackmore age fifty two or thereby sworn saith that about twenty years agoe whit Cap.t James Dashiel 
Cap.t Nicholas Evans Mr Wm Johns he was Chosen to Devide and Share the Necke Called Nutters Neck between Christopher 
and Mathew Nutters…” So we have him as age 52 in June 1731 putting his birth year at late 1678 or early 1679 
9 Ann (Jones) McMurray was the daughter of William (c1626-1690) and Margaret Betts (c1645-1683). She is tied to this 
Jones line and James McMurray when she goes before the Somerset Court in February 1743/4 as “Ann McMorie,” aged 69, 
deposed about the tracts "Mannings Resolution" and "Cox's Mistake" for Daniel Jones, testifying that her brothers are 
Daniel and William Jones and identified Broad or Sloop Landing (Somerset Judicial Records-1745/47:123). 
10 John Winder Jr.’s will, Maryland Prerogative Wills, Liber 14:123 



Pirate’s Wharf Historical Study – January 2019 – Hitch  Page 5 
 
 

Early Community Activity 
 
The community around Pirate’s Wharf in the early 18th century was like many such places on the lower 
shore, an agrarian economy with tobacco grown as a cash crop and used to trade around the world for 
household goods – both necessity and luxury items. It also acted as the primary currency in the area 
for the first half of the 18th century. James McMurray had a tremendous advantage living at the 
Pirate’s Wharf location where he maintained high ground for farm activities, but with immediate 
access to the Wicomico River to get his crops (esp. tobacco) to market and import household items 
from England to distribute to the surrounding community. He is referred to as both a “planter” and a 
“gentleman” in the old records reflecting his reputation as a community leader and plantation owner. 
 
To help aid in understanding the communities of old Somerset, we can examine old tax lists for the 
county. For Somerset, these survive for the years 1723 to 1759 and include information about heads of 
households, males in the household that had attained the age of 15 and healthy slaves. In 1723, James 
McMurray is listed in Wicomico Hundred with his son, John, as a dependent in the same household 
and two slaves Rose and Batt. By 1727, son John has moved to his own household, separate from 
James McMurray, however, they are located next to each other suggesting a second home had been 
built on the McMurray property by that time. In 1728, James McMurray is listed with slaves Batt, Rose 
and Pompey but John is not present suggesting he moved or passed away before 1728 (John 
McMurray is not present in any of the lists after 1727)11. By 1730, James McMurray has added a fourth 
slave named Timmer (Tamer). In 1731, he added a half-share in a fifth slave named Abner. By 1735, 
Tamer is gone but Abner is replaced as a full share along with Batt, Rose and Pompey. In 1738, Abner, 
Pompey and Rose are still with McMurray but Batt is absent.  This study will address the subject of 
slavery and the integral influence African American’s had on the Pirate’s Wharf Park area later. 
 
By 1739, James McMurray had died and his wife Anne had taken over as head of the household as 
shown in the tax records with the same three slaves as in 1738. Notably, there were no males in the 
household that had reached the age of 15. By 1746, this is still the case but Tamer had been absent 
from the household for several years and a slave Risper (also Risbanner) was added.  In 1749, James 
McMurray (the grandson) shows as a dependent in the household of John Nutter (his guardian and a 
relative)12. That same year, Esther McMurray becomes head of the original James/Anne McMurray 
household possibly indicating that Anne had died c1748.  In 1750, James McMurray (grandson) gains 
his own head of household status next to the households of John Nutter and Esther McMurray13.  In 

                                                           
11 Examination of the records indicates John McMurray moved to Dorchester County with his family and in-laws (Nutter 
family), including son James, who was grandson and legatee of the elder James McMurray who died in 1739. 
12 1749 is when James McMurray, the grandson, was coming of age and returned from Dorchester to take up the large 
estate he had inherited from his grandfather 10 years earlier. His aunt Esther had been tending it for a couple of years. 
13 James McMurray, the grandson, (c1729-1756) is proven to be the son of James McMurray, the Pirate’s Wharf settler’s, 
son John McMurray (c1702-1735) from the inventory and accounting of Elizabeth McMurray’s estate in 1753. She was the 
spinster sister of James McMurray (the settler) and her estate was distributed to her heirs including “John McMurray’s 
children; James, Ann, Sarah and Betty McMurray.” Maryland Prerogative Accounts, Liber 33:374. 
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1751, he is listed with slave Abner; in 1752 and 1753, he is listed with slaves Abner and Jean; and in 
1754, with slaves Abner, Tight and Jeane. 
 
Besides the old Tax Lists, an idea of what James McMurray Sr.’s plantation was like can be found in the 
will he wrote in December 1738, just before he died. In it, he left his 400 acre plantation to his two 
grandsons; James McMurray and James McMurray Jones. The former was the son of John McMurray 
(c1702-1735) and Elizabeth Nutter and he received 250 acres described as “my dwelling 
plantation…with orchards and other conveniences thereunto belonging…”  The orchards are important 
here as many plantations had orchards during the 18th century that produced apples and other fruits 
for eating fresh and storing for winter sustenance. They also provided ingredients for distilled spirits 
especially hard apple cider and other derived drinks like brandy. In fact, James McMurray specifically 
mentions his prized “still” in his will to go to the same two grandsons who received his land.   
 
The latter grandson was the son of Captain John Jones “of Quantico”14 (c1698-1757) and Margaret 
(McMurray) Jones (c1700-1776), and he received the balance of 150 acres described as the “…residue 
of said tracts of land…”15 Also, in the will, McMurray states that the two grandsons be “heirs to one 
another…in the said lands in case they should not have male issue…” and, “…if ever they are obliged to 
sell… (it should be) to one another.”  Here we see that McMurray wanted to protect the entire portion 
of the land to either descend split to both, or all of it to one of the grandsons - IF they had male heirs - 
in its entirety for life and not leave the family.   
 
The parcel originally slated for James McMurray, the grandson, was the southwest portion of the 
entire 400 acres with James McMurray Jones’ portion being to the northeast. However, from the 
records, it shows that James McMurray Jones (c1725-c1789) did not keep his portion and grandson 
James McMurray (c1729-1756) ends up with the entire 400 acres16. But where was the house on the 
“dwelling plantation” the elder James left his grandson in 1739 - can we better determine the location 
of the plantation house of James McMurray’s estate?   
 

 
Figure 3 - April 23, 1764 deed from Matthew Cannon to George Dashiell where it calls out the location of (James) McMurray's house on 
the Pirate's Wharf property. 

                                                           
14 Captain John Jones “of Quantico” is referenced to as “of Quantico” in the Tax Lists of 1740, 1743, 1744 and 1746 then as 
Captain John Jones from 1747-1751. Additionally, he is indicated as “John Jones of Quantico” when James McMurray 
assigned him as assistant executor in his will in 1738. He is the nephew of Ann (Jones) McMurray, James McMurray’s wife. 
15 James Makemorie’s will written December 12, 1738 and proven February 7, 1738/9 (Somerset Wills, Liber EB9:213) 
16 James McMurray (grandson) died in 1756 as his estate was administered and inventoried in June of that year.  
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Typically, such information is not available in the old records but we get lucky in this case. There is a 
deed recorded in Somerset County in April 1764 where Matthew and Mary Cannon sold land to George 
Dashiell Sr. Two separate parcels are included and sold for only five shillings; 200 acres of “Whittys 
Later Invention” and 23½ of a tract called “Debtford” lying adjacent to the northeast of the McMurray 
plantation. This was the land John Winder had owned back in 1698 that he left his son John Winder 
but, by 1764, Matthew Cannon owned it. The reason why this transaction is important to this study, 
even when it is not part of the modern Pirate’s Wharf land, is that it states that the beginning point of 
both of these parcels is located at “…the mouth of a gut about a Quarter of a Mile from above Mac 
Murrays house…”17 Figure 3 is an excerpt of this deed with the key description noted. 
 

 
Figure 4 - Using the 1764 Cannon to Dashiell deed (white lines) to approximate the location of the original James McMurray house built 
c1698 that probably stood well into the 19th century (red star). Pottery and bead findings in the field in the area verify its location very 
close to where it is expected to be and is notable that it is very close and to the west of the cemetery currently on the tract (blue star). It 
suggests that the cemetery is much older than the 1850s when the Prices were buried there and may contain the remains of James 
McMurray and his immediate family as well including two Revolutionary War veterans (see later in this study for more details). 

The gut referenced here is the small creek on the northeast boundary of the Pirate’s Wharf property 
(“Deep Branch” from the 1716 Winder will and other early records) and this is a rare example in the 
early records where we can almost exactly determine where the McMurray house stood in the early 
18th century. By running a measurement ¼ of a mile southwest from the mouth of that creek, we see 
that McMurray’s house was located adjacent to, but a bit west of, the George Price cemetery on the 
Pirate’s Wharf property today. In fact, it is likely that the cemetery was active very early and includes 
the earthly remains of the elder James McMurray who was buried in January or February 1739. Figure 

                                                           
17 Somerset Land Records, Liber C:212 
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4 gives a depiction of the land surrounding the McMurray plantation and the probable location of the 
house in relation to the cemetery and “mouth of a gut.”  
 
This researcher visited the site in January 2019 where a house was expected to have sat by 1764 
according to the records and found evidence of bricks and oyster shells on the surface of the ground in 
the cornfield there. A farmer had cut a small gully/ditch through the field to drain away some pooling 
water which has exposed some of the sediment from the drain off. In that sediment was found several 
old pieces of colonial pottery, an old blue-glazed brick and a single blue Indian trading bead. One 
pottery piece was a fragment of a Buckley-type earthenware jar dating from pre-1720 that was heavily 
imported from England in the time from 1720-1770. Another was a tiny piece of blue tin-glazed 
earthenware also probably English in origin dating from late 17th to middle 18th centuries. The blue 
glass bead is special as it was a typical unit of trade used between the English and natives at the time. 
In the context of this site, it probably dates to the very early part of when we expect the house to have 
been built in the 1690s. It would be highly informational for Wicomico County to conduct an 
archaeological dig to more exactly locate where the McMurray house stood and to recover any cultural 
artifacts that might exist there below the plow zone18. 
 

 
Figure 5 - the 40 acre "Georges Meadow" land patent lies 90% within the current Pirate's Wharf Park property 

                                                           
18 Additionally, in 2016, Ed Otter conducted a cemetery delineation excavation at the old cemetery on the property. In it, he 
identified a 24.6’ x 19’ brick foundation/wall amid the graves. Was this a brick cemetery wall or was it a foundation for an 
original and ancient dwelling on the property that predates the cemetery? A small archaeological project could identify 
which it might be and, it would be incredible if it were the original location of the elder James McMurray’s house!  
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The grandson James McMurray (c1729-1756) became the sole owner and operator of the McMurray 
plantation at Pirate’s Wharf about 1750. He married, Elizabeth Stewart, who was a step-daughter to 
George Dashiell aforementioned (Dashiell’s second marriage was to her mother) and who probably 
pre-deceased him. When James McMurray, the grandson, died in 1756, an inventory of his personal 
estate was taken (not real estate) and his mother, Elizabeth Adams, acted as administrator as she had 
remarried to Roger Adams after the death of her first husband, John McMurray, in 173519.   
 
Items in the inventory are of interest to help show what the plantation was like in the mid-1750s. In it, 
five slaves are listed; a man Abner, a woman Jean with children Jacob, Love and Rose and many farm 
implements and wood cutting tools to support the plantation. He also had a boat and livestock 
including 33 pigs/hogs, 20 sheep, 3 horses, 17 geese, 7 bulls/cows and yearlings and a pair (yoke) of 
steers with supporting items including a man’s saddle and a side saddle. He had three raw hides and 
one side of a hide, a gun and a pair of pistols and a “patch of wheat.” Household items included are 
15½ pounds of new pewter and 18 pounds of old, a spinning wheel, colander and 4 earthenware 
platters, tea ware, case of knives and forks, 6 tubs and an old chest, frying pan and 3 pots, 2 brass 
candlesticks, ½ lb. of tea and ¾ lb. of chocolate, two looking glasses, 2 desks, an old trunk, a dozen old 
flag chairs, hand bellows, 8 cider casks, 28½ lbs. of wool, a snuff box, pack of cards, a spy glass, 3 sets 
of beds and furniture, an ink stand and several books. Clothing items listed are 2 pairs of yarn stockings 
and one pair old worsted stockings, new coat and britches and 2 old coats and 2 jackets, a pair of old 
britches and boots and two pair of old shoes, an old ‘chock’ shirt and one white shirt, two old hats, a 
dozen waistcoat buttons, a pair of knee buckles and 2 pairs of silver shoe buckles and one gold ring.  
 
The estate was valued at £190.0.8 which was above average for the time even though McMurray was 
only a young man of about age 27 when he died. From the list, we can gather that James McMurray 
was literate based upon the books he kept and his inkstand for writing. Tobacco is not listed in the 
inventory probably because it was early in the growing season but, there is little doubt tobacco was 
grown on the land at that time. He did have an active crop of winter wheat to harvest and a robust 
amount of livestock that would have provided food and other byproducts for use around the farm. It is 
rare to see chocolate listed on the early inventories like this but it and the bulk tea show how the 
McMurray plantation would have had direct access to imported luxuries of the time. He also had a 
boat to ply up and down the river ways. For relaxation and entertainment, there were a pack of cards 
and a snuff box. The inventory gives us a fascinating look into what it was like to live on the Pirate’s 
Wharf land back before the Revolution! The account was finally approved in November 1761 and 
George Dashiell was named guardian to James McMurray’s children, his daughters Anne and Rebecca 
McMurray. 
 
In late 1763, George Dashiell, the guardian and the person who purchased the land in 1764 to provide 
us with the excellent clue to the location of the McMurray house, also had surveyed a vacant piece of 
land for himself. His survey, called “Georges Meadow” was laid out for 40 acres and includes the far 

                                                           
19 Maryland Prerogative Inventories, Liber 61:372 
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southern portion of the modern Pirate’s Wharf tract. 90% of the tract lies within the Pirate’s Wharf 
property and about half of it is marsh. The survey mentions some interesting improvements that were 
on it when laid out in 1763; “77 old apple trees, 13 small apple trees, 100 pannels of old fence 10 logs 
high, 3 acres of cultivated land.” This is probably some of the “orchards and other conveniences” the 
original James McMurray mentioned in his 1738 will and where he grew the ingredients for his 
distilling operation on the property.  Figure 5 shows the location of “Georges Meadow” on the 
property with an insert of a portion of the original survey that shows the improvements thereon. 
 
When George Dashiell died in 1768, he left “Georges Meadow” to his granddaughter Peggy Nicholson 
“daughter of Joseph Nicholson” as well as the land “Matthew Cannon deeded to me,” the latter being 
the land he had purchased in 1764 mentioned previously20.  But, he specifically stated in his will that 
Peggy Nicholson would receive the “Georges Meadow” tract only until Nancy (Anne) and Rebecca 
McMurray pay the charges to her that he had paid on it. Once they had paid such charges, then the 
McMurray sisters would receive that land, otherwise Peggy Nicholson could keep it.21 Dashiell also left 
one of his slaves to Rebecca McMurray. In the records, we find that a patent was not issued for 
“Georges Meadow” till 1782 and, by then, it is owned by the families of Anne/Rebecca McMurray who 
had by then married Price Russell and Arthur Denwood, respectively. Peggy Nicholson, married John 
Porter c1778, and the Porters became owners of the tract Dashiell had purchased from the Cannons in 
1764. 
 
So, when James McMurray passed away in 1756, his two daughters Anne and Rebecca, who were still 
young children at the time, gained rights to the main part of the land in “Whittys Invention” and 
“Whittys Later Invention” (through their guardian) that would become the Pirate’s Wharf property. 
Then when their guardian, George Dashiell, died in 1768, they gained rights to the “Georges Meadow” 
portion of the property once they paid the taxes and fees.  The McMurray sisters and their families 
continued to run the collective plantation up to, during and directly after the American Revolution.  

