
 
 

  Appendix C Agency Correspondence  

• FTA Notice of Intent, June 27, 2013  
• Upper Merion Township Resolution of Support 2011-03  
• Montgomery County Commissioners Scoping Letter, August  6, 2013  
• USEPA Scoping Letter, August 14, 2013  
• NPS Scoping Letter, August 15, 2013  
• PA Turnpike Commission DEIS Comment Letter, August 12, 2013  
• PNDI August 10, 2017  
• PNDI August 7, 2020  
• FTA Notice of Availability of the DEIS, October 17, 2017  
• DEIS EPA Comment Email, November 27, 2017  
• DEIS EPA Comment Letter, November 27, 2017  
• USDOI DEIS Comment Letter, November 30, 2017  
• USFWS, October 13, 2017 with stamped 11/7/17  
• PA Fish and Boat Commission, September 28, 2020   
• FTA Letter to PA SHPO Re-opening Section 106, October 19, 2020  
• PA SHPO Letter to FTA, Section 106 Concurrence, October 30, 2020  
• E106 Form to ACHP, November 10, 2020  
• ACHP Response Letter, November 19, 2020  
• Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement, November 25, 2020  
• FTA Email to PHMC on Section 4(f), December 21, 2020  
• USDOI Concurrence Letter on Section 4(f), December 22, 2020  
• Montgomery County Concurrence Letter on Section 4(f), 

December 24, 2020  
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Form Numbers: SF–269, SF–270, 
SF–272, SF–424, SF–3881, FAA Form 
9550–5. 

Type of Review: Renewal of an 
information collection. 

Background: This program 
implements OMB Circular A–110, 
Public Law 101–508, Section 9205 and 
9208 and Public Law 101–604, Section 
107(d). Information is required from 
grantees for the purpose of grant 
administration and review in 
accordance with applicable OMB 
circulars. The information is collected 
through a solicitation that has been 
published by the FAA. Prospective 
grantees respond to the solicitation 
using a proposal format outlined in the 
solicitation in adherence to applicable 
FAA directives, statutes, and OMB 
circulars. 

Respondents: Approximately 100 
grantees. 

Frequency: Information is collected 
on occasion. 

Estimated Average Burden per 
Response: 6.5 hours. 

Estimated Total Annual Burden: 650 
hours. 

ADDRESSES: Send comments to the FAA 
at the following address: Ms. Kathy 
DePaepe, Room 126B, Federal Aviation 
Administration, AES–200, 6500 S. 
MacArthur Blvd., Oklahoma City, OK 
73169. 

Public Comments Invited: You are 
asked to comment on any aspect of this 
information collection, including (a) 
Whether the proposed collection of 
information is necessary for FAA’s 
performance; (b) the accuracy of the 
estimated burden; (c) ways for FAA to 
enhance the quality, utility and clarity 
of the information collection; and (d) 
ways that the burden could be 
minimized without reducing the quality 
of the collected information. The agency 
will summarize and/or include your 
comments in the request for OMB’s 
clearance of this information collection. 

Issued in Washington, DC on June 20, 
2013. 

Albert R. Spence, 
FAA Assistant Information Collection 
Clearance Officer, IT Enterprises Business 
Services Division, AES–200. 
[FR Doc. 2013–15323 Filed 6–26–13; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4910–13–P 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Federal Transit Administration 

Intent To Prepare an Environmental 
Impact Statement for Increased Transit 
Service to King of Prussia, PA 

AGENCY: Federal Transit Administration 
(FTA), DOT. 
ACTION: Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare 
an Environmental Impact Statement and 
Section 4(f) Evaluation. 

SUMMARY: The FTA and the 
Southeastern Pennsylvania 
Transportation Authority (SEPTA) are 
planning to prepare an Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) and Section 4(f) 
Evaluation for increased transit service 
to King of Prussia, PA. The EIS will be 
prepared in accordance with regulations 
implementing the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), as 
well as FTA’s regulations and guidance 
for implementing NEPA (40 CFR 1501.2 
through 8 and 23 CFR 771.111). FTA is 
issuing this notice to solicit public and 
agency input regarding the scope of the 
EIS and to advise the public and 
agencies that outreach activities 
conducted by SEPTA and its 
representatives will be considered in the 
preparation of the EIS. SEPTA is 
undertaking this Draft EIS under current 
FTA regulations and guidance. SEPTA 
has indicated that it intends to seek FTA 
New Starts funding. 
DATES: An Agency Scoping Meeting will 
be held on Tuesday, July 16, 2013 at 
10:00 a.m., at the Radisson Hotel at the 
Valley Forge Casino Resort, South 
Ballroom, 1160 First Avenue, King of 
Prussia, PA, 19406. Persons should 
enter the hotel entrance to reach the 
South Ballroom. Representatives from 
federal, state, regional, tribal, and local 
agencies that may have an interest in the 
project will be invited to serve as either 
participating or cooperating agencies. A 
Public Scoping Meeting will be held on 
Tuesday, July 16, 2013 from 4:00 to 8:00 
p.m. at the Radisson Hotel at the Valley 
Forge Casino Resort, 1160 First Avenue, 
King of Prussia, PA, 19406. Persons 
should enter the hotel entrance to reach 
the South Ballroom. An informational 
presentation explaining the proposed 
project will be held at 6:00 p.m. All 
persons are invited to provide oral 
comments on the scope of the EIS 
throughout the Scoping Meeting. 
Individuals wishing to speak are 
required to register as they sign in. 
Anyone needing special assistance 
should contact Mr. John Mullen, 
Outreach Coordinator at (215) 592–4200 
or via email at 
info@kingofprussiarail.com, in advance 

of the meeting. Spanish and sign 
language interpreters will be available at 
the Public Scoping Meeting. 

Written comments on the scope of the 
EIS, including the project’s purpose and 
need, the alternatives to be considered, 
and the impacts to be evaluated should 
be sent on or before August 14, 2013 via 
mail, fax or email to: Mr. Sheldon 
Fialkoff, Project Manager, AECOM, 1700 
Market Street, Suite 1600, Philadelphia, 
PA 19103, 215–735–0883 (fax), 
Shelly.Fialkoff@aecom.com. 

Written comments regarding the 
scope of the EIS can also be made via 
the project’s Web site at 
www.kingofprussiarail.com on or before 
August 14, 2013. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr. 
Tony Cho, Community Planner, Federal 
Transit Administration, 1760 Market 
Street, Suite 500, Philadelphia, PA 
19103, (215) 656–7250; or Mr. Byron 
Comati, Project Director, SEPTA, 1234 
Market Street, 9th Floor, Philadelphia, 
PA 19107, (215) 580–3781. Additional 
project information and scoping 
materials will be available at the 
meetings and on the project Web site 
(http://www.kingofprussiarail.com). 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Scoping 

FTA and SEPTA will undertake a 
scoping process that will allow the 
public and interested agencies to 
comment on the scope of the 
environmental review process. Scoping 
is the process of determining the scope, 
focus, and content of an EIS. NEPA 
scoping has specific objectives, 
identifying the significant issues that 
will be examined in detail during the 
EIS, while simultaneously limiting 
consideration and development of 
issues that are not truly significant. FTA 
and SEPTA invite all interested 
individuals and organizations, public 
agencies, and Native American tribes to 
comment on the scope of the Draft EIS. 
To facilitate public and agency 
comment, a Draft Scoping Document 
will be prepared for review and will be 
available at the meeting. Included in 
this document will be draft descriptions 
of the purpose and need for the project; 
the alternatives proposed; the impacts to 
be assessed; early alternatives that are 
currently not being considered; and the 
public outreach and agency 
coordination process. 

Description of Study Area and 
Proposed Project 

The Norristown High Speed Line 
(NHSL) currently provides passenger 
rail service between the 69th Street 
Transportation Center (in Upper Darby) 
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and the Norristown Transportation 
Center (in the Municipality of 
Norristown), serving the Main Line area 
in Delaware and Montgomery Counties, 
Pennsylvania. At the 69th Street 
Transportation Center, connections can 
be made to Center City Philadelphia via 
SEPTA’s Market-Frankford Line, 
SEPTA’s Route 101 and 102 Trolleys, 
and 18 SEPTA bus routes. Besides 
service to Norristown, Upper Darby and 
on to Philadelphia, the NHSL serves a 
number of important origins and 
destinations along its line such as 
Haverford College, Bryn Mawr College, 
Villanova University, Eastern 
University, Cabrini College, Rosemont 
College, as well as Bryn Mawr Hospital. 

Even though the NHSL passes through 
Upper Merion Township, which 
includes the King of Prussia area, the 
rail line runs about two to three miles 
east of many major activity centers in 
the area, including the King of Prussia 
Mall. Reaching the King of Prussia area 
from the NHSL currently requires a 
transfer to bus service. Six SEPTA bus 
routes serve the area and ridership has 
been increasing over the past several 
years. The area is at the confluence of 
several major highways; the 
Pennsylvania Turnpike, I–76 (Schuylkill 
Expressway), Route 422, and Route 202. 
These highways suffer from growing 
congestion and delays; bus travel on 
these roadways is subject to the same 
congestion and delays. 

In addition to the King of Prussia 
Mall, the study area encompasses other 
major destinations that are focal points 
of employment density, residential 
density, and/or trip attractions. The 
study area is bounded roughly by the 
Schuylkill River, Route 422, I–76 
(Schuylkill Expressway) and the 
existing NHSL. The study area has a 
large amount of commercial activity, 
including business, hotel and light 
industrial warehouse uses and is home 
to employers such as Lockheed Martin, 
GSI and Arkema. Additionally, the 
study area contains the Valley Forge 
Convention Center and Casino Resort 
and Valley Forge National Historical 
Park, which are regional destinations. 

Project Background 
The concept of providing improved 

transit access to the King of Prussia and 
Valley Forge areas dates back many 
years. A deficiency in rail transit 
services to the study area has been 
identified in various forms for more 
than 20 years in regional transportation 
studies and in Upper Merion 
Township’s adopted Land Use Plan. In 
2003, SEPTA completed the Route 100 
Extension Draft Alternatives Analysis 
(AA). This study, conducted in 

accordance with FTA guidelines, 
identified a full range of alternatives, 
screened alternatives and evaluated the 
feasibility and costs of alternatives to 
extend the NHSL to the study area. The 
study identified and evaluated four 
different alignments between the NHSL 
and the King of Prussia Mall, and it 
identified a feasible alignment beyond 
the mall. The study was coordinated 
with other studies then occurring for 
SEPTA’s proposed Cross-County Metro 
and Schuylkill Valley Metro services. 
Copies of these previous studies are 
available at SEPTA, 1234 Market Street, 
9th Floor, Philadelphia, PA 19107, (215) 
580–7919 or (215) 580–3781. 

Purpose of and Need for the Proposed 
Project 

The purpose of the proposed project 
is to provide a faster, more reliable 
public transit service that offers 
improved transit connections to the 
King of Prussia/Valley Forge area from 
communities along the existing 
Norristown High Speed Line, 
Norristown and Philadelphia; improve 
connectivity between major destinations 
within the King of Prussia/Valley Forge 
area; better serve existing transit riders; 
and accommodate new transit patrons. 
The project need stems from 
deficiencies of current transit services in 
terms of long travel times, delays due to 
roadway congestion, required transfers 
leading to two or more seat trips, and 
destinations underserved, or currently 
not served, by public transit. These 
needs are strengthened by growing 
travel demands in the King of Prussia 
and Valley Forge areas generated by 
existing and future economic 
development opportunities. 

Proposed Alternatives 
The Draft EIS will evaluate various 

alternative transit alignments to make 
the connection between the NHSL and 
destinations in King of Prussia. The 
preliminary list of alternatives to be 
considered in the Draft EIS will include 
the following No Build Alternative and 
various Build Alternatives: 
• No Build Alternative: Represents 

future conditions in the EIS analysis 
year of 2040 without the proposed 
project. The No Build Alternative 
includes the existing transit and 
transportation system in the region plus 
all projects in the region’s fiscally 
constrained long range transportation 
plan. The No Build Alternative is 
included in the Draft EIS as a means of 
comparing and evaluating the impacts 
and benefits of the Build Alternatives. 
• Build Alternatives: The Build 

Alternatives are based on an initial 
feasibility analysis. Build Alternatives 

will include alternative transit 
alignments, station locations, and 
design configurations that could meet 
the project’s purpose and need. The 
range of Build Alternatives will include 
those reasonable alternatives uncovered 
during public scoping and are to be the 
outcome of a tiered screening and 
alternatives definition process that will 
primarily use existing transportation or 
utility rights of way. These rights of way 
include elevated rail service along a 
PECO energy alignment, alignments 
along Route 202 and Interstate 276, as 
well as alignments along inactive freight 
rail tracks and other public streets north 
of the King of Prussia Mall. The full 
range of alternatives will be subjected to 
this tiered screening and alternatives 
definition process in order to arrive at 
the subset of the most reasonable Build 
Alternatives that will undergo detailed 
study and evaluation within the DEIS. 
• No bus alternatives on existing 

travel lanes will be studied in the DEIS 
because SEPTA already provides 6 
different bus routes to the King of 
Prussia/Valley Forge areas, including 
express bus service from Center City 
Philadelphia. Given the study area’s 
extensive road congestion, additional 
bus service is not a feasible alternative. 
Bus riders are subject to the same 
congestion delays as motorists, as buses 
share the roadway travel lanes. In 
particular, increased or improved bus 
service is not feasible on I–76, the 
primary highway corridor from Center 
City Philadelphia, because of high levels 
of congestion and limitations of the 
terrain do not allow for additional lane 
capacity. For example, two of the 
current SEPTA bus routes, which run 
the longest distance on I–76, have the 
lowest cumulative on-time performance 
in the entire SEPTA bus system. 

Probable Effects 
FTA and SEPTA will evaluate project- 

specific direct, indirect, and cumulative 
effects to the existing physical, social, 
economic, and environmental setting in 
which the Build Alternatives could be 
located. The permanent, long-term 
effects to the region could include 
effects to traffic and transportation, land 
use and socio-economics, visual 
character and aesthetics, noise and 
vibration, historical and archaeological 
resources, community impacts, and 
natural resources. Temporary impacts 
during construction of the project could 
include effects to transportation 
patterns, air quality, noise and 
vibration, natural resources, and 
contaminated and hazardous materials. 
The analysis will be undertaken in 
conformity with all Federal 
environmental laws, regulations, and 
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executive orders applicable to the 
proposed project during the 
environmental review process to the 
maximum extent practicable. These 
requirements include, but are not 
limited to NEPA, Council on 
Environmental Quality regulations, FTA 
guidance and relevant environmental 
guidelines, Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act, Section 4(f) of 
the Department of Transportation Act, 
Executive Order 12898 regarding 
minority and low-income populations, 
Executive Order 11990 regarding the 
protection of wetlands, the Clean Water 
Act, the Endangered Species Act of 
1973, and the Clean Air Act of 1970, 
along with other applicable Federal and 
State regulations. Opportunities for 
comment on the potential effects will be 
provided to the public and agencies, 
and comments received will be 
considered in the development of the 
final scope and content of the EIS. 

Public and Agency Involvement 
Procedures 

The regulations implementing NEPA 
and FTA guidance call for public 
involvement in the EIS process. In 
accordance with these regulations and 
guidance, FTA/SEPTA will: 

(1) Extend an invitation to other 
Federal and non-Federal agencies and 
Native American Tribes that may have 
an interest in the proposed project to 
become participating agencies (any 
interested agency that does not receive 
an invitation can notify any of the 
contact persons listed earlier in this 
NOI); 

(2) Provide opportunity for 
involvement by participating agencies 
and the public to help define the 
purpose and need for the proposed 
project, as well as the range of 
alternatives for consideration in the EIS; 
and 

(3) Establish a plan for coordinating 
public and agency participation in, and 
comment on, the environmental review 
process. 

Input on a Public Involvement Plan 
and Agency Coordination Plan will be 
solicited at the scoping meeting and on 
the Web site. The documents will 
outline public and agency involvement 
for the project. Once completed, these 
documents will be available on the 
project Web site or through written 
request. 

The Paperwork Reduction Act 
The Paperwork Reduction Act seeks, 

in part, to minimize the cost to the 
taxpayer of the creation, collection, 
maintenance, use, dissemination, and 
disposition of information. Consistent 
with this goal and with principles of 

economy and efficiency in government, 
it is FTA policy to limit, insofar as 
possible, distribution of complete 
printed sets of NEPA documents. 
Accordingly, unless a specific request 
for a complete printed set of the NEPA 
document is received before the 
document is printed, FTA and its grant 
applicants will distribute only 
electronic copies of the NEPA 
document. A complete printed set of the 
environmental document will be 
available for review at the grant 
applicant’s offices and elsewhere; an 
electronic copy of the complete 
environmental document will be 
available on the grant applicant’s project 
Web site, http:// 
www.kingofprussiarail.com. 

Summary/Next Steps 
With the publication of this NOI, the 

scoping process and the public 
comment period for the project begins, 
allowing the public to offer input on the 
scope of the EIS until August 14, 2013. 
Public comments will be received 
through those methods explained earlier 
in this NOI and will be incorporated 
into a Final Scoping Document. This 
document will detail the scope of the 
EIS and the potential environmental 
effects that will be considered during 
the study period. After the completion 
of the Draft EIS, another public 
comment period will allow for input on 
the Draft EIS, and these comments will 
be incorporated into the Final EIS report 
prior to publication. 

Issued on: June 21, 2013. 
Reginald B. Lovelace, 
Deputy Regional Administrator, FTA Region 
3. 
[FR Doc. 2013–15411 Filed 6–26–13; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE P 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration 

[Docket No. DOT–NHTSA–2013–0028] 

Request for Comments on a New 
Information Collection 

ACTION: Notice and request for 
comments. 

SUMMARY: In compliance with the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (44 
U.S.C. 3501 et seq.), this notice 
announces that the Information 
Collection Request (ICR) abstracted 
below is being forwarded to the Office 
of Management and Budget (OMB) for 
review and comments. A Federal 
Register Notice with a 60-day comment 
period soliciting comments on the 

following information collection was 
published on April 9, 2013 (78 FR 
21189). 

DATES: Comments must be submitted on 
or before July 29, 2013. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr. 
Patrick Hallan, (202) 366–9146, NHTSA, 
U.S. Department of Transportation, 1200 
New Jersey Avenue SE., Washington, 
DC 20590. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Title: 49 CFR 571.116, Motor Vehicle 
Brake Fluids. 

OMB Control Number: 2127–0521. 
Type of Request: New Information 

Collection. 
Abstract: Federal Motor Vehicle 

Safety Standard No. 116, Motor Vehicle 
Brake Fluids, specifies performance and 
design requirements for motor vehicle 
brake fluids and hydraulic system 
mineral oils. Section 5.2.2 of the 
standard specifies labeling requirements 
for manufacturers and packagers of 
brake fluids as well as packagers of 
hydraulic system mineral oils. The label 
on a container of motor vehicle brake 
fluid or hydraulic system mineral oil is 
permanently attached, clearly states the 
contents of the container, and includes 
a DOT symbol indicating that the 
contents of the container meet the 
requirements of FMVSS No. 116. The 
label is necessary to help ensure that 
these fluids are used for their intended 
purpose only and the containers are 
properly disposed of when empty. 
Improper use, storage, or disposal of 
these fluids could represent a significant 
safety hazard for the operators of 
vehicles or equipment in which they are 
used and for the environment. 

Affected Public: Business or other for 
profit organizations. 

Number of Respondents: 200. 
Number of Responses: 70,000,000. 
Total Annual Burden Hours: 7,000. 
Frequency of Collection: N/A. 

ADDRESSES: Send comments regarding 
the burden estimate, including 
suggestions for reducing the burden, to 
the Office of Management and Budget, 
Attention: Desk Officer for the Office of 
the Secretary of Transportation, 725 
17th Street NW., Washington, DC 20503, 
Attention NHTSA Desk Officer or to the 
Docket Management System, Docket 
Number NHTSA–2013–0028 at http:// 
www.regulations.gov/. 

Comments are invited on: Whether 
the proposed collection of information 
is necessary for the proper performance 
of the functions of the Department, 
including whether the information will 
have practical utility; the accuracy of 
the Department’s estimate of the burden 
of the proposed information collection; 
ways to enhance the quality, utility and 
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

J OSHUA D . S HAPIRO, C HAIR

LESLIE S. RICHARDS. V ICE C HAIR

BRUCE L . CASTOR, JR. , COMMISSIONER

August 6, 2013

Mr. Byron Comati, Director
Strategic Planning and Analysis
Finance Division - 9th Floor
1234 Market Street
Philadelphia, PA 19107~3780

Dear Byron:

MONTGOMERY COUNTY
PLANNING COMMISSION

MONTGOMERYC OUNTYCOURTHOUSE ' POBOX 31 1
NORRISTOWN,PA 19404-031 1

610-278-3722

FAX: 6 10-278-3941 ' TOO: 6 10-631 -12 11
WWW,MONTCOPA ORG

J ODY L. H OLTON, AI C P
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

As part of the formal process for the preparation of the Final Scoping Document to detail the
scope of the environmental impact statement for the King of Prussia rail project, the
Montgomery County Planning Commission offers the following comments :

1. We support the purpose and need for the proposed project.

2. We support the Tier 1 Alternatives though we suggest that they be modified to eliminate
the North Gulph Road corridor portion of each one. There is limited opportunity in the
corridor for intensification of transit supportive land uses with the proximity of the 1-76
Schuylkill Expressway, the Turnpike interchange and the US-422 Expressway affecting
virtually the entire corridor. By eliminating these alignments now, it will simplify the
modeling and focus the analysis to alignments north of the mall with the greatest
potential to effect changes in King of Prussia.

The County looks forward to working with SEPTA to craft this potentially transformative project.

Sincerely ,

c/~£j,/~
Jody L. Holton, AICP
Executive Director

c: Leslie Richards, SEPTA Board Member
Ken Lawrence, SEPTA Board Member











PennsylvaniaTurnpike Commission
America's First Superhighwaye - - -

www.paturnpike.com

Engineering Department
P. O. Box 67676' Harrisburg, PA 17106-7676

Phone 717-939-9551' Fax 717-986-8742
http: www.paturnpike.com

August 12, 2013

Mr. Byron S. Cornati
Director of Strategic Planning
Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority
1234 Market Street, 9th Floor
Philadelphia, PA 17107-3780

Dear Mr. Comati:

The Pennsylvania Turnpike Commission appreciates the opportunity to comment on
your Draft Environmental Impact Study for the Norristown High Speed Line Extension. We have
reviewed the materials that you provided and it appears that all alternatives either cross over the
Turnpike or run parallel to the Turnpike in Turnpike right-of-way .

We would prefer to avoid permanent facilities to be located in our right-of-way because
our constantly increasing needs, such as adding safety features, increasing capacity, improving
stormwater management facilities and adding intelligent transportation systems. Perhaps an
option that would be acceptable would be to cross the Turnpike next to the Rt. 202 bridge,
matching the span of the median pier of the Rt. 202 bridge and having the abutments outside of
our right-of-way.

We would be happy to meet with you and your team at any time in the future to discuss
your project.

Sincerely,

dtL/ft
Chief Engineer

BJH/mas

cc: Mark P. Compton
Craig R. Shuey
Gary L. Graham
Jeffrey C. Davis
Donald L. Steele

Our Mission: To responsibly operate and manage a safe, reliableand efficient toll road system,
serve as a transportation services leader, and foster innovation to better serve our customers.



Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural Resources Project Search ID: PNDI-637622
PNDI Receipt: project_receipt_king_prussia_rail_alterna_637622_DRAFT_1.pdf

1. PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Name: King of Prussia Rail - Alternative: PECO-1st Ave.
Date of Review: 8/10/2017 03:27:14 PM
Project Category: Transportation, Railroads (track, bridge, roadway crossing – new, maintenance, removal)
Project Area: 41.24 acres 
County(s): Montgomery
Township/Municipality(s): BRIDGEPORT; UPPER MERION
ZIP Code: 19406
Quadrangle Name(s): NORRISTOWN; VALLEY FORGE
Watersheds HUC 8: Schuylkill
Watersheds HUC 12: Mingo Creek-Schuylkill River; Plymouth Creek-Schuylkill River
Decimal Degrees: 40.084262, -75.384990
Degrees Minutes Seconds: 40° 5' 3.3426" N, 75° 23' 5.9650" W

This is a draft receipt for information only. It has not been submitted to jurisdictional agencies for review.

