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CHRIS CHRISTIE
Governor

IGM GUADAGNO
Li. Governor

MAIL CoDE 501-04B
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

NATURAL &.HISTORIC RESOURCES
HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFHCE

P.O. Box 420
Trenton, Nt 08625-0420

TRL (609) 984-0176 Fax (609)984-0578

BOBMARTIN
Commissioner

March 18, 2016

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First St., N.E.
Washington, D.C. 20426

Dear Ms. Bose:
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As Deputy State Historic Preservation Office for New Jersey, in accordance with 36 CFR Part
800: Protection of Historic Pmperties, as published in the Federal Register on December 12,
2000 (65 FR 77725-77739) and amended on July 6, 2004 (69 FR 40544-40555), 1 am providing
continuing Consultation Comments for the following pmposed undertaking:

Hunterdon and Mercer Counties
Phase IB Archaeological Survey

Preferred Alternative Route Updates
PennEast Pipeline Project

FERC Docket ¹
CP15-558-000

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

800.4 Identification of Historic Properties

The Historic Preservation Office (HPO) was recently pmvided with the opportunity to review
and comment of the following Phase 1 archaeological survey report, received at this office on
December 15, 2015, for the above-referenced undertaking:

Ziesing, Grace H. Joseph Kwiatek, Eileen Hood, Robert Kingsley, and Brian Albright
2015 Phase 1 Archaeological Survey Report, PennEast Pipeline Project, Hunterdon and

Mercer Counties, New Jersey. Revised December 2015. Prepared for PennEast Pipeline
Company, LLC Wyomissing, Pennsylvania. Prepared by URS Corporation, Burlington,
New Jersey.

The above-referenced report represents a revised report to address consultation comments
pmvided in a letter dated October 22, 2015 (14-4462-12/HPO-J2015-262). Based on a review of
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the current revised report, all requested items have been included. Thank you for addressing
these comments. The revised report now meets the HPO's Guidelines for Preparing Cultural
Resources Management Archaeological Reports Submitted to the Historic Preservation Office.

The above-referenced report documents Phase I archaeological testing of the preferred project
alignment as of August 2015. Archaeological survey was conducted within a 400-foot study
corridor (200 feet on either side of the proposed centerline) in order to accommodate minor shifts
in design. Archaeological survey was limited to portions of the project alignment where
landowner permission had been given to conduct archaeological testing. The above-referenced
report documents archaeological survey conducted along 12.1 miles of the proposed centerline,
accounting for 32% of the project length in New Jersey and approximately 99% of the project
area where landowner permission was given.

According to the report, 6,259 shovel test pits (STPs) were excavated within the currently
defined study corridor. The study corridor was modeled for archaeological sensitivity, and field-
confirmed areas of high and moderate sensitivity were subjected to shovel-testing at 15 meter
intervals. Areas of low sensitivity were shovel tested at 30 meter intervals, and steep areas were
visually inspected and judgmentally tested.

The current program of Phase I archaeological testing identified seventeen archaeological
historic properties. Eleven locations were characterized as isolated finds. The remaining six
locations were recorded as archaeological sites with the New Jersey State Museum (NJSM).
However, two of the sites identified did not meet the archaeological site criteria set for by the
NJSM and were not given Smithsonian trinomials. The report makes recommendations regarding
whether additional archaeological testing is needed to assess the historic property's eligibility for
listing on the New Jersey and National Registers of Historic Places, whether avoidance is
feasible, or whether no further archaeological testing is necessary due to a lack of significance of
the historic property identified.

Archaeological Site 28-Hu-5 77

Archaeological 28-Hu-577 consists of multiple stone quarry pits and their associated refuse rock
piles. It was identified during systematic pedestrian survey and shovel testing of survey segment
NJHu85/NJHu99. Site survey identified approximately 90 stone quarry pits. The pits appear to
be the result of the removal of one or more large bedrock boulders resulting in a depression in
the ground. The surrounding rock at the edges of the pits show chiseVpin marks from the
quarrying process. A refuse pile of smaller, angular fragments is typically located on the
downslope edge of the pit. According to the report, no signs of blasting or infrastructure for
transporting large volumes of material from the quarry (e.g., canal, narrow-gauge railroad, etc.)
were identified in the field, suggesting that cutting and trimming activities may have been
conducted on-site and/or that the volume of material produced was relatively small.

