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6.0 Section 4(f) Evaluation

6.1 Introduction

The New Jersey Department of Transportation (NJDOT), in cooperation with the
Federal Highway Administration, has prepared this Section 4(f) evaluation to fulfill
the requirements of Section 4(f) of the 1966 USDOT Act (49 USC 303, 23 USC 138,
and 23 CFR 771.135). Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act (1966)
requires that the following conditions be shown for any project using any public park,
recreation area, wildlife and waterfow] refuge, or any historic property listed in or
eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places: 1) there is no
feasible or prudent alternative to the use of land from a Section 4(f) property; and, 2)
the project includes all possible planning to avoid or minimize harm to the Section
4(f) properties resulting from such use.

The purpose of the project is to address traffic congestion, mobility constraints, and
safety concerns on Route U.S. 1 and east-west cross streets in the Penns Neck area of
West Windsor Township, Mercer County, New Jersey, and its environs.

6.2 Description of Section 4(f) Properties
The following Section 4(f) pfoperﬁes are located within the study area:

Aqueduct Mills Historic District (SHPO Opinion 12/20/88). Aqueduct Mills is a

nineteenth century crossroads hamlet consisting of four houses and a dry stone wall,
located north of the Millstone River and west of Route 1.

Aqueduct Mills Historic District Extension (SHPO Opinion 07/08/98). The Extension
consists of a group of nineteenth century residential properties that are related to the
Historic District settlement to the north.

Covenhoven-Logan-Silvers House (SHPO ngnion 03/10/97). The Covenhoven;
Logan-Silvers House is a two-story wood framed Dutch farmhouse, the oldest

portions date to ca. 1836.

David S. Voorhees House (SHPO Opinion Pending). The David S. Voorhees Honse
is a two-story, wood-framed residence, typical of vernacular Italianate farmhouse
architecture.

Delaware and Raritan Canal State Park and Historic Disfrict (National Register
Listed: 5/11/75). The Delaware and Raritan Canal is a historically significant
engineering work associated with the broad pattern of commerce and transportation in
the United States.

Lake Carnegie Historic District (National Register Listed: 6/28/90). The manmade

lake was constructed to facilitate crew racing at Princeton University.
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Penns Neck Cemetery (SHPO Opinion 03/10/97). Penns Neck Cemetery is the oldest
in West Windsor Township, dating from the 1730s.

Pennsylvania Railroad Historic District (SHPO Opinion Pending). The former
Philadelphia-to-New York Main Line (NEC), and the Princeton Branch (Dinky), was

recommended eligible by the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission.

Princeton Baptist Church at Penns Neck (National Register Listed: 12/28/98). The
church complex consists of the original nineteenth century meeting house, a
nineteenth century tavern, and an associated church cemetéry.

Princeton Branch, D&R Canal Bridge (SHPO Opinion 07/08/98). The nineteenth
century swing bridge conveys the Princeton Branch (Dinky) over the D&R Canal.

Princeton Operating Station (SHPO Opinion 07/08/98). The Princeton Operating
Station is associated with the early twentieth century development of the East Coast

long-distance telephone network.

Samoff Corporation (SHPO Opinion 01/03). The research facility participated in the

development of the all-electronic compatible color television system, pioneering work
in liquid crystal technology, development of Metal Oxide Semiconductor (MOS)
transistors, and early development of music synthesizer and facsimile technology.

Washington Road Elm Allee (National Register Listed: 01/18/99). An allée of
American elms lines Washington Road between Route 1 and the D&R Canal. The
allee is an example of early twentieth century trends in landscape design.

Archaeological Site 28 ME 2 (SHPO Opinion 9/13/76). Site 28ME2 contains both

historic and prehistoric components.

Archaeological Site 28 ME 23 (SHPO Opinion 3/10/97). Site 28ME23 is dates to the
Late Archaic and Late Woodland periods.

Archaeological Site 28 ME 86 (SHPO Opinion Pending). Site 28ME23 dates to the
Late Archaic and late Woodland periods.

Archaeological Site 28 ME 291 (SHPO Opinion Pending). Site 28ME291 is a small
prehistoric site.

The reader is referred to Sections 3.4 and 3.5 of this EIS for more detailed discussion
of these properties, as well as the Penns Neck Area EIS Historic Architectural Survey, -
Volumes 1 and 2, prepared by John Milner Associates in 2002, Section 106
consultation was re-initiated at the beginning of the EIS process and is currently on-
going.

6-2 Penns Neck Area Environmental Impact Statement



Section 4 (f) Evaluation Chapter 6

6.3 Section 4(f) Property Impacts

This DEIS portion of this DEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation document presents an
analysis of potential environmental impacts from nineteen Action Alternatives and
the No-Action Alternative. This Section 4(f) Evaluation describes the impacts to
Section 4(f) properties for each Action and No-Action alternative.

The Action Alternatives have the potential to impact up to thirteen of the Section 4(f)
properties found within the APE depending on the alternative considered. Properties
within the APE that would not be impacted by any Action Alternative include the
Lake Camnegie Historic District, the Penns Neck Cemetery, and the Princeton Branch
D&R Canal Bridge.

Tables 6-1 and 6-2 present matrix summaries of the potential impacts to Section 4(f)
properties from each of the Action Alternatives. More detailed information on the
Section 106 effects evaluation is presented in Section 4.5 of this document and the
Penns Neck Area EIS Cultural Resources Effects Document (JMA, 2002). Following
is a comparative discussion of potential impacts by Section 4(f) property.

Aqueduct Mills Historic District

The No-Action Alternative would not physically impact District property. All Action
Alternatives would impéct the District by widening Route 1 to the west and removing
a stone wall that is a contributing element to the District. However, all Action
Altematives would improve traffic flow on Route 1, thereby having a positive effect
on the District.

Aquedunct Mills Historic District Extension

The No-Action and Action Alternatives, would not physically impact District
property. The A, B, E, and F Alternatives, as well as Alternatives D and D.2, would
reduce traffic volumes on Harrison Street, thereby having positive noise and visual
effects on the District.

Covenhoven-Logan-Silvers House

The No-Action Alternative, and the C and G alternatives would not physically impact
the property. The D, E and F alternatives would introduce traffic noise from WSC
roads, thereby having adverse noise and visual effects on the property. The Aand B -
alternatives would have a physical impact on the property, necessitating building
demolition or relocation. Archaeological investigation would also be required, and
possibly data recovery, if an A or B alternative is selected.
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Table 6-1

- Summary of Section 4(f) Impacts — Historic es and Parks
Alternative |  Penns Neck D&R Canal Historic District Princeton Branch | Lake Carnegie | Washington Road | Covenhoven- Princeton |  Sarnofl Aqueduct Mills | Aqueduct Mills | David Voorhees Pennsylvania RR.
Baptist Church Bridge Historie District Elm Allee Logan-Silvers Operating Corporation Historic District | Historic District House Historic District
. House Station Extension :
No physical impact; visual impact at |No physical impact. [No physical No physical impact: |Building | Eliminate access; [Land acquisition. |Remove stone wall; |No physical impact; [Possible land CR 571 bridge
Harrison St. due to increased traffic; ) impact. (P) reduced traffic on demolition. (N) |possible building [(N) improve traffic flow. |feduced traffic. (P) |acquisition and rehabilitation; possible
improved sight distance at Harrison ‘Washington Road. {demolition. (N) (P) visual impact, VDC |demolition of Princeton
St; reduced traffic at Washington & (®) lor2.(N) | Junction Hotel. (N)
| Alexander Roads. (P) No physu:al impact |.
VDC3.(P)
Al No physical No physical impact; visual impactat |No physical impact. [No physical Fo physical impact: |Building Eliminate access; |Land acquisition. [Remove stone wall; |No physical impact; |Possible land CR 571 bridge
impact; noise [Harrison St. due to increased traffic; ) impact. (P) reduced traffic on {demolition. (N)  |possible building |(N) improve traffic flow. %educed traffic. (P) |acquisition and rehabilitation; possible
level reduction.  |improved sight distance at Harrison 'Washington Road. demolition. (N) (P) visual impact, VDC  |demolition of Princeton
® St,; reduced traffic at Washington & ®) 1or2.(N) Tunction Hotel. (N)
| Alexander Roads. (P) No physical impact
) VDC 3. (P)
A2 rﬁ ‘physical Iﬁophysim impact; visual impactat_|No physical impact. [No physical #o physical impact: | Building Eliminate access; |Land acquisition. |Remove stone wall; |No physical impact; | Possible land CR 571 bridge
impact; noise Harrison St. due to increased traffic; |(P) impact. (P) reduced trafficon  |demolition. (N)  [possible building |(N) improve traffic flow. traffic. (P) |acquisition and rehabilitation; possible
level reduction.  |improved sight distance at Harrison ‘Washington Road. demolition. (N) (P) visual impact, VDC  |demolition of Princeton
(P) St.; reduced traffic at Washington & (P) i lor2.(N) Junction Hotel (N)
Alexander Roads. (P) No pbgn(;al impact
- (P)
A3 No physical No physical impact; visual impact at |No physical impact. |No physical No physical impact: anilding Visual impact;  [Land acquisition. |Remove stone wall; [No physical impact; [Possible fand CR 571 bridge
impact; noise Harrison St. due to increased traffic; |(P) impact. (P) reduced traffic on demolition. (N)  [possible () improve traffic flow. redneed traffic. (P) [acquisition and rehabilitation; possible
level reduction.  |improved sight distance at Harrison 'Washington Road. |demolition of (P) visual impact, VDC  |demolition of Princeton
(P) St.; reduced traffic at Washington & ®) building. (N) lor2.(N) Junction Hotel. (N)
|Alexander Roads. (P) No physical impact
“_ L VDC3.(P)
A4 |Nophysical No physical impact; visual impact at |No physical impact. |No physical [No physical impact: |Building Visual impact; _|Land acquisition. |Remove stone wall; |No physical impact; [Possible land CR 571 bridge
impact; noise Harrison St. due to increased traffic; [(P) impact. (P) reduced trafficon  |demolition. (N)  |possible ™) improve traffic flow. |reduced traffic. (P) |acquisition and rehabilitation; possible
level reduction.  |improved sight distance at Harrison | Washington Road. demolition of (P) visual impact, VDC  |demolition of Princeton
(P) St.; reduced traffic at Washington & (P) building. (N) I lor2.(N) Junction Hotel. (N)
Alexander Roads. (P) ] (No physical impact
" VDC 3. (P)
B No physical No physical impact; improved sight {No physical impact. [No physical — |Reduced traffic on Building |Eliminate access; |Land acquisition. [Remove stone wall; |No physical impact; | No physical impact. [CR 571 bridge
impact; nonew - |distance at Harrison St.; increased @) impact. (P) 'Washington Road;  |demolition. (N)  |possible building |(N) improve traffic flow. {reduced traffic. (P) |(P) rehabilitation; possible
noise or visual traffic at Harrison St.; reduced traffic remove 3 trees. (N) demolition. (N) (P) | demolition of Princeton
impacts. (P) at Washington & Alexander Roads. | Junction Hotel. (N)
(P)
B.1 No physical No physical impact; improved sight |No physical impact. |No physical [Reduced trafficon _ |Building - Eliminate access; |Land acquisition. - [Remove stone wall; |No physical impact; | Possible land CR 571 bridge
impact; nonew | distance at Harrison St.; increased (19} impact. (P) 'Washington Road;  |demolition. (N)  |possible building [(N) improve traffic flow. |reduced traffic. (P) |acquisition and rehabilitation; possible
noise or visual | traffic at Harrison St.; reduced traffic remove 3 trees. (N) ition (N) (P) visual impact, VDC  |demolition of Princeton
impacts. (P) at Washington & Alexander Roads. lor2. (N) Junction Hotel. (N)
(P) No physical impact
vDC3. (P)
B2 No physical mml impact; improved sight [No physmnl m\pactjﬁo physical Reduced trafficon  |Building Eliminate access; |Land acquisition. [Remove stone wall; |No physical impact; |Possible land (CR 571-bridge
1mpm; nonew |distance at Harrison St.; increased impact. (P) 'Washington Road;  |demolition. (N)  |possible building |[(N) improve traffic flow. |reduced traffic. (P) |acquisition and rehabilitation; possible
noise or visual traffic at Harrison St.; reduced traffic [interrupt Allee demolition. (N) ) 1 visual impact, VDC  |demolition of Princeton
impacts. (P) at Washington & Alexander Roads. continuity & remove | lor2.(N) Junction Hotel.
: ®) 4 trees. (N) | [No physical impact
VDC3.(P)
[+ No physical No physical impact; visual impact at |No physical impact. |No physical Remove 2 trees; No physical Visual impact;  |Land acquisition. |Removal stone wall; No physml impact; |Possible land ICR 571 bridge
impact; nonew  |Harrison St. & Alexander Road due  {(P) impact. (P) reduced traffic on impact. (P) possible building |(N) improve traffic flow. d traffic, isition and rehabilitation; possible
noise or visual  {to increased traffic; reduced traffic at 'Washington Road. demolition. (N) (P) visual & noise visual impact, VDC_ |demolition of Princeton
impacts. (P) Washington. (P) ®) impact. (N) Tor2.(N) Junction Hotel. (N)
| No physical impact

]
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Table 6-1
acts — Historic

Properties and Parks

" [Alternative | Penns Neck D&R Canal Historic District Princeton Branch | Lake Carnegie | Washington Road Covenhoven- Princeton Sarnoflf Aqueduct Mills || Aqueduct Mills David Voorhees Pennsylvania R.R.
Baptist Church Bridge Historic District Elm Allee Logan-Silvers Operating Corporation Historic District |, Historic District House Historic District
House Station , __Extension
G2 No physical (No physical impact; reduced traffic at |No physical impact. |No physical No physical impact: |No physical (No physical (No physical Remove stone wall; |No physical impact; [No physical impact. {No physical impact. (P)
impact; visual & |Washington Road; increased traffic at |(P) impact. (P) reduced trafficon  |impact. (P) impact. (P) impact. (P) |improve traffic flow. {increased traffic, P)
noise impacts. (N) {Harrison Street & Alexander Road. 'Washington Road. () h_n'sual & (;)ms»e
impact.

No Action |No physical No physical impact; increased traffic [No physical impact. |No physical [No physical impact; |No physical d taffic; [No physical Increased traffic; No physical impact; [No physical impact. |Increased traffic;
impact; visual & |atall crossings; visual & noise (P) impact. (P) traffic; impact. (P) visual & noise impact. (P) visnal & noise increased traffic, ®) visual & noise impacts.
noise impacts. (N) [impacts. (N) i impacts on Route impacts on Route 1. |visual & noise

™ 109 [} Jimpact. @)
Notes:  (P) -Positive.
(N) - Negative Impact.
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Table 6-2
Summary of Section 4(f) Impacts — Archaeological Resources
Alternative Site 28ME2 Site 28ME23 | Site 28ME86 28 ME 291

A Yes-ESC; Interchange at Route 1. | Yes-ESC. Yes-ESC. Yes-If VDC 3.
Al | Yes-ESC; Interchange at Route 1. | Yes-ESC. Yes-ESC. Yes-If VDC 3.
A2 Yes-ESC; Interchange at Route 1. | Yes-ESC. Yes-ESC. Yes-If VDC 3.
A3 Yes-ESC; Interchange at Route 1. | Yes-ESC. Yes-ESC. Yes-If VDC 3.
A4 - |Yes-ESC; Interchange at Route 1. | Yes-ESC. Yes-ESC. Yes-1f VDC 3.
B - |Yes-ESC; Interchange at Route 1. | Yes-ESC. Yes-ESC. Yes-If VDC 3.
B.1 Yes-ESC; Interchange at Route 1. | Yes-ESC. Yes-ESC. Yes-If VDC 3.

B.2 Yes-ESC; Interchange at Route 1. | Yes-ESC. Yes-ESC. No.
C Yes-Interchange at Route 1. No. No. Yes-1f VDC 3.
C.1 Yes-Interchange at Ronte 1. No. No. - Yes-If VDC 3.
D Yes-ESC. - Yes-ESC. Yes-ESC. Yes-If VDC 3.
D.1 Yes-ESC. Yes-ESC. Yes-ESC. Yes-If VDC 3.
D.2 Yes-ESC. No. No. Yes-If VDC 3.
E No. Yes-ESC. Yes-ESC. Yes-If VDC 3.
F Yes-ESC; Interchange at Route 1.} Yes-ESC. Yes-ESC. Yes-If VDC 3.
F.1 Yes-ESC; Interchange at Route 1. | Yes-ESC. Yes-ESC. Yes-If VDC 3.
G No. . No. No. Yes-If VDC 3.
- G.1 No. No. No. Yes-If VDC 3.

- G.2 No. ' No. No. No. '
No-Action |No. No. No. ‘ No.

David S. Voorhees House

The No-Action Alternative would not physically impact the property. If VDC 1 or 2
is selected to accompany an Action Alternative, some property acquisition may be
required. However, the structure would not be physma]ly impacted by any of the
Action Alternatives.

Delaware and Raritan Canal State Park and Historic District

The No-Action Alternative, as well as the A, B, C, D, D.1, D.2, E, F, and G
Alternatives would result in no physical impacts to the District. The A, B, and F
Alternatives and the D and D.2 alternatives would result in improved sight distance
for motorists and Park users at Harrison Street due to the realignment of Harrison
Street near the canal crossing. The A, B, C, D, E, F, and G altematives would
increase traffic volumes on Harrison Street, while reducing traffic at the Washington
and Alexander Road crossings. The No-Action alternative would result in increased
traffic volumes at all three crossings. :

Lake Carnegie Historic District
The Action and No-Actlon Altcmatlves would result in no physmal impacts on the
District.: '

Pennsylvania Railroad Historic District
The No-Action Alternative would result in no physical impacts to the District. All
Action Alternatives would impact the District by replacing the Route 571 bridge over

Penns Neck Area Environmental Impéct Statement 6-9
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the District. The VDC 1 alignment may have an adverse effect on the Princeton
Junction Hotel, which is a contributing element to the District.

Princeton Baptist Church at Penns Neck

The No-Action and Action Altematives would result in no physical impacts to the
Church complex. All Alternatives but G and G.1 would eliminate the traffic signals,
thereby reducing congestion on Route 1 at the church. The C Alternatives, as well as
G and G.1 would shift Route 1 away from the church, thereby benefiting the church
by increased separation from Route 1. The A, D, E, and F alternatives would also
shift Route 1 to the west, but would place Route 1 in-a-cut, thereby having a positive
effect on the church and its complex.

Princeton Branch (Dinky), D&R Canal Bridge
The Action and No-Action Alternatives would result in no physical impacts on the

property.

Princeton Operating Station

The No-Action Alternative would not physically impact the Station property. The D,
E, and G altematives would have no physical impact on the property. All Alternatives
but G and G.1 would reduce traffic congestion by eliminating the signals in the study
area. The A, B, C, and F Altematives would physically impact the property, likely
requiring the demolition or relocation of the structure.

Washington Road Elm Allee

The No-Action Alternative would not physically impact the allee property. All Action
Alternatives would reduce traffic volumes on Washington Road, resulting in a benefit
to the allee. Alternative B and B.1 would physically impact approximately three allee
trees. Alternative B.2 would physically impact approximately four allee trees.
Alternative G.1 would impact approximately three allee trees.

Archaeological Site 28 ME 2
The No-Action Altenative, as well as the E and G Altematlves would not physically
impact the site. The A, B, C, D, and F Alternatives would physically impact the site.

Archaeological Site 28 ME 23 v

The No-Action Alternative, as well asthe Cand G Altematlves would not physically
impact the site. The A, B, E, and F Altematives, and D and D.1, would physically
impact the site.

Archaeological Site 28 ME 86

The No-Action Alternative, as well as the C and G Altematlves would not physwally
impact the site. The A, B, E, and F Alternatives, and D and D.1, would physically
impact the site.
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Archaeological Site 28 ME 291

The VDC 3 alignment would impact this site. The No-Action Altemative, VDC 1,
VDC 2, as well as any Action Alternatives that do not mclude VDC 3, would not
1mpact this site.

6.4 Alternatives to the Use of Sectlon 4(f) Property

An examination was made of alternatives that could avoid or minimize impacts on
Section 4(f) properties. The regulations governing Section 4(f) stipulate that the
following three alternatives be explored: No-Action; improve the facility without
using the protected 4(f) property; and improve the facility at a new location without
using the protected 4(f) property.

6.4.1 No-Action

As described in Section 6.3 above, the No-Action Alternative would have no physical
impact on Section 4(f) properties. However, in a No-Action Alternative traffic
volumes would increase, causing greater congestion in the study area. As a “do-
nothing alternative,” the No-Action Alternative would not meet the project purpose
and need as taking no action would not address current or design year traffic:
congestion, mobility constraints, and safety concerns on Route 1 and east-west cross
streets. With respect to the goals and objectives, the No-Action Alternative would not
impact natural and cultural resources, but will degrade noise levels, air quality
conditions, community access, neighborhood integrity, and would be inconsistent
with state and local master plans. The No-Action Alternative would have a neutral:
impact on business and institutional communities, land use patterns, and pedestrian
and bicycle access. Overall, the No-Action Alternative does not meet the project
purpose and need as well as its goals and objectives. .

| 6.4.2 Improve the Facility Without Using the Protected 4(f) Property

The 19 Action Alternatives would physically impact between one and nine Section.
4(f) properties, depending on the alternative considered. None of the Action-
Alternatives can avoid impacts to Section 4(f) properties. An examination of the
improvements that could be undertaken without impacting Section 4(f) properties was
undertaken. Traffic signals could be eliminated at the Route 1 intersections with-
Washington Road, Fisher Place, and Harrison Street. Route 1 could be widened,
shifted to the west, and constructed in-a-cut south of the Millstone River without.
impacting Section 4(f) properties. Widening Route 1 north of the Millstone River to
unify the roadway section, however could not be done without an nnpaqt to the
Aqueduct Mllls Historic District.

Bliminating the traffic signals on Route 1 would necessitate providing alternative
east-west crossing route(s). Routing traffic to Alexander Road would not physxcal]y.
impact Section 4(f) properties. However, traffic impacts on neighborhoods in
Princeton Junction and Princeton would be significantly adverse. Washington Road
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and Harrison Street would handle substantially reduced traffic volumes compared to
their current proportions. Alternatives G and G.1 exemplify that traffic pattern.

An east-side connector could not be constructed without impacting Section 4(f)
properties. The west-side connectors and their interchanges that could be constructed -
would not impact Section 4(f) properties include D, D.2, and E.

Based on this evaluation, Action Alternatives. C.1 with VDC 2 or 3, and D.2 with
VDC 2 or 3 would have the least physical impacts on Section 4(f) properties. C.1 or
D.2 would have unavoidable impacts on the Aqueduct Mills Historic District,
28ME2, and either the David S. Voorhees House (land acquisition only) or 28ME291.

As stated, eliminating the Aqueduct Mills District impact would involve retaining the
existing, inconsistent roadway section of Route 1 north of the Millstone River.
Maintaining the current section would perpetuate capacity and safety limitations and
would be contrary to the purpose and need and associated goals and objectives for
Route 1 mobility, access, and safety.

Eliminating impacts to 28ME2 would necessitate maintaining the existing Route 1
alignment and ehmmatmg the frontage roads. The analyses results presented in the
DEIS demonstrate that, in the absence of an east-side connector, frontage roads are
needed to process the traffic demand at an acceptable level of service. In the absence
of frontage roads, the C.1 and D.2 alternatives cannot provide acceptable east-west
access and mobility across Route 1 as mandated by the purpose and need.

Eliminating the impacts of the Vaughn Drive connector would involve selecting VDC-
2 and shifting the alignment to avoid acquisition of Voorhees House property.
Shifting the alignment would result in acquisition of commercial property and
possibly building impacts and business relocations.

The result of this examination is a hybrid alternative that would not meet the purpose
and need due to the lack of several key components and it will be eliminated from
. further consideration.

6.4.3 Build a New Facility at a New Location Without Affecting the Section
A(f) Property

As discussed in the foregoing section, unifying the Route 1 section, removing signals,
and providing altemnative east-west routing across Route 1 cannot be undertaken
without impacting Section 4(f) properties. The 19 Action Alternatives were
developed with an understanding of the purpose and need, goals and objectives, and
existing natural and built environment conditions in the study area and larger region.
As such, these alternatives were conceived in the context of the many capabilities and
constraints that are endemic to the study area. Each alternative contains some
components that seek to improve conditions on existing roadways and some
components that would constitute new roadways in new locations. Considering
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alternative alignments or solutions outside the study area was determined to be
inappropriate as the traffic problems are localized in nature and the natural and built
environmental constraints located peripherally to the study area are many and
significant. Thus, the ability to build a new facility at a new location without affecting
Section 4(f) resources was determined to be infeasible.

6.5 Measures to Minimize Harm

The Action Alternatives have been conceptually designed to avoid, or at least
minimize natural and built environmental impacts, including those to Section 4(f)
properties. However, the design phase of a selected alternative would provide an
opportunity to take a detailed look at ways to further avoid and/or minimize possﬂ)le
adverse impacts to Section 4(f) and other resources.

Historic Properties

All Section 4(f) properties identified in this Evaluation are historic or archaeological
properties. Prior to design, forral Section 106 consultation on the preferred
alternative will result in a set of commitments to closely examine means to avoid and
minimize adverse impacts, and specific mitigation strategies to overcome adverse
impacts. Mitigation for unavoidable impacts to cultural resources would be identified
in Environmental Commitments to be developed between the NJDOT, the FHWA,
the SHPO, and Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. As the Section 106 and
NEPA processes are merged for this project, a comprehensive set of Environmental
Commitments for natural and built environment impacts, including Section 4(f)
properties, will result. Thus, there are numerous opportunities during and after the
NEPA process to refine a selected alternative so as to have the least adverse impacts
as reasonably possible.

D&R Canal Park

The D&R Canal Park is not only an \ historic property but also a public parkland.
Unavoidable impacts of an Action Alternative to the D&R Canal Park would be
subject to approval by the Delaware and Raritan Canal Commission. The
Commission will take an interest in physical impacts as well as drainage and water
quality, natural ecosystems, and the aesthetics of the Park. The reader is referred to
the Natural Ecosystems Technical Environmental Study for the Penns Neck Area EIS
for discussion of impact issues and mitigation concepts associated with drainage,
water quality, and natural ecosystems issues.

6.6 Summary of Section 4(f) Coordination

The public agencxes having jurisdiction over the Section 4(f) properties mclude the
SHPO, the D&R Canal Commission, and representatives of West Windsor and
Plainsboro Townships. As part of an extensive agency, organization, and public
outreach program implemented as part of this project, representatives of these public
agencies participated in the Penns Neck Area EIS Roundtable Advisory Group. The
Roundtable was responsible for drafting the project Goals and Objectives, and for
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developing the 18 Action Alternatives examined in this EIS. The reader is referred
also to Section 7.0 of this EIS for greater discussion of the outreach program.

In compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act,
consultation was re-initiated for this project with the SHPO and Consulting Parties.
The latter includes but is not limited to the SHPO, the D&R Canal Commission, and
representatives of West Windsor and Plainsboro Townships, who have jurisdiction
over the Section 4(f) properties. The reader is referred also to Section 4.5 of this EIS
for greater discussion of the Section 106 process. This draft Section 4(f) evaluation

will be subject to agency and public comment as part of the public hearing process for -

the DEIS.

6.7 Conclusion

An examination was made of alternatives that could avoid or minimize impacts on
Section 4(f) properties to fulfill the requirements of Section 4(f) of the 1966 USDOT
Act (49 USC 303, 23 USC 138, and 23 CFR 771.135). The findings of the analysis
are listed below: -

» No-Action - The No-Action Alternative does not meet thé project purpose and
need as well as its goals and objectives.

o Improve the facility without using the protected 4(f) property - A hybrid of the
Action Alternatives was considered, but it would not meet the purpose and

need due to the lack of several key components and it will be eliminated from
further consideration. '

» Improve the facility at a new location without using the protected 4(f) -

property - The ability to build a new facility at a new location without
affecting Section 4(f) resources was determined to be infeasible.

The public agencies having jurisdiction over the Section 4(f) properties include the
SHPO, the D&R Canal Commission, and representatives of West Windsor and
Plainsboro Townships. Representatives of these public agencies participated in the
Penns Neck Area EIS Roundtable Advisory Group which was responsible for drafting
the project Goals and Objectives, and for developing the Action Alternatives
examined in this EIS.

Prior to design, formal Section 106 consultation on the preferred alternative will

result in a set of commitments to closely examine means to avoid and minimize

adverse impacts, and specific mitigation strategies to overcome adverse impacts.

Mitigation for unavoidable impacts to cultural resources would be identified in:

Environmental Commitments to be developed between the NJDOT, the FHWA, the
SHPO, and Advisory Council on Historic Preservation.
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7.0 Agency and Public OQutreach, and Co‘ordination

7.1 | Il‘ltrod'uctio‘n and Purpose

The agency coordination and public involvement program for the Penns Neck Area
EIS was established to ensure that the examination of multi-modal options to address
traffic and mobility problems on U.S. Route 1 and east-west streets in the Penns Neck
area and its environs would be supported by a comprehensive and extensive program
of public outreach and involvement activities. The program, which was implemented
throughout the 24-month scoping and EIS processes, was developed in “full
compliance with federal public involvement regulations and significantly exceeded
NEPA requirements for preparation of an EIS. It was specifically designed as an open
and ongoing process aimed at establishing and maintaining effective dialogue
between interested and involved constituencies, stakeholders, and public agencies.

The program’s principal objective was to facilitate open lines of communication and
information-sharing, active engagement, and maximum participation of the public
throughout the scoping, strategy screening, alternatives evaluation, and impact
analysis phases of the EIS process. This was achieved through a multi-faceted
cooperative approach that involved municipal, state, regional, and federal agencies, as
well as a broad spectrum of interested publics.

Interaction and informational components of the program included large public
forums, small group meetings and presentations, regular meetings of a project
advisory committee known as the Partners’ Roundtable, continual updating of a
project website and informational repositories, and distribution of project mailings to
over 400 groups and individuals. By implementing these and other activities to
involve the public in all stages of EIS development, the program aimed at building
consensus for advancement of an alternative that would meet the transportation,
environmental, recreational, open space, development and community needs of the
diverse stakeholders and constituencies it was designed to serve. Significant elements
of the program are described below. Materials referenced in this chapter are found in
a separate document entitled Penns Neck Area EIS: Documentation of Public
Involvement Activities, which is available for review at the six document repository
locations listed in Appendix E. The contents of this document are listed in section
7.4.

7.2 Progiam Elements — Interaction

7.2.1 Interviews

The public scoping process-began in May 2001, with a series of interviews conducted
by the project team to identify the purpose and need, the range of alternatives, and
significant issues to be addressed in the EIS. Interview participants included 92
individuals, representing 45 constituencies, including elected officials; state,
municipal, county, and regional agencies; institutional and other stakeholder bodies;
civic and public interest groups; transportation, environmental, planning, historic
preservation, and business organizations; residents and members of neighborhood
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groups; and other individuals reflecting a diverse range of views and interests. The
interviews were instrumental in identifying and documenting significant project
issues, including those relating to local and regional mobility; land use;
environmental, historic, cultural, and archeologlcal resources and potential impacts;
and neighborhood preservatxon.

7.2.2 Partners’ Roundtable Advisory Committee

A project advisory body, known as the Partners’ Roundtable, began meeting in June
2001 to assist in shaping the EIS process, providing input into screening and
evaluating the actions and alternatives selected for detailed analysis in the Draft EIS,
and achieving consensus on a wide range of topics. The Roundtable, which met
approximately 35 times during preparation of the Draft EIS, was composed of
community partners from the public, private, and nonprofit sectors. Its 32 members
represented - citizens groups, business organizations and stakeholders; the
governments of West Windsor Township, Princeton Township, Princeton Borough,
Plainsboro Township, Mercer County and Middlesex County; transportation
advocacy groups; FHWA; DVRPC; NJDOT; and other State agencies.

List of Roundtable Members

'« Chamber of Commerce of the « Princeton Borough
Princeton Area « Princeton Junction Communities

o Delaware and Raritan Canal « Princeton Shopping Center
Commission Merchants Association

« Delaware Valley Regional -« Princeton Township
Planning Commission « Princeton University

» Federal Highway Administration « Regional Planning Partnership

« Greater Mercer County Chamber « Samoff Corporation
of Commerce ' « Sensible Transportation Options

» Greater Mercer Transportation Partnership
Management Association "« Sierra Club

« Harrison Street Nei ghborhood ~« Stony Brook-Millstone Watershed
Association Association

o Mercer County + The Borough Merchants for

» Middlesex County Princeton

« Millstone Bypass Alert o Tri-State Transportation

o New Jersey Transit Campaign

» New Jersey Department of « Washington Road Elms
Environmental Protection ' ' Preservation Trust -

o New Jersey Department of « West Windsor Citizens for
Transportation Transportation Alternatives

» New Jersey Transportation ' o West Windsor Division of the
Planning Authority : Greater Mercer County Chamber

» Penns Neck Community of Commerce

» Plainsboro Township - « West Windsor Township
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The Roundtable engaged in extended dialogue and document review related to all
aspects of EIS development, including delineation of the project study area;
preparation of a Purpose and Need Statement, Working Problem Statement, definition
of project Goals and Objectives, and review of actions and altematives that were
considered for detailed analysis in the Draft EIS. Topics covered during Roundtable
presentations and discussions included the following:

The Partners’ Roundtable meetings culminated with a series of Synthesis Workshops.

Overview of the EIS Process

Public Involvement Process Issues

Roundtable Rules and Procedures

EIS Purpose and Need

Problem Statement

Project Goals and Objectives

Origin and Destination Survey

Travel Demand Management (TDM) Strategies

Overview of the Central Jersey Transportation Forum

Transit Actions and Alternatives (Including Bus Rapid Transit Optxons)
Road-Based Mobility Actions and Alternatives

East-West Origin and Destination Study

Skycomp Aerial Traffic Survey

Primary Study Area Demographics and Future Year Forecasts
Secondary Study Area Demographics and Future Year Forecasts
Road-based Alternatives “Bundling” Approach

Traffic Study Methodology

~ Technical Environmental Study Methodologles

Analysis of Existing Traffic Conditions

No-Action Future Roadway Network Assumptions -
Penns Neck Area Travel Demand Forecasting

Analysis 0of 2008 and 2028 No-Action Traffic Conditions
Constructability of Route 1 In-a-Cut

Commute Options Package

Technical Environmental Studies — Existing Conditions
Potential Traffic and Circulation Impacts

Traffic Sensitivity Tests

Potential Impacts to the Natural Environment

Potential bnpacts to the Built Environment

Other Potential Areas of Impact

- Secondary and Cumulative Effects Analysis

The purpose of the synthesis workshops was to:

1. Review the project goals and objectives;

2. Discuss the findings of the traffic and technical environmental studies in the

context of the project goals and objectives;-
3. Identify areas of possible agreement;

Penns Neck Area Environmental Impact Statement
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4. Explore trade-offs and mitigation for areas of possible agreement; and finally
5. Determine areas of agreement relative to the alternatives considered in the
ElS.

A summary report on the synthesis workshops is included in Appendix E.

7.2.3 Public Scoping Forum

The Penns Neck Area EIS project was officially introduced to the general public on
December 4, 2001, from10AM to 11PM, at a Public Scoping Forum that was held at
the West Windsor Township Municipal Building. This Scoping Forum and its
accompanying Open House served as an integral part of the ongoing scoping process,
by providing the public with an overview of the Penns Neck Area EIS process and
approach, along with an opportunity to provide input instrumental to framing the
scope of work for the EIS studies. Over 200 people attended the forum, and over 160
people provided testimony, either at the session or in written statements submitted
during the public comment period that ended on January 7, 2002.

The formal portion of the Scoping Forum included two presentations, followed by
public comment periods to receive input from all persons who wished to testify. The
morning presentation was videotaped and available-for viewing throughout the day.
Informal opportunities to discuss project issues with staff were available at an all-day-
and-evening Open House.

The presentations, by project team members, provided a detailed review of the study,
including its history; an overview- of the EIS process and NEPA procedures; a
detailed description of the specific EIS approach adopted for this study; a summary of
the categories of potential actions and alternatives under conmsideration; and
discussion of the public outreach program. 110 individuals provided testimony
regarding the scope of the EIS during the public comment period, which was
documented by audio-tape and stenographic services. Although speakers were
encouraged to register in advance, all on-site requests to testify were honored. The
resulting oral testimony and approximately 50 written statements forwarded
subsequent to the forum provided a broad range of comments and suggestions
regarding the scope of the EIS and other issues regarded as critical by local and
regional constituencies. Comments fell into a number of principal, and occasionally
overlapping, categories reflecting concerns about traffic congestion; the extent of the
study area; travel patterns; roadway and interchange design; transit, bicycle, and
pedestrian options and safety; TDM and TSM alternatives; environmental impacts;
archeological and historic resources; environmental data collection and use; impacts
to subsidized housing developments; and public outreach. Specific questions raised in
oral and written testimony were addressed in a Response Document drafted by the
project team.

In preparation for the Scoping Forum, letters of invitation, a listing of repository
locations, and a Synopsis of Background Information on the Environmental Review
Scoping Process were distributed to over 250 persons on the project mailing list. The
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Scoping Synopsis summarized the environmental review process and the information
to be presented at the Scoping Forum. The Forum was also announced through
display advertisements that appeared in nine (9) local and regional newspapers; flyers
that were distributed to minority churches in the study area; and an announcement on
the project website (see Appendix E)

7.24 Agency Scoping Meeting

An Agency Scoping meeting was held on June 26, 2002 to provide public agencies
with an opportunity to comment on the scope of the EIS. All relevant resource
agencies were invited to attend the Agency Scoping Meeting. The meeting was
attended by representatives of FHWA, NJDOT, and NJDEP. It included an overview
of the study by members of the project team, along with a discussion of the overall
project timeframe and need for expedited agency review of EIS-related deliverables.
Questions and comments addressed at the meeting focused on issues involving land
use, the envuonment and Section 106. No new issues were raised at this meeting.

7.25 Large Group Forums

The public involvement program for the Penns Neck Area EIS included two large
group forums in addition to the Public Scoping Forum. An In-Progress Review was
conducted on September 30, 2002, from 10AM to 10PM, in order to update the public
on the status ‘of the EIS and to provide an opportunity for informal but detailed
discussion of specific aspects of the study. The forum, which took place at the New
Jersey Hospital Association Conference Center, West Windsor, was organized as a
highly interactive session in order to offer maximum opportunities for public review
and discussion of project data, documents, and exhibits. Throughout the day and
evening, members of the project team and NJDOT representatives staffed information
stations that covered the actions and alternatives under consideration, traffic studies
and the traffic modeling effort, the EIS and community outreach processes, and the
environmental studies and Section 106 process. Extensive narrative and graphic
materials, including plans and drawings of the road-based alternatives, were on
display and two formal presentations provided a detailed review of project history and
status.  The morning presentation was videotaped and available for viewing
throughout the day

The In-Progress Review was announced through letters of invitation which were sent
to over 400 individuals on the project mailing list; an announcement on the project
website; and advertisements in five (5) local and regional newspapers (see Appendix
E). In addition, a comprehensive project Newsletter that detailed information to be
presented at the In-Progress Review was distributed to all persons on the project
mailing list in advance of the Forum.

The In-Progress Review was attended by approxnnately 150 persons, representing a
wide variety of stakeholders and constituencies, including public officials;
representatives of public agencies; residents 'and members of neighborhood
organizations; and representatives of civic, environmental, and public interest groups.
Handouts, including copies of the presentation and August 2002 Project Newsletter,
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as well as a comment sheet on which to documcnt recommendations and concerns,
were available for all attendees.

Documentation of the In-Progress Review was provided by means of a Summary
Report that was based on the input provided on comment sheets completed at the
forum or submitted during the public comment period that followed.

The Report recaps written comments compiled from 42 public comment sheets and
eight (8) staff summary sheets. Its content reflects a qualitative assessment of public
input, due to the informal nature of the forum and the receipt of input on individually
prepared comment sheets. It is therefore primarily of value in highlighting
recommendations and issues of concern and in indicating that specific issues were of
particular importance because they were raised by multiple attendees. In attempting to
provide a general overview of comments, it should be noted that each alternative and
action under consideration received a range of support and opposition. While there
was no consensus on a preferred alternative, specific features such Route 1 in-a-cut,
and the Vaughn Drive Connector road received overwhelming support. Conversely,
numerous people expressed concern about the quality of the environmental studies,
the recently accelerated pace of the project, and the comprehensweness and quality of
the Section 106 mventory In addition, attendees proposed several new alternatives
and options or the ‘mixing and matching’ of pieces of the alternatives that were
presented.

A second In-Progress Review was held at the New Jersey Hospital Association on
March 5, 2003, from 6PM to 11PM, to update the public on the results of the
technical studies that assessed impacts to traffic, the natural environment and the built
environment. Once again, the forum was organized as a highly interactive session in
order to offer maximum opportunities for public review and discussion of project
data, documents, and exhibits. Throughout the evening, members of the project team
and NJDOT representatives staffed information stations that covered the actions and
alternatives under consideration and potential traffic impacts; potential impacts to the
built environment, including potential impacts to cultural resources assessed under
the Section 106 process; and potential impacts to the natural environment. Extensive
narrative and graphic materials, including plans and drawings of the road-based
alternatives, were on display and a formal presentation provided a detailed overview
of potential impacts from the alternatives.

The In-Progress Review was announced through letters of invitation which were sent
to over 400 individuals on the project mailing list; an announcement on the project
website; and advertisements in five (5) local and regional newspapers (see Appendix
E). The In-Progress Review was attended by approximately 100 persons, representing
a wide variety of stakeholders and constituencies, including public officials;
representatives of public agencies; residents and members of neighborhood
organizations; and reptesentatlves of civic, environmental, and public interest groups.
Handouts, including copies of the presentation and the In-progress Review
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Newsletter, as well as a comment sheet on which to document recommendations and
concerns, were available for all attendees.

Documentation of the In-Progress Review was provided by means of a Summary
Report that was based on the input provided on comment sheets completed at the
forum or submitted during the public comment period that followed.

7.2.6 Public Hearing

A Public Hearing is tentatively scheduled for late Spring 2003 to present the Draft
EIS and receive official public testimony.

[DETAILS TO BE INCLUDED IN FINAL EIS]

7.2.7 Sﬁaﬂ Group Meetings and Presentations

Continuing opportunities for small group meetings, presentations, and workshops
were provided by the project team throughout the EIS process. Discussions with
public agencies, stakeholders, constituencies and other interested parties covered a
broad range of issues including, but not limited to, possible road-based alternatives;
opportunities for BRT in the study corridor; population and employment forecasts for
the study area; potential impacts to the built and natural environments; and pedestrian
and bicycle issues in the corridor. In addition, a workshop was held to discuss the
unique elements of the Penns Neck Area EIS model, its development and validation
procedures, and its travel demand forecasting assumptions. Finally, a series of three
Consulting Parties workshops were held to discuss the Section 106 process, cultural
resources inventories and the Draft Effects Assessment document.

In order to ensure widespread dissemination of information to local groups that might
not previously have been fully briefed on the project, meetings were also held with
communities in the Princeton Junction area and with residents of Lower Harrison
Street.

Throughout development of the Draft EIS, NJDOT has maintained open
communication and coordination with FHWA, NJ Transit, the SHPO, and other
regulatory agencies through informal! meetings and conversations, interaction at
meetings - of the Central- Jersey Transportation Forum, and these agencies’
participation ‘in large public forums and Roundtable sessions. Monthly Steering
Committee meetings at NJDOT have ensured the active ongoing participation of
FHWA in project decisions, and the SHPO was involved in review and comment on
all aspects of the Section 106 process.
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7.3 Program Elements — Information

731 Notice of Intent

The FHWA issued a Notice of Intent in the Federal Register on January 8, 2001 to
advise the public that an EIS would be prepared in cooperation with NJDOT for
“changes being considered to Route 1 and intersecting roadways in the greater Penn’s
Neck Area to improve transportation service.” The Notice defined the area under
evaluation as generally being the section of Route 1 from the Alexander Road
Interchange in West Windsor Township in Mercer County to the Scudders Mill Road
Interchange in Middlesex County. It indicated that the EIS would examine No-Action
and Action Alternatives to determine their potential impacts and costs and specified
that the EIS was being prepared to allow broad public participation in the process and
a comprehensive evaluation of alternatives and impacts (see Appendix E).

13.2 Project Website

A project website was established as a significant means of disseminating information
about the study. The website, www.pennsneckareaeis.org, contained all key study
documents and products, including those related to actions and alternatives under
consideration; traffic conditions and modeling; demographics and land use; and the
technical environmental studies. Other materials available on the website included
Roundtable and Public Forum presentations, Roundtable minutes, meeting reports,
graphics, correspondence, and a schedule of study events. A guest book encouraged
visitors to leave comments and recommendations. The website was frequently
updated to ensure that current study information was accessible to the widest possible
audience. All information provided on the website was also available in hard copy
format and at the information repositories.

733 Information Repositories

Project repositories were established at the beginning of the EIS process to provide
the public with timely access to project information at convenient neighborhood
facilities. Four repository sites were located in the primary study area (one each in
Plainsboro Township, Princeton Borough, Princeton Township, and West Windsor
Township). Additional information repositories were established at the Transportation
Policy Institute of the Edward J. Bloustein School at Rutgers University in New
Brunswick and at NJDOT’s headquarters in Ewing Township. All information
available at the information repositories was also available in digital format on the
project website. Information on document repository locations can be found in
Appendix E. ‘

734 Nevwvsletter

An In-Progress Review newsletter was distributed in September 2002 to update the
Penns Neck community on project progress since the December 4, 2001 Scoping
Forum. The eight-page newsletter detailed early EIS efforts, including the
development of a Working Problem Statement and Project Goals and Objectives;
reported on the activities of the Partners’ Roundtable; documented the early

7-8 Penns Neck Area Envirommental Impact Statement



Agency and Public Outreach, and Coordination Chapter 7

evaluation of transit, TDM, and road-based actions and alternatives; provided an
introduction to the primary EIS categories; reviewed existing travel conditions;
provided a summary of base year demographics and development forecasts; and
described the Section 106 process for assessing historic properties. The major portion
of the newsletter provided a comparison of the road-based alternatives, both in
narrative and.graphic form. The newsletter was mailed to over 450 persons and
distributed at local libraries and municipal buildings. It was also available as one of
the handouts.at the September 30, 2002 and March 5, 2003 In-Progress Review
forums.

7.4 Program Documentation

Agency coordination and public involvement activities were thoroughly documented
by means of meeting reports, minutes, and correspondence. Minutes were prepared to
summarize interviews, presentations, and Roundtable meetings. Meeting reports or
memoranda provided highlights of public forums, small group meetings, and
individual contacts. Transcripts and videotapes provided official records of the Public
Scoping Forum and Draft EIS Public Hearing. Specific questions and requests
received from the public were documented and related follow-up items addressed by
means of correspondence, email, or telephone response. In some instances, meetings
were scheduled to provide opportumtles for more detailed rev1ew and discussion of 2
specific issue.

As referenced in section 7.1, a separate volume containing materials related to
program documentation was compiled and made available at six document
repositories. The following materials are included in this reference document:

Interview Reports

Public Scoping Forum — Synopsis of Background Information

Public Scoping Forum — Response Document and Sign-in Sheet
Partners’ Roundtable Meeting Reports and Sign-in Sheets

Consulting Parties Workshop Meeting Reports

September 30, 2002 In-Progress Review — Handouts and Newsletter
September 30, 2002 In-Progress Review — Summary Report and Sign-in
Sheets

March 5, 2003 In-Progress Review — Handout

« March'5, 2003 In-Progress Review — Summary Report and Sign-in Sheets
= Final Project Mailing List
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1.5

7.5.1

7.5.2

7.5.2.1
7.5.2.2
7.5.2.3
7.5.2.4
7.5.2.5
7.5.2.6
71.5.2.7

7.5.2.8

Response to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement

Introductiqn :

List of DEIS Commenters

Response to Comments

Project Purpose and Need

Public Hearing Comment Period and Review Procedures
Project Alternatives

Affected Enﬁionment and Environmental Consequences
Evalunation of Alternatives

Section 4(f) Evaluation

Construction Impacts

[TO BE INCLUDED IN FINAL EIS]
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Chapter 8

8.0 Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals Sent this EIS

This section includes lists of agencies, organizations, and individuals sent this EIS.

John J. Reiser, P.E. )
Middlesex County Engineer’s Office
333 Townsend Street

P.O. Box 1248

New Brunswick, NJ 08903

Engineers Office

West Windsor Township
271 Clarksville Road

PO Box 38

West Windsor, NJ 08550

Engineers Office

Plainsboro Township
641 Plainsboro Road
Plainsboro, NJ 08536

Engineers Office
Princeton Township
369 Witherspoon Street
Princeton, NJ 08540

Engineers Office
Princeton Borough
PO Box 390

1 Monument Drive
Princeton, NJ 08542

US Department of the Interior
Fish & Wildlife Service

927 North Main Street
Building D1

Pleasantville, NJ 08232

US Department of the Interior
National Parks Service

143 South 3™ Street
Philadelphia, PA 19106

Director, Office of Nuclear Material Safety
& Safeguards

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

Thomas Creamer

US Amy Corps of Engineers

North Atlantic Division :
Fort Hamilton Community, Bldg. 301
General Lee Avenue

Brooklyn, NY 11252

Office of Secretary

New Jersey Department of Agriculture
P.O. Box 330

Trenton, NJ 08625

Department of Commerce & Economic
Development

Division of Economic Development
P.O. Box 823

Trenton, NJ 08625

Lawrence Schmidt

Administrator, Program Coordinator

NJ Department of Environmental Protection
401 East State Street

7™ Floor

P.O. Box 418

Trenton, NJ 08625-0418

New Jersey Transit

One Penn Plaza East

P.O. Box 10009

(Send by Interoffice Mail)
Newark, NJ 07105 =

Penns Neck Area Environmental Impact Statement
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Center for Disease Control

Center for Environmental Health & Injury
Control

Special Programs Group

Mail Stop F-29

1600 Clifton Road

Atlanta, GA 30333

James Amon

Executive Director

Delaware & Raritan Canal Commission
Prallsville Mills '

P.O. Box 539

Stockton, NJ 08559-0539

John J. Coscia

Executive Director

Delaware Valley Regional Planning
Commission

The Bourse Building -8™ Floor

111 So. Independence Mall-East
Philadelphia, PA 19106-2515

Donald D. Applegate

Executive Secretary o

State Agriculture Development Committee
P.O. Box 300

Trenton, NJ 08625

Executive Director

Delaware River Basin Commission
25 State Police Drive

P.O. Box 7360

West Trenton, NJ 08628-0360

David Stem, P.E.

County of Mercer

County Engineer’s Office
County Administration Building
640 Broad Street

P.O. Box 8068

Trenton, NJ 08650

Deputy Assistant
Secretary of Defense
Environment and Safety
Pentagon, Room 3B, 252
Washington, DC 20301

Regional Directory, Region II

Federal Emergency Management Agency
26 Federal Plaza, Room 1337

New York, NY 10278-0022

Regional Directory, Northeast Region
National Marine Fisheries Service

1 Blackbum Drive

Gloucester, MA 01930

Acting Coordinator, Office of the Secretary
US Department of Agriculture
Environmental Quality Activities
Washington, DC 20250

Federal Energy Regulation Commission
Environmental Evaluation Branch '
825 North Capital St., N.E., Room 7102
Washington, DC 20426-0001

Federal Railroad Administration
Director, Office of Policy & Strategic Intermodal Freight Industry
Planning Analysis Division (RRP-13)
National Oceanic and Atmospheric 400 Seventh Street, S.W.
Administration o Washington, DC 20590
US Department of Commerce, Room 5805 '
14™ & Constitution Ave., N.W. Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20230 Division of NEPA Affairs

Room 4G 064

1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.

Washington, DC 20585-0001
8-2 Penns Neck Area Environmental Impact Statement
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Dennis L. Merida

Division Administrator

Federal Highway Administration
840 Bear Tavern Road

Suite 310

Trenton, NJ 08628

Grace Musumeci

US Environmental Protection Agency
Environmental Impacts Branch
Region II

290 Broadway, 25% Floor

- New York, NY 10007-1866

‘Department of Health & Human Services
- Room 542E, Hubert H. Humphrey Bldg.
200 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, DC 20201-0001

US Department of the Interior
Office of Environmental Policy &
Compliance

Main Interior Bmldmg MS 2340
1849 C Street, N.W.