2. SEARCH RESULTS

Agency Results Response
PA Game Commission No Known Impact No Further Review Required

PA Department of Conservation and
Natural Resources

No Known Impact No Further Review Required

PA Fish and Boat Commission Potential Impact FURTHER REVIEW IS REQUIRED, See
Agency Response

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service No Known Impact No Further Review Required

As summarized above, Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory (PNDI) records indicate there may be potential
impacts to threatened and endangered and/or special concern species and resources within the project area. If the
response above indicates "No Further Review Required" no additional communication with the respective agency is
required. If the response is "Further Review Required" or "See Agency Response," refer to the appropriate agency
comments below. Please see the DEP Information Section of this receipt if a PA Department of Environmental
Protection Permit is required.
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Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural Resources Project Search ID: PNDI-637622
PNDI Receipt: project_receipt_king_prussia_rail_alterna_637622_DRAFT_1.pdf

RESPONSE TO QUESTION(S) ASKED

Q1: The proposed project is in the range of the Indiana bat. Describe how the project will affect bat habitat (forests,
woodlots and trees) and indicate what measures will be taken in consideration of this. Round acreages up to the
nearest acre (e.g., 0.2 acres = 1 acre).
Your answer is: The project will affect 1 to 39 acres of forests, woodlots and trees.

Q2: Aquatic habitat (stream, river, lake, pond, etc.) is located on or adjacent to the subject property and project
activities (including discharge) may occur within 300 feet of these habitats?
Your answer is: Unknown

Q3: Is tree removal, tree cutting or forest clearing of 40 acres or more necessary to implement all aspects of this
project?
Your answer is: No

3. AGENCY COMMENTS
Regardless of whether a DEP permit is necessary for this proposed project, any potential impacts to threatened
and endangered species and/or special concern species and resources must be resolved with the appropriate
jurisdictional agency. In some cases, a permit or authorization from the jurisdictional agency may be needed if
adverse impacts to these species and habitats cannot be avoided.
 
These agency determinations and responses are valid for two years (from the date of the review), and are
based on the project information that was provided, including the exact project location; the project type,
description, and features; and any responses to questions that were generated during this search. If any of the
following change: 1) project location, 2) project size or configuration, 3) project type, or 4) responses to the
questions that were asked during the online review, the results of this review are not valid, and the review must
be searched again via the PNDI Environmental Review Tool and resubmitted to the jurisdictional agencies. The
PNDI tool is a primary screening tool, and a desktop review may reveal more or fewer impacts than what is listed
on this PNDI receipt. The jursidictional agencies strongly advise against conducting surveys for the species
listed on the receipt prior to consultation with the agencies.

PA Game Commission
RESPONSE: 
No Impact is anticipated to threatened and endangered species and/or special concern species and resources.

PA Department of Conservation and Natural Resources
RESPONSE: 
No Impact is anticipated to threatened and endangered species and/or special concern species and resources.

PA Fish and Boat Commission
RESPONSE: 
Further review of this project is necessary to resolve the potential impact(s). Please send project information to this
agency for review (see WHAT TO SEND).

PFBC Species: (Note: The Pennsylvania Conservation Explorer tool is a primary screening tool, and a desktop review
may reveal more or fewer species than what is listed below.)

Scientific Name Common Name Current Status

Sensitive Species** Threatened

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
RESPONSE: 
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No impacts to federally listed or proposed species are anticipated. Therefore, no further consultation/coordination
under the Endangered Species Act (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq. is required. Because no take of
federally listed species is anticipated, none is authorized. This response does not reflect potential Fish and Wildlife
Service concerns under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act or other authorities.

* Special Concern Species or Resource - Plant or animal species classified as rare, tentatively undetermined or
candidate as well as other taxa of conservation concern, significant natural communities, special concern populations
(plants or animals) and unique geologic features.
** Sensitive Species - Species identified by the jurisdictional agency as collectible, having economic value, or being
susceptible to decline as a result of visitation.

WHAT TO SEND TO JURISDICTIONAL AGENCIES
 
If project information was requested by one or more of the agencies above, upload* or email* the following
information to the agency(s). Instructions for uploading project materials can be found here. This option provides the
applicant with the convenience of sending project materials to a single location accessible to all three state agencies.
Alternatively, applicants may email or mail their project materials (see AGENCY CONTACT INFORMATION).
*Note: U.S.Fish and Wildlife Service requires applicants to mail project materials to the USFWS PA field office (see
AGENCY CONTACT INFORMATION). USFWS will not accept project materials submitted electronically (by upload or
email).
 
Check-list of Minimum Materials to be submitted:
____Project narrative with a description of the overall project, the work to be performed, current physical characteristics
of the site and acreage to be impacted.
____A map with the project boundary and/or a basic site plan(particularly showing the relationship of the project to the
physical features such as wetlands, streams, ponds, rock outcrops, etc.)
In addition to the materials listed above, USFWS REQUIRES the following
____SIGNED copy of a Final Project Environmental Review Receipt
 
The inclusion of the following information may expedite the review process.
____Color photos keyed to the basic site plan (i.e. showing on the site plan where and in what direction each photo
was taken and the date of the photos)
____Information about the presence and location of wetlands in the project area, and how this was determined (e.g.,
by a qualified wetlands biologist), if wetlands are present in the project area, provide project plans showing the location
of all project features, as well as wetlands and streams.

4. DEP INFORMATION
The Pa Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) requires that a signed copy of this receipt, along with any
required documentation from jurisdictional agencies concerning resolution of potential impacts, be submitted with
applications for permits requiring PNDI review. Two review options are available to permit applicants for handling PNDI
coordination in conjunction with DEP’s permit review process involving either T&E Species or species of special
concern. Under sequential review, the permit applicant performs a PNDI screening and completes all coordination with
the appropriate jurisdictional agencies prior to submitting the permit application.  The applicant will include with its
application, both a PNDI receipt and/or a clearance letter from the jurisdictional agency if the PNDI Receipt shows a
Potential Impact to a species or the applicant chooses to obtain letters directly from the jurisdictional agencies. Under
concurrent review, DEP, where feasible, will allow technical review of the permit to occur concurrently with the T&E
species consultation with the jurisdictional agency.  The applicant must still supply a copy of the PNDI Receipt with its
permit application.  The PNDI Receipt should also be submitted to the appropriate agency according to directions on
the PNDI Receipt. The applicant and the jurisdictional agency will work together to resolve the potential impact(s). See
the DEP PNDI policy at https://conservationexplorer.dcnr.pa.gov/content/resources.
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5. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
The PNDI environmental review website is a preliminary screening tool. There are often delays in updating species
status classifications. Because the proposed status represents the best available information regarding the
conservation status of the species, state jurisdictional agency staff give the proposed statuses at least the same
consideration as the current legal status. If surveys or further information reveal that a threatened and endangered
and/or special concern species and resources exist in your project area, contact the appropriate jurisdictional
agency/agencies immediately to identify and resolve any impacts.
 
For a list of species known to occur in the county where your project is located, please see the species lists by county
found on the PA Natural Heritage Program (PNHP) home page (www.naturalheritage.state.pa.us). Also note that the
PNDI Environmental Review Tool only contains information about species occurrences that have actually been
reported to the PNHP.

Powered by TCPDF (www.tcpdf.org)

Page 6 of 6

http://www.naturalheritage.state.pa.us
http://www.tcpdf.org


Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural Resources Project Search ID: PNDI-637627
PNDI Receipt: project_receipt_king_prussia_rail_alterna_637627_DRAFT_1.pdf

1. PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Name: king of Prussia Rail - Alternative: PECO/TP-1st Ave.
Date of Review: 8/10/2017 03:28:03 PM
Project Category: Transportation, Railroads (track, bridge, roadway crossing – new, maintenance, removal)
Project Area: 41.25 acres 
County(s): Montgomery
Township/Municipality(s): BRIDGEPORT; UPPER MERION
ZIP Code: 19405; 19406
Quadrangle Name(s): NORRISTOWN; VALLEY FORGE
Watersheds HUC 8: Schuylkill
Watersheds HUC 12: Mingo Creek-Schuylkill River; Plymouth Creek-Schuylkill River
Decimal Degrees: 40.091116, -75.384305
Degrees Minutes Seconds: 40° 5' 28.192" N, 75° 23' 3.4974" W

This is a draft receipt for information only. It has not been submitted to jurisdictional agencies for review.

2. SEARCH RESULTS

Agency Results Response
PA Game Commission No Known Impact No Further Review Required

PA Department of Conservation and
Natural Resources

No Known Impact No Further Review Required

PA Fish and Boat Commission Potential Impact FURTHER REVIEW IS REQUIRED, See
Agency Response

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service No Known Impact No Further Review Required

As summarized above, Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory (PNDI) records indicate there may be potential
impacts to threatened and endangered and/or special concern species and resources within the project area. If the
response above indicates "No Further Review Required" no additional communication with the respective agency is
required. If the response is "Further Review Required" or "See Agency Response," refer to the appropriate agency
comments below. Please see the DEP Information Section of this receipt if a PA Department of Environmental
Protection Permit is required.
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RESPONSE TO QUESTION(S) ASKED

Q1: The proposed project is in the range of the Indiana bat. Describe how the project will affect bat habitat (forests,
woodlots and trees) and indicate what measures will be taken in consideration of this. Round acreages up to the
nearest acre (e.g., 0.2 acres = 1 acre).
Your answer is: The project will affect 1 to 39 acres of forests, woodlots and trees.

Q2: Aquatic habitat (stream, river, lake, pond, etc.) is located on or adjacent to the subject property and project
activities (including discharge) may occur within 300 feet of these habitats?
Your answer is: Unknown

Q3: Is tree removal, tree cutting or forest clearing of 40 acres or more necessary to implement all aspects of this
project?
Your answer is: No

3. AGENCY COMMENTS
Regardless of whether a DEP permit is necessary for this proposed project, any potential impacts to threatened
and endangered species and/or special concern species and resources must be resolved with the appropriate
jurisdictional agency. In some cases, a permit or authorization from the jurisdictional agency may be needed if
adverse impacts to these species and habitats cannot be avoided.
 
These agency determinations and responses are valid for two years (from the date of the review), and are
based on the project information that was provided, including the exact project location; the project type,
description, and features; and any responses to questions that were generated during this search. If any of the
following change: 1) project location, 2) project size or configuration, 3) project type, or 4) responses to the
questions that were asked during the online review, the results of this review are not valid, and the review must
be searched again via the PNDI Environmental Review Tool and resubmitted to the jurisdictional agencies. The
PNDI tool is a primary screening tool, and a desktop review may reveal more or fewer impacts than what is listed
on this PNDI receipt. The jursidictional agencies strongly advise against conducting surveys for the species
listed on the receipt prior to consultation with the agencies.

PA Game Commission
RESPONSE: 
No Impact is anticipated to threatened and endangered species and/or special concern species and resources.

PA Department of Conservation and Natural Resources
RESPONSE: 
No Impact is anticipated to threatened and endangered species and/or special concern species and resources.

PA Fish and Boat Commission
RESPONSE: 
Further review of this project is necessary to resolve the potential impact(s). Please send project information to this
agency for review (see WHAT TO SEND).

PFBC Species: (Note: The Pennsylvania Conservation Explorer tool is a primary screening tool, and a desktop review
may reveal more or fewer species than what is listed below.)

Scientific Name Common Name Current Status

Sensitive Species** Threatened

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
RESPONSE: 
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No impacts to federally listed or proposed species are anticipated. Therefore, no further consultation/coordination
under the Endangered Species Act (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq. is required. Because no take of
federally listed species is anticipated, none is authorized. This response does not reflect potential Fish and Wildlife
Service concerns under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act or other authorities.

* Special Concern Species or Resource - Plant or animal species classified as rare, tentatively undetermined or
candidate as well as other taxa of conservation concern, significant natural communities, special concern populations
(plants or animals) and unique geologic features.
** Sensitive Species - Species identified by the jurisdictional agency as collectible, having economic value, or being
susceptible to decline as a result of visitation.

WHAT TO SEND TO JURISDICTIONAL AGENCIES
 
If project information was requested by one or more of the agencies above, upload* or email* the following
information to the agency(s). Instructions for uploading project materials can be found here. This option provides the
applicant with the convenience of sending project materials to a single location accessible to all three state agencies.
Alternatively, applicants may email or mail their project materials (see AGENCY CONTACT INFORMATION).
*Note: U.S.Fish and Wildlife Service requires applicants to mail project materials to the USFWS PA field office (see
AGENCY CONTACT INFORMATION). USFWS will not accept project materials submitted electronically (by upload or
email).
 
Check-list of Minimum Materials to be submitted:
____Project narrative with a description of the overall project, the work to be performed, current physical characteristics
of the site and acreage to be impacted.
____A map with the project boundary and/or a basic site plan(particularly showing the relationship of the project to the
physical features such as wetlands, streams, ponds, rock outcrops, etc.)
In addition to the materials listed above, USFWS REQUIRES the following
____SIGNED copy of a Final Project Environmental Review Receipt
 
The inclusion of the following information may expedite the review process.
____Color photos keyed to the basic site plan (i.e. showing on the site plan where and in what direction each photo
was taken and the date of the photos)
____Information about the presence and location of wetlands in the project area, and how this was determined (e.g.,
by a qualified wetlands biologist), if wetlands are present in the project area, provide project plans showing the location
of all project features, as well as wetlands and streams.

4. DEP INFORMATION
The Pa Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) requires that a signed copy of this receipt, along with any
required documentation from jurisdictional agencies concerning resolution of potential impacts, be submitted with
applications for permits requiring PNDI review. Two review options are available to permit applicants for handling PNDI
coordination in conjunction with DEP’s permit review process involving either T&E Species or species of special
concern. Under sequential review, the permit applicant performs a PNDI screening and completes all coordination with
the appropriate jurisdictional agencies prior to submitting the permit application.  The applicant will include with its
application, both a PNDI receipt and/or a clearance letter from the jurisdictional agency if the PNDI Receipt shows a
Potential Impact to a species or the applicant chooses to obtain letters directly from the jurisdictional agencies. Under
concurrent review, DEP, where feasible, will allow technical review of the permit to occur concurrently with the T&E
species consultation with the jurisdictional agency.  The applicant must still supply a copy of the PNDI Receipt with its
permit application.  The PNDI Receipt should also be submitted to the appropriate agency according to directions on
the PNDI Receipt. The applicant and the jurisdictional agency will work together to resolve the potential impact(s). See
the DEP PNDI policy at https://conservationexplorer.dcnr.pa.gov/content/resources.
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5. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
The PNDI environmental review website is a preliminary screening tool. There are often delays in updating species
status classifications. Because the proposed status represents the best available information regarding the
conservation status of the species, state jurisdictional agency staff give the proposed statuses at least the same
consideration as the current legal status. If surveys or further information reveal that a threatened and endangered
and/or special concern species and resources exist in your project area, contact the appropriate jurisdictional
agency/agencies immediately to identify and resolve any impacts.
 
For a list of species known to occur in the county where your project is located, please see the species lists by county
found on the PA Natural Heritage Program (PNHP) home page (www.naturalheritage.state.pa.us). Also note that the
PNDI Environmental Review Tool only contains information about species occurrences that have actually been
reported to the PNHP.
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1. PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Name: king of Prussia Rail - Alternative: PECO/TP-N. Gulph
Date of Review: 8/10/2017 03:29:02 PM
Project Category: Transportation, Railroads (track, bridge, roadway crossing – new, maintenance, removal)
Project Area: 18.83 acres 
County(s): Montgomery
Township/Municipality(s): BRIDGEPORT; UPPER MERION
ZIP Code: 19405; 19406
Quadrangle Name(s): NORRISTOWN; VALLEY FORGE
Watersheds HUC 8: Schuylkill
Watersheds HUC 12: Mingo Creek-Schuylkill River; Plymouth Creek-Schuylkill River
Decimal Degrees: 40.091048, -75.384591
Degrees Minutes Seconds: 40° 5' 27.7730" N, 75° 23' 4.5268" W

This is a draft receipt for information only. It has not been submitted to jurisdictional agencies for review.

2. SEARCH RESULTS

Agency Results Response
PA Game Commission No Known Impact No Further Review Required

PA Department of Conservation and
Natural Resources

No Known Impact No Further Review Required

PA Fish and Boat Commission Potential Impact FURTHER REVIEW IS REQUIRED, See
Agency Response

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service No Known Impact No Further Review Required

As summarized above, Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory (PNDI) records indicate there may be potential
impacts to threatened and endangered and/or special concern species and resources within the project area. If the
response above indicates "No Further Review Required" no additional communication with the respective agency is
required. If the response is "Further Review Required" or "See Agency Response," refer to the appropriate agency
comments below. Please see the DEP Information Section of this receipt if a PA Department of Environmental
Protection Permit is required.
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RESPONSE TO QUESTION(S) ASKED

Q1: The proposed project is in the range of the Indiana bat. Describe how the project will affect bat habitat (forests,
woodlots and trees) and indicate what measures will be taken in consideration of this. Round acreages up to the
nearest acre (e.g., 0.2 acres = 1 acre).
Your answer is: The project will affect 1 to 39 acres of forests, woodlots and trees.

Q2: Aquatic habitat (stream, river, lake, pond, etc.) is located on or adjacent to the subject property and project
activities (including discharge) may occur within 300 feet of these habitats?
Your answer is: Unknown

Q3: Is tree removal, tree cutting or forest clearing of 40 acres or more necessary to implement all aspects of this
project?
Your answer is: No

3. AGENCY COMMENTS
Regardless of whether a DEP permit is necessary for this proposed project, any potential impacts to threatened
and endangered species and/or special concern species and resources must be resolved with the appropriate
jurisdictional agency. In some cases, a permit or authorization from the jurisdictional agency may be needed if
adverse impacts to these species and habitats cannot be avoided.
 
These agency determinations and responses are valid for two years (from the date of the review), and are
based on the project information that was provided, including the exact project location; the project type,
description, and features; and any responses to questions that were generated during this search. If any of the
following change: 1) project location, 2) project size or configuration, 3) project type, or 4) responses to the
questions that were asked during the online review, the results of this review are not valid, and the review must
be searched again via the PNDI Environmental Review Tool and resubmitted to the jurisdictional agencies. The
PNDI tool is a primary screening tool, and a desktop review may reveal more or fewer impacts than what is listed
on this PNDI receipt. The jursidictional agencies strongly advise against conducting surveys for the species
listed on the receipt prior to consultation with the agencies.

PA Game Commission
RESPONSE: 
No Impact is anticipated to threatened and endangered species and/or special concern species and resources.

PA Department of Conservation and Natural Resources
RESPONSE: 
No Impact is anticipated to threatened and endangered species and/or special concern species and resources.

PA Fish and Boat Commission
RESPONSE: 
Further review of this project is necessary to resolve the potential impact(s). Please send project information to this
agency for review (see WHAT TO SEND).

PFBC Species: (Note: The Pennsylvania Conservation Explorer tool is a primary screening tool, and a desktop review
may reveal more or fewer species than what is listed below.)

Scientific Name Common Name Current Status

Sensitive Species** Threatened

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
RESPONSE: 
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No impacts to federally listed or proposed species are anticipated. Therefore, no further consultation/coordination
under the Endangered Species Act (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq. is required. Because no take of
federally listed species is anticipated, none is authorized. This response does not reflect potential Fish and Wildlife
Service concerns under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act or other authorities.

* Special Concern Species or Resource - Plant or animal species classified as rare, tentatively undetermined or
candidate as well as other taxa of conservation concern, significant natural communities, special concern populations
(plants or animals) and unique geologic features.
** Sensitive Species - Species identified by the jurisdictional agency as collectible, having economic value, or being
susceptible to decline as a result of visitation.

WHAT TO SEND TO JURISDICTIONAL AGENCIES
 
If project information was requested by one or more of the agencies above, upload* or email* the following
information to the agency(s). Instructions for uploading project materials can be found here. This option provides the
applicant with the convenience of sending project materials to a single location accessible to all three state agencies.
Alternatively, applicants may email or mail their project materials (see AGENCY CONTACT INFORMATION).
*Note: U.S.Fish and Wildlife Service requires applicants to mail project materials to the USFWS PA field office (see
AGENCY CONTACT INFORMATION). USFWS will not accept project materials submitted electronically (by upload or
email).
 
Check-list of Minimum Materials to be submitted:
____Project narrative with a description of the overall project, the work to be performed, current physical characteristics
of the site and acreage to be impacted.
____A map with the project boundary and/or a basic site plan(particularly showing the relationship of the project to the
physical features such as wetlands, streams, ponds, rock outcrops, etc.)
In addition to the materials listed above, USFWS REQUIRES the following
____SIGNED copy of a Final Project Environmental Review Receipt
 
The inclusion of the following information may expedite the review process.
____Color photos keyed to the basic site plan (i.e. showing on the site plan where and in what direction each photo
was taken and the date of the photos)
____Information about the presence and location of wetlands in the project area, and how this was determined (e.g.,
by a qualified wetlands biologist), if wetlands are present in the project area, provide project plans showing the location
of all project features, as well as wetlands and streams.

4. DEP INFORMATION
The Pa Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) requires that a signed copy of this receipt, along with any
required documentation from jurisdictional agencies concerning resolution of potential impacts, be submitted with
applications for permits requiring PNDI review. Two review options are available to permit applicants for handling PNDI
coordination in conjunction with DEP’s permit review process involving either T&E Species or species of special
concern. Under sequential review, the permit applicant performs a PNDI screening and completes all coordination with
the appropriate jurisdictional agencies prior to submitting the permit application.  The applicant will include with its
application, both a PNDI receipt and/or a clearance letter from the jurisdictional agency if the PNDI Receipt shows a
Potential Impact to a species or the applicant chooses to obtain letters directly from the jurisdictional agencies. Under
concurrent review, DEP, where feasible, will allow technical review of the permit to occur concurrently with the T&E
species consultation with the jurisdictional agency.  The applicant must still supply a copy of the PNDI Receipt with its
permit application.  The PNDI Receipt should also be submitted to the appropriate agency according to directions on
the PNDI Receipt. The applicant and the jurisdictional agency will work together to resolve the potential impact(s). See
the DEP PNDI policy at https://conservationexplorer.dcnr.pa.gov/content/resources.
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5. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
The PNDI environmental review website is a preliminary screening tool. There are often delays in updating species
status classifications. Because the proposed status represents the best available information regarding the
conservation status of the species, state jurisdictional agency staff give the proposed statuses at least the same
consideration as the current legal status. If surveys or further information reveal that a threatened and endangered
and/or special concern species and resources exist in your project area, contact the appropriate jurisdictional
agency/agencies immediately to identify and resolve any impacts.
 
For a list of species known to occur in the county where your project is located, please see the species lists by county
found on the PA Natural Heritage Program (PNHP) home page (www.naturalheritage.state.pa.us). Also note that the
PNDI Environmental Review Tool only contains information about species occurrences that have actually been
reported to the PNHP.
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1. PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Name: King of Prussia Rail - Alternative: US 202- 1st Ave.
Date of Review: 8/10/2017 03:31:02 PM
Project Category: Transportation, Railroads (track, bridge, roadway crossing – new, maintenance, removal)
Project Area: 7.31 acres 
County(s): Montgomery
Township/Municipality(s): BRIDGEPORT; UPPER MERION
ZIP Code: 19405; 19406
Quadrangle Name(s): NORRISTOWN; VALLEY FORGE
Watersheds HUC 8: Schuylkill
Watersheds HUC 12: Mingo Creek-Schuylkill River; Plymouth Creek-Schuylkill River
Decimal Degrees: 40.095983, -75.400403
Degrees Minutes Seconds: 40° 5' 45.5382" N, 75° 24' 1.4515" W

This is a draft receipt for information only. It has not been submitted to jurisdictional agencies for review.

2. SEARCH RESULTS

Agency Results Response
PA Game Commission No Known Impact No Further Review Required

PA Department of Conservation and
Natural Resources

Potential Impact FURTHER REVIEW IS REQUIRED, See
Agency Response

PA Fish and Boat Commission Potential Impact FURTHER REVIEW IS REQUIRED, See
Agency Response

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service No Known Impact No Further Review Required

As summarized above, Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory (PNDI) records indicate there may be potential
impacts to threatened and endangered and/or special concern species and resources within the project area. If the
response above indicates "No Further Review Required" no additional communication with the respective agency is
required. If the response is "Further Review Required" or "See Agency Response," refer to the appropriate agency
comments below. Please see the DEP Information Section of this receipt if a PA Department of Environmental
Protection Permit is required.
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RESPONSE TO QUESTION(S) ASKED

Q1: Will the entire project area (including any discharge), plus a 300 feet buffer around the project area, all occur in or
on an existing building, parking lot, driveway, road, road shoulder, street, runway, paved area, railroad bed, maintained
(periodically mown) lawn, crop agriculture field or maintained orchard?
Your answer is: No

Q2: The proposed project is in the range of the Indiana bat. Describe how the project will affect bat habitat (forests,
woodlots and trees) and indicate what measures will be taken in consideration of this. Round acreages up to the
nearest acre (e.g., 0.2 acres = 1 acre).
Your answer is: The project will affect 1 to 39 acres of forests, woodlots and trees.