A property record search of site 28-Hu-577 including deeds, wills, estate inventories and
accounts, industrial censuses, newspapers, local and family histories, and cartographic resources
revealed no evidence of quarrying anywhere within the site boundaries. The site was generally in
the hands of three families: the Holcombes, Coryells, and Ametts, who were directly involved in
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the building business in Lambertville and may have used material from the quarry. The three
families were wealthy and owned numemus pmperties, but none lived on the site.

As currently designed, the project's area of potential effects will pass thmugh the site. As a
result, the report recommends that a Phase II, evaluation-level study be undertaken to determine
whether the site is eligible for listing on the New Jersey and National Registers of Historic
Places. The HPO concurs with this assessment, however the HPO does not concur with the

proposed Phase IIplan at this time.

Based on the information provided, the HPO does not believe that the proposed research
methodology appropriately addresses the potential research questions regarding the
archaeological site. The HPO recommends further consultation with this office to further develop
a Phase II pmgram that will be appropriate to the resource in question.

Archaeological Site 28-Hu-5 78

Archaeological site 28-Hu-578 is a low density Native American lithic scatter. It was identified
during shovel testing of segment NJHu97 west of Lockatong Creek. Artifacts were recovered
from four shovel tests within the site and consisted of five jasper flakes and one chert biface
fragment. Two of the jasper flakes exhibited a dark red coloring indicative of heat treatment. All
of the artifacts were recovered from the plow zone soil horizon.

Two isolates, each consisting of one jasper flake, were recovered 60 m and 160 m to the
southeast. All three finds are located within 175—300 m of the mapped location of previously
recorded site 28-Hu-394, recorded by Max Schrabisch in 1917 as a "large argillite workshop
covering several acres" at the confluence of Lockatong Creek and Muddy Run (site ¹24-42-6-8-
I). The report states that it is possible that site 28-Hu-578 and the two isolated finds are
associated with the larger site, but shovel testing did not indicate a continuous artifact scatter.
Survey permission was not obtained for the tmct on which 28-Hu-394 is mapped, so the
relationship between the finds and the Schrabisch site is unclear.

Given its possible association with a site complex at the convergence of Lockatong Creek and
Muddy Run, the report concludes that archaeological site 28-Hu-578 is potentially eligible for
listing on the New Jersey and National Registers of Historic Places. According to the report, as
the undertaking is currently pmposed, the site is currently outside the APE and will not be
impacted by construction. As a result, the report recommends that the avoidance and protection
measures be adopted during construction to prevent incidental damage to the site. The HPO does
not concur with this assessment at this time /see report comments beginning on page 6J.

Archaeological Site 28-Hu-579

Archaeological site 28-Hu-579 consists of a dry-laid stacked stone foundation, a low density
historic artifact scatter, and a low density Native American lithic scatter. The archaeological site
was identified during systematic pedestrian survey and shovel testing of segment NJHu87 near
MP 81.2 southeast of Gravel Hill. The site is located on the eastern bank of a perennial drainage
at the bottom of a steeply sloped ravine.

20160328-0087 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 03/28/2016



HPO Project ¹ 14-4462-21, -22, -24
HPO- C2016-200

Page 4 of 11

The stone foundation (Foundation 1) is composed of dry laid field stone, some of which are
munded cobbles. The foundation measures approximately 4.8 && 7.6 m and its maximum depth
below ground surface is 0.55 m. The southwestern, downslope wall of the foundation is the best
preserved. The historic artifact scatter is concentrated around the foundation and extends
downslope to the drainage. A number of architectural and household artifacts were recovered
during shovel testing and surface survey of the area. Architectural components include brick
fragments and aqua colored window glass. Household artifacts include a mix of lead-glazed
redware, whiteware, and container glass. The Native American artifact scatter comprises three
jasper flakes and one late stage chert biface recovered from shovel testing of the area. All
artifacts were recovered from humic or A-horizon soils.

Given the archaeological site's possible association with oral tradition that states that the area
was inhabited by &eed slaves, the report concludes that archaeological site 2$-Hu-579 is
potentially eligible for listing on the New Jersey and National Registers of Historic Places.
According to the report, as the undertaking is currently proposed, the site is currently outside the
APE and will not be impacted by construction. As a result, the report recommends that the
avoidance and pmtection measures be adopted during construction to prevent incidental damage
to the site. The HPO does not concur with this assessment at this time /see report commenls
beginning on page 6J.

