
August 14, 2020 

Seth Wilmore 
Director, Sites & Permitting 
Oriden Power 
106 Isabella Street, Suite 400 
Pittsburgh, PA 15212 

Sent via email to:  seth.wilmore@oridenpower.com 

RE: Rare Plant Survey 
Highbanks Solar 

 EDR Project No. 19191 

Dear Seth: 

As part of permitting support services for Highbanks Solar, LLC (an indirect subsidiary of Oriden Power), Environmental 
Design & Research, Landscape Architecture, Engineering, & Environmental Services, D.P.C. (EDR) conducted a 
targeted rare plant survey at the Project Site in the Town of Leicester, Livingston County, New York (see Figure 1 in 
Attachment A).  Highbanks Solar (the Project) is a proposed 20 megawatt photovoltaic (PV) solar energy generating 
facility that will consist of rows of PV panels, as well as collection cables and access roads (see Figure 2 in Attachment 
A).  The Project Site consists mostly of tax parcel 105.-1-8.11, which will host the entire Project, with the exception of 
the far eastern end of the electric line, which extends onto tax parcel 97.-1-47 where the Project will interconnect to the 
existing Rochester Gas & Electric substation.  The majority of the Project Site consists of active agricultural land, with 
forest communities and an existing utility right-of-way located in the northern portion of the Site.   

This letter report documents the goals, methods, and results of the targeted rare plant survey conducted for the 
proposed Highbanks Solar Project.   

Goals
The survey was designed to focus on sensitive plant species identified through correspondence with the New York 
Natural Heritage Program (NYNHP) and through review of online databases maintained by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) (see Attachment B).  The preliminary Resources List provided by the USFWS did not identify any 
federally-listed threatened, endangered, proposed, or candidate plant species in the vicinity of the proposed Project.  
Therefore, the targeted rare plant survey focused on the two state-listed species identified by the NYNHP: Cooper’s 
milkvetch (Astragalus neglectus) and green gentian (Frasera caroliniensis).  State statuses and appropriate survey 
periods for these species are summarized below in Table 1.   
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Table 1.  Rare Plant Species of Concern identified by State or Federal Agencies 

Common Name Scientific Name 
Protected
Status

Survey Period 

Cooper’s milkvetch Astragalus neglectus 
State-listed 
Endangered 

June 1 – July 15 (flowering) 
July 15 – September 15 (fruiting) 

Green gentian Frasera caroliniensis 
State-listed 
Threatened 

May 15 – October 31 (vegetative) 
June 1 – July 15 (flowering) 
July 1 – September 30 (fruiting) 

Sources: NYNHP, 2020a, 2020b; Young, 2019.   

Cooper’s milkvetch occurs in rich calcareous forests, often on cliffs, banks, ravines, or talus slopes.  Associated 
ecological communities include calcareous cliff community, calcareous talus slope woodland, hemlock-northern 
hardwood forest, maple-basswood rich mesic forest, and shale cliff and talus community (NYNHP, 202a).  Green 
gentian typically occurs along forested slopes, bluffs, and ridges on calcareous soils adjacent to large streams.  
Associated ecological communities include Appalachian oak-hickory forest, Appalachian oak-pine forest, beech-maple 
mesic forest, and maple-basswood rich mesic forest (NYNHP, 2020b).  Both species can occur over various hydric 
regimes, ranging from dry to moist soils (NYNHP, 2020a, 2020b).   

The goal of this survey was to identify threatened or endangered plants that may occur at the Project Site, so that 
impacts to sensitive plant populations and their habitats can be avoided during Project development.   

Methodology
The survey focused exclusively on areas exhibiting potentially suitable habitat (i.e., forested communities) within the 
proposed limits of disturbance, based on the provided site plan and associated shapefiles.  The proposed Project is 
mostly sited within active agricultural fields.  However, as illustrated in Figure 2, there are two areas where the site plan 
overlaps forested communities: 1) the northwestern corner of the PV array, and 2) a section of electric line running 
east from the PV array.  These forested areas were the focus of the survey.   

The targeted survey was conducted by EDR botanist Sara Stebbins on July 20, 2020.  As shown above in Table 1, this 
date falls within the NYNHP-recommended survey period for Cooper’s milkvetch and green gentian, which corresponds 
to the time of year when these species are most readily identifiable (Young, 2019).  The surveys were conducted on 
foot, using meandering routes to thoroughly cover all areas of potentially suitable habitat.  Areas within the Project Site 
that do not provide potential habitat for species listed in Table 1 (e.g., cultivated agricultural fields) were not surveyed.  

As indicated above, the rare plant survey conducted at the Project Site consisted of a targeted survey, focused 
exclusively on the two state-listed species identified by the NYNHP.  A comprehensive floristic survey that would identify 
all plant species at the proposed Project Site would require a much more extensive time commitment, with multiple site 
visits required throughout the growing season, typically during a minimum of three survey periods (e.g., late spring, 
summer, and late summer).   
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Results
No threatened or endangered plant species were encountered at the Project Site.  The forested communities at the 
Project Site provide poor quality habitat for Cooper’s milkvetch and green gentian.  The terrain is quite flat, entirely 
lacking the relief that typically supports Cooper’s milkvetch and green gentian (i.e., slopes, cliffs, bluffs, ridges, etc.).  
Representative photographs of the forested communities within the Project Site are included in Attachment C.   

The species composition observed within the forested communities at the Project Site is also inconsistent with plant 
communities where Cooper’s milkvetch and green gentian are known to occur.  The forest canopy is dominated by red 
oak (Quercus rubra), shagbark hickory (Carya ovata), and red maple (Acer rubrum).  These species are not typical 
associates of Cooper’s milkvetch, and although they commonly occur in association with green gentian, they are also 
common and widespread across New York State and are their presence alone is not indicative of suitable green gentian 
habitat.  Other common tree associates of both species were present only in very low numbers, including sugar maple 
(Acer saccharum) and basswood (Tilia americana).

The forested communities show signs of past disturbance, including logging, and the understories are densely 
vegetated, with a thick shrub layer dominated by invasive species, including common buckthorn (Rhamnus cathartica),
multiflora rose (Rosa multiflora), and Morrow’s honeysuckle (Lonicera morrowii). Invasive plants have been 
documented as known threats to existing populations of both Cooper’s milkvetch and green gentian (NYNHP, 2020a, 
2020b).  Invasive species outcompete existing populations of rare plants and alter habitat conditions, making them 
unsuitable for establishment of new populations. 

Dominant herbaceous species within the forested communities on site include self-heal (Prunella vulgaris), jumpseed 
(Persicaria virginiana), enchanter’s nightshade (Circaea canadensis), and white snakeroot (Ageratina altissima).  
Virginia creeper (Parthenocissus quinquefolia) and poison ivy (Toxicodendron radicans) vines are also common.  Aside 
from poison ivy and white snakeroot, two very common and widespread species that are known to co-occur with green 
gentian, none of the other dominant understory species are confirmed associates of Cooper’s milkvetch or green 
gentian (NYNHP, 2020a, 2020b).  

A list of plant species observed at the Project Site during the course of the survey is included as Attachment D. 

Conclusion 
As indicated above, no threatened or endangered plant species were encountered at the Project Site.  Furthermore, 
based on the general lack of suitable terrain and documented associated species within the forested communities, and 
the dominance of invasive plant species, habitat within the proposed limits of disturbance for the Highbanks Solar 
Project is unsuitable for Cooper’s milkvetch or green gentian.   

Sincerely, 

Ben Brazell 
Principal, Environmental Design & Research Sara R. Stebbins 

Botanist/Senior Ecological Resource Specialist 
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Attachments
Attachment A. Figures  
Attachment B. Agency Correspondence 
Attachment C. Photo Documentation  
Attachment D. Plant Species List 
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MANAGEMENT SUMMARY 
 

NYSHPO Project Review Number:   19PR06165
 
Involved State and Federal Agencies:   New York State Office of Parks Recreation and Historic 

Preservation (Section 14.09), NYSDEC (State 
Environmental Quality Review Act) 

      
Phase of Survey:     Phase I Archaeological Survey 
 
Location Information:    Town of Leicester, Livingston County 
 
Survey Area:   
 

Project Description:  The Project is a proposed 20 megawatt photovoltaic solar 
energy generating development located within the Town 
of Leicester, Livingston County, New York. 

Project Area: Approximately 257 acres 
 

USGS 7.5-Minute Quadrangle Map:   Mount Morris, NY 
 
Archaeological Survey Overview: 

#/interval of shovel tests:  Shovel tests at 15-meter intervals 
 #/size of excavation units:   593 shovel tests 
 Pedestrian surface survey:   Approximately 22 acres  
 Surface survey transect interval:  Approximately 3-5 meters, 1-3 meters surrounding  

isolates 
 
Results of Archaeological Survey: 
 Native American sites identified:  5 
 Native American isolates identified: 3 
 Euro-American sites identified:   0 
  
 
Report Authors:     Moira Magni, Douglas Pippin, PhD, RPA,  
 
Date of Report:     November 2022 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Purpose of the Investigation 

On behalf of Highbanks Solar LLC, a wholly owned subsidiary of Oriden LLC (the Applicant), Environmental 
Design & Research, Landscape Architecture, Engineering, & Environmental Services, D.P.C. (EDR) conducted 
a Phase I archaeological survey for the proposed Highbanks Solar Project (the Project) located in the Town 
of Leicester, Livingston County, New York (see Figure 1). The purpose of the Phase I survey is to determine 
whether archaeological sites are located within areas that may be affected by the proposed Project. The 
information included in this Phase I survey report is intended to assist the Applicant, the Town of Leicester, 
and the New York State Historic Preservation Office (NYSHPO) in fulfilling the environmental review required 
under the State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) and Section 14.09 of the New York State 
Preservation Act.  