American Revolution Era 
 
By the time the Declaration of Independence was composed in 1776, the McMurray plantation had 
been in full operation for 75+ years and it was getting ready to transition into its fourth generation of 
the family to call it home. In November 1778, there is a notable deed recorded in Somerset County 
that covers two transactions where the daughters of James McMurray (grandson) and their respective 
husbands partitioned the original 400 acre McMurray plantation to divide it equally between them. 
The first partition was for to Price and Anne (McMurray) Russell for 100 acres of “Whittys Invention” 
and 100 acres of “Whittys Later Invention,” tracts that are contiguous and the partition roughly equally 

                                                           
20 George Dashiell’s will, probated on March 18, 1768 (Somerset Wills, Liber EB4:135) 
21 Dashiell was protecting the 40a of “Georges Meadow” as it was being used earlier by James McMurray who married 
Dashiell’s stepdaughter Elizabeth Stewart but not yet patented by 1763. McMurray died in 1756 leaving his wife and two 
young daughters, Anne and Rebecca, and George Dashiell as their guardian. (Maryland Prerogative Accounts, Liber 48:041) 
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straddled the boundary line of the two. The second partition went to Arthur and Rebecca (McMurray) 
Denwood for the balance of the 200 acres of the 300-acre “Whittys Invention” tract.  
 
From the partition described, Price and Anne Russell received the portion of the land that included the 
original James McMurray dwelling house and cemetery. Arthur and Rebecca Denwood received the 
adjacent land to the west and south about ½ of which lies within the current bounds of Pirate’s Wharf. 
In addition, the two families had secured 20 acres each of the 40 acre “Georges Meadow” per the 
provisions of George Dashiell’s 1768 will. Figure 6 lays out of the approximate bounds of the 1778 
Russell/Denwood land partition. 
 

 
Figure 6 - The blue lines represent the approximate boundaries of the Russell/Denwood partitioning of land prescribed in 1778 (based 
upon data offered in later deeds). Note that the Russells got the old James McMurray house and plantation (red star next to the blue star, 
the old cemetery) and the Denwoods received the balance of lands to the west and south. From the 1798 Tax Assessment, we know what 
structures existed at the time on each and the number of slaves. In 1800, information is provided to exactly locate where the Denwood 
house was from the Rebecca (McMurray) (Denwood) Carey to James Russell deed (yellow star). It is the house described in 1798 and may 
have been built around the time Rebecca’s grandfather, John McMurray, moved to Dorchester County c1727. 

Price Russell (c1745-c1790) was the son of Alexander Thomas Russell (c1715-aft 1772) and Ann Price 
(c1722-??) and married James McMurray’s daughter, Anne (c1750-1793), in c1769. Like many others in 
the community, he served his new nation during the Revolution and became a Sergeant in Captain 
Henry Gale’s Quantico Company of the Maryland militia under County Lieutenant, George Dashiell’s 
Salisbury Battalion.  The Battalion had been formed under the Militia Act of 1777 and organized itself 
with various companies where a formal muster listing all members was conducted in 1780. The 
Somerset and Worcester militia companies of the lower shore did not see much formal action during 
the war but they were instructed to remain trained and help quell any Tory activity in the area.  Arthur 
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Denwood (c1745-c1787) was the son of George Denwood and he married Anne (McMurray) Russell’s 
sister, Rebecca McMurray (c1752-1802), in c1774.  He is listed as a Private in the same outfit as his 
brother-in-law, Price Russell, along with many others in the surrounding community22.  
 
To help pay for the War effort and get the new nation back on firm fiscal ground, there was a tax 
assessment conducted in Maryland in 1783 to raise money from real and personal property holders. It 
primarily lists all land owners at the time and is a boon to local history and genealogy researchers. In 
that document, entries for the tracts (and their owners) that are within today’s Pirate’s Wharf are 
found as follows: 
 

• “Whittys Invention”: Arthur Denwood, 200 acres; Price Russell, 100 acres 
• “Whittys Later Invention”: John Porter, 200 acres (only minimal overlap with Pirate’s Wharf 

land); Price Russell, 100 acres 
• “Georges Meadow”: Arthur Denwood, 20 acres; Price Russell, 20 acres 
• “Debtford”: John Porter, 23½ acres (not part of Pirate’s Wharf but shown for consistency) 

 
John Porter in the listing is who married Margaret (Peggy) Nicholson (c1755-1800), she who inherited 
the 1783 Porter land from her grandfather George Dashiell in 1768. John Porter (c1750-1799) married 
Ms. Nicholson in c1778. There is a John with unknown surname listed in the muster for the same 
Quantico militia company as Russell and Denwood which might be this John Porter but the portion of 
the document is unreadable. The Porter land is inconsequential to the Park but may barely overlap it 
on the northeast. 

Federal Period 
 
Following the surrender of the British in late 1781, the new nation began an uncertain but exciting 
time. At the Pirate’s Wharf location, the Russell (~220 acres) and Denwood (~120 acres) families 
owned just about all of the property that was to become the modern 340-acre tract. They continued to 
tend their plantations and raise their children, a 5th generation on the site that began with James 
McMurray’s purchase in the late 17th century. John Porter owned the remaining bit of land (<5 acres) 
as it seems his property may slightly overlap the current tract along a thin sliver on its northeast side.  
 
For the Russell family, who owned the original dwelling house and farms, Price Russell fell ill and died 
in the year 1790 leaving six children; James McMurray Russell, Ann, Sarah, Solomon, Samuel and 
William Russell.23 Though Price Russell died without leaving a will, an inventory of his estate was 
conducted by his wife Anne as administrator in June of that same year. It is a comprehensive list of 161 
                                                           
22 Clements & Wright, The Maryland Militia in the Revolutionary War, Family Line Publications, 1987 & 1994, page 216. 
23 Price Russell mortgaged a piece of his other land holdings to Richard Ackworth on August 9, 1786 (Somerset Land 
Records, Liber I:082) and, on June 16, 1790, Anne Russell “widow of Price Russell” made a similar bond to Edward Austin 
(Ibid., I:083). This proves that Price Russell died sometime between these two dates and probably towards the latter end of 
same as an inventory of his estate holding was executed in 1790. 
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items of his personal possessions worth £686.4.1 (i.e.; no land was listed on these inventories) that 
allow us to see just what his plantation must have contained in the year of 179024. The majority of 
value of the estate was in ten slaves itemized as Brister (age 35), Morris (22), Mingo (20), Job (17), 
George (9), Jean (60), Esther (24), Minty (13), Theaner (4) and Littleton (2) collectively worth £291.10.0.  
 
Interesting items from the balance of the estate provide more clues about the operations at the 
Pirate’s Wharf property in the years just after the Revolution. Items include his livestock listed as five 
horses, 34 pigs, 20 sheep, six oxen (3 yokes) and 12 cows. Farm items mentioned include a 40 gallon 
still, cage and worm, and 20 cider casks; a loom and spinning/wooling wheel; carriage and harness; 
plow/harrow; 4 full cow and 3 yearling hides and one horse hide; saddles and bridles; blacksmith and 
carpenter’s tools; 1500 pine boards and part of frame of a new barn, all of which would support the 
plantation business. Additionally, we find listed 80 bushels of coal; 3062 pounds of tobacco in crop and 
400 pounds in transfer; 2 tobacco and 2 meat hogsheads with 36 pounds of lard; 380 pounds of bacon; 
6 pounds of white lead; 20 pounds of raw wool; 10 barrels of corn and 70 pounds of pot metal (for 
blacksmithing). All these items suggest a robust and large farming operation at the site surrounding the 
primary production of tobacco. The meat, textiles and other animal byproducts produced probably 
went largely to feed the family and slaves but some may have been used for barter. 
 
Other household items listed tell us more about the Price Russell farm business and family. Here we 
find items like a walnut table, desk, case of drawers and stand; 2 pine tables; 6 sets of bed and bolster 
suites and blankets/quilts; clothing; 53 pounds of pewter items; 3 “looking glasses”; iron hardware and 
pots for the fireplace; earthenware tea cups and mugs; glassware; “Queens china” coffee pot, plates, 
cups and serving board; blue & white plates; 3 dozen silver spoons and 4 silver buckles; spice mortars, 
various glass bottles; two powder horns and “sundry” books including an old Bible, Bailey’s dictionary 
and Bacon’s Laws. Finally, the inventory lists “Cash in gold and silver…£100.9.6.” 
 
The inventory provides us with the closest thing we can get to a time machine to journey back to 1790. 
We can infer that Price Russell was literate from the books he owned and that he and/or his plantation 
hands knew the carpentry, blacksmith and tanning trades. The primary crop on the property was 
tobacco with a sub-crop of corn. The Russell family made their own clothing with the loom and 
spinning wheels. He owned a carriage which was an extreme luxury in those years and, the large sum 
of gold and silver and nine slaves in the inventory elude even more to his family’s wealth.  
 
Through the generations, the James McMurray name persisted in the naming of the male family 
members and Price Russell’s son, James McMurray Russell (c1768-c1805/6), would inherit the name 
and plantation in 1790, except for his mother Anne Russell’s dowry (her 1/3rd rights during 
widowhood).  But she passed away in 1793 and left that dowry to “my son James Mc. Russell” unless 

                                                           
24 Somerset Estate Inventories, Liber EB15:678 
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he were to die without heirs, then it would go to son William Russell and if he, in turn, would go 
without heirs, then the land to be split between sons Solomon and Samuel Russell25.  
 
Some interesting cultural aspects found in Anne Russell’s will are that she delineates who is to get 
some of the slaves in the family and how the minor children will be attended to. My “negro boy named 
Littleton” to go to son Samuel and “negro girl Theaner” to son William. She also instructs that her 
oldest son James Russell keep the estates of the other sons until they reach the age of sixteen and he is 
also to provide them with “schooling to read and write as far as the double rule of three and…then to 
bind them to such trade as either of them might choose.” Here we see how literacy, which came at a 
premium back in the late 18th century, was important to the Russell family and operation of the 
plantation. The extra provisions presented in Anne Russell’s will to make sure the land stayed in the 
family did not matter in the end as James McMurray Russell lived, with heirs, and gained complete 
ownership of the plantation in 1793 when he was just a young man about 25 years of age.  
 
James Russell married Mary James (c1775-1806) sometime around 1792 and began raising his own 
family on the land. Another excellent reference document for Delmarva historians is the 1798 Federal 
Direct Tax of Somerset County that lists key aspects of various homes in the county that were taxable 
(including their windows), the land area, houses and outbuildings and number and taxable status of 
slaves.  James Russell is listed there as owner of land in Nanticoke Hundred “on Wicomico River 
adjoining Mr. Cannon. Dwelling house wood 34x20 two stories 10 windows in good repair, kitchen 
18x14; poultry house 10x12; 80 perches, $450." He also owned 9 slaves of which all are taxable (most 
of them are likely the same as Price Russell had listed in his estate inventory back in 1790).  
 
All of these details present us with a vivid picture of what the Russell plantation, the original James 
McMurray homestead located within the current bounds of Pirate’s Wharf, looked like in 1798. The 
Russell plantation was mature and in excellent condition being well-kept by the young James 
McMurray Russell. The main house was large and included ten windows - quite a luxury for the time.  
 
Contemporary with the 1798 Direct Tax List, the 1800 United States Census lists James Russell as head 
of household in Nanticoke hundred with three males under age 10, one male age 26-45 (this would be 
him) and one female age 16-26 and seven (7) slaves. He is located adjacent to his father-in-law George 
James (who owned 20 slaves) and near his aunt Rebecca Carey who is head of a household with four 
males age 16-26, a female under age 10, female age 16-26 and a female greater than age 45 plus ten 
(10) slaves. The number of slaves owned by the two families and George James is higher than typical 
for the lower Delmarva at the time attesting to the relative wealth of the plantations. We note that, 
according to the records from 1798 and 1800, 17 slaves were living on the Pirate’s Wharf Park property 
during that timeframe. 

                                                           
25 Anne (McMurray) Russell’s will probated on March 4, 1793. (Somerset Wills, Liber EB17:238) 
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Later records indicate that James McMurray Russell died rather young, at about age 35, in about 
1805/6 but left no will. An inventory of his estate was conducted in April 1806 that showed $1651.60 
of personal property items26.  Of note is that he owned a new Schooner ($400) and rigging along with 
six slaves ($685) and these items represented the majority of the value of his holdings. The rest were 
many household and farm items that had passed down to him from his father Price Russell in 1790.  
 
His land fell to his young son Josiah J. Russell except for his wife’s dowry allowance27. Russell’s wife, 
Mary, died very shortly afterwards, in late 1806, and her will was probated in December of that year. It 
instructed that the remaining estate to go to son Josiah Russell who was a minor (probably born c1793) 
and, she placed the guardianship of the estate under her brother Francis James. Josiah Russell died 
very young, in late 1815 or early 1816 at about age 23, and mentions no land ownership in his will, just 
money due to him from his father James McMurray Russell’s estate28.  
 
Circling back to the Denwood family portion of the modern Pirate’s Wharf land, Arthur Denwood died 
c1787 and Rebecca (McMurray) Denwood remarried to Thomas Carey by 1789.  Her second husband is 
listed as head of the household in the 1793-96 tax assessments but she is listed as the head of 
household in the tax assessment of 1798 suggesting Thomas had passed away in 1796/97. She is listed 
as a neighbor of her nephew James Russell in 1798 owning “an old dwelling house 30x16, one story, 
three windows much out of repair, kitchen 15x12, 40 perches, $120; an old barn 24x18, corn house 
16x6 and 200 acres of land, $820.”  She also owns 8 slaves of which one is blind and exempt from 
taxes. It also indicates that Rebecca Carey still holds the original Denwood tract of 200 acres parsed out 
in 1778. We can infer from this record that the Denwood plantation (Carey by 1789) was aging and had 
fallen into disrepair. Perhaps it was partly due to Arthur Denwood passing away about 11 years prior 
and his widow Rebecca had remarried to a Thomas Carey who had also passed away by 179829.  
 
Like the Price Russell estate inventory covered earlier, we have Arthur Denwood’s inventory from 1787 
to offer an idea of what the other Pirate’s Wharf plantation consisted of in the years just after the 
Revolution. The administrator of the estate was his wife “Rebecca Carey formerly Denwood” and is 
quite extensive, similar to the Price Russell inventory of 1790. 
 
The inventory is a comprehensive list of 128 items worth almost £558 of his personal possessions 
(again, no land was listed on these inventories) and we can see just what his plantation contained in 
the year of 178730. Like his brother-in-law, Price Russell, the primary value of the estate was in slaves 
                                                           
26 Somerset Estate Inventories, Liber EB26:106 
27 Russell’s estate inventory was conducted in April 1806 (Somerset Estate Inventories, Liber EB26:106) and the 
administrative accounting of his estate was submitted in January 1808 by Francis James (Somerset Administrative Accounts 
Liber EB27:083) so, it is probable that Russell died intestate in late 1805 or early 1806. 
28 Somerset Wills, Liber EB23:237 
29 Thomas Carey’s given name comes from the accounting of Arthur Denwood’s estate in 1789. (Somerset Accounts, Liber 
EB16:369) 
30 Somerset Estate Inventories, Liber EB15:541 
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and he owned thirteen in 1787 itemized as Sambo (age 52), Jacob (33), George (25), Ishmael (14), 
Simon (6), Levy (11 months, indicated as dead by the time the inventory was approved in 1789), Moll 
(41), Mags (27), Minty (13), Hager (10), Rody (9), Jean (7) and Sabow (5) collectively worth £332. 
Denwood’s 13 slaves and ten for Russell indicate that there were 23 slaves on the Pirate’s Wharf 
property in the 1787-90 timeframe which seems to be the peak of the land’s historical operation as a 
plantation. 
 
Other interesting items from the balance of the Denwood estate give more clues into what the 
homestead looked like. Add these to what has already been shown for the Price Russell plantation and 
we get an intimate view into the operations at the Pirate’s Wharf property in the years just after the 
Revolution. Denwood’s livestock included three horses, 28 pigs, 14 sheep, four oxen (two yokes) and 
11 cows. Farm items mentioned are a loom and spinning and cotton wheels; two plows/harrows; one-
half side of sole leather; a “man’s” saddle and bridle; a gun and shot; farm cart with wheels; five cider 
casks; woodcutting and farm tools; 10 yards of linen and 29 units of thread. All of these items would 
have supported the plantation business. Additionally, we find 2184 pounds of tobacco; 1100 pounds of 
salt pork with 30 pounds of lard and 150 bushels of corn. These items suggest a large farming 
operation at the site with primary production of tobacco with corn as a side crop. The meat, textiles 
and other animal byproducts produced probably went largely to feed the family and slaves. 
 