Archaeological Site 28-Me-386

Archaeological site 28-Me-386 is a moderately dense historic axtifact scatter emanating from an
existing farmhouse/barn complex and from a now-demolished structure within the complex.
Archaeological site 28-Me-386 was identified during shovel testing on segment NJMe35 in the
manicured grass backyard and horse pasture to the west and north of the farmhouse. The site is
located on the western side of Blackwell Road within the Joseph P. Blackwell Farm, which was
determined eligible for listing on the New Jersey and National Registers of Historic Places in
1982.

According to the report, a large collection of artifacts was recovered fmm shovel tests excavated
within the backyard and the adjacent horse pasture. Both household and architectural resources
were found in abundance. Ceramic types are dominated by whitewares (both transferprinted and
hand painted), but also include later (e.g., White Granite) and earlier (e.g., pearlware) types.
Most of the ceramics are likely to be tablewares, but kitchenwares and flower pots are also
represented. Numerous fragments of container glass were recovered, only a few of which could
be positively identified as bottles. Architectural materials include nails, bricks, and window
glass. Other functional groups are minimally represented in the assemblage, including just two
personal items (a button and a buckle), fuel (coal), and food (clam shell). Temporally diagnostic
artifacts suggest a use-period from the middle to late nineteenth century, and possibly into the
early twentieth century. Although a period of significance has not been established for the
property, the report states that it would likely span the construction and use-dates of the
contributing structures, which appears to be between ca. 1830 and the early twentieth century.
The report concludes that archaeological site 28-Me-386 is clearly associated with the
occupation period of the Joseph P. Blackwell Farm and is potentially eligible for listing on the
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New Jersey and National Registers of Historic Places as contributing to the historic property's
significance.

As currently designed, the APE passes through a portions of the site located on the opposite
(north) side of a gravel driveway from the main farmstead complex and the center of artifact
density. The report states that most of the artifacts recovered from the north side of the drive
were ranged along the road's edge, and were probably displaced during driveway construction or
maintenance. Two shovel tests within the APE were positive for artifacts, and the artifacts
recovered consisted of later types: a White Granite body sherd, a solarized glass bottle finish, a
single fragment each of brick and slag, and an aqua container-glass body sherd. The report
recommends that this portion of the site would not contribute to the overall significance of the
site, and therefore no further archaeological consideration within the APE would be necessary.
The report further recommends that avoidance and protection measures be adopted during
construction to prevent incidental damage to the remainder of the site. The HPO does not concur
with this assessment at this time fsee report comments beginning on page 6J

This assessment of contributing and non-contributing portions of an archaeological site is
inconsistent with the National Register Guidelines for Evaluating and Registering Archeological
Properties. As a general rule, because it is inconsistent within the concept of a site, specific areas
within the boundaries of the property cannot be excluded from the consideration of a property.
As a result, the assessment of effects on archaeological site 28-ME-386 needs to consider effects
to the site holistically and not exclude individual portions.

Site PE-Jvle27-Sl

Site PE-Me27-Sl is a dense historic artifact dump/refuse pile dominated by bottle and container
glass. It was identified during systematic pedestrian survey of segment NJMe27 in the rocky
uplands of Baldpate Mountain within Mercer County Park system recreation land. Artifacts
were predominantly recovered fmm the surface or within the first few centimeters of leaf litter.
The collected artifacts (n = 41) were dominated by household materials (78%), nearly half of
which were fragments of bottle glass. Fragments of sewer pipe were also found, but were
discarded in the field. Artifacts of note include a zinc metal screw cap Mason jar lid, a blue mold
blown "Noxzema" apothecary jar, and multiple Trenton and Mercer Bottling Co. beer and soda
bottles. The dump appears to date to the second third of the twentieth century, with a terminus

post quern of 1929.

According to the report, a site registration form was submitted to the NJSM, but they determined
that the site does not meet their site criteria, and a Smithsonian trinomial was not assigned. The
Pleasant Valley Historic District is listed on the National Register of Historic Places under

Criteria A and C, with a period of significance from ca. 1735 to ca. 1925. Its significance lies in
the fact that it is a "well-preserved example of an isolated and somewhat marginal agricultural
community that developed in the 18th and 19th centuries in the upper reaches of the Delaware
River" (Greiff 1990).Site PE-Me27-Sl appears to post-date the district's period of sitptificance,
and is therefore unlikely to be considered a contributing resource. Given the density of artifacts
and the possibility that it represents a short-term depositional event, however, the report states
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that Site PE-Me27-S I may possess modest information potential if an association with a specific
household or group of people can be established.