The Phase I survey was conducted in a manner consistent with the New York Archaeological Council’s 
(NYAC’s) 1994 Standards for Cultural Resource Investigations and the Curation of Archaeological Collections 
in New York State (the NYAC Standards) and the report was prepared in accordance with the NYSHPO’s 
2005 Phase I Archaeological Report Format Requirements (the NYSHPO Guidelines).  

1.2 Project Description 

The Project is a proposed 20 megawatt photovoltaic (PV) solar energy generating development located 
within the Town of Leicester, Livingston County, New York. The Project will consist of rows of PV modules 
in discrete sub-arrays dispersed throughout the Project Site. These arrays will be enclosed by fences for 
safety and security purposes. In addition, the Project will include electrical direct current (DC) collection 
cables that connect to inverters and medium voltage alternating current (AC) cables that run from the sub-
arrays to a Point of Interconnection (POI). The proposed Project will consist of the following components 
(see Figure 2):  

Multiple arrays of PV modules producing DC electricity mounted on fixed-tilt tracking structures or 

single-axis tracking structures that will follow the sun throughout the day. The arrays of PV modules 

will be enclosed within secure, fenced areas; 

An electrical collection system that will aggregate the output from the PV panels and convert the 

electricity from DC to AC via inverters;  

A series of gravel access roads;  

An underground generation tie (gen-tie) line, which will connect the facility to the substation;  

Internal infrastructure including access roads and fencing;  

Medium voltage transformer pads, transformer inverter pads, and a collection and equipment area; 

A temporary laydown area for equipment storage during construction.   
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To deliver power to electric customers, the Project will connect to the existing Highbanks substation via 
34.5 kV bus that is owned by NYSEG and located onsite. 

The following terms are used throughout this report:  

The Project: Collectively refers to all components of the proposed Project, including PV panels, 
access driveways, fencing, buried collection lines, and staging areas. All components are located 
within Leicester, Livingston County, New York (Figure 1).  
 
Project Site: Those parcels, or portions of parcels currently under, or being pursued, for lease (or 
other real property interests) with the Applicant for the location of all Project components. The 
Project Site includes approximately 257 acres of leased private land that is primarily rural and 
agricultural in nature (Figure 2). 
 
The APE for Direct Effects: The Area of Potential Effect (APE) for Direct Effects for the proposed 
Project is the area where all proposed construction activities for the Project may occur and is 
defined as the maximum buildable area. However, it is anticipated that most portions of the APE 
for Direct Effects will experience minimal ground disturbance during construction.  Based on the 
current preliminary Project design, the APE includes approximately 128 acres. 
 
The Limits of Significant Ground Disturbance: This is the area of the APE for Direct Effects where 
there is substantial proposed ground disturbance with the potential to impact archaeological 
resources. It consists of all areas of proposed Project components where there is (1) grading and 
excavation more than six inches deep; (2) grubbing, tree and stump removal; and (3) trenches more 
than three feet wide. It does not include the locations of PV panel arrays or fence lines. Based on 
the current preliminary Project design the Limits of Significant Ground Disturbance includes 
approximately 18 acres. 
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Figure 1. Regional Project Location
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Figure 2. Area of Potential Effect
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1.3 Agency Consultation

On behalf of the Applicant, EDR initiated Project consultation with the NYSHPO via the Cultural Resources 
Information System (CRIS) website under the Project’s former name, Coverdale Solar. The consultation 
included the following: 

On September 4, 2019, EDR submitted a description and preliminary plans for the proposed Project.  
On October 21, 2019, the NYSHPO responded with a request for a Phase I archaeological survey 
(see Appendix A).  
On October 21, 2020, EDR submitted the Draft Phase I Archaeological Survey to the NYSHPO.  
On November 10, 2020, the NYSHPO responded with recommendations and comments for the 
draft (Appendix A). 
On May 12, 2022, the NYSHPO confirmed by email a revision to stipulation #2 to the November 10, 
2020 letter, that their office was no longer recommending 100% coverage of all areas of the 
project’s APE). The NYSHPO agreed with EDR’s recommendation that areas of elevated 
archaeological sensitivity and significant ground disturbance within the Project area would be 
investigated in the Phase IB survey, as would be the full extent of the parcel at the eastern end of 
the project’s APE, adjacent to the substation and located within the former Squawkie/Squawky Hill 
Reservation/Territory.  
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2.0 BACKGROUND INFORMATION

2.1 Environmental Setting and Soils 

The Project Site is located in Livingston County, within the Allegheny Plateau physiographic province of 
New York State. Livingston County’s elevation ranges from 515 feet above mean sea level (amsl) along the 
Genesee River to approximately 2,300 feet amsl in the southern portion of the county (Figure 3). Distinct 
glacial events helped form the Genesee River Valley and the western-most Finger Lakes (Hemlock Lake and 
Conesus Lake).  The final maximal extent of Pleistocene glaciers in New York occurred between 
approximately 28,000 and 24,000 calendar years before present (cal. BP), when the Laurentide ice sheet 
began to recede, with minor periodic re-advances. By approximately 15,500 cal. BP the ice sheet had 
receded as far as modern-day Albany.  After that point, the ice withdrawal occurred more quickly and the 
ice sheet receded into modern-day Quebec around 13,100 cal. BP (Ridge, 2003; Lothrop and Bradley, 2012). 

In Central and Western New York, around 16,200 cal. BP in the Ontario Basin, proglacial Lake Iroquois 
formed against the receding ice front to the north. It received water input from the other Great Lakes to the 
west and eventually expanded beyond the footprint of modern-day Lake Ontario. Sometime between 
approximately 14,600 and 13,800 cal. BP, the retreating ice opened an outlet for Lake Iroquois near modern-
day Rome, New York and the lake began to drain via the ancestral Mohawk River Valley. Lake Iroquois’ 
discharge into what is now eastern New York between 100 and 300 years before the drainage shifted to the 
St. Lawrence Valley at the northeast end of the Ontario Basin (Lothrop and Bradley, 2012).  The Alleghany 
Plateau is situated today within the St. Lawrence Valley drainage system, in which the primary local resource 
of this drainage is the Genesee River, located approximately 0.2-miles south of the Project Site. The Project 
Site consists of relatively level upland terrain with slopes ranging from gentle to steep (Figure 3).  The leased 
parcels of the Project Site are located adjacent to bottomland terrain and north of the Genesee River.  
Elevations within the Project Site range between approximately 860 and 922 feet (262 and 281 meters) amsl. 
The bedrock underlying the Project Site is comprised of shales of the Upper Devonian geological age 
(approximately 382.7 to 358.9 million years BP). These primarily include the lower Walton Formation, West 
Hill and Gardeau Formations, Lower Beers Hill Shale, Cashaqua and Middlesex Shales, and the Genesee 
Group (United States Geological Service [USGS], 2020). 

The surficial geology of the Project Site is made up of alluvial deposits, glacial till of variable texture and 
lacustrine silt and clay. EDR reviewed the Soil Conservation Service’s (SCS) Soil Survey of Livingston County, 
New York (SCS, 1954) for data relating to soils within the Project Site, as well as electronic data from the 
Environmental Systems Research Institute (ESRI) and Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) online 
Web Soil Service (ESRI and NRCS, 2020). Five mapped soil units belonging to three soil series are located 
within the Project Site. The mapped soil units consist primarily of glacially deposited lacustrine, aeolian, and 
till sediment as well as alluvium that range widely between clayey, silty, sandy, and loamy deposits.  These 
soils range from poorly to excessively well drained.  A summary of typical characteristics for the mapped 
soils that occur within the Project Site are provided in Table 1.  Soil units within the Project Site are depicted 
in Figure 4.   
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Table 1: Major Map Soil Units within the Project Site, by Percentage of Project Site  

Map Unit 
Name 

Project 
Site 
Acre 

% 
Project 
Site 

Slope 
% Drainage Landform

Caneadea silty 
clay loam, very 
gently sloping 

116.8 45.5% 0 to 3% Somewhat poorly 
drained 

Lake plains, valley floors, and 
depressional landscapes 

Caneadea silt 
loam, very 
gently sloping 

53.2 20-7% 0 to 3% Somewhat poorly 
drained 

Lake plains, valley floors, and 
depressional landscapes 

Retsof silt 
loam, gently 
sloping 

41.2 16.0% 0 to 8% Poorly drained 
Lake plains, valley floors, and 
depressional landscapes 

Howard 
gravelly loam, 
sloping 

24.0 9.4% 5 to 
10% 

Well and 
excessively well 
drained 

Valley terraces, outwash plains, 
kame moraines, and eskers 

Howard 
gravelly loam, 
gently sloping 

21.8 8.5% 0 to 5% 
Well and 
excessively well 
drained 

Valley terraces, outwash plains, 
kame moraines, and eskers 
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Figure 3. Project Topography 



Phase I Archaeological Survey: Highbanks Solar Project 9

Figure 4. Project Soils 
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2.2 Historical Context

The traditional homeland of the Seneca Nation, or the Onondowahgah (“The People of the Great Hill” 
extended from the western Finger Lakes in the east to the Genesee Valley in Western New York (Houghton, 
1909; 1920). The earliest occupants of this land specialized in hunting large game (likely caribou, and 
possibly mammoth and mastodon) in the recently exposed periglacial tundra and boreal forests, although 
they utilized diverse floral resources, small game, and fish as well (Ritchie and Funk, 1973). These early 
groups were highly mobile, but there is also evidence of moderate-to-large aggregations in certain places 
during the year (e.g., the Bull Brook sites in Massachusetts; Curran, 1999). 