Washington, DC 20240

Director, Eastern Region

Federal Aviation Administration

Federal Building, JFK International Airport
Jamaica, NY 11430-2181

-US Department of Agriculture

Natural Resource Conservation Service
1370 Hamilton Street

Somerset, NJ 08873

Director, Office of Federal Activities
US Environmental Protection Agency
NEPA Compliance Division

EIS Filing Section, Mail Code 2252-A
- 401 M. Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20460

Regional Administrator, Region II
US Department of Housing & Urban
Development

Environmental Clearance Ofﬁce

26 Federal Plaza

New York, NY 10278-5806

Executive Director

Advisory Council on Historic Preservanon
Old Post Office Building

1100 Pennsylvania Ave., N.-W.

Suite 809 -

Washington, DC 20004-2590

General Services Administration
Public Building and Real Property
26 Federal Plaza

New York,, NY 10278-0022

Mr. Anthony Carr

Regional Administrator
Federal Transit Administration
One Bowling Green, Room 429
New York, NY 10004-1415 -

Commander

First Coast Guard District
408 Atlantic Avenue
Boston, MA 02210-2209

Commander

* First Coast Guard District

Battery Park Building
New York, NY 10004-5073
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The members of the Partners’ Roundtable will receive a copy of the DEIS:

Chamber of Commerce of the Princeton
Area

Delaware and Raritan Canal
Commission

Delaware Valley Regional Planning
Commission

Federal Highway Administration
Greater Mercer County Chamber of
Commerce

Greater Mercer Transportation
Management Association

Harrison Street Neighborhood
Association

Mercer County

Middlesex County

Millstone Bypass Alert

New Jersey Transit

New Jersey Department of
Environmental Protection

New Jersey Department of
Transportation

North Jersey Transportation Planning

* Authority

Penns Neck Community

L

Plainsboro Township

Princeton Borough

Princeton Junction Communities
Princeton Shopping Center Merchants
Association

Princeton Township

Princeton University

Regional Planning Partnership
Sarnoff Corporation

Sensible Transportation Options
Partnership

Sierra Club

Stony Brook-Millstone Watershed
Association

The Borough Merchants for Princeton
Tri-State Transportation Campaign
Washington Road Elms Preservation
Trust

West Windsor Citizens for
Transportation Alternatives

West Windsor Division of the Greater i
Mercer County Chamber of Commerce l_/
West Windsor Township

The Section 106 Consulting Parties and Tribal Contacts will receive a copy of the DEIS:

e Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation '

e Delaware and Raritan Canal

Commission

Delaware Nation

Delaware Tribe of Indians

Mercer County

Nanticoke-Lenni Lenape Indian

Center

o National Trust for Historic
Preservation

¢ New Jersey Commission of
American Indian Affairs

o New Jersey State Historic

Preservation Office

Plainsboro Township

Princeton Borough

Princeton Township

Princeton University

Samoff Corporation

Sierra Club (Central Jersey)

Stony Brook-Millstone Watershed

Association

e Washington Road Elms Preservation
Trust

o  West Windsor Township

)
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Legislators who will receive a copy of the DEIS:

¢ U.S. Congressman Rush Holt,
District 12

e NJ Senator Peter A. Inverso, District
14

e NJ Assemblywoman Linda R.
Greenstein, District 14

¢ NJ Assemblyman Gary L. Guear,
Sr., District 14

e NIJ Senator Shirley K. Turner,
District 15

e NJ Assemblyman Reed Gusciora,
District 15

¢ NIJ Assemblywoman Bonnie Watson
Coleman, District 15

Penns Neck Area Environmental Impact Statement
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| 9.0 Glossary and List of Abbreviations

A-Weighted Sound Level - A method of representing the human ear's interpretations of the loudness of

an equal sound level throughout the audible frequency range. The scale is normally referenced to the
loudness at 1 kHz.

Air pollution - The general term alluding to the undesirable addition to the atmosphere of substances
(gases, liquids, and solid particles) either that are foreign to the “patural” atmosphere or in quantities
exceeding their natural concentrations.

Air Quality - The composition of air with respect to quantities of pollutants therein; used mostly
frequently in connection with “standards” of maximum acceptable pollutant concentrations.

Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) - Maximum allowable contaminant concentrations set by
State and Federal agencies to protect public health and welfare. The standards were developed to
protect those people who are especially susceptible to the effects of air pollutants. These susceptible
individuals are primarily the very old, the very young, and those with cardiac insufficiencies, anemia,
and/or respiratory difficulties.

APE - Area of Potential Effects, with respect to historic resources.

PR IO

Aquifer - A water-bearing unit of permeable rock, sand, or gravel that ylelds considerable quantities of
water to springs and wells.

ASTM - American Society for Testing and Materials

Average Daily Traffic (ADT) - The total volume during a given time period in whole days, greater:
than one day and less than one year, divided by the number of days in that time period.

Background level concentration - The concentration of a pollutant that would exist in the absence of
the particular source under study.

CAAA - Clean Air Amendments of 1990

Carbon Monoxide - A colorless gas, odorless under atmospheric conditions, having molecular form
CoO.

Cars - Four wheeled vehicles.
CFR - Code of Federal Regulations

Cultural Resources - Districts, sites, structures, objects, and evidence of some importance to a culture a
subculture, or a community for scientific, traditional, religious, and other reasons.

Cumulative Impact - The impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact
of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions
regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions. .
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Decibel (dB) - a unit of measure of sound pressure level used to describe the loudness of sound. (dBA)
signifies decibels on an A-weighted scale. i/

dB = 10 log (P/Po)2

where: Po = 0.00002 microbar

P = root mean square sound pressure

0.00002 microbar is the threshold of hearing for a normal, healthy human ear.

DEIS - Draft Environmental Impact Statement
EIS - Environmental Impact Statement

Environmental Justice - A 1994 Presidential Executive Order that directed every Federal agency to
identify and address the effects of all programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-
income populations.

Estimated Time of Completion (E’I'C) - The year that a parncular proposed project is completed and
opened to utilization.

Existing Air Quality - Present day or base year air quality levels.

Existing Noise - That noise which is characteristic of an area before the construction of the proposed
highway project.

FEIS - Final Environmental Impact Statement
FHWA - Federal Highway Administration : \L/

Floodplain - The area adjacent to a stream, lake, or pond, which is covered by floodwater when the
waterbody overflows its banks.

FONSI - Finding of No Significant Impact

Groundwater - Naturally occurring water that moves through the ground and underlying rock at a
depth of several feet to several hundred feet.

Hazardous Waste - Defined by 40 CFR (Code of Federal Regulations) Part 261, as any material that is
a) a solid waste, and b) is a listed hazardous waste (Subpart D), or c) exhibits any of the characteristics
of ignitability, corrosivity, reactivity, or toxicity (Subpart C).

Historic - Of, relating to, or existing in times post dating the development of written records. Historic
cultural resources are all evidence of human occupations that date to recorded periods in history. These
resources include documentary data (i.e. written records, archival material, photographs, maps, etc.),
sites, artifacts, environmental data, and all other relevant information. Historic resources also may be
considered archeological resources when archeological work is involved in their identification and
interpretation.

Interchange - A grade separatedintersection where ramps are provided to connect the mtersectmg
streets.

Intersection - The at-grade crossing of two or more streets. \L/
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.ISTEA - Federal Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991

L10 Noise Level - That level of noise where the A-weighted sound pressure level in decibels is
exceeded ten percent of the time.

Leq Noise Level - That level of constant noise which contains the same amount of acoustic energy as
time varying noise levéls (e.g. traffic noise) during a given time interval.

Levels of Service - A qualitative measure describing operational conditions within a traffic stream, and
their perception by motorists and/or passengers. A level-of service definition generally describes these
conditions in terms of such factors as speed and travel time, freedom to maneuver, traffic interruptions,
comfort and convenience, and safety.

LUST - Leaking underground storage tank

Mesoscale - A term used to describe relative size. Used in this report, mesoscale refers to an
intermediate size area around and including the proposed project where vehicular traffic is expected to
be significantly affected.

Meteorology - The study dealing with the phenomena of atmosphere.

Microscale - A term used to describe relative size. Used in this report, microscale refers to a relatively
small area on and near the roadway within which pollutant concentrations are above background levels.

NEPA - National Environmental Policy Act. Federal regulation designed for Federal agencies requiring
certain actions to be evaluated for environmental impacts, usually in the form of Environmental Impact
Statements or Environmental Assessments.

NHPA - National Historic Preservation Act. Act that requires a Federal agency to take into account the
effects of its projects (undertakings) on historic properties. These properties include any district, site,
building, or structure, or object that is included on, or eligible for inclusion on, the National Register of
Historic Places. Historic properties are more than just old buildings or well-known historic sites.
Facilities such as roads, bridges, or water treatment plants may be considered historic. While the
National Register is a formal list of identified historic properties, it is not complete. All states have
additional properties with historic significance.

Noise - Unwanted or undesirable sound, usually characterized as being so loud as to interfere with, or be
inappropriate to, normal activities such as comxmlmcatnon sleep, study, or recreatlon

Noise Abatement Criteria - Noise levels established by FHWA in 23CFR772 for various activities.
When the predicted noise level approaches or exceeds the NAC as given in Table 1 of 23CFR772, an
impact exists and mitigation must be considered.

Noise Sensitive Areas or Locations - General areas of land or specific locations having activities that
are affected by excessive noise levels.

Non-attainment - A condition where a pollutant exceeds the NAAQS two or more times during a year.

NRCS - National Resource Conservation Service
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NRHP - National Register of Historic Places. A National list of districts, sites, buildings, structures,
and objects significant in American History, architecture, archacology, engineering, and culture The
list is maintained by the Secretary of the Interior.

Peak Hour Traffic - The highest number of vehicles found to be passing over a section of a lane or
roadway during 60 consecutive minutes of a designated year.

PPM - Parts per million

Posf-_discharge — In regard to stormwater runoff water quality, post-discharge is the condition after
which stormwater runoff has been combined with the waters of the receiving water body.

Prehistoric - Of, relating to, or existing in times antedating written history; prehistoric cultural
resources are those that antedate written records of the human cultures that produced them.

Public Hearing - An advertised, open, meeting required by the NEPA process. It is normally scheduled
to be held within 45 days after the distribution of the DEIS to receive public comment.

Section 4(f) - A component of the Department of Transportation Act 49 USC 1653 (f) that protects
publicly owned parks, recreation areas, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic sites of national,
state, or local significance.

SHPO - State Historic Preservation Office

SIP - State Implementation Plan

Stability - A state in which the vertical distribution of temperature is such that an air particle will resist
displacement from its level.

TEA-ZI - Transportation Equity Act for the 21* Century. Federal highway legislation passed in 1998
that covers a period of six years, with increased highway and other transportation funding.

TES - Technical Environmental Study
TIP - Transportation Improvement Plan.
UST - Underground storage tanks

‘Watershed - A specific geographic area drained by a major stream or river.
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. v ent of Environmental Protection Bradley M. Campbell
Jmugavﬁ?:u v Dcpmgivision of Fish and Wildlife Commissioncr
Endangered and Nongame Species Program
P.O. Box 400
Trenton, NJ 08625-0400
Phone: (609) 2629400
Fax: (609) 984-1414
Visit:njfishandwildlife.com
April 21, 2003

Mr. Anthony Sabidussi
New Jeirsey Department of Transportation
Burean of Environmental Services
P.O. Box 600 '
Trenton, NJ 08625-0600
Dear Mr. Sabidussi:

This is in response to your letter of March 18, 2003 in which you requested the Division of Fish
and Wildlife’s position on the long-carcd owl (4sfo otus) record from the Sarmoff Property in
West Windsor Township. This record has been accepted as 2 documented sighting and is
currently being entered into the Natural Heritage Program’s Biological Conservation Database.

AN Our preliminary assessment of the proposed bypass alternatives that are routed through the

' Sammoff property is that they would essentially destroy the documented habitat of this state-
threatened species. It does not appear that onsite mitigation will be possible as little additional
habitat exists in the vicinity, Please be advised that this is a preliminary assessment based on
incomplete information regerding the various elternatives that are being proposed. We look
forward to reviewing the final EIS when available.

In addition, we would recommend that additional surveys for endangered and threatened specics
be canducted on the site. It should be noted that the absence of records of endangered and
threatened species on a site does not confirm their absence. Many areas of the state have not yet
been surveyed for the ocourrence of endangered and threatened species. To properly assess the
potential fmpacts of this project additional rare species dzta should be abtained,

The Endangered and Nongame Species Program can provide techmical assistance with survey
protocols if required. If I can be of further assistance regarding this matter please do not hesitate
to contact me. -

Sincerel W
iles
Chief

New Jerscy is an Equal Opporwunisy Employer
Recycled Pager



State of New Jersey
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
P.O. BOx 600
TRENTON, NJ 08625-0600

JAMES E. MCGREEVEY ' - JOHNF. LETTIERE
Governor Commissioner

March 18, 2003

Mr. Mike Valent

Endangered and Non-game Species Program
Natural & Historic Resources

New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection
PO Box 404 -

Trenton, NJ 08625-0400

RE:  Long-Eared Owl (Asio otus) Report e
Sarnoff Property, West Windsor Township, Mercer County, New Jersey SRR
Confirmation Request for Penns Neck Area EIS e

Dear Mr. Valent:

The New Jersey Department of Transportation (Department) is undertaking an Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) to identify means to improve access and mobility in the Penns Neck area of West Windsor Township,”
Mercer County, and its environs. Our consultant, DMIM+HARRIS, recently requested a written response as to .
your office’s position regarding the long-eared owl sighting report. We are pleased to receive your prompt and
definitive response.

In furtherance of their effort, we kindly ask your assistance in helpmg us to-respond to-inquiries we have received
about the owl from our Roundtable Citizen’s Advisory Group and the public. In parncular, there is a strong desire
to understand what it means that the study area has a roosting, State-threatened owl in terms of legal protecuons,
habitat requirements, buffers, and project consequences. DMIM+HARRIS’s review of the GIS map, in the
context of the 18 roadway alternatives being considered in the EIS, indicates that a key component of some
alternatives would impact the location of the owl. As we examine the positive and negative impacts of the various
alternatives, the extent to which you can assist us in educating EIS readers on the protection process, your written
assistance would greatly bolster the EIS.

If desired, I can provide you with concept drawings showing the location of the proposed roadways, or any other
information you think would be helpful. Should you have any questions or need additional information, please do
not hesitate to contact me directly at 609-530-2989. Thank you for your assistance.

Very truly yours,

Anthoriy idussi
Section Chief
Bureau of Environmental Services

cc K. Koschek (NJDEP)

L. Roche (D+H)
J. Carnegie (VTPI)

New Jersey is an Equal Opportunity Employer
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Jammes E. McGreevey Department of Enviropmental Protection
Governor Division of Parks & Forestry, Historic Preservation Offics
PO Box €04, Trenton, NJ 08625
TEL: (605) 292-2023 FAX: {609) 984-0578

Bradley M. Campbsi]
Commissioner

HPO-C2003-013 PROD
March 3, 2003
Log # 03-0817-1

M, Jack McQuillan

Msamager

Bureau of Environmental Services

New Jersey Department of Transportation
1035 Patkway Avenue

Post Office Box 600

Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0600

- Dear Mr. McQuillan:

As Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer for New Jersey, in accordance with 36

. CFR Part 800: Protection of Historic Propenies, ‘as published in the Federal Register on 12

December 2000 (65 FR 77725-77739), 1 am providing continuing consulfation comments for
the following federally funded proposed undertaking:

US Route 1, Scctions 28 and 33

Penns Neck Area Environmental Impact Statement (EXS)
(previously Millstone By-Pass Environmental Assessment)
West Windsor Township, Mercer County and

Plaiusboro Township, Middlesex County.

These comments are in response to your letter requesting review of and comments on the
Penns Neck Area EIS Cultural Resources Effects Document (dated December 2002), received
at the Historic Preservation Office (HPO) on Jamary 10, 2003. The HPO has also reviewed the
Summary of Potential Impacts to the Built Environment — Cultural Resources memorandum
(dated January 23, 2003) that was distributed to the Penns Neock Area EIS Partners® Roundtable.
The Penns Neck Area EIS draft Historic Architectural Survey (2 volumes, revised draft report,
August 2002) and Phase 1 Archaeological Survey (2 volumes, revised draft report, August 2002)
included HPO comment letter HPO-H98-1, August 5, 1998, bit did not include HPO-C97-9,
March 10, 1997 and HPO-B2000-72, February 16, 2000. These letters responded to the earlier
effects assessment for the following historic properties: Penns Neck [Baptist] Church, Penns
NeFk Ceneetu-y, Washington Road Elm Alleé, Covenhoven-Silvers-Logan House (31 Logan
Dz:we_), Princeton Operating Station AT&T Building (Eden Institute), Aqueduct Mills Historic
Diswict and Historic District Extension, Delaware and Raritan Canal Historic District, Lake

New Jersey is an Equal Oppornunity Exployer
Barmrled Don an
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Camegie Historic District, and three (3) archaeological sites (28 ME 2, 23, and 86).

The identification of additional historic properties (Pennsylvania Railroad Historic
District [including contributing resources Princeton Junction Hotel, County Route 571 Bridge,
and Nassau Interlocking Tower), Pennsylvania Railroad (NJ Transit) Bridge over the Delaware
& Raritan Canal, David S. Voorhees House, David Sarnoff Research Center (3740 Brunswick
Pike (US Route 1)), and 1 archaeological site [28 ME 91J) and the revised delineation of a

number of altemative alignments and project components necessitate the reconsideration of the
" previous assessment of effects.

The HPO apprecistes the graphic presentation of two (2) perspectives on adverse effects,
first, adverse effects to individual historic resources by individual alternatives A through G.2
(t2ble Possible Adverse Effects on National Register Listed and Eligible Historic Architectural
Resources) and, second, adveyse effects by proposed project component (table Adverse Effects to
National Register Eligible or Listed Properties by Major Design Components), as well as the
table Major Design Components of the Action Alternatives.

| Alternative Alignments A through G.2

The submitted effects assessment states and the table Effects on Historic Architectural
Resources acknowledges that modification (expansion) of Route | and/or the replacement of the
Route 1 bridge over the Millstone River, & feature of all currently delineated alternative
alipnments (A - G.2), will have an adverse effect on the Aqueduct Mills Historic District /
Historic District Extension. This anticipated adverse effect is the result of the proposed removal
of a stone wall Jocated along the west side of Route 1. The widening of Route 1 and the
replacement of the Route 1 bridge over the Millstone River may occur even if a No Build (No
Action) alernative {s selected.

The submitted effects assessment states and the table Effects on Historic Architectural
Resources acknowledges that neither the No Build (No Action) Alternative nor Alternative G.2
would cause adverse effects through the demolition or physical alteration of other historic
properties. I agree with this conclusion. I also agree with the conclusions presented in the
effects assessment and the table Effects on Historic Architectural Resowrces that adverse effects
arising from the demolition or physical alteration of the following historic properties will be
generated by the following aliernatives as currently delineated:

Alternative A,'A.1, A2, A3, A.4 (adverse effects to 7 additional historic resources)
Covenhoven-Logan-Silvers House, Princeton Operating Station, and
Pennsylvania Railroad Historic District (contributing resources) and 4
archacological resources (28 ME 2, 23, 86, and 291)

Alternative B (adverse effects 10 6 edditional historic resources)
Covenhoven-Logan-Silvers House, Princeton Operating Station, and Washington
Road E!mAllee and 3 archaeological resources (28 ME 2, 23, and 86)
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Alternative B.1, B.2 (adverse effects to 8 addirional historic resources) .
Covenhoven-Logan-Silvers House, Princeton Operating Station, Washington
Road Elm Allee, and Pennsylvania Railroad Historie District (contributing
resources) and 4 archaeological resources (28 ME 2, 23, 86, and 291)

Alternative C (edverse effects 10 5 2dditional historic resources)
Princeton Operating Station, Washington Road Elm Allee, and Pennsylvania
Railroad Historic District (contributing resources) and 2 archaeological resources
(28 ME 2 and 291)

Alternative C.1 (adverse effects to 4 additional historic resources)
Princeton Operating Station and Pennsylvanta Railroad Historic District
(contributing resources) and 2 archacological resources (28 ME 2 and 291)

Alternative D, D.1 (adverse effects to § edditional historic resources)
Pennsylvania Railroad Historic District (contributing resources) and 4
archaeological resources (28 ME 2, 23, 86, and 291)

Alternative E (adverse effects to 4 edditional historie rcsoixrm)
Pennsylvania Railroad Historic District (contributing resources) end 3
archaeological resources (28 ME 23, 86, and 291)

Alternative F, F.1 (adverse effects 10 6 additional historic resources)
Princeton Operating Station and Pennsylvania Railroad Historic District
(cox;n'ibming resources) and 4 archaeological resources (28 ME 2, 23, 86, and
291) - '

Altemnative G (adverse effects to 2 additional historic resources)
Pennsylvania Railroad Historic District (contributing resources) and 1
archacological resource (28 ME 291)

Alternative G.1 (adverse effects to 3 additional historic resources)
Washington Road Elm Allee and Pennsylvanis Railroad Historic District
(contributing resources) and 1 archaeological resource (28 ME 261)

East-Side Connector Alignments

 Thetable Adverse Effects by Design Components indicates that all east-side connector
alignments will have adverse effects to historic properties, primarily archasclogical histaric .
propertics. I agree with this conclusion. The revised regulations implementing Section 106 of
the Naticnal Historic Preservation Act, (65 FR 65 FR 77725-77739, December 12, 2000) classify
the q:smbancc of an archacological site as an adverse effect. This change in the regulations '
applies to the no adverse effect with data recovery assessment previously given to archaeolagical
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sites 28 Me 2, 23, and 86 that are within the path of some proposed east-side connector road
alignments.

The effect of an east-side connector road on the David Sarnoff Research Center (3740
Brunswick Pike [US Route 1]) remains to be evaluated. "

Waest-Side Connector Alignments

1 agree with the assessment that the west-side connector alipnments will not adversely
affect the historic cheracter of the Lake Carnegie Historic District. Correspondingly, all three (3)
west-side connector alignments (B, B.1, and B.2) would have an adverse effect upon the
Washington Road Elm Allee. ) ‘

Previous HPO comments respectfully disagreed with the assessment that the proposed
west-side connectot road would have no adverse effect upon the Delaware and Raritan Canal
Historic District (D&R Canal). Curmrently, alternatives B, B.1, and B.2 propose a west-side
connector road between Rowte 1 / Harrison Street and Washington Road. The west-side
connector road in B and B.1 is closest o the D&R Canal and the west-side connector road in B.2
is approximately 1,000 feet east of the D&R Canal. Consistent with previously issued HPO
comments, construction of & west-side connector road as delineated in both Alternatives B and
B.1 would substantially change the character of physical features within & portion of the D&R
Canal’s setting and would introduce visual, atmospheric, and audible elements that diminish the
integrity of significant historic features in this portion of the D&R Canal.

The introduction of a west-side connector roadway slong alisnment B or B.1 would result
in & significant change in the character of the setting of the D&R Canal in the area between
Washington Road and Hanrison Street. The area to the east of the D&R Canal between
Washington Road on the south and Harrison Street on the north has historically been
undeveloped and lightly vegetated with no substantial roadway features. Currently, the land 1o
the east of the D&R Canal is undeveloped open space used primarily for recreation and for the
storage of cut wood, stone, and recycled construction material. A narrow paved driveway
provides limitad access 1o the area.

The roadway proposed by alternatives B and B.1 would introduce visual, atmospheric,
and audible elements that diminish the integrity of this particular portion of the D&R Canal. The
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) noise impact criteria assist in understanding the
magnitude of potential noise impacts but do not establish a decibe] level threshold for
determining an adverse effect pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800, Protection of Historic Properties.

Currently some noise is transmitted up and down the D&R Canal as vehicles make a
p.ezp_mdxctﬂar crossing of the D&R Canal at Washington Road and Harrison Street. No
significant noise source ebuts or parallels the D&R Cainal to either the east or west between these
two perpendicular roadway crossings. The introduction of a roadway, with a 40 mile per bour .
design speed, abutting and paralle] to this section of the D&R Canal would substantially expand
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the noise paths, currently limited to the perpendicular crossings at Washington Road and
Harrison Straet, to the length of this section of the D&R Canal, despite the presence of same
natural and possibly engineered noise attenuators.

Previous HPO comments also noted that the introduction of berms and supplemental
vegetation to screen the roadway and dampen roadway noise represented one approach to
mitigating adverse visual and gudible effects, however, these comments also noted that the berms
and supplemental vegetation would not preclude these adverse effects to this portion of the Canal
Historie District. I recognize that immediately north of Washington Road & Jarge earthen berm
rises on the eastern side of the D&R Canal and would separate a segment of the proposed
roadway from the Historic District. However, heading north from Washington Road the land
east of the Historic District flattens and, beginning approximately 1,400 feet north of Washington
Road, is leve] with the D&R Ceanal. This is also where the proposed roadway would be closest to
the Historic District. Here, project plans originally called for the constuction of an earthen berm
and the planting of supplemental vegetation to visually screen the roadway from the D&R Canal
and dampen the roadway noise. Consequently, the proposed roadway would substantially alter
the physical and visual setting of this portion of the Historic District and represent the
introduction of visual clements not currently or previously present. This segment of the D&R
Canal has been devoid of development or ransportation infrastructure since the removal of the
Camden and Amboy Branch Reilroad from the eastern berm in the 1860s,

Vaughn Drive Connect}:r Road

The submitted materials indicate thet of the three (3) currently delineated Vaughn Drive
connector road alignments, alignment number 2 will not affect any historic properties, number 1
may possibility adversely affect 1 or 2 historic properties (Princeton Junction Hote] of the
Pennsylvania Railroad Historic District and David S. Veorhees House), and number 3 may
possibility adversely affect 1 archaeological history property (28 ME 291). 1 agree with this
assessment. :

Route I ina Cut

The submitted effects assessment states that the impacts to the Penns Neck [Baptist)
Church arising from the depression of Route 1 in e cut would be temporary. I agree that, with
conditions, depressing Route 1 in a cut would have no adverse effect on the Penns Neck [Baptist)
Chmch and would, as noted in the effects assessment, result in a long term improvemeat to the
physical environment in proximity to this historic property.

Route ] at Grade

The submitted effects assessment states that the only effect associated with widening
Route 1 et grade (as per the preliminary geometry plans included with the effects assessment)
E?suld b:l th? removal of 2 stone wall within the Aqueduct Mills Historic District. 1 agree with
conclusion. '
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Eastern Frontage Road

Although an eastern frontage road might require the acquisition of property within the
David Sarmnoff Research Center, I agree that the fetention of e substantial landscape buffer
between Route | and the Samoff Research Center buildings would permit & no adverse effect or

possibly even a no effect determination,
Western Frontage Road

The submitted effects assessment states that a western frontage road would not adversely
affect any historic properties. 'With continned access to Washington Road and an alignment that
avoided disturbing the Washington Road Elm Allee, I agree that a western frontage 10ad could
avoid sdversely affecting historic properties.