Other household items listed round out the information we can understand about the Denwood farm 
business and family. Here we find items like two pine chests; four sets of bed and bolster suites and 
blankets/quilts; some clothing and one pair of buckles; 26 pounds of pewter items; earthenware pots 
and bowls; two “Queens china” dishes; coffee pots, tea kettles/pots and cups & saucers; one silver 
table spoon and various glass bottles; some books including a small and large Bible and a Psalm book 
and “10 milled dollars.” 
 
Like his brother-in-law, Price Russell, the Denwood inventory allows us to infer quite a lot about the 
man and his family. Like Russell, Arthur Denwood was also literate from the books he owned and, he 
and/or his plantation hands knew the carpentry and farming trades. The Denwood family made some 
of their own clothing with the loom and spinning wheels. Unlike Russell, however, Denwood did not 
own a still or carriage and only held in cash ten milled dollars versus the large sum of gold and silver 
Russell owned. But, Denwood claimed 13 slaves versus the ten of the Russell household. We can 
conclude through examination of the Denwood estate of 1787 versus the Russell estate of 1790, that 
the latter held a bit more wealth, especially in the non-slave value. However, both were very successful 
plantations and, collectively, they represent a very large and prosperous operation running on the 
Pirate’s Wharf Park property in the 1780s and 1790s. 
 
The Denwood (Carey) house dates to at least the partition of 1778 but probably much earlier, possibly 
to as early as c1727 when John McMurray (Rebecca Denwood-Carey’s grandfather) moved into a 
household of his own on the land as indicated in the Tax List of that year, and not long before he 
moved to Dorchester County. This researcher favors the older estimate of construction as the 1798 



Pirate’s Wharf Historical Study – January 2019 – Hitch  Page 17 
 
 

assessment describes it as “much out of repair” suggesting a house much older than the 20 years it 
would have been if built c1778.  
 
In April 1800, a deed was executed that helps determine the approximate location of the Denwood 
house on the Pirate’s Wharf property. In it, James Russell purchased 13½ acres of land in “Whittys 
Invention” from his aunt Rebecca Carey for £40 adjacent to the original Denwood/Russell boundary 
described in 1778.  
 

 
Figure 7 - Excerpt of the Deed from Rebecca Carey to James Russell mentioning the location of Rebecca Carey's dwelling house being, 
from its first boundary marker that was “…on the southeastern most side of the said Rebecca Carys Dwelling House…” 

More importantly, the deed tells us the location of Rebecca Carey’s dwelling house. It states the land’s 
first boundary was “…on the southeastern most side of the said Rebecca Carys Dwelling House…” From 
this, we can determine that it sat approximately at the head of the small creek connected to the pond 
on the property, about 0.2 miles west and slightly north of the old cemetery. See Figure 7 for the deed 
excerpt that mentions the location of Rebecca Carey’s house and Figure 8 for the approximate location 
of the Denwood-Carey homestead in relation to the Russell home and cemetery within the Pirate’s 
Wharf property. 
 
The April 1800 deed, when platted, besides giving us the house location, shows that this is small neck 
of land enclosed by the small creek on the south and west portion of the Pirate’s Wharf property and 
pond. It is just to the west of where the James McMurray/Russell house stood and the old cemetery on 
the property. The deed also provides more information about the original division line set up between 
Arthur Denwood and Price Russell in 1778. This is the house described in much disrepair in 1798 which 
seems to point to an earlier construction than 1778, possibly as early as c1727,31 and used by the 
Denwoods when they obtained the property for themselves in 1778. Figure 8 depicts the layout of the 
1800 deed and the approximate location of the Denwood-Carey house32. 
 
Rebecca (McMurray) (Denwood) Carey died in early 1802 and her will is probated in March of that 
year. In it, she left “all of my lands of whatever name or description” to her son Arthur Denwood Jr. and 

                                                           
31 The house was built no later than 1778 but probably much earlier to perhaps c1727 when Rebecca’s grandfather John 
McMurray moved into his own dwelling that year. This is supported by being described as in a dilapidated state in 1798. 
32 Somerset Land Records, Liber M:133 
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her personal estate to her daughter Elizabeth Carey33.  An inventory of Rebecca Carey’s estate was also 
taken in March 1802 and, contrasting to her husband’s estate of 1787 and Price Russell’s of 1790, it 
was much smaller in size and wealth34.  
 
Arthur Denwood Jr. married his neighbor Louisa Cannon in 1804 but, he died by February 1806 and left 
all his lands to his wife, infant daughter Sarah Ann Eliza Denwood, and his half-sister Elizabeth Carey to 
be divided equally with the survivors to get the other's share should they die without heirs.  
 

 
Figure 8 - Image showing the 1800 James McMurray Russell deed from Rebecca Carey in 1800 (dark blue lines) and the 1808 Thomas 
Cannon deed from Francis James (light blue lines). The former provided the data to determine where the old Denwood house (probably 
John McMurray house c1727) and farm were located (yellow star) with respect to the McMurray/Russell house (red star) and cemetery 
(blue star). The 1808 deed runs along its southwest course on the exact boundary of the current Pirate’s Wharf Park tract. 

Six years after Rebecca Carey died, another deed is executed associated with the Pirate’s Wharf 
property when Francis and Louisa James sold 89½ acres to Thomas Cannon in December 1808. Louisa 
was the widow of Arthur Denwood Jr. who married Francis James not long after Denwood’s death in 
1806 and this is how the land fell into the James family hands. The same land was sold by Francis and 
Louisa James in September 1811 to Joseph Barkley. It is unclear why the Cannon transaction of 1808 
was not completed but we know Barkley ended up with the land via the 1811 transaction. The same 
land changed hands again in October 1817 when Joseph Barkley sold it to Beauchamp D. Adams. This 
land (denoted as 1808 Cannon) is also shown in Figure 8 and abuts the 1800 Rebecca Carey deed to 

                                                           
33 Somerset Wills, Liber EB23:044 
34 Somerset Estate Inventories, Liber EB25:127 
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James Russell and includes most of the southwest border of the current Pirate’s Wharf Park land35.  
Here we see that, after five generations, all of the McMurray-Russell-Denwood land had left the family 
by about 1816 and the possession of same remains a bit fuzzy until George Price began buying up the 
tracts in 1842 (see the next section in this report for more details). 
 
For completeness, besides the Russell and Denwood portions of the Pirate’s Wharf tract, there may be 
a small, thin sliver of land (<5 acres) on the northeast side that was owned by John Porter in 1783. John 
Porter died in 1799 and left a will where he bequeathed 200 acres of his lands to his son Wrixham 
Lewis Porter and the balance of lands to another son William Porter36. We recall that Porter had 
married Peggy Nicholson, the granddaughter named in the George Dashiell will of 1764 to get the lands 
prescribed. While the tracts are unnamed in the Porter will, we know that he held the 200 acres of 
“Whittys Later Invention” that his wife had inherited that perhaps slightly overlaps the northeast edge 
of the modern Pirate’s Wharf property and, this was no doubt the land that went to Wrixham L. Porter 
in 1799. This is about the same time Wrixham married Priscilla Riggin and begins a family of his own.  

William Porter likely received the 23½ acres of the tract “Debtford” that also came to Peggy Nicholson 
via George Dashiell. That land is located along the Wicomico River just to the east of the modern 
Pirate’s Wharf land across the little creek (Deep Branch) from the old steamboat wharf. It is noted that 
John Porter mentions in his will that there are houses, orchards and arable lands included in the land 
he left his sons.  Peggy (Nicholson) Porter died about April 1800 but she lists no land in her will as the 
sons had already taken possession of the tracts after their father died a year earlier37. 

In the 1800 Census, Wrixham L. Porter is listed as head of a household containing one male under age 
10 and one age 26-45, one female 16-26 and one 26-45 in Manokin Hundred so it appears he is not 
living on the land connected to Pirate’s Wharf. This is further suggested when, in 1810, he is listed with 
his family on the other side of Somerset County in Dividing Creek Hundred. Wrixham Porter died in late 
1816 and left his land to his son, William Porter, with stipulation that it would go to his other son Levin 
L. Porter if William died without heirs38.  
 
However, it appears that the land referenced in the Wrixham Porter will was his lands he had 
elsewhere in the county because we find in the records, Francis Porter (unknown relationship to 
Wrixham) and Matthew Cannon owned the 202¼ acres of land that includes a very small and 
historically insignificant strip on the northeast side of Pirate’s Wharf. They divided that land between 
each other in July 1814. Matthew Cannon took up 81 1/8 acres that included the tiny northeast strip of 
Pirate’s Wharf and Francis Porter got 121 1/8 acres on the far side and not overlapping at all with the 
Pirate’s Wharf property. In the Matthew Cannon record, it states that it is a portion of “Whittys Later 
Invention” and borders the “divisional line of Josiah Russell” to the southwest for its entire length. This 

                                                           
35 Somerset Land Records, Liber T:017 for the James to Cannon deed and, Ibid., U:263 for James to Barkley and JD3:244 for 
the Barkley to Adams transactions. 
36 Somerset Wills, Liber EB17:712 
37 Ibid., EB23:007 
38 Ibid., EB23:246 
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verifies that it bordered the old Price/Anne (McMurray) Russell land that makes up the nucleus of 
Pirate’s Wharf today. Its beginning boundary shows as at the mouth of the gut (Deep Branch) and just 
below “Cannon’s Wharf” which is just outside of the modern Pirate’s Wharf property but an interesting 
landmark to note there in 181439. 

Antebellum Age and Post Civil War 19th Century 
 
Captain George Price became the primary player of the Pirate’s Wharf property in the mid-19th 
century. A wealthy man, in 1842, Price began to buy up large chunks of the land in and around the 
Pirate’s Wharf property. By 1855, he had amassed many acres in the area including all of the modern 
340-acre Pirate’s Wharf Park property. The deeds associated with this study are as follows: 
 

• July 1842, for $1200 Price purchased 116 acres of “Whittys Invention” and “Whittys Later 
Invention” from Osborn and Lucretia Brady described as land originally owned by Francis Brady 
but fell to his heirs40 

• April 1848, for $500, Price purchased 416 acres that included part of “Whittys Invention” and 
other tracts from Benjamin and Margaret Davis41 

• May 1848, Price purchased 40 acres, all of the tract “Georges Meadow,” from the Sheriff (via 
forced sale to pay Osborn and Lucretia Brady debt) on behalf of Osborn A.F. and Lucretia 
Brady42 

• August 1850, he purchased 153½ acres for $1000 from Selby B. and Sally Ann (Brady) Scaggs 
and Lucretia Brady including parts of “Whittys Invention” (97½ acres), “Cannons Addition” (36 
acres) and “Georges Meadow” (20 acres)43 

 
Osborn A.F. Brady and Sally Ann Scaggs were the surviving children of Francis and Lucretia (Twigg) 
Brady and the tracts they were selling were owned by Francis Brady (c1795-c1829) and to which they 
had acquired heirship. The nearest this researcher has found to when Francis Brady gained ownership 
of the land is sometime in the years 1821-1823.44 No information was found in the deed records of 
how he acquired the land but it is clear from the records and the later deeds when Price purchased the 
land from his heirs that he did indeed own it by 1823. 
 
George Price was born c1812 and married Zipporah Fletcher (born 1811) in Somerset County in 
December of 1831. The tract of land Price purchased for he and his wife in 1842 is near the center of 
the riverside portion of the current Pirate’s Wharf Park and includes the steamboat wharf and the 

                                                           
39 Somerset Land Records, Liber JP2:054 and 157, with the Cannon portion latter and the Porter portion former. 
40 Ibid., AH:359 
41 Ibid., WP3:094 
42 Ibid., WP3:075 
43 Ibid., WP5:428 
44 Francis Brady owned no land as late as 1821 but did own the land at Pirate’s Wharf by 1823. (Somerset Tax Assessments 
of 1817-21 and 1823-1829 on microfilm at the Nabb Center, Salisbury University) 
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location of the old 1930s farmhouse. It is unclear when the Prices began to live on the tracts they 
purchased but they were indeed living there by 1850 and probably by c1845.  In the 1850 census, 
George and Zipporah Price are both listed as age 38 in the Quantico District of Somerset County, 
consistent with them residing on the Pirate’s Wharf Park property. In the household with them were 
their son Charles W. Price, age 12; Joseph Price, age 40; Mary Barbon, age 36 and Joseph Evans, age 
60. In the Slave Schedule, a separate part of the 1850 United States Census, George Price is listed as 
owning ten slaves, eight male and two female, ranging in age from 4 to 48. All of these would have 
been living on the Pirate’s Wharf property in 1850 as well so it was quite an active plantation at the 
time. Here again, we see that slaves were still playing an important role in the history of the Pirate’s 
Wharf tract. 
 

Sidebar on Slavery and African American Influence at the Pirate’s Wharf Park  
 
This study has reached the decade before the outbreak of the Civil War and the eventual adoption 
of the 13th Amendment in our historical look at the Pirate’s Wharf Park property. It has shown 
that African American slaves have been an important part of the local community here since very 
early, probably since the very first dwelling was built c1698. The earliest records that confirm 
slaves were present on the property are the Somerset Tax Lists covering the 1723-1759 
timeframe. In 1723, there were two taxable slaves owned by James McMurray at Pirate’s Wharf; 
Batt and Rose. Additionally, in the immediate surrounding community, most all of the heads of 
household owned one up to a half-dozen taxable slaves each that year so we see that the slave 
population was dominant and serving the tobacco-based community at the time to its economic 
benefit. 1731 was the apparent height of McMurray’s slave ownership on the property, as that 
year his is listed with 4½ slaves; Batt, Rose, Pompey, Tamer and a ½-share in a boy named Abner.  
 
Slaves were purchased from 
other owners (in the early times, 
many of these transactions were 
recorded in the county land 
records) or from the frequent 
ships coming into port from 
Africa as part of the slave trade 
network at the time. They were 
considered property/chattel and 
were part of the owner’s estate 
that would transfer at their death 
via a will or provincial or state 
laws should the owner die 
intestate. For an example of how slave ownership was transferred, there is a transaction in the 
land records involving our James McMurray from September 2, 1734 where he offered a deed of 

Figure 9 - Excerpt from the 1850 Census, Slave Schedule, showing the nine (9) 
slaves George Price owned with their gender and ages. 
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gift that gave the rights of his "negro boy called Harrey" to his "son" (son-in-law) John Jones and 
his wife Margaret (McMurray) Jones for use during their lifetime and then to their daughter Anne 
Jones at their decease45.  This methodology generally continued up until the time of the Civil War 
and the adoption of the 13th amendment to the Constitution in January 1865 when slavery was 
finally abolished (in Maryland, it was a year earlier in 1864). 
 
On the early farms and plantations that existed within the bounds of Pirate’s Wharf Park, we 
know for certain slaves were present from 1723-1759 from the Somerset Tax Lists. When James 
McMurray the grandson died in 1756, five slaves are listed in his inventory of personal property 
holdings. By 1787-1790, the Arthur Denwood and Price Russell estate held 13 and 10 slaves, 
respectively, for a total of 23 on the Pirate’s Wharf property. The 1793-1796 tax assessments list 
eight (8) slaves at the Carey plantation and nine (9) for the Russell46.  
 
In 1798, in the Federal Direct Tax of that year, Price Russell’s son, James McMurray Russell, and 
Rebecca (McMurray) (Denwood) Carey owned nine (9) and eight (8) slaves, respectively, totaling 
17 slaves definitively living on the property in 1798. In the 1800 census, we still find 17 slaves 
collectively listed but divided seven (7) for Russell’s plantation and ten for Rebecca Carey. These 
levels for the number of slaves per household is in the “upper middle class” of wealth in the 
Delmarva for the late 18th century into the dawn of the 19th century.  
 