Post-Glacial conditions stabilized by approximately 10,000 BP, and small groups of hunter-gatherers 
reduced their mobility to exploit the diverse resources available to them in the newly emerging mixed 
deciduous/coniferous forests. While megafauna were extinct, medium-to-large game such as deer, elk, 
moose, and woodland caribou, as well as small game, fish, and wild plants were available (Funk, 1978). 
Material culture during this time (approximately 11,500 to 2,500 BP) is characterized by stemmed and 
corner-notched projectile points as well as the first appearance of notched stone net-sinkers (Funk, 1978). 
Groundstone plant processing technology, including nutting stones which indicate the first systematic 
utilization of mast resources such as acorns, hickory nuts, and chestnuts, was first used approximately 6,000 
years ago (Funk, 1978; Ritchie and Funk, 1973). Beginning approximately 3,500 BP, regional diversity led to 
a greater variety of stone tools, including broad, side-notched projectile points, as well as gouges, 
plummets, and ground slate artifacts (Funk, 1978; Ritchie 1980). Between approximately 4,000 and 3,000 
years ago, steatite (soapstone) bowls, ceramic vessels, decorative steatite gorgets, and burial ceremonialism 
appears in the archaeological record (Whitthoft, 1949; Ritchie and Funk, 1973; Tuck, 1978). 

Archaeological evidence suggests that the establishment of agriculture in northeastern North America 
began approximately 2,500 years ago, possibly in response to favorable climatic conditions during the 
Medieval Climatic Anomaly (Fitting, 1978). The central Genesee Valley was at that time within what is 
attributed to the Hopewell cultural sphere, characterized by mound burials and other earthworks, dentate-
stamped and rocker-stamped ceramic vessels, elaborate tobacco pipes, and stemmed, side-notched, and 
triangular unnotched Levanna projectile points (Engelbrecht, 2014; Ritchie and Funk, 1973). Crofoot (2005) 
indicated that a mound was identified in 1899 by workmen who were quarrying for sand. The workmen 
reportedly recovered a number of artifacts including a native copper axe, gorgets, and numerous stone 
projectile points, as well and identified the presence of significantly decomposed skeletal remains. He goes 
on to state that there are “four more mounds all near together, about a hundred rods [approximately 1,650-
feet] further down the river” (Crofoot, 2005:593). These are presumably the mounds located northeast of 
the Project Site, described as “just overlooking the Genesee” by Arthur Parker (Parker, 1922: 598). 
Additionally, the description of the Muskwaki Sand Hills site (USN 05106.000139; JMA, 2010), which has 
similarities to Crofoot’s quarry, is mapped on the CRIS system as approximately 1,220 feet (370 meter) west 
of the Project Site. 

Groups in the northeast also maintained extensive trade networks during this period, evidenced by the 
presence of non-local goods (Fitting, 1978; Ritchie 1980; Ritchie and Funk, 1973). Smaller settlements are 
predominant in the archaeological record during this period in Central and Western New York, with larger 
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settlements becoming more common around 1,000 BP. In the following centuries, archaeologists attribute 
the appearance of maize (corn), beans, and squash agriculture to the growth of more substantial village 
sites, including some protected with palisades and earthwork defenses (Ritchie and Funk, 1973; Ritchie, 
1980). 

The Haudenosaunee at this time engaged in intense silviculture in addition to the more easily recognized 
agricultural practices that early European settlers readily identified and noted. Their practices shaped the 
vegetation growing around their towns and villages, creating a complex, interwoven ecology known as oak 
savanna. This biome was almost entirely dependent on active, ongoing human intervention to exist. These 
oak savannas provided a unique environment that the Haudenosaunee were able to harvest consistently 
and sustainably for much of what they depended upon in daily life; from food to construction materials, 
these managed forests provided a bounty of the resources necessary to a successful community.  

Haudenosaunee oral history supports a deep history of occupation within Central and Western New York 
(Wonderley, 2004), which is supported by archaeological evidence n (MacNeish, 1952; Tuck, 1971; Hart and 
Brumbach 2003; 2005; 2009; Hart, 2011). While sources differ on the specific date of the emergence of the 
Haudenosaunee, many researchers agree that a formalized Confederacy of five nations (also, the Great 
League of Peace; the Five Nations; and later, the Six Nations) took shape during the late fifteenth or early 
sixteenth century. The initial five nations of the Haudenosaunee included, loosely from west to east, the 
Seneca, Cayuga, Onondaga, Oneida, and Mohawk. The Tuscarora became a member nation in 1722. Initially, 
the Confederacy functioned indirectly as a religious council, calming internal conflicts through ceremonies 
associated with the Great Law as prescribed by the Peacemaker (Deganawidah) and Hiawatha. As conflicts 
arose with neighboring nations and European settlers, the Confederacy’s role became more political; 
however, the member nations largely retained their autonomy (Richter, 2005). 

The French were the among the first Europeans to enter Western New York. Although Jesuit missionaries 
and French traders established contacts within the region as early as the 1620s, most of the early European 
religious, military, and commercial activities were limited. At this time the Seneca were combating the 
Neutral and Erie peoples for territorial control over western New York. In 1643, the Seneca had either 
expulsed or absorbed the remaining Neutral people in the Niagara River area, and by 1655 the Erie people 
had been ejected from the area between the Genesee River and Lake Erie. Thus, the territory of the 
Haudenosaunee encompassed the entirety of the area between the Hudson River and Lake Erie by the time 
Europeans began to have more than a cursory presence in the region. (Smith 1881; Morgan, 1962).  

In 1656, Father Chaumont established the Mission of St. Michael among the Seneca in present-day Ontario 
County. By 1668, Father Fremin led St. Michael’s and established additional missions throughout Seneca 
territory. He was succeeded by Fathers Raffeix, Garnier, and Bruyas. While the eastern nations of the 
Confederacy traded with the Dutch and English, the Seneca traded primarily with the French, but not without 
periods of conflict and warfare between the Seneca and the French. In 1687, Jacque-René de Brisay 
Denonville, the Governor-General of New France, led an attack against the Seneca in an attempt to solidify 
French control of the fur trade. Denonville and his military destroyed crops and burned settlements 
throughout Western New York, most notably the Seneca village at Ganondagan (in Victor, Ontario County). 
The Treaty of 1701 established a lasting peace between the Seneca and the French, however. The British 
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attempted to dismantle French influence in the region following the French and Indian War (1754-1763) by 
establishing fortifications in the Genesee Valley and sending Protestant missionaries among the Seneca 
(Smith, 1881; Abrams, 2005a; Dunnigan, 2005). 

During the American Revolution, both the British and the Americans embraced the aid of Haudenosaunee 
nations, despite the Confederacy’s official policy of neutrality. The Seneca were allied with the British and 
led numerous raids on American settlements. In retaliation, Washington ordered the Sullivan-Clinton 
campaign of 1779 throughout Central and Western New York (Figure 5). The American military, under the 
leadership of General Sullivan, systematically destroyed Haudenosaunee settlements, homes, and crops. 
Subsequently, large numbers of Haudenosaunee refugees resettled elsewhere in the Genesee Valley and 
farther west along the Niagara Frontier. The Haudenosaunee, abandoned by their allies following the 
American Revolution, were forced to negotiate treaties as separate nations with the Americans. The 
Confederacy was politically divided; the Seneca, Cayuga, Onondaga, and Mohawk had supported the British, 
while the Oneida and Tuscarora had supported the colonists. The Haudenosaunee were forced to cede all 
land west of New York State and Pennsylvania in the second Treaty of Fort Stanwix in 1784. These newly 
acquired western lands spurred American migration and settlement into the Genesee Valley (MacLeitch, 
2005). 