Q3: Aquatic habitat (stream, river, lake, pond, etc.) is located on or adjacent to the subject property and project
activities (including discharge) may occur within 300 feet of these habitats?
Your answer is: Unknown

Q4: Is tree removal, tree cutting or forest clearing of 40 acres or more necessary to implement all aspects of this
project?
Your answer is: No

3. AGENCY COMMENTS
Regardless of whether a DEP permit is necessary for this proposed project, any potential impacts to threatened
and endangered species and/or special concern species and resources must be resolved with the appropriate
jurisdictional agency. In some cases, a permit or authorization from the jurisdictional agency may be needed if
adverse impacts to these species and habitats cannot be avoided.
 
These agency determinations and responses are valid for two years (from the date of the review), and are
based on the project information that was provided, including the exact project location; the project type,
description, and features; and any responses to questions that were generated during this search. If any of the
following change: 1) project location, 2) project size or configuration, 3) project type, or 4) responses to the
questions that were asked during the online review, the results of this review are not valid, and the review must
be searched again via the PNDI Environmental Review Tool and resubmitted to the jurisdictional agencies. The
PNDI tool is a primary screening tool, and a desktop review may reveal more or fewer impacts than what is listed
on this PNDI receipt. The jursidictional agencies strongly advise against conducting surveys for the species
listed on the receipt prior to consultation with the agencies.

PA Game Commission
RESPONSE: 
No Impact is anticipated to threatened and endangered species and/or special concern species and resources.

PA Department of Conservation and Natural Resources
RESPONSE: 
Further review of this project is necessary to resolve the potential impact(s). Please send project information to this
agency for review (see WHAT TO SEND).

DCNR Species: (Note: The Pennsylvania Conservation Explorer tool is a primary screening tool, and a desktop review
may reveal more or fewer species than what is listed below. After desktop review, if a botanical survey is required by
DCNR, we recommend the DCNR Botanical Survey Protocols, available here: http://www.gis.dcnr.state.pa.us/hgis-
er/PNDI_DCNR.aspx.)

Scientific Name Common Name Current Status Proposed Status Survey Window

Quercus falcata Southern Red Oak Endangered Endangered Flowers April - May; leaves
distinctive
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PA Fish and Boat Commission
RESPONSE: 
Further review of this project is necessary to resolve the potential impact(s). Please send project information to this
agency for review (see WHAT TO SEND).

PFBC Species: (Note: The Pennsylvania Conservation Explorer tool is a primary screening tool, and a desktop review
may reveal more or fewer species than what is listed below.)

Scientific Name Common Name Current Status

Sensitive Species** Threatened

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
RESPONSE: 
No impacts to federally listed or proposed species are anticipated. Therefore, no further consultation/coordination
under the Endangered Species Act (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq. is required. Because no take of
federally listed species is anticipated, none is authorized. This response does not reflect potential Fish and Wildlife
Service concerns under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act or other authorities.

* Special Concern Species or Resource - Plant or animal species classified as rare, tentatively undetermined or
candidate as well as other taxa of conservation concern, significant natural communities, special concern populations
(plants or animals) and unique geologic features.
** Sensitive Species - Species identified by the jurisdictional agency as collectible, having economic value, or being
susceptible to decline as a result of visitation.

WHAT TO SEND TO JURISDICTIONAL AGENCIES
 
If project information was requested by one or more of the agencies above, upload* or email* the following
information to the agency(s). Instructions for uploading project materials can be found here. This option provides the
applicant with the convenience of sending project materials to a single location accessible to all three state agencies.
Alternatively, applicants may email or mail their project materials (see AGENCY CONTACT INFORMATION).
*Note: U.S.Fish and Wildlife Service requires applicants to mail project materials to the USFWS PA field office (see
AGENCY CONTACT INFORMATION). USFWS will not accept project materials submitted electronically (by upload or
email).
 
Check-list of Minimum Materials to be submitted:
____Project narrative with a description of the overall project, the work to be performed, current physical characteristics
of the site and acreage to be impacted.
____A map with the project boundary and/or a basic site plan(particularly showing the relationship of the project to the
physical features such as wetlands, streams, ponds, rock outcrops, etc.)
In addition to the materials listed above, USFWS REQUIRES the following
____SIGNED copy of a Final Project Environmental Review Receipt
 
The inclusion of the following information may expedite the review process.
____Color photos keyed to the basic site plan (i.e. showing on the site plan where and in what direction each photo
was taken and the date of the photos)
____Information about the presence and location of wetlands in the project area, and how this was determined (e.g.,
by a qualified wetlands biologist), if wetlands are present in the project area, provide project plans showing the location
of all project features, as well as wetlands and streams.
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4. DEP INFORMATION
The Pa Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) requires that a signed copy of this receipt, along with any
required documentation from jurisdictional agencies concerning resolution of potential impacts, be submitted with
applications for permits requiring PNDI review. Two review options are available to permit applicants for handling PNDI
coordination in conjunction with DEP’s permit review process involving either T&E Species or species of special
concern. Under sequential review, the permit applicant performs a PNDI screening and completes all coordination with
the appropriate jurisdictional agencies prior to submitting the permit application.  The applicant will include with its
application, both a PNDI receipt and/or a clearance letter from the jurisdictional agency if the PNDI Receipt shows a
Potential Impact to a species or the applicant chooses to obtain letters directly from the jurisdictional agencies. Under
concurrent review, DEP, where feasible, will allow technical review of the permit to occur concurrently with the T&E
species consultation with the jurisdictional agency.  The applicant must still supply a copy of the PNDI Receipt with its
permit application.  The PNDI Receipt should also be submitted to the appropriate agency according to directions on
the PNDI Receipt. The applicant and the jurisdictional agency will work together to resolve the potential impact(s). See
the DEP PNDI policy at https://conservationexplorer.dcnr.pa.gov/content/resources.
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5. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
The PNDI environmental review website is a preliminary screening tool. There are often delays in updating species
status classifications. Because the proposed status represents the best available information regarding the
conservation status of the species, state jurisdictional agency staff give the proposed statuses at least the same
consideration as the current legal status. If surveys or further information reveal that a threatened and endangered
and/or special concern species and resources exist in your project area, contact the appropriate jurisdictional
agency/agencies immediately to identify and resolve any impacts.
 
For a list of species known to occur in the county where your project is located, please see the species lists by county
found on the PA Natural Heritage Program (PNHP) home page (www.naturalheritage.state.pa.us). Also note that the
PNDI Environmental Review Tool only contains information about species occurrences that have actually been
reported to the PNHP.
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Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural Resources Project Search ID: PNDI-637633
PNDI Receipt: project_receipt_king_prussia_rail_alterna_637633_DRAFT_1.pdf

1. PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Name: King of Prussia Rail - Alternative: US 202-N. Gulph
Date of Review: 8/10/2017 03:30:03 PM
Project Category: Transportation, Railroads (track, bridge, roadway crossing – new, maintenance, removal)
Project Area: 16.05 acres 
County(s): Montgomery
Township/Municipality(s): BRIDGEPORT; UPPER MERION
ZIP Code: 19405; 19406
Quadrangle Name(s): NORRISTOWN; VALLEY FORGE
Watersheds HUC 8: Schuylkill
Watersheds HUC 12: Mingo Creek-Schuylkill River; Plymouth Creek-Schuylkill River
Decimal Degrees: 40.090988, -75.384571
Degrees Minutes Seconds: 40° 5' 27.5572" N, 75° 23' 4.4573" W

This is a draft receipt for information only. It has not been submitted to jurisdictional agencies for review.

2. SEARCH RESULTS

Agency Results Response
PA Game Commission No Known Impact No Further Review Required

PA Department of Conservation and
Natural Resources

Potential Impact FURTHER REVIEW IS REQUIRED, See
Agency Response

PA Fish and Boat Commission Potential Impact FURTHER REVIEW IS REQUIRED, See
Agency Response

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service No Known Impact No Further Review Required

As summarized above, Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory (PNDI) records indicate there may be potential
impacts to threatened and endangered and/or special concern species and resources within the project area. If the
response above indicates "No Further Review Required" no additional communication with the respective agency is
required. If the response is "Further Review Required" or "See Agency Response," refer to the appropriate agency
comments below. Please see the DEP Information Section of this receipt if a PA Department of Environmental
Protection Permit is required.
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RESPONSE TO QUESTION(S) ASKED

Q1: Will the entire project area (including any discharge), plus a 300 feet buffer around the project area, all occur in or
on an existing building, parking lot, driveway, road, road shoulder, street, runway, paved area, railroad bed, maintained
(periodically mown) lawn, crop agriculture field or maintained orchard?
Your answer is: No

Q2: The proposed project is in the range of the Indiana bat. Describe how the project will affect bat habitat (forests,
woodlots and trees) and indicate what measures will be taken in consideration of this. Round acreages up to the
nearest acre (e.g., 0.2 acres = 1 acre).
Your answer is: The project will affect 1 to 39 acres of forests, woodlots and trees.

Q3: Aquatic habitat (stream, river, lake, pond, etc.) is located on or adjacent to the subject property and project
activities (including discharge) may occur within 300 feet of these habitats?
Your answer is: Unknown

Q4: Is tree removal, tree cutting or forest clearing of 40 acres or more necessary to implement all aspects of this
project?
Your answer is: No

3. AGENCY COMMENTS
Regardless of whether a DEP permit is necessary for this proposed project, any potential impacts to threatened
and endangered species and/or special concern species and resources must be resolved with the appropriate
jurisdictional agency. In some cases, a permit or authorization from the jurisdictional agency may be needed if
adverse impacts to these species and habitats cannot be avoided.
 
These agency determinations and responses are valid for two years (from the date of the review), and are
based on the project information that was provided, including the exact project location; the project type,
description, and features; and any responses to questions that were generated during this search. If any of the
following change: 1) project location, 2) project size or configuration, 3) project type, or 4) responses to the
questions that were asked during the online review, the results of this review are not valid, and the review must
be searched again via the PNDI Environmental Review Tool and resubmitted to the jurisdictional agencies. The
PNDI tool is a primary screening tool, and a desktop review may reveal more or fewer impacts than what is listed
on this PNDI receipt. The jursidictional agencies strongly advise against conducting surveys for the species
listed on the receipt prior to consultation with the agencies.

PA Game Commission
RESPONSE: 
No Impact is anticipated to threatened and endangered species and/or special concern species and resources.

PA Department of Conservation and Natural Resources
RESPONSE: 
Further review of this project is necessary to resolve the potential impact(s). Please send project information to this
agency for review (see WHAT TO SEND).

DCNR Species: (Note: The Pennsylvania Conservation Explorer tool is a primary screening tool, and a desktop review
may reveal more or fewer species than what is listed below. After desktop review, if a botanical survey is required by
DCNR, we recommend the DCNR Botanical Survey Protocols, available here: http://www.gis.dcnr.state.pa.us/hgis-
er/PNDI_DCNR.aspx.)

Scientific Name Common Name Current Status Proposed Status Survey Window

Quercus falcata Southern Red Oak Endangered Endangered Flowers April - May; leaves
distinctive
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PA Fish and Boat Commission
RESPONSE: 
Further review of this project is necessary to resolve the potential impact(s). Please send project information to this
agency for review (see WHAT TO SEND).

PFBC Species: (Note: The Pennsylvania Conservation Explorer tool is a primary screening tool, and a desktop review
may reveal more or fewer species than what is listed below.)

Scientific Name Common Name Current Status

Sensitive Species** Threatened

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
RESPONSE: 
No impacts to federally listed or proposed species are anticipated. Therefore, no further consultation/coordination
under the Endangered Species Act (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq. is required. Because no take of
federally listed species is anticipated, none is authorized. This response does not reflect potential Fish and Wildlife
Service concerns under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act or other authorities.

* Special Concern Species or Resource - Plant or animal species classified as rare, tentatively undetermined or
candidate as well as other taxa of conservation concern, significant natural communities, special concern populations
(plants or animals) and unique geologic features.
** Sensitive Species - Species identified by the jurisdictional agency as collectible, having economic value, or being
susceptible to decline as a result of visitation.

WHAT TO SEND TO JURISDICTIONAL AGENCIES
 
If project information was requested by one or more of the agencies above, upload* or email* the following
information to the agency(s). Instructions for uploading project materials can be found here. This option provides the
applicant with the convenience of sending project materials to a single location accessible to all three state agencies.
Alternatively, applicants may email or mail their project materials (see AGENCY CONTACT INFORMATION).
*Note: U.S.Fish and Wildlife Service requires applicants to mail project materials to the USFWS PA field office (see
AGENCY CONTACT INFORMATION). USFWS will not accept project materials submitted electronically (by upload or
email).
 
Check-list of Minimum Materials to be submitted:
____Project narrative with a description of the overall project, the work to be performed, current physical characteristics
of the site and acreage to be impacted.
____A map with the project boundary and/or a basic site plan(particularly showing the relationship of the project to the
physical features such as wetlands, streams, ponds, rock outcrops, etc.)
In addition to the materials listed above, USFWS REQUIRES the following
____SIGNED copy of a Final Project Environmental Review Receipt
 
The inclusion of the following information may expedite the review process.
____Color photos keyed to the basic site plan (i.e. showing on the site plan where and in what direction each photo
was taken and the date of the photos)
____Information about the presence and location of wetlands in the project area, and how this was determined (e.g.,
by a qualified wetlands biologist), if wetlands are present in the project area, provide project plans showing the location
of all project features, as well as wetlands and streams.
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4. DEP INFORMATION
The Pa Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) requires that a signed copy of this receipt, along with any
required documentation from jurisdictional agencies concerning resolution of potential impacts, be submitted with
applications for permits requiring PNDI review. Two review options are available to permit applicants for handling PNDI
coordination in conjunction with DEP’s permit review process involving either T&E Species or species of special
concern. Under sequential review, the permit applicant performs a PNDI screening and completes all coordination with
the appropriate jurisdictional agencies prior to submitting the permit application.  The applicant will include with its
application, both a PNDI receipt and/or a clearance letter from the jurisdictional agency if the PNDI Receipt shows a
Potential Impact to a species or the applicant chooses to obtain letters directly from the jurisdictional agencies. Under
concurrent review, DEP, where feasible, will allow technical review of the permit to occur concurrently with the T&E
species consultation with the jurisdictional agency.  The applicant must still supply a copy of the PNDI Receipt with its
permit application.  The PNDI Receipt should also be submitted to the appropriate agency according to directions on
the PNDI Receipt. The applicant and the jurisdictional agency will work together to resolve the potential impact(s). See
the DEP PNDI policy at https://conservationexplorer.dcnr.pa.gov/content/resources.

Page 6 of 7

https://conservationexplorer.dcnr.pa.gov/content/resources


Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural Resources Project Search ID: PNDI-637633
PNDI Receipt: project_receipt_king_prussia_rail_alterna_637633_DRAFT_1.pdf

5. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
The PNDI environmental review website is a preliminary screening tool. There are often delays in updating species
status classifications. Because the proposed status represents the best available information regarding the
conservation status of the species, state jurisdictional agency staff give the proposed statuses at least the same
consideration as the current legal status. If surveys or further information reveal that a threatened and endangered
and/or special concern species and resources exist in your project area, contact the appropriate jurisdictional
agency/agencies immediately to identify and resolve any impacts.
 
For a list of species known to occur in the county where your project is located, please see the species lists by county
found on the PA Natural Heritage Program (PNHP) home page (www.naturalheritage.state.pa.us). Also note that the
PNDI Environmental Review Tool only contains information about species occurrences that have actually been
reported to the PNHP.
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Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural Resources Project Search ID: PNDI-715896
PNDI Receipt: project_receipt_king_prussia_rail_project_715896_DRAFT_1.pdf

1. PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Name: King of Prussia Rail Project - Preferred Alternative
Date of Review: 8/7/2020 10:17:27 AM
Project Category: Transportation, Public Transit (subways, busways and Tramways)
Project Area: 149.67 acres 
County(s): Montgomery
Township/Municipality(s): UPPER MERION
ZIP Code: 19406
Quadrangle Name(s): NORRISTOWN; VALLEY FORGE
Watersheds HUC 8: Schuylkill
Watersheds HUC 12: Mingo Creek-Schuylkill River; Plymouth Creek-Schuylkill River
Decimal Degrees: 40.090990, -75.381559
Degrees Minutes Seconds: 40° 5' 27.5635" N, 75° 22' 53.6108" W

This is a draft receipt for information only. It has not been submitted to jurisdictional agencies for review.

2. SEARCH RESULTS

Agency Results Response
PA Game Commission No Known Impact No Further Review Required

PA Department of Conservation and
Natural Resources

No Known Impact No Further Review Required

PA Fish and Boat Commission Potential Impact FURTHER REVIEW IS REQUIRED, See
Agency Response

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service No Known Impact No Further Review Required

As summarized above, Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory (PNDI) records indicate there may be potential
impacts to threatened and endangered and/or special concern species and resources within the project area. If the
response above indicates "No Further Review Required" no additional communication with the respective agency is
required. If the response is "Further Review Required" or "See Agency Response," refer to the appropriate agency
comments below. Please see the DEP Information Section of this receipt if a PA Department of Environmental
Protection Permit is required.
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Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural Resources Project Search ID: PNDI-715896
PNDI Receipt: project_receipt_king_prussia_rail_project_715896_DRAFT_1.pdf

RESPONSE TO QUESTION(S) ASKED

Q1: The proposed project is in the range of the Indiana bat. Describe how the project will affect bat habitat (forests,
woodlots and trees) and indicate what measures will be taken in consideration of this. Round acreages up to the
nearest acre (e.g., 0.2 acres = 1 acre).
Your answer is: The project will affect 1 to 39 acres of forests, woodlots and trees.

Q2: Aquatic habitat (stream, river, lake, pond, etc.) is located on or adjacent to the subject property and project
activities (including discharge) may occur within 300 feet of these habitats?
Your answer is: Yes

Q3: Is tree removal, tree cutting or forest clearing of 40 acres or more necessary to implement all aspects of this
project?
Your answer is: No

3. AGENCY COMMENTS
Regardless of whether a DEP permit is necessary for this proposed project, any potential impacts to threatened
and endangered species and/or special concern species and resources must be resolved with the appropriate
jurisdictional agency. In some cases, a permit or authorization from the jurisdictional agency may be needed if
adverse impacts to these species and habitats cannot be avoided.
 
These agency determinations and responses are valid for two years (from the date of the review), and are
based on the project information that was provided, including the exact project location; the project type,
description, and features; and any responses to questions that were generated during this search. If any of the
following change: 1) project location, 2) project size or configuration, 3) project type, or 4) responses to the
questions that were asked during the online review, the results of this review are not valid, and the review must
be searched again via the PNDI Environmental Review Tool and resubmitted to the jurisdictional agencies. The
PNDI tool is a primary screening tool, and a desktop review may reveal more or fewer impacts than what is listed
on this PNDI receipt. The jursidictional agencies strongly advise against conducting surveys for the species
listed on the receipt prior to consultation with the agencies.

PA Game Commission
RESPONSE: 
No Impact is anticipated to threatened and endangered species and/or special concern species and resources.

PA Department of Conservation and Natural Resources
RESPONSE: 
No Impact is anticipated to threatened and endangered species and/or special concern species and resources.

PA Fish and Boat Commission
RESPONSE: 
Further review of this project is necessary to resolve the potential impact(s). Please send project information to this
agency for review (see WHAT TO SEND).

PFBC Species: (Note: The Pennsylvania Conservation Explorer tool is a primary screening tool, and a desktop review
may reveal more or fewer species than what is listed below.)

Scientific Name Common Name Current Status

Sensitive Species** Threatened

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
RESPONSE: 
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No impacts to federally listed or proposed species are anticipated. Therefore, no further consultation/coordination
under the Endangered Species Act (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq. is required. Because no take of
federally listed species is anticipated, none is authorized. This response does not reflect potential Fish and Wildlife
Service concerns under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act or other authorities.

* Special Concern Species or Resource - Plant or animal species classified as rare, tentatively undetermined or
candidate as well as other taxa of conservation concern, significant natural communities, special concern populations
(plants or animals) and unique geologic features.
** Sensitive Species - Species identified by the jurisdictional agency as collectible, having economic value, or being
susceptible to decline as a result of visitation.

WHAT TO SEND TO JURISDICTIONAL AGENCIES
 
If project information was requested by one or more of the agencies above, upload* or email* the following
information to the agency(s). Instructions for uploading project materials can be found here. This option provides the
applicant with the convenience of sending project materials to a single location accessible to all three state agencies.
Alternatively, applicants may email or mail their project materials (see AGENCY CONTACT INFORMATION).
 
Check-list of Minimum Materials to be submitted:
____Project narrative with a description of the overall project, the work to be performed, current physical characteristics
of the site and acreage to be impacted.
____A map with the project boundary and/or a basic site plan(particularly showing the relationship of the project to the
physical features such as wetlands, streams, ponds, rock outcrops, etc.)
In addition to the materials listed above, USFWS REQUIRES the following
____SIGNED copy of a Final Project Environmental Review Receipt
 
The inclusion of the following information may expedite the review process.
____Color photos keyed to the basic site plan (i.e. showing on the site plan where and in what direction each photo
was taken and the date of the photos)
____Information about the presence and location of wetlands in the project area, and how this was determined (e.g.,
by a qualified wetlands biologist), if wetlands are present in the project area, provide project plans showing the location
of all project features, as well as wetlands and streams.

4. DEP INFORMATION
The Pa Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) requires that a signed copy of this receipt, along with any
required documentation from jurisdictional agencies concerning resolution of potential impacts, be submitted with
applications for permits requiring PNDI review. Two review options are available to permit applicants for handling PNDI
coordination in conjunction with DEP’s permit review process involving either T&E Species or species of special
concern. Under sequential review, the permit applicant performs a PNDI screening and completes all coordination with
the appropriate jurisdictional agencies prior to submitting the permit application.  The applicant will include with its
application, both a PNDI receipt and/or a clearance letter from the jurisdictional agency if the PNDI Receipt shows a
Potential Impact to a species or the applicant chooses to obtain letters directly from the jurisdictional agencies. Under
concurrent review, DEP, where feasible, will allow technical review of the permit to occur concurrently with the T&E
species consultation with the jurisdictional agency.  The applicant must still supply a copy of the PNDI Receipt with its
permit application.  The PNDI Receipt should also be submitted to the appropriate agency according to directions on
the PNDI Receipt. The applicant and the jurisdictional agency will work together to resolve the potential impact(s). See
the DEP PNDI policy at https://conservationexplorer.dcnr.pa.gov/content/resources.
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5. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
The PNDI environmental review website is a preliminary screening tool. There are often delays in updating species
status classifications. Because the proposed status represents the best available information regarding the
conservation status of the species, state jurisdictional agency staff give the proposed statuses at least the same
consideration as the current legal status. If surveys or further information reveal that a threatened and endangered
and/or special concern species and resources exist in your project area, contact the appropriate jurisdictional
agency/agencies immediately to identify and resolve any impacts.
 
For a list of species known to occur in the county where your project is located, please see the species lists by county
found on the PA Natural Heritage Program (PNHP) home page (www.naturalheritage.state.pa.us). Also note that the
PNDI Environmental Review Tool only contains information about species occurrences that have actually been
reported to the PNHP.
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Roche, Leslie

Subject: FW: EPA Comments on King of Prussia Rail Project DEIS, Oct. 2017 CEQ No. 20170200
Attachments: KingofPrussiaRailDEIS_EPAComments.pdf

 

From: Glyn, Rebecca [mailto:GLYN.REBECCA@EPA.GOV]  
Sent: Monday, November 27, 2017 5:41 PM 
To: Smith, Elizabeth A; daniel.koenig@dot.gov 
Cc: Rudnick, Barbara; Magerr, Kevin; Forren, John 
Subject: EPA Comments on King of Prussia Rail Project DEIS, Oct. 2017 CEQ No. 20170200 
 

Dear Ms. Smith and Mr. Koenig: 
 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 3 (EPA) appreciates the opportunity to review the King of 
Prussia Rail Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), in accordance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act.  
 
EPA has rated the project as Lack of Objections (LO), which indicates our review did not find any potential 
environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to the preferred alternative. We provide general 
comments for your consideration in the attached letter and enclosure. In addition, we recommend the 
following clarifications for the Final EIS. 
 

1.      Historic and Archaeological Resources: 
The September 26, 2016 PHMC eligibility concurrence memo is located in Appendix C and not 
Appendix B as stated on page 4‐36. 