By 1820, Francis Brady and Beauchamp D. Adams owned all the land comprising the modern 
Pirate’s Wharf tract. They owned one and four (4) slaves, respectively, as indicated in the census 
records of that year (but it is not entirely known whether these slaves lived on the Pirate’s Wharf 
property).  Then, by 1850, George Price owned most of the Pirate’s Wharf Park property and had 
ten slaves according to the Slave Schedule tallied in August of that year (See Figure 9).  
 
The takeaway relative to this study is that African Americans, for at least 160 years, have lived on 
and been a prominent driver of operations for the land that has evolved into the Pirate’s Wharf 
property of 2019. This realization deserves attention in a portion of any signage that may become 
a part of a self-directed walking tour of the property that is being considered as part of its 
strategic development.   

 
George’s wife, Zipporah (Fletcher) Price, died very shortly after the 1850 Census was compiled in June 
of that year. George Price then remarried in February 1851 to Sarah R. Fletcher (possible but unknown 
relationship to his first wife, Zipporah Fletcher). Price had one surviving child from his first marriage, 
Charles W. Price (born 1838) and one from his second marriage, Georgeanna Price (born 1853). 
 

                                                           
45 Somerset Land Records, Liber AZ:169 
46 The Tax Assessments of 1793-1796 for Somerset County, microfilm at the Nabb Center, Salisbury University 
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George Price, who died five years after his wife, in 1855, and his wife Zipporah are buried in the 
cemetery on the Pirate’s Wharf site in brick crypts covered by large slabbed and in scripted 
gravestones. As mentioned earlier herein, the graveyard probably dates to the first occupation of the 
site by James McMurray when he purchased the land in 1699 and likely began making use of the 
graveyard in the decade or two thereafter. In the August 1850 Brady to George Price deed shown 
previously, the graveyard is mentioned as being ¼ acre in size with ingress/egress through the tract 
“Whittys Invention” and is excluded from the deed. This is a quite sizable graveyard as, ¼ acre is 
roughly equivalent to perhaps a 100’ by 100’ plot. Figure 10 shows the portion of the deed mentioning 
the graveyard. 
 

  
Figure 10 - August 12, 1850 deed mentioning the ¼ acre graveyard on the Pirate's Wharf site with ingress and egress reserved through 
"Whittys Invention." 

When George Price died in August 1855, he left a sizable estate that John W. Crisfield oversaw as 
executor. In Price’s will, he instructed that his farm be sold and all his personal estate, except the 
Negros, to pay debts. After that, he stated that the remaining real and personal estate to go to his 
children Charles W. and George Anna Price47.  An interesting side note here is that, in the 
administrative accounts of George Price’s estate, we find one notable item; “Of money paid James Mc. 
Jones for mahogany coffin as per account and receipt……$36.00.”48 This small item represents some of 
the wealth of Price as $36.00 was a substantial amount of money in 1855 but, more interestingly, we 
also know that Price’s body lies on the Pirate’s Wharf Park tract within what is left of a beautiful 
mahogany coffin in a brick enclosed crypt.  
 
Price’s executor, Crisfield, then began to hunt for buyers of the land and finally sold all the remaining 
real property of George Price in August 1859 for $10,000 to Benjamin W. Truitt49. As large as the Price 
real estate holdings were; however, there had been a roughly 90 acre strip of land down its center that 
was still owned by William S. Roberts. Benjamin Truitt also purchased it in November 186350. This was 
the land covered earlier in this study that the James family had sold variously to Thomas Cannon and 
then Joseph Barkley in 1808 and 1811, respectively. Barkley then sold the land to Beauchamp Adams in 
1817. It is the wide strip of land that forms the west boundary of the current Pirate’s Wharf Park land. 
                                                           
47 Somerset Wills, Liber JP5:236 
48 Somerset Administrative Accounts, Liber SWJ11:270 
49 Somerset Land Records, Liber LW6:221 
50 Ibid., LW8:456 
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It is not known how it transferred from Beauchamp Adams, who owned it in 1817, to William Roberts 
who sold it in 1863. But, for the purposes of this report, it is not important that the chain of title be 
known as we can confirm it is the exact same piece of land. 
 
Benjamin W. Truitt (1819-1882) was a young plantation farmer living not far from George Price when 
he was listed in the 1850 Census as age 22 with Isaac Timmons, age 21, in the same household51. He is 
also indicated as owning nine slaves, six male and three female, ranging in age from 5 to 58. In April 
1853, he married Martha W. Hearn (1833-1892) in Somerset County. By 1870, Wicomico County had 
been formed, slavery outlawed and, Benjamin W. Truitt, age 50, was in a household in the Quantico 
District with his wife Martha, age 36, and five children. In 1880, he is listed as age 60 in the same 
District with Martha, age 47, and his children.  
 

 
Figure 11 - 1877 map showing Benjamin W. Truitt's location along the Wicomico River. This predated his 15-year lease agreement with 
the Maryland Steamboat Company that commenced in 1882. It seems to indicate that Truitt’s house was not out at the river’s edge but 
rather halfway between it at the county road. 

Another excellent source for Delmarva history and genealogy information is the 1877 Atlas of the 
Eastern Shore. In it, we find “B.W. Truitt” living in Quantico District of Wicomico County with his 
residence along the Wicomico River consistent with the location of Pirate’s Wharf Park.  Figure 11 
illustrates a portion of the map. He is also listed in the business directory in that record as a farmer, 
owner of 350 acres of land, having been in the Quantico District since 1848 with nativity from 

                                                           
51 Truitt was probably older than age 22 in 1850 and the listing is a result of census taker error. Later census records have 
him born c1820 and his gravestone states 1819 so he was likely age 30 in 1850. 
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Worcester County52. It appears that he also owned another dwelling on the property on the south side 
of the county road towards the west that may be near to where the Rebecca Carey house was located 
in 1800 or further down on the county road. It also appears the 350 acres Truitt purchased very closely 
matches the outer boundaries of the modern Pirate’s Wharf property. 
 
From the map shown, it also appears that the Benjamin Truitt house 
(denoted with “Res.” for residence) is set back from the River about 
halfway to the county road which is modern-day Whitehaven Road. 
The maps in this record are not entirely cartographically correct but, 
the map makers for this original publication typically did a good job of 
placing items in their proper relative locations. Therefore, it might be 
assumed that the Truitt farmhouse sat back from the river’s edge 
about halfway back to the county road but this is not iron clad 
assumption. A more accurate topographical survey was conducted in 
1900 and there seems to be a house at the end of the lane and directly 
on the edge of the river so there is a bit of conflicting evidence 
between 1877 and 1900. It could just be that the map maker in 1877 
meant to locate the house nearer to the river than depicted. More 
discussion of this is in the following section of this study. 
 
Benjamin Truitt conducted an interesting transaction while owner of 
the old George Price land that is recorded in the deed records. In 
October 1881, he set up a 15-year lease with the Maryland Steamboat 
Company of Baltimore to allow use of the waterfront as a landing and 
a right-of-way for an entrance lane from the county road to the 
landing53. The lease was made for the term from January 1, 1882 to 
December 31, 1896 for the sum of $100 which means that the site 
became a stop on the Wicomico River for the steamboats as they plied 
from Baltimore to Salisbury and back. Figure 12 shows an 
advertisement from the May 4, 1889 edition of the Salisbury Advertiser newspaper showing that the 
Steamboat Enoch Pratt would leave Baltimore at 5:00 pm “every TUESDAY, THURSDAY and SATURDAY” 
and be scheduled to stop at multiple locations along the Wicomico including the Quantico landing at 
Pirate’s Wharf for the year 1889.  
 
It must have been quite a sight to behold witnessing steamboats embark and disembark at the Pirate’s 
Wharf property back in the years from 1882 to 1896! But, Benjamin W. Truitt did not get to enjoy it as 
he died January 1, 1882, the very day the lease with the Steamboat Company commenced. However, 

                                                           
52 The 1877 Atlases and Other Early Maps of the Eastern Shore of Maryland – Bicentennial Edition, Wicomico Bicentennial 
Commission, 1976 (copies of the 1877 originals), pages 11, 50. 
53 Wicomico Land Records, Liber SPT5:382 

Figure 12 - Maryland Steamboat 
Company advertisement from the May 
4, 1889 edition of the Salisbury 
Advertiser newspaper. Note that this 
was for the Steamboat Enoch Pratt and 
had a stop at the Pirate's Wharf 
(Quantico) landing. 
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his wife, Martha (Hearn) Truitt, would get to observe the steamboat traffic along her farm for about a 
decade as she raised their children there and died April 12, 1892. The Truitts and some of their children 
are buried about ½ mile away in the old Methodist Church cemetery off Whitehaven Road on Senkbiel 
Road so we know they did not use the old cemetery on the Pirate’s Wharf property. 
 
After the Truitts passed away, the property was sold off in its entirety (350 acres) for $2955 when it 
was referred to as the “Ben Truitt Farm” in September 1895 to John W. Turpin by E. Stanley Toadvine, 
“Trustee in Equity for Benjamin P. Truitt” vs. Eleanor F. Taylor, et al54. Benjamin P. Truitt was the oldest 
surviving son of Benjamin W. and Martha Truitt. Turpin took out a $1500 two-year mortgage with 
James C. Derrickson to help pay for the transaction. By August 1900, Turpin was heavily indebted and 
was forced to liquidate the property for $5.00 to his “personal representative” Alonzo L. Miles of 
Baltimore so he could sell it and pay Turpin’s debts55.  

20th Century   
 
Entering the 20th century, the land that becomes the Pirate’s Wharf property was in a state of limbo for 
a time as it was sold off to pay debt to creditors. Alonzo L. Miles, representing John W. Turpin, sold the 
Ben Truitt farm as two transactions executed in December 1908 (with reference to a prior action in 
1901) and January 1909. Those deeds conveyed 186 acres of the land to Daniel J. Elliott and William K. 
Leatherbury (1858-1929) for $1550 and the balance of 164 acres to the same two men from L. Ernest 
Williams for $2015, respectively56. Elliott conveyed all of his portion to Leatherbury in March 191957 
and Leatherbury sold the land for $1.00 to William Truitt in July 1921 but the Truitts sold it back to 
Leatherbury in November 192358.  
 

An interesting sidebar here is that Daniel J. Elliott (1862-1931) was the man purported murdered by 
an African American man, Matthew Williams (1908-1931), in 1931 in Wicomico County. Williams 
was snatched out of his bed by an angry mob, pulled through a hospital window in Salisbury and 
hung by a rope from a tree on the courthouse lawn. He never received a proper trial and some 
people have speculated that it was Daniel Elliott’s son, James, who actually killed him over a 
financial matter. James Elliott (1893-1964) then tried to kill Williams who was a witness but failed 
so he instigated his lynching later. We will never know the true story of the affair, however. There 
has been a lot of local news regarding this story in 2018 as its details have been revived by parties 
interested in the history of Wicomico’s last lynching. It is interesting here in that there is a 
connection to one of the owners of the Pirate’s Wharf property back in the early 20th century. 

 

                                                           
54 Ibid., JTT14:504 
55 Ibid., JTT28:252 
56 Ibid., EAT61:518-520 
57 Ibid., JCK112:295 
58 Ibid., JCK123:430 and JCK133:138, respectively. 
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Captain William K. Leatherbury grew up in Whitehaven and is listed as an oyster packer in the 1900 
Census, an oyster merchant with an office in Salisbury in 190759 and is a canner at a cannery by 1920 
and still living in Salisbury. According to research at the Nabb Center at Salisbury University, William K. 
Leatherbury was co-owner, with his brother Charles, of the Whitehaven Hotel from 1887-1900. In 
1900, he applied for the job of Deputy Commander of the schooner Nellie Jackson,60 part of the 
Maryland State Oyster Navy police. With much backing from the Whitehaven and Salisbury community 
he was appointed that same year and served for years afterwards61. 
 
After William 
Leatherbury’s death in 
1929, his executors sold 
the land to William Max 
Malchow in September of 
that year for $10,000.62 In 
that record, the tract was 
known as the “William K. 
Leatherbury Farm.” The 
Malchow owners are the 
family that Paul Touart 
suspected built the house 
there in the 1930s that 
stood until 201663. Figure 
13 is a photograph of the 
Malchow house and farm 
c194764. The W. Thomas 
Hershey family purchased 
the land in February of 
1970 from Helen 
Malchow, widow of William Malchow. They transferred it to Wicomico County thus bringing us to the 
modern-day Pirate’s Wharf tract ownership. 
 
In an attempt to get to the bottom of when the Malchow house was built that sat on the property until 
it was razed in 2016, research was conducted into extant topographical maps from 1900 to 1983. 
Figure 14 shows maps from the years 1900, 1942, 1943 and 1983. These maps are the only ones that 
                                                           
59 1907 Salisbury, Maryland City Directory 
60 Nellie Jackson was a sail and steam schooner built in 1896 and served in a civilian role for the State of Maryland “oyster 
police” till she was commissioned as USS Nellie Jackson in 1917 during WWI and decommissioned in 1918 to return to 
civilian service. (Wikipedia) 
61 Salisbury Advertiser, April 21, 1900, page 8 (rally for support); Ibid., September 1, 1900, page 1 (appointment) 
62 Wicomico Land Records, Liber IDT160:163 
63 Maryland Historical Trust inventory document for Pirate’s Wharf Farm (WI-326) created by Paul Touart; July 30, 1996 
64 From Bill Malchow who was born on the farm in 1940. 

Figure 13 - c1947 aerial photograph of the Malchow house and farm 
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show actual property structures for the referenced timeframe. In 1900, only dwellings were depicted 
but, in the later maps, other structures are generally also indicated.  
 
In the map of 1900, as mentioned earlier in this study, we can definitively see a structure located at the 
end of the long lane that traverses the Pirate’s Wharf property extending all the way to the river’s edge 
(Note: it is right about where the point of the “A” of the word “STEAMBOAT” is on the 1900 map 
excerpt). This suggests that the house built by George Price/Benjamin Truitt by 1848/1860 was located 
near/at where the Malchow house stood in the 1930s-2016. But, in the maps from 1942, 1943 and 
1983, it is clear that the house and other structures are located offset from the entrance and 
consistent with the known location of the Malchow residence, barn and other outbuildings. 
 

 
Figure 14 - Excerpts from official topographical maps from 1900-1983 that show structures at the Pirate's Wharf Park property. 

This researcher believes the most likely scenario for the last 170 years, after the McMurray-Russell-
Denwood-Carey plantation era, is that George Price built his own residence on the property in the 
1840s as he purchased his land there. When he died in 1855 and Benjamin Truitt assumed ownership 
in 1859, Truitt likely lived in the Price’s existing dwelling house. In 1900, that structure was still 
standing as depicted on the topographical map of that year. It is also likely that William K. Leatherbury 
used the same house until his death in 1929 but it is unclear if he ever lived on the property as he was 
living in Salisbury from c1901 to at least 1920. After that, the Malchows purchased the farm, razed the 
Price-Truitt-Leatherbury house, or added to it, and built their own home, barn and other outbuildings 
in the 1930s. Paul Touart’s expert opinion rendered in 1996 seems to favor the former (razing of the 
original house) but an intermediate possibility exists that some of the structure/pieces of the older 
house may have been used for the 1930s construction. 
 
Another note from observations on the topographical maps is that we first see the “Pirate’s Wharf” 
designation on the 1942 map. This seems to be the earliest use of that moniker for the property. This 
researcher conducted an exhaustive investigation of land and newspaper and other records in an 
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attempt to find how the land originally got the name “Pirate’s Wharf” but nothing was found65. At first, 
it seemed that it might be possible that George Dashiell in the 1700s, who was a known contemporary 
and interacted with the famous picaroon, Joseph Whayland, might have somehow used this land to off 
load some of Whayland’s booty (and he was known to have sailed into the upper reaches of the 
Wicomico River). But that hypothesis proved incorrect as the George Dashiell who worked with 
Whayland was a different person and a generation separated from the George Dashiell who held part 
of the Pirate’s Wharf land until 1768.  
 

 
Figure 15 - Notable old landmarks on/near the Pirate's Wharf Park tract. The earliest is the James McMurray homestead (c1698-c1850) 
that stayed in his family for five generations. 