Following the American Revolution, the acquisition of large tracts of valuable land in western New York, and 
the associated removal of indigenous peoples from these lands, became a priority to the country’s early 
capitalists and mercantile entities. These groups were required to acquire title to these western tracts from 
the Haudenosaunee before subdividing and reselling the land for profit. At the time, both Massachusetts 
and New York made claims to the area that is now western New York. The 1786 Hartford Treaty set the 
boundaries and established Massachusetts’ right to sell land in New York State; subsequently, 
Massachusetts sold its these rights to Oliver Phelps and Nathaniel Gorham. Phelps and Gorham planned on 
funding this purchase through a currency speculation scheme, by paying in Massachusetts Commonwealth 
currency, which was depressed in value at the time. Through the First Treaty of Buffalo Creek in 1788, Phelps 
and Gorham purchased title to a six million-acre tract from the Seneca for $5,000 with a perpetuity fee of 
$500 per year. However, a year later when it came time to acquire the total purchase sum, Federal state 
debt repayment caused the Massachusetts currency to double in value, and consequently forced Phelps 
and Gorham to purchase the currency at parity to the dollar instead of fifty cents on the dollar as planned. 
This resulted in less than half of the initial six-million-acre tract being funded for purchase. The Seneca also 
did not feel they were treated fairly and, in December of 1790, the Seneca Chief Cornplanter and a 
delegation of other Seneca met with President George Washington in Philadelphia. In a speech before the 
President, Chief Cornplanter asserted that Phelps had misrepresented himself as an agent of the Federal 
government and that through deception and threat of force he coerced the Seneca to cede their lands. 
Washington consequently ordered an investigation into the matter, though it is unclear if any sanctions 
were enacted upon Phelps and Gorham as a result (Turner, 1881). 

In 1790 and 1791, Robert Morris, an associate of Phelps and Gorham, purchased the pre-emption right of 
the remaining, unfunded portion of Phelps and Gorham tract. He quickly resold the 1.2-million-acre tract 
to Pulteney Associates, a London-based capitalist company. The Pulteney Estate comprised 52 townships 
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throughout Central and Western New York, including the present-day counties of Ontario, Yates, Steuben, 
Wayne, Monroe, Schuyler, Allegany, Chemung, and Livingston (Abrams, 2005b). 

The 1794 Treaty of Canandaigua recognized reserved Haudenosaunee lands from previous treaties, 
reaffirmed the boundaries of Seneca land claims in Western New York, and prohibited subsequent land 
claims within the United States. Although Morris had purchased pre-emption right in 1791, he delayed 
treating with the Seneca to purchase this territory out of fear that they might join the expanding Northwest 
Indian War (also known as Little Turtle’s War) occurring in modern day Ohio. By 1795, this conflict ceased 
and in 1796 Morris petitioned President Washington to appoint a commissioner to preside over a treaty 
with the Seneca.  In 1797 Robert Morris dispatched his son, Thomas, to conduct negotiations with the 
Seneca on his behalf at the site of Big Tree1 so that they might acquire the title to most of western New 
York State (Abrams, 2005b; Doty, 1905). This event became known as the Treaty of Big Tree. 

Though this negotiation was conducted with a more conciliatory tone than previous treaties, it was still 
conducted in less than good faith, with Morris telling the Seneca in a speech that the foremost reason they 
should sell their lands was “neither my father, nor any person in his behalf will ever come forward and treat 
with you on the generous terms now proposed” (Doty, 1905: 201). This, among other half-truths spoken by 
Thomas, was not strictly true, as Morris had already sold the land to the Holland Land Company and was 
now required to extinguish the Seneca’s title to the land in order to complete the transaction. Morris would 
certainly have been forced to negotiate under less favorable terms had this been disclosed to the Seneca. 
However, this was not the case, and despite some of the Seneca’s distrust of Morris, he was ultimately able 
to purchase the 3.3 million acres, which he then transferred to the Holland Land Company. Thus, the Treaty 
of Big Tree extinguished any remaining Seneca land claims in western New York, and established the 
following reservations (Doty, 1905; Abrams, 2005b):  

Canawaugus      Livingston County 
Big Tree      Livingston County 
Little Beard’s Town     Livingston County 
Squawkie (also Squaukie, or Squawkey) Hill  Livingston County 
Gardeau      Livingston and Wyoming counties) 
Caneadea      Allegany County 
Oil Spring      Allegany and Cattaraugus Counties 
Allegany      Cattaraugus County 
Cattaraugus      Cattaraugus, Chautauqua, and Erie Counties 
Canadaway      Cattaraugus and Chautauqua Counties 
Buffalo Creek      Erie County 
Tonawanda      Erie and Genesee Counties 
 

The Treaty of Big Tree created five Seneca reservations in Livingston County, including the larger Gardeau 
Reservation approximately 7 miles south of the Project Site, and four smaller reservations including 

 

1 The Big Tree (not to be confused with the person, or village) is a large oak tree on the eastern bank of the Genesee 
River near Geneseo and was a place of meeting and Council for the Seneca. The location of the oak has since eroded 
away, though a portion of the Big Tree remains preserved at the Livingston County Historical Society Museum.
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Squawkie Hill, located west of the Genesee River. This reservation was inhabited by descendants the Fox 
people (also known as the Mesquakie, Muskwaki, or the Outagamie) who moved to the region in the early-
eighteenth century from pressure of Bristish officials. Their settlements were along the upper Susquehanna, 
Allegany, and Genesee Rivers. In 1763 and 1764, during Pontiac’s War, a large group of the Fox fled their 
settlements to the Seneca village at Big Tree. They remained at Big Tree until around 1791, when the Fox 
chief, Stump Foot, led them back to their lands along the Genesee (Hauptman, 2005d). 

In the Treaty of Buffalo Creek of 1826 (or the Second Treaty of Buffalo Creek), the Seneca ceded Squawkie 
Hill Reservation, along with other reservations in the Genesee Valley, to the Ogden Land Company. While 
the displaced Seneca moved further west, the remaining reservations, including Buffalo Creek, Cattaraugus, 
and Tonawanda, were stripped of thousands of acres. As a result of internal tensions during this period, the 
Seneca based at the Tonawanda Reservation began developing distinct cultural and political identities, 
embracing the Code of Handsome Lake and asserting an anti-removal and anti-treaty stance (Hauptman 
2005a; Hauptman, 2011). 
 
The 1838 Treaty of Buffalo Creek resulted in the loss of all remaining Seneca territory in Western New York 
(except the Oil Spring Reservation) and Wisconsin in exchange for removal to an allotment of 1.8 million 
acres in western Indian Territory (Kansas and later, Oklahoma). This treaty also deeded the reservations to 
the Ogden Land Company. Despite this treaty, many Seneca remained on the reservations (Abrams, 2005a; 
Hauptman, 2005a, 2005b; Hauptman, 2011). The Tonawanda Seneca staunchly opposed this treaty as a 
“fraudulent” agreement achieved only through “bribery, forgery, the use of alcohol, and other nefarious 
methods” (Hauptman, 2011). 
 
In 1842, the Compromise Treaty (also referred to as the Supplemental Treaty of Buffalo Creek) renegotiated 
the terms outlined in the 1838 Treaty. The Ogden Land Company reinstated the Allegany and Cattaraugus 
Reservations and offered compensation for the Buffalo Creek and Tonawanda Reservations. Subsequently, 
many residents of the latter reservations began relocating to nearby reservations or Indian Territory in 1843. 
The 1842 Treaty elevated the existing tensions among Seneca leadership. The Tonawanda Seneca rejected 
the validity of this treaty as it disregarded the tradition of consensus among leaders and bypassed the 
Tonawanda in negotiations for reservation lands. From 1838 to 1847, the Tonawanda lobbied officials in 
Albany and Washington, D.C. to reverse these treaties, but with little success (Abrams, 2005a, 2005b; 
Hauptman, 2005b; Hauptman, 2011). 
 
On December 4, 1848, the Seneca Nation of Indians (SNI) formed as an independent political entity, separate 
from both the Tonawanda Seneca and the Iroquois Grand Council. The SNI developed a new government 
of elected officials, while the Tonawanda maintained a traditional system of chiefs. Following victories in 
New York State’s lower courts and the Court of Appeals, the Tonawanda Seneca’s case against the Ogden 
Land Company was heard and upheld by the U.S. Supreme Court in 1856-1857. While the Ogden Land 
Company could not forcibly remove them, the Tonawanda Seneca remained without title to their land.  The 
Tonawanda Treaty of 1857 federally recognized the Tonawanda Band of Seneca as a separate nation; this 
enabled them to sell their allotment of land in Kansas and use the proceeds to purchase previous portions 
of the reservation. In 1863, 7,549 acres of the Tonawanda Reservation were conveyed into trust to New York 
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State, thereby extinguishing Ogden Land Company title. Chief Blacksmith (Tonawanda Seneca), John H. 
Martindale (American attorney for the Tonawanda Seneca), and Ely S. Parker (Seneca “runner” and Sachem; 
later, Civil War military secretary and US Commissioner of Indian Affairs) are widely credited for leading the 
Tonawanda Senecas’ political and legal efforts to maintain traditional homelands in New York State 
(Abrams, 2005a, 2005b; Hauptman, 2011). 