Loop-Type Interchange at Harrison

The submined effects assessment states that a Joop-type interchange in the vicinity of
Harrison Strect would adversely affect exchacological site 28 ME 2, Covenhoven-Logan-Silvers
House, and Princeton Operating Station. I agree with this conclusion,

Diamond Interchange at Harrison

The subrnitied effects assessment states that a diamond interchange in the vicinity of
Harrison Street would adversely effect erchaeological site 28 ME 2 and Princeton Operating
Station. I agree with this conclusion. ,

Archaeological Resources

Public comments, received at the HPO and expressed at the meetings of the Penns Neck
Area EIS Partners’ Roundtable have questioned the adequacy of the evaluation of archaeological
resowrces. These comments have focused upon the potential for an archaeological historic
district encompassing as contributing resources both the archaeological resources evaluated as
individually eligible for the National Register of Histotic Places (NRHP) and some of the
archacological resources evaluared as indjvidually not eligible for inclusfon in the NRHP and the
archaeological sites discovered but not evaluated, (such as 28 ME 188, 284, 91, 201, 60, 283,
282, 186, 181, 55,. 190 and 28 MI 129, 136). Given the large number of archacological sites
within the immediate APE and larger Study Area, the potential for an archaeological historic
district that includes &s contributing resources individual sites currently wnevaluated or evaluated
as not individually eljgible for inclusion in the NRHP must be serjously explored. ‘This
cqnsgdemic:n of an archaeological historic district is especially important for Site 28 ME 264 -
;n;hm an;h; .x;ght of way of the proposed west-side connector road associated with Alternarives B,

g, _
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Additionally, recognizing both the quantity end quality of the currently identified
archaeological resonrces (including those within the APE but outside of ciwrently delineated
alipnments), cultural resources section of the pending Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) must give serious consideration to the merits of in situ preservation of NRHP eligible
archaeological sites. A serjous discussidn-of the merits of both in situ preservation and data
recovery must be presented in the DEIS. Again, this is especially important for archaeological
sites, located In proximity to the environynentally important Millstone River, that may be
adversely effected by an east-side connector road.

Additional Comments

Section 800.5(e)(1), Assessment of Adverse Effects, defines adverse effect as altering
“directly or indirectly, any of the characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property
for inclusion in the National Register in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the
property’s location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling or association. ... Adverse
cffects may includerreasonably foresecable effects cansed by the undertaking that may oceur later
in vime, be farther removed in distance or be cumulative ™ The Council on Environmental
Quality regulations define cumulative effects as “the impact...which results from the incremental
impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions
regardiess of what egency (Federal or non-Federal) or person wndertakes such actions.™ United
States Department of Transportation guidance notes that indirect, secondery, end cumulative
fmpact assessment is especielly eppropriate in areas of moderate to rapid development and when
the stated purpose of a transportation project is to enhance economic development.

The number, quality, and diversity of the archaeological and architectural historic
properties within the EIS Area of Potential Effects (APE) makes the effort to anfticipate and
examine indirect, secondary, and cumulative effects particularly important. ,

Although the HPO looks forward to the public distribution of the DEIS as the formal
opportuniry to comprehensively evaluate and comment on the relstionships among historic
propertics, environmental resources, transportation needs, and proposed project eltematives, the’
submitted effects assessment clearly suggests that the avoidance or minimization of adverse
effects to historic architectural and archacological properties, consistent with the goal of
climinating at grade intersections end traffic signals, substantially enhancing the capacity of
Route 1, and minimizing east-west traffic volumes on Washington Road and Fisher Place in
West Windsor should focus on:

1 Avoic!ing edverse effects to the Delaware and Raritan Canal Historic District and
Washington Road Elm Allee by eliminating the proposed west-side connector road

2 Avoiding advcr_se effects to archaeological sites 28 ME 2, 23, and 86 by climinating the
proposed east-side cannector road

3 Providing enhanced esst-west access to Route 1 by constructing a Vaughn Drive
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connector road (possibly along the no historic properties affected alignment G.2) that
permits and encourages the use of the existing multiple lane Alexander Road grade
separated interchange (The application of traffic calming techniques to Washington Road
and Fisher Place in conjunction with this alternative would further encourage the
diversion of east-west traffic from these roads to the already multi-Jane Alexander Road
grade separated interchange. This alternative might also provide a viable opportunity for
diverting some traffic from Alexander Road east of the Northeast Corridor (NEC)
Railroad once a new Alexander Road bridge over the NEC is built.)

4 Avoiding adverse effects to historic propersties in the vicinity of Harrison Street by using
frontage road access to Route 1 and evoiding a loop interchange in this area.

5 Maintaining Washington Road access to Princeton and West Windsor and substantially
improving the environment of the National Register of Historic Places listed Penns Neck
[Baptist] Church (despite any temporary construction impacts associated with this project
component), by depressing Route 1 in & eut, creating a grade separated Washington Road
crossing, and using frontage roads for access to local streets. .

Because these five (5) strategies focus on avoiding adverse effects to historic propertics
and satisfying all presently identified project needs, they have the added benefit of being
compatible with the United States Department of Transportation Act Section 4F requirements to
develop prudent and feasible alternatives that avoid the taking of historic properties. ‘

The Washington Road Elm Allee, Penns Neck [Baptist] Church, and Aqueduct Mills
Historic District are listed on the New Jersey Register of Historic Places, therefore, the effects of
the preferred or chosen alignment(s) on these historic resources will, eventually, peed to be
assessed and reviewed in accordance with the New Jersey Register of Historic Places Act.

1lock forward to continuing consultation as the EIS data is refined and the public
comments are compiled and integrated into the EIS. If you have questions concemning this -
Project review, please call HFO Transportation and Planning Coordinator Charles Scott at 609-
633-2396 and/or HPO staff Mike Gregg for archacology at 609-633-2395.

Deputy State Historic
Preservation Officer
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Voorhees Transportation Policy Institute
Alan M. Voothees Transportation Center
Edward ]. Bloustein School of Planning and Public Policy
Rutgers, the State University of New Jersey

MEMORANDUM
TO: Penns Neck Area EIS Partners’ Rdundtable members and alternates
Members of the public and interested parties
FROM: Jon A. Camegie, AICP/PP
Senior Project Manager

DATE: September 3, 2002
SUBJECT: Integration of Penns Neck Area EIS and Section 106 public involvement processes

At the August 20, 2002 Penns Neck Area EIS Partners® Roundtable meeting, the project team
reiterated the intent to coordinate the Penns Neck Area EIS public involvement process with the public
involvement activities required under the implementing regulations of Section 106 (36 CFR Part 800
"Protection of Historic Properties™). See (http://www.achp.gov/regs html#800). The New Jersey
Department of Transportation and the Federal Highway Administration, the lead agencies for the Perns
Neck Area EIS, have asked the project team to clarify, in writing, how the EIS and Section 106
processes will be coordinated and which agencies and organizations have been granted “consulting
party” status in accordance with Section 106 regulations.

Penns Neck Area EIS Public Involvement Program

The Penns Neck Area EIS process includes a comprehensive and extensive pubhc involvement
program, which is in full compliance with federal public involvement requirements. The program has
been designed as an open and ongoing process aimed at establishing and maintaining effective
communications between the public and involved public agencies. The program’s specific objective is -
to maintain open lines of communication, active engagement, and maximum participation of the public
throughout the soopmg, strategy screenmg alternatives evaluation, and impact analys1s phases of the EIS
process.

Specific elements of the progtam include:
= Early stakeholder interviews and small group listening sessions designed to promote early and
full understanding of the issues to be potentially addressed in the EIS, including issues related to
historic and archeological resources in the study area. -

33 Livingston Avenue * 5% Floor * New Brunswick, NJ 08901
732/932-6812 x 700 = 732/932-3714 (fax) * www.policy.rutgers.edu/tpi/index.htm



» Partners’ Roundtable Advisory Committee made up of community partners from the public,
private and nonprofit sectors. The purpose of the Roundtable is to assist in shaping an . L
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Route 1-Penn’s Neck area and to advise the EIS ;
process as it progresses. The Roundtable has 32 members and meets approximately bi-weekly.

. lic Scoping Forum held in December 2001, to solicit input from the general public on issues
related to the scope of the EIS.

» In-progress Review forum to be held on September 30, 2002 to provxde the public with an
opportunity to informally discuss the alternatives under consideration, as well as the traffic and
environmental studies being conducted for the EIS. ‘

»  On-going dissemination of project information through direct mailings, a project website, and
availability of materials at six document repositories.

» Public Hearing and comment period on the DEIS.

Section 106 Public Involvement Requirements
According to 36 CFR Part 800,

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires Federal agencies to take into

account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties and afford the Advisory Council

on Historic Preservation a reasonable opportunity to comment on such undertakings. The

section 106 process seeks to accommodate historic preservation concems with the needs of

Federal undertakings through consultation among the agency official and other parties with an

interest in the effects of the l_mdettaldngonhistoricproperties, commencing at the early stages of

project planning. The goal of consultation is to identify historic properties potentially affected by \J_/
the undertaking, assess its effects and seek ways to avoid, minimize or mitigate any adverse

effects on historic properties.

The regulations require that agencies “seek and consider the views of the public in a manner that reflects
the nature and complexity of the undertaking and its effects on historic properties, the likely interest of
the public in the effects on historic properties, confidentiality concerns of private individuals and
businesses, and the relationship of the Federal involvement to the undertaking.” In addition, the agency
must, “provide the public with information about an undertaking and its effects on historic properties and
seek public comment and input.” Finally, regulations provide that “members of the public may also
provide views on their own initiative for the agency to consider in (the) decision-making (process)”.

Coordination of public involvement processes

Since the inception of the Penns Neck Area EIS process, members of the public and Parmers

Roundtable participants have provided valuable input on many EIS related issues, including those

related to historic and archeological resources. Input from 92 individuals, representing 45

constituencies, including elected officials; state, municipal, county, and regional agencies; institutional and

other stakeholder bodies; civic and public interest groups; transportation, environmental, planning,

historic preservation, and business organizations; residents and members of neighborhood groups; and

other individuals reflecting a diverse range of views and interests, has been documented as part of early

stakeholder interviews and small group listening sessions. More-than 110 individuals provided formal
testimony as part of a public scoping forum held in December 2001; and input on historic and L



archeological resources has been documented as part of many of the 22 Partners’ Roundtable meetings
held to date.

Opportunities for on-going public mput on historic and archeological resource issues will contnue
throughout the remainder of the EIS process. Specific opportunities will include:

» Notification of document availability — Members of the public and Partners’ Roundtable

. participants will receive notification of the availability of Section 106 related documents
including, cultural resource survey and determination of effects reports. Documents will be
made available for review at six designated document repository locations. Members of the
public may provide written comments for consideration in the decision-making process.

=  Future Partners’ Roundtable meetings — Roundtable participants and members of the public
present at the meetings will receive briefings on the findings of the cultural resource survey and
determination of effects studies and have an opportunity to discuss and comment on the findings
at future Roundtable meetings.

* In-progress Review Forum — Historic and archeologlcal resource studies will be covered at one
of four information stations to be set up at the September 30, 2002 In-progress Review forum
to be held from 10AM to 10PM at the New Jersey Hospital Association on Alexander Road in
West Windsor Township. Members of the public will have an opportunity to discuss and

comment on cultural resource issues throughout the forum. ,
=  Public Hearing on the Draft EIS — Members ofﬂlepubhcwﬂlhaveanopporumltywrewewand
" comment on the cultural resource survey and determination of effects reports as part of the
DEIS public hearing and public comment period tentatively scheduled for December
2002/January 2003.

Consulting Parties under Section 106

In addition to input from the public as described above, Section 106 regulations (36 CFR 800), require
specific and formal consultation with a number of parties. According to the regulations, the following
parties have consultative roles in the Section 106 process:

1. State Historic Preservation Officer;

2. Indian tribes and Native Hawaiian Organizations;

3. Representatives of local government with jurisdiction over the area in which the effects of an
undertaking may occur; and

4. Applicants for Federal assistance, permits, licenses, and other approvals.

In addition, the regulations provide that “individuals and organizations with a demonstrated interest in the
undertaking may participate as consulting parties due to the nature of their legal or economic relation to
the undertaking or affected properties, or their concern with the undertaking’s effects on historic
properties.” Consulting party status must be considered and approved by the FHWA NJ Division
Office in consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office.

In addition to the FHWA NJ Division Office and the NJDOT, the following parties have been approved
. to participate in Section 106 consultation as consulting parties:

1. NI State Historic Preservation Office



N

Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation

Delaware & Raritan Canal Commission
Mercer County

National Trust for Historic Preservation
Plainsboro Township

Princeton Borough

Princeton Township

XN R

9. Princeton University

10. Sarnoff Corporation

11. Sierra Club (Central Jersey)

12. Stony Brook-Millstone Watershed
Association

13. Washington Road Elms Preservation
Trust

14. West Windsor Township

Generally, it is the responsibility of consulting parties to review and comment on information and
documentation pertinent to the identification of historic properties and assessment of the effects; to
participate in the development/evaluation and refinement of altematives which can be considered to
avoid or minimize adverse effects; and to participate in the consideration of mitigation strategies or
measures where impacts cannot be avoided. For the Penns Neck Area EIS process, approved
consulting parties will receive individual copies of cultural resource survey and determination of effects

reports for review and written comment.

If you have any questions regarding the coordination of Section 106 and EIS public involvement
activities, please feel free to contact me at 732/932-6812 x606 or by email at carnegie(@rci rutgers.edu.

Thank youw.
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MEMO

To: Anthony B. Sabidussi, Section Chief
NJ DOT, Bureau of Environmental Services

C: Jon Carnegie, Senior Project Manager
: The Transportation Policy Institute, Rutgers University

From: James C. Amon, Executive Director

Subject: Cultural Resources Effects Document
Penns Neck Area EIS

Date: 9 January 2003

I am writing to express my SZrongest objection to an aspect of the Penns Neck Area
Cultural Resources Effects Document.

On page 22 of that document there is a discussion of noise impact on the Delaware and
Raritan Canal, 2 National Register of Historic Sites property. It reports that the NJDOT
did a noise effect study on the D&R Canal. Ihad heard that such a study had been done
and have requested a copy of it without success. At the very least it must be reported the
conditions under which this study was done. What locations exactly, what time of day,
what time of the year, and other details of the conditions are all relevant to my ability to
accept as valid that this test produced information that is appropriate.

More important, however, I am in complete disagreement with the statement that
“Because the canal does not meet the criteria for a location where serenity and quiet are
of extraordinary significance, noise effects were based on the NAC standards for a
recreation facility . . . “ This is not a playground or an active sport area like a ball field.
I refer you to the MASTER PLAN for the Delaware and Raritan Canal State Park (D&R
Canal Commission, 1989) which states as a principle guiding all activity related to the
Canal Park that “The Canal Park must retain a degree of serenity and separation from the
man-made world.” This principle, which was adopted by the Canal Commission after
following all appropriate legal procedures for the adoption of a Master Plan, is part of the
basis for the Canal Commission’s regulatory program and more specifically is partial
basis for N.J.A.C. 7:45-8.2(b) 4 which stipulates that roads proposed for construction
near the Canal Park will not be approved unless the applicant can demonstrate that “The
increased traffic will not have a noise impact on the Park.”

An “Objective” adopted by the Canal Commission to articulate the above-cited
“Principle” states that “Vehicular intrusion, either from roads that enter the Canal Park or
from those that run parallel to it, should be avoided.” (p.32, MASTER PLAN)



The assumption that noise intrusion is not a significant issue for the Canal Park appears -
to have been made solely to satisfy the needs of this project and is not based upon any J_/
analysis of this invaluable cultural resource or an understanding of the planning work that

has been accomplished for it. It must be reversed.

Once this improper assumption is reversed it will then be necessary to go to pages 14 and
15 of the Cultural Resources Effects Document and correct the text that describes the
adverse impacts that would result from Altemnatives B and B1. That discussion must be
expanded to note that those two alternatives would produce an adverse impact on the
Delaware and Raritan Canal because of the intrusive noise impact that would result if
either of them were built. '

I have not completed my review of this entire document so I may have other comments,
but I believe that this issue of such importance that I want to send it to you immediately.



——Advisory CEIVED
: Council On . JUN §li 2000
W, Historic
Preservation _ HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
The Old Post Office Building

1100 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, #809
~ Washington, DC 20004 .

MAY -5 2000

Hon. Rodney E. Slater
Secretary of Transportation
400 Seventh Street, S.W.
Washington, DC 20590

Ref: Route 1, Section 2S and 3]
Penns Neck Improvements
Mercer and Middlesex Counties, New Jersey

Dear Sccretary Slater:

Recently, the Council has been contacted by a number of organizations concerned with

\__- implementation of the process mandated by Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation

' Act and its implementing regulations, “Protection of Historic Properties” (36 CFR Part 800) for
the referenced project. As we understand it, the proposed action has the potential to adversely
affect several properties inciuded in the National Register of Historic Places. Given the potential
for impacts to multiple historic properties, the substantial public controversy arising from the
project as proposed, and questions that have been raised about how the Council’s regulations are
being applied, we are notifying you that Appendix A, Criteria for Council Involvement in
Reviewing Individual Section 106 Cases, of our regulations is met for the referenced project and
the Council intends to participate in consultation regarding effects to historic properties and the
means for resolution. We are providing this notice as required by 36 CFR §800.6(a)(1)(iii). A
copy of our letter to Dennis Merida notifying him of our intent to participate in the consultation
is enclosed.

Sincerely, .
John M. Fowler .
Executive Director

Enclosure



DVRPC FY 2003-2005 TIP - NJ Final Version

New Jersey - Highway Program

DB# 02382 Trenton Revitalization Improvements .

A/QCode X This project will provide for various infrastructure improvements to support economic development in the City of
Trenton. These improvements may include, but are not limited to, sewer improvements, roadway
limprovements, and streetscape improvements.

This Is a multi-year funded project under the provisions of Section 13 of P.L. 1895, ¢.108.

ProgMgr:  Mercer Cbunty Trenton City
Prog Cat.  Strategic Mobility
Mileposts:  N/A | TIP Program Years ($ millions)| | Out-Years }
Phase Eund EY 2003 EY 2004 EY 2005 EY 2006 EY 2007
EC STATE 2.000
EC STATE 2.000
EC STATE 2.000
EC T8D 2.000
EC T8D 2.000
Fiscal Year Total 2.000 2.000 2.000
£Y 2003-2005 Total 6.000 Out-Year Cost 4,000
DB# 031 Route 1/CR 571 Penns Neck Area EIS (a.k.a. Millstone Bypass)

Route 1 in the vicinity of Washington Road to Harrison Street, Environmental impact Statement
process for unspecified mobility enhancements

AQCode 2005M This project is an Environmental impact Statement process to develop a solution or package of solutions to
address recurring congestion in the Penns Neck area of Route 1 in the vicinity of Washington Road (County
Route §71) and Harrison Street in West Windsor Township, Mercer County. The process is intended to gain
community input on the nature of the problem to be addressed and the range of atematives to be investigated,

N and will seek consensus on & final solution or package of solutions to be implemented. The process will
provide a model for future EIS processes within the framework of Department's Context Sensitive Design
initiative.

ProgMgr: Fekete West Windsor Twp.
Prog Cat.  Congestion Management
Mileposts: ~ 11.10 - 12.10 [ TIP Program Years ($ millions)| | Out-Years |
Phase Eund EY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 EY 2006 EY 2007
FSD NHS 0.100
Fiscal! Year Total 0.100
FY 2003-2005 Total 0.100 Out-Year Cost
DB# 144 Route 27 (1C) Harry's Brook Bridge
Bridge over Harry’s Brook, replacement
AQCode X This project will provide a replacement of Harry's Brook bridge with a new structure carrying two 12-foot lanes
and two 8-foot shoulders. The existing structure sufficlency rating s 5.0.
ProgMgr:  Rollo Princeton Twp.
ProgCat.  Bridge Preservation
Mileposts:  2.30 - 240 [ TIP Program Years ($ millions)] | Out-Years l
Phase Eund EY 2003 EY 2004 EY 2005 EY 2006 EY 2007
CON STATE 2.574
Fiscal Year Total 2.574
FY 2003-2005 Total 2574 Out-Year Cost

9/23/02 Page 4 of 13



DEC 18 2802 Iz:m FR NJDOT-ENVIRONMENTAL 683 538 3767 TO 912159777360 F.ua 04
, Siute of }i efp Ejerzeg
& -McGreevey . Department of Environmenta) Protection Bradley M. C}lmprbel!
fovernor Divislon canm&l’o;:my.l-ﬁnoﬁehwunﬁonme . Commissione
PO Box 404, Trenton, NJ 03625
TEL: (609)292-2023 FAX: {609)984-0578 : Lecra r2/8/or
www state.nj.us/dep/hpo
HPO-L2002-73
December 11, 2002

Mr. Jack MeQuillan

Manager

Bureau of Environmental Services

New Jerscy Department of Transportation
103§ Parkway Avenue

Post Office Box 600

Treoton, New Jersey 08625-0600

Dear Mr. McQuillan:

The Historic Preservation Office (HPO) appreciates having the opportunity to
providé additional guidance regarding the evaluation of historic architectural resources as
part of the Penns Neck Area Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). These comments are
in response to your request for additional technical review oomments on 3740 Bnmswick
Pike (David Samnoff Rescarch Cmter)

e As noted in our first technical review comments letter (HPO-J2002-6, October 2,
2002), previous HPO consultation comments did not offer a specific or overt evaluation -
of the National Register of Historic Places eligibility of 3740 Brunswick Pike (David
Sarnoff Research Center). The forma! consultation comments contained in HPO-HS8-1
(Augnst S, 1998) expressed the belief that the evalnation of historic properties required
sohcitxng and considering comments from individuals and organizations with an interest
inora knowlcdge of historic properties.

To assist the New Jersey Department of Transportation (NJBOT) in advancing
the Penns Neck Area Environmenial Impact Statement (EIS) cultural resources evaluation
of the David Samoff Research Center, the HPO reviewed readily available historic
information and the public comments submitted to the NJDOT and also participated in
two meetings with NJDOT, project consulting team, and Sarnoff Research Center
professional staff. The information reviewed by the HPO included the Internet sites of
the Sammoff Corporation, Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers (IEEE), New
Jersey Institute of Technology (Inventors Hall of Fame), and American Memory
Collection of the Library of Congress (photographic documentation). The HPO has also

New Jersey is an Equal Oppormunity Employer
Recycled Poper
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obtained and reviewed a copy of a Radio Corporation of America publication entitled
“1942.1967, Twenty-Five Years at RCA Laboratories,” authored by the Radio :
Corporation of America and cataloged in the Jmcyana collection of the New Jersey State
Library as J607.2 R129. .

'In the second meeting held to discuss the potential National Register of Historic
Places eligibility of the David Samoff Research Center, HPO staff suggested that the .
available information supported the conclusion that the David Sarnoff Research Center
possesses both historic significance and integrity, Much of the meeting discussion
thereafier focused on the primarily additive changes to the original 1941 building and the
establishment of ap appropriate period of significance and delineation of a historically
jusnﬁa.ble historic property boundary. The discussion was assisted by the careful review
of a series of acrial photographs taken from 1941 through 1980 and obtained by the
project consulting team from the New Jersey State Library.

I offer the opxmon that the David Sarnoff Rescarch Center is eligible for the
National Register of Historic Places and recommend the following parameters.for
establishing an appropriate period of significance and delineating a historically justifiable
boundery. Documentation in the historic sites survey form and in historic documentation
available in print and on the Internet recognizes the evolution of research and

. development activitics at the David Sarnoff Research Center and a change in the focus of

research activities around the mid-1960s. - A significant change in the focus of the = -
rescarch performed at the David Sarnoff Research Center during the 1950s could be used
to establish a period of significance beginning with the construction of the facility and
ending during the mid-1960s perhaps no later than 1968. Photographic documentation
confirms that the western facade of the facility was and remains an open vista up to the
castern boundary of US Route 1. This photographic documentation also illustrates a
former property line, marked by vegetation, separating the original complex from
property identified as the J. A. and Hannah L. Hartpence farm to-the north. The southern
boundary, perhaps the actval property line, appears to be marked by landscaping and/or
natural vegetation and at the eastern end of the complex en internal circulation road,

"parking lot, and powerhouse appear to distinguish the actively utilized acreage from the
. unoccupied property. These features appear to delineate a reasonable boundary that
- existed from 1941 th:oughthc end of & period of significance in the mid to lite-1960s..

Additional Comments

The HPO looks forward to participating in public and consulting party discussions
and consultation regarding the evatuation of historic properties within the Penns Neck
Area EIS study area. The final revised cultural resources report should acknowledge, in
accordance with the public involvement plan, the comments and/or information provided
by consulting parties and individuals and organizations with a knowledge of or an interest
in historic properties within the project APE. The documentation of public participation
in the evaluation of historic resources and project effects will substantially enhance the
quality and timeliness of the Section 106 consultation.
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Should you need any further assistance in identifying or evaluating potential
architectural historic resources or if you have any questions regarding these comments,
please contact Charles Scott at (609) 633-2396 or Steve Hardegen at (609) 984-0141.

Sincerely,

Dottty

Dorothy P. Gilzzo
Deputy State Historic
Preservation Officer

C:.  Marc Matsil, NJDEP
Art Silber, NIDOT
Tony Sabidussi, NJDOT
Lauralee Rappleye-Marsett, NSDOT
Jeanette Mar, Environmental Coordinator, FHWA
Young Kim, Arca Engineer, FHWA
Consuiting / Interested Partics
Leslie Roche, DMIM+Harris
Jon Carncgic, Rutgers

CS/C/NJDOTL2002-73PennsNeckSarnoff



Deiawz_lre Nation NAGPRA Office

PRO. Box 825 .
Anadarko, OK 73005
405 / 247-2448
Fax: 405 / 247-9393

7 October 2002
USDOT - Federal Highway Administration
New Jersey Division
840 Bear Tavern Road, Suite 310

West Trenton, NJ 08628-1019
RE: Penns Neck Area EIS
Dear Mr. Kim: 2:??5 7

‘ThankyouforoomactmgtheDelawareNaéon regardmgthe aboverefa‘encedpro_lect. The

'.a.rtfularlyﬂ:osesmﬂmtm
dbeconducted.

- eligible for the National " of Historic Plac&s If consh makes disturbance of these
‘sites unavoidable, then ;-r e IT archaeological mvesﬂga%ﬁs :%: .

| Dunnganyofthearc 3 loglcaltstmgorexeavagghég:éo’ﬁsu-ucqmnoﬂhxs pro_;ect, if human

: fﬁ'snubmgiéuwu&sandmmedmtcly
he Ret theStatcArcﬁaeologxstandtheState .
fég‘lﬁfédtothedxscovexyof uman remains.