Another theory that has floated about is that the Pirate’s Wharf name may have originated during 
Prohibition (1920-1933) when bootleg alcohol was made and distributed through the lower Eastern 
Shore. Typically, the bootleggers would transport their product over the waterways on the Chesapeake 
Bay and its tributaries and the Atlantic coast to runners over land using souped-up vehicles to deliver 
to the end customers. A 1942 first sighting of the name for the property lends some credence to this 
assumption but, again, this researcher has found no proof or even remote suggestion that might link 
the name of the property by 1942 as “Pirate’s Wharf” to bootlegging activities.  William K. Leatherbury 
owned the land during decade of the 1920s and there is no indication that he indulged in bootleg 
activities (and, in fact, he was on the side of law enforcement with the maritime oyster police!). The 

                                                           
65 This includes a full text search for “Pirate’s Wharf” and its derivatives in the Salisbury Daily Times newspaper on 
newpapers.com from 1913-2018. The earliest “hit” therein was 1979 with the other hits since 2014. Other newspapers 
searched with virtually no leads include the digital collection at Salisbury University from the colonial times to 1924. 



Pirate’s Wharf Historical Study – January 2019 – Hitch  Page 30 
 
 

Malchows owned the land in the early 30s before the Prohibition amendment was repealed in 1933 
but they had no connection to bootlegging activities either. So, while not out of the question that the 
name originated due to bootlegging, we find no evidence, or even suggestion of proof, for such a 
hypothesis. 

Today (2019) 
 
While it would have been interesting had the Malchow house on the property that survived till 2016 
been of colonial origins, this researcher believes that Touart’s assessment of it being a 1930s-era house 
was mostly correct but with some potential revision. It is possible that it used a portion of the house 
built by George Price c1845/50 that shows on the 1877 map as owned by Benjamin Truitt. How the 
older house was used, if it was, could have been either the Malchow house was constructed of part of 
it as it stood or it robbed lumber and items from the older house that were used in the new 
construction in the 1930s.  Paul Touart was an expert in early lower shore architecture, however, and 
his report concluded there was nothing older than the 1930s in the Malchow house so that must be 
considered and respected. We may never know for sure but it is certain that nothing in the Malchow 
house would date before c1845/50, regardless.   
 
None of this speculation diminishes from the fact that a whole host of interesting structures have 
existed on the Pirate’s Wharf Park property since at least the 1690s up to and including the 1930s-era 
house. Multi-generational family structures existed here that provided shelter for very early settlers to 
the community including British, American, African American and interactions with Native American 
peoples. This history of Pirate’s Wharf is the history of this community and a microcosm of American 
history in general.  
 
Figure 15 shows, as color-coded stars, the primary landmarks this study has identified from the records 
that have been determined to exist within the bounds of the Pirate’s Wharf Park property as follows: 
 

• RED Star: Original James McMurray homestead from c1698 that lasted through c1820 and was 
the anchor dwelling of the property. It was owned by Price and Anne (McMurray) Russell 
through the late-18th century then to their son, James McMurray Russell and his wife Mary 
(James) into the first part of the 19th century. After that, it passed through minors in the family, 
to Francis Brady and family and finally to George Price in 1842. But it was probably long into a 
state of disrepair by 1820 or so and George Price built his own house closer to the modern 
wharf area in the 1840s, closer to where the Malchow house resided in the 20th century. So, it 
appears that the original McMurray house was not in use after the 1820s. It should be noted 
that, even over the 125+ years that it was in use, the house would have likely undergone 
several major repairs and perhaps even a rebuild as would any out-buildings. Unlike a pure 
brick dwelling, since it was a wood frame construction, it would require more frequent and 
rigorous upkeep. There is some evidence in the fields on the property of myriad old brick 
fragments that imply, at some point, some brick was used in the construction. This may have 



Pirate’s Wharf Historical Study – January 2019 – Hitch  Page 31 
 
 

been used for a chimney early-on which was common in lower Delmarva dwellings in the mid-
18th century for the wealthier class. 

• BLUE Star: The “George Price” cemetery where he and his wife were buried in 1855 and 1850, 
respectively. This cemetery includes more unmarked graves and was probably active much 
earlier. Its use perhaps extends back to the early 1700s and likely contains the remains of the 
McMurray, Russell and Denwood families INCLUDING probably one or both Revolutionary War 
veterans. It may also include slave burials, but they may be located within the old cemetery, 
near to it or elsewhere on the property. Also, the 24.6’ x 19’ brick wall/foundation there maybe 
an the remains of the very original dwelling house on the property66.  

• YELLOW Star: The Arthur and Rebecca (McMurray) Denwood homestead. The McMurray 
sisters, both married by 1778, had their land inheritance partitioned off to one another that 
year with each getting 200 acres. It is likely that the Denwoods moved into an existing structure 
on the James McMurray plantation, perhaps one built by McMurrays’ son and Rebecca’s 
grandfather, John McMurray, as early as c1727 and described as “much out of repair” in 1798. 
We know its location from a deed from the year 1800 from Rebecca (McMurray) (Denwood) 
Carey to her nephew James McMurray Russell. She died in 1802 and left the land to her son 
Arthur Denwood Jr. He died in 1806 and left it equally divided to his daughter Sarah Ann Eliza 
Denwood, his half-sister Elizabeth Carey and his wife Louisa (Cannon) whom he had married in 
1804. The former two girls were minors at the time. 

• GREEN Star: Probable location of the George Price/Benjamin Truitt house that was probably 
constructed by George Price c1845/50. Upon closer examination of the 1877 and 1900 records, 
it appears it was located near, or at the same location, as the Malchow house that was built in 
the 1930s. 

• ORANGE Star: The location of Cannon’s Wharf as called out in an 1814 deed. It is outside of the 
area of the Pirate’s Wharf Park tract but is of interest anyway as it was probably in operation 
during the 18th century as a point where sailing ships picked up tobacco and other crops bound 
for Europe and received goods like housewares and building material from across the Atlantic. 

• WHITE Star: The Maryland Steamboat Company of Baltimore steamboat landing and dock that 
Benjamin Truitt leased to them from 1882-1896. This made the Pirate’s Wharf location an 
anchor of the community for people traveling to and from and between intermediate 
destinations from Baltimore to Salisbury in the late 19th century.  

 
Unfortunately, none of these structures survive intact today but we can imagine how they appeared 
from the descriptions we can gather of them from the old records and covered within this study. The 
other structure on the property, near the steamboat landing in the Figure, was the Malchow house of 
the 1930s as described by Touart and whose walls echoed with its own family for the better part of the 

                                                           
66 Of note here is Ed Otter’s Pirate’s Wharf Cemetery Delineation report dated December 20, 2016 where he found six (6) 
other graves beside George Price and his wife and stated there were “probably more,” especially within a 25’x19’ brick-
enclosed area. This researcher believes it highly probable that the brick enclosed section is much older and may contain the 
remains of the McMurray, Russell and perhaps Denwood family members OR MAYBE a very old original dwelling house.  
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20th century, and it stood until it was razed in 2016. Figure 16 shows a closer-in view of the location of 
the historical landmarks and includes the 1930s Malchow house. The property has been important for 
the Delmarva community for over 350 years and, now the modern people of Wicomico County plan to 
breathe new life into it to honor that esteemed history.  
 

What Comes Next for the Pirate’s Wharf Park 
 
Wicomico County is embarking on the process of developing the Pirate’s Wharf property into a multi-
use park with walking/running/biking trails, a self-guided historical tour and other amenities for use by 
the community and to promote tourism. The storied history of the site makes for a unique opportunity 
to weave that rich history into the outside activities that a county park offers.  
 

 
Figure 16 – A closer view of the riverside portion of Pirate's Wharf Park property with a tighter view of the historical landmarks. This view 
also includes the 1930s Malchow house that was logged by Paul Touart in 1996 (magenta star). These landmarks are prime locations for 
inclusion into any self-guided tour that may be incorporated into the Park’s development. 

One idea that fits this perfectly is to incorporate a trail system into the parkland. To highlight the rich 
past history aspects of the park, an historical, self-guided trail would be constructed on the south side 
of Whitehaven Road and called the “Heritage Trail.” On the north side of Whitehaven Road would be a 
nature/forest trail called the “Woodland Trail” that would offer an experience to see the various flora 
and fauna and lush forest on the property.  Such a trail system would attract a wide variety of visitors 
interested in history, the outdoors and for physical fitness to run/walk/bike in a beautiful outdoor 
venue. Figure 17 offers one possibility of a conceptual trail system (and parking area/rest rooms). 
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Figure 17 - Potential trail system laid out for the Pirate's Wharf property. The Heritage Trail (yellow) would be a self-guided history tour 
and 3.10 miles in length for walking/running/biking. The Woodland Trail (orange) could be 6.20 miles long and be a beautiful forested 
trail for hikers, runners and bikers. 

The Heritage Trail could be set up to begin at a parking area that would be constructed off the main 
road and set back not far from the park’s entrance. The Heritage Trail could be 3.10 miles in length and 
embedded with stop-off points and signage to describe key historical points along its route. The 3.10 
mile distance is strategic in that it covers exactly 5 kilometers and would attract running clubs and 
other charitable organizations to use the park for 5K events and associated activities. Such events are 
active draws to other county/city parks like the Salisbury City Park, Pemberton Historical Park and the 
Naylor Mill trail systems and this could easily extend to the Pirate’s Wharf Park property.  For the 
history aspect of the trail, the following are conceptual ideas for signage to be set up along the trail to 
accommodate a walking tour of the site with each item number matching the numbers located in the 
Figure 18 image: 
 

1. Overall Historical Site Plan with Landmark Map/Timeline (1697-1930s) 
2. Benjamin W. Truitt family’s ownership 1859-1895 
3. 1764 Deep Creek and “mouth of the gut” with Cannon’s Wharf 
4. 1882-1896 Steamboat Wharf 
5. 1930s Malchow House  
6. 1840s George Price House 
7. Early 1700s- 1855 Cemetery with possible Revolutionary War burials  
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8. 1763 “Georges Meadow” land patent (possibly with some representative vintage log panel 
fence like Pemberton Park) 

9. c1697 James McMurray House  
10. 1600s-1760 Native American Trading 
11. Price Russell/Arthur Denwood Revolutionary War Service 
12. c1727/78 Arthur Denwood/Rebecca Carey House 
13. 1600s-1865 African American Influence  
14. “Whittys Invention” and “Whittys Later Invention” land patent divisional boundary (approx.) 

 
The signs might be approximately 24” x 18,” weather proof and fade-resistant prints on plaques with 
images and text related to the particular history event it covers. These plaques would be simply 
mounted using salt-treated lumber that would require minimal maintenance but they would need to 
be resistant from fading due to ultraviolet exposure to the sun. Some of the signs might also be 
accompanied with park benches for visitors to sit and rest or reflect. 
 

 
Figure 18 - Proposed 3.10 mile Heritage Trail with signage 

It would also be interesting to have regular distance markers mounted every 0.25 miles or so similar to 
what the state has done on the Algonquin Trails in the Pocomoke State Forest. Those markers are 
simplistic and inexpensive flexible plastic to designate how far along on the trail a user might be but 
also could be just a simple 4” x 4” pressure treated post with a small mileage indicator attached (the 
latter might be more appropriate for the Heritage Trail side of the system and the former for the 
Woodland Trail).  
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For the Woodland Trail, there would be no historical plaques as there is little of historical interest on 
that side of the Pirate’s Wharf tract. However, depending upon the budget and whether the County 
would be so inclined, some plaques could be deployed that describe the flora and fauna of the area 
versus what was here in the colonial times. Even if periodic plaques are not used, a sign showing the 
Woodland Trail map could be included at its beginning to alert visitors to the features of the trail. As 
with the Heritage Trail, distance markers every 0.25 miles (or more frequent) would be a nice feature 
as well for this portion of the trail system.  
 
The trail routing for the potential Woodland Trail shown in Figure 17 is entirely arbitrary and would 
probably require significant adjustment depending upon a survey of features encountered as the trail 
is planned and blazed (where it encounters water courses, foliage, etc.). However, the conceptual view 
here shows how a viable trail with a length of 6.20 miles could easily be constructed. This happens to 
be the distance of a 10K run which might be useful to attract runners, hikers and bikers to the site for 
training activities and charity races similarly to the 3.10 miles proposed for the Heritage Trail.   
 
The combination of the two-trail system would greatly enhance the potential to attract a wide variety 
of interested people from the community and beyond. The Heritage Trail, especially, would be a 
unique offering that could greatly enhance the attractiveness of the site to the more remote touring 
public. No other amenities would be needed to support the trail network except perhaps some picnic 
tables and/or a picnic pavilion for use by the visiting public and a public restroom.  
 
This study has covered in detail the rich history of the Pirate’s Wharf Park location. One could not ask 
for a more compelling historical background around which to build a park. It will provide a unique 
venue to attract the historian, the outdoorsy type, the fitness walking/hiking/running/biking crowd, 
families from the community and interested tourists from remote locations. The next step will be to 
turn this concept into reality with some form of a trail system and use it to enhance the attractiveness 
of Wicomico County as a history, recreation and tourism destination!   
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APPENDIX 
Timeline of Land Ownership of the Pirate’s Wharf Park Property 

 
  



Pirate’s Wharf Historical Study – January 2019 – Hitch  Page 37 
 
 

Pirate's Wharf Park Land and Ownership Timeline 
 

DATE REFERENCE COST AREA ITEM NOTES 
9/21/1929 WiLR-IDT160:163  $         10,000.00   350a  William S. Gordy Jr., 

Paul E. Watson, 
Nelson Schuster, 
Exec. for LWT of 
William K. 
Leatherbury to 
William Max 
Malchow 

 

11/14/1923 WiLR-JCK133:138  $                    1.00   350a  William T. Truitt, 
Josephine E. Truitt to 
William K. 
Leatherbury 

 

7/1/1921 WiLR-JCK123:430  $                    1.00   350a  William K. 
Leatherbury to 
William T. Truitt, 
Josephine E. Truitt 

 

3/14/1919 WiLR-JCK112:295  $            4,000.00   175a  Daniel J. Elliott to 
William K. 
Leatherbury his 
undivided half-
interest in the 
property 

Daniel J. Elliott was murdered victim that 
led to 1931 lynching in Salisbury. 

12/28/1908 WiLR-EAT61:518  $            1,550.00   186a  Alonzo L. Miles to 
Daniel J. Elliott and 
William K. 
Leatherbury 

 

12/28/1908 WiLR-EAT61:519  $            2,015.00   164a  L. Ernest Williams et 
al to Daniel J. Elliott 
and William K. 
Leatherbury 

 

8/28/1900 WiLR-JTT28:252  $                    5.00  
 

Alonzo L. Miles from 
John Wesley Turpin 

trustee to pay debts 

9/20/1895 WiLR-JTT14:504  $            2,955.00   350a  John W. Turpin from 
E. Stanley Toadvine, 
trustee for Equity in 
Benjamin P. Truitt et 
al vs. Eleanor F. 
Taylor et al 

"Ben Truitt" farm 

10/22/1881 WiLR-SPT5:382  $               100.00   small  Maryland Steamboat 
Co. from Benjamin 
W. Truitt 

15-year lease of waterfront and road 
right-of-way for 1/1/1882-12/31/1896 

11/3/1863 SoLR-LW8:456 $2500 87.75a William S./Eliza A. 
Roberts to Benjamin 
W. Truitt 

This is the same land as the James-
Cannon deed of 1808, James-Barkley of 
1811 and Barkley-Adams of 1817   

8/6/1859 SoLR-LW6:221  $         10,000.00  
 

Benjamin W. Truitt 
from John W. 
Crisfield, exec. of 
George Price  

Truitt purchases all the lands of George 
Price who died Aug 1855 

8/25/1855 SoW-JP5:256, 
SoAA-SWJ11:270 

  
George Price dies 
1855 and is buried in 
a mahogany coffin in 
the graveyard 

States to sell his farm and personal 
estate to pay debts excepting the 
negroes the rest of real and personal 
estate to children Charles W. and George 
Anna Price. 
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Pirate's Wharf Park Land and Ownership Timeline 
 

DATE REFERENCE COST AREA ITEM NOTES 
8/12/1850 SoLR-WP5:428  $            1,000.00  153.5a Selby B./Sally Ann 

(Brady) Scaggs and 
Lucretia Brady to 
George Price 

97.5a "WHITTYS INVENTION", 36a 
"CANNONS ADDITION", 20a "GEORGES 
MEADOW" mentions 1/4a graveyard 

1/20/1849 SoLR-WP4:039  $            3,000.00   50a  George Price from 
James M. Stone, Levi 
T. Hughes & wife 

"Greenwich" Susan Waters devised to 
Stone who contracted to sell to Hughes 
in SoLR-AH:594.  