Mary Jemison is widely regarded as one of the first permanent European settlers in the Genesee Valley. 
Born on a ship to Irish immigrants, she lived on the Pennsylvania frontier with her parents until she was 
captured in 1755 and brought to Fort Duquesne (now Pittsburgh). From there, she was adopted by two 
Seneca women, and lived with them in Ohio for several years. In 1759, she moved to the Seneca settlement 
at Beardstown (now in Leicester) and married a Seneca man.  Jemison chose to reside with the Seneca for 
the rest of her life. In the 1797 Treaty of Big Tree, she was allotted nearly 18,000 acres in this area comprising 
the Gardeau Reservation (now Mount Morris, Livingston County and Castile, Wyoming County). The Project 
Site is located in what was formerly the Squawkie Hill Reservation, also allotted by the Treaty of Big Tree. 
Following pressure to sell Seneca reservation lands to land agents, Jemison moved to the Buffalo Creek 
Reservation with her daughters in 1831 and died two years later. In 1874, her remains were exhumed and 
reinterred by William P. Letchworth at his estate in Livingston and Wyoming counties (Smith, 1881; 
Hauptman, 2005c). 

Livingston County was formed from Genesee and Ontario Counties in 1821. The county is bisected by the 
Genesee River, which extends southwesterly to form the western border. Canaseraga, Cashaqua, Beard’s, 
and White creeks traverse the county, while Conesus and Hemlock lakes comprise the eastern border. 
Formal European-American settlement in the Genesee Valley began in the late eighteenth century. The 
Wadsworth brothers, James and William, were early settlers in 1790 and became notable landowners 
throughout the region. The settlement of Western New York immediately followed the acquisition of 
Haudenosaunee lands by the State and land companies, though progress was slow as early transportation 
to the region was limited to natural waterways and trails. These trails were quickly cleared and by the 1810s 
the region was accessible via the Ontario and Genesee Turnpike and Seneca Turnpike. These routes 
facilitated settlement as well as the transportation of goods produced in the early townships (Smith, 1881; 
Cook, 2005; Cox, 2005). 

In 1859 William P. Letchworth, a successful Buffalo entrepreneur and philanthropist, purchased a substantial 
amount of land in the Genesee Valley. In 1907, he deeded his estate along the Genesee River and gorge to 
New York State, and in 1911, it was established as the core of Letchworth State Park. This included 
Letchworth’ s 190-acre residence and farm, Glen Iris Estate, as well as the relocated Seneca Council House 
(1872), Mary Jemison’s relocated grave, grave marker and monument (1874), and a museum (1912). 
Throughout the mid-twentieth century, the park expanded to include more than 14,000 acres. The region 
continues to benefit from the tourism and amenities generated by park visitation each year (Gabriel, 2005). 

The Town of Leicester was formed on March 30, 1802 as Lester, named in honor of Oliver Phelps’s son. By 
1805, the name had changed to the present spelling. Its boundaries were adjusted to accommodate the 
formation of the Towns of Angelica (1805), Perry (1814), Mount Morris (1818), and York (1819). The Village 
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of Leicester was later incorporated in 1907. The village was originally called Moscow before assuming its 
current name in 1917. Its location along the Genesee Valley Canal facilitated economic growth and incipient 
manufacturing enterprises in the early to mid-nineteenth century. The hamlet of Cuylerville became a 
prominent stop along the canal as it featured storage warehouses for the local grain surplus and mercantile 
businesses. Leicester was home to small businesses including several distilleries, grist and sawmills, salt 
mines, and manufacturers of harnesses, wagons and carriages, fanning mills, and shoes. Throughout the 
twentieth and into the twenty-first centuries, Leicester remained primarily agricultural with limited industry, 
including Akzo salt mine (closed 1994), CPAC (manufacturing), and a food processing plant (Smith, 1881; 
Doty, 1905; Cook, 2005; Rapp, 2005). 

2.3 Previously Identified Archaeological Resources

EDR consulted the NYSHPO’s CRIS database, and maps used by the NYSHPO prior to the establishment of 
CRIS, to determine if previous archaeological surveys have been conducted within 1 mile (1.6 km) of the 
Project Site.  The results of this research are summarized below in Table 2. 

A total of seven previously conducted archaeological surveys occur within 1 mile (1.6 km) of the Project, 
none having been conducted within the Project Site. The previous surveys were conducted between 1999 
and 2015 and consist of four Phase IA/Phase IB surveys, two Phase IA surveys, and one combination Phase 
I/II survey.  Of these seven, only three surveys identified previously unrecorded archaeological sites.  

Table 2. Previous Archaeological Surveys within 1 Mile (1.6 km) of the Project Site. 

Report Name 
Site 
Number 

Distance 
from Project 
Site 

Reference 

Phase I Cultural Resource Investigation for the 
Livingston County Campus Long Term Care 
Project, Town of Mount Morris, Livingston 
County, New York 

02SR52583 
1.0 miles to 
the southeast 

Ladd Archaeological 
Services, 2002 

Phase 1 Cultural Resource Investigation for the 
Town of Leicester Sanitary Sewer Project, 
Livingston County, New York 

02SR52967 
0.9 miles to 
the east 

Ladd Archaeological 
Services, 2002 

Phase 1 Addendum Deep Testing Investigation 
for the Town of Leicester Sanitary Sewer Project, 
Livingston County, New York 

02SR53720 
0.9 miles to 
the east 

Pierce, Carolyn A., 
2002 

Phase I Cultural Resource Investigation for the 
Sand Hill Road Gravel Mine Extension, Town of 
Mount Morris, Livingston County, New York 

05SR55658 
0.8 miles to 
the south Morton, Ann, 2005 
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Report Name 
Site 
Number

Distance 
from Project 
Site 

Reference 

Phase I Archeological Survey and Phase 2 Site 
Evaluations of the Mount Morris Dam Intensive 
Use Area, Towns of Leicester and Mount Morris, 
Livingston County, New York 

11SR61332 0.1 miles to 
the south 

John Milner 
Associates (JMA), 
2011 

Phase I Cultural Resource Investigations for the 
Proposed Letchworth State Park Dam Overlook 
Restaurant and Comfort Station Sanitary 
Disposal Systems, Town of Leicester, Livingston 
County 

99SR50024 
0.1 miles to 
the south 

Rochester Museum & 
Science Center, 1999 

Phase IA/IB Cultural Resource Investigation for 
the Proposed Riverside Park Improvements, 
Village of Mount Morris, Livingston County, 
New York 

15SR00443 1.0 miles to 
the southeast 

Deuel Archaeology 
and CRM, 2015 

EDR reviewed the CRIS database to determine whether previously recorded archaeological sites are located 
within the 1-mile (1.6 km) Project Site.  According to the CRIS database, no previously recorded 
archaeological resources are located within the Project Site. Ten previously recorded archaeological sites 
and one New York State Museum (NYSM) Area are located within 1-mile (1.6 km) of the Project Site 
boundary. These consist of four sites that are listed on the S/NRHP and six sites that are undetermined for 
listing on the S/NRHP.  These are listed in Table 3 below.  

Table 3. Archaeological Sites Located within 1 Mile (1.6 km) of the Project Site. 

Site Number Site Name S/NRHP-
Eligibility

Site Type Distance from Project
Site

05106.000009

(NYSM Area 
3670)  

Parker #54 Listed 
Village (ACP 
notes mounds 
and burials) 

0.6 miles 

05106.000012 
(NYSM Site 905) 

Squawkie Hills UB 
1016, NDA 1-1 

Listed Village 0.8 miles 

05106.000047 
(NYSM Site 
3671) 

Parker’s 
Livingston Co Site 
#55 White 
Woman’s Spring 

Listed Spring / 
Petroglyphs 

0.9 miles 
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Site Number Site Name 
S/NRHP-
Eligibility Site Type 

Distance from Project
Site

05106.000138 
JMA Mount 
Morris Pre-
Contact Site 3 

Undetermined Camp 0.4 miles 

05106.000139 
Muskwaki Sand 
Hills Undetermined Burial 0.2 miles 

05106.000140 

'Buffalo Tom' 
Jemison Log 
Cabin Historic 
Site

Undetermined Cabin 0.6 miles 

05109.000008 Murray Hill Site 
(Follett F224) 

Undetermined Village with 
Burial 

0.9 miles 

05109.000012 Tallman Road Site 
(Follett F374) 

Listed Camp 0.7 miles 

05109.000051 
JMA Mount 
Morris Pre-
Contact Site 1 

Undetermined Camp 0.5 miles 

05109.000052 
JMA Mount 
Morris Pre-
Contact Site 2 

Undetermined Camp 0.5 miles 
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2.4 Historical Map Review

Historical maps depicting the Project Site were reviewed by EDR to identify map-documented structures 
(MDS) or other indicators of potential nineteenth and early-twentieth century archaeological resources 
within or adjacent to the Project.  Historical maps reviewed include the 1829 Burr Map of the County of 
Livingston (Burr, 1829; Figure 5), 1840 Burr Map of the County of Livingston (Burr, 1840), the 1852 Gillette 
Map of Livingston County, (Gillette, 1852; Figure 6), the 1902 New Century Atlas of Livingston County (Century 
Map Co., 1902; Figure 7), and the 1944 USGS Mount Morris, NY 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle (USGS, 
1944; Figure 8). The results of this map review and a brief description of the historic context of the Project 
Site and surrounding area are described below. 