 
2.      Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases: 

a.       On page 4‐57, EPA recommends clarifying that Montgomery County is part of the Philadelphia‐
Wilmington‐Atlantic City, PA‐NJ‐MD‐DE marginal nonattainment area for the 2008 ozone NAAQS 
and part of the Philadelphia‐Wilmington, PA‐NJ‐DE maintenance area for the 2006 PM2.5 NAAQS 
and therefore, recommends editing page 4‐57 as follows, to note the requirement to comply with 
the Transportation Conformity Rule for both O3 and PM2.5:  
“However, because of the County’s status designation as marginal nonattainment for the 2008 ozone 
NAAQS O3 and maintenance for the 2006 PM2.5 NAAQS, TCR compliance is applicable to the Project must 
comply with air quality conformity requirements for O3 and PM2.5.” 

b.      On pages 4‐57 and 4‐59, EPA recommends either clarifying that in accordance with 40 CFR 93.123, 
the Project is not a Project of air quality concern warranting a hot‐spot analysis for PM2.5 or 
removing the sentence that references 40 CFR 93.123. 40 CFR 93.123 applies to the hot‐spot 
analysis for PM2.5, which is explained in more detail on page 4‐58. EPA suggests minor edits to 4‐57 
as follows: 
“In accordance with 40 CFR 93.123, the Project would use electric‐powered vehicles, and as such 
would not be a project of concern warranting a hot‐spot analysis for PM2.5 for air quality.” 
EPA suggests editing page 4‐59 as follows: 
“Therefore, the Project is not a project of air quality concern (POAQC) warranting a hot‐spot 
analysis for PM2.5.” 
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c.       On page 4‐60, EPA recommends including the citation 23 CFR 93.126 for the “projects qualifying as 
categorical exclusions” category of exempt projects or projects with no meaningful potential MSAT 
impacts. 

 
As noted in our Technical Comments in reference to Section 7.2.2 of the DEIS, EPA would like to continue to 
participate in the project’s environmental review as a cooperating agency. At your earliest convenience, 
please let us know your availability to schedule a phone conference to discuss. 
 
Thank you for considering our comments and please contact me with any questions or comments. 
 
Rebecca Souto‐Glyn 
NEPA Reviewer 
U.S. EPA Mid‐Atlantic Region 3 
Environmental Assessment & Innovation Division 
Office of Environmental Programs 
1650 Arch Street (3EA30)   
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
Phone: (215) 814‐2795 
glyn.rebecca@epa.gov 









 

 

 United States Department of the Interior 
 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
        Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 

                                       Custom House, Room 244 
                                                           200 Chestnut Street 
                                             Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106-2904 
 

     

     November 30, 2017 
 
9043.1 
ER 17/0482 
 
Daniel Koenig 
Environmental Protection Specialist, Region III 
US Department of Transportation—Federal Transit Administration 
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 
East Building E56-202 
Washington, DC 20590 
 
 
Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation for the 

King of Prussia Rail Project, Montgomery, County, PA. 

 

Dear Mr. Koenig: 
 
The Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement and Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation (DEIS) for the proposed King of Prussia Rail 
Project in Upper Merion Township, Montgomery County, Pennsylvania. The purpose of the 
proposed project is to provide faster, more reliable public transit service to the King of Prussia 
area that:  

• Offers improved transit connections to the area from communities along the existing 
Norristown High Speed Line, Norristown and Philadelphia;  
• Improves connectivity between defined key destinations within the King of Prussia 
area; and  
• Better serves existing transit riders and accommodates new transit patrons.  

 
The Department offers the following comments on this project for your consideration.  
 
DEIS Comments 

The Department understands that the National Park Service (NPS), Valley Forge National 
Historical Park (Park) has been involved in reviewing the project from the early stages and 
anticipates no adverse effects to the Park. Although the terminal may be minimally visible from 
the Park, it is already surrounded by existing mid-rise and high rise office buildings, hotels, and a 
casino. As described, NPS does not anticipate the project will add cumulative impact to the 
existing Park viewshed. NPS anticipates that the project may alleviate traffic congestion, 
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possibly decreasing related impacts to Park resources. Completion of the project, with its 
terminal near the Park, may increase accessibility by providing another transportation alternative, 
particularly for visitors or staff without access to personal vehicles. 
 
Section 4(f) Evaluation Comments 
The Department has reviewed the draft Section 4(f) Evaluation provided and commends the 
amount of effort that the Federal Transit Administration and its partners have put into 
researching potential alternatives and working with other agencies in determining which 
alternative would least impact 4(f) properties. The Department agrees that the preferred 
alternative PEPCO/TP-1st Ave. appears to have the least impact on the twelve (12) Section 4(f) 
properties identified, with only two de minimis uses identified for the American Baptist 
Churches, USA Mission Center and the Philadelphia and Western Railway. The Department 
recognizes that the Pennsylvania SHPO has concurred with a determination of No Adverse 
Effect for this alternative. The Department understands that there are potential options and 
alternatives that may be incorporated into the project that have not yet had formal determinations 
made, however the Department agrees that the two options under consideration are also likely to 
have no adverse effect on 4(f) properties. The Department will delay providing formal 
concurrence until the final Section 4(f) determination is received. 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments. 
       

Sincerely,  

 
        Lindy Nelson 
        Regional Environmental Officer 
 
 
  
cc: SHPO-PA James Vaughan (jvaughan@pa.gov) 
      Daniel Koenig (daniel.koenig@dot.gov) 
      Project Website (info@koprail.com) 
 
 
         
 

https://mail.google.com/mail/?view=cm&fs=1&tf=1&to=jvaughan@pa.gov
mailto:daniel.koenig@dot.gov
mailto:info@koprail.com




  Division of Environmental Services
      Natural Diversity Section

595 E Rolling Ridge Dr.
Bellefonte, PA 16823

                                                                                                                814-359-5237

September 28, 2020
IN REPLY REFER TO
SIR# 53503

AECOM
Michael Landis
707 Grant Street
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15219

RE: Species Impact Review (SIR) – Rare, Candidate, Threatened and Endangered Species
PNDI Search No. 715896_1
King of Prussia Rail Project - Preferred Alternative
MONTGOMERY County: Upper Merion Township

Dear Michael Landis:

This responds to your inquiry about a Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory (PNDI) Internet 
Database search “potential conflict” or a threatened and endangered species impact review.  These 
projects are screened for potential conflicts with rare, candidate, threatened or endangered species under 
Pennsylvania Fish & Boat Commission jurisdiction (fish, reptiles, amphibians, aquatic invertebrates only) 
using the Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory (PNDI) database and our own files.  These species of 
special concern are listed under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, the Wild Resource Conservation 
Act, and the Pennsylvania Fish & Boat Code (Chapter 75), or the Wildlife Code.

Northern Red-bellied Cooter (Pseudemys rubriventris, Threatened)
The Northern Red-bellied Cooter is one of Pennsylvania’s largest native aquatic turtles.  This 

turtle species is known to inhabit relatively large, deep streams, rivers, ponds, lakes, and marshes with 
permanent water and ample basking sites.  Red-bellied Cooters are restricted to the southcentral and 
southeastern regions of the Commonwealth.  The existence of this turtle species is threatened by habitat 
destruction, poor water quality and competition with aggressive non-native turtle species that share its 
range and habitat (e.g. Red-eared Slider).

            If open slack water areas of streams, lakes, or ponds or the area within 300ft of these water 
features are to be disturbed from the project activity, we will need to conduct a more thorough 
evaluation of the potential adverse impacts to the species of concern. Items such as: basic project plans, 
project narrative, general habitat descriptions, and color photographs keyed to a site map or diagram of 
the project area, wetlands identification and delineation, stream characterization (flow velocity, width, 
depth, substrate type, pools and riffles, identification of basking areas, logs, woody debris, presence of 
aquatic vegetation) would expedite our review process. Pending the review of information, a habitat 
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assessment or survey targeting the presence of the species of concern may be warranted. 
            
            However, if open slack water areas of streams, lakes, or ponds  or the area within 300ft of 
these water features are not to be disturbed in any way by the proposed activity, and provided that 
best management practices are employed and strict erosion and sedimentation measures are maintained, I 
do not foresee any adverse impacts to the Northern Red-bellied Cooter (Pseudemys rubriventris) from the 
proposed project.

This response represents the most up-to-date summary of the PNDI data and our files and is valid 
for two (2) years from the date of this letter.  An absence of recorded species information does not 
necessarily imply species absence.  Our data files and the PNDI system are continuously being updated 
with species occurrence information.  Should project plans change or additional information on listed or 
proposed species become available, this determination may be reconsidered, and consultation shall be re-
initiated.

If you have any questions regarding this review, please contact Kathy Gipe at 814-359-5186 
and refer to the SIR # 53503.  Thank you for your cooperation and attention to this important matter of 
species conservation and habitat protection.

Sincerely,

Christopher A. Urban, Chief
Natural Diversity Section

CAU/KDG/dn







 

 
 
 
 

 
 

October 19, 2020 

Mr. Douglas McLearen 
Division Chief, Environmental Review 
Pennsylvania Historical & Museum Commission 
State Historic Preservation Office 
400 North Street, 2nd Floor 
Harrisburg, PA 17120-0093 

RE:  Section 106 Consultation for the King of Prussia (KOP) Rail Project, Upper Merion 
Township, Montgomery County, Pennsylvania (ER 2013-1006-091-A)  

Dear Mr. McLearen: 

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA), in cooperation with the Southeastern Pennsylvania 
Transportation Authority (SEPTA), previously completed Section 106 consultation for the above-
referenced Project on March 16, 2017, with the Pennsylvania State Historic Preservation Office 
(PA SHPO) concurring with FTA’s finding of no adverse effect.   

The purpose of this letter is to reopen Section 106 consultation for the Project because of design 
refinements that change the limits of disturbance and the Area of Potential Effects (APE) of the 
Project. FTA is presenting for SHPO consideration and concurrence the modified APEs for 
architecture and archaeology, assessment of historic properties not previously documented within 
this modified APE, and an evaluation of effects based on the design refinements and newly 
identified historic resources.  

Modified APE for Historic Architecture 

The modified APE for architecture, depicted in Attachment A, Figures 1 and 2, includes the 
following additional areas, all in Upper Merion Township: 

 Norristown High Speed Line (NHSL) - The APE boundary is moved from the centerline of the 
NHSL to the eastern edge of the Project limits of disturbance along the NHSL to accommodate 
widening of the existing rail embankment where the Project joins the NHSL; the embankment 
will be widened to accommodate the Project track interconnection with the existing NHSL 
tracks. Work will occur entirely within the right-of-way (ROW) of the NHSL.  

 Between Henderson Road and the NHSL - The APE boundary is expanded to the south to 
accommodate the following refined Project elements: 

o A proposed drainage easement along the west side of the NHSL;  

o Full parcel acquisition of the Republic Services property (owned by Browning-Ferris 
Industries);  

o A driveway easement between Henderson Road and a proposed stormwater 
management basin; and  

1835 Market St 
Suite 1910 
Philadelphia, PA  19103-2968 
215-656-7100 
 

REGION III 
Delaware, District of 
Columbia, Maryland, 
Pennsylvania, Virginia, 
West Virginia 
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o A sliver of land that SEPTA will purchase adjacent to the southern edge of the PECO 
Energy Company (PECO) corridor to offset right-of-way needs from the north edge of the 
PECO corridor.  

 Henderson Road Area - The APE boundary is expanded to the north to accommodate a 
parking structure for Henderson Road Station and temporary construction easement along 
Henderson Road.  

 Mall Boulevard Area - The APE boundary is expanded north of existing Mall Boulevard to 
accommodate the refined location of Mall Blvd Station in the vicinity of the Hyatt House Hotel. 

 First Avenue Area - The APE boundary is expanded on the north side of First Avenue in Moore 
Park (formerly KOP Business Park) to accommodate the following elements: 

o A proposed stormwater management basin on a portion of the existing Arkema property; 
and  

o Full parcel acquisition of the Devon International Group property (owned by Royale 
Garden) on the west side of Moore Road to accommodate the refined location of First & 
Moore Station.    

The modified APE was determined based on the refined design alternatives, desktop analysis, 
and field survey. The APE was expanded to include land acquisitions for construction, stormwater 
drainage, and other easements immediately west of the NHSL and south of the proposed rail 
extension, and for parking structures at the Henderson Road Station and First & Moore Station, 
including parcels or portions of land parcels that extend beyond the original APE (see Attachment 
A, Figures 1 and 2). The Republic Services property, located in a low-lying area between Saulin 
Blvd. and the PA Turnpike, is surrounded by the NHSL, the elevated PA Turnpike, and modern 
development on Saulin Blvd., and as such, work at this location would not have visual impacts to 
surrounding properties. Proposed driveway easements nearby are through already-modernized 
areas and mostly utilize existing driveways or parking areas. Field survey of the viewsheds in the 
proposed Henderson Road station parking area indicated that the parcels to be acquired are 
surrounded by wooded buffers, and that due to distance, vegetation, and topography, the 
proposed multistory parking structures would not have visual impacts to adjacent properties. At 
the First & Moore station, where the Devon International Group parcel would be cleared for a 
parking structure, the parcel is surrounded by modern office parks, a wooded stream valley, and 
the modern Valley Forge Casino complex. Again, there would not be visual impacts to surrounding 
properties. As such, the modified APE was limited to the parcel boundaries for all of these 
acquisitions.  

The design refinements also call for replacement of several high-voltage transmission towers in 
the PECO corridor with taller monopole structures near the east end of the APE, which has the 
potential to be visible from nearby properties. The previous study called for potential replacements 
of some towers, and a visual analysis was undertaken at that time as part of determining the APE. 
As the current design refinements provide further identification of which towers would be affected, 
a reassessment of the potential for visual effects to historic resources from the proposed 
monopoles was undertaken. An APE for visual impacts was defined based on the proposed height 
of the monopoles, the surrounding terrain, vegetation, and existing land uses (see Attachment A, 
Figure 2).  
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The portion of the APE for historic architecture in the vicinity of the affected PECO transmission 
towers is characterized by terrain that slopes down from higher elevations to a low point in the 
vicinity of the NHSL and Saulin Boulevard. Land uses surrounding the PECO corridor between 
the NHSL and the PA Turnpike are primarily modern residential, commercial, and industrial uses. 
Tree and shrub vegetation at the edges of properties in the vicinity of the PECO corridor is 
consistently tall and thick. These existing characteristics, along with topography and existing built 
resources, constrain views of the PECO corridor from the north, east, and west such that the 
replacement towers will either not be visible or would be in the background and not focal points 
of views that affect the setting of potential historic resources. Much of the visible horizon 
surrounding the east end of the corridor is already cluttered by existing transmission and cellular 
towers, as well as elevated water tanks. From the south, the proposed towers will be visible for a 
longer distance because the land slopes downward in that direction. However, the PA Turnpike 
is elevated across that viewshed and will mostly obstruct views from the south.  

Eligibility for Historic Architecture 

PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line 
One new potential historic resource has been identified within the modified APE: the PECO 
transmission line corridor is a portion of the Pennsylvania-New Jersey (PNJ) Interconnection; 
Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line (Key No. 156601; PNJ Interconnection). The 
resource is a linear transmission line lying between the existing NHSL and the PA Turnpike, 
extending across the Turnpike along Hansen Access Road. This resource was part of the original 
APE for the Project, but was not identified as a potential historic resource during previous 
consultation, as it was thought to postdate 1975; however, new information indicates that it is 
more than 50 years old. The portion of the PNJ Interconnection in the APE is depicted on Figures 
1a and 1b in Attachment A. This portion of the PNJ Interconnection has been evaluated and 
documented in the Historic Resources Survey Form (HRSF) attached, which includes a detailed 
site plan and keyed photographs (Attachment B).  

The portion of the PNJ Interconnection lying within the modified APE is eligible for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as a contributing portion of the larger PNJ 
Interconnection, a 210-mile ring of high-voltage transmission lines constructed in the 1920s to 
service PA and NJ (Attachment A, Figures 1a and 1b and 3; Attachment B).  

Assessment of Effects for Historic Architecture 

Previously Evaluated Resources 
The 2016 Determination of Effects Memorandum concluded that the Project would have no 
adverse effect on three properties: Pennsylvania Turnpike: Delaware River Extension (Key No. 
155679), Philadelphia and Western Railway (NHSL) (Key No. 128825), and American Baptist 
Churches USA Mission Center (Key No. 203535). The 2016 Determination of Effects 
Memorandum also concluded that the Project would result in a finding of no historic properties 
affected on the Market Street Elevated Railway Historic District (Key No. 105499) and 69th Street 
Terminal Square Shopping District (Key No. 156448). The SHPO concurred with this finding on 
March 16, 2017.  

The Definition of Effect/Criteria of Adverse Effect were applied to the same properties in light of 
the recent design refinements and proposed replacement of existing transmission towers, as all 
five properties remain within the modified APE (see Attachment C, Table 1). For the first two 
properties, the findings reported in the 2016 Determination of Effects Memorandum continue to 
apply because the Project would not alter, directly or indirectly, any of the characteristics of the 
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property that qualify the property for inclusion in the NRHP in a manner that would diminish the 
integrity of the property. For these reasons, FTA finds no change to the no adverse effect 
determinations for these resources: 

• Pennsylvania Turnpike: Delaware River Extension (Key No. 155679) – The Project will run 
along the north side of the resource for approximately 2,600 feet before crossing the resource 
where the existing DeKalb Pike crosses the resource. See Tables 2 and 3 in Attachment C.  

• Philadelphia and Western Railway (NHSL) (Key No. 128825) – The design refinement 
expanded the limit of disturbance of the Project to widen the existing NHSL embankment to 
accommodate the Project track interconnection with the existing NHSL tracks. See Tables 4 
and 5 in Attachment C.  

For the American Baptist Churches USA Mission Center, the no adverse effect finding formerly 
determined for the property stemmed from the need to take some land due to the location of the 
westernmost components of the Project. Under the refined design, no land takes would be 
necessary, due to shifting the Project further to the north and outside the property boundary. For 
this reason, FTA finds the project will result in no historic properties affected for this property.  

• American Baptist Churches USA Mission Center (Key No. 203535) – The design refinement 
shifted the Project to the north side of First Avenue. The Project will no longer require land 
from the resource. See Table 6 in Attachment C. 

For the last two resources, the design refinements at the 69th Street Transportation Center would 
occur in and adjacent to a modern extension of the Transportation Center building, and would not 
be visible from these two adjacent historic districts. No work would occur within the NRHP 
boundary of the historic districts. For each resource, the findings reported in the 2016 
Determination of Effects Memorandum continue to apply because the Project would not alter the 
characteristics of the historic property qualifying it for inclusion in or eligibility for the NRHP. For 
these reasons, FTA finds no change to the determination of no historic properties affected for 
these resources: 

• Market Street Elevated Railway Historic District (Key No. 105499) (Table 7 in Attachment C). 

• 69th Street Terminal Square Shopping District (Key No. 156448) (Table 8 in Attachment C). 

Newly Identified Resources 
As discussed above, one new historic resource was identified in the modified APE: the PNJ 
Interconnection. The portion of the PNJ Interconnection in the APE has seven pairs of steel lattice 
towers (approximately 65 to 85 feet tall) that carry the electric conductor cables (circuits) along 
the PECO transmission corridor. As previously mentioned, conceptual engineering study 
identified the need to replace at least four of the towers at the eastern end of the resource to 
address potentially insufficient vertical clearance between the proposed track and the electric 
circuits. The extant 14 towers are shown on Figures 1a and 1b in Attachment A; the four towers 
coded in red in Figure 1a will be replaced, while the three towers coded in yellow in Figure 1a 
may also require replacement, depending on further study during subsequent Project design. 
SEPTA determined that adequate vertical clearance cannot be achieved by changing the 
elevation of the track. This is because the elevation of the proposed tracks is constrained by 
vertical clearance requirements over Henderson Road. It is not feasible to lower the track 
elevation within the transmission line corridor, and then increase the track grade to achieve 
vertical clearance requirements over Henderson Road.  
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The only feasible way to increase vertical clearance is to raise the existing electric transmission 
circuits. In the existing condition, the electric circuits are attached to the top horizontal arms of the 
existing towers; thus, the circuits cannot be raised higher on the existing towers. The towers will 
need to be replaced with taller towers in order to raise the electric circuits to a sufficient height for 
the Project to have sufficient clearance beneath them. SEPTA coordinated with PECO regarding 
tower replacement and identified monopoles as the type of structure PECO now uses for tower 
replacement; in-kind replacement is not possible. Conceptual engineering study indicates the 
monopoles would be approximately 125 to 160 feet tall depending on location and terrain. 
Monopoles have different spacing requirements than the existing steel lattice towers; as such, the 
number and locations of monopoles used as replacement structures may differ from the current 
number and locations of the steel lattice towers. PECO will be responsible for the design of the 
tower replacement that is required to implement the Project, and SEPTA will continue to 
coordinate with PECO during subsequent Project design. 

The Definition of Effect and Criteria of Adverse Effect were applied to the PNJ Interconnection in 
Tables 9 and 10 in Attachment C. The Project may result in an adverse effect to the PNJ 
Interconnection because the Project will physically remove towers that are contributing elements 
to the resource, thereby diminishing the historic integrity of the historic property (Attachment C, 
Tables 1 and 10). However, despite these alterations, the PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to 
Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line will functionally continue to serve its original purpose as a 
feeder of the PNJ Interconnection system and will continue to contribute to the overall significance 
of the resource.  

Resolution of Adverse Effects  

PECO will be responsible for the design and construction of tower replacement, and SEPTA will 
continue to coordinate with PECO as tower design progresses. FTA will notify the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) of the adverse effect finding, and is preparing a 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) among FTA, SEPTA, and the PA SHPO. The MOA will 
stipulate any minimization and mitigation measures agreed upon to resolve adverse effects 
resulting from replacement of towers that contribute to the NRHP-eligible PNJ Interconnection. 
FTA and SHPO previously discussed providing GIS mapping of the PNJ Interconnection: 
Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line for integration into PA SHPO’s Cultural 
Resources Geographic Information System (CRGIS) as potential mitigation for the resolution of 
adverse effects. SEPTA and FTA are investigating this as a possibility and will consider other 
suggestions for potential mitigation received in a timely manner. 

Archaeology 

During initial Section 106 consultation for the Project, an APE for archaeology was defined as 
being the proposed limit of temporary and permanent land disturbance (May 2016 Phase 1A 
Archaeological Survey Report for King of Prussia Rail Extension, prepared by AECOM). On 
March 7, 2016, the SHPO concurred with the APE for archaeology.  

The design refinements are generally within the previously studied APE for archaeology, but 
because of design shifts, some portions extend beyond the previously studied APE. The original 
APE for archaeology was modified in the areas of the design refinements to encompass 
permanent and temporary limits of disturbance. Figure 5 in Attachment A shows the previous and 
modified APEs for archaeology. 
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Probability for Archaeology - The Phase 1A Archaeological Survey concluded by stating that the 
previously studied APE for archaeology has been subjected to an extensive amount of prior 
grading, development, and other types of ground disturbance; as a result, additional 
archaeological investigation of the APE for archaeology is not recommended. The SHPO 
concurred with this finding on December 15, 2016. 

Archaeologists examined the modified APE to determine archaeological sensitivity and probability 
of encountering intact belowground resources. Based on the comprehensive nature of prior 
earthmoving activities, archaeologists concluded that the modified APE for archaeology has a low 
sensitivity for prehistoric and historic archaeological resources. FTA finds that the findings of the 
Phase 1A Archaeological Survey apply to the modified APE for archaeology, and there is no need 
for additional evaluation of the modified APE for archaeology.     

Consulting Party Coordination 

In accordance with 36 CFR 800.1(c)(2), FTA and SEPTA identified parties that may be interested 
in reviewing and commenting on the proposed Project and FTA’s findings. The following 
individuals/organizations are copied on this letter, as invitation to participate/continue to 
participate as Section 106 consulting parties: King of Prussia Historical Society; Historical Society 
of Montgomery County; Montgomery County Division of Parks, Trails and Historic Sites; 
Montgomery County Planning Commission; Upper Merion Planning Commission; Upper Darby 
Township; and PECO. The identified consulting parties are invited at this time to provide comment 
on the identification of historic properties and effects of the project on historic properties as 
presented in this letter and enclosures, and comment on or propose alternative ideas for 
mitigation measures to resolve adverse effects.  

Parties wishing to participate in the Section 106 consultation process should notify Mr. Timothy 
Lidiak, FTA Community Planner, of their interest by November 2, 2020; his contact information is 
listed below.  