5/16/1848 SoLR-WP3:075 $25.00  40a  George Price from 
John Curtis, Sheriff 
on behalf of Qsborn 
A.F. and Lucretia J. 
Brady 

40a "Georges Meadow" 

4/27/1848 SoLR-WP3:094  $               500.00   416a  George Price from 
Benjamin/Margaret 
Davis 

"Whittys Invention", "Addition To Hog 
Quarter", "Denby", Same tract sold by 
Sheriff on 2/14/1843 for executors No. 
35 Nov term 1843 

7/2/1842 SoLR-AH:359  $            1,200.00   116a  George Price from 
Osborn/Lucretia 
Brady 

"Whittys Invention" and "Whittys Later 
Invention," land originally owned by 
Francis Brady (bef 1775-c1829) this is 
land that becomes Steamboat Wharf in 
1882 and was formerly Thomas 
Winder/James 
McMurray/JamesMcMurray(gs)/Price 
Russell/James McMurray Russell/Josiah 
Russell 

1816-1829 unknown 
  

Francis Brady 
somehow acquires 
most of the land that 
includes Pirate's 
Wharf property 

Brady died c1829 (see Orphan's Court 
records) and the land transfers to his 
wife Lucretia (Twigg) Brady, son Osborn 
A.F. Brady and daughters Sally Ann and 
Mary Brady. Mary Brady died young and 
her portion went to the other three 
equally. 

10/9/1817 SoLR-JD3:244 $900 92.5a Joseph Barkley to 
Beauchamp D. 
Adams 

Same land Barkley bought from the 
James’ in 1811 

11/6/1816 SoW-EB23:246     Wrixham L. Porter 
LWT, land to son 
William or Levin L. if 
William dies w/o 
issue 

  

1/29/1816 SoW-EB23:237 
  

Josiah J. Russell's (of 
Accomack Co.) will is 
probated - it was 
written 6/17/1815 

Josiah Russell died testate between Jun 
17 1815 and Jan 29 1816 - no land is 
listed in his will but there is money from 
is father's estate listed. He was only 
about 21 years old at the time 

2/14/1815 SoOCP-1811/23:94 
  

Josiah Russell listed 
as under 
guardianship of 
Ezekiel H. James 
(earlier in 1811, it 
was Francis James 
until revoked Mar 8 
1814) - these were 
his uncles 
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Pirate's Wharf Park Land and Ownership Timeline 
 

DATE REFERENCE COST AREA ITEM NOTES 
7/22/1814 SoLR-JP2:054  $                    5.00  121.125a  Francis Porter from 

Matthew Cannon 
"WLI" and "Debtford" - this is a partition 
of old George Dashiell land from 1764. 

7/22/1814 SoLR-JP2:137  $                    5.00   81.125a  Matthew Cannon 
from Francis Porter 

"WLI" and "Debtford" mentions Cannons 
Wharf - this is a partition of old George 
Dashiell land from 1764 adj to E of the 
land to become Steamboat Wharf that 
identifies the land of the Wharf as 
owned by Josiah Russell 

9/7/1811 SoLR-U:263 $555 92.5a Francis/Louisa James 
to Joseph Barkley 

Plats out to be same land in 1808 James 
to Cannon deed but adds 3a to the south 
end. 

12/30/1808 SoLR-T:017 $500   89.5a  Francis/Louisa James 
deed to Thomas 
Cannon 

This land includes a wide strip along the 
SW boundary of the Pirate's Wharf 
property and the southern portion abuts 
to the west the 1800 land Rebecca Carey 
sold to James Russell. Louisa James is 
PROBABLY Louisa (Cannon) Denwood, 
the widow of Arthur Denwood Jr. and 
this is how the James' acquire the land. 

1/26/1808 SoAA-EB27:083 
  

James Russell's 
estate account made 
by Francis James, 
finalized 7/26/1808, 
son Josiah gets 
$1143.38 1/3. 

 

12/9/1806 SoW-EB23:108 
  

Mary (James) Russell 
leaves son Josiah 
Russell her thirds of 
James Russell's 
estate 

Mary Russell died between Nov 18 1806 
and Dec 9 1806 

4/10/1806 SoI-EB26:106 $1651.60  James Russell’s 
estate inventory by 
Mary Russell 

James McMurray Russell died c1806 

2/24/1806 SoI-EB26:405 $875.80  Estate inventory of 
Arthur Denwood Jr. 
by  Louisa Denwood 

 

2/11/1806 SoW-EB23:099 
  

Arthur Denwood Jr.'s 
will is probated and 
he leaves all his 
lands to his wife 
Louisa, his daughter 
Sarah Ann Eliza 
Denwood and his 
half-sister Elizabeth 
Carey to be divided 
equally with one 
getting the other's 
share should the 
other die. 

Thomas Cannon was one of the 
witnesses to this will and he ends up 
buying 89.5a of the land in 1808 from 
Francis James. 

3/5/1802 SoI-EB25:127 $425.74  Inventory of Rebecca 
Carey’s estate by 
executor Arthur 
Denwood 
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Pirate's Wharf Park Land and Ownership Timeline 
 

DATE REFERENCE COST AREA ITEM NOTES 
3/2/1802 SoW-EB23:044 

  
Rebecca McMurray 
Denwood Carey's 
will is probated 
where she leaves all 
her land to son 
Arthur Denwood and 
her personal estate 
to her daughter 
Elizabeth Carey. 

 

4/26/1800 SoLR-M:133  £40   13.25a  Rebecca Carey deed 
to James Russell 

Land in "Whittys Invention" and locates 
where her house is at the time. 

4/15/1800 SoW-EB23:007     Margaret 
(Nicholson) Porter 
LWT 

No land transaction but the third part 
hers goes to sons per John Porter's will 

4/2/1799 SoW-EB17:712     John Porter Sr. LWT 
leaves 200a to son 
Wrixham Lewis 
Porter and rest of 
lands to son William 
Porter. Wife 
Margaret 
(Nicholson) Porter to 
get her thirds 

Lands unnamed 

10/1/1798 1798 Federal Tax 
for Somerset Co., 
MD  

$940 200a Rebecca (McMurray) 
Denwood-Carey 
owns house/land in 
Nanticoke Hundred 

"On Wicomico River adjoining James 
Russell and the heirs of Robert Dashiell. 
Old dwelling house wood 30x16, one 
story, three windows much out of repair, 
kitchen 15x12, 40 perches, $120; an old 
barn 24x18, corn house 16x6 and 200 
acres of land, $820.”  She also owns 8 
slaves of which one is blind and exempt 
from taxes. On the other side of Rebecca 
Carey is Captain Thomas Cannon. 

10/1/1798 1798 Federal Tax 
for Somerset Co., 
MD  

 $               450.00  
 

James (McMurray) 
Russell owns house 
in Nanticoke 
Hundred 

"On Wicomico River adjoining Mr. 
Cannon. Dwelling house wood 34x20 
two stories 10 windows in good repair, 
kitchen 18x14; poultry house 10x12; 80 
perches, $450." He owns 9 slaves of 
which all are taxable and 5 are age 12-
49. This is James McMurray Russell and 
the land where the wharf resides later. 
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Pirate's Wharf Park Land and Ownership Timeline 
 

DATE REFERENCE COST AREA ITEM NOTES 
3/4/1793 SoW-EB17:238 

  
Anne Russell leaves 
all lands to son 
James McMurray 
Russell and, if he 
dies w/o heirs, all to 
son William and if he 
dies w/o heirs 1/2 
each to sons 
Solomon and Samuel 
Russell. James 
McMurray Russell is 
the administrator of 
her account 
conducted on Oct 20 
1794 (SoAA-
EB16:676) 

This is land of Price Russell who died 
between 1786 and 1790 

6/22/1790 SoI-EB15:678 £686.4.6  Price Russell’s estate 
inventory submitted 
by Ann Russell 

Many interesting items and includes 10 
slaves 

6/16/1790 SoLR-I:083 
  

Anne Russell "widow 
of Price Russell" - 
Price Russell likely 
dies near the June 
1790 date. 

 

8/30/1787-
8/9/1790  

SoI-EB15:541 £568  Arthur Denwood's 
estate inventory 
executed by Rebecca 
Carey 

She was Rebecca Carey by 9/7/1789 and 
the records mention she had 
intermarried with Thomas Carey 

8/9/1786 SoLR-I:082 
  

Price Russell still 
alive 

 

1783 MdTA 
 

 200a  Arthur Denwood 
owner of 200a of 
"WI" 

 

1783 MdTA 
 

 200a  Price Russell owner 
of 100a each of  
"WI" and "WLI" 
straddling boundary 

 

1783 MdTA    200a  John Porter owns 
200a of "WLI" and 
23.5a "Debtford" 

  

11/26/1778 SoLR-G:136  £0.5.0   200a  Partition of James 
McMurray heirs (the 
grandson of the orig 
JM) land to 
Price/Ann 
(McMurray) Russell 
from Arthur/Rebecca 
(McMurray) 
Denwood 

100a "WI" and 100a "WLI" This land 
ends up being owned by Josiah J. 
Russell, their grandson via son James 
McMurray Russell 
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Pirate's Wharf Park Land and Ownership Timeline 
 

DATE REFERENCE COST AREA ITEM NOTES 
11/26/1778 SoLR-G:149  £0.5.0   200a  Partition of James 

McMurray heirs (the 
grandson of the orig 
JM) from Price/Ann 
(McMurray) Russell 
to Arthur/Rebecca 
(McMurray) 
Denwood 

200a "Whittys Invention" 

3/18/1768 So-EB4:135     George Dashiell LWT 
leaves to 
granddaughter 
Peggy Nicholson, d/o 
Joseph Nicholson "all 
of that land 
Matthew Cannon 
deeded to me". She 
also to get his 
"Georges Meadow" 
patent unless Nancy 
and Rebecca 
McMurray pay the 
charges on the land. 
Those two get the 
land if they do.  

200a "Whittys Later Invention", 23.5a 
"Debtford" to Peggy Nicholson; 40a 
"Georges Meadow" to Nancy/Rebecca 
McMurray under certain conditions 

4/23/1764 SoLR-C:212    223.5a  George Dashiell Sr. 
from Matthew/Mary 
Cannon 

200a "Whittys Later Invention", 23.5a 
"Debtford" Mentions first bounder is 1/4 
mile above James McMurray's house 

11/9/1763 So Cert 955    40a  George Dashiell 
(1/31/1691-1768) 
has "Georges 
Meadow" surveyed 

posthumous patent awarded 
11/30/1782 (GD LWT) 

11/23/1761 MdAcc-48:041   Admin. Account for 
James McMurray 
(grandson) 

Mentions George Dashiell as guardian to 
the heirs of James McMurray 

6/12/1756 MdInv-61:372   Inventory of James 
McMurray 
(grandson) estate 
conducted 

James McMurray grandson died c1756 

2/6/1753 MdAcc-33:374   Maryland 
Prerogative Accounts 
showing estate of 
Elizabeth McMurray 

Elizabeth was the sister of James 
McMurray who died in 1739 and her 
account names the children of her 
brother John McMurray as James, Ann, 
Sarah and Betty McMurray 

2/25/1744 SoJ-1745/47:123   Ann McMurray, wife 
of James, was nee 
Jones 

Ann McMorie, aged 69, deposed about 
the tracts "Mannings Resolution" and 
"Cox's Mistake" for Daniel Jones, 
testifying that her brothers are Daniel 
and William Jones and identified Broad 
or Sloop Landing 
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Pirate's Wharf Park Land and Ownership Timeline 
 

DATE REFERENCE COST AREA ITEM NOTES 
2/7/1739 MdW-22:095 and 

SoW-EB9:213 

 
 400a  James McMurray's 

will leaves land to 
grandsons James 
McMurray and 
James McMurray 
Jones 

James McMurray's died between Nov 
1738 and Feb 1739 - 250a to the former 
and 150a to the latter with each to get 
the other's if die w/o male heirs – they 
also got his still 

7/19/1699 SoLR-L1:513 
 

 400a  Thomas/Elizabeth 
Winder to James 
McMurray 

300a "Whittys Invention" and 100a 
"Whittys Later Invention" 

9/23/1698 MdW-6:276 and 
SoW-EB5:104 

   200a  John Winder to son 
John Winder 

200a? "Whittys Later Invention" and 
300a? "Kickotan Choice" 

2/25/1697 SoLR-L1:410 
 

 400a  John/Bridget Winder 
deed of gift to son 
Thomas Winder 

"Whittys Invention" (300a) and 100a 
"Whittys Later Invention" 

6/7/1672 SoLR-SC:178 
 

 400a  Richard/Elizabeth 
Whitty sold 400a to 
John Winder 

"Whittys Invention" (300a) and 100a 
"Whittys Later Invention" 

4/7-
10/1666 

Certs No.  
 

 600a  Richard Whitty has 
"Whittys Invention" 
and "Whittys Later 
Invention" surveyed 
for 300a each 

 

 

 



















































































































































































1 
 

Environmental Assessment 
 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

Wicomico County Parks and Recreation has proposed the development of Pirate’s Wharf Park on a 

340.73‐acre property along the Wicomico River consisting of water frontage, open farmlands, a 4‐acre 

freshwater pond and wooded acreage across Whitehaven Road.  See Figure 1‐1.  There are no 

permanent structures on the property. 

This Environmental Assessment (EA) was prepared to evaluate the impacts of the proposed activities on 

the natural and physical environment.  This EA provides a basis for determining whether the Proposed 

Action, including associated mitigation measures, would result in impacts that would support a Finding 

of No Significant Impact or would necessitate preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement.  

1.1 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION  
The proposed Pirate’s Wharf is a new development intended to be used as a community park for the 

residents of Wicomico County and potential day visitors.  The project would provide public access to the 

water along a portion of the Wicomico River. 

1.2 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 
The main objectives of the project are to provide public access to and along the Wicomico River; provide 

multiuse, low impact recreational activities and programming for County residents; and maintain natural 

features of the property.  The proposed action will include fishing areas, a small boat ramp and/or a soft 

launch spot for kayaks and small water vessels.  In addition, the project will include a picnic pavilion and 

public restrooms.  The riverside, pond area, and wooded sections of the property will be connected by a 

trail system that will include interpretive signs and opportunities for educational programming and 

demonstration areas. 

1.3  PROJECT AREA 
The project area consists of approximately 340.73 acres in Quantico in Wicomico County, Maryland (See 

Figure 1‐1:  Vicinity Map of Pirate’s Wharf).  The project area is located along the Wicomico River and 

includes waterfrontage, open farmlands, a freshwater pond, and wooded acreage.   

1.3 STATUTORY AND REGULATORY AUTHORITY 
This EA has been prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 and 

implementing regulations, 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Parts 1500‐1508; NPS Director’s Order 

12, Conservation Planning, Environmental Impact Analysis, and Decision‐making (NPS 2011) and its 

accompanying handbook (NPS 2015a); Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 

1966, as amended, and implementing regulations, 36 CFR Part 800; and Section 7 of the Endangered 

Species Act (ESA).  This NEPA process is being used to comply with NHPA Section 106 and ESA Section 7. 
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Funding for the land acquisition was provided by the State of Maryland, Program Open Space, which 

limits the use of the property to public recreation and open space.  Funding was also provided by the 

Chesapeake Access Fund which requires public access to the Wicomico River. 