The 1829 and 1840 Burr Map of the County of Livingston show minimal development in and adjacent to the 
Project Site. The route of Highbanks Road had not been established at the time these maps were created, 
though Oak Road which follows a parallel route to the north was present at that time. The western portion 
of the Project is comprised of large tracts of undeveloped land. The eastern portion of the Project is located 
within the boundary of the Squawkie Hill Reservation on both maps, with the later 1840 map showing some 
further subdivision of the larger tracts of land noted in the earlier 1829 map (Figure 5). The 1852 Gillette 
Map of Livingston County (Figure 6) shows the area surrounding the Project Site as largely undeveloped, 
with scattered residences located along a road to the south that comprises portions of Park Road and Old 
Highbanks Road. The population was clustered around the nearby villages of Moscow to the north and 
Mount Morris to the southeast. The 1902 Century Map Co. New Century Atlas of Livingston County (Figure 
7) shows almost no change to the Project Site and its surroundings with no new residences in the immediate 
area of the Project. The eastern portion of the Project Site continues to be located within the mapped 
boundaries of the Squawkie Hill Reservation, while the western portion is noted as being part of Highbanks 
Farm. The 1944 USGS Mount Morris, NY 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle (Figure 8) also shows very little 
in the way of development or change in character of the Project Site. The current Highbanks Road corridor 
was yet to be established at that time, and there were few newly mapped structures in the vicinity, and no 
structures located within the Project Site.  

Overall, historical maps reviewed for this report indicate that the area surrounding the Project Site has been 
sparsely populated with little nineteenth and early-twentieth century development. The Project Site is 
utilized primarily for agriculture (wheat and sorghum at the time of survey), and its current agricultural 
nature appears consistent with its historically documented use. While several residences and outbuildings 
are documented adjacent to the Project Site, none were noted within it. Therefore, the Project Site is 
considered unlikely to contain historically MDS. 
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Figure 5. Burr 1829 Map of the County of Livingston 
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Figure 6. Gillette 1852 Map of Livingston County 
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Figure 7. 1902 New Century Atlas of Livingston County 
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Figure 8. USGS 1944 Mt. Morris, NY 7.5 Minute Quadrangle 
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3.0 PHASE I ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY

3.1 Archaeological Survey Fieldwork Methods 

In accordance with NYSHPO (2021a) guidance EDR’s survey methods consisted of the following: 

Shovel Testing. Shovel tests were excavated to determine whether archaeological sites were
present in the Limits of Significant Ground Disturbance.  Shovel tests were typically excavated along
transects or in grid patterns at 50-foot (15-m) intervals within the Limits of Significant Ground
Disturbance. Shovel tests were typically 12 to 20 inches (30 to 50 cm) in diameter and excavated to
sterile subsoil or the practical limits of hand excavation in accordance with the NYAC Standards
(NYAC, 1994). Field notes for each shovel test were digitally recorded on standardized forms that
described soil stratigraphy, recorded whether any artifacts were recovered, and noted any other
relevant observations. All soils excavated from shovel tests were screened through 0.25-inch
hardware cloth.  If Native American-related artifacts were recovered from an isolated shovel test,
then up to eight additional shovel tests were excavated at 1-meter and 3-meter (or greater) intervals
around the original shovel test in order to determine whether the artifacts represented an isolated
find or indicated the presence of a more substantial archaeological site.

Pedestrian Surface Survey: In existing crop fields and/or previously cultivated areas with greater
than 70% ground-surface visibility, archaeologists conducted a pedestrian surface survey to
determine whether archaeological sites are present, in accordance with the NYAC Standards (NYAC,
1994). In these areas, archaeologists traversed the archaeological APE along transects spaced at 3-
to 5-meter intervals while inspecting the ground surface for artifacts and/or archaeological features.
The locations of any artifacts or other indication of an archaeological site observed on the ground
surface were recorded using sub-meter accuracy Global Positioning System (GPS) equipment.
Transect intervals were reduced in the vicinity of identified artifacts to delineate site boundaries and
the horizontal extent of cultural material.  After recording the locations of artifacts and/or features
in a given area, archaeologists collected the observed artifacts for subsequent laboratory
identification and analysis, in accordance with standard archaeological methods. The primary goal
of the Phase I surface survey methodology was to determine spatial boundaries of any sites present.

Steeply sloped, wetland, and disturbed areas. No systematic archaeological survey work was
conducted in steeply sloped areas, delineated wetlands, or areas where visual inspection can
confirm previous soil disturbance (Appendix D; Photos 6, 7).  In these areas, archaeological survey
was restricted to visual inspection supplemented by judgmental shovel testing if indications of a
potential archaeological site were observed (e.g., foundations, structural remains, or rock overhangs
suitable for use as shelters).
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3.2 Archaeological Survey Fieldwork Results

EDR conducted Phase I archaeological survey fieldwork at the Project Site in July, August, and September 
2020 as well as a final mobilization in June 2022. Fieldwork was conducted by Justin Sabino, Diane Yankel, 
Moira Magni, Beth Peyser, and Josh Altom. During fieldwork, EDR personnel excavated a total of 593 shovel 
tests for the Highbanks Solar Project.   

Figure 9 depicts the areas of Elevated Archaeological Sensitivity within the Project Site. Tabulated shovel 
test records for shovel tests excavated during the Phase I archaeological survey for the Highbanks Solar 
Project are included in Appendix E of this report. Additionally, based on the discoveries documented in this 
report, the client has modified and avoided all archaeological sites including a 50-foot buffer. An updated 
layout showing avoidance is available in Appendix C. 

Appendix B and Table 4 (below) summarizes shovel testing locations and archaeological resources identified 
during the Phase I archaeological survey.  

Table 4. Summary of Archaeological Survey Results by EDR Survey Area 

EDR 
Survey 
Area 

Project 
Components/

Impacts 
Description Prior Impacts 

Shovel 
Tests 

Completed 

Sites/Isolates 
Encountered 

A Tree cutting 

Level poorly drained 
secondary growth forest 
with a thick understory of 
hawthorn and greenbrier. 

Excavation of 
improved 
drainage 
channels 

135 EDR-20061-001 

B Collection Line
Gently rolling to level 
cultivated wheat and 

sorghum fields.
None evident 79 -- 

C Collection Line
Level, cultivated sorghum 

field.
None evident 5 -- 

D Collection Line Level cultivated wheat field. None evident 16 --

E Collection Line 
Gently rolling, cultivated 

sorghum field. 
None evident  22 -- 

F 
Collection 

Line, Inverter 
Station 

Gently sloping and poorly 
drained secondary growth 

forest. 
None evident 15 -- 

G POI Line 
Rolling cultivated sorghum 

and alfalfa hay field.
None evident 321 

EDR-Squawkie Hill-1
EDR-Squawkie Hill-2 
EDR-Squawkie Hill-3 
EDR-Squawkie Hill-4 

G19.07 
G17.07 
G18.01
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3.3 Identified Archaeological Sites 

In total, the Phase I archaeological survey conducted for the Highbanks Solar Project resulted in the 
identification of five Native American archaeological resources and three isolated finds, or isolates.  Each of 
these resources is discussed in detail in Subsections 3.3.1 through 3.3.5, below, while the isolates are 
described in Table 10.  In addition to the descriptions of these sites provided herein, the information for 
each site has been entered into the NYSHPO’s CRIS database concurrent with submission of this report.  

Four sites (EDR-Squawkie Hill-1, EDR-Squawkie Hill-2, EDR-Squawkie Hill-3, and EDR-Squawkie Hill-4) were 
identified during Phase I survey of Area G, an agricultural field included in the Project layout as hosting the 
location of a gen-tie line. Both the Squawkie Hill-1 and 3 sites extended well beyond any potential impacts 
associated with the installation of buried cable (i.e., the gen-tie line), and therefore were not fully delineated. 
A line of shovel tests was excavated across the agricultural field (Appendix B, Sheet 6) in a northwest to 
southeast direction in an effort to find a path for the gen-tie line between EDR-Squawkie Hill-1 and EDR-
Squawkie Hill-3. EDR-Squawkie Hill-2 was fully delineated with radial shovel tests at 15, 3, and 1 meter, 
which recovered one additional debitage fragment from the 1 meter south radial shovel test and appears 
to be an isolated deposit. EDR-Squawkie Hill-4 was fully delineated with radial shovel tests at 15, 3, and 1 
meter, which recovered an additional two fragments of chert debitage from the 3 meter west radial shovel 
test.  

These four identified sites are located within the boundary of the former Squawkie Hill Reservation. They 
consist of lithic scatters comprised of debitage (angular shatter to tertiary thinning flakes) and one Orient 
Fishtail projectile point recovered from shovel tests and the ground surface. No European-American 
material culture was recovered in the Phase I archaeological survey. It should be noted that previous 
archaeological studies (Section 2.2, Table 2) in the area surrounding the Project Site have identified evidence 
of Native American occupation of the Squawkie Hill area ranging from the approximately 5,000 years before 
present to the early-nineteenth century.  

The fifth site is EDR-20061-001, which was located during pedestrian survey of the western portion of the 
Project Site, consisting of a lithic scatter of four surface finds. This lithic scatter includes three debitage 
flakes and one medial fragment of a projectile point.  