Weasklhatyoucontmuo' o 'theDelawareNatxonofthepr ess of this project.
Specifically, we would éofallctﬂhzmlmourcwand logical survey reports. We

'apprecmeyourooopuatn; X chngﬁxeDelawareNatmn? uld you bave any questions,

feel free to contact me. 3

Sincerely,

Rh :
NAGPRA Director

cc: Anthony B. Sabidussi, NJDOT
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CONTACT MEMO
Date: ~ November 5, 2002
Contacted: Mr. Don Friday
Affiliation: New Jersey Audubon Sodety
By: Eileen Flarity-Loftus
Regarding: Bald Eagles within the study area
cce File

Mr. Friday advised that he has no knowledge or records of bald eagles within the Penns Neck Area EIS
study area. Mr. Friday directed me to contact the NJDEP Endangered and Nongame Species Program
(ENSP) and/or the New Jersey Natural Heritage Program, which we did. These two agencies also
confirmed that there are no records of nesting bald eagles in the study area.
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CONTACT MEMO
Date: November 4, 2002
Contacted: Mr. Russell Titus
Affiliation: Elizabethtown Water Company
By: Eileen Flarity-Loftus
Regarding: Size of Elizabethown’s Primary Service Area
cc:

Mr. Titus advised that Elizabethtown’s primary service area is approximately 440 square miles (281,600
acres). This area Is that which Elizabethtown is the sole provider of water utilities.
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CONTACT MEMO
Date: November 1, 2002
Contacted: Ms. Larissa Smith
Affiliation: NIDEP, Endangered and Nongame Species Program
By: Eileen Farity-Loftus
Regarding: Nesting bald eagles in the study area
cc: File

I advised Ms. Smith of a property owners sighting of a pair of bald eagles near Carnegie Lake in the
.Princeton Township area, and inquired as to the Endangered and Nongame Species Program’s (ENSPs)
records for a nesting pair in this area or in Mercer County. Ms. Smith advised that there are no known
pairs of nesting bald eagles in Mercer County. The nearest nesting pair to this location occurs in
Monmouth County. Due to the populated nature of the Carnegie Lake area and Mercer County in
general, Ms. Smith advised that if a nesting palr did in fact occur in this vicinity, the ENSP would be
aware of such an occurrence. Ms. Smith also indicated that the observed pair of bald eagles could be

from anywhere.



Date:
Contacted:
Affiliation:
By:
Regarding:
cc:

DMIMEEHARRIS
CONTACT MEMO

October 21, 2002

Mr. Russ Titus

Elizabethtown Water Company
Bileen Harity-Loftus
Groundwater Extraction

File

Mr. Titus advised that Elizabethtown Water Company (Elizabethtown) procured Permit #5026 from the
New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP), Bureau of Water Allocation. This permit
allows Elizabethtown the following maximum diversions from groundwater wells in its study area:

¢ Monthly diversion not to exceed 68.6 million gallons;
e Annual diversion not to exceed 450 million gallons; and,
¢ Daily diversion not to exceed 3.89 million gallons.

Average daily usage in million gallons from 1990 to the present are as follows:

1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001

0.53 million gallons per day (mgad);
0.55 mgd;
0.70 mgd;

0.56 mgd;

0.54 mgd;
0.57 mgd;
0.62 mqd;
0.58 mgd;

0.51 mgd;
0.70 mgd;
0.86 mgd;
0.82 mgd; and,

2002 year todate  0.60 mgd.

Mr. Titus advised that Elizabethtown Is well within the allowable diversion rates of its permit.
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Anthony B. Sabidussi, Section Chief
Bureau of Environmental Services

New Jersey Department of Transportation
PO Box 600

Trenton NJ 08625-0600

RE: Penns Neck Area EIS Review
Dear Mr. Sabidussi:

The enclosed information was previously provided to NJDOT, but we wanted to
ensure that this data is included in the on-going development of the Penns Neck
Area Environmental Impact Statement.

In a recent presentation to the Roundtable by Harris Engineering in September
2002, a review of the NJDEP Natural Heritage Database identified that no
threatened or endangered species were recorded in this database for the study
area. However, the Millstone Bypass Issue Paper prepared by the Stony Brook
Millstone Watershed Association in January 2000, provided documentation of
sightings of the following species in Appendix A of the report.

Latin Name Common Name Comment

Ardea herodias Great Blue Heron Threatened species

Circus cyaneus Northern Harrier Endangered species

Buteo Lineatus Red-shouldered Threatened species
Hawk '

Pandion haliactus Osprey Threatened species

Lutra canadensis River Otter

Dr. Michael Van Clef, a trained ecologist, prepared the second report included
in this submittal. His work was conducted in July and August of 2000, and he
concludes that many species may not have been observed because of the
seasonal variations. Dr. Van Clef provided a list of 44 rare and endangered
plants that could potentially be found along the Millstone River because of the
suitable habitat (Table 1). He also identified a great diversity of plant species
along the Millstone River, including 157 species (Table 2) Table 3 in his report
compared plant species recorded in the disturbed areas near the Rte 1 corridor to
those in the more secluded undisturbed areas. Invasive and weedy species
provided 80% of the site cover in area 1, within 200-300 feet from Rte 1. While

PROTECTING THE ENVIRONMENT SINCE 1949



invasive and weedy species only covered 16-18% of the site in the more
secluded areas. His work demonstrates that disturbing the area can impact
habitat and the diversity of native plant species, allowing for invasive species to
overwhelm the plant community.

Please ensure that this information is included in the Penns Neck Area EIS and
the assessment of alternative road alignments and their potential impacts.

U

Noelle MacKay, Director
Watershed Management

Sincerely,

Copy: Millstone Bypass Roundtable
Mayor Shing-Fu Hsueh, West Windsor Township
NJDEP, Natural Heritage Database Program
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APPENDIX A:

Millstone River

T-002 P.014/021 F-008

Partial List of Species In Penn’s Neck Woods Ana agjacent Lo

Latin Name | Common Name | Comments
Birds
Accipiter cooperii Cooper’s Hawk mature &4 ; immature
Bubo virginianus Great Homed Owl mature 2&¢ nestinginestlings
Asio otus Long™-eared Owl
Otus asio -| Eastern Screech-Owl
Podilymbus podiceps Pied-billed grebe
Branta canadensis Canada Goose ' mature &¢ nesting; -
nestlings
Anas platyrhynchos Mallard mature 2&d-nesting
Aix sponsa Wood Duck mature $&¢; ¢ swimming
' with young .
Fulica americana | American Coot
Charadrius vociferus -Killdeer mature ?&4J nesting;
. nestlings

Actitis macularia Spotted sandpiper
Ardea herodias Great Blue Heron Threatencd.Species
Egretta cacrulea Little Blue Heron
Circus cyaneus Northern Harricr mature @

. ' Endangered Species
Buteo lineatus Red-shouldered Hawk Threatened Species
Buteo jamaicensis ! Red-tailed Hawk . ]
Pandion haliaetus QOsprey Threatencd Species
Phasianus coichicus Ring-necked Pheasant
Meleagris gallopavo Wild Turkey \ adult with young
Zenaida macroura Mouming Dove .
Colaptes auratus Northern Flicker - nesting
Melanerpes carolinus Red-bellied Woodpecker
Picoides pubescens Downy Woodpecker
Picoides villosus Hairy Woodpecker
Dryocopus pileatus Pileated Woodpecker
Myiarchus crinitus Great Crested Flycatcher
Hinmdo rustica Barn Swallow
Cyanocitta cristata Blue Jay
Corvus brachythynchos American Crow
Parus bicolor Tufted Titmouse
Parus atricapillus Black-capped Chickadee
Parus carolinensis Carolina Chickadee

PagcAI'_
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APPENDIX A Partial LSt 0I DPECICS N FCULL 5 1NCTN. ¥F UULS ARG Aujacuss av
Millstone River
Latin Name Common Name Comments
Mammals
Ondaira sibethica | Muskrat
Didelphis marsupialis Opossum
Odocoileus virginianus White-tail deer adult ¢ with young; adult &
) : - with females
Sylvilagus flridanus Eastern cotfontail
Plants
Cypripedium acanle Pink Lady’s Slipper
Lobelia cardinalis Cardinal flower
3 Lupinus pereanis . Wild lupine
Uwvularia perfoliata Bellwort . . .
2 Chimaphila umbellata Pipsissewa t -
Anemone quinguefolia Wood Ancmone
‘Hibiscus palustris Swamp rose mallow
{ Monotropa uniflora ~ | Indian pipe
Woodwardia areolata Netted chain fern
Onoclea sensbiis  ~ Sepsitive fern '

Page A3



Michael Van Clef

5 Third Avenue .

Monroe Township, NJ 08831

\_ (732) 723 - 2704
mvanclef@rci.rutgers.edu

August 18, 2000

George Hawkms

Stony Brook-Millstone Watershed Association
31 Titus Mill Road

Pennington, NJ 08534

" Subject: Millstone bypass
Dear George,

I would like to express my concern about the potential ecological impacts of the proposed Millstone bypass. lam a
trained ecologist (Ph.D. candidate, Rutgers University) studying invasive plants in natural areas. This summer §
had the pleasure of taking several canoe trips on the Millstone River as a volunteer foryour organization. The river
is an area of natural beauty that is an excellent example of a héalthy wetland ecosystem. The diversity of our
native flora and fauna on the banks of the river and adjacent wooded wetiands is impressive. The aggressive
weedy species that degrade so many natural areas in New Jersey exist only as isolated Individuals. They are kept
in check because the system is healthy and does not allow expansive: areas to be dominated by weed
monocultures.

. Unfortunately, the proposed bypass could have sigmfmnt impact that would jeopardlze this fragile system.
Wetland systems are regulated by the timing, duration, and depth of flooding.” Increases in impermeable surfaces |
resutting from road construction will lead to excessive runoff that will alter the natura! hydrological regime. '

~ Sedimentation caused by high levels of runoff will also have a negative impact on the river ecosystem. Weedy

\_dpecies that currently exist in small numbers will thrive under such disturbances. The diverse native shrub
community dominating the banks of the river may be subjected to invasion by weeds such as purple loosestrife or
Phragmites. 5orested wetiands could be reduced to a tangle of thorny multifioral rose plants and vines. These
transformations have less aesthetic beauty for people and less ecological vatue than the current habitat. Rare
plants and animals would be lost in such an altered ecosystem. ‘

The Department of Transporlation should consnder altematives that will be more benign to the fragile Millstone
River ecosystem. )

Three tables have been attached to this letter. The first table lists rare and endangered plants that may exist at the
site. These species are listed as potentially being found in Mercer County by the New Jersey Natura! Heritage
Program and have habitat requirements that could be satisfied in the immediate areas impacted by the bypass.

The second table is a preliminary list of species identified at the site. Itis certainly Incomplete because of the
limited number of visits to the site, but gives a small example of the plant diversity in the area (157 species
identified thus far). The third table shows the percent cover of various species along the riverbank. Measurements
were taken from three areas at various distances from the Rt. 1 bridge near Harrison Street. The table shows the
impact on vegetation caused by the disturbances related to major roadways. The table shows an increase in the '
cover of invasive non-native species and potentially weedy native species closer to the roadway.

Sincerely,

Michael Van Clef
Michael Van Clef
cC: Rob_er; Tucker )
L Christine Altomari



i [Fedenal [State  [Giobal Fm Fotential habltat near
\__,/ [Sclentific Name JCommon Name ]Status  [Status [Rank  JRank [proposed road eonstruction \
IAGASTACHE NEPETOIDES JYELLOW GIANT HYSSOP G5 §s2 uptand forest
JAGASTACHE SCROPHULARIIFOUA [PURPLE GIANT HYSSOP G4 1S2 upland forest
IAGRIMONIA MICROCARPA JSMALLFRUITED GROOVEBUR G5 }s2 upiand forest
AL OPECURUS AEOUALIS JMARSH MEADOW FOXTAIL G5 182 rverbank, open wetland, wet forest
D APLECTRUN HYDMALE “JPUTTYROOT = G5 {si Torest
[ASCLEPIAS VARIEGATA WHITE MLKWEED | 1G5 152 upland forest
CACALIA ATRIPLICIFOUA PALE INDIAN PLANTAIN {E G465 _{s1 upland forest
(CACALIA SUAVEOLENS |SWEET-SCENTED INDIAN PLANTAIN }G3G4 . ISX.1  }riverbank, open wetland
CutiTRicHE verRmA |SPRING WATER STARWORY G5 |s2 }
(CALYSTEGIA SPITHAMAEA |ERECT BINDWEED I G4G5  IS1 upland korest, dry eld
CAREX FRANKI! JFRANK'S SEDGE | G5 Is3 wet forest, open welland A
CAREX HAYDENT! ~JCLOUD SEDGE IE G5 IS1 wet forest, cpen wetland
[CAREX MITCHCOCIIANA __|HITCHCOCK'S SEDGE ] G5 [s2 wet forest, upland forest -
CAREX JAMESH _[NEBRASKA SEDGE IE - 1G5 [s1 upland forest
CAREX WILLDENOWR {WILLDENOW'S SEDGE G5 182.  Juptand forest
CASTILLEM COCCINEA [SCARLET INDIAN PAINTBRUSH G5 1s2 wet forest, apen weiand
CERCIS CANADENSTS —|REDBUD I’Eﬁ G5 ISt |niverbank, wetforest
CRATAEGUS CALPOOENDRON JPEAR HAWTHORN E GS {S1 __ Juntand forest
ICRATAEGUS CHRYSOCARPA __|FIREBERRY HAWTHORN : G5 ISt luptand forest
CUSCUTA POLYGONORUM JSMARTWEED DODDER G5 1s2 open weflands
[CYNOGLOSSUM VIRGIMANUM VAR VIRGINIANUM IWILD COMFREY G515, |S2 upland forest
ICYPERUS LANCASTRIENSTS LANCASTER FLATSEDGE GS 151 {uptand forest, dry field
ICYSTOPTERIS PROTRUSA LOWLAND BRITTLE FERN ] G5 Is2 wet forest
DICENTRA CANADENSTS - SQUIRREL-CORN 13 IG5 |51 fupland forest
NYCTELEA JAUNTLUCY - {E 165 |§1 [riverbank, wet forest
{ERAGROSTIS FRANKH _JFRANK'S LOVEGRASS 1 1G5 S2  [rverbank, openweliand - N
|EUPHORSIA MARILANDICA IMARYLAND SPURGE 13 1G1?Q  |SH.1 . |dry Seid
GEUM VERNUM {SPRING AVENS [} 1G5 Js2 upland forest, wet forest
[HELONIAS BULLATA [SWAMPPINK &} IE. [G3___ |S3__ fwetforest.
HETERANTHERA MULTIFLORA IMUD PLANTAN ]_ i G4 1S2 _ |dverbank, open wetland
MELANTHIUM VIRGINICUM VIRGINIA BUNCHFLOWER E G5 181 fwet forest, open wetland
MIMLEUS ALATUS WINGED MONKEY FLOWER . 1 G5 [S3 _[dverbank :
NUPHAR MICROPHYLLUM  ISMALL YELLOW POND LILY |E G5 {SH  [riverbank
PHLOX PRLOSA ~ {DOWNY PHLOX |§ G5 ISH  Jupland forest
|PEATANTHERA PERAMOENA __|PURPLE FRINGELESS ORCHID 3 1G5 IS1__ jopen weliands R
R [RANUNCIRUS AMBIGENS IWAEWW SPEARWORT 1G4 {S2 |riverbank, open wetland
M |rammicias pusus LOW SPEARWORT ___ G5 ___|S2___|rverbank, openwetiand
[RAMNCLLUS REPTANS CREEPING BUTTERCUP |E G5 ISH  jrverbank
RHYNCHOSPORA GLOBULARIS GRASS-LIKE BEAKED RUSH .|E G5 §S1- Jriverbank, wet forest N
CIRPUS LONGH JLONG'S BULRUSH { | G2 {82 . ]wetforest, open wetland
NERVOSA 'VElNED SKULLCAP - - ! -1 G5 |S2  |rverbank, wet forest
ACHYS PALUSTRIS VAR HOMOTRICHA MARSH HEDGE-NETTLE £ G5T? |SH  |riverbank, open wetland
TRADESCANTIA OHIENSIS {OHIO SPIDERWORT J_ G5 182  Jupland forest
VERBENA SUZPLEX _|NARROW-LEAVED VERVAIN. E G5___ (51 __Jupland forest. dry §aid

Table 1. Rare and Endangered plants that may potenﬁally' be found In the Millstone Bypass contruction area




Table 2, -Prefiminary Mistone Bypess Area Plant List

[Eclentiic Hame Common Name TEamity righ [Growth Form JAren present staite . JAres presentatsite JAres present at sie Status
Acer negundo Box Elder A Native tres wet forest .
Aoer rubrum Red Mapls Acerscese . res riverbenk (wet shrub thicket
Achilles milefolivm Common Ysrrow A Non-Native b dry field
lanthus stissima Trés-of-haaven y on-Native ree uptand forest invasiva species
Alnus semdata Smooth Alder Betulacese shrub [riverbank wet shrub thicket
Ambrosie ertermnisiifolls Common Regweed Asteracess l_Na' nerbacecus  |dry fleld
Aplos smericans Common Ground Nut Fab Nat Jvine wet shrub thicket
Apocynum sndrosssmifolium___ | Spreading Dogbane | Netive herb dry fleld
|Artemisia wigaris M i m Non-iative l? ~ | dry fieid -
Asclepias Incamata {Swamp Mikweed Asciepladacess _|Native [herbacecus__|riverbank wet shrub thicket ____ |wetiand trenaition forest
|Asclepias syriaca Common Milkweed isdacese |Native fherbacecus _ |dry fleld :
[Bofids nigra River Native Jtree fiverbank upland forest
[Betuia popuiitonia Grey Blrch Betulacese Native firee uplend forest :
Boehmeria cylindrics Faise Nettle .|Urticacese Netive herbaceous  {riverbank wet shrub thicket
%M@ Lesthery Grepefern |Ophiogh Native fory - wet forest
tha pe arsh Marigold Renuncuiscess {sth herbaceous  Jriverbank
[ Hedge Convolniacess | Native herbeceous | riverbenk wel shrub thicket
Carox Avani Native upland forest .
Carex stricts Tussock m " [Native o wet shrub thicket
Carpinus cerolinisna Jronwood Betulacese Native tree rverbank
Carys gisbra Pignut Hickory Jugiandaceas  INative tren |upiand forest
Carya ovals Shagberk Hickory Jugisndeceas Native roe {wet forest -
Carya fomenfosa Mockemnut Hickory Jugisndacese Native - {trom upland forest
Castanea dentata American Chestnut Fag Native trea uplend forest
| Cophaianthus occidentsis Buttonbush . Rublacens Native shrub Hverbenk wet sheub thicket
Chimaphiis mecuiats Striped Wintergreen Pyrolacese Native herbaceous - _ {upland forest
Chrysanthemum levoanth Oxeye Daisy Ast Norr-Native herbaceous _ |dry fieid
Cl iutetians - Enchanter's Nightshade Oneg lative ver wet forest
Clemalis virgijena Virgin'a Bower |Renuncuiacess vine riverbank -
Cletha sinifolla {Sweet Fopperbwsh Ciothracens___[Native shrub riverbark upland forest wed shrub thicket
| Commelina communis Asiatic Dayfiower Commeiinacess _[Non-native Jherbacecus _|wet forest . .
Comus amomum Sifky Dogwood___— Comecess i shrub riverbenk et shub thickel
3 florida Dogwood Comaoenas Netive tron upiand forest :
Coroniiia veria Crown Vetch Fabacese herbaceous _ldry fi
Cuscula p. (Dodder specias Cuscuiscese | Either - [herbaceous  [riverbank entisly weed
Daucus cerota Queen Anne's Lace | Apk > herd dry fierd
Disnthus armeria imm [Caryophyllacese | Non-Native herbeceous _ dry field
Diod/a terss Buttonweed Rublacess Native herbsceous _ |dry field
Duchesnea indice __ Indien Strewberry Rosacess Non1 herbececus _[wet forest
Elaeegnus sngusifolis FRussien Oltve [Eineagnecess | Non-Native sheub uplend forest irvesive species
. {Eleocharis sp. e Rysh * Cyperacens Native sedge wet shrub thicket
[Erperon phifadeiphicus adeiphia Flesbene . [Asterecess |Native. b dry fietd
American Besch Fagacese Native tree + |riverbank
[Frmdnus Green Ash ; Native ires [iverbank
Gallum Bedstraw Either herbeceous  [wet shrub thicket
wﬁwﬁdou Dangleberry Vaccinisoees etive shrub jupiend forest
[Geum canadense Whits Avens - Rosacese ve [hetbaceous _ [wet forest
Hiblscus moscheulos Swemp Maliow Mat * |Native shrub riverbank
Hisrachim sp. Hawkweed |Asteracess [Exther herbaceous |dry.field
mutilum Dwerf St, John's Wort Clusisceas Native [herbaceous _|riverbank
Hypericum virginicum {Mareh St Johrs Worl Ciusiacere Nativa [herbeceous  |riverbank
Tiox opaca; [Americen Holly Aquitol Nelive ree wet forest
flox verticitata Winterberry Mm : shrub riverbank wet shrub thicket
|impstions cepensls [Jowetwesd Balsaminacess IN-U\D rb riverbank wet shrub thicket




Table 2. Preliminary Mitistone Bypass Ares Plant List

c Name Tommon fsme F n TGrowih Form JArea present ataite  [Area preseri staile JAres present ataits  [Vveed Status
Ipomoes pandurate Wiki Vine Native __[herbaceous _|dry flekd ) |
Iris 3. Iris ridacess Either [herbaceous  [wet shrub thicket
Jupfans nigra [Biack Walnut Native tree wet forest
rush wet shrub thicket
rush uplend forest dry field
herbaceous  [dry fieid
[gress wet sheub thicket
[herbeceous native
[herbaceous  [dry
| dry field
{herbacecus __ [dry field
- [sheub wet invasive specles
ree riverbank upiand forest wet Torest
= ——
riverbank wet shrub fhicket Invasive species
shrub wet forest |invasive species
shrub Jriverbank linvasive specles
[herbaceous  |riverbenk
{herbaceous  uplend forest .
|herbaceous  [wet shrub thicket
[herbacecus  iwet forest
X [shrub lwet sheub thicket
Lythrum saficaria Purple 3 Non-Native herb riverbank {invasive species
M vimineum - w P Non-Native grass rverbank F_nv_asmm
Rchella repens Partridos Berry Rubl Native herbaceous  lwet forest
Myosoils scorpioides —[True Forget-me-not Boragin Jon-Native herbaceous | riverbenk | -
Nupher advena Yetiow Pond Lily Nymphaeacese {Native [herbaceos rbank wet shrub thicket potentialy weedy native
Nyssa sylvatica Black Tupelo Comecess Native iroe rbank upisnd forest
Oencthers blennls W mrose_|Onagracees Native verbeceous rban
Onoclea sensidiiy Fem _|Native em riverbenk wet shrub thicket wet forest
Netive forn wet forest
acere  [Native fom riverbank wet shrub thicket
Elther {herb wet forest
Native [vine riverbank uplend forest wet sheud thicket .
Native herbacecus  [riverbank wel shrub thicket . :
Non-Native field
Native ’ |grass riverbank entially weedy native
Native [herd wot forest dry field
Native _It dry fiek
{Non-Native Pcmucoouo dry fiel
Non-Native herbeceous  [dry
Nstive [herbeceous  [dry fleld
Native : herbaceous _{riverbank wet shrub thicket
Non-nstive her wet
Native herbaceous  [wet
Native {herbeceous  |rdverbank
Non-native herbaceous _|wet forest
Native herbaceous  {riverbank
. Nstive herbaceous  [riverbank
| Polygonum virginienum Jumpseed . Native herbaceoys _ |wet forest
Polytrichum sp. mm = Nstive fmoss upland forest
Pontedevis cordata Pickereiwead Fontederiacess _ [Native [nerbaceous _ riverbank
Potentiiia R Native - [herbeceous bank
Potentila simplex Old Fleld Rosacese |herbaceous
Prunelis wigaits Seif Heel jLamiacess Native Jherbaceous  [dry field




Table 2. Preliminary Mitistone Bypess Area Plant List

Totsl Number of species identifled; 157

rﬁmr«m Common Name [Origin [Growth Form [Ares presentataite _|Ares present stsite_|Area presentatsite__|Weoed Status
[Primes serofina_ B Rosecess _ |Native |vrn upland
Pteridium squiinum Bracken Fern Dennstaeditiacess |Native fem uplend forest
| Pyrus sp. Crab apple Either ) wet forest
1Quercus siba White Oak Fageceas Native {tren upland forest
Quercus bicolor Swam| ‘agacess Native |tree Jriverbank
Quercus pahsstrls n Fagacess Native |tree riverbank wet shrub thicket
Quercus rubra Red Osk ‘sgacess |Native |tree upiand forest
Quercus veliding Black Oak Jtres upiand forest
Rhexia virginics Meedow Melastomatecees herbacsous _[dry fleid
Rhadodendron Erk Native shrub riv wet shruh thicket
Rbus copellinum Sumac Anacardiecese Native shrub dry fleld
Robinis Black Locust Fabacese Native tree rh nk . potentially weedy native
Rosa muitiora Rose Rossceas Non-Native ghrub upland forest riverbank invasive
Rou;&gns Rose [Rosscese Native shrub [iverbenk wet shrub thicket
aflegheniensis Common B! R Native shrub wet forest .
| Rudbeckia hirta Black Eved Sussn Astoracese Native .___|herbaceous _[dry fleld
|Rumex Dock NorNative  jherbeceous  [dry fleld
Salix Black Willow lcacese Native __lires riverbank
canadensis Common lecess __ [Native shrub Inverbenk
Sasselras albidum Sassafras . Lauracese Native ree upland forest
Schizachyrium scoparium Little Bluestem Poacens Native grass dry field
] Wool Grass Native bulrush 'wet shrub thicket
Senna hebecama Northerm Fabacese Native herbaceous  |riverbank
Smilax glauca Glavucous Greenbriar Smifecacees Native vine |upland forest
Smitax rotundifolia Common Greenbriar |Smilacacese Native vine riverbank upiend forest potentially weedy native
Solanum carolinense jorse Nettle Soh Netive herbaceous |dry field . ’
Solanum duicsmara Bitiersweet Solsnacese -Native vine rh ‘ wet shruy thicket lve $p
%‘2@9‘ Eerly Goldenrod Asteracese Neative herbececus __|dry field
idag0 pubenia !M Goldenred Asteracess Native herbaceous _ [dry fleld
| Sparmanium smericanum Bur-reed nisceds  [Native herbeceous _[riverbank
] Spha moss = Native moss wet hickel
alba Meadowswest Ro shrub wet shrub thicket
Symplocarpus fostick Skunk cabbage Aracese herbaceous [wet shrub thicket
halictrum pubescens ToN Meadow Rue ~|[Renunculacees  |Native [herbaceous _|wet forest
hel noveboracensis New York Forn m INaﬂvu fern wet forest
[Thel Marsh Femn Aspeniacess ‘ative forn wet shrub thicket .
Toxicodendron radicens vy Anacardiecens Native jvine upiand forest riverbank wet sheub thicket
T'ypha lotifolia Cattell T Native herbeceous  {riverbenk |potentiaily weoady native
Uimus smericena American Em U ree riverbank
Vaccinium corymb [l Blusberry Native sheub jwet shrub thicket
Verbena hastats Biue Vervein Verbenacese Native |herbaceous Iriverbank
Verbena wrticiiolia White Vervain Verbenacese Native terbscecus  [wet shrud fhicket
|Vemonia novsb # Neow York lronweed Asteracean Native \herbaceous  |dry field
| Viburmum dentstum Northern Arrowwood Caprifofiscena __[Native Jshrud riverbank wet shrub thicket
VAiS Iabrusca Fox Grape Vitacees Native vine [riverbenk wet shrub thicket mm_ﬂ_c]yylom
VRIS vuiping . Frost Grape vi Native vine _{wet forest entlal native
Woodwardia srevisia [Netted Chain Fem Blechnacese Native o riverbenk ]




Table 3. Percent cover of vegetation components at various distances from Route 1.