Request for SHPO Concurrence 

FTA seeks comment on the proposed modified architectural and archaeological APEs, 
identification of historic properties, and evaluation of effects. FTA also requests PA SHPO’s 
concurrence with the following findings: 

1. The determination of the PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting 
Transmission Line (Key No. 156601) as eligible for listing in the NRHP as contributing to 
the PNJ Interconnection; 

2. the determination that the undertaking will result in no adverse effect to the Pennsylvania 
Turnpike: Delaware River Extension (Key No. 155679) and the Philadelphia and Western 
Railway (NHSL) (Key No. 128825); 

3. the determination that the undertaking will result in no historic properties affected for 
the American Baptist Churches USA Mission Center (Key No. 203535), Market Street 
Elevated Railway Historic District (Key No. 105499), and 69th Street Terminal Square 
Shopping District (Key No. 156448); 
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4. the determination that the undertaking may result in adverse effects to the PNJ 
Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line (Key No. 156601); 
and 

5. the determination that no further evaluation of the modified APE for archaeology is 
necessary. 

FTA requests that PA SHPO and consulting party responses be received within 15 calendar days, 
based on the review schedule previously discussed and agreed to by FTA, SEPTA, and PA 
SHPO. As this date falls on a weekend, FTA will accept responses received by November 2, 
2020. Note that FTA is preparing a draft MOA for the PNJ Interconnection property, and delivery 
to PA SHPO for discussion is anticipated for October 26, 2020.  

If you have any questions or comments, please contact Mr. Timothy Lidiak, Community Planner, 
at (215) 656-7084 or tim.lidiak@dot.gov.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

Shauna J. Haas 
Environmental Protection Specialist 

 
Attachments  
 
cc: R. Judge (SEPTA) 
 M. Quinn (AECOM) 
 L. Roche (AECOM) 

Mr. David Montalvo (KOP Historical Society) 
Mr. Barry Rauhauser (Historical Society of Montgomery County) 
Mr. David Clifford (Montgomery County Division of Parks, Trails and Historic Sites 
Mr. Scott France (Montgomery County Planning Commission) 
Ms. Jacquelin Camp (Upper Merion Planning Commission) 
Mr. Rob Loeper (Upper Merion Planning Commission) 
Mr. Vincent Rongione, Esq. (Upper Darby Township) 
Mr. Pete Kirlin (PECO) 
Mr. John Halderman (PECO) 
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Figure 3. PNJ Interconnection Historical Map of Original System (Van Steen and McLane 2011:41). Markup shows 

location of PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line. 
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Figure 4. PNJ Interconnection Map showing NRHP-eligible sectors, Wallenpaupack to Siegfried and Bushkill to 

Roseland (Key No. 156601) (Van Steen and McLane 2011:167).
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Photo List (Item 33) 

Photographer  name    Katherine Farnham  

Date   9/14/2020  

Location Negatives/Electronic Images Stored AECOM, 625 W. Ridge Pike, Suite E-100, Conshohocken, PA 19428 
 
 

Photo # Photo Subject/Description Camera 
Facing 

1 PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line. East end of resource; view 
looking southwest across NHSL from PECO ROW at Crooked Lane. 

SW 

2 View looking northeast from Republic Services toward easternmost tower pair 2/8. NE 

3 Transmission corridor looking southwest from Republic Services property toward tower pair 3/1. SW 

4 View looking east from Saulin Blvd. vicinity; tower pair 3/1 in foreground. E 

5 View looking northeast from Henderson Rd. showing tower pairs 3/1 (front) and 2/5 (at rear). NE 
6 Side view of tower pair 3/2 at Henderson Rd., view to south. S 
7 View to southwest up steep hill from Henderson Rd.; tower 3/2 at right. Note access road entrance at 

center and small electrical yard behind tower. 
SW 

8 Tower pairs 3/4 in foreground and 3/3 in background, view to northeast across the PA Turnpike. NE 
9 View of west end of resource looking southwest along Hansen Access Rd. above the PA Turnpike. SW 

10 View from west end of resource looking northeast across the PA Turnpike. NE 

11 South tower in 3/5 pair showing oblique view with typical details; view to northeast. NE 

12 North tower in 3/5 pair showing side view with typical details, view to northeast. N 
13 Upward detail view to northeast of upper part of north tower in 3/5 pair, showing typical arrangement of 

three conductors with vertical insulator strings, and two grounding wires at top. 
NE 

14 Detail of southwest anchor foot of north tower in 3/5 pair, view to northeast. NE 
15   
16   
17   

18   

19   
20   
21   

22   
23   

24   
25   

26   

27   
28   
29   
30   
31   
32   
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Physical Description and Integrity (Item 38) 
 

 
Introduction: 
This resource is documented as an additional sector of the previously recorded Pennsylvania-New Jersey (PNJ) 
Interconnection; Wallenpaupack to Siegfried Transmission Line (Key No. 156601), which was recorded in a Historic 
Resources Survey Form (HRSF) and corridor report in 2011 for the Susquehanna to Roseland 500kV Project (Van Steen 
and Hurlbut 2011; Van Steen and McLane 2011). The line was determined eligible for the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) in 2011 (MacDonald 2011). The PNJ Interconnection is a 210-mile ring-shaped high-voltage transmission 
system built to service Pennsylvania and New Jersey and completed in 1928 (Figures 1 and 2). The system was originally 
fed by three generation plants: a hydroelectric plant at Lake Wallenpaupack, PA; a hydroelectric plant on the Susquehanna 
River at Conowingo, MD; and a steam plant facility at Sunbury, PA. The plants fed into substations located at Siegfried and 
Plymouth Meeting, PA and Roseland, NJ. From the substations, power was fed into the overall grid. The Susquehanna to 
Roseland 500kV Project documented the northernmost PNJ Interconnection sectors, i.e. those connecting the 
Wallenpaupack Hydroelectric Plant with the Siegfried, Bushkill, and Roseland Substations. The PNJ Interconnection 
plants, substations, and transmission lines were designed and built by three regional utility companies, Pennsylvania Power 
& Light Company (PP&L), the Philadelphia Electric Company (PECO), and Public Service Electric & Gas Company 
(PSE&G) of New Jersey. The sectors documented in 2011, which spanned both Pennsylvania and New Jersey, were 
constructed by PP&L and PSE&G. Other sectors of the PNJ Interconnection system, including the sectors built by PECO, 
were referenced in the PNJ Interconnection HRSF, but not identified or mapped in the Pennsylvania Historic Preservation 
Office (PA SHPO) CRGIS system.   
 
The subject resource is a 220kV transmission line constructed and owned by the Philadelphia Electric Company (PECO), 
now known as PECO Energy Company. Completed in 1928, it is part of an original sector of the PNJ Interconnection 
system, connecting the Conowingo Hydroelectric Power Station on the Susquehanna River in Maryland to the Plymouth 
Meeting Substation. Power from the plant is directed in a northeasterly direction over approximately 60 miles of 
transmission lines through Cecil County, Maryland and Chester and Montgomery Counties, Pennsylvania to the Plymouth 
Meeting Substation. From Plymouth Meeting, Conowingo power flows into the Interconnection via the two southernmost 
transmission sectors in the ring-shaped system: the Plymouth Meeting to Siegfried (PA) sector, which was built by PECO 
and runs roughly northwest from Plymouth Meeting to Siegfried, and the Plymouth Meeting to Roseland (NJ) sector, which 
runs roughly northeast across the Delaware River into central New Jersey. PECO constructed and owns the Plymouth 
Meeting to Roseland sector between Plymouth Meeting and the Delaware River, while PSE&G constructed and owns the 
portion between the Delaware River and Roseland. A portion of the electricity generated at Conowingo is also directed 
from the Plymouth Meeting Substation toward Philadelphia via a lower-voltage 66kV transmission line.  
 
Resource Boundary: 
The subject resource consists of two parallel lines of conductors supported by steel-lattice transmission towers, with towers 
arrayed in corresponding pairs and numbered by mile and station (3/1, 3/2, etc.). The overall transmission line sector, of 
which the subject resource is a small portion, is approximately 60 miles long, including hundreds of towers bookended by a 
massive generating plant and a substation and passing through two states and three counties. Documentation and evaluation 
of the PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line is being undertaken due to a small portion 
of the line falling inside the APE of the SEPTA King of Prussia Rail Project.  
 
Previous guidance on documentation and evaluation of transmission lines is limited, but was consulted to aid in developing 
an appropriate boundary for the resource. Due to the massive geographic span and complex nature of transmission line 
systems, prior guidance recommends treating transmission lines as a historic district, in which component structures may 
not be individually distinctive or eligible, but contribute to the significance of the overall resource (Adams 2010: 20; Van 
Steen and Hurlbut 2011:59).  
 
In addition, guidance developed for evaluating historic transmission lines in California states:  
 

Generally, the boundaries of an electric transmission structure and its associated system will include the 
power station, or substation, and all the structures in the transmission line system from the station to the end. In 
many cases, an entire system will only be evaluated if the project or undertaking involves changes made to the 
entire system and each component thereof. If a single or small number of electric transmission structures fall in the  
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APE of a given project or undertaking, then the boundary should only include those structures as well as a sample 
of other structures in that system that are outside of the established boundary for comparison. The boundary should  
also include associated features that contribute to the construction or maintenance of the structure, such as 
maintenance roads (Adams 2010:32-33). 

 
Based upon the precedent of the previous PNJ Interconnection documentation, the width of the resource boundary 
corresponds to the linear PECO right-of-way, which in this area is approximately 350 feet wide. Given the overall length of 
the Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting corridor and the comparatively small portion within the SEPTA King of Prussia Rail 
Project APE, guidance suggests that documentation of the full corridor is not warranted. As such, a shorter-length resource 
boundary corresponding to the APE was determined based upon guidance for evaluating transmission lines. The length of 
the boundary spans slightly beyond the length of the PNJ Interconnection’s overlap with the APE for the SEPTA King of 
Prussia Rail Project. In total, the boundary contains one access road and 14 transmission towers, 12 of which are inside the 
project APE. All 15 structures within the boundary contribute to the resource.   
 
Resource Description: 
The subject segment of the PNJ Interconnection is approximately 5,950 feet (1.1 mile) long and 350 feet wide (see Site Plan 
on p. 7 and USGS Map on p. 8). It extends west from the Norristown High-Speed Line (NHSL) across Henderson Road and 
the Pennsylvania Turnpike, and terminates at tower pair 4/1 near the west end of Hansen Access Road. The landscape over 
which the PNJ Interconnection traverses between the NHSL and Henderson Road is heavily developed with industrial and 
commercial properties, including a quarry, recycling plant, and self-storage complex. Modern buildings and parking lots 
occupy some of the PNJ Interconnection’s right-of-way below the transmission line between the NHSL and Henderson 
Road (Photographs 1-6). West of Henderson Road, the PNJ Interconnection corridor climbs a steep brush-covered hill, and 
then descends gradually across the Pennsylvania Turnpike, which is in a cut on a southeast-northwest trajectory at this 
location. Modern apartment towers line the crest of the hill overlooking the PNJ Interconnection corridor east of the 
Turnpike. On the west side of the Turnpike, the resource passes across open mown grass and runs along the north side of 
Hansen Access Road, which has industrial/office parks along its south side. The Valley Forge Homes neighborhood is 
located to the north between the PNJ Interconnection corridor and the Turnpike. Throughout the corridor, most tall 
vegetation has been cleared but the tower bases are surrounded by brush and shrubs in most places (Photographs 7-10). One 
access road is extant and contributes to the resource; it is an unpaved track leading from the west side of Henderson Road 
uphill to the west (Photograph 7).   
 
The  14 transmission towers within the resource boundary are standardized four-legged steel lattice structures which are 
approximately 85’ in height. They are constructed of individual girders of rolled steel, cross-braced and attached with bolts 
in a manner similar to steel truss bridges, and painted silver-gray. Due to their large size, towers of this type could not be 
transported as a full structure, and were typically manufactured in smaller pieces and assembled onsite (Hayes 2005:235). 
The towers have a roughly X-shaped profile as viewed from the front or back, with a narrow “waist” and a horizontal 
crossbar at the top of the X (Photographs 11-12). From the side, they have a “trident” profile (Photographs 6 and 12). Each 
line of towers carries a trio of 220kV conductors (power lines). Three conductors are suspended from the base from each 
tower’s crossbar by a vertical strand of 14 insulators (Photograph 13). Two thin grounding wires are attached to the top of 
each tower, aligned above the space between the center conductor and the flanking conductors. The tower legs bear applied 
yellow-and-black identification number stickers and are anchored into the ground with underground spread steel grillages 
embedded in concrete (Photograph 14). Only steel components of the footings were visible in the field; concrete 
components appear to be well below grade with vegetation growing over them.     
 
Integrity: 
The earliest available historic aerial views for this area, dating from 1942, indicate that steel lattice transmission towers 
were located on the exact sites of the extant towers. Based on 1931 historic photographs of other PECO-built towers in the 
original system (Van Steen and Hurlbut 2011:13-14), the extant towers appear to be original infrastructure, as they match 
one of the standard PECO designs used in the original construction (Figure 3). No evidence has been uncovered to indicate 
that the towers were rebuilt or moved in subsequent years, or that the number of connectors has changed. The resource thus  
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retains integrity of location, design, materials, and workmanship. The transmission line lacks integrity of setting due to the 
intense suburbanization and industrial development that occurred in this part of Upper Merion Township following World 
War II, which also included construction of the Delaware River Extension of the Pennsylvania Turnpike (I-276) through the 
PECO right-of-way in the 1950s. Despite changes to the surrounding area, the positioning and height of the dual tower pairs 
and the cleared space in the ROW between them is a characteristic landscape feature of the line that appears to have been 
retained from early on, and as such the resource retains integrity of feeling. Documentary research clearly indicates that the 
transmission line resource is associated with the 1926-1928 development of the Conowingo Hydroelectric Plant, Plymouth 
Meeting Substation, and the overall PNJ Interconnection; thus, the resource retains integrity of association.   
 
The previous HRSF noted the conductors for the Wallenpaupack to Siegfried and Bushkill to Roseland sectors of the PNJ 
Interconnection were upgraded from 220kV to 230kV in 1965, and new ground wires were added in 1972. It is likely that 
similar alterations have been made to the Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting sector of the PNJ Interconnection, although 
documentary records of such have not been located. However, the authors note that “These upgrades are considered an 
infrastructure modification that are (sic) necessary in order for the utility to evolve in response to modern technological 
advancements and to continue to serve its vital function. Modifications, such as replacement of wires, brackets, ground 
wires, and similar fixtures are not considered significant alterations to the resource and, therefore, do not detract from the 
integrity of the corridor” (Van Steen and Hurlbut 2011:59).  
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History and Significance (Item 39) 
 

 
History of PECO and its Role in the PNJ Interconnection: 
The history of PECO, which constructed the subject sector, is an addendum to the extensive historic context provided in the 
PNJ Interconnection; Wallenpaupack to Siegfried Transmission Line HRSF prepared in 2011. This historic overview is 
intended to provide additional information on PECO’s history and role in the development of the PNJ Interconnection, to 
aid in evaluating the significance of the subject sector, given that little specific information on the PECO-built sectors was 
provided in the earlier documentation.  
 
The Philadelphia Electric Company (PECO) was formed in 1902 to consolidate the various electric power companies 
operating in Philadelphia. The company was unable to produce enough power to meet demand, so in 1903 it opened 
Schuylkill Station A at 28th and Christian Streets in South Philadelphia with a 5000-kW alternator. By 1915, this power 
station, upgraded to 81,000 kW, had been joined by a second, 65,000 kW station. Demand for power continued to grow and 
again pushed the system to capacity in the years immediately following World War I. The industrial and commercial 
demand for power was rapidly increasing, as was that by transportation companies. The Philadelphia Rapid Transit 
Company’s (PRT) system had used PECO’s power since 1910, and starting in 1915, the Pennsylvania Railroad began 
electrifying its commuter lines. Additionally, the 1920s saw a rapid growth in the number and use of electrical appliances in 
the domestic sphere (Geasey 1995:134-135). 
 
In the late 1910s and first half of the 1920s, PECO opened and then quickly expanded three power stations—Chester, 
Delaware, and Richmond. Despite this, there was often not enough capacity to handle peak loads and no reserve capacity. 
Even when able to meet demand, the steam power stations were dependent on a steady supply of coal, which not only 
presented an additional expense but could be interrupted by striking miners, as it was in 1919. The potential solution to this 
issue was found via hydroelectric generation on the Susquehanna River (Geasey 1995:135-136). 
 
A hydroelectric dam on the Susquehanna at Holtwood, Pennsylvania had been constructed in 1910 by the Pennsylvania 
Water & Power Company to supply electricity to York and Baltimore. PECO had discussed building another hydroelectric 
dam several miles downstream at Conowingo, Maryland with the Federal Government during World War I, though the 
project did not proceed due to the length of time it would take to complete it. The project was revived in the early 1920s, 
and PECO entered into negotiations with the Susquehanna Power Company, which owned the land needed for a dam. After 
two years of negotiations, a deal was worked out in 1924 by which PECO would purchase the Susquehanna Power 
Company and construct a $59,000,000 dam that could produce 237,500 kW (Wainwright 1961:167-170). In comparison, 
the six steam plants PECO operated had a combined capacity of 529,000 kW in 1926 (Geasey 1995:136). 
 
The planned hydroelectric station at Conowingo also represented a substantial savings for PECO. The facility would 
preclude the need for another station on the Schuylkill River and would save the company 750,000 tons of coal annually. 
Also, unlike the steam plants, which would take an hour and a half to have an emergency 36,000 kW unit ramp up, 
emergency power from the Conowingo station could be brought online in one minute. Due to the varied flow of the 
Susquehanna River, the Conowingo station would provide the base load of power when the water was high, with the steam 
plants making up the difference. When the water was low, the roles would be reversed, with the Conowingo station making 
up the difference. Overall, the power complex would be the second largest hydroelectric facility in the nation, surpassed 
only by the plant at Niagara Falls (Wainwright 1961:171, 178; Sun, 4 January 1925:16). 
 
Initial borings and surveys for the dam were constructed in summer 1924. PECO created the Philadelphia Electric Power 
Company (PEPCO) as a subsidiary to own and operate the reservoir and transmission lines outside of PECO’s territory. 
PEPCO would own Susquehanna Power Company, which owned the infrastructure in Maryland. While challenged in 
public utilities hearings by PRT, PECO won both state and federal approval for the project, which would cross state lines 
(Wainwright 1961:173-177; Sun, 13 January 1926:24, 4). Construction on the Conowingo dam began in March 1926 and by 
August, the first concrete for the project was being poured. The firm of Stone & Webster designed the Conowingo facility 
and constructed the powerhouse and a portion of the 4,648-foot-long dam. The construction of the transmission lines from 
the dam was undertaken by Day & Zimmerman. The lines were strung from a paired series of steel towers, which each 
supported three, one-inch diameter steel-core aluminum power cables (conductors) which could operate at 220 kV 
(Wainwright 1961:179-181). 
 
 

Key # 156601  

ER# 2013-1006-091  



PA Historic Resource Survey Form 
 

13 09/2013  

 
 
 
PECO was still challenged by the need to connect Conowingo’s power to the City of Philadelphia. The initial plan called 
for power to be routed to the Schuylkill power stations in Philadelphia by 132 kV lines, but it was determined that it was 
too expensive to build the lines through the necessary suburban and urban areas between Conowingo and Philadelphia, 
which were already densely developed (Wainwright 1961:179-181). The solution presented itself through a deal PECO was 
negotiating with the Pennsylvania Power & Light Company (PP&L) and the Public Service Electric & Gas Company of 
New Jersey (PSE&G). The plan was to create a massive interchange between the three utility companies—a concept known 
as superpower—and at 3,000,000 horsepower it would create the “largest pool of electric power in the world” (Wainwright 
1961:181; Van Steen and Hurlbut 2011:43-44). Initially announced in February 1927 by PECO and PP&L, the three 
companies signed an agreement in September of that year to form the P.A. – N.J. Interconnection (Evening News, 21 
February 1927:1, 30; Philadelphia Inquirer, 17 September 1927:24; PJM 2020a). 
 
The pool would be effected by the construction of more than 210 miles of 220 kV transmission lines in a ring (Figure 1). 
These lines would connect at terminal substations located at Plymouth Meeting and Siegfried in Pennsylvania and 
Roseland, New Jersey. Each of the partners would build two transmission lines to meet the lines of their partners. PECO’s 
lines would run from the 40-acre Plymouth Meeting substation—reportedly the world’s largest—to the PP&L substation at 
Siegfried and to the Delaware River across from Lambertville, New Jersey, where it would connect with PSE&G (Van 
Steen and Hurlbut 2011:50-51, 53; Beamish 1927:7; PSE&G 2014:41-42). 
 
It was decided that all electric power generated by Conowingo would run first to the Plymouth Meeting substation for 
distribution into the wider pool. The area between Conowingo and Plymouth Meeting was largely undeveloped farmland, 
making it far easier and less expensive to obtain right-of-way for a transmission line than it would have been in developed 
areas. In addition to supplying the Interconnection, Plymouth Meeting also (and perhaps more importantly at the time for 
PECO) would serve as the connection between the Conowingo station and Philadelphia. Through 1927, Day & Zimmerman 
built the twin rows of towers along a roughly 60-mile-long, 315-foot-wide right-of-way from Conowingo to Plymouth 
Meeting. Though there are presently tie-ins to the Peach Bottom nuclear power station, PP&L, and various substations, as 
built the line was a straight run from Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting (Geasey 1995:142; PECO 1928:2). 
 
At Plymouth Meeting, the 220 kV power from both Conowingo and the connections to PP&L and PSE&G would be 
stepped down to 66 kV for transmission to Philadelphia (or alternately, the power produced in PECO’s Philadelphia stations 
would be stepped up to 220 kV). To transmit the power to and from the new Westmoreland Substation at Westmoreland 
Street and Hunting Park Avenue in North Philadelphia, PECO struck a deal with the Reading Company which would allow 
the erection of 66 kV transmission lines along the Reading’s railroad line paralleling the Schuylkill River. In exchange, the 
Reading could use the transmission towers to string its own catenary wires to electrify its commuter line (Wainwright 
1961:181-182; PECO 1928:2). 
 
PECO’s sectors of the Interconnection began going online in 1928, with the Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting and the 
Plymouth Meeting to Siegfried sectors placed online that year. PECO’s contributions to the Interconnection included 
pioneering the use of a master clock and state-of-the-art recording systems to regulate the power flow across the system. 
Prior to the Conowingo and Interconnection projects, PECO contracted with Leeds & Northrup to develop and manufacture  
 

“an open-scale frequency recorder with a graphic record of instantaneous frequency with deviations from 
60 Hz, more readable and with a higher accuracy” than was available from the vibrating reed type of frequency 
indicators in use at the time. To meet the request, Leeds & Northrup Company manufactured the “initial impedance 
bridge frequency recorder” first installed on the PECO system operations center in 1923. As a result, “the 
instrument became the standard for monitoring power system frequency throughout the world.” PECO is credited 
as “the first company to display before its system operators’ graphic recorders of the output of its four generating 
stations, total system generation and system frequency.” The standards set by PECO were not exceeded for many 
years (Van Steen and Hurlbut 2011:55). 

 
In the ensuing decades after the PNJ Interconnection went online (the last of its original sectors began operation in 1932), 
the power pool expanded. It was renamed PJM Interconnection when Baltimore Gas & Electric and General Public Utilities 
(GPU) joined in 1956. Other utility companies continued to join the pool through the remainder of the 20th century and into 
the 21st, and at present the pool covers all or part of 12 states and the District of Columbia (PJM 2020a; PJM 2020b). 
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Significance of the PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line: 
The significance of the PNJ Interconnection is well-documented in the previous HRSF for the Wallenpaupack to Siegfried 
Transmission Line. Aspects of its significance include: 

• At the time of formation, it was the largest cooperative power pool in the U.S. and the first successful integration of 
large-scale electric utilities while retaining separate corporate ownerships. 

• It advanced the design of transmission lines and structures to resist sleeting and other weather-related stresses, and 
successfully transmit high-voltage electricity over long distances.  

• Standardized construction methods developed within the overall system allowed for transmission towers to be easily 
constructed and adapted for their specific locations. 

• The system’s innovations aided in developing design solutions to other environmental problems that affect transmission 
reliability, such as lightning impacts. 

• The advent of the PNJ Interconnection “was a significant step in the extension of reliable electric supply to 
Pennsylvania and New Jersey and balanced the service needs of the region’s rural, industrial, urban, and suburban 
areas. The contractual interconnection of the electric systems of these three major utility companies – PECO, PSE&G, 
and PP&L – resulted in an efficient means of electrical supply and distribution that benefitted all three companies by 
ensuring that sufficient electrical supply was available during peak load times” (Van Steen and Hurlbut 2011:57).  

• The PNJ Interconnection’s cooperative structure allowed its partners to weather market changes and increasing 
demand, and became a model for future cooperative agreements among utilities (Van Steen and Hurlbut 2011:57-68). 
 