3.3.1 EDR-Squawkie Hill-1  

Site Type: Lithic Scatter 

Archaeology Survey Area: G 

Site Description: The EDR-Squawkie Hill-1 site is a lithic scatter located in a cultivated sorghum and alfalfa 
field on the north side of Highbanks Road. It was initially identified in two shovel tests excavated along the 
south and west edges of the agricultural field in the lowest portion of a rolling field. The site is located 
immediately adjacent to the north edge of Highbanks Road, approximately 3,200-foot (1,003 meters) east 
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of the intersection of Highbanks and Old Highbanks Roads (Appendix B, Sheets 5 and 6; Appendix D, Photos 
8-10). Soils within the site area are mapped as Howard fine sandy loam, nearly level, and Howard fine sandy 
loam, sloping, which are well, to excessively well drained sandy soils formed from glacial outwash deposits 
(Esri and NRCS, 2020). Vegetation at the time survey consisted of recently harvested sorghum and alfalfa 
planted in rows. Previous activity in the area was centered on agricultural activities.  

The EDR-Squawkie Hill-1 site consists of 11 chert artifacts, recovered from seven shovel tests (Table 5). No 
artifacts diagnostic of a time period or cultural tradition were recovered.  

Soils encountered in shovel tests are interpreted as glacial outwash with the typical profile consisting of a 
brown (10YR 4/3) sandy loam plowzone between 0 and 36 centimeters below ground surface (cmbgs), over 
a light yellowish brown (10YR 6/4) sandy loam between 36 and 84 cmbgs, overlying a light brownish gray 
(10YR 6/2) single grain sand subsoil. The top two strata of shovel tests contained lithics. No lithics were 
encountered in the bottom stratum, which was interpreted as culturally sterile, and shovel tests were 
terminated after excavating 10 cm into the sterile subsoil. 

Table 5. Artifacts Collected at the EDR-Squawkie Hill-1 Site. 

Shovel Test/ Surface 
Provenience 

Stratum 
Depth 
(cmbgs) 

Count Description Material Date Range 

20061-G2.03 II 34-59 
2 Tertiary flake

Gray chert Undetermined

20061-G1.16 II 29-52 
1 Tertiary flake 

Gray chert Undetermined

20061-G1.16 R3S I 0-31
3 Tertiary flake

Gray chert Undetermined

20061-G1.16 R3W I 0-32
2 Tertiary flake 

Gray chert Undetermined

20061-G1.16 R3N II 36-84 
1 Tertiary flake

Gray chert Undetermined

20061-G1.16 R15N II 36-61
1 Tertiary flake

Gray chert Undetermined

20061-G1.16 R30N I 0-35
1 Tertiary flake

Gray chert Undetermined

Recommendation: The EDR-Squawkie Hill-1 consists of a moderate-density, lithic scatter identified during 
Phase I shovel test excavation. Artifacts extended below the plowzone, indicating the potential for intact 
cultural deposits and features to be present. No features were identified during shovel testing, however. 
The site remains unevaluated for S/NRHP eligibility. The Applicant will avoid impacts to this site. No further 
archaeological investigation is recommended.  

3.3.2 EDR-Squawkie Hill-2  

Site Type: Lithic Scatter 
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Archaeology Survey Area: G 

Site Description: The EDR-Squawkie Hill-2 site is a lithic scatter located in a cultivated sorghum and alfalfa 
field on the north side of Highbanks Road. It was identified in two shovel tests excavated along the southern
edge of the agricultural field on the crest of a small rise. The site is located immediately adjacent to the 
north edge of Highbanks Road, approximately 4,000-foot (1,010 meters) east of the intersection of 
Highbanks and Old Highbanks Roads (Appendix B, Sheet 6; Appendix D, Photos 9,10). Soils within the site 
area are mapped as Howard fine sandy loam, nearly level, which are well drained sandy soils formed from 
glacial outwash deposits (Esri and NRCS, 2020). The field had standing crops at the time of survey.  

The EDR-Squawkie Hill-2 site consists of two chert artifacts, recovered from one shovel test and one 1-
meter radial shovel test (Table 6). No artifacts diagnostic of a time period or cultural tradition were 
recovered.  

Soils encountered in shovel tests were comprised of shallow, rocky soils with decomposing shale bedrock. 
The typical soil profile consisted of a rocky plowzone of brown (10YR 4/3) sand between 0 and 32 cmbgs, 
overlying a light brownish gray (10YR 6/2) sandy loam with increasing percentages of the soil composed of 
degrading bedrock. Lithics were only recovered from the upper plowzone stratum with no lithics 
encountered in the bottom stratum, which was interpreted as culturally sterile, and shovel tests were 
terminated after excavating 10 centimeters into the sterile subsoil or when the density of the degrading 
shale bedrock precluded further hand excavation. 

Table 6. Artifacts Collected at the EDR-Squawkie Hill-2 Site 

Shovel Test/ Surface 
Provenience 

Stratum 
Depth 
(cmbgs) 

Count Description Material Date Range 

20061-G1.04 I 0-34 1 Tertiary flake Gray chert Undetermined

20061-G1.04 R1S I 0-30 1 Tertiary flake Gray chert Undetermined

Recommendation: The EDR-Squawkie Hill-2 site consists of two lithic flakes in a spatially confined deposit 
identified in the plowzone during Phase I shovel test excavation.  This site is considered ineligible for 
inclusion in the S/NRHP. The Applicant will avoid impacts to this site. No further archaeological investigation 
is recommended. 

3.3.3 EDR-Squawkie Hill-3  

Site Type: Lithic Scatter 

Archaeology Survey Area: G 

Site Description: The EDR-Squawkie Hill-3 site is a lithic scatter located in a cultivated sorghum and alfalfa 
field on the north side of Highbanks Road. It is sited on the broad level top of Squawkie Hill in the northeast 
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portion of the same agricultural field discussed above in Sections 3.31 and 3.3.2, approximately 4,217-foot 
(1,285 meters) east of the intersection of Highbanks and Old Highbanks Roads (Appendix B, Sheet 6; 
Appendix D, Photo 10).  Soils within the site area are mapped as Howard fine sandy loam, nearly level, which 
are well drained sandy soils formed from glacial outwash deposits (Esri and NRCS, 2020). Previous impacts 
to the area consisted of some apparent soil grading associated with the construction of the gravel driveway 
at the eastern portion of the site area. 

The EDR-Squawkie Hill-3 site consists of 13 chert artifacts recovered from the ground surface and shovel 
tests. The artifacts are summarized below in Table 7.  One Orient Fishtail projectile point was recovered from 
shovel test G6.01, which is dated to the Early Woodland Period, approximately 3,000 to 2,000 years BP.  

Soils encountered in shovel tests varied, with the primary two soils consisting of brown (10YR 4/3) sandy 
loam plowzone, over a pale brown (10YR 6/3) sandy loam, overlying a dark yellowish brown (10YR 4/4) 
single grain sand subsoil (Soil-1) and a brown (10YR 4/3) gravelly sandy loam overlaying an extremely 
desiccated (10YR 7/2) sandy loam with interlocking gravel and degrading shale fragments (Soil-2). The top 
two strata of shovel tests that encountered Soil-1 contained lithics. No cultural material was identified in 
the basal strata, which were interpreted as culturally sterile. Shovel tests were terminated after excavating 
10 cm into the sterile subsoil. 

Table 7. Artifacts Collected at the EDR-Squawkie Hill-3 Site  

Shovel Test/ Surface 
Provenience 

Stratum 
Depth 
(cmbgs) 

Count Description Material Date Range 

20061-G3.02 II 34-59 2 Tertiary flake Gray chert Undetermined 

20061-SF.01  Surface Surface 1 Tertiary flake Gray chert Undetermined

20061-G3.02 R15S I 0-33 3 Tertiary flake Gray chert Undetermined 

20061-G3.02 R30N I 0-29 1 Tertiary flake Gray chert Undetermined

20061-G3.02 R45N I 0-25 1 Tertiary flake Gray chert Undetermined 

20061-G3.02 R45S I 0-24 1 Tertiary flake Gray chert Undetermined

G5.02 I 0-56 2 
Angular Debris/ 

Shatter 
Gray chert

Undetermined

G6.01 I 0-30 1 
Orient Fishtail 

Projectile Point
Gray chert 3,000-2,000 BP 

G9.03 I 0-32 1 Tertiary Flake Gray chert
Undetermined
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Recommendation: The EDR-Squawkie Hill-3 consists of a moderate density lithic scatter identified during 
Phase I shovel test excavation with artifacts recovered from the ground surface and extending to below the 
plowzone in some shovel tests. This indicates that the potential remains for intact cultural deposits and 
features to be present. No indications of features were identified during shovel testing. The site remains 
unevaluated for S/NRHP eligibility. The Applicant will avoid impacts to this site. No further archaeological 
investigation is recommended. 

 

3.3.4 EDR-Squawkie Hill-4  

Site Type: Lithic Scatter 

Archaeology Survey Area: G 

Site Description:  

The EDR-Squawkie Hill-4 site is a lithic scatter located in a cultivated sorghum and alfalfa field on the north 
side of Highbanks Road. It was identified in shovel tests excavated along the southern edge of the 
agricultural field on the crest of a small rise. The site is located immediately adjacent to the north edge of 
Highbanks Road, approximately 3,907-foot (1,192 meters) east of the intersection of Highbanks and Old 
Highbanks Roads (Appendix B, Sheet 6; Appendix D, Photos 9,10). Soils within the site area are mapped as 
Howard fine sandy loam, nearly level, which are well, to excessively well drained sandy soils formed from 
glacial outwash deposits (Esri and NRCS, 2020). Previous impacts to the consist of some apparent soil 
grading associated with the construction of the gravel driveway at the eastern portion of the site area. 