A Site 1: 200 - 300 feet from current bridge at Rt. 1
8 Site 2: 100 - 200 feet beyond mowed riverbank along FMC property

€ Site-3: Junction of Millstone River and Little Bear Brook

, Site 1 | site 2 [ Site 3°
Scientific Name Common Name Weed Status % Cover*}% Cover*]% Cover*
Acer rubrum Red Maple NA 4 20 66
Alnus serrulata Smooth Alder NA 0 24 26
Aplos americana Common Ground Nut |NA 0 4 0
Betula nigra River Birch NA 0 0 2

" |Boehmeria cylindrica False Nettle NA 2 4 4
Cephalanthus occidentalis Buttonbush NA 4 14 0
Clematis virginiana Virgin's Bower NA 0} - 6 0
Comus amomum Silky Dogwood NA 0 50 36
Cuscuta sp. |Dodder - potentially weedy native 4 0 0
Hibiscus moscheutos . Swamp mallow NA 38 0 4
llex verticillata Winterberry - NA 0 0 20
Lythrum.salicaria Purple Loosestrife invasive species 76 4 0
Nuphar advena Yellow Pond Lily potentially weedy native 0 0 6
Parthenocissus quinquefolia Virginia Creeper NA ' 0 6 K
Peltandra virginica Arrow arum NA 2 0 0] .

num lapathifolium Nodding Smartweed |NA 14 0 0
Quercus palustris PinOak NA 0 0 56
Rosa multiflora Muttifloral Rose invaslve species 0 14 -0
Rosa palustris Swamp Rose NA 13 22 o]
Salix nigra . ‘IBlack Willow - NA 0 38 0
Sambucus canadensis Common Elderberty {NA 4 0 0
Smilax rotundifolia Common Greenbriar |NA 0 0 4

. | Toxicodendron radicans -|Poison vy NA 0 0 20
Unldentified Grass Grass NA 6 0 0
Unidentified Sedge Sedge NA | 4 0 0
Vibumum dentatum Northermn Arrowwood |NA 0] -0 32
Vitis labrusca Fox Grape potentially weedy native 0 0 10

|Percent Cover of Invasive Species and Potentially Weedy Native Species 80} 18] 16|

* Percent cover was determined using the line Intercept method. A measuring tape was stretched along.100
foot transects of the river. The length of the transect covered by each species present was recorded in five
10-foot intervals separated by 10 feet along each transect. Each percent cover calculation Is based on 50 feet
of riverbank at each site. Note that percent cover can exceed 100% at a site because species overlap along the

" transect.
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CONTACT MEMO
Date: October 2, 2002
-Contacted: Mr. Jeannette Bauers-Altman
Affiliation: NJDEP, Division of Fish and Wildlife
By: Eileen Flarity-Loftus
Regarding: Penns Neck Area EIS — BROOK FLOATER OCCURRENCE
cc: Leslie Roche

I advised Ms. Bauers-Altman of correspondence received from the US Fish and Wildlife Service, dated
January 23, 2002, indicating that there is @ known occurrence of brook floater (Aflasmidonta varicose) in
the D&R Canal and the Millstone River. Ms. Bauers-Altman did not believe that this is current data, as
she Is unaware of such an occurrence. In addition, since this occurrence was not provided by the NJ
Natural Heritage Program and the brook fioater is only rare on a Statewide basis, Ms. Bauers-Altman
believes that this data may be outdated. She advised that she would look into this matter and get back

to me.



State of ﬂe&r JJersey

a4 McGreevey Department of Environmenta} Protection Bradley M. Campbell

Governor Division of Parks & Forestry, Historic Preservation Office Commissioner

PO Box 404, Trenton, NJ 08625-0404
TEL: (609) 292-2023 FAX: (609) 984-0578
www state.nj.us/dep/hpo

HPO-J2002-6
October 2, 2002
Log # 02-2934

Mr. Jack McQuillan

Manager ~
Bureau of Environmental Services

New Jersey Department of Transportation

1035 Parkway Avenue

Post Office Box 600

Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0600

Dear Mr. McQuillan:

; The Histotic Prescrvation (ffice (HPO) appreciates having the opportunity te

N provide guidance regarding the evalvation of historic architectural resources as part of the
Penns Neck Area Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). These comments are in
response to your request for technical review comments on the submitted Historic
Architectural Survey Revised Draft Report (2 volumes) dated August 2002. This draft
report examines architectural historic properties in West Windsor Township, Mercer
County and Plainsboro Townshlp, Middlesex County. Volume 1 includes the research
design and historical overview along with individual evaluations of 19 newly surveyed
historic architectural resources. Volume II reproduces the previous historic architectural
survey reports.

The technical review comments that follow involve four (4) newly surveyed
architectural properties, two (2) previously surveyed architectural properties, and one (1)
property outside of the currently delineated Area of Potential Effects (APE):

12 Washington Road (David S. Voorhees Farmhouse)
45 Station Drive (Princeton Junction Hotel) ‘
Nassau Interlocking Tower (Pennsylvania Railroad)
536 Alexander Road (Scott Berrien House)

258 Washington Road
3740 Brunswick Pike (David Sarnoff Research Center)
137 Washington Road. ' X
oer 7, -
New Jersey is an Equal Oppormunity Employer éL 3, 0 /
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Newly Surveyed Properties

The HPO commends the staffs of the New Jersey Department of Transportation
(NJDOT) Bureau of Environmental Services (BES) and the cultural resources consultant,
John Milner Associates, for providing an informative and very well organized survey of
historic architectural properties. The inclusion of an APE map with each individual
survey form matenally assists the reviewer in understanding the location of the individual
property within the study area. The delineation on the large format APE map of known
historic properties, as well as newly and previously surveyed properties, is equally
helpful. The HPO suggests that the following issues or concerns be addressed in the
preparation of the finat Penns Neck Area EIS Hlstonc Architectural Survey.

12 Washington Road.

The Mercer County historic sites survey of 1988 identified a historic house at 14 -
Washington Road that appears to match the description of the house at 12 Washington
Road. The survey form concluded that “It is one of the best preserved nineteenth century
houses in Princeton Junction and is now adaptively used.” A copy of the survey form is
attached to this letter. The relation of the 12 and 14 Washington Road evaluations should
be resolved and the significance and integrity of this property should be reconsidered.

~ 45 Station Drive

This property is identified as 28 Station Drive in the Mercer County historic sites
survey of 1988 (survey form 1113-L-71 included with Volume 1 of the current draft
report). The survey form identifies the building as a part of the nineteenth century
community of Princeton Junction. Although the building is in an advanced state of
disrepair, additional information regarding the history and significance of the property as
it refates to Princéton Jiriction and the Pennsylvania Railroad station should be presented.
The final revised survey form should confirm the appropriate address and municipal
block and lot number.

Naséau Interlocking T0wer

Previous HPO correspondence to the NJDOT regarding the Alexander Road
Bridge replacement project noted a potentially eligible railroad historic district within
that project's APE. The Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission
(Pennsylvania State Historic Preservation Office) identified the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP) eligible Pennsylvania Railroad New York to Philadelphia
Historic District in an August 11, 1994 consultation letter to the Federal Highway
Administration. The opinion of eligibility originated with the Bucks and Philadelphia
County I-95 Intermodal Mobility Praject and this railroad historic district is
acknowledged as a NRHP eligible and Section 4F property in the Pennsylvania Turnpike



Interstate 95 Interchange Project Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4F
Evaluation prepared and issued by the U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal
Highway Administration (Pennsylvania Division). Because the railroad is significant for
connecting New York and Philadelphia and providing an elevated (or grade separated)
and electrified right of way between these two major cities, its significance, integrity, and
character defining features within New Jersey should be considered comparable.
Additionally, the Camden and Amboy Railroad Historic Districts Study (Volumes I and
" I, July 2001), prepared for the New Jersey Department of Transportation, also concluded
that the Trenton to New Brunswick segment of the Northeast Corridor Line (former
Pennsylvania Railroad) possesses historic significance and integrity.

The elements that should be considered contributing to, or part of the character
and setting of, a Pennsylvania Railroad (New York to Philadelphia) Historic District
include surviving historic interlocking towers, overhead and undergrade bridges, catenary
and electrical system structures, and railroad stations, facilities, and branch or side tracks.
The submitted draft report appropriately notes that interlocking towers are a “rare and
important building type.” Although the interior operating machinery has apparently been
removed, the building retains its original exterior character and details. As one of only
seven Pennsylvama Railroad (New York to Philadelphia) mainline interlocking towers
remaining in New Jersey, Nassau interlocking tower should be considered contributing to
the integrity, character, and setting of a potentially NRHP eligible Pennsylvania Railroad
(New York to Philadelphia) Historic District. Information confirming the date of
construction of Nassau interlocking tower should be included in the final report. The
relationship of the County Route 571 Bridge (structure # 1117150) over the railroad to

"the potentially eligible Pennsylvania Railroad (New York to Philadelphia) Hlstonc
District should also be examined in the final report.

536 Alexander Road (Scott Berrien House)

. The Historic Preservation Office has received a preliminary National Register of
- Historic Places nomination for Berrien City, a potential historic district located about
1,200 feet outside of the delineated APE. The relationship between the 536 Alexander
Road home of Scott Berrien and the development of Berrien-City should be investigated.

‘Previously Surveyed Pmpertles

Previous HPO consultation did not offer specific or overt comments on the .
evaluations of 258 Washington Road and 3740 Brunswick Pike (David Sarnoff Research
Center). The formal consultation comments contained in HPO-H98-1 (August 5, 1998)
expressed the belief that the evaluation of historic properties required soliciting and
considering comments from individuals and organizations with an interest in or a
knowledge of historic properties. With the understanding that the Penns Neck Area EIS
is actively seeking review agency and public comments on all previously and newly
surveyed properties, the HPO recommends that the evaluations of 3740 Brunswick Pike



(David Sarnoff Research Center) and 258 Washington Road consider the comments of
consulting parties and the public, as well as the information available on Internet sites
focusing on radio, television, and electrical engineering history.

3740 Brunswxck Pike (David Sarnoff Research Center)

The evaluation of the historic significance and integrity of this property requires
additional consulting party and public review and discussion. Information readily
available on the Internet sites of the Sarnoff Corporation, Institute of Electrical and
Electronics Engineers (IEEE), New Jersey Institute of Technology (Inventors Hall of
Fame), and American Memory Collection of the Library of Congress highlights the
significance of the facility. A copy of some of the easily accessible information is
enclosed. The New Jersey State Library also possesses a copy of a Radio Corporation of
America publication entitled “1942-1967, Twenty-Five Years at RCA Laboratories,”
authored by the Radio Corporation of America and cataloged in the Jerseyana collection
as J607.2 R129. .

258 Washington Road

The Mercer County historic sites survey of 1988 identified this house as “...a
good intricate example of its type. Although several small charming bungalows survive
in West Windsor, pnmanly in this expanded Penns Neck area and in the 19205 Berrien
City development, it is rather unusual to find a large bungalow in this region.” A copy of
the survey form for this property is enclosed for inclusion in any subsequent
documentation regarding 258 Washington Road.

Property Outside of the Currently Dcﬁneatéd APE
137 Washington Road

Although currently outside of the APE of the cultural resources study, please note
that the Mercer County survey of 1988 identified this house as “one of the most
distinctive houses in the Washington Road/Penns Neck vicinity...” A copy of the survey
form for this property is enclosed for inclusion in any subsequent documentation for this
property.

Additional Comments

The HPO looks forward to participating in public and consulting party discussions
. and consultation regarding the evaluation of historic properties within the Penns Neck

Area EIS study area. The final revised cultural resources report should acknowledge, in
accordance with the public involvement plan, the comments and/or information provided
by consulting parties and individuals and organizations with a knowledge of or an interest



in historic properties within the project APE. The documentation of public participation
in the evaluation of historic resources and project effects will substantially enhance the
quality and timeliness of the Section 106 consultation.

Should you need any further assistance in identifying or evaluating potential
architectural historic resources or if you have any questions regarding these comments,
please contact Charles Scott at (609) 633-2396 or Steve Hardegen at (609) 984-0141.

Sincerely,

Dty

Dorothy P.
Deputy State Historic
_ Preservation Officer

Attachments / Enclosures (8)

C: Marc Matsil, NJDEP
Art Silber, NJDOT
Tony Sabidussi, NJDOT
Lauralee Rappleye-Marsett, NJDOT
Environmental Coordinator, FHWA
Young Kim, Area Engineer, FHWA
Consulting / Interested Parties
Leslie Roche, DMJM+Harris
Jon Carnegie, Rutgers

CS/C/NJDOTJ2002-6PennsNeck



September 23, 2002

Young S. Kim, P.E.

Federal Highway Administration

840 Bear Tavern Road, Suite 310
West Trenton, New Jersey 08628-1019

RE: Penns Neck Area Improvements -

Mercer and Middlesex Counties, New Jersey '
—_
Dear Mr. Kim: '
On September 11, 2002, we recelved your request for our review of technical reports (prepared
by John Milner Associates, August 2002) on the results of architectural and archeological
resource survey for the referenced project. We will not be providing detailed substantive
comments on the four volumes of technical studies. Rather, our questions and concerns du'ectly
address the status of Section 106 review for the referenced undertaking. :
Accordmg to your letter dated September 10, 2002,the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) has “decided to coordinate” the Section 106 and National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) processes as provided for in 36 CFR § 800.8 of the regulations (36 CFR Part 800)
implementing Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. Pursuant to 36 CFR §
800.8(a), our regulations do encourage Federal agencies to coordinate the compliance of Section
106 and NEPA, and to consider Section 106 responsibilities as early as possible in the NEPA
process. It-appears, however, that FHWA does not plan to coordinate these processes, but rather
intends to use the process and documentation required for the preparation of the Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) to comply with Section 106 in lieu of the procedures set forth in 36 CFR
§§ 800.3 through 800.6. Please inform us if this interpretation of FHWA's intent is accurate.

You have asked that we review the four technical studies which gathered information to identify
and evaluate historic properties. We note that ane of these studies did include a map showing
the area of potential effect (APE) “for architectural resources.” 1t is not clear from this
description if this map shows the geographic scope of the undertaking’s potential direct and
indirect effects. Accordingly, we ask that you clarify this matter so that we can participate more
effectively in consultation. Since FHWA must consult with the New Jersey State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO) in determining the APE, we ask that you also provide us with any
views provided by the SHPO regarding the geographic scope of identification efforts. To further
facilitate our involvement, we ask that you also provide us with summary listing of the historic

ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION

1100 Pennsylvania-Avenue NW, Suite 809 » Washington, DC 20004
Phone: 202-606-8503 ¢ Fax: 202-406-8647 « achp@achp.gov ® www.achp.gov



-~ . -2-
properties which FHWA has identified to date.

To facilitate public participation, FHWA has established a Partner’s Roundtable Advisory
Committee which was convened “fo consider issues pertinent to the development of the project
and provide advice to FHWA,” and others. As a result of these efforts, FHWA has developed
the broad group of project alternatives which are currently under consideration. While we
support the involvement of stakeholders, the project documentation which we have reviewed
does not clearly identify the specific consulting parties which FHWA has identified or establish
their role in the evaluation of alternatives. We are concerned about this matter because your
September 10, 2002 letter does not appear to offer the opportunity for consultation between
FHWA and the consulting parties regarding ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects. -
Instead, it appears that FHWA only plans for consulting parties to provide comments on the draft
EIS. We encourage FHWA to provide for 2 more active role for consulting parties in the
evaluation of alternatives and the resolution of adverse effects, especially given the scope of the
undertaking and its substantial public controversy.

We look forward to working with you to resolve these matters. Should you have any questions,
please contact Laura Henley Dean, Ph.D., by telephone at 202-606-8527 or by e-mail at
. ldean@achp.gov.. - ®

Sincerely, -




e~  Elizabethtown Water Company “\

Netherwood Operations Center
1341 North Avenue

P.O. Box 111

Plainfield, NJ 07061-0111 )
Phone: (808) €54-1234 -
www.etownwater.com

September 12, 2002
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Mr. Michael Folli

DMIM Harris

Woodbridge Corporate Plaza
Office Building B

485B U.S. Route One South
Iselin, NJ 08830

Re:

Penns Neck Area EIS
Request for Information

Dear Mr. Folli:

In response to your request dated September 5, 2002, I can offer the following information:

Surface water supply is from the Spruce Run and Round Valley Reservoirs and is
delivered to the treatment facilities via the Raritan River and D&R Canal.

Treatment facilities are located in Bridgewater and_ Franklin Townships.
Intakes are located adjoining the treatment facilities.

Potable groundwater for the municipalities in question is derived from our Stoney Brook
facility in Princeton Township. All other wells in the municipalities in question are not in
service currently.

Elizabethtown has no information on the handling of wastewater for this area. I can
suggest you contact the various regional sewage authorities.

Enclosed is a brochure giving general details of our operations. Due to security concerns, I
suggest that if there is a need for more specific information, the request can be addressed by
Elizabethtown Water Company on a case by case basis. I trust this will be acceptable to NJDOT.

Sincy}ely,

Russell G. Titus
Network Operations Technician

chn

'
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State of New Jereey .
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
P.O.Box 600
Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0600
James E. McGREEVEY James P, Fox
Governor Commissioner

August 28, 2002

Dorothy Guzzo, Administrator 0& 92 ) /1/( é{_

NJ Department of Environmental Protection

Historic Preservation Office

P.O. Box 404

Trenton, NJ 08625-0404 W

Attention : Transportation and Planning Group

Re:  Penns Neck Area EIS Study
West Windsor and Princeton Townships
Mercer County
Plainsboro Township, Middlesex County
Review of Archeological Survey Report

Dear Ms. Guzzo:

The Department is presently engaged in the preparation of the Penns Neck Area Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS). The purpose of the EIS is to examine a variety of alternatives to address
traffic congestion, mobility constraints and safety concerns on Route U. S. 1 and east-west cross-
streets i the Perms Neck area of West Windsor Township, Mercer County. ‘Currently under
consideration are 18 project alternatives, with three additional Vaughn Drive Connector
alignments. The project to be designed and eventually constructed will be defined as the result of
the EIS process. ' :

As you are aware this project has been in the project development phase for a number of years,
and we have previously solicited Section 106 consultation comments from your office on earlier
iterations of a Route 1, Penns Neck Interchange project. Because the Department and its partners
in the Roundtable initiated an extensive scoping process for the present project, the initial study
area defined for the cultural resources investigations was somewhat larger than that evaluated for
previously proposed projects. The study area was subsequently refined and an area of potential
effects was defined for both historic architectural and archeological surveys during a July 23,
2002 meeting among Charles Scott, representatives of John Milner Associates and '
DMIM+Harris, and NJDOT environmental staff.

New Jersey Is An Equal Opportunity Employer ® Printed on Recycled and Recyclable Paper



. Penns Neck EIS Study
.~ Page2

The enclosed archeological survey report has completed identification and evaluation
tasks associated with identifying National Register eligible sites within the area of potential
effects for all of the alternatives currently under consideration. In order to move forward with the
assessment of effects and the preparation of the EIS for the project, we need your technical
review comments on the work accomplished thus far. A separate effects assessment report is
currently in preparation and will be submitted to you on about October 1, 2002. We will need
your comments on eligibility in advance of that time in order to ensure that all National Register
listed or eligible properties are appropriately considered in that document. It is not our intention
to seek formal Section 106 consultation comments at this time; Section 106 consultation will be
coordinated with reviews to meet the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act.
However, in order to consider the likely effects on historic properties of any of the alternatives
currently under consideration, we are seeking your advice on the National Register eligibility of
all properties of sufficient age or importance within the APE for the project. Once duplicate
copies of the archeological survey report have been made we will also be seeking the advice of
all consulting parties and the two tribes identified by the FHWA on the same issues. Input from
representatives of interested groups and the public on design, cultural resources and other
environmental issues is being solicited throughout the EIS scoping process. A summary of the
integrated NEPA/106 public involvement process for this project is enclosed (Carnegie to
. Roundtable members and alternates, 8/28/02). All comments will be considered in preparing the
. final cultural resources report.and recommendations. That report will be included in the EIS as a
" technical appendix ‘and again circulated to all consulting parties for formal comment.

Because the Department has made a commitment to completing the EIS process by April 2003,
we need to move forward as soon as possible. Art Silber, in an August 9, 2002 letter to Assistant
Commissioner Matsil (copy enclosed) asked for the cooperation of your staff in meeting two
critical dates. While we are aware that these review periods are significantly shorter than the 30 . ..
~TT""day review normally allowed, we have scheduled a meeting for Friday, August 30 so that the
consultants can brief Charles Scott and Mike Gregg on the survey work which has been
conducted. Additionally, we have included a concurrence line at the conclusion of this letter to
facilitate your response to this request. If we can assist you and your staff in their review in any
other way, we will be happy to do so. Should you have any questions during the course of your
review, please do not hesitate to contact Lauralee Rappleye-Marsett directly at 530-2990.

| ::F y Z uryv-@“\
anager, Bureau of
nvironmental Services

s Enclosures
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cc: Leslie Roche, DMIM + Harris w/o attachments
Jon Carnegie, Rutgers “
Young Kim, FHWA “
Art Silber, NJDOT “
Tony Sabidussi, NJDOT “
Lauralee Rappleye-Marsett, NJDOT w/ attachments

/

I concur with the recommendations of eligibilty as summarized in the attached
table and the revised draft report entitled Phase I Archeological Survey, Penns
Neck Area EIS, West Windsor and Princeton Townships, Mercer County and
Plainsboro ToXlzship, Middlesex County, New Jersey. John Milner Associates,
August 2002. ° '

I concur with the recommendations of eligibility as presented in the report cited
above with the following modifications:

NP e Joa—

J Doroth? Guzzo Date
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

)"As explicated with the two attached tables and one attached archaeological site location map.

<"1 concur that adequate effort has been made to identify Native American and non-Native American
-archaeological sites and the estimated horizontal limits of those sites within the surveyed area for the
18 project alternatives. This does not include potential borrow areas outside of the surveyed area.
We are prepared to consult regarding assessment of adverse effects for eligible sites within the APE
of the selected alignment. Further background investigation and possibly Phase II evaluative test
~ excavation will be needed if the APE of the selected alignment contains any of the sites in the third
‘" and/or fourth columns of the second attached table or unevaluated portions of 28-Me-86.



Penns Neck Area EIS

Summary of Archeological Findings for
All Sites in Project Study Area -

current survey which may be significant but
are beyond the impacts of any of the
alternatives as currently defined; a
recommendation about National Register

eligibility is not being offered at this time

Site : Source of Eligibility Opinion
Number National Register Eligibility or Site Identification Effort
28Me2 Eligible . SHPO Opinion 9/13/76
28Me5 Eligible; within original study area, but Previous evaluation; current
sufficiently distant from any alignments to study
preclude further consideration at this time - o
| 28Me23 Eligible ' | SHPO Opinion 3/10/97
28Me50 Within original study area, but sufficiently | Cross, 1941; Indian Site
distant from any alignments to preclude Survey; Kardas & Larrabee
further consideration at this time 1976b : .
28MeS55 Within original study area, but sufficiently Indian Site Survey, Kardas &
distant from any alignments to preclude Larrabee (1976b)
further consideration at this time .
28Me60 Archeological deposits idgntified during IMA Recommendation 2002
current survey which may be significant but
are beyond the impacts of any of the
alternatives as currently defined; a
recommendation about National Register .} ... - e et e =]
- eligibility is not being offered at this time
28Me63 Within original study area, but sufficiently NIJSM Recorded Site; .Kardas_&
. distant from any alignments to preclude Larrabee 1976a
| further consideration at this time ' ‘
28Me86 | pattion Mithin-cudy Sea e ] R ligible TMA Study, 1996
E’\ "
28Me91 Archeological deposits identified during Previous studies; JMA

Recommendation 2002




28Mel81

Eligibility undetermined; within original
study area, but sufficiently distant from any
alignments to preclude fmther consideration
at this time

NJSM Recorded Site

28Me185

Eligibility unknown; within original study
area, but sufficiently distant from any
alignments to preclude further consideration
at this time

‘Research & Archeological
Management, Inc Study

28Mel90

Eligibility unknown; within original study
area, but sufficiently distant from any
alignments to preclude further cons1dcrat10n
at this time

Indian Site Survey, Kardas &
Larrabee 19762

28Me201

Archeological deposits identified during
current survey which may be significant but

| are beyond the impacts of any of the

alternatives as currently defined; a
recommendation about National Register
eligibility is not being offered at this time

IMA Recommendation 2002

28Me264

Not Eligible

SHPO Opinion 3/10/97

28Me280

Archeological déposits identified during

.| current survey which may be significant but

are beyond the impacts of any of the

' alternatives as currently defined; a

recommendation about National Register -

eligibility is not being offered at this time- - -

JMA Recommendation 2002

28Me281

Archeological deposits identified during
current survey which may be significant but
are beyond the impacts of any of the
alternatives as currently defined; a-
recommendation about National Register
eligibility is not being offered at this time

JMA Recommendation 2002

28Me282

Not Eligible

JMA Recommendation 2002

28Me283 .