The PNJ Interconnection resource was recommended eligible under Criterion A in the areas of Engineering and Industry 
“as segments of the 1928 PNJ Interconnection of the PSE&G, PPL&L, and PECO transmission lines. The PNJ 
Interconnection – Wallenpaupack to Siegfried Line and the Bushkill to Roseland Line is significant on a national level (in 
both New Jersey and Pennsylvania) with a period of significance from the inception of the interconnection agreement in 
1927 through the expansion of the interconnection into the Pennsylvania-New Jersey-Maryland Interconnection (PJM) in 
1956” (Van Steen and Hurlbut 2011:58). It was also recommended eligible under Criterion C “as a significant engineering 
achievement of the late 1920s and specifically as an important advancement in the field of electrical utilities” (Van Steen 
and Hurlbut 2011:59). The PA SHPO concurred with these recommendations (MacDonald 2011). 

The Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting sector of the PNJ Interconnection has not been previously identified or documented, 
and this evaluation focuses on this PECO-built sector. The Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line was critical 
to the completion and functionality of the overall PNJ Interconnection, and over the past 90+ years, it has continued to 
fulfill its original role in feeding power to a grid that has continued to grow over time. The addition of PECO and 
Conowingo to the proposed Interconnection was a key part of the cooperative pool’s functionality and ability to succeed in 
providing power at a large multistate scale. As the largest hydroelectric plant in the system, and the second-largest in the 
country at the time of completion, the Conowingo Hydroelectric Plant was able to provide more power for the system than 
its original counterpart plants. As such, the transmission line from Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting was highly critical 
infrastructure, with much of the PNJ Interconnection system’s success relying on its efficacy. As with the Conowingo 
Hydroelectric Plant, the Plymouth Meeting Substation was among the largest substations in the world at that time, and from 
its inception has formed a critical link for PECO and the PNJ Interconnection, as it distributes power into both the long-
distance PNJ Interconnection and more locally to the City of Philadelphia. Connecting plant and substation, the Conowingo 
to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line has been a vital link in both the PNJ Interconnection and the regional power grid 
since it went online in 1928. Designed and built by Day & Zimmerman, the transmission line incorporated the innovative 
engineering pioneered by the PNJ Interconnection’s cooperating utilities, with conductors and towers that have stood the 
test of time. Innovations pioneered specifically by PECO, including frequency recorders, were utilized on this transmission 
line and elsewhere in the PNJ Interconnection. Overall, the Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line 
contributed greatly to the success of the PNJ Interconnection.  
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National Register of Historic Places Evaluation: 
This evaluation specifically covers the subject portion of the Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line, not the 
overall line between Conowingo and Plymouth Meeting. The subject portion of the PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to 
Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line retains integrity of design, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. As an 
intact and important part of the original PNJ Interconnection, the subject portion of the PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to 
Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line is recommended eligible for the NRHP as contributing to the previously recorded 
NRHP-eligible sectors of the PNJ Interconnection in Pennsylvania and New Jersey. The 14 towers and one access road 
within the subject resource are all contributing structures.   
 
As with the other sectors, the subject portion of the PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission 
Line has significance under Criterion A in the areas of Engineering and Industry, as it forms part of an engineering 
innovation with wide-ranging impacts to the development of electrical power distribution grids, and was an integral part of 
a landmark cooperative agreement creating a power-pool partnership between three regional utilities. Given its clear 
association with the system and its success, this resource contributes to the overall PNJ Interconnection under Criterion A. 
 
This resource also has significance under Criterion C as a cluster of intact typical transmission structures dating from the 
line’s original construction, that lack individual distinction but collectively represent the innovation in engineering that 
made successful long-distance high-voltage transmission and creation of a power pool possible. The extant structures 
comprising the resource are standard types within the overall system, and representative of the innovative transmission 
infrastructure created by PECO and its PNJ Interconnection partners to resist weather-related stressors that affected earlier 
power transmission systems. Since the 14 structures date from within the period of significance and retain integrity, they 
contribute to the overall PNJ Interconnection under Criterion C. 
 
The subject portion of the PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line does not appear to 
have significance under Criterion B, as research did not identify its association with particular individuals significant in our 
past. The resource also does not appear to have significance under Criterion D; given the nature of the resource and its 
structures, the standardized materials and construction methods used in construction, and the general lack of human activity 
surrounding the structures post-construction, it is unlikely to yield important information in history or prehistory.   
 
The period of significance for the subject sector is 1927 to 1956, in keeping with the period of significance for the overall 
PNJ Interconnection resource. As previously discussed, the recommended boundary includes PECO’s right-of-way and all 
transmission structures standing within it between the NHSL and the west end of Hansen Access Road, terminating 
immediately west of tower pair 4/1.  
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Historic Images (Item 37) 

 
 

 
 

Figure 1. PNJ Interconnection Historical Map of Original System (Van Steen and McLane 2011:41). Markup shows 
location of PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line. 
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Historic Images (Item 37) 
 

 
Figure 2. PNJ Interconnection Map showing NRHP-eligible sectors, Wallenpaupack to Siegfried and Bushkill to Roseland 

(Key No. 156601) (Van Steen and McLane 2011:167). 
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Historic Images (Item 37) 
 
 

 

 
Figure 3. Historic photographs of standard original PECO tower designs under construction in PECO’s Plymouth 

Meeting to Roseland and Plymouth Meeting to Siegfried sectors, ca. 1927 (Van Steen and McLane 2011:50).  
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Photographs (Item 37) 

 

 
Photograph 1. PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line. East end of resource; view looking 

southwest across NHSL from PECO ROW at Crooked Lane. 
 

 
Photograph 2. View looking northeast from Republic Services property toward easternmost tower pair 2/8. 
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Photographs (Item 37) 

 
 

 
Photograph 3. Transmission corridor looking southwest from Republic Services property toward tower pair 3/1. 

 
 

 
Photograph 4. View looking east from Saulin Blvd. vicinity; tower pair 3/1 in foreground. 
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Photographs (Item 37) 

 

 
Photograph 5. View looking northeast from Henderson Rd. showing tower pairs 3/1 (front) and 2/5 (at rear). 

 
 

 
Photograph 6. Side view of tower pair 3/2 at Henderson Rd., view to south.  
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Photographs (Item 37) 

 

 
Photograph 7. View to southwest up steep hill from Henderson Rd.; tower 3/2 at right. Note access road entrance at center. 

 

 
Photograph 8. Tower pairs 3/4 in foreground and 3/3 in background, view to northeast across the PA Turnpike. 
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Photographs (Item 37) 

 

 
Photograph 9. View of west end of resource looking southwest along Hansen Access Rd. above the PA Turnpike. 

 

 
Photograph 10. View from west end of resource looking northeast across the PA Turnpike. 
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Photographs (Item 37) 

 

 
Photograph 11. South tower in 3/5 pair showing oblique view with typical details; view to northeast. 
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Photographs (Item 37) 

 

 
Photograph 12. North tower in 3/5 pair showing side view with typical details, view to north. 
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Photographs (Item 37) 

 

 
Photograph 13. Upward detail view to northeast of upper part of north tower in 3/5 pair, showing typical arrangement of three 

conductors with vertical insulator strings, and two grounding wires at top. 
 

 
Photograph 14. Detail of southwest anchor foot of north tower in 3/5 pair, view to northeast. 

 
 

Key # 156601  

ER# 2013-1006-091  



  
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment C: Tables 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



1 
 

Table 1. Summary of Effects Evaluations for Design Refinements 

Resource Name PA SHPO 
Key No. 

Previous 
Finding 

Current Finding Justification 

Previously Identified Resources 
Pennsylvania 

Turnpike: Delaware 
River Extension 

155679 No Adverse Effect No Adverse Effect Design 
refinements do 

not change effects 
Philadelphia and 
Western Railway 

128825 No Adverse Effect No Adverse Effect Design 
refinements do 

not change effects 
American Baptist 
Churches USA 
Mission Center 

203535 No Adverse Effect No Historic 
Properties 
Affected 

Land take no 
longer required 

Market Street 
Elevated Railway 
Historic District 

105499 No Historic 
Properties 
Affected 

No Historic 
Properties 
Affected 

Design 
refinements are 
not within or in 
proximity to HD 

69th Street Terminal 
Square Shopping 

District 

156448 No Historic 
Properties 
Affected 

No Historic 
Properties 
Affected 

Design 
refinements are 
not within or in 
proximity to HD 

Newly Identified Resources 
PNJ Interconnection; 

Conowingo to 
Plymouth Meeting 
Transmission Line 

156601 N/A Adverse Effect Design 
refinements result 
in demolition and 
replacement of 
part of resource 
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Table 2. Results of Effects Evaluation for the Pennsylvania Turnpike: Delaware River 
Extension (Key No. 155679) 

Definition of Effect Evaluation 
An effect may occur when there is 
alteration to the characteristics of a 
historic property qualifying it for 
inclusion in or eligible for the 
NRHP as defined in Section 
800.16(l). 

The Preferred Alternative would provide two new elevated 
overpasses crossing the PA Turnpike in Upper Merion 
Township, and elevated track running parallel to the north 
side of the Turnpike, within the Turnpike right-of-way. In both 
locations, the Project would be within the NRHP boundary of 
the eligible Pennsylvania Turnpike: Delaware River Extension  

Finding: The proposed undertaking results in a finding of Historic Properties Affected.   
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Table 3. Application of Criteria of Adverse Effect for Pennsylvania Turnpike: Delaware 
River Extension (Key No. 155679) 

An adverse effect is found when an undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, any of the 
characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in the NRHP in a 
manner that would diminish the integrity of the property’s location, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, or association. Consideration shall be given to all qualifying characteristics 
of a historic property, including those that may have been identified subsequent to the original 
evaluation of the property’s eligibility for the NRHP. Adverse effects may include reasonably 
foreseeable effects caused by the undertaking that may occur later in time, be farther removed in 
distance or be cumulative. 

Examples of Adverse Effects 

(36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)) 

Evaluation 

Adverse effects on historic properties 
include, but are not limited to: 

 

(i) Physical destruction of or damage 
to all or part of the property; 

The Preferred Alternative would not physically damage or 
destroy travel lanes or other features associated with the 
engineering standards used in the original construction. 
The existing Turnpike alignment would be preserved. 

(ii) Alteration of a property, including 
restoration, rehabilitation, repair, 
maintenance, stabilization, 
hazardous material remediation, and 
provision of handicapped access, 
that is not consistent with the 
Secretary’s Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties (36 
CFR Part 68) and applicable 
guidelines; 

Although the Project would pass over and run parallel to 
the roadway, according to the 2005 historic context for the 
PA Turnpike, these proposed alterations to its setting 
would not affect its integrity. Thus, the Project would not 
alter the PA Turnpike in a manner inconsistent with CFR 
Part 68. The proposed Project would not result in the 
alteration of any extant contributing historic buildings, 
structures, or objects within the PA Turnpike’s NRHP 
boundary.   

(iii) Removal of the property from its 
historic location; 

The Preferred Alternative would not involve removal of the 
Pennsylvania Turnpike: Delaware River Extension from its 
historic location. 

(iv) Change of the character of the 
property’s use or of physical features 
within the property’s setting that 
contribute to its historic significance; 

The Preferred Alternative would not impact continued use 
of the PA Turnpike as a highway. As stated above, this 
stretch of the Turnpike already has diminished integrity 
due to modern improvements.  Since changes to the 
setting are not considered to detract from the Turnpike’s 
integrity under the 2005 historic context guidelines, the 
Preferred Alternative would not change the character of 
the PA Turnpike’s use or affect remaining physical 
features that contribute to its historic significance.  
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(v) Introduction of visual, audible, or 
atmospheric elements that diminish 
the integrity of the property’s 
significant historic features; 

The Preferred Alternative would introduce new visual 
elements into the PA Turnpike corridor, including two new 
elevated crossings over the roadway and elevated tracks 
along the north side of the roadway, within the right-of-
way. Potential replacement of PECO transmission towers 
east of the Turnpike may occur on the hillside north of the 
highway. These elements would be visible to motorists in 
the PA Turnpike corridor. However, given that alterations 
to the setting are not considered to detract from the 
resource’s overall integrity according to the 2005 historic 
context, the new visual elements would not diminish the 
integrity of the remaining historic and character-defining 
features of the Turnpike, which consist of the original four 
travel lanes and median area  

(vi) Neglect of a property which 
causes its deterioration, except 
where such neglect and deterioration 
are recognized qualities of a property 
of religious and cultural significance 
to an Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian 
organization; and 

The Preferred Alternative would not affect maintenance of 
the Pennsylvania Turnpike: Delaware River Extension, 
which is the responsibility of the PA Turnpike Commission. 
Neglect of the roadway is not anticipated to occur as a 
result of the Project. 

(vii) Transfer, lease, or sale of 
property out of Federal ownership or 
control without adequate and legally 
enforceable restrictions or conditions 
to ensure long-term preservation of 
the property’s historic significance. 

The Pennsylvania Turnpike is not under Federal 
ownership; the Project would not result in the transfer, 
lease, or sale of the Pennsylvania Turnpike out of Federal 
control.  

Finding: The proposed undertaking results in a finding of No Adverse Effect on the 
Pennsylvania Turnpike: Delaware River Extension (Key No. 155679). 
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Table 4. Results of Effects Evaluation for Philadelphia and Western Railway: Norristown 
High Speed Line (Key No. 128825) 

Definition of Effect Evaluation 
An effect may occur when there is 
alteration to the characteristics of a 
historic property qualifying it for 
inclusion in or eligible for the 
NRHP as defined in Section 
800.16(l). 

The Preferred Alternative would provide new turnoffs on the 
west side of the existing NHSL in Upper Merion Township, 
and a new track north of and parallel with the existing NHSL 
tracks at the 69th Street Transportation Center in Upper Darby 
Township. At both locations, the activities would add new 
elements and modify existing elements within the National 
Register boundaries of the eligible Philadelphia and Western: 
Norristown High Speed Line, and would connect to existing 
tracks. 

Finding: The proposed undertaking results in a finding of Historic Properties Affected.   
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Table 5. Application of Criteria of Adverse Effect for Philadelphia and Western Railway: 
Norristown High Speed Line (Key No. 128825) 

An adverse effect is found when an undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, any of the 
characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in the NRHP in a 
manner that would diminish the integrity of the property’s location, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, or association. Consideration shall be given to all qualifying characteristics 
of a historic property, including those that may have been identified subsequent to the original 
evaluation of the property’s eligibility for the NRHP. Adverse effects may include reasonably 
foreseeable effects caused by the undertaking that may occur later in time, be farther removed in 
distance or be cumulative. 

Examples of Adverse Effects 

(36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)) 

Evaluation 

Adverse effects on historic properties 
include, but are not limited to: 

 

(i) Physical destruction of or damage 
to all or part of the property; 

While the Preferred Alternative would add new elements 
and modify existing elements within the NRHP boundary 
of the historic railroad, no historic buildings, structures, or 
objects associated with the property would be destroyed. 
Proposed modifications would impact a modern platform 
and tracks along the north side of the 69th Street 
Transportation Center, but would not alter remaining 
historic track and platform areas south of the project area. 
The existing right-of-way would be preserved and the 
proposed changes would not damage or destroy the 
resource.  

(ii) Alteration of a property, including 
restoration, rehabilitation, repair, 
maintenance, stabilization, 
hazardous material remediation, and 
provision of handicapped access, 
that is not consistent with the 
Secretary’s Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties (36 
CFR Part 68) and applicable 
guidelines; 

The Preferred Alternative would not alter the historic rail 
corridor in a manner inconsistent with the Secretary’s 
Standards. The proposed Project would not result in the 
alteration of any contributing historic buildings, structures, 
or objects within the resource’s NRHP boundary.   

(iii) Removal of the property from its 
historic location; 

The Preferred Alternative would not involve removal of the 
Philadelphia and Western Railroad: Norristown High 
Speed Line from its historic location. 

(iv) Change of the character of the 
property’s use or of physical features 
within the property’s setting that 
contribute to its historic significance; 

The Preferred Alternative represents an expansion of the 
existing historic use for the railroad. The proposed 
improvements would not change the character of the 
railroad’s use or affect physical features of its setting that 
contribute to its historic significance.  
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(v) Introduction of visual, audible, or 
atmospheric elements that diminish 
the integrity of the property’s 
significant historic features; 

The Preferred Alternative’s new elements, namely track 
turnoffs in Upper Merion Township and  a new track at 69th 
Street, would be visible from the existing railroad corridor. 
However, the new elements would not detract from the 
integrity of setting of the NHSL and would not diminish the 
integrity of the railroad’s extant historic features. Although 
within the Visual Effects APE for the PECO tower 
replacements in Upper Merion Township, the setting at this 
location is already highly modernized and changes to the 
towers would not affect significant historic features within 
the railroad corridor. 

(vi) Neglect of a property which 
causes its deterioration, except 
where such neglect and deterioration 
are recognized qualities of a property 
of religious and cultural significance 
to an Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian 
organization; and 

The Preferred Alternative would not result in the neglect of 
the Philadelphia and Western Railway: Norristown High 
Speed Line. 

(vii) Transfer, lease, or sale of 
property out of Federal ownership or 
control without adequate and legally 
enforceable restrictions or conditions 
to ensure long-term preservation of 
the property’s historic significance. 

The Philadelphia and Western Railway: Norristown High 
Speed Line is not under Federal ownership; the Preferred 
Alternative would not result in the transfer, lease, or sale 
out of Federal control.  

Finding: The proposed undertaking results in a finding of No Adverse Effect on the 
Philadelphia and Western Railway; Norristown High Speed Line (Key No. 128825). 
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Table 6. Results of Effects Evaluation for American Baptist Churches USA Mission 
Center (Key No. 203535) 

Definition of Effect Evaluation 
An effect may occur when there is 
alteration to the characteristics of a 
historic property qualifying it for 
inclusion in or eligible for the 
NRHP as defined in Section 
800.16(l). 

The Preferred Alternative will be built on the north side of 1st 
Avenue, outside the NRHP boundary for the ABCUSA 
Mission Center. It will not have direct or indirect impacts on 
the resource. The previous design plans called for taking of a 
small strip of land, but the current Preferred Alternative moved 
the 1st and Moore station facility northward across 1st Avenue, 
so taking of land from ABCUSA is no longer necessary. 
Therefore, the Project would have no effect on the American 
Baptist Churches USA Mission Center (Key No. 203535).  

Finding: The proposed undertaking results in a finding of No Historic Properties 
Affected.   
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Table 7. Results of Effects Evaluation for Market Street Elevated Railway Historic District 
(Key No. 105499) 

Definition of Effect Evaluation 
An effect may occur when there is 
alteration to the characteristics of a 
historic property qualifying it for 
inclusion in or eligible for the 
NRHP as defined in Section 
800.16(l). 

The Preferred Alternative modifications to the northernmost 
platform, access stairs, bus loop, and west elevation of the 
circa-1982 northernmost section of the 69th Street 
Transportation Center station building would occur in and 
adjacent to a modern extension of the circa-1909 station 
building (Philadelphia Transit Co. Building, Key No. 079220). 
The historic section of the station building would not be 
altered by the Project, as no work is proposed in or abutting 
the NRHP boundary of this property. 
 
No work would occur within the NRHP boundary of the Market 
Street Elevated Railway Historic District, which shares the 
same boundary line as the documented Philadelphia Transit 
Co. Building. The proposed Project would not impact or be 
visible from the Market Street Elevated Railway Historic 
District, which extends east from the station in the opposite 
direction of the NHSL. Therefore, the Project would have no 
effect on the Market Street Elevated Railway Historic District 
(Key No. 105499). 

Finding: The proposed undertaking results in a finding of No Historic Properties 
Affected.   
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Table 8. Results of Effects Evaluation for 69th Street Terminal Square Shopping District 
(Key No. 156448) 

Definition of Effect Evaluation 
An effect may occur when there is 
alteration to the characteristics of a 
historic property qualifying it for 
inclusion in or eligible for the 
NRHP as defined in Section 
800.16(l). 

The Preferred Alternative modifications to the northernmost 
platform, access stairs, bus loop, and west elevation of the 
northernmost section of the 69th Street Transportation Center 
station building would occur in and adjacent to a modern 
extension of the circa-1909 station building (Philadelphia 
Transit Co. Building, Key No. 079220). The historic section of 
the station building would not be altered by the Project, as no 
work is proposed in or abutting the NRHP boundary of this 
resource, a contributing resource within the historic district.  
 
The proposed Project would not impact or be visible from the 
69th Street Terminal Square Shopping District, which has no 
view of the north side of the NHSL tracks due to topography 
and building rooflines. The Project would not affect the 69th 
Street Terminal Square Shopping District either visually, or 
impact the status of the Philadelphia Transit Co. Building as 
a contributing resource of the district. Therefore, the Project 
would have no effect on the 69th Street Terminal Square 
Shopping District (Key No. 156448). 

Finding: The proposed Project results in a finding of No Historic Properties Affected.   
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Table 9. Results of Effects Evaluation for  
PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line  

(Key No. 156601) 
Definition of Effect Evaluation 

An effect may occur when there is 
alteration to the characteristics of a 
historic property qualifying it for 
inclusion in or eligible for the 
NRHP as defined in Section 
800.16(l). 

To accommodate clearances for proposed elevated guideway 
between the NHSL and the PA Turnpike under the Preferred 
Alternative, approximately 4 to 7 contributing steel lattice 
transmission towers within the NRHP boundary for the 
resource would need to be replaced with taller monopole 
structures. Therefore, the proposed Project would have an 
Effect on the PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth 
Meeting Transmission Line. 

Finding: The proposed undertaking results in a finding of Historic Properties Affected.   
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Table 10. Application of Criteria of Adverse Effect for the PNJ Interconnection; 
Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line (Key No. 156601) 

An adverse effect is found when an undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, any of the 
characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in the NRHP in a 
manner that would diminish the integrity of the property’s location, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, or association. Consideration shall be given to all qualifying characteristics 
of a historic property, including those that may have been identified subsequent to the original 
evaluation of the property’s eligibility for the NRHP. Adverse effects may include reasonably 
foreseeable effects caused by the undertaking that may occur later in time, be farther removed in 
distance or be cumulative. 

Examples of Adverse Effects 

(36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)) 

Evaluation 

Adverse effects on historic properties 
include, but are not limited to: 

 

(i) Physical destruction of or damage 
to all or part of the property; 

Under the Preferred Alternative, part of the property 
(approximately 4 to 7 steel lattice transmission towers) 
within the NRHP boundary would be demolished and 
replaced.  

(ii) Alteration of a property, including 
restoration, rehabilitation, repair, 
maintenance, stabilization, 
hazardous material remediation, and 
provision of handicapped access, 
that is not consistent with the 
Secretary’s Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties (36 
CFR Part 68) and applicable 
guidelines; 

Under the Preferred Alternative, the property would be 
altered by the removal of 4 to 7 steel lattice transmission 
towers and replacement with taller monopole structures of 
modern design. The proposed replacement structures are 
inconsistent with the Secretary’s Standards; in-kind 
replacement of the towers with taller steel lattice towers is 
not possible since these structures are no longer built.  

(iii) Removal of the property from its 
historic location; 

The Preferred Alternative would not involve removal of the 
property from its historic location. 

(iv) Change of the character of the 
property’s use or of physical features 
within the property’s setting that 
contribute to its historic significance; 

The replacement of the existing towers with visually and 
structurally different monopoles would not change the 
character of the property’s use, as the transmission line 
would continue to function as such. However, the 
Preferred Alternative would change physical features 
within the property’s setting by removing contributing 
structures. 

(v) Introduction of visual, audible, or 
atmospheric elements that diminish 
the integrity of the property’s 
significant historic features; 

The Preferred Alternative would introduce new visual 
elements into the surrounding setting. Removing the 
extant towers and introducing taller and significantly 
different monopole transmission towers would diminish the 
integrity of the historic transmission line corridor. 
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(vi) Neglect of a property which 
causes its deterioration, except 
where such neglect and deterioration 
are recognized qualities of a property 
of religious and cultural significance 
to an Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian 
organization; and 

The Preferred Alternative would not result in the neglect of 
the PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting 
Transmission Line. 

(vii) Transfer, lease, or sale of 
property out of Federal ownership or 
control without adequate and legally 
enforceable restrictions or conditions 
to ensure long-term preservation of 
the property’s historic significance. 

The PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth 
Meeting Transmission Line is not under Federal 
ownership; the Preferred Alternative would not result in the 
transfer, lease, or sale of the property out of Federal 
control.  

Finding: The proposed undertaking results in a finding of Adverse Effect on the PNJ 
Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line (Key No. 
156601). 