As currently designed, the project's area of potential effects will pass through the site. As a
result, the report recommends that a Phase II, evaluation-level study be undertaken to determine
whether the site is eligible for listing on the New Jersey and National Registers of Historic
Places. The HPO does not concur with this assessment. The HPO does not believe that further
archaeological evaluation of the identified resource will yield new information important in
history to warrant further archaeological investigations. As a result, Phase II archaeological
survey is not warranted.

Site PE-Me35-Sl

Site PE-Me35-S I is a low density historic field scatter. It was identified during shovel testing on
segment NJMe35 in the field north of County Route 632. The site is located within a grass-
covered agricultural field on the Princeton Research Lands. According to the report, all of the
artifacts were recovered from the plow zone in seven shovel tests, each of which contained just
one artifact (with the exception of one shovel test that contained three artifacts). The small
assemblage consisted of household and archi:ectural items, including whiteware, redware,
container glass, window glass, and mortar. The report states that although the terminus post
quern is 1815 (based on the presence of whiteware), it is likely this assemblage dates to the late
nineteenth century or early twentieth century. A small number of additional historic-period
artifacts were found in shovel tests approximately 90 m (295.3 feet) to the north and south of the
site, but only the main concentration of artifacts was designated as a site. There was no evidence
of structures, ruins, or features in the vicinity.

According to the report, a site registration form was submitted to the NJSM, but they determined
that the site does not meet their site criteria, and a Smithsonian trinomial was not assigned. Given
the diffuse nature of the artifact scatter, the small size and poor condition of the artifacts, the fact
that the artifacts were recovered from the disturbed plow zone, and the likelihood that the
artifacts are not associated with a specific house or farmstead, the report concludes that Site PE-
Me35-Sl is not eligible for listing on the New Jersey and National Registers of Historic Places.
As a result, the report recommends no additional archaeological consideration for Site PE-Me35-
S1. The HPO cannot concur with this assessment at this time fsee report comments beginning on
page 6J.

Report Comments

Based upon a review of the revised report, the HPO has significant concerns about the work
being conducted and the information as it is presented. Included below are specific details
regarding the HPO's review of the data presented within the report. Our comments are as
follows:

~ Based on the nature of the report, the HPO is unable to concur at this time with site
specific assessments of resource eligibility for listing on the New Jersey and National
Registers ofHistoric Places. As previously stated, current cultural resource survey access
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for the proposed undertaking is only a 32% of the overall alignment. The current survey
access represents a fragmentary and discontinuous assessment of the overall project
alignment. As a result, the HPO does not have sufficient information to appropriately
evaluate the nature and significance of archaeological historic properties at this time.
More detailed information regarding the entirety of the alignment is necessary for the
HPO to evaluate the presence and significance of historic properties identified within the
APE. Specifically, the HPO is concerned writing specific historic properties off'before a
fuller understanding of the nature and presence of historic properties within the APE is
developed. This can only be achieved by completing survey within the entirety of the
proposed APE.

~ Based on the current status of the undertaking, the HPO cannot concur with the
recommendations for avoidance of archaeological resources at this time. Currently, the
HPO has received no information regarding what the level of impacts regarding the
proposed project will be. As we currently understand the project, specific methods of
construction and the areas needed to undertake this construction are still being evaluated.
Therefore, the HPO cannot concur at this time that the work zones and recommended
avoidance measures are appmpriate for the proposed undertaking. In addition, it has been
the HPO's experience that while historic properties may be avoided during initial
construction, long-term maintenance of the right-of-way and or the pipeline may cause
impacts to the archaeological site(s) tltat were originally avoided during initial
construction. Therefore, the assessment of effects should include consideration of
reasonable foreseeable effects caused by the undertaking that may occur later in time, be
farther removed in distance, or be cumulative. As a result, further consultation with this
office will be necessary as project plans develop to address appmpriate treatment options
for the historic pmperties identified.