Archeological deposits identified during
current survey which may be significant but
are beyond the impacts of any of the
alternatives as currently defined; a
recommendation about National Register
eligibility is not being offered at this time

JMA Recommendation 2002




N | 28Me284

Archeological deposits identified during
current survey which may be significant but
are beyond the impacts of any of the
alternatives as currently defined; a
recommendation about National Register
eligibility is not being offered at this time

JMA Recommendation 2002

Site

Ben Boss

Within original study area, but sufficiently
distant from any alignments to preclude
further consideration at this time

Kardas & Larrabee 1976b

28Mi120

Within original study area, but sufficiently
distant from any alignments to preclude

| further consideration at this time

Cross 1941

28Mi129

.Not Eligible

Previqus JMA Studies

28Mil136

| Eligibility undetermined; within original

study area, but sufficiently distant from any
alignments to preclude further consideration
at this time

NJSM Recorded Site

Data compiled by NJDOT

-~~~ from JMA Penns Neck Report

8/29/02; rev. 9/4/02




Penns Neck Area EIS
Tabular Summary of Archeological Findings for
All Sites in Project Study Area
National o
Register - Eligibility Eligibility
Eligible Not Eligible Undetermined' | Unknown®
28Me2 28Me86° 128Me60 28Me50
28MeS 28Me264 28Me91 28Me55
28Me23 128Me282 28Me181 28Me63
28Mi129 128Me201 - 28Mel85
| | 28Me280 28Mel90
— 28Me281 Ben Boss Site
-128Me283 -
28Me284
N S —e o 28MIt20~ T T T
28Mi136

1“Eligibility Undetermined” used to Indicate that it is unlikely that there has been an
assessment of National Register eligibility for the site

2“Eligibility Unknown” used to indicate those sites for which an eligibility assessment has

probably been made, but the information was unavailable at the time the table was compiled

3Only that portion of the site which lies within the area previously studied has been

- assessed as being not eligible. Site limits extend beyond area which has been field tested.




JAMES E. MCGREEVEY
Governor

Mailing address:

New Jersey State Museum

PO Box 530

Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0530

Peter E. Siegel, Ph.D.
Principal Archaeologist/Senior Associate
John Milner Associates, Inc.
535 North Church Street
West Chester PA 19380-2397

Re: Presence of Archaeological Resources
U.S. Route 1/Penns Neck Interchange
Mercer County, New Jersey

JMA Reference Code: PN-1

Dear Dr. Siegel:

RECEIVED

APR 1 0 2002
JOHN MILNE
State of Nefo Jersey ASSOCIATES, lﬁc.
DEPARTMENT OF STATE
TrextoNn, NJ 08625
REGENA L. THOMAS
Secretary of State
Location:
New Jersey State Museum
205 West State Street
Trenton, New Jersey 08625-0530
April 5, 2002 | ' :
Aele™ (ocd
W \w . !
, '}} {t..g 4 v L '
Mo ™IN o T e
s AR s
C _,\\ \{ -~ °
¢ L
ad

We have checked our records for the above-referenced project and report the following:

Six known archacological resources appear to be located within the
boundaries of the project area. There are numerous known archaeo-
logical resources located within a 2-mile radius of the project area.
A copy of your project map showing the Jocations of these sites and
information from our files is enclosed. An archacological survey, by
a professional archaeologist, would have to be conducted in order for

an accurate assessment to be made

of its archaeological significance.

If we can be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact us.

GDL:gg
Enclosure

Sincerely,

GregoryD lam

Registrar
ArchaeologylEthnology Bureau

CC: NJ Department of Environmental Protection, Historic Preservation Office

NEew JERSEY I's AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER @ PRINTED ON RECICLED AND RECYCLABLE PAPER



COUNTY OF MERCER

DIVISION OF PLANNING
McDADE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING
640 SOUTH BROAD STREET

P.0. BOX 8068 :
TRENTON, NEW JERSEY 08650-0068 _
(609) 989-6545

ROBERT D. PRUNETTI
County Executive
HARRY G. PARKIN JOHN F. RICCI
Chief of Staff . CountyAdministrator

DONNA M. LEWIS

Planning Director

March 26. 2002

Ms. Susan A. Lynch

DMJM+Harris .

66 Long Wharf, 2" Floor

Béston, MA' 02110-3603

Dear Ms. Lynch:

In response to your inquiry, pleasé be infornied that within the area shown on the map
you sent me of the U.S. Route 1/Penns Neck Areg, there are no farms preserved by the
County of Mercer and this area is not in a Mercer County ADA. In addition, to the best of

~my knowledge, there are no farms preserved in this study area by the local municipalities
or the State of New Jersey; however you may wish to confirm that with those entities.

If I can be of further ass1stance, please do not hesitate to call me.

Daniel Pace
Assistant Planner



United States Department of the Interior
FISH 4ND WIL DI JEE. SERVICE

Ecological Services
927 North Main Street, Building D
Pleasantville, New Jersey 08232
Tel: 609/646 9310
ES-02/020 Fax: 609/646 0352
http://njfieldoffice.fws.gov

January 23, 2002

Eileen Flarity-Loftus, Senior Environmental Scientist
DMJIM Harris

Woodbridge Corporate Plaza, Office Building B
485B U.S. Route One South ,

Iselin, New Jersey 08830

Dear Ms. Flarity-Loftus:

This responds to your January 10, 2002 request to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service)
for information on the presence of federally listed endangered and threatened species within the
vicinity of the Penns Neck Area located within Plainsboro Township, Middlesex County; and
West Windsor Township, Mercer County, New Jersey. The Service understands that the New
Jersey Department of Transportation is proposing highway improvements to alleviate vehicular
traffic congestion in this area. ' ,

AUTHORITY

- This response is provided pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (87 Stat.

884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) (ESA) to ensure the protection of federally listed

.endangered and threatened species. These comments do not address all Service concerns for fish

and wildlife resources and do not preclude separate review and comments by the Service
pursuant to the December 22, 1993 Memorandum of Agreement among the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP), and the
Service, if project implementation requires a permit from the NJDEP pursuant to the New Jersey
Freshwater Wetlands Protection Act (N.J.S.A. 13:9B ef seq.); nor do they preclude comments on

- any forthcoming environmental documents pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act of

1969 as amended (83 Stat. 852; 42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.).

* FEDERALLY LISTED SPECIES

Except for an occasional transient bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), no other federally
listed or proposed endangered or threatened flora or fauna under Service jurisdiction are known
to occur within the vicinity of the proposed project site. Therefore, no further consultation
pursuant to Section 7 of the ESA is required by the Service. If additional information on
federally listed species becomes available, or if project plans change, this determination may be
reconsidered.



OTHER SERVICE CONCERNS

There is a known occurrence of the brook floater (4lasmidonta varicosa) in the Delaware and
Raritan Canal and the Millstone River within the project site. This species is considered rare
globally (G3) and within the State of New Jersey (S1) by the New Jersey Natural Heritage
Program. The Service requests that you consult with the New Jersey Endangered and Nongame
Species Program (address enclosed) to avoid adverse impacts to the brook floater as a result of
the proposed project.

Current information regarding federally listed and candidate species occurring in New Jersey is -
enclosed, as well as addresses of State agencies that may be contacted for current site-specific
information regarding federal candidate and State-listed species. The Service encourages federal
agencies and other planners to consider federal candidate species in project planning.
Information is also enclosed regarding permit requirements for activities in wetlands.

 Please contact Lisa Solberg .of my staff at (_609) 646-9310, extension 47 if you have any

questions about the enclosed material or require further assistance regarding federally listed
endangered or threatened species.

Sincerely,

e 7

John C. Staples
Assistant Supervisor

Enclosures



FEDERAL CANDIDATE AND STATE-LISTED SPECIES

Candidate species are species under consideration by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(Service) for possible inclusion on the List of Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants.
Although these species receive no substantive or proccdural protection under the Endangered
Species Act, the Service encourages federal agencies and other planners to consider federal
candidate specles in project planning,

The New Jersey Natural Heritage Program maintains the most up-to-date information on federal
candidate species and State-listed species in New J. ersey and may be contacted at the following
address:

Mr. Thomas Breden

Natural Heritage Program
Division of Parks and Forestry
P.O. Box 404

Trenton, New Jersey 08625
(609) 984-0097

Additionally, information on New Jersey's State-listed wildlife species may be obtained from the
following office:

Dr. Larry Niles
Endangered and Nongame Species Program

Division of Fish and W11d11fe
P.O. Box 400

Trenton, New Jersey 08625
(609) 292-9400

If information from either of the aforementioned sources reveals the presence of any federal
candidate species within a project area, the Service should be contacted to ensure that these
species are not adversely affected by project activities.

Revised 08/00



" FEDERALLY LISTED ENDANGERED
AND THREATENED SPECIES -
~ INNEW JERSEY

An ENDANGERED species is any species that is in danger of extinctiori throughout all or a significant

portion of its range.

A THREATENED species is any species that is likely to become an endangered species within the

foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its range.

SCIENTIFIC NAME

Acipenser brevirostrum

STATUS

td

Chelonia mydas

Eretmochelys imbricata

Dermochelys coriacea

—

Caretta caretta

BIRDS Haliaeetus leucocephalus

Charadrius melodus

SRR I T O O R N

o]
+

fes]

| Canis lupus

o

28} Sciurus niger cinereus

e

BaIaehoptera musculus

%l Megaptera novaeangliae

3| Balaena glacialis

————
A AR

ha | Balaenoptera borealis

H

,;1' Physeter macrocephalus

m o m jm e




COMMON NAME

Alasmidonta heterodon

Cicindela dorshlis dorsalis | T

{ Neonympha m. mitchellii B+

Nicrophorus americanus

4 Isotria medeoloides
Helonias bullata

PLANTS

Schwalbea amencana

Aeschynomene virginica

T
T
Rhynchospora knieskernii T
E
T
T

proposed endangered
l T | threatened species PT proposed threatened

* Except for sea turtle nesting habitat, principal responsibility for these species is vested with the National
Marine Fisheries Service.

b Current records indicate the species does not presently occur in New Jersey, élthough the species did
occur in the State historically.

Note: for a complete listing of Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants, refer to 50 CFR 17.11 and 17.12.

For further information, please contact: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
" New Jersey Field Office
927 N. Main Street, Building D
Pleasantville, New Jersey 08232
Phone: (609) 646-9310
Fax: (609) 646-0352

Revised 12/06/00



FEDERAL CANDIDATE SPECIES
IN NEW JERSEY

CANDIDATE SPECIES are species that appear to warrant consideration for addition to the federal List
of Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants. Although these species receive no substantive or-
procedural protection under the Endangered Species Act, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service encourages
federal agencies and other planners to give consideration to these species in the environmental planning

process. :

) SPECIES SCIENTIFIC NAME

R SRR S

= Narthecium americanum

[t SOTASS o =2 Panicum hirstii - H

Note: For complete listings of taxa under review as candidate species, refer to Federal Register Vol.
64, No. 205, October 25, 1999 (Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants; Review of
Plant and Animal Taxa that are Candidates for Listing as Endangered or Threatened Species).

Revised 11/99



k_/ State of Nefo Jersey

James E. McGreevey ) Department of Environmental Protection Bradley M. Campbell
Governor Division of Parks and Forestry Commissioner Designee
Office of Natural Lands Management
Natural Heritage Program
P.O. Box 404
Trenton, NJ 08625-0404
Tel. #609-984-1339
Fax. #609-984-1427

January 16, 2002

Eileen Flarity-Loftus

DMIM + Harris

Woodbridge Corporate Plaza, Office Building B
485 B U.S. Route 1 South

Iselin, NJ 08830

Re: Penns Neck Area EIS
Dear Ms. Flarity-Loftus:

Thank you for your data request regarding rare species information for the above referenced
project site in West Windsor, Princeton and Plainsboro Townships, Mercer and Middlesex Counties.

The Natural Heritage Data Base has a record for an occurrence of barred ow] that may be in the
v 7 immediate vicinity of the site. The attached list provides more information about this occurrence. Because
N~ some species are sensitive to disturbance or sought by collectors, this information is provided to you
on the condition that no specific locational data are released to the general public. This is not
intended to preclude your submission of this information to regulatory agencies from which you are -
seeking permits.

Also attached are lists of rare species and natural communities that have been documented from
Mercer and Middlesex Counties. These county lists can be used as master species lists for directing
further inventory work. If suitable habitat is present at the project site, these species have potential to be
present. If you have questions concerning the wildlife records or wildlife species mentioned in this
response, we recommend you contact the Division of Fish and Wildlife, Endangered and Nongame

Species Program.
PLEASE SEE THE ATTACHED ‘CAUTIONS AND RESTRICTIONS ON NHP DATA’.

Thank you for consulting the Natural Heritage Program. The attached invoice details the
payment due for processing this data request. Feel free to contact us again regarding any future data

requests.
Sincerely,
Neberk 0.
Herbert A. Lord
Data Request Specialist
, cc: Thomas F. Breden
e Lawrence Niles

NHP File No. 02-4007436

New Jersey is an Equal Opportunity Employer
Recycled Paper
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EXPLANATIONS OF CODES USED IN NATURAL HERITAGE REPORTS

\__~ FEDERAL STATUS CODES

¢
e

The following U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service categories and thelr definitions of endangered and threatened plants and animals have been modified from the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (F.R. Vol. 50 No. 188; - Vol. 61, No. 40; F.R. 50 CFR Part 17). Federal Status codes reported for specles follow the most recent

listing.
LE Taxa formally listed as endangered.
thy Taxa formally Ilsted. as threatened.
PE Taxa aiready proposed to be formally listed as endangered.
" PT Taxa already proposed to be formally listed as threatened.
Cc Taxa for which the Service currently has on file sufficient information on biologlca! vulnerability and threat(s) to support proposals to list
them as endangered or threatened species.
h S/A Similarity of appearance species.
STATE STATUS CODES

Two animal lists provide state status codes after the Endangered and Nongame Species Conservation Act of 1973 (NSSA 23:2A-13 et. seq.): the list of
- endangered species (NJ.A.C. 7:25-4.13) and the list defining status of indigenous, nongame wildlife species of New Jersey (NJ.A.C. 7:25-4.17(a)). The status

‘ of animal specles Is determined by the Nongame and Endangered Specles Program (ENSF). _The state status codes and definitions provided reflect the most

recent lists that were revised in the New Jersey Register, Monday, june 3, 1991,

D

INC

u

N \\, y

Status for animals separated by a sfash(/) indicate a duel status. First status refers to the state breeding population, and the second status refers to the

Declining species-a specles which has exhibited a continued decline In population numbers over the years.

Endangered species-an endangéred specles is one whose prospects for survival within the state are in Immédlate danger due to one or
many factors - a loss of habitat, over exploitation, pre_dation, competition, disease. An eqdangered species requires immediate
assistance or extinction will probably follow.

Extirpated species-a species that formerly occurred in New Jersey, but Is not now known to exist within the state.
Introduced species-a species not native to New Jersey that could not have established itself here without the assistance of man.

Increasing species-a species whose population has exhibited a significant increase, beyond the normal range of its life cycle, over a long

term period.

Threatened species-a species that may become endangered if conditions surrounding the species begin to or continue to deteriorate.
Peripheral species-a species whose occurrence in New Jersey is at the extreme edge of its present natural range.
Stable species~a species whose population Is not undergoing any fong-term increase/decrease within its natural cycle.

Undetermined species-a species about which there ks not enough Information available to determine the status.

migratory or winter population.
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Plant taxa listed as endangered are from New Jersey’s officlal Endangered Plant Species List NJ.S.A. 1318-15.151 et seq.

E Native New Jersey plant species whose survival in the State or nation is In Jeopardy.

REGIONAL STATUS CODES FOR PLANTS

Lp Indicates taxa listed by the Pinelands Commission as endangered or threatened within their legal jurisdiction. Not all species currently
tracked by the Pinelands Commission are tracked by the Natural Heritage Program. A complete list of endangered and threatened
Pineland specles is included in the New Jersey Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan.

EXPLANATION OF GLOBAL AND STATE ELEMENT RANKS

The Nature Conservancy has developed a ranking system for use in identifying elements (rare species and natural communities) of natural diversity most
endangered with extinction. Each element is ranked according to its global, national, and state {or subnational in other countries) rarity. These ranks are used
to prioritize conservation work so that the most endangered elements receive attention first. Definitions for element ranks are after The Nature Conservancy

{1982: Chapter 4, 4.1-1 through 4.4.1.3-3).
_ GLOBAL ELEMENT RANKS

(] Critically imperiled globally because of extreme rarity (5 or fewer occurrences or very few remaining individuals or acres) or because of
some factor(s) making It especially vulnerable to extinction. ’

G2 Imperiled globally because of rarity (6 to 20 occurrences or few remaining individuals or acres) or because of some factor(s) making R\L_f
very vuinerable to extinction throughout its range.

G3 Either very rare and local throughout its range or found locally (even abundantly at some of its locations) in a restricted range (e.g., 2
single western state, a physiographic region In the East) or because of other factors making it vulnerable to extinction throughout it's

range; with the number of occurrences in the range of 21 to 100.

94 Apparently secure globally; altﬁough It may be quite rare In parts of its range, especl?lly at the periphery.
GS Demonstrably secure globally; although it may be quite rare lr'n parts of Its range, especially at the ﬁﬂphew.
GH Of historical occurrence throughout its range i.e., f?nnedy part of the established biota, with the ex.pemﬂon that it may be rediscovered.
GU Possibly in peril range-wide but status uncertain; more information needed.
X Believed to be extinct throughout range (e.g., passenger pigeon) with virtually no likeliood that it will be redl-scovered.
G? Species has not yet been ranked.
STATE ELEMENT RANKS
S1 " Critically imperiled In New Jersey because of extreme rarity (5 or fewer occurrences or very few remaining individuals or acres). Elements

so ranked are often restricted to very speclalized conditions or habitats and/or restricted to an extremely small geographical area of the
state. Also included are elements which were formerly more abundant, but because of habitat destruction or some other critical factor,
its biology, they have been demonstrably reduced in abundance. In essence, these are elements for which, even with intensive searching,
sizable additional occurrences are unlikely to be discovered. i
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Imperiled in New Jersey because of rarity (6 to 20 occurrences). Historically many of these elements may have been more frequent but

- - are now known from very few extant occurrences, primarily because of habitat destruction. Diligent searching may yield additional

occurrences.

Rare in state with 21 to 100 occurrences (plant species In this category have only 21 to 50 occurrences). Includes elements which are
widely distributed In the state but with small populations/acreage or elements with restricted distribution, but locally abundant. Not yet
imperiled in state but may soon be If current trends continue. Searching often ylelds additional occurrences.

Apparently secure In state, with many occurrences.
Demonstrably secure In state and essentlally ineradicable under present conditions.

Accidental In state, Including species (usually birds or butterflies) recorded once or twice or only at very great intervals, hundreds or even
thousands of miles outside their usual range; a few of these speclies may even have bred on the one or two occaslons they were recorded;
examples Include European strays or western birds on the East Coast and vice-versa.

Elements that are clearly exotic In New Jersey including those taxa not native to North America (introduced taxa) or taxa deliberately or
accidentally introduced into the State from other parts of North America (adventive taxa), Taxa ranked.SE are not a conservation priority
(viable Introduced occurrences of Gl or G2 elements may be exceptions).

Elements of historical occurrence in New Jersey. Despite some searching of historical occurrences and/or potential habitat, no extant
occurrences are known. Since not all of the historical occurrences have been field surveyed, and unsearched potential habltat remains,
historically ranked taxa are considered possibly extant, and remain 2 conservation priority for cont!nued field work;

€Element has potentlal to occur in New Jersey, but no occurrences have been reported.

~

Elements reported from New jersey, but without persuasive documentation which would provide a basis for either accepting or rejecting”’
the report. In some instances documentation may exist, but as of yet, Its source or location has not been determined.

Elements erroneously reported from New Jersey, but this error persists In the literature.

- Elements believed to be in peril but the degree of rarity uncertain. Also Incl_uded are rare taxa of uncertain taxonomical standing. More

information is needed to resolve rank.

Elements that hav'e’been determined or are presumed to be extirpated from New Jersey. Ajl historical occurrences have been searched
and a reasonable search of potential habitat has been completed. Extirpated taxa are not a current conservation priority.

Elements presumed extirpated from New Jersey, but native poputations collected from the wild exist in cultivation. -

Not of practical conservation concern in New Jersey, because there are no definable occurrences, although the taxon is native and
appears regularly in the state, An SZ rank will generally be used for long distance migrants whose occurrences during their migrations
are too irregular (in terms of repeated visitation to the same locatlons), transitory, and dispersed to be reliably identified, mapped and
protected. in other words, the migrant regularly passes through the state, but enduring, mappable element occurrences cannot be

defined.

Typically, the SZ rank applies to a non-breeding population (N) in the state ~ for example, birds on migration. An SZ rank may in a few
instances also apply to a breeding population (B), for example certain lepidoptera which regularly die out every year with no significant

return migration.
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Although the SZ rank typically applies to migrants, it should not be used indiscriminately. just because a species is on migration does
not mean it receives an SZ rank. SZ will only apply when the migrants occur in an irregular, transitory and dispersed manner.

Refers to the breeding population of the element in the state,
Refers to the non-breeding population of the element In the state.

Element ranks containing a "T" indlcate that the Infraspecific taxon is being ranked differently than the full species. For example Stachys
palustrisvar. homotrichals ranked "GST? SH* meaning the full species Is globally secure but the global rarity of the var. fomotricka has
not been determined; in New Jersey the variety Is ranked historic.

Elements containing a "Q" in the global portion of its rank indicates that the taxon Is of questionable, or uncertain taxonomical standing, -
e.g., some authors regard it as a full species, while others treat it at the subspecific level. :

Elements documented from a single location.

Note: To express uncertainty, the most likely rank Is assigned and a question mark added (e.g., G27). A range is indicated by combining two ranks (e.g.,
G1G2, 5153).

IDENTIFICATION CODES

These codes refer to whether the identification of the species or community has been checked by a reliable individual and is indicative of significant habitat.

Y

BLANK

Identification has been verifled and is indicative of significant habitat.
Identification has not been verified but there is no reason to believe it is not indicative of significant habitat.

Either it has not been determined if the record is indicative of significant habitat or the Identification of the specles or
community may be confusing or disputed.

Ruvised September 1998
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=+% Vertebrates

**+ Ecogystems

*w+ Invertebrates

NAME

ACCIPITER COOPERII
ACIPENSER BREVIROSTRUM
AMMODRAMUS HENSLOWIT
AMMODRAMUS SAVANNARUM
BARTRAMIA LONGICAUDA
CLEMMYS INSCULPTA
CLEMMYS MUHLENBERGII
DOLICHONYX ORYZIVORUS
EURYCEA LONGICAUDA LONGICAUDA
FALCO SPARVERIUS
GRAPTEMYS GEOGRAPHICA
LYNX RUFUS

PASSERCULUS SANDWICHENSIS
PETROCHELIDON PYRRHONOTA
PODILYMBUS PODICEPS
POOECETES GRAMINEUS

STRIX VARIA

STURNELLA MAGNA

FLOODPLAIN FOREST
FRESHWATER TIDAL MARSH COMPLEX

ALASMIDONTA HETERODON
ALASMIDONTA UNDULATA
ALASMIDONTA VARICOSA
CICINDELA MARGINIPENNIS
FARONTA RUBRIPENNIS

(

MERCER COUNTY

RARE SPECTES AND NATURAL COMMUNITIES PRESENTLY RECORDED IN
THE NEW JERSEY NATURAL HERITAGE DATABASE

COMMON NAME

STATUS

COOPER 'S HAWK
SHORTNOSE STURGEON LE
HENSLOW'S BPARROW

. GRASSHOPPER: SPARROW.

UPLAND SANDPIPER
WOOD TURTLE

BOG TURTLE LT
BOBOLINK

LONGTAIL SALAMANDER
AMERICAN KESTREL
COMMON MAP TURTLE
BOBCAT

SAVANNAH SPARROW
CLIFF SWALLOW
PIED-BILLED GREBE
VESPER SPARROW
BARRED OWL

EASTERN MEADOWLARK

FLOODPLAIN FOREST
FRESHWATER TIDAL MARSH COMPLEX

DWARF WEDGEMUSSEL LE
TRIANGLE PLOATER

BROOK . FLOATER

COBBLESTONE TIGER PEETLR

PINK STREAK '

STATE REGIONAL
STATUS STATUS

T/T

T/8

2

T/T

INC/8

T/T

8/8

E/S8

T/T
p/s

GRANK

GS
G3
G4
as
as

G3
GS
GSTS
Gs
as
as
G5
GS
GS
GS
GS
as

G4
G4?