 
 



 

Commonwealth Keystone Building | 400 North Street | 2nd Floor | Harrisburg, PA 17120 | 717.783.8947 

 

 
October 30, 2020 

 
Ms. Shauna Haas 
Federal Transit Administration 
1835 Market Street, Suite 1910 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 

 
RE:  ER 2013-1006-091-R; FTA: King of Prussia Rail Extension; Upper Merion Township, 
Montgomery County; Design Refinements – Determination of Effects 

 
 
Dear Ms. Haas, 
 
Thank you for submitting information concerning the above referenced project. The Pennsylvania 
State Historic Preservation Office (PA SHPO) reviews projects in accordance with state and 
federal laws. Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, and the implementing 
regulations (36 CFR Part 800) of the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, is the primary 
federal legislation. The Environmental Rights amendment, Article 1, Section 27 of the 
Pennsylvania Constitution and the Pennsylvania History Code, 37 Pa. Cons. Stat. Section 500 et 
seq. (1988) is the primary state legislation. These laws include consideration of the project's 
potential effects on both historic and archaeological resources. 
 
Proposed Project 
The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) previously completed Section 106 consultation for the 
above-referenced project in March 2017. PA SHPO concurred with the overall project finding of 
No Adverse Effect. The overall project is SEPTA’s proposed extension of the Norristown High 
Speed Line to King of Prussia. The proposed design has been refined to include areas and 
actions not addressed in previous consultation. 
 
Area of Potential Effects 
Based on the information received, we concur with the agency’s Area of Potential Effects as 
presented in your submission for both archaeology and above ground resources. 
 
Archaeological Resources 
We concur with the findings that no archaeological resources will be affected by the proposed 
project as refined and that no additional archaeological survey is warranted. 
 
Aboveground Resources 
Identification of Historic Properties 
One new potential historic property was identified as part of the refined design. Based on the 
information received and available within our files, we concur with the findings of the agency that 
the Pennsylvania-New Jersey (PNJ) Interconnection: Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting 
Transmission Line is Eligible as part of the overall PNJ Interconnection (Key No. 156601), a 
portion of which (Wallenpaupack to Siegfried) was determined eligible in 2011. The line is eligible 
under Criterion A in the areas of Engineering and Industry, as it forms part of an engineering 
innovation with wide-ranging impacts to the development of electrical power distribution grids 
and was an integral part of a landmark cooperative agreement creating a power-pool partnership 
between three regional utilities. The property is also eligible under Criterion C as a linear district  
of intact typical transmission structures dating from the line’s original construction that collectively 
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represent the innovation in engineering that made successful long-distance, high-voltage 
transmission and creation of a power pool possible. The period of significance begins in 1927, 
when the PNJ Interconnection agreement was signed and ends in 1956, when the Baltimore Gas 
& Electric and General Public Utilities joined the utility pool. The boundary of the linear district 
includes the right-of-way, or 350’ on center from line. While we agree that the portion within the 
APE retains integrity, it is likely that the boundary extends beyond the APE to possibly include 
the entire line itself. 
 
Determination of Effect 
Based on the information provided and available within our files, we concur with the agency 
finding that the proposed project, including the revised design, will result in No Adverse Effect to 
the following properties: Pennsylvania Turnpike: Delaware River Extension (Key No. 155679) 
and the Philadelphia and Western Railroad (Key No. 128825). We concur that the proposed 
project as refined will have No Effect on the Market Street Elevated Railway Historic District (Key 
No. 105499), the 69th Street Terminal Square Shopping District (Key No. 156448), and the 
American Baptist Churches USA Mission Center (Key No. 203535). 
 
With regards to the PNJ Interconnection (Key No. 156601), we concur with the overall finding of 
the agency that the project as refined will result in an Adverse Effect to historic properties due to 
the necessity to physically remove at least four and up to seven original lattice towers that are 
contributing resources to the linear historic district. To comply with the regulations of the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation, the federal agency must follow the procedures outlined in 36 
CFR 800.6 when the effect is adverse. Thank you for providing the additional information 
regarding consideration of alternatives that avoid or minimize effects to historic properties as well 
as documentation of consulting party coordination. The federal agency will need to notify the 
Advisory Council of the effect finding and continue to consult with the PA SHPO and other 
consulting parties, as participating, to seek ways to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate the adverse 
effects on the historic property.  
 
Resolution of Adverse Effects 
We generally agree with the proposed mitigation as outlined in the draft Memorandum of 
Agreement provided on October 23, 2020. As proposed,  SEPTA shall prepare GIS mapping of 
the portion of the PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line in 
Pennsylvania for submittal to PA SHPO and integration into PA SHPO’s Cultural Resources 
Geographic Information System (CRGIS) and/or any successor GIS systems. Mapping shall be a 
boundary shape and cover the area of the resource between the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania border with Maryland and PECO’s Plymouth Meeting Substation in Plymouth 
Meeting, Pennsylvania. The mapping shall be provided as ArcGIS shapefiles and shall be 
prepared and submitted in compliance with PA SHPO guidelines for GIS deliverables. This 
mapping will be an addendum to the resource as mapped in the previous Historic Resources 
Survey Form (HRSF) for the PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting 
Transmission Line (Key No. 156601).  
 
In addition to the mapping proposed, PA SHPO offers for consideration an inventory of potential 
contributing resources for the section of line covered by the aforementioned mapping (the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania border with Maryland and PECO’s Plymouth Meeting 
Substation) as part of this effort. This would include substations and lattice towers as well as any 
other supporting structures identified. The inventory would be submitted as an addendum to the 
HRSF in accordance with current PA SHPO standards and could be provided in table format to 
include name, type, estimated construction date, and photographs. Photographic documentation 
could include individual photographs for resources such as substations, and representative 
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photographs for repetitive features, such as the lattice towers. In addition, as the mapping was 
somewhat difficult to discern in the HRSF provided for the PNJ Interconnection (Figure 2 of the 
HRSF submitted), a revised map illustrating the area documented (between the 
Pennsylvania/Maryland border and the Plymouth Meeting Substation) on current aerial mapping 
should be provided. 
 
Please note, however, that concurrence with this proposed mitigation should not preclude 
consideration of any other mitigation options proposed by other consulting parties, if presented. 
 
If you need further information concerning this review and/or future consultation, please contact 
Emma Diehl at emdiehl@pa.gov or (717) 787-9121. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Douglas C. McLearen, Chief 
Division of Environmental Review 
 
 
 

mailto:emdiehl@pa.gov


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
 

401 F Street NW, Suite 308   Washington, DC 20001‐2637 
Phone: 202‐517‐0200   Fax: 202‐517‐6381   achp@achp.gov   www.achp.gov 

 Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Electronic Section 106 Documentation Submittal System (e106) Form 

MS Word format 

Send to: e106@achp.gov 

Please review the instructions at www.achp.gov/e106-email-form prior to completing this form. 
Questions about whether to use the e106 form should be directed to the assigned ACHP staff 
member in the Office of Federal Agency Programs.  

I. Basic information 

1.  Purpose of notification. Indicate whether this documentation is to: 
☒     Notify the ACHP of a finding that an undertaking may adversely affect historic properties  
☐     Invite the ACHP to participate in a Section 106 consultation 
☐     Propose to develop a project Programmatic Agreement (project PA) for complex or multiple 

undertakings in accordance with 36 C.F.R. 800.14(b)(3) 
☐     Supply additional documentation for a case already entered into the ACHP record system 
☐     File an executed MOA or PA with the ACHP in accordance with 800.6(b)(iv) (where the 

ACHP did not participate in consultation) 
☐     Other, please describe 
 Click here to enter text. 

2. ACHP Project Number (If the ACHP was previously notified of the undertaking and an ACHP 
Project Number has been provided, enter project number here and skip to Item 7 below): Not previously 
notified. 

3. Name of federal agency (If multiple agencies, list them all and indicate whether one is the lead 
agency):   

Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 

4. Name of undertaking/project (Include project/permit/application number if applicable):  

King of Prussia Rail Extension Project 

5. Location of undertaking (Indicate city(s), county(s), state(s), land ownership, and whether it would 
occur on or affect historic properties located on tribal lands): 

Upper Merion Township, Montgomery County, PA and Upper Darby Township, Delaware County, PA. 
Land ownership is a mixture of public (state highway and transit agency) and private entities. The Project 
will not occur on or affect historic properties located on tribal lands. 
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6.  Name and title of federal agency official and contact person for this undertaking, including email 
address and phone number:  

Timothy Lidiak, (215) 656-7084, timothy.lidiak@dot.gov 

II. Information on the Undertaking* 

7.  Describe the undertaking and nature of federal involvement (if multiple federal agencies are 
involved, specify involvement of each): 

The undertaking is construction of a new rail extension by the Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation 
Authority (SEPTA) that would provide public transit to King of Prussia, a densely developed area in 
Upper Merion Township, Montgomery County, PA (the Project). The Project will provide a new rail 
extension that branches off the west side of SEPTA’s existing Norristown High Speed Line (NHSL), 
which currently provides transit service between Norristown in Montgomery County and Upper Darby in 
Delaware County. The Project guideway will be elevated on aerial structures and embankments, will have 
five station stops including two park-and-ride facilities, and will have its western terminus at First 
Avenue and Moore Road. The rail extension will connect King of Prussia to the existing regional 
transportation centers in Norristown (Norristown Transportation Center) and Upper Darby (69th Street 
Transportation Center). SEPTA is seeking Federal funding from FTA. 

8.  Describe the Area of Potential Effects (APE): 

The APE for archaeology is defined as the proposed limits of temporary and permanent land disturbance. 
The APE for historic architecture encompasses all areas where anticipated construction and staging 
activities have the potential to directly or indirectly affect historic architectural properties, including the 
area within which the Project may cause changes in the character or use of standing resources listed in or 
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and resources from which the Project may be 
visible and/or has the potential to create a visual impact to the integrity of a listed or eligible resource. 
The APEs are shown in Appendix A. 

The APE for historic architectural resources in Upper Merion Township extends 500 feet on either side of 
the centerline of the proposed guideway alignment between the existing NHSL and the western terminus 
along First Avenue. The APE is wider in limited areas to take in the entirety of land parcels requiring 
acquisition for the Project at the proposed Henderson Road and First & Moore stations. The APE 
boundary encompasses proposed Project infrastructure, including the guideway, stations, stormwater 
facilities, access points, and park-and-ride facilities, as well as temporary land uses during construction. 

The APE for historic architectural resources at the 69th Street Transportation Center in Upper Darby 
Township extends 100 feet from either side of the centerline of the proposed additional track section. The 
APE for the 69th Street Transportation Center improvements is based upon the relatively low profile of 
the work proposed. The APE at the 69th Street Transportation Center is within existing SEPTA property 
and includes the portion of the existing NHSL. The Project will extend a short section of existing track 
from near the end of the existing station platform to the station building. SEPTA will rebuild the existing 
platform to serve the track, and will make passenger circulation improvements to the interior of the 
station building. Due to topography and the height/density of existing buildings in proximity to the 
Project work area, the Project has limited or no visibility from the surrounding area.  
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9. Describe steps taken to identify historic properties: 

Historic Architecture 

Background research on previously identified properties and a reconnaissance historic architecture survey 
of multiple project route alternatives were undertaken in 2015. After a Locally Preferred Alternative was 
identified, intensive-level historic architecture survey was undertaken in 2016, resulting in a 
Determination of Eligibility Report dated July 2016. Historic properties were identified through 
background research, which included consulting the PA SHPO’s cultural resources files and online GIS 
system, review of historic aerial photographs, and research at local repositories. There were four 
previously identified properties in the APE that were previously determined eligible for the NRHP, and 
no previously identified properties that were NRHP-listed. Among the remaining previously identified 
properties in the APE, all but one had been determined not eligible for the NRHP. The initial survey 
identified and evaluated 10 new properties, and evaluated the one previously identified property that had 
not been evaluated for NRHP eligibility before. Consulting party coordination and public meetings did 
not identify any additional properties. Of the 11 surveyed properties, one newly identified property was 
recommended eligible for the NRHP. The PA SHPO concurred with the NRHP evaluations on September 
26, 2016 (Appendix B).  

Section 106 consultation was reopened in 2020 due to design changes, resulting in identification of one 
new historic resource through consultation with PA SHPO. The PA SHPO concurred with the 
identification efforts and FTA’s findings on October 30, 2020 (Appendix B). 

Archaeology 

A Phase IA archaeology survey was undertaken in 2016, culminating in a report dated July 29, 2016. The 
survey findings stated that the APE for archaeology has been subjected to an extensive amount of prior 
grading, development, and other types of ground disturbance; as a result, additional archaeological 
investigation of the APE for archaeology was not recommended. The SHPO concurred with FTA’s 
findings on December 15, 2016 (Appendix B). Upon reopening consultation in 2020, archaeologists 
examined the modified APE to determine archaeological sensitivity and probability of encountering intact 
belowground resources. Based on the comprehensive nature of prior earthmoving activities, 
archaeologists concluded that the modified APE for archaeology has a low sensitivity for prehistoric and 
historic archaeological resources. FTA determined that the findings of the Phase 1A Archaeological 
Survey apply to the modified APE for archaeology; additional evaluation of the modified APE for 
archaeology is not necessary. The PA SHPO concurred with this finding on October 30, 2020 (Appendix 
B).    

10.  Describe the historic property (or properties) and any National Historic Landmarks within the APE 
(or attach documentation or provide specific link to this information): 

There are six NRHP-eligible historic properties within the Project APE:  

1. The Pennsylvania Turnpike: Delaware River Extension (PA SHPO Key No. 155879; 
https://gis.penndot.gov/CRGIS/Application/ASPNET/Report/Report.aspx?R=108&T=KEYNO&I
=155879);  

2. The Philadelphia and Western Railway (NHSL) (PA SHPO Key No. 128825; 
https://gis.penndot.gov/CRGIS/Application/ASPNET/Report/Report.aspx?R=108&T=KEYNO&I
=128825);  
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3. The American Baptist Churches USA Mission Center (PA SHPO Key No. 203535; 
https://gis.penndot.gov/CRGIS/Application/ASPNET/Report/Report.aspx?R=108&T=KEYNO&I
=203535 ); and 

4. The Market Street Elevated Railway Historic District (PA SHPO Key No. 105499; 
https://gis.penndot.gov/CRGIS/Application/ASPNET/Report/Report.aspx?R=108&T=KEYNO&I
=105499 ); and  

5. The 69th Street Terminal Square Shopping District (PA SHPO Key No. 156448; 
https://gis.penndot.gov/CRGIS/Application/ASPNET/Report/Report.aspx?R=108&T=KEYNO&I
=156448 ); and  

6. The PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line (PA Key No. 
156601; included as Attachment B in the Section 106 Package (Appendix C));.  

There are no NRHP-listed or National Historic Landmark properties within the APE. Of the six historic 
properties, five were identified prior to or during the 2016 consultation.  

The sixth historic property, the PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission 
Line, was identified during the 2020 consultation. The PNJ Interconnection, constructed ca. 1926-1932, 
was a 210-mile ring-shaped interstate high-voltage transmission system that revolutionized electric power 
distribution in the U.S., both physically and organizationally. Segments of the system lying in New Jersey 
and Northeastern Pennsylvania were previously determined NRHP-eligible in 2011 (PA SHPO Key No. 
156601; https://gis.penndot.gov/CRGIS/Application/ASPNET/Report/Report.aspx?R=108&T=KEYNO 
&I=156601).  The portion of the system that crosses the APE of the Project is part of a 60-mile corridor 
between the Conowingo Hydroelectric Station and the Plymouth Meeting Substation that contributes to 
the larger eligible PNJ Interconnection. It is significant under NRHP Criterion A in the areas of 
Engineering and Industry, as it forms part of an engineering innovation with wide-ranging impacts to the 
development of electrical power distribution grids. It is also significant under Criterion C as a cluster of 
intact typical transmission structures dating from the line’s original construction that lack individual 
distinction but collectively represent the innovation in engineering that made successful long-distance 
high-voltage transmission possible. A Pennsylvania Historic Resource Survey Form (HRSF), containing 
detailed information about the PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line, 
is included as Attachment B in the Section 106 Package (Appendix C). The HRSF includes photographs 
and a site plan for the resource.  

11.  Describe the undertaking’s effects on historic properties: 

The Project will have no adverse effect on the Pennsylvania Turnpike: Delaware River Extension (Key 
No. 155879) and the Philadelphia and Western Railway (NHSL) (Key No. 128825). The Project resulted 
in a finding of no historic properties affected for the American Baptist Churches USA Mission Center 
(Key No. 203535), the Market Street Elevated Railway Historic District (Key No. 105499), and 69th 
Street Terminal Square Shopping District (Key No. 156448). The Project will have an adverse effect on 
the PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line (PA Key No. 156601). 
Tables identifying the effects findings are included as Attachment C in the Section 106 Package 
(Appendix C of this document). The PA SHPO concurred with the updated effects findings, including the 
adverse effect to the PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line on 
October 30, 2020 (Appendix B). 

12. Explain how this undertaking would adversely affect historic properties (include information on 
any conditions or future actions known to date to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects): 

The portion of the PNJ Interconnection in the APE has seven pairs of steel lattice towers (approximately 
65 to 85 feet tall) that carry the electric conductor cables (circuits) along the PECO transmission corridor. 
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SEPTA’s engineering study for the Project identified the need to replace at least four of the towers at the 
eastern end of the resource to address potentially insufficient vertical clearance between the proposed 
track and the electric circuits. At least four towers coded in red in Figure 1 of Appendix A will be 
replaced, while the three towers coded in yellow in Figure 1 of Appendix A may also require 
replacement, depending on further study during subsequent Project design, SEPTA determined that 
adequate vertical clearance cannot be achieved by changing the elevation of the track. Alternatives 
analyzed are further discussed in the consultation materials in Appendix C. The towers will need to be 
replaced with taller monopole towers in order to raise the electric circuits to a sufficient height for the 
Project to have sufficient clearance beneath them. Monopoles have different spacing requirements than 
the existing steel lattice towers; as such, the number and locations of monopoles used as replacement 
structures may differ from the current number and locations of the steel lattice towers. PECO will be 
responsible for the design of the tower replacement that is required to implement the Project, and SEPTA 
will continue to coordinate with PECO during subsequent Project design. 

The Project will result in an adverse effect to the PNJ Interconnection because the Project will physically 
remove towers that are contributing elements to the resource, thereby diminishing the historic integrity of 
the historic property. The towers will be replaced with new monopoles that are of a greater height and a 
different overall design. See Attachment C in the Section 106 Package (Appendix C of this document).  
The PA SHPO concurred with the finding of adverse effect on October 30, 2020.  

SEPTA and FTA are preparing a Memorandum of Agreement with PA SHPO, which will include 
activities to mitigate the adverse effects resulting from the Project. To date, PA SHPO, FTA and SEPTA 
have discussed a potential mitigation measure as follows: SEPTA shall prepare GIS mapping of the entire 
Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line portion of the resource for submittal to PA SHPO 
and integration into PA SHPO’s Cultural Resources Geographic Information System (CRGIS) and/or any 
successor GIS systems. Mapping shall be a boundary shape and cover the area between PECO’s 
Plymouth Meeting Substation in Plymouth Meeting, Pennsylvania, and the Maryland border. The 
mapping shall be provided as ArcGIS shapefiles and shall be prepared and submitted in compliance with 
PA SHPO guidelines for GIS deliverables. This mapping will be an addendum to the resource as mapped 
in the previous HRSF for the PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line 
(Key No. 156601).  

 
13. Provide copies or summaries of the views provided to date by any consulting parties, Indian 
tribes or Native Hawai’ian organizations, or the public, including any correspondence from the SHPO 
and/or THPO.  
 
A Section 106 consulting parties meeting for the King of Prussia Rail Extension project was held by FTA 
and SEPTA on September 8, 2016. The Project’s cultural resources consultants presented the draft NRHP 
eligibility surveys, including descriptions and maps of the above-ground and below-ground APEs, the 
identified historic resources, and the assessment of low sensitivity for archaeology. Consulting party 
comments during the meeting included questions about the project and its visual effects, whether Valley 
Forge National Historical Park was part of the consultation, and letting the consultants know that a 1991 
survey of Delaware County was available. No comments were received on the historic architecture or 
archaeological evaluations. Copies of the draft Section 106 findings were provided to the PA SHPO and 
the consulting parties listed in Appendix D. The consulting parties that responded include the 
Montgomery County Planning Commission, the Chester County Historic Preservation Network, the 
Delaware Nation, and the Stockbridge-Munsee Community of Mohican Indians. The Montgomery 
County Planning Commission and the Chester County Historic Preservation Network stated that they had 
no comments. The Delaware Nation and the Stockbridge-Munsee Community of Mohican Indians both 
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stated that they had no concerns about the project. Please see Appendix B for the meeting minutes and 
comments received to date from consulting parties.  
 
Section 106 was reopened for the project in a letter dated October 16, 2020 from FTA to PA SHPO and 
the consulting parties that agreed to participate, as well as PECO as a newly identified potential 
consulting party. PA SHPO responded on October 30, 2020, concurring with FTA’s findings and 
suggesting additional mitigation measures; no other parties responded with comments.   

III. Additional Information 
 
14.  Please indicate the status of any consultation that has occurred to date, including whether there 

are any unresolved concerns or issues the ACHP should know about in deciding whether to 
participate in consultation. Providing a list of consulting parties, including email addresses and 
phone numbers if known, can facilitate the ACHP’s review response. 

 
FTA and SEPTA invited and have been coordinating with consulting parties to the Section 106 process 
since the initial phase of consultation in 2016. In 2020, FTA and SEPTA re-engaged the consulting 
parties in the Section 106 process by copying the parties on Project documentation regarding the modified 
APE and the PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line (see above 
section). Appendix D includes a list of all parties invited to consult under Section 106 with their contact 
information, as well as an indication of whether or not they agreed to participate as consulting parties.  
 
15 Does your agency have a website or website link where the interested public can find out about 
this project and/or provide comments? Please provide relevant links: 
 
Yes, https://www.kingofprussiarail.com/ 
  
16. Is this undertaking considered a “major” or “covered” project listed on the Federal 
Infrastructure Projects Permitting Dashboard? If so, please provide the link: 

Yes, https://www.permits.performance.gov/permitting-projects/king-prussia-norristown-extension  

The following are attached to this form (check all that apply): 

☒     Maps, photographs, drawings, and/or plans (Appendix A) 

☒     Section 106 consultation correspondence (Appendix B) 

☒     Additional historic property information (Appendix C) 

☒     Consulting party list with known contact information (Appendix D) 

☐     Other: Click here to enter text. 
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Figure 1a. KOP Rail Project: Preferred Alternative Plans.
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Figure 1b. KOP Rail Project: Preferred Alternative Plans.
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Figure 1d. KOP Rail Project: Preferred Alternative Plans.
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KOP Rail Project Section 106 Correspondence

• Section 106 Initiation Package (Review Form,  Attachment and Figure 
1)

• PHMC’s Section 106 Initiation letter, April 4, 2013
• PHMC’s Area of Potential Effects letter, March 7, 2016
• Section 106 Consulting Parties Meeting memorandum, September 8, 

2016
• PHMC’s Eligibility Concurrence letter on historic structures, September 

26, 2016
• Stockbridge Munsee Community email, September 27, 2016
• Montgomery County letter, September 28, 2016
• Delaware Nation letter, October 19, 2016
• PHMC’s Concurrence letter on archaeology, December 15, 2016
• PHMC’s Concurrence Letter on Historic Structures Effects, March 16, 

2017
• PHMC's Concurrence Letter on Historic Structures Eligibility and 

Effects, October 30, 2020



 PROJECT REVIEW FORM SHPO USE ONLY 

Request to Initiate SHPO Consultation on  
State and Federal Undertakings 

DATE RECEIVED: 

ER NUMBER: 

REV: 5/2012 

SECTION A:  GENERAL PROJECT INFORMATION 

Is this a new submittal?    YES  NO OR This is additional information for ER Number:  

Project Name  County  

Project Address  

City/State/ Zip  Municipality  
 

SECTION B:   PRIMARY CONTACT INFORMATION 

Name  Phone  

Company  Fax  

Street/P.O. Box  Email  

City/State/Zip  
    

SECTION C:  PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
This project is located on: 
(check all that apply) 

 Federal property  State property  Municipal property  Private property 

List all Federal and 
State agencies and 
programs 
(funding, permits, 
licenses) involved 
in this project 

Agency Type Agency/Program/Permit Name Project/Permit/Tracking Number (if applicable) 

   

   

   
Proposed Work – Attach project description, scope of work, site plans, and/or drawings 

Project includes (check all that apply):  Construction  Demolition  Rehabilitation  Disposition 

Total acres of project area:  Total acres of earth disturbance:  

Are there any buildings or structures within the project area?  Yes  No Approximate age:  

This project involves properties listed in or eligible for 
listing in the National Register of Historic Places, or 
designated as historic by a local government 

Yes No Unsure Name of historic 
property or historic 
districts  

   

Please print and mail completed form and 
all attachments to: 
 

PHMC 
State Historic Preservation Office 
400 North St. 
Commonwealth Keystone Building, 2nd Floor 
Harrisburg, PA 17120-0093 

Attachments – Please include the following information with this form 

 Map – 7.5’ USGS quad showing project boundary and Area of Potential Effect 

 
Description/Scope – Describe the project, including any ground disturbance 
and previous land use 

 
Site Plans/Drawings – Indicate the location and age, if known, of all buildings 
in the project area 

 
Photographs – Attach prints or digital photographs showing the project site, 
including images of all buildings and structures keyed to a site plan 

   

SHPO DETERMINATION (SHPO USE ONLY) SHPO REVIEWER: 

� 
There are NO HISTORIC PROPERTIES in the Area of Potential 
Effect � 

The project will have NO ADVERSE EFFECTS WITH CONDITIONS (see 
attached) 

� The project will have NO EFFECT on historic properties � SHPO REQUESTS ADDITIONAL INFORMATION (see attached) 

� The project will have NO ADVERSE EFFECTS on historic properties: 

Norristown High Speed Line Extension

SETPA 1234 Market Street, 11th Floor

Philadelphia, PA 19107

Montgomery

Upper Merion Township

Alan Tabachnick (609) 310-3194

AECOM (609) 392-3785

516 East State Street Alan.Tabachnick@aecom.com

Trenton, New Jersey 08609

✔ ✔ ✔

Federal Federal Transit Administration (FTA)

State Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Au

✔

Unknown Unknown

Eighteenth to Twentieth Centu

See Attachment

✔

✔





SEPTA Norristown High Speed Line Extension 
PHMC Project Review Form 

September 26, 2012 

1

Project Description/Scope 

The current project scope involves preparing an Alternatives Analysis/Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (AA/DEIS) for the development of an extension of the existing Norristown High Speed Line 
Extension (NHSL) to the King of Prussia area in Montgomery County, PA.  Planning for the project is in its 
infancy and detailed plans, and information on a preferred alignment is not available at this time. The 
Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission (PHMC) will be invited to be part of an agency 
committee for the project and will be provided with plans and more detailed information on impacts 
when these items are available. The purpose of submitting this form at such an early stage in the project 
is  to  initiate  consultation with the PHMC early  in  the project’s  development  and to  elicit  feedback on 
any agency concerns. 