~ Throughout the report, there appears to be a disconnect between the assessment of above-
gmund historic properties and the assessment archaeological historic properties.
Specifically, the archaeological survey report notes the presence of landscape features
throughout the project alignment that are representative of prior land use within the APE
(e.g. dry-laid stone boundary walls). However, the report fails to assess these resources as
they relate to above-ground historic properties within the APE, beyond their presence.
Are these historic properties related to historic-period agricultural practices? Are they
potentially related to prior Native American occupation within the APE? A broader
understanding of the landscape needs to be incorporated into the analysis of resources
discovered during the archaeological survey to fully evaluate historic properties
identified. In addition, the report should take into account that the remnant features of
prior land use may be representative of a broader landscape-based historic property
within the APE.

~ Thank you for updating the report with a section discussing the presence of Holocene
soils within the APE in response to the HPO's October 22, 2015 request for further
clarification of field methodology as it relates to excavation thxough the full depth of
Holocene soils. While the report currently under review includes further discussion of the
presence of Holocene soils vtdthin the APE as it relates to the potential presence of
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archaeological historic properties, no reference information is provided to support these
conclusions.

In addition, a review of the published descriptions of the profiles for the upland soils
mapped for the project corridor indicates a variable degree of development for the B
horizons of individual soil series. Evaluating the degree of B horizon development and
the potential passage of time that it represents can be tricky, especially when aeolian
sediments are involved. Not. all of the uppermost B horizons can be assumed to reflect
development that occurred over the same amount of time.

Contrary to a number of statements throughout the report, a moderate number of upland
soils found in the project area are characterized as "deep" by Jablonski (1974) in his
description of Hunterdon County soils. The report needs to qualify what is meant when it
states that upland soils are "shallow." The types of upland settings crossed by the project
corridor could include deposits resulting Irom a variety of colluvial processes that could
result in the burial of surfaces/soils and the thickening of deposits worthy of
archaeological testing. Given the small areas that might be involved, published soil
surveys will not be adequate to identify them prior to fieldwork. This needs to be
identified and discussed further.

~ The HPO has specific concerns with the level of public consultation that has taken place
to better inform the results of the archaeological survey. Public engagement is an
important tool for identifying potential historic properties that may be located within an
APE. This was demonstrated during the initial survey effort thmugh the identification of
Archaeological site 2g-Hu-579 through consultation with representatives of the New
Jersey Department of Environmental Protection, Natural Lands Trust. There have been
several other instances where the public has engaged the HPO to identify the presence of
historic sites and this information has been passes on to the cultural resource consultant,
however, there is no evidence that further public consultation has taken place elsewhere
in the report. Have property owners, resource agencies, subject matter experts, local
interest groups, etc. been engaged? What has been there response? The report should
document this engagement and detail the results of this consultation.

~ The HPO has concerns with the level of background research conducted to inform this
project. The Native American backgmund section fails to demonstrate a familiarity with
the most recent literature and is less detailed in comparison with what is provided for the
historic-period. This could have an impact on the assessment of the significance of pre-
contact sites within the APE.

Given the general proximity of the upland areas of the project corridor to the Delaware
River and other high order streams, as well as the existence of known sites that can be
interpreted as camps or some type of residential area, it is surprising that more lithic
scatters were not found. This statement assumes that lithic scatters are, in many cases, the
result of forays out from habitation sites, i.e., they occur within a foraging radius of the
habitation site. What does this imply about settlement patterns and the zones being
exploited by the inhabitants of nearby habitation sites?
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With regard to lithic resources, a review of the artifact catalogue indicates that not a
single argillite artifact was located during the present Phase IB investigations. This is
surprising given the pmximity to known bedrock source outcropping, as well as other
sites where this lithic material has been identified. Given the lack of occurrence of such a
prolific resource in the Middle Delaware Valley, what does this imply about lithic
sourcing and procurement within the region? Can speculation regarding the age of the
lithic scatters found be made on the basis of what is known about lithic use patterns in the
Middle Delaware Valley? Why is there no speculation as to the possible typology of the
two bifaces found during the survey? While broken, there is a sufficient amount of
material to support some cautious speculation regarding typology and chronological
association.

Based on a review of information provided in the report, many "high sensitivity" areas
for the occurrence of pre-contact sites were identified within the APE, yet few sites of
any type were found. The archaeological sensitivity model and variables used for the
designation of sensitivity areas should be addressed and discussed. To what degree do the
specific association of previously recorded upland sites in and adjacent to project corridor
compare with newly discovered sites? Given the fact that lithic scatters could represent
forays out of camps or other habitation types of sites, the known location of
camps/habitation sites should be considered in future sensitivity models used in site
survey.