The EDR-Squawkie Hill-4 site consists of five chert artifacts recovered from one shovel test and one 3-meter 
radial shovel test (Table 8). No artifacts diagnostic of a time period or cultural tradition were recovered.  

Soils encountered in shovel tests varied. Soil-1 consisted of brown (10YR 4/3) sandy loam plowzone, over a 
pale brown (10YR 6/3) sandy loam, overlying a dark yellowish brown (10YR 4/4) single grain sand subsoil. 
Soil-2 consisted of brown (10YR 4/3) gravelly sandy loam overlaying an extremely desiccated (10YR 7/2) 
sandy loam with interlocking gravel and degrading shale fragments. The top two strata of shovel tests with 
Soil-1 contained lithics. No cultural material was identified in the bottom stratum of either soil type 
encountered, which was interpreted as culturally sterile in both cases. Shovel tests were terminated after 
excavating 10 cm into the sterile subsoil. 

Table 8. Artifacts Collected at the EDR-Squawkie Hill-4 Site 

Shovel Test/ Surface 
Provenience 

Stratum 
Depth 
(cmbgs) 

Count Description Material Date Range 

G11.01 I 0-35 3 Tertiary Flake 
Gray 
Chert 

Undetermined 
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G11.01R3S I 0-39 2 Tertiary Flake
Gray 
Chert

Undetermined

Recommendation: The EDR-Squawkie Hill-4 consists of a moderate density lithic scatter identified during 
Phase I shovel test excavation with artifacts recovered from the plowzone.  No indications of features were 
identified during shovel testing. The site remains unevaluated for S/NRHP eligibility. The Applicant will avoid 
impacts to this site. No further archaeological investigation is recommended. 

3.3.5 EDR-20061-001  

Site Type: Lithic Scatter 

Archaeology Survey Area: A 

Site Description:  

The EDR-20061-001 site is a lithic scatter located in an agricultural field approximately 0.5 miles northwest 
of the intersection of Old Highbanks Road and Oaks Road. It was identified during pedestrian survey along 
the northern edge of a fairly level agricultural field. (Appendix B, Sheet 1; Appendix D, Photos 9,10). Soils 
within the site area are mapped as Howard fine sandy loam, nearly level, which are well drained sandy soils 
formed from glacial outwash deposits (Esri and NRCS, 2020). Vegetation at the time survey consisted of 
recently harvested corn planted in rows.  

The EDR-20061-001 site consists of four chert artifacts recovered from the surface (Table 9). No artifacts 
diagnostic of a time period or cultural tradition were recovered.  

Table 9. Artifacts Collected at the EDR-20061-001 Site 

Shovel Test/ Surface 
Provenience 

Stratum 
Depth 
(cmbgs) 

Count Description Material Date Range 

20061-MM-001 Surface 0 1 
Projectile 
Point 
Fragment 

Gray 
Chert 

Undetermined 

20061-MM-002 Surface 0 1 Tertiary Flake 
Gray 
Chert 

Undetermined  
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20061-MM-003 Surface 0 1 Tertiary Flake
Gray 
Chert 

Undetermined

20061-MM-004 Surface 0 1 Tertiary Flake 
Gray 
Chert 

Undetermined 

Recommendation: The EDR-60021-001 site consists of a moderate density lithic scatter identified during 
Phase I pedestrian survey with artifacts recovered from the ground surface. The site remains unevaluated 
for S/NRHP eligibility. The Applicant will avoid impacts to this site. No further archaeological investigation 
is recommended. 

 

3.3.6 Isolates 

The Isolated artifacts recovered from the Phase I archaeological survey are all noted in Table 10, below. No 
avoidance recommendations are made for the isolated artifact finds.  

Table 10. Isolate Artifacts Collected 

Shovel Test/ Surface 
Provenience 

Stratum 
Depth 
(cmbgs) 

Count Description Material Date Range 

G17.07 I 0-35 1 
Angular 
Shatter/ 
Debris 

Gray 
Chert 

Undetermined 

G18.01 I 0-34 1 
Angular 
Shatter/ 
Debris 

Gray 
Chert

Undetermined 

G19.07 I 0-36 2 
Angular 
Shatter/ 
Debris 

Grey 
Chert 

Undetermined 
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Figure 9. Elevated Archaeological Sensitivity 
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4.0 CONCLUSIONS

4.1 Summary of Phase I Archaeological Survey 

The Phase I archaeological survey for the proposed Highbanks Solar Project involved the excavation of 593
shovel tests. The results of the Phase I archaeological survey for the Highbanks Solar Project can be 
summarized as follows: 

No previously identified archaeological sites were noted within the Project Site. Ten previously 
recorded archaeological sites occur within the 1-mile of the Project Site.  
Shovel testing conducted by EDR archaeologists consisted of the excavation of 593 shovel tests 
within and adjacent to the Limits of Significant Ground Disturbance. 
Pedestrian survey conducted by EDR archaeologists covered 22 acres. 
Five Native American sites were identified during Phase I testing (EDR-Squawkie Hill-1, EDR-
Squawkie Hill-2, EDR-Squawkie Hill-3, EDR-Squawkie Hill-4, and EDR-20061-001). The Applicant will 
avoid impacts to these sites.  

 

Table 11 contains summaries of the five sites identified during the Phase I archaeological survey for the 
Highbanks Solar Project, as well as potential impacts and avoidance measures taken by the Applicant.  

Table 11. Summary of Archaeological Resources Identified During the Phase I Survey 

Site Name Description Location 
Primary 
Investigation 
Method 

Potential 
Impacts 

Avoidance Measures 

EDR-
Squawkie 
Hill-1 

Lithic Scatter Approximately 
0.6 mile east of 
the intersection 
of Highbanks and 
Old Highbanks 
Road. 

Shovel 
Testing 

None Avoid by Project design. 

EDR-
Squawkie 
Hill-2 

Lithic Scatter Approximately 
0.8 mile east of 
the intersection 
of Highbanks and 
Old Highbanks 
Road. 

Shovel 
Testing 

None Avoid by Project design. 

EDR-
Squawkie 
Hill-3 

Lithic Scatter Approximately 
0.8 mile east of 
the intersection 
of Highbanks and 
Old Highbanks 
Road. 

Shovel 
Testing 

None Avoid by Project design. 
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Site Name Description Location
Primary 
Investigation 
Method

Potential 
Impacts

Avoidance Measures

EDR-
Squawkie 
Hill-4 

Lithic Scatter Approximately 
0.7 mile east of 
the intersection 
of Highbanks and 
Old Highbanks 
Road. 

Shovel 
Testing 

None Avoid by Project design. 

EDR-20061-
001 

Lithic Scatter Approximately 
0.5 miles 
northwest of the 
intersection of 
Old Highbanks 
Road and Oaks 
Road. 

Pedestrian 
Survey 

None Avoid by Project design. 

Based on the discoveries described in this report, the client has modified the project design to avoid all 
archaeological sites, including a 50-foot buffer around the sites (Appendix C). The proposed Highbanks 
Solar Project is therefore not anticipated to result in significant adverse effects to any S/NRHP-eligible 
archaeological resources and no further archaeological investigation is recommended. 
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View east along transect B4 
showing the gently rolling wheat 

that comprise the majority of the 
Project Site.

Photo 1

EDR excavates shovel tests at 
the location of the proposed 

laydown yard with Oak Road in 
the background. Viewed to the 

south.

Photo 2
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Overview of the Project Site from 
the north. Viewed to the south.

Photo 3

Representative view of 
conditions in the areas of 

secondary forest that are present 
throughout the Project Site.  

Viewed west along transect F1.

Photo 4
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Poorly drained soils,  piled 
deadfall and slash from logging 

obstructed excavation in the 
wooded lot in the northwest of 

the Project  Site. Viewed east.

Photo 5

Cobble reinforced farm roads 
in the poorly drained Caneadea 

soils which comprised the 
western portion of the Project 

Site were excluded from 
excavation.

Photo 6
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Field clearance, dump, and push 
piles around the perimeter of the 
wooded lot in area A obstructed 
excavation. Viewed to the south.

Photo 7

Overview of EDR-Squawkie 
Hill-1 site from Highbanks Road. 

Viewed north.

Photo 8
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Location EDR-Squawkie Hill-2 
site (foreground), with EDR-

Squawkie Hill-1 in the distance. 
Viewed to the west.

Photo 9

Overview of the agricultural 

Hill-1 (1), EDR-Squawkie Hill-2 
(2),EDR-Squawkie Hill-3 (3) were 

Photo 10
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wall.

Photo 11

View of crew excavating area G 
looking east

Photo 12
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Crew conducting pedestrian 
survey looking southeast

Photo 13

View south of crew excavating 
transects G6, G7 and G8

Photo 14
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