1.4 SCOPING AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

1.4.1 Public Involvement 

1.4.1.1 Work Group 

The Wicomico County Executive commissioned a 12‐member work group to provide recommendations 

for potential development of the property.  The work group included a cross section of stakeholders 

including members of the Natural Resources Conservation Advisory Committee (NRCAC), a local 

University Professor of Biological Sciences, the State Forester, a Coastal Compliance professional, local 

environmental education programmer, County employees, and three residents who reside near the 

property.  The work group met four times over the course of four months including a site visit to the 

property.  The collaborative work of the group included a survey of development priorities and resulted 

in a recommendation to the County Executive of the priorities and desired features to be included in 

potential development.  The work groups progress was presented to the Wicomico County Recreation & 

Parks Commission.  The Commission is a 13‐member group with representation across Wicomico 

County. 

1.4.1.2 Public Meetings 

County Capital Improvement Plan Meetings:  The project was included in the proposed County Capital 

Improvement Plan which included multiple public hearings during the spring of 2018 that provided the 

public with opportunities to comment on the project.  Public notices were issued at least two weeks 

ahead of the public meetings through press releases, the County website, and social media.   

Land Preservation Parks and Preservation Plan Meetings:  The project was included in the 2017 update 

of the Wicomico County Land Preservation Parks and Recreation Plan (LPPRP) which included a series of 

public meetings and was adopted by the Wicomico County Council on October 3, 2017. 

Pirate’s Wharf Master Plan Meeting:  The plan was presented to the public on June 17, 2019 and 

approximately 43 people attended.  Public feedback was generally positive on the Master Plan.  The 

public supported keeping the area as natural as possible while providing public access to the Wicomico 

River. Some members of the public requested that logging be prohibited in the forest on the north side 

of Whitehaven Road. 
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1.4.2 Consultations with Cooperating Agencies  

 

2.0 PROPOSED ACTION AND THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

2.1  PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
Under the Proposed Action Alternative, the Pirate’s Wharf Park would be constructed.  See Figure 

2‐1.  Proposed facilities include a 200‐person pavilion, a comfort station, parking for 125 vehicles, 

shoreline protection, boat and kayak launch areas, fishing/observation pier, pedestrian pathways, 

and gazebos and observation platforms. (See Figure 2‐1 Pirate’s Wharf Master Plan). 

2.2  NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
Under the No Action Alternative, current conditions and activities at the site would be allowed to 

continue including farming and hunting leases.  The Pirate’s Wharf project would not be developed 

and the public would not be allowed to access the site.   

2.3  ENVIRONMENTALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 
In accordance with the U.S. Department of Interior regulations implementing NEPA, Wicomico 

County is required to identify the environmentally preferable alternative, which is ordinarily the 

alternative “that causes the least damage to the biological and physical environment and best 

protects, preserves, and enhances historic, cultural, and natural resources” (43 CFR Part 46.30).  

3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

This section describes the existing environment at the proposed project site.  The discussion focuses on 

resources potentially affected by the implementation of the proposed project and provides a baseline 

for understanding the current condition of these resources.  This section also includes an analysis of the 

environmental consequences of the No Action Alternative and the Proposed Action Alternative. 

In accordance with the CEQ regulations, the environmental consequences analysis includes the direct, 

indirect, and cumulative impacts (40 CFR 1502.16).  The intensity of each impact is assessed in the 

context of the parks purpose and significance and any resource‐specific context that may be applicable 

(40 CFR 1508.27).  Where appropriate, mitigation measures for potentially adverse impacts are 

described.  The methods used to assess impacts vary depending on the resources being considered. 
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3.1  AIR QUALITY 

3.1.1  Affected Environment 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has established National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

(NAAQS) for criteria pollutants which are those that may pose a concern for human health.  Wicomico 

County is considered in attainment by the EPA and is not listed in the Criteria Pollutant Nonattainment 

Summary Report (as of November 2018). 

Construction activities can contribute to air pollution through land clearing, operation of diesel engines, 

and working with toxic materials.  Construction site activity will not be a significant generator of ozone. 

3.1.2  Environmental Consequences 

3.1.2.1  No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed project would not be built and there would be no change 

in the current level of ambient air pollutant emissions from the site.   

3.1.2.2  Cumulative Impacts of the No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative, in conjunction with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, 

would not likely increase emissions of principal ambient air pollutants. 

3.1.2.3  Proposed Action Alternative 

Construction of the park facilities would create temporary increases in dust.  Impacts to air quality 

would be expected to be localized and temporary.  No impact to regional air quality would be expected.  

3.1.2.4  Cumulative Impacts of the Action Alternative 

The Proposed Action Alternative, in conjunction with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 

actions, would not impact regional air quality.  The Proposed Action Alternative could have a slight 

effect on air quality in the immediate area for a brief amount of time through the operation of heavy 

equipment, but no long‐term cumulative impacts are expected. 

3.2 CULTURAL AND ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

3.2.1   Affected Environment 

The Pirate’s Wharf property includes the site of a historic farmstead, wharf, cemetery and potential 

archeological sites.  The Maryland Historical Trust’s Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties (MIHP) 

records the Pirates Wharf Farm (WI‐326) as situated on the west side of the Wicomico River.  According 

to the MHIP, the farm apparently consisted of a 1930‐1940 two‐story farmhouse and gambrel roofed 

barn.  The farmhouse was removed in 2014.  The MIHP also records an archeological site, Pirate’s Wharf, 

which is a complex of historic wharf remains on the parcel and in the Wicomico River.  The Brady/Price 

cemetery exists on the property and its limits were delineated in 2016 (Otter2016) .   

The property has a very high potential for archeological resources related to its varied human 

occupation and uses from prehistoric through historic periods because of its setting along the Wicomico 

River.  A Cultural Resources Assessment was completed for the property in 2009 (Otter 2009). 
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3.2.2   Environmental Consequences 

3.2.2.1  No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the park would not be developed.   

3.2.2.2  Cumulative Impacts of the No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, in conjunction with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 

actions, there are no cumulative impacts.   

3.2.2.3  Proposed Action Alternative 

The Proposed Action Alternative has the potential to disturb areas of cultural resources and 

archeological resources.  Archeological investigations will be completed prior to construction of park 

facilities to ensure that important archeological resources are not impacted by the planned 

improvements.  The survey will be conducted in consultation with the Maryland Historical Trust. 

3.2.2.4  Cumulative Impacts of the Action Alternative  

The Proposed Action Alternative, in conjunction with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 

actions, would not impact cultural and archeological resources.   

3.3.  GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

3.3.1  Affected Environment 

Wicomico County is in the Atlantic Coastal Plain Physiographic Province.  The Atlantic Coastal Plain is 

underlain by a wedge of unconsolidated sediments including gravel, sand, silt, and clay. 

The soils on site include the following soil types: 

Hambrook sandy loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes – 10.5 acres 
Mattapex silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes – 37.8 acres 
Nassawango silt loam,0 to 2 percent slopes – 7.3 acres 
Nassawango silt loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes – 1.5 acres 
Othello silt loams, 0 to 2 percent slopes – 255.4 acres 
Transquaking and Mispillion soils, very frequently flooded – 17.5 acres 

 
The Hambrook, Mattapex, and Nassawango soils are classified as Prime Farmland Soils and the Othello 

soils are classified as Farmland of Statewide Importance (USDA. 

3.3.2  Environmental Consequences 

3.3.2.1 No Action Alternative  

Under the No Action Alternative, the park would not be constructed and there would be no change to 

the soils located on the site.  The site would most likely continue to be farmed for grain. 

3.3.2.2  Cumulative Impacts of the No Action Alternative  

The No Action Alternative, in conjunction with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, 

would not impact the soils on the site. 
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3.3.2.3  Proposed Action Alternative  

The proposed action alternative would remove prime farmland soils from agriculture use.  However, 

most of the site would remain undeveloped. 

3.3.2.4  Cumulative Impacts of the Action Alternative  

The Proposed Action Alternative, in conjunction with past, present and reasonably foreseeable future 

actions, would not impact the floodplain. 

3.4  SURFACE WATER 

3.4.1  Affected Environment  

Surface water on the site consists of the Wicomico River and a pond near the southeastern portion of 

the property.  There is ongoing erosion along the Wicomico River along the northeastern property 

boundary. 

3.4.2  Environmental Consequences   

3.4.2.1  No Action Alternative  

Under the No Action Alternative, the park would not be constructed and erosion along the Wicomico 

River would continue. 

3.4.2.2  Cumulative Impacts of the No Action Alternative   

The No Action Alternative, in conjunction with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, 

would not impact the Wicomico River or the pond on site. 

3.4.2.3  Proposed Action Alternative  

The proposed action alternative would include construction of a boat ramp and shoreline protection 

along the Wicomico River.  A trail would be constructed to provide access to and around the pond.   

3.4.2.4  Cumulative Impacts of the Action Alternative  

The Proposed Action Alternative, in conjunction with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 

actions, would not adversely impact the Wicomico River or the pond on the property. 

3.5  FLOODPLAIN 

3.5.1  Affected Environment 

Executive Order 11988, “Floodplain Management,” requires all federal agencies to avoid construction 

within the 100‐year floodplain unless no other practicable alternative exists.  According to NPS 

Management Policies 2006 (NPS 2006) and Director’s Order 77‐2: Floodplain Management (NPS 2003), 

NPS is mandated to strive to preserve floodplain values and minimize hazardous floodplain conditions. 

According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Community Panel No. 24045C0210E, 

portions of the site along the Wicomico River are located within Zone AE.  Zone AE is defined as an area 

with 1% probability of flooding every year (also known as the “100‐year floodplain”) where predicted 

flood water elevations have been established.  Properties in Zone AE are considered to be at high risk of 

flooding under the National Flood Insurance Program. 
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3.5.2  Environmental Consequences 

3.5.2.1  No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the park would not be constructed and existing floodplain would not 

be affected. 

3.5.2.2  Cumulative Impacts of the No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative, in conjunction with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, 

would not impact the floodplain. 

3.5.2.3  Proposed Action Alternative 

Under the Proposed Action Alternative, shoreline protection would be constructed along the Wicomico 

River.   

3.5.2.4  Cumulative Impacts of the Action Alternative 

The Proposed Action Alternative, in conjunction with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 

actions, would not impact the floodplain. 

3.6  WETLANDS  

3.6.1  Affected Environment 

Wetlands were delineated in the areas in accordance with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ Wetland 

Delineation Manual (USACE, 1987) and the Interim Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers 

Wetland Delineation Manual:  Atlantic and Gulf Plain Region (USACE 2012).  These manuals utilize a 

three‐parameter approach to identifying wetlands, which includes the presence of dominant 

hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, and wetland hydrology.  All three parameters normally must be 

present for an area to be considered a wetland under the USACE jurisdiction in accordance with Section 

404 of the Clean Water Act. 

3.6.2  Environmental Consequences 

3.6.2.1  No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative existing conditions would continue and no wetland resources would be 

impacted. 

3.6.2.2  Cumulative Impacts of the No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative, in conjunction with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, 

would not impact wetland resources. 

3.6.2.3  Proposed Action Alternative 

Under the Proposed Action, wetlands along the Wicomico River would be affected by the construction 

of shoreline stabilization.  Permits will be obtained from the US Army Corps of Engineers and the 

Maryland Department of the Environment for any alteration of the wetlands.  Other wetlands mapped 

on the site would not be affected.   



8 
 

3.6.2.4  Cumulative Impacts of the Action Alternative 

The Proposed Action Alternative, in conjunction with past present and reasonably foreseeable future 

actions, would not impact wetland resources. 

3.7  MIGRATORY BIRDS 

3.7.1.  Affected Environment 

The term “migratory birds applies to native bird species protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

(MBTA) (16 U.S. C. 703‐711).  Under the MBTA it is unlawful to take, kill, or possess migratory Birds.  

Executive Order 13186 issued January 11, 2001, further defines the responsibilities of federal agencies 

to protect migratory birds.  The order requires the NPS to evaluate the effects of federal actions on 

migratory birds.  There is also a Memorandum of Understanding between the NPS and the USFWS to 

promote the conservation of migratory birds. The purpose of the MOU is to strengthen migratory bird 

conservation by identifying and implementing strategies promoting conservation and to avoid or 

minimize adverse impacts on migratory birds. 

The following migratory birds are of particular concern because they occur on the USFWS Birds of 

Conservation Concern list or because they warrant special attention in the project area. 

1.  Bald Eagle – This is not a BCC in this area but warrants attention because of the Eagle Act.  However, 

no bald eagle nests were observed on or adjacent to the project area.  It is likely that bald eagles use the 

habitat for hunting. 

2.  Prairie Warbler – This is a Bird of Conservation Concern throughout its range.  The prairie warbler 

occurs in brushy slashings, bushy pastures, and low pines. It breeds in dry, old clearings, edges of forest, 

and sandy pine barrens with undergrowth of scrub oaks, especially on ends of slopes and ridges.  The 

prairie warbler likes thick second‐growth of hickory, dogwood, hazel, or laurel with blackberry vines. 

Habitat for the warbler may occur on site. 

3.  Prothonotary Warbler ‐ This is a Bird of Conservation Concern throughout its range.  Prothonotary 

Warblers breed in flooded bottomland forests, wooded swamps, and forests near lakes and streams. 

They tend to avoid forest patches smaller than about 250 acres or forest borders less than 100 feet 

wide. During migration they stop in coastal areas, marshes, citrus groves, and scrub to refuel.  Habitat 

for the Prothonotary Warbler may occur on the forested portion of the site on the north side of 

Whitehaven Road. 

4.  Wood Thrush – This is a Bird of Conservation Concern throughout its range.  Wood Thrushes breed 

throughout mature deciduous and mixed forests in eastern North America, most commonly those with 

American beech, sweet gum, red maple, black gum, eastern hemlock, flowering dogwood, American 

hornbeam, oaks, or pines.  Habitat may occur on the forested portion of the site on the north side of 

Whitehaven Road. 

3.7.2  Environmental Consequences 

3.7.2.1  No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, no direct impacts to migratory birds would be expected.   
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3.7.2.2  Cumulative Impacts of the No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative, in conjunction with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, 

would have no cumulative impact to migratory birds.   

3.7.2.3  Proposed Action Alternative 

The Proposed Action Alternative would not impact the forested portions of the site that provide habitat 

for the Birds of Conservation Concern.   

3.7.2.4  Cumulative Impacts of the Action Alternative 

The proposed Action Alternative, in conjunction with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 

actions, is not expected to contribute to cumulative impacts to migratory birds due to the small scale of 

the proposed project. 

 3.8  VISITOR USE AND EXPERIENCE 

3.8.1 Affected Environment  

The project area proposed for Pirates Wharf is currently in agricultural use.  There is limited access to 

the Wicomico River for the public in the area. 

3.8.2  Environmental Consequences 

3.8.2.1   No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed project would not be developed, and visitors would not 

be able to access the Wicomico River.  There would be no amenities, support services or interpretive 

information provided for visitor use.   

3.8.2.2  Cumulative Impacts of the No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, in conjunction with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 

actions, the visitor experience for the area would not exist due to lack of amenities.   

3.8.2.3  Proposed Action Alternative 

Under the Proposed Action Alternative, development would include a boat ramp, parking areas, and 

public restrooms which would allow visitors to access the Wicomico River. 

3.8.2.4  Cumulative Impacts of the Action Alternative 

The Proposed Action Alternative, in conjunction with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 

actions would result in long‐term and beneficial impacts on visitor use and experience and recreational 

opportunities.  The cumulative impact of this is expected to be minimal as no other new development is 

anticipated for the area. 

3.9  IMPACT TOPICS DISMISSED FROM FURTHER ANALYSIS 

3.9.1 Vegetation 

The proposed park facilities will be located on the southeastern portion of the property on the southern 

side of Whitehaven Road.  The property has been in agricultural use and there will be minimal 

disturbance to existing natural communities.  The portion of the property on the northern side of 
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Whitehaven Road and future plans may include trail construction but no other removal of vegetation, 

thus this topic was dismissed from further consideration. 

3.9.2 Wildlife 

The site supports wildlife common to Wicomico County including mammals, birds, amphibians and 

reptiles. Wildlife use of the site is expected to continue unchanged with the construction of the 

proposed park facilities, thus this topic was dismissed from further consideration.  The amount of 

habitat disturbed would be relatively small compared to the amount of habitat on site and in the 

surrounding area. 