Gl1G2

G3

G2G3
a3G4

SRANK

8§3B, S4N
3

8§1B

828

81B

83

82

S2B

82

83B, 8N
83

83

S2R, S4N
82B

81B, 83N
818, 82N
83B
83B, 54N

83?2
837

81
83
81°
sis2
83




*+» Vascular plants

NAME

GOMPHUS ABBREVIATUS
LAMPSILIS CARIOSA
LAMPSILIS RADIATA
LASMIGONA SUBVIRIDIS
LEPTODEA OCHRACEA
LIGUMIA NASUTA
NICROPHORUS AMERICANUS

AGASTACHE NEPETOIDES
AGASTACHE SCROPHULARIIFOLIA
AGRIMONIA MICROCARPA
ALOPECURUS AEQUALIS
APLECTRUM HYEMALE
ASCLEPIAS RUBRA
ASCLEPIAS VARIEGATA
ASTER RADULA

BIDENS BIDENTOIDES
CACALIA ATRIPLICIFOLIA
CACALIA SUAVEOLENS
CALAMAGROSTIS PICKERINGII
CALLITRICHE VERNA
CALYSTEGIA SPITHAMAEA
CAREX BARRATTII

CAREX FRANKII

CAREBX HAYDENII

CAREX HITCHCOCKIANA
CARRX JAMESII

CAREX WILLDENOWII
CASTILLEJA COCCINEA

MERCER COUNTY

'RARE SPECIES AND NATURAL COMMUNITIES PRESENTLY RECORDED IN

THE NEW JERSEY NATURAL HERITAGE DATABASE

COMMON NAME FEDERAL STATE
STATUS STATUS

SPINE-CROWNED CLUBTAIL

YELLOW LAMPMUSSEL

EASTERN LAMPMUSSEL

GREEN FLOATER

TIDEWATER MUCKET

EASTERN PONDMUSSEL

AMERICAN BURYING BEETLE LB E

YELLOW GIANT HYSSOP

PURPLE GIANT HYSSOP

SMALL-FRUITED GROOVEBUR

MARSH MEADOW FOXTAIL

PUTTYROOT E
RED MILKWEED

WHITE MILKNWEED

LOW ROUGH ASTER )
BUR-MARIGOLD

PALE INDIAN PLANTAIN E
'SWEET-SCENTED INDIAN PLANTAIN

PICKERING'S REEDGRASS E
SPRING WATER STARWORT

ERECT RINDWEED E

BARRATT'S SEDGE
FRANK'S SEDGE

CLOUD SEDGB B
HITCHOOCK'S SEDGR ‘
NEBRASKA SEDGE E

WILLDENOW'S SEDGE
SCARLET INDIAN PAINTBRUSH

REGIONAL
STATUS

Lp

LP

GRANK

G364
G364
s
63

GAGS
Gl

as
a4
as
as
cs
G40Gs
s
os
a3
G4GS
G304
G4
cs
G4G5
G364
os
cs
s
a5
as
as

SRANK

8283
81
83
81
81
81
8H

82
82
82
52
81
82
82
81
82
51
8X.1
-3
82
81
84
83
s1
s2
s1
82
sz’
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MERCER COUNTY

RARE SPECIES AND NATURAL COMMUNITIES PRESENTLY RECORDED IN
THE NEW JERSEY NATURAL HERITAGE DATABASE

NAME COMMON NAME FEDERAL STATE REGIONAL  GRANK SRANK
STATUS STATUS STATUS
CERCIS CANADENSIS REDBUD E as s1
CRATAEGUS CALPODENDRON PEAR HAWTHORM B as 51
CRATAEGUS CHRYSOCARPA FINEBERRY HAWTHORN as 51
CUSCUTA CEPHALANTHI BUTTON-BUSH DODDER E ' 65 s1
CUSCUTA POLYGONORUM SMARTWEED DODDER 635 52
CYNOGLOSSUM VIRGINIANUM VAR WILD COMFREY asTs 52
VIRGINIANUM
CYPERUS LANCASTRIENSIS LANCASTER PLATSEDGE B cs 51
CYSTOPTERIS PROTRUSA LOWLAND BRITTLE FERN as s2
DICENTRA CANADENSIS SQUIRREL-CORN as 51
ELLISIA NYCTELEA AUNT LUCY B as s1
ERAGROSTIS FRANKII FRANK'S LOVEGRASS Gs 82
ERIOCAULON PARKERI PARKER'S PIPEWORT 63 82
ERIOPHORUM GRACILE SLENDER COTTONGRASS B as sH
EUPHORB1IA MARILANDICA MARYLAND SPURGE B 6UQ SH.1
GEUM VERNUM SPRING AVENS as 82
HELONIAS BULLATA SWAMP- PINK LT B e fe5] 83
HETERANTHERA MULTIFLORA MUD PLANTAIN () 82
_HYBANTHUS CONCOLOR GREEN VIOLET E as 51
JEFFERSONIA DIPHYLLA TWINLEAF 3 as 51
LIMOSELLA SUBULATA MUDWEED B 04? 51
MELANTHIUM VIRGINICUM VIRGINIA BUNCHFLOWER E 65 s1
MIMULUS ALATUS WINGED MONKEY FLOWER G5 s3
NUPHAR MICROPHYLLUM SMALL YELLOW POND LILY £ . G4as sH
PENSTEMON LAEVIGATUS SMOOTH BEARD TONGUB B as 81
PHLOX PILOSA DOWNY PHLOX E es sH
PLATANTHERA PERAMOENA PURPLE FRINGELESS ORCHID B Gs 81
POTAMOGETON VAGINATUS SHEATHED PONDWEED G5 sH
PYCNANTHEMUM CLINOPODIOIDES BASIL MOUNTAIN MINT E G2 s1
RANUNCULUS AMBIGENS WATER-PLANTAIN SPEARWORT Gt 52
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MERCER COUNTY

RARE SPECIES AND NATURAL COMMUNITIES PRESENTLY RECORDED IN
THE NEW JERSEY NATURAL HERITAGE DATABASE

92 Records Processed

NAME COMMON NAME FEDERAL STATE REGIONAL GRANK
STATUS STATUS 8TATUS
RANUNCULUS PUSILLUS LOW SPEARWORT Gs
RANUNCULUS REPTANS CREEPING BUTTERCUP GS
REYNCHOSPORA GLOBULARIS GRASE-LIXKE BEAKED RUSH as
RHYNCHOSPORA PALLIDA PALE BEAK RUSH G3
SCIRPUS LONGIX LONG'S BULRUSH G2
SCUTELLARIA NERVOSA VEINED SKULLCAP G5
STACHYS PALUSTRIS VAR MARSH HEDGE-NETTLE GS?T?
HOMOTRICHA
TRADESCANTIA ORIENS1S OHIO SPIDERWORT a5
VERBENA SIMPLEX NARROW-LEAVED VERVAIN as
ZIGADENUS LEIMANTHOIDES OCEANORUS G4Q

81
83
82
82
S8H

82
81
51
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*+ Vertebrates

4+ Invertebrates

NAME

AMMODRAMUS HENSLOWII
AMMODRAMUS SAVANNARUM
ASIO OTUS

BARTRAMIA LONGICAUDA
CIRCUS CYANEUS

CLEMMYS INSCULPTA
CLEMMYS 'MUHLENBERGIT
DOLICHONYX ORYZIVORUS
FALCO PEREGRINUS -
HYLA ANDERSONIX
IXOBRYCHUS EXILIS

LANIUS LUDOVICIANUS MIGRANS
NYCTANASSA VIOLACEA °
PAGSERCULUS SANDWICHENSIS
PODILYMBUS PODICEPS

AESHNA CLEPSYDRA
ALASMIDONTA UNDULATA
ANAX LONGIPES

BOLORIA SELENE MYRINA
CALLOPHRYS IRUS
CALLOFHRYS POLIOS
CELITHEMIS MARTHA
ENALLAGMA BASIDENS
ENALLAGMA PICTUM
ERYNNIS PERSIUS PERSIUS
HESPERIA LEONARDUS
LASMIGONA SUBVIRIDIS

-

C

MIDDLESEX COUNTY

RARE SPECIES AND NATURAL COMMUNITIES PRESENTLY RECORDED IN
THE NEW JERSEY NATURAL HERITAGE DATABASE

COMMON NAME

HENSLOW'S SPA$ROW
GRASSHOPPER SPARROW
LONG-EARED OWL

UPLAND SANDPIPER

NORTHERN HARRIER

#OOD TURTLE

BOG TURTLE LT
BOBOLINK

PEREGRINE FALCON

PINE BARRENS TREEFROG
LEAST BITTERN

MIGRANT LOGGERHEAD SHRIKE
YELLOW-CROWNED NIGHT-HERON
SAVANNAH SPARROW
PIED-BILLED GREBE

MOTTLED DARNER
TRIANGLE FLOATER
COMET DARNER

A SILVER-BORDERED FRITILLARY
FROSTED ELFIN

HOARY ELFIN
MARTHA'S PENNANT
DOUBLE-STRIPED BLUET
SCARLET BLUET

A PERSIUS DUSKY WING
LEONARD'S SKIPPER
GREEN FLOATER

FEDERAL
STATUS

STATE REGIONAL
STATUS STATUS

Gé
GS
[c}]
G5
GS
[e]]
[}
GS
G4
G4
GS
G5T3Q

GS

as

G4
G4

TGS

GSTS
G3

Gs

G4

GS

G3
GST2T3
G4

a3

SRANK

81B

828
828, S2N
818
818, 83N
83

82

8§28
§1B,8?N
83

838
518, S1IN
S2B
§2B,54N
818, 83N

8283
83
8283 °
82
8283
83
8354
813
83
8H
82
81
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**¢+ Vasgcular plants

LESTES EURINUS
METARRANTHIS PILOSARIA
PAPAIPEMA NECOPINA
PONTIA PROTODICE
SATYRODES EURYDICE
SPRYERIA APHRODITE
SPEYERIA IDALIA
SYMPETRUM AMBIGUUM

AGALINIS AURICULATA
AGASTACHE NEPETOIDES
ARTEMISIA CAMPESTRIS SSP
CAUDATA

ASCLEPIAS RUBRA
ASCLEPIAS VERTICILLATA
ASTER RADULA

BIDENS BIDENTOIDES
BIDENS RATONII
CALAMOVILPA BREVIPILIS
CAREX BARRATTII

CAREX LOUTSIANICA
CAREX POLYMORPHA
CAREX UTRICULATA
CAREX WILLOENOWII VAR
WILLDENOWII

CRATAEGUS CALPODENDRON
CYPERUS LANCASTRIENSIS
DRABA REPTANS

ELATINE AMERICANA

S

—

MIDDLESEX COUNTY
RARE SPECIES AND NATURAL COMMUNITIES PRESENTLY RECORDED IN
THE NEW JERSEY NATURAL HERITAGE DATABASE

COMMON NAME FEDERAL STATE REGIONAL
STATUS STATUS STATUS

AMBER-WINGED SPREADWING
COASTAL BOG METARRANTHIS
SUNFLOWER BORER MOTH
CHECKERED WHITE

EYED BROWN

APHRODITE FRITILLARY
REGAL FRITILLARY
BLUB-FACED MEADOWHAWK

BAR-LEAF FALSE FOXGLOVE
YELLOW GIANT-HYSSOP
BEACH WORMWOOD

RED MILXWEED Lp
WHORLED MILKWEED

LOW ROUGH ASTER E

ESTUARY BURR-MARIGOLD

EATON'S BEGGAR-TICKS E

PINE BARREN REEDGRASS LP
BARRATT'S SEDGE . © Lp
LOUISIANA SEDGR E

VARIABLE SEDGE E
BOTTLR-SHAPED SBDGE

WILLDENOW'S SEDGE

PEAR HAWTHORN B
LANCASTER FLAT SEDGE B
CAROLINA WHITLOW-GRASS E

AMERICAN WATERWORT

G4
G3G4¢
G4?
G¢

G5
G3
as

[ex}
Gs
G575

G4as
GS
Gs
a3
G2
G4
G4
G5
[ex]
as
QsTS

GS
a5
as
Ge

SRANK

82
5384
8H
81
5
8283
8H
82

8X
82
82

82
82
81
82
S1.3
S¢
sS4
81
81
82
82

$1
81
8H
82
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(

NAME

EUPATORIUM ALTISSIMUM
GENTIANA SAPONARIA VAR
SAPONARIA

HELONIAS BULLATA

HOTTONIA INFLATA
HYDROCOTYLE RANUNCULOIDES
IEOETES RIPARIA VAR RIPARIA
LATHYRUS OCHROLEUCUS
LIATRIS SCARIOSA VAR
NOVAE-ANGLIAE

LISTERA AUSTRALIS

LYGODIUM PALMATUM
LYSIMACHIA KYBRIDA
MELANTHIUM VIRGINICUM
MICRANTHEMUM MICRANTHEMOIDES
MIMULUS ALATUS )
MYRIOPHYLLUM TENELLUM
MYRIOPHYLLUM VERTICILLATUM
PHORADENDRON LEUCARPUM
PLANTAGO MARITIMA VAR
JUNCOIDES

PLATANTHERA FLAVA VAR FLAVA
PLATANTHERA PERAMOENA
POLYGALA POLYGAMA
POLYGONUM GLAUCUM
PUCCINELLIA FASCICULATA
PYCNANTHEMUM TORREI
RANUNCULUS PUSILLUS VAR
PUSILLUS

RHODODENDRON CANADENSE

C

MIDDLESEX COUNTY

RARE SPECIES AND NATURAL COMMUNITIES PRESENTLY RECORDED IN
THE NEW JERSEY NATURAL HERITAGE DATABASE

COMMON NAME

TALL BONESET

SOAPWORT GENTIAN

SHWAMP-PINK
FEATHERFOIL

FLOATING MARSH- PENNYNORT

SHORE QUILLWORT
CREAM VETCHLING
NORTHERN BLAZING-STAR

SOUTHERN TWAYBLADE
CLIMBING FERN
LOWLAND LOOSESTRIFE
VIRGINIA BUNCHFLOWER
NUTTALL'S MUDWORT
WINGED MONKEY-FLOWER
SLENDER WATER-MILFOIL
WHORLED WATER-MILFOIL
AMERICAN MISTLETOE
SEASIDE PLANTAIN

SOUTHERN REIN ORCHID
PURPLE FRINGELESS ORCHID

‘RACEMED MILKWORT

SPA-BEACH KNOTWEED
SALTMARSH ALKALI GRASS
TORREY'S MOUNTAIN-MINT
LOW SPEARWORT

RHODORA

FEDERAL
STATUS

LT

STATE
STATUS

REGIONAL
STATUS

LpP
LP

LpP

GRANK

as
GST?

G3

G¢

Gs
as?Ts5?Q
G4GS
a5?7T3

G4
G4
GS
G5
GH
G5
G5

. G5

a5

‘G5TS

G4AT4?Q
GS

GS

G3

Gu

G2
G5T4?

oS

82
83

83
sl
81
83
SH
8H

82
82
83
s1
8H
83
s1
SH
s2
82

-2
81
82
s1
82
s1
§2

81
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MIDDLESEX. COUNTY
RARE SPECIES AND NATURAL COMMUNITIES PRESENTLY RECORDED IN
THE NEW JERSEY NATURAL HERITAGE DATABASE

94 Records Processed

NAME COMMON NAME FEDERAL STATE REGIONAL  GRANK
' STATUS STATUS STATUS
RIBES CYNOSBATI PRICKLY GOOSEBERRY as
SAGITTARIA AUSTRALIS SOUTHERN ARROWHEAD as
SAGITTARIA CALYCINA VAR TIDAL ARROWHEAD GS5T4
SPONGIOSA ' .
SCIRPUS MARITIMUS SALTMARSH BULRUSH as
SCUTELLARIA LEONARDII SMALL SKULLCAP GeT4
SOLIDAGO ELLIOTTII ELLIOTT'S GOLDENROD @S
SOLIDAGO RIGIDA PRAIRIE GOLDENROD [e 11
STACHYS HYSSOPIFOLIA HYSSOP HEDGE-NETTLE as
TRIGLOCHIN MARITIMA SERSIDE ARROW-GRASS as
UTRICULARIA GIBBA HUMPED BLADDERWORT as
UTRICULARIA PURPUREA PURPLE BLADDERWORT as
VERBENA SIMPLEX NARROW-LEAF VERVAIN as
VICIA AMERYICANA VAR AMERICANA MMERICAN PURPLE VETCH GSTS
VIOLA BRITTONIANA VAR BRITTON'S COAST VIOLET G4G5T4TS
BRITTONIANA
ZIGADENUS LEIMANTHOIDES DEATH-CAMUS a4Q

SH
81
83

81
83
81
82
81
83
83
81
82
83

81
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January 10, 2001

Mr. Thomas F. Breden

NJDEP

Division of Naturat Lands Management
Natural Heritage Program

PO Box 404

Trenton, NJ 08625-0404

RE: Penns Neck Area EIS
Township of Plainsboro, Middlesex County, and
Township of West Windsor, Mercer County, NJ

Dear Mr. Breden:

Woodbridge Corporate Plaza
_Office Building B

485B U.S. Route One South
Iselin, N} 08830

Tel: (732) 636-4990
Fax: (732) 636-6338

On behalf of the NJ Department of Transportation (NJDOT), DMJM+HARFHS is undertlng the Penns
Neck Area Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) according to Federal Highway Administration
requirements pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Enclosed please find
portions of the US Geological Survey Hightstown and Princeton Quadrangles with the project study
area shown. An information request was previously submitted for this project; however, the study
area has been recently revised and updated information is- requured Please provide us with any

within or proximate to the project study area.

" information you may have regarding threatened or endangered species and/or natura! communitles

Should you have any questions or need additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me -

directly at 732.596.5028, or Email me at Elieen.loftus @ dmimharris.com.

Very truly yours,
DMJMEEHARRIS

Eié#aﬂmgus, iWS

Senior Envitonmental Scientist

Cc: Leslie Roche, Task Leader

P:\1366\31\CORR\info_req_Natura! Heritage.doc

AN AECOM cOMPANY

1/10/02
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Woodbridge Corporate Plaza
Office Building B
485B U.S. Route One South
Iselin, N} 08830

Tel: (732) 636-4990
January 10, 2001 Fax: (732) 636-6338

Mr. Clifford Day

US Fish and Wildlife Semce
Ecological Services

927 N. Main Street, Building D
Pleasantville, NJ 08232

RE: Penns Neck Area EIS
Township of Plainsboro, Middlesex County, and
Township of West Windsor, Mercer County, NJ

Dear Mr. Day:

On behalf of the NJ Department of Transportation (NJDOT), DIMIM+HARRIS is undertaking the
Penns Neck Area Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) according to Federal Highway
Administration requirements pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). These
improvements are necessary to alleviate vehicular traffic congestion along this busy corridor.
Enclosed please find portions of the US Geological Survey Hightstown and Princeton Quadrangles
with the project study area shown. An information request was previously submitied for this project;
~ however, the study area has been recently revised and updated information is required. Please
provide us with any information you may have regarding threatened and/or endangered species

" within or proximate to the project study area.

Should you have any questions or need additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me
directly at 732.596.5028, or Email me at Eileen.loftus @ dmjmharris.com.

Very truly yours,
DMJME2HARRIS

éjeen Flarity-Loftus, PWS

Senior Environmental Scientist

Cc: Leslie Roche, Task Leader

S~ 1/10/02

P:\1366\31\CORR\info_req_USFWS.doc

AN AECOM COMPANY
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Woodbridge Corporate Plaza
Office Building B
4858 U.S. Route One South
Iselin, NJ 08830

Tel: (732) 636-4990

January 10, 2001 Fax: (732) 636-6338

Ms. Sherry Dudas

Bureau of Legal Services & Real Estate
NJDEP Green Acres Program

PO Box 412

Trenton, NJ 08625-0412

RE: Penns Neck Area EIS o
Township of Plainsboro, Middlesex County, and
- Township of West Windsor, Mercer County, NJ

Dear Ms. Dudas:

On behalf of the NJ Department of Transportation (NJDOT), DMJM+HARRIS is undertaking the
Penns Neck Area Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) according to Federa! Highway
Administration requirements pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). These
improvements are necessary to alleviate vehicular traffic congestion along this busy corridor.
Enclosed please find portions of the US Geological Survey Hightstown and Princeton Quadrangles
with the project study area shown. An information request was previously submitted for this project;
however, the study area has been recently revised and updated information is required. Please
provide us with a list of parcels in the following municipalities that have Green Acres encumbrances.

¢ West Windsor Township, Mercer County;
¢ Plainsboro Township, Middlesex County.

Should you have any questions or need additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me
directly at 732.596.5028, or Email me at Eileen.loftus @ dmjmharris.com.

Very truly yours,
DMJMEEHARRIS

Eileen Flarity-Loftus, PWS
Senior Environmental Scientist

Cc: Leslie Roche, Task Leader

P:\1366\31\CORR\info_req_Green Aaes.doc ‘ 1/10/02

AN AECOM COMPANY



Office Building B
485B U.S. Route One South
Iselin, NJ 08830

Tel: (732) 636-4990

January 10, 2001  Fax: (732) 636-6338

NJDEP

Watershed Management Bureau
PO Box 418

Trenton, NJ 08625-0418

RE: Penns Neck Area EIS
Township of Plainsboro, Middlesex County, and
Township of West Windsor, Mercer County, NJ

Dear Sir.or Madam:

On behalf of the NJ Department of Transportation (NJDOT), DMJM+HARRISis undertaking the
Penns Neck Area Environmental impact Statement (EIS) according to the Federal Highway
Administration requirements pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). These
improvements are necessary to alleviate vehicular traffic congestion along this busy corridor. .
Enclosed please find portions of the US Geological Survey Hightstown and Princeton Quadrangles
with the project study area shown. Please provide us with any information you may have regarding
surface and/or groundwater quality data within or proxnmate to the project study area and the

location(s) of any public water supply intakes.

| Should you have any questions or need additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me
directly at 732.596.5028, or Email me at Eileen.loftus @ dmjmharris.com.

Very truly yours,

DMJMERHARRIS

Stun ot

Eileen Flarity-Loftus, PWS
Senior Environmental Scientist

Cc: Leslie Roche, Task Leader

" P:\1366\31\CORRfo_req_water supply.doc - 1/10/02

AN AECOM COMPANY



DM]JMERHARRIS
um :
Woodbridge Corporate Plaza
Office Building B
4858 U.S. Route One South
tsefin, Nj 08830

Tel: (732) 636-4990
January 10, 2001 Fax: (732) 636-6338
?

NJDEP

Bureau of Water Allocation

Well Permitting & Regulations Section
PO Box 426

Trenton, NJ 08625-0426

Al

-RE:  Penns Neck Area ' ' .
. Township of Piainsboro, Middlesex County, and
Township of West Windsor, Mercer County, NJ

Dear Sir or Madam:

On behalf of the NJ Department of Transportation (NJDOT),- DMJM+HARRIS iIs undertaking the
Penns Neck Area Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) according to Federal Highway
" Administration requirements pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). These
improvements are necessary to alleviate vehicular traffic congestion along this busy corridor.
Enclosed please find portions of the US Geological Survey Hightstown and Princeton Quadrangles ..
with the project study area shown. Please provide us with any informatuon you may have regarding
potable wells within or proximate to the project study area.

Should you have any questions or need additional inforrnation, please do not hesitate to contact me
directly at 732.596.5028, or Email me at Eileen.loftus @ dmjmharris.com.

Very truly yours,

DMJMEEHARRIS

& hea s o/ofTies

Eilleen Flarity-Loftus, PWS
Senior Environmental Scientist

Cc:  Leslie Roche, Task Leader

P:\1366\31\CORR\info_req_water qual.doc 1/10/02

AN AECOM COMPANY
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Woodbridge Corporate Plaza
Office Building B
. X ' 4858 U.S. Route One South
g ' ' iselin, N} 08830

Tel: (732) 636-4990
January 10, 2001 , ) Fax: (732) 636-6338

Mr. Larry Niles

Endangered and Nongame Species Program
Division of Fish and Wildlife

PO Box 400

Trenton, NJ 08625-0404-0400

RE: Penns Neck Area EIS
-Township of Plainsboro, Middlesex County and
Township of West Windsor, Mercer County, NJ

Dear Mr. Niles:

On behalf of the NJ Department of Transportation (NJDOT), DMJM+HARRIS is underting the Penns
Neck Area Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) according to Federa! Highway Administration
requirements pursuant to the Nationa! Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Enclosed please find
portions of the US Geological Survey Hightstown and Princeton Quadrangles with the project study
area shown. An information request was previously submitted for this project; however, the study
area has been recently revised and updated information is required. Piease provide us with any
information you may have regarding threatened or endangered species and/or natural communities
within or proximate to the project study area.

Should you have any questions or need additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me
directly at 732.596.5028, or Email me at Eileen.loftus@dmimharris.com.

Very truly yours,
DMJME2HARRIS

541.1/{, W
Eileen Flarity-Loftus, PWS

Senior Em_rironmental Scientist

Cc: Leslie Roche, Task Leader
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DMJMEEHARRIS

4858 U.S. Route One South
Iselin, N} 08830

Tel: (732) 636-4990 " -
Fax: (732) 636-6338
January 10, 2001 o .

Mr. John Scordato

NJDEP

Bureau of Floodplain Management
PO Box 401 :
Trenton, NJ 08625-0401

. RE: Penns Neck Area EIS :
Township of Plainsboro, Middlesex County, and
Township of West Windsor, Mercer County, NJ

Dear Mr. Scordato:

On behalf of the NJ Department of Transportation (NJDOT), DMUM+HARRIS is undertaking the .
Penns Neck Area Environmental Impact Staternent (EIS) according to Federal Highway
Administration requirements pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Enclosed -
- please find portions of the US Geological Survey Hightstown and Princeton Quadrangles with the
project study area shown. An information request was previously submitted for this project; .
however, the study area has been recently revised and updated information Is required. Pledse
advise us as to the avallability of the following information for the Millstone River, the Delaware &

: Raritan Canal and Little Bear Brook, in the project vicinity:

Topographic maps delineating flood hazard areas;

Stream cross sections & profiles;

HEC 1 runs for the existing condition and the “encroachment run”;

HEC 2 runs, or-available hydrologic information; and

Reports or supplemental information that would be useful for our analysis of lmpacts o these
resources and their floodplains from the proposed improvements.

Should you have any questions or need additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me
directly at 732.596.5028, or Email me at Eileen.loftus @ dmjmharris.com.

Very truly yours,
DMJMEEHARRIS
ys Iy

Eileen Flarity-Loftus, PWS
Senior Environmental Scie_ntist

Cc: Leslie Roche, Task Leader
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Prod
State of ﬂ efo JJersey
Christine Todd Whitman ljepartment of Environmental Protection Robert C. Shinr, Jr.
Governor . Division of Parks & Forestry Commissioner
Historic Preservation Office
PO Box 404
Treaton, NJ 08625-0404
TEL: (609)292-2023 .
FAX: (609)984-0578 - HPO-B2000-72 PROD
February 16,2000
Ms. Lynn Middleton, Project Manager ‘
Division of Project Management
New Jersey Department of Tmnsporta.non
1035 Parkway Avenue
.PO Box 600 .
“Trenton, New Jemcy 08625-0600
Dear Ms. Middleton:
- As Deputy State I.{istdric' Preservation Officer for New Jersey, in'accordanoe. : with 36
: CFR Part 80C: _* cction of Historic Properties, as published in the Federal Registeron 10-.."
\_ - 1999 (64 FR 27071-27084), Iam provndmg contmumg consultation comments for the follovsnn?

Proj ject:

Route U.S. l, Sectlons 2S and 3J
Millstone By-Pass
- West Windsor Township, Mercer County
'Plainsboro Township, Middlesex County

These comments are in response to your letter dated December 17, 1999, received at the
Historic Preservation Office (HPO) on January 7, 2000, requesting review and comment on the
effects assessment for the Delaware and Raritan Canat Historic District and the Lake Camegie
Historic District. Previous HPO comments (HPO-H98-1, August S, 1998) responded to the
effects assessment for the Washington Road Elm Alleé, Covenhoven-StlversT.ogan House (31

Logan Drive), Princeton Operating Station AT&T Building (Eden Institute), Aqueduct Mills
Hxstonc sttnct, and three archaeologwal sites.

1 agree with the mmmt that the proposed project will not effect the historic character
of the Lake Carnegie Historic District.

I very respectfully disagree with the assessmeat that the proposed project will have no
adverse effect upon the Delaware and Raritan Canal Historic District (Canal). The proposed
roadway would substantially change the character of physical features within a portion of the

\_ Canal’s setting and would introduce visual, atmospheric, and audible elements that diminish the

integrity of significant historic features in this portion of the Canal.

New fersey bsan Equal Oppoctunity Exployer



Log #00-559 (98-1263,97-909, 97-563)
February 15, 2000, HPO-B2000-72 PROD
Page2 of 3

The introduction of the proposed roadway would resuftina sngmﬁcant change in the
character of the setting