In examining the relationship of the project region to identified resources in the vicinity,
other studies have specifically linked portions of the project corridor with the settlement
territories of the native peoples who also utilized the landscapes of the Abbott Farm
National Historic Landmark. For example:

Stewart, R. Michael
1987 Gropp's Lake Site (28MelOOG), Data Recovery. Trenton Complex Archaeology:

Report 2. The Cultural Resource Group, Louis Berger and Associates, Inc., East
Orange, New Jersey. Prepared for the Federal Highway Administration and the
New Jersey Department of Transportation, Trenton.

1990 The Middle to Late Woodland Transition in the Lower/Middle Delaware Valley.
North American Archaeologist 11(3):231-254.

1998 Ceramics and Delaware Valley Prehistory: Insights From the Abbott Farm.
Trenton Complex Archaeology, Report 14. Special Publication of the
Archaeological Society of New Jersey and the New Jersey Department of
Transportation, Trenton.

Obermeyer, Brice, Robert Grumet, R. Michael Stewart, Jim Rementer and Greg Brown
2015 Cultural Affiliation of the Abbott Farm National Historic Landmark. Report of

NAGPRA Documentation Grant (40-12-GP-566) awarded to the Delaware Tribe
of Indians, Oklahoma.
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Wall, Robert, R. Michael Stewart, John Cavallo, Douglas McLearen, Robert Foss, Philip
Perazio, and John Dumont

1996 Prehistoric Archaeological Synthesis. Trenton Complex Archaeology: Report 15.
The Cultural Resource Group, Louis Berger and Associates, Inc., East Orange,
New Jersey. Prepared for the Federal Highway Administration and the New
Jersey Department of Transportation, Trenton.

What do the results of the current survey imply about the nature and use of these
proposed settlement/exploitative territories?

How do the survey results compare with what Custer and Wallace (1982) say about the
Piedmont uplands?

Custer, J.F.,and E.B.Wallace
1982 Patterns of Resource Distribution and Archaeological Settlement Patterns in the

Piedmont Uplands of the Middle Atlantic Region. North American Archaeologist
3(2):139—I72.

Given the small size of the lithic scatters encountered during the survey, the investigators
should comment on the degree to which their grid alignments and STP intervals would
have missed such sites. Since archaeological survey of the APE is only 32% complete,
this is important as it will help refine the archaeological survey as the identification of
historic properties moves forward for the remaining two-thirds of the undertaking's APE.

Based on the comments above, the HPO recommends a meeting with the cultural resource
consultant to discuss these concerns further and identify an appropriate path forward for the
identification and treatment of historic properties for the proposed undertaking.

Preferred Alternative Route Update (January 16, 2016 and February 23, 2016)

Thank you for providing the Historic Preservation Office (HPO) with information regarding the
most recent updates to the pmposed preferred alternative route for the above-referenced
undertaking. Based on the information provided, the revised preferred alternative route includes
reroutes and minor route variations to minimize impacts to multiple resource types. The Scope
of Work (SOW) for this project dated February 2, 2015, and the subsequent updated
Archaeological Sensitivity Model dated March 6, 2015, are applicable to the revised alignment.
Specifically, as outlined in the approved SOW, the project's Area of Potential Effect (APE)
needs to be modified to account for the reroutes and minor variations. Additionally, the
Archaeological Sensitivity Model should be applied to the revised alignment and areas of
archaeological sensitivity will require subsurface testing as defined in the SOW.

The HPO looks forward to further consultation with Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(FERC) and URS regarding the identification and treatment of historic properties within the
undertakings area of potential effects (APE) pursuant to FERC's obligation under Section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act.
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Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the potential for the above-
referenced project to atfect historic properties. Please reference HPO project number 14-4462 in

any future calls, emails, submissions or written correspondence to help expedite your review and

response. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Jesse West-Rosenthal (609-984-
6019) of my staff with questions regarding archaeology or Michelle Craren (609-292-0032) with
questions regarding historic architecture.

Sincerely,

Daniel D. Saunders
Deputy State Historic
Preservation Officer

Cc: Eric Howard, FERC
Grace Ziesing, URS/AECOM

DDS/KJM/JWR

20160328-0087 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 03/28/2016



Document Content(s)

14182153.tif..........................................................1-11

20160328-0087 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 03/28/2016


	14182153.tif
	Document Content(s)