3.9.3  Threatened and Endangered Species 

There are no known sensitive species on or near the site based on a review of mapping on the Maryland 

Environmental Resources and Land Information Network (MERLIN) and correspondence from the 

Maryland Department of Natural Resources (See Section 5.0).  .  Similarly, the US Fish and Wildlife 

Service Information for Planning and Conservation Trust Resources Report show there are no 

endangered species or critical habitats on site.  A copy of the report is included in Section 5‐0.  There 

would be no impacts on threatened and endangered species, thus the topic was dismissed from further 

consideration. 

3.9.4  Climate Change 

The relatively small scale of the project and limited amount and short duration of construction is not 

expected to be a significant source of emissions contributing to climate change.  Overall use of the area 

is not expected to significantly increase and would not modify existing surrounding area uses.  

Therefore, the analysis of climate change was dismissed from further consideration. 

3.9.5 Socioeconomic Values 

Construction of Pirate’s Wharf Park would neither change local and regional land use nor appreciably 

affect local businesses or other agencies.  Short‐term benefits to the economy would occur during the 

construction phase of the project.  Construction of the parking lots, boat ramps and other amenities 

would require some use of the local labor force and locally sourced materials.  Visitors to the park may 

increase business to some local businesses.  The impacts on the socioeconomic environment would be 

minimal, thus the topic was dismissed from further consideration. 

3.9.6  Environmental Justice 

Executive Order 12898, “General Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and 

Low‐Income Populations,” requires all federal agencies to incorporate environmental justice into their 

missions by identifying and addressing disproportionately high and adverse human health or 

environmental effects of their programs and policies on minorities and low‐income populations and 

communities.  The Proposed Action Alternative would not have any adverse health or environmental 

effects on minorities or low‐income populations and communities because the proposed site is 

undeveloped county‐owned land and does not contain a resident population.  Neighboring residential 

communities would not be displaced or impacted.  Therefore, environmental justice has been dismissed 

from further consideration. 
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3.10  MITIGATION MEASURES AND PERMITS FOR THE ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
 

Table 3‐1:  Summary of Mitigation Measures and Permits Required 

Environmental Analysis Topic  Mitigation Measures  Possible Permits 

Air Quality  Construction BMPs would be 
used 

None known 

Cultural and Archaeological 
Resources 

Phase I and II Archaeological 
surveys would be conducted 
as necessary in areas 
proposed for disturbance 

None known 

Geology and Soils  BMPs would be implemented 
to minimize soil erosion 
during construction 

Sediment and Erosion 
Control Permit 

Surface Water  BMPs would be implemented 
to protect water quality 

US Army Corps of Engineers 
Permit; Maryland 
Department of Environment 
Permit 

Wetlands  1:1 Mitigation may be 
required as part of the 
permitting process 

US Army Corps of Engineers 
Permit; Maryland 
Department of Environment 
Permit 

Migratory Birds  No mitigation measures are 
expected to be necessary 

None known 

Visitor Use and Experience  No mitigation measures are 
expected to be necessary 

None known 

 

4.0 LIST OF PREPARERS AND CONTRIBUTORS 

Steve Miller, Director, Wicomico County Recreation and Parks, 500 Glen Avenue, Salisbury, 

Maryland 21804 

Noreen Davis, President, Davis & Associates Environmental Consulting LLC, PO Box 733, 

Chestertown, MD 21620 

Ken Eaton, Senior Project Manager, Davis, Bowen & Friedel, Inc., 106 North Washington Street, 

Suite 103, Easton, MD 21601 

5.0 CORRESPONDENCE 

Maryland Department of Planning State Clearinghouse Recommendation dated June 21, 2018 

Maryland Department of Planning, Maryland Historical Trust letters dated June 19, 2018 and 

August 16, 2018 
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Maryland Department of Natural Resources, Wildlife and Heritage Service, email from Lori Byrne, 

September 28, 2018. 

U.S Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, dated March 1, 2019 

6.0 REFERENCES 

Otter, E.  (2016)Delineation of the Brady/Price Cemetery at Pirate’s Wharf.  Wicomico County, 

Salisbury,MD. 

Otter, E.  (2009) Cultural Resources Assessment, Pirate’s Wharf, Wicomico County, MD. Wicomico 

County, Salisbury,MD. 

7.0 LIST OF FIGURES AND TABLES 

Figure 1‐1 – Vicinity Map 

Figure 2‐1 – Master Plan 
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A. 

B. 

C. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

D. 

E. 

Wicomico County, MD
Monday, July 1, 2019

Chapter 125. Critical Area Resource Protection

Article III. Development Standards

§ 125-20. Limited development areas and resource conservation
areas.

All development and redevelopment in LDA's and RCA's shall be subject to the following development
standards and/or conditions, in addition to those established elsewhere in this chapter, except that
development on lots qualifying under § 125-8 must only comply with these provisions insofar as
possible as determined by the Wicomico County Planning and Zoning Commission.

All sites for which development activities are proposed shall identify environmental or natural
features on that portion of the site within the critical area and shall obtain a Chesapeake Bay
Critical Area compliance certificate.

Site development shall be designed to assure that those features or resources identified as habitat
protection areas in Section 9 of the Wicomico County Critical Area Program are afforded
protection.

Roads, bridges and utilities serving development shall be so located as to avoid disturbances to
habitat protection areas. When no alternative exists and such infrastructure must cross or be
located in habitat protection areas, the developer shall show that impacts to habitats have been
minimized and that no feasible alternative location for such infrastructure exists.

All development activities that must cross or affect streams in the critical area shall:
[Amended 6-26-2001 by Bill No. 2001-11]

Be located outside of the Buffer and shall be designed in a manner to reduce increases in
flood, frequency and severity.

Provide for the retention of natural streambed substrate.

Minimize adverse impacts to water quality and stormwater runoff.

Retain the existing tree canopy so as to maintain stream water temperature within normal
variation.

Development activities shall be located and designed to provide for the maintenance of the
existing wildlife and plant habitats on the site and to maintain continuity with those on adjacent
sites. When wildlife corridors exist or are proposed, they shall include any existing habitat
protection areas and connect large forested areas on or adjacent to the site. Maintenance of
wildlife corridors shall be ensured through the establishment of conservation easements,
restrictive covenants or similar instruments through which the corridor is preserved by public or
private groups, including homeowners' associations, nature trusts or other organizations approved
by the County.

https://ecode360.com/print/10168926#10168926
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

(e) 

(f) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

F. 

G. 

That the total acreage in forest cover shall be maintained or, preferably increased. Forest and
developed woodlands, as defined by the Wicomico County Critical Area Program, shall be created
or protected in accordance with the following:
[Amended 6-26-2001 by Bill No. 2001-11]

When less than fifteen-percent forest exists on the site, at least fifteen-percent of the gross
site area shall be afforested. The location of the afforested area should be designed to
reinforce protection to habitats on the site or to provide connections between forested areas
when they are present on adjacent sites.

When forests or developed woodland exists on the site and proposed development requires
the cutting or clearing of trees, areas proposed for clearing shall be identified on the proposed
development plan.

The developer shall submit proposed plans for development showing areas to be cleared,
reforested and/or afforested to the Maryland Forest, Park and Wildlife Service for comments
and recommendations and shall transmit the comments to the Department of Planning,
Zoning and Community Development.

A grading permit shall be obtained prior to any clearing or cutting associated with proposed
development. No grading permit shall be approved until the proposed development activity
has been reviewed and received a final Chesapeake Bay Critical Areas compliance
certificate.

Cutting or clearing which is associated with development shall be subject to the following
limits and replacement conditions:

Removal of forest or developed woodland cover in the Buffer is prohibited.

All forests cleared or developed shall be replaced on not less than an equal-area basis
on the site or on an alternative site in the critical area approved by the Planning and
Zoning Commission.

No more than 20% of the forested or developed woodland within the site proposed for
development may be removed (except as provided for below), and the remaining 80%
shall be maintained as forest cover through the use of appropriate instruments (e.g.,
easements or recorded restrictive covenants) as approved by the County.

The clearing of forest or developed woodlands of up to 20% shall be replaced on an area
basis of 1:1. A developer may propose clearing up to 30% of the forest or developed
woodland on a site, provided that the reforested area shall consist of 1.5 times the total
surface acreage of the disturbed forest or developed woodland.

If more than 30% of the forest on a site is cleared, the forest is required to be replanted at
three times the total area of the cleared forest.

If the cutting of forests occurs before a grading permit is obtained, the forest is required
to be replanted according to the requirement in Subsection F(5)(e) above.

Surety in the form of a performance bond or other means acceptable to the County shall be
provided in an amount suitable to assure forest replacement as required.

The forests and developed woodlands required to be retained or created through afforestation
or reforestation shall be maintained through restrictive covenants, easements or similar
instruments in a form approved by the County.

Development on slopes of 15% of greater shall be prohibited unless such development is
demonstrated to be the only effective way to maintain or improve slope stability.

https://ecode360.com/print/10168936#10168936
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(a) 

(b) 

(4) 

H. 

[1]

I. 

J. 

(a) 

(1) 

K. 

[Amended 6-26-2001 by Bill No. 2001-11]

Except as otherwise provided in this subsection for stormwater runoff, man-made impervious
surfaces are limited to 15% of the gross site area except as follows:
[Amended 6-13-1991 by Bill No. 1991-2; 6-26-2001 by Bill No. 2001-11]

If a parcel or lot 1/2 acre or less in size existed on or before December 1, 1985, then man-
made impervious surfaces are limited to 25% of the parcel or lot. Impervious surfaces on such
parcels or lots may cover up to 31.25% of the parcel or lot or 500 square feet more than 25%
of the parcel or lot, whichever is greater, provided the conditions as stated in Subsection H(4)
below are met.

If a parcel or lot greater than 1/4 acre and less than one acre in size existed on or before
December 1, 1985, then man-made impervious surfaces associated with that development
are limited to 15% of the parcel or lot or 5,445 square feet, whichever is greater, provided the
conditions as stated below are met.

If an individual lot one acre or less in size is part of a subdivision approved after December 1,
1985, then man-made impervious surfaces of the lot may not exceed 25% of the lot. However,
the total of the impervious surfaces over the entire subdivision may not exceed 15%.

If impervious surfaces are expanded beyond 25% in accordance with Subsection H(1) above
or 15% in accordance with Subsection H(2) above, the following conditions must be met:

Water quality impacts associated with runoff from the new impervious surfaces have
been minimized through site design considerations; and

The property owner performs on-site mitigation to offset potential adverse water quality
impacts from the new impervious surfaces.

[1]Proposed development and redevelopment activities shall include measures for stabilizing
significantly eroding shoreline reaches on the proposed development site or otherwise protecting
property as established in the shore erosion protection provisions (Section 4) of the Wicomico
County Critical Area Program. Nonstructural shoreline erosion control measures shall be used
unless it can be conclusively demonstrated that such measures would be impractical or
ineffective.

Editor's Note: Former Subsection I, which required establishment of a minimum twenty-five-foot
buffer, was repealed 6-26-2001 by Bill No. 2001-11. Said bill also redesignated former Subsection
J as Subsection I.

Development on grandfathered lots must fully comply with the critical area program provisions or a
variance shall be required.
[Added 6-26-2001 by Bill No. 2001-11]

All development of critical area programs shall be subject to the following complementary existing
state laws and regulations:
[Added 6-26-2001 by Bill No. 2001-11]

For soil erosion and sediment control (COMAR 26.09.01):

In order to prevent soil erosion and sedimentation, a soil erosion and sedimentation
control plan shall be required whenever a development within the critical area will involve
any clearing, grading, transporting, or other form of disturbance to land by the movement
of earth. This plan shall be consistent with the requirements of Natural Resources Article
§ 8-1101 through 8-1108, the Environment Article § 4-103 through 4-108 and 4-116,
Annotated Code of Maryland, and local ordinances. Sediment control practices shall be
appropriately designed to reduce adverse water quality impact.
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(b) 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(2) 

Jurisdictions shall require erosion control as the basis of sediment control plans within
the critical area.

For stormwater runoff (COMAR 26.09.02):

Limitation on stormwater runoff. Development may not cause downstream property,
watercourses, channels, or conduits to receive stormwater runoff at a higher volume or
rate than would have resulted from a ten-year storm were the land in its predevelopment
state.

Storage capacity. All stormwater storage facilities shall be designed with sufficient
capacity to achieve water quality goals of this chapter and to eliminate all runoff caused
by the development in excess of that which would have come from the site if it were in its
predevelopment state.

Stormwater management measures shall be consistent with the requirements of
Environment Article § 4-201 ET seq., Annotated Code of Maryland.
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PIRATE’S WHARF

November 20, 2018
Presented by: Wicomico County Recreation Parks & Tourism and Davis, Bowen & Friedel, Inc.



Public Input Meeting

Meeting Agenda 

• Welcome

• Process Overview

• Funding

• Work Group

• Public Input

• Master Planning



Review: Project Objectives

Work Group Objectives:

➢ Provide Public Access to the Water

➢ Provide Multi-use, low impact recreational activities and 

programming for County Residents

➢ Maintain Natural Features of the Property



Master Planning Process

❖Mapping Resources

• GIS Data

• Environmental Assessment Data

• Additional topographic information

• Physical Feature Identification

❖ Project Components / Layout

• Identify project elements

• Provide Connectivity

• Investigate Conflicts & Opportunities

• Prepare Option Plans

❖ Prepare Master Plan Report



Existing Aerial View

1. Woodland Area – North of Whitehaven 
Road

2. Farmland – Pond Section

3. Shoreline Section

1

2
3



Woodland Section

Woodland Area – North of Whitehaven Road

❖ 225 aces

❖ Wetland / Sensitive Areas

❖ Large Forest Tracts

❖ Existing Paths



Farmland – Pond Section

Farmland – Pond Section

❖ 109 acres

❖ Agricultural & Pond Areas

❖ Existing one way access lane



Water Access Area

Shoreline Section

❖ 7 acres

❖ Former Wharf Area

❖ Former House & Ag barn

❖ Mix of wooded, partially cleared, 
cleared water access, wetland, pond 
& existing cemetery areas



Public Input

• Objectives for this park?

• Primary Features?

• Wish List Items?
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PIRATES WHARF PARK
JUNE 17, 2019

PRESENTED BY

WICOMICO COUNTY RECREATION, PARKS & TOURISM
AND

DAVIS, BOWEN & FRIEDEL, INC.
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 Pirates Wharf Park Project Introduction
 Pirates Wharf Park Location and Aerial Footage
 Overall Master Plan – Phase I
 Park Area Highlights

 Event Area
 Boat Launch Area
 Observation Deck
 Fishing Pier
 Trailhead Parking

 Overall Master Plan – Phase II
 Questions

MEETING AGENDA
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PROXIMITY MAP
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BOUNDARY
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UAV FOOTAGE
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EXISTING
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PHASE 1
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Multi-Function Picnic Pavilion
 Family Gatherings
 Wedding Venue
 Event Stage
 Peripheral Scenic Views

 Parking
 Convenience Parking/Drop-Off
 Permanent Parking
 Overflow Parking

 Adjacent Amenities
 Gateway Pavilion – Information Boards/Comfort      

Stations
 Tot Lot/Playground
 Observation Deck
 Boat Launch Area

EVENT AREA
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 Public Water Access Road & Parking
 Convenient Drop-Off & Load/Unload Areas
 Boat Ramp/Trailer Parking

 Single Lane Boat Ramp
 Small Vessel Launch Area
 Floating Boarding Pier
 Shoreline Protection

 Soft Launch Area
 Canoes
 Kayaks

BOAT LAUNCH AREA
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 Scenic River Views

 Flora and Fauna Viewing

 Conversation/Learning Location

 Hiker Resting Area

OBSERVATION DECK
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 Remote Fishing Location
 Additional Observation Area

 River Views
 Park Views from River

FISHING PIER
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 Trail Access
 Northern Wooded Trails
 Meadow/Wooded Trails

 Historical Area Access
 1727-1778 

McMurray/Denwood/Carey House
 1698 John McMurray House

 Alternate Parking
 Quick access to Northwest Side of 

Park
 Large Event Overflow

TRAILHEAD PARKING
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PHASE IPHASE II
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QUESTIONS
PIRATES WHARF PARK
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