A major focus of the AA/DEIS will be to identify alternative alignments that are realistic and feasible 
given the development and infrastructure that exist in King of Prussia today. Before an alignment is 
chosen, the viability of these alternatives will be evaluated according to environmental constraints, the 
level of stakeholder support for these alternatives, and the likelihood of attracting public and private 
funding.  Construction impacts will include (but are not limited to) new station construction, additional 
tracking within the existing rail corridors, signage and signaling installation, and improvements to the 
existing portions of the NHSL to support increased rail traffic resulting from the new branch line. 

National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) Listed or Eligible Resources in the Project Vicinity 

Table 1: Potentially Eligible NRHP Archaeological Sites Identified Within 250-ft of the Norristown HSL Project 
Site # Site Name Site Type Temporal Period NR Eligibility

36Mg0200 King of Prussia Inn Inn Eighteenth and 
Nineteenth Century 

*Considered Eligible by 
Submitter 

36MG0208 Trout Run #4 

Open
Precontact Site, 

Unknown
Function

Unknown Precontact *Considered Eligible by 
Submitter 

36MG0327 Site Trout Run 7 

Open
Precontact Site, 

Unknown
Function

Unknown Precontact *Considered Eligible by 
Submitter 

*Source: PHMC CRGIS 

Table 2: NRHP Listed and Eligible Historic Architectural Resources Identified Near the Norristown HSL Project 

Resource Name Resource
Type Construction Date NRHP Status Note 

Kennedy Mansion Building 1852 Eligible -

Valley Forge National Historic 
Landmark District 1778 Listed -
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Pennsylvania Turnpike: 
Philadelphia [Eastern] 

Extension (Carlisle to Valley 
Forge) 

Structure 1950, 1948 Eligible -

Pennsylvania Turnpike: 
Delaware River Extension District 1954, 1952 Eligible -

King of Prussia Inn Building 1719 Listed -

Schuylkill River Desilting 
Project Structure 1947, 1951 Eligible -

Schuylkill Navigation Company 
Canal (Port Carbon to 

Philadelphia) 
District 

1925, 1816
Alterations/Additions

C. 1845 
Eligible -

Reading Railroad: Main Line 
(Philadelphia to Port Carbon) District 

1842, 1835, 
Alterations/Additions 

1933
Eligible -

Pennsylvania Railroad: 
Morrisville Line; Trenton Cut-

Off
District 

1892, 1889 
Alterations/Additions 

C. 1904, C. 1915 
Eligible 

Montgomery and 
Bucks county portions 
determined eligible in 

1993
Philadelphia and Western 
Railway (Upper Darby to 

Norristown); Norristown High-
Speed 100 Line (Upper Darby 

to Norristown) 

District 
1912

Alterations/Additions 
C. 1989, C. 2003 

Eligible -

Hughes, John, House Building 1740, 1803 Eligible -

Poplar Lane Building 1758 Listed -

Hanging Rock Site 1917 – 1924 Listed -

*Source: PHMC CRGIS 
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4 April 2013 

Alan Tabachnick 
AECOM 
516 E State Street 
Trenton NJ  08609 

Re: ER 2013-1006-091-A 
Norristown High Speed Line Extension 
Upper Merion Township, Montgomery County 

Dear Mr. Tabachnick: 

Thank you for submitting information concerning the above referenced project. The Bureau for Historic 
Preservation (the State Historic Preservation Office) reviews projects in accordance with state and federal 
laws. Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, and the implementing regulations (36 
CFR Part 800) of the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, is the primary federal legislation. The 
Environmental Rights amendment, Article 1, Section 27 of the Pennsylvania Constitution and the 
Pennsylvania History Code, 37 Pa. Cons. Stat. Section 500 et seq. (1988) is the primary state legislation. 
These laws include consideration of the project's potential effects on both historic and archaeological 
resources. 

Thank you for the project initiation package, including the mapping of the initial project area and National 
Register listed and eligible resources located within the vicinity, as well as the opportunity to participate in 
the Agency Advisory Committee Meeting on March 27, 2013. 

We request review of a copy of the list of organizations and individuals that you plan to invite to participate 
in the Section 106 consultation process as consulting parties as well as additional information on your plan 
for tribal consultation. Since the project area contains a National Historic Landmark, you will need to 
include the appropriate representatives from the National Park Service in the Section 106 consultation 
process. 

As the project alternatives are refined, we anticipate the receipt of more detailed information on the 
identification of historic properties and measures to avoid or minimize effects. To assist you in your 
identification of known historic and archaeological resources, the Bureau for Historic Preservation (PHMC-
BHP) maintains records of National Register listed and eligible resources as well as archaeological surveys 
(P.A.S.S. files).  Information on many of these resources is available on our web based Cultural Resources 
Geographic Information System (CRGIS) http://crgis.state.pa.us. Additional information is available in the 
survey reports and files of the PHMC-BHP’s research room. Please consult the unpublished reports and 
files to determine what is known in the project area and whether or not the previous survey information 
may require an update.  
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In addition, a comparison of historic (available at pennpilot.psu.edu) and current aerial mapping would be 
useful for identifying changes to the landscape over time as well as additional resources within the project 
vicinity that meet the National Register 50-year-age consideration.  

We also welcome the opportunity for a site visit to identify 50-year-old resources not previously assessed 
for National Register eligibility and further assess the potential effects of the various alignments on 
National Register listed and eligible resources. 

If you need further information regarding archaeological resources, please contact Mark Shaffer at (717) 783-
9900.  If you need further information concerning historic structures, please contact Barbara Frederick at (717) 
772-0921. 

Sincerely, 

Douglas C. McLearen, Chief 
Division of Archaeology & Protection 

DCM/bcf 
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March 7, 2016 
 
 
Ms. Terry Garcia Crews 
ATT: Tony Cho 
FTA, Region III 
1760 Market Street, Suite 500 
Philadelphia, PA 19103-4124 
 
RE:  ER 2013-1006-091-I; FTA: King of Prussia Rail Project; Upper Merion Township, 
Montgomery County; APE Report 
 
Dear Ms. Garcia Crews, 
 
Thank you for submitting information concerning the above referenced project. The Pennsylvania 
State Historic Preservation Office (PA SHPO) reviews projects in accordance with state and 
federal laws. Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, and the 
implementing regulations (36 CFR Part 800) of the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, is 
the primary federal legislation. The Environmental Rights amendment, Article 1, Section 27 of the 
Pennsylvania Constitution and the Pennsylvania History Code, 37 Pa. Cons. Stat. Section 500 et 
seq. (1988) is the primary state legislation. These laws include consideration of the project's 
potential effects on both historic and archaeological resources. 
 
Archaeological Resources 
The information you provided indicates a Phase IA archaeological survey will be completed for 
the Likely Preferred Alternative. Please provide a copy of the Phase IA report to our office for 
review and comment. 
 
Above Ground Resources 
Thank you for providing an Area of Potential Effects (APE) Report for the above-referenced 
project. Based on the information received as well as discussed in our March 3, 2016 conference 
call, we concur with the proposed APE and survey methodology for above ground resources. 
Please be sure to consult relevant guidelines and appropriate historic contexts for completion of 
the full HRSFs. In addition, please include historic and current aerial comparisons as appropriate 
in addition to the required attachments (USGS, photographs, site plans).  
 
As captured in the March 3, 2016 meeting minutes, the following properties will be surveyed: 
 

≠ Quarry Property – abbreviated Historic Resource Survey Form (HRSF) 
≠ Philadelphia & Reading Railroad – contingent upon additional research into previous 

finding regarding the Chester Valley Railroad 
≠ Brandywine Village District –full HRSF  
≠ King of Prussia Arms Apartments – abbreviated HRSF (provided that apartment complex 

has no association with public housing) 
≠ Allendale Road Farmhouse – abbreviated HRSF 
≠ Wills Building  – abbreviated HRSF 
≠ Gatti & Morisson Building -  abbreviated HRSF 
≠ Southern W&S of PA - abbreviated HRSF 
≠ ProMetrics - abbreviated HRSF 
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≠ Arkema Campus – full HRSF 
≠ Devon International – abbreviated HRSF 
≠ American Baptist Mission Center – full HRSF 

 
Please be sure to consult relevant guidelines for completion of all forms (available from our 
website) and appropriate historic contexts for completion of the full HRSFs. In addition, please 
include historic and current aerial comparisons as appropriate in addition to the required 
attachments (USGS, photographs, site plans) for each of the full HRSFs.  
 
For questions concerning archaeological resources, please contact Mark Shaffer at 
mshaffer@pa.gov or (717) 783-9900. For questions concerning above ground resources, please 
contact Emma Diehl at emdiehl@pa.gov or (717) 787.9121. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Douglas C. McLearen, Chief 
Division of Archaeology and Protection 
 
C: Tony Cho, FTA 
 Liz Smith, SEPTA 
 Leslie Roche, AECOM 
 Kate Farnham, AECOM 





Enclosure 3
Invited Consulting Parties

 Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission
 National Park Service, Northeast Region
 Valley Forge National Historical Park 
 Montgomery County Planning Commission
 Montgomery County Division of Parks, Trails and Historic Sites
 Historical Society of Montgomery County
 The Heritage Conservancy
 Upper Merion Township Planning Commission
 King of Prussia Historical Society
 Chester County Historic Preservation Network
 Chester County Historical Society
 Chester County Planning Commission
 Tredyffrin Historic Preservation Trust
 Tredyffrin Township Historical Commission
 Upper Darby Township
 Upper Darby Historical Society
 Delaware County Planning Department
 Delaware County Historical Society
 Preservation Alliance for Greater Philadelphia
 The Delaware Tribe
 The Delaware Nation
 The Oneida Indian Nation
 The Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma
 Stockbridge-Munsee Community of Mohican Indians
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King of Prussia Rail  
Norristown High Speed Line AA / DEIS 

Section 106 Consulting Parties Meeting 1 
Summary 

Date:  September 8, 2016 
Time:   10:30 AM 
Location: Upper Merion Township Building 

Participants
Kate Farnham  AECOM
Marge Quinn  AECOM
Leslie Roche  AECOM
Jesse Walker  AECOM
Beverlee Barnes Delaware County 
Dan Koenig   FTA
Tim Lidiak  FTA
Janet Arcuicci  Montgomery County 
Emma Diehl  PHMC 
Mark Shaffer  PHMC 
Fritz Ohrenschall SEPTA 
Liz Smith SEPTA 
Stephen Burso Tredyffrin Township 
Erin McPherson Tredyffrin Township 
Jaque Camp  Upper Merion Township 
Rob Loeper  Upper Merion Township 

Summary of Meeting 

 Introductions and sign-in sheet – Liz Smith opened the meeting with a round of introductions and 
sign-in sheet circulation. 

 Project Overview 
o Liz outlined the meeting goals: 

o To inform attendees about the project and its relationship to cultural resources protected 
by Section 106; and 

o To gain feedback and input from consulting parties regarding study area cultural 
resources. 

o Liz then provided background on the project origins, schedule, planning process, alternatives 
development and screening, and the recommended locally preferred alternative (LPA).  

 Section 106 
o Leslie Roche continued the meeting by describing the Section 106 process under the National 

Historic Preservation Act, the role of the Section 106 process to inform the NEPA DEIS process, 
FTA’s role as lead agency, the PHMC’s role as the State Historic Preservation Office, and the 
role of the consulting and interested parties. 

o Dan Koenig explained that as the lead agency, FTA is co-managing the project with SEPTA. It is 
early in the Section 106 process, which allows for dialog with the consulting parties as the project 
advances. Dan further explained that the format of engagement with the consulting parties is 
flexible. Thus, while today’s session is a meeting, future interaction could be by phone or webinar 
if desired. Emma Diehl indicated that the PHMC is flexible in regard to the format for future 
consulting party meetings for the project, such as conference call.  
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o Kate Farnham continued the meeting by explaining the area of potential effect (APE) for historic 
architectural (above-ground) properties and the methodology for identifying such properties. Dan 
explained that FTA and SEPTA consulted with PHMC regarding the APEs for architectural history 
and archaeology, and PHMC concurred with the proposed APE boundaries earlier this year. 

o Kate then reviewed the properties evaluated for historic potential. She noted that initially 
properties 50 years old or older were identified for examination as potential historic properties 
because the Section 106 guidelines for assessment suggest that benchmark. Dan added that 50 
years was determined to be a realistic benchmark for the project considering SEPTA’s timely 
project implementation schedule. Fifty years equates to above-ground resources built in 1970-
1971. Previous architectural survey work had been done in the APE and three previously 
identified properties were determined eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. 
As part of this study, AECOM also identified and surveyed 10 new properties, of which one (the 
American Baptist Churches USA Mission Center) was recommended eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places.  

Properties are eligible for the National Register of Historic Places because they achieve specific 
criteria for eligibility outlined by the Section 106 regulations. The four eligible/recommended-
eligible properties include: 

1. Pennsylvania Turnpike: Delaware River Extension 
2. Philadelphia and Western Railway: Norristown High Speed Line 
3. Market Street Elevated Railway Historic District 
4. American Baptist Churches USA Mission Center 

In addition, the APE includes the Philadelphia Transit Company Building. The oldest portion of 
this building is not eligible but contributes to two eligible historic districts (Market Street Elevated 
Railway Historic District and 69th Street Terminal Square Shopping District). 

o Jesse Walker continued the meeting by explaining the survey for potential below-ground 
(archaeological) resources, the survey methodology and results. Because of extensive 
development and land re-contouring in the APE, the survey results indicate low sensitivity for 
archaeological resources; no further archaeological work is recommended within the APE. 

o Leslie concluded the Section 106 presentation portion of the meeting with next steps, explaining 
that the AECOM team is preparing a draft Section 106 effects report. Dan noted that the DEIS 
would contain the eligibility report findings and PHMC concurrence, but if the effects report if not 
finalized by the time the DEIS is published, the DEIS will contain preliminary findings of effect. 
Leslie then asked for comments from consulting parties and described how comments could be 
provided. It was agreed with the consulting parties to provide written comments by October 1.  

 Next steps - Liz outlined next steps for the Section 106 and NEPA processes. 

 Question and comment period: 

o Emma Diehl stated that PHMC is in the process of updating their statewide historic preservation 
plan. Meetings are occurring across the state during this process, providing the opportunity for 
input from interested people and organizations. She offered that those interested could participate 
by signing up for PHMC’s blog, accessible via www.phmc.pa.gov.

o Mark Shaffer asked whether ancillary infrastructure to the project such as stormwater 
management facilities and utility relocations were accounted for in the APE for archaeology? 



3

SEPTA and the AECOM team responded that at the current level of concept design, 
approximately 3 percent, areas for ancillary facilities are preliminarily accommodated. Mark 
responded that Phase 1A archaeological survey would be required if the APE were to increase to 
accommodate project-related facilities. Dan noted that future survey and consultation could occur, 
citing the future identification of specific locations and design of piers and stations. 

o Dan encouraged the consulting parties to review the survey reports for above-ground and below-
ground resources and provide comments in a timely manner. Consulting party input will be 
shared with PHMC. 

o Beverlee Barnes noted that Delaware County’s architectural inventory report from 1991, prepared 
by CHRS, is available at the County and at PHMC in hard copy. 

o Stephen Burso asked about project funding. Liz responded that SEPTA is in the process of 
identifying potential funding sources, of which federal funding would be a part. She noted that 
SEPTA expects many non-Federal funding sources will make up the match. Dan noted that 
SEPTA is undertaking NEPA and Section 106 as required steps toward qualifying for FTA’s 
Capital Investment Grant program. 

o Attendees asked for the slide presentation from this meeting and the address and deadline for 
providing comments. Liz responded that the PowerPoint presentation would be shared by email 
with the contact information for providing comments. Leslie showed the comment slide indicating 
the ways to provide comments. 

o Jaque Camp asked about the potential to locate a station near the project crossing of U.S. Route 
202, citing nearby apartment complexes within walking distance. Liz responded that engineering 
challenges make citing a station at that location not practicable. She indicated that a potential 
pedestrian connection from 251 DeKalb could be made to the Henderson Road station. Also, the 
apartment owner near Allendale likes the pedestrian access to the proposed Mall station. 

o Jaque asked whether there is a warrant for two stations at the Mall now that the two parts of the 
Mall are connected? Liz responded that SEPTA has discussed this same question with Simon 
Properties, the mall owner. The western station is warranted as it would also serve Lockheed-
Martin. She also cited the long-term mall development plan around the second station. 

o Dan asked if there is potential for future infill stations in the project corridor? Liz responded yes. 
o Stephen asked several questions: 

o How will the elevated stations be accessed?  Liz responded that where stations span 
streets, elevators and stairs would be provided on both sides of the streets. This provision 
would eliminate the need for at-grade street crossing. 

o What will be the visual effect to the Tredyffrin area of the terminal station at 1st Avenue, 
considering the elevated structure and pedestrian bridge? Liz responded that SEPTA is 
preparing and will share a 3D rendering that will depict the appearance of the terminal 
station in the context of surrounding development. 

o Is Valley Forge National Historical Park a consulting party? Liz responded affirmatively, 
saying the park has been involved in the project from the beginning of the current study. 

o Trout Creek runs under the casino property in a 12- to 18-foot diameter culvert. Rob 
Loeper added that the stream is located behind the casino buildings. 
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September 26, 2016 
 
Mr. Dan Koenig 
FTA 
1760 Market Street, Suite 500 
Philadelphia, PA 19103-4124 
 

 
RE:  ER 2013-1006-091-L; FTA: King of Prussia Rail Project; Upper Merion Township, 
Montgomery County; Intensive-Level Survey Forms 

 
 
Dear Mr. Koenig, 
 
Thank you for submitting information concerning the above referenced project. The Pennsylvania 
State Historic Preservation Office (PA SHPO) reviews projects in accordance with state and 
federal laws. Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, and the implementing 
regulations (36 CFR Part 800) of the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, is the primary 
federal legislation. The Environmental Rights amendment, Article 1, Section 27 of the 
Pennsylvania Constitution and the Pennsylvania History Code, 37 Pa. Cons. Stat. Section 500 et 
seq. (1988) is the primary state legislation. These laws include consideration of the project's 
potential effects on both historic and archaeological resources. 

 
Above Ground Resources 
We offer the following comments in response to the intensive-level historic resource survey.  
 
Eligible 
Based on the information received and available within our files, we concur with the findings of 
the agency that the following property is Eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places: 
 

≠ National Offices of the American Baptist Church (588-590 N. Gulph Road) – This 
property is Eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places under Criterion C 
in the area of Architecture, for the year 1962, the date of construction, for its 
exemplification of mid-century Modern architecture designed by notable architect Vincent 
Kling. The proposed boundary includes the current tax parcel, as indicated in the 
submission. 

 
Not Eligible 
We concur with the findings of the agency that the following properties are Not Eligible for listing 
in the National Register of Historic Places, due to a lack of integrity and/or significance: 
 

≠ Brandywine Village 
≠ King of Prussia Arms Apartments 
≠ Elwood Powell House 
≠ Wills Building (Key No. 097653) 
≠ Gatti Morrison Construction Materials 
≠ Southern Wine and Spirits of Pennsylvania 
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≠ ProMetrics 
≠ Pensalt Technological Center (Arkema Campus) 
≠ Devon International Group 

 
No Additional Information Due to Potential for Effect 
We concur with the scope and level of effort utilized to identify historic properties for this project, 
appropriate pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800.4, on the following properties as individual resources; 
however, if the proposed project route changes or if the agency anticipates direct effects to the 
following property, additional information in the form of a Historic Resource Survey Form may be 
required (upon consultation with our office): 
 

≠ McCoy Quarry 
 

 
 
For questions and/or future consultation regarding this review, please contact Emma Diehl at 
emdiehl@pa.gov or (717) 787-9121. 
 
 

 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Douglas C. McLearen, Chief 
Division of Archaeology and Protection 
 
 



From: Bonney Hartley [mailto:Bonney.Hartley@mohican-nsn.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, September 27, 2016 12:10 PM 
To: Koenig, Daniel (FTA) 
Cc: leslie.roche@aecom.com; Diehl, Emma (emdiehl@pa.gov); Shaffer, Mark (PHMC) 
(mshaffer@pa.gov); Smith, Elizabeth A (EASmith@septa.org)
Subject: RE: Section 106 Consultation - King of Prussia Project 

Dear Dan: 

On behalf of Stockbridge Munsee Community I confirm that we do not have significant cultural resource 
concerns with the King of Prussia Rail Project as proposed based on the archeological reports provided. 
Should the project alternative and APE change, we request continued consultation. If not, no further 
information is needed.  

Best,
Bonney

Bonney Hartley
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer  
Stockbridge-Munsee Mohican Tribal  Historic Preservation
New York Office 
65 1st Street
Troy, NY 12180

(518) 244-3164 
Bonney.Hartley@mohican-nsn.gov
www.mohican-nsn.gov



September 28, 2016

Leslie E. Roche, AICP
AECOM
510 Carnegie Center
Princeton, NJ 08540

Re: Section 106 Process for the King of Prussia 
Regional Rail Project

Dear Ms. Roche:

Thank you for the consultation opportunity regarding the historic resources and the King of Prussia Rail 
project. We have reviewed the historic resources identified during the Section 106 process. We do not 
have any additional comments on either the previously identified or the newly identified resources for 
the project. 

Should you have any further questions regarding this, please contact me at 610-278-3756 or 
jholton1@montcopa.org.

Sincerely,

Jody L. Holton, AICP, Executive Director
Montgomery County Planning Commission

MONTGOMERY COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

JOSH SHAPIRO, CHAIR 

VALERIE A. ARKOOSH, MD, MPH, VICE CHAIR 

JOSEPH C. GALE 

MONTGOMERY  COUNTY 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

MONTGOMERY COUNTY COURTHOUSE • PO BOX 311 

NORRISTOWN, PA 19404-0311 
610-278-3722 

FAX: 610-278-3941•  TDD: 610-631-1211 
WWW.MONTCOPA.ORG 

Jody L. Holton, AICP 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 



       The Delaware Nation 
         NAGPRA/106 Department 
             31064 State Highway 281 
             Anadarko, OK 73005  
             Phone (405)247-2448 Fax (405) 247-8905 

NAGPRA          ext. 1182 
Museum/106    ext. 1181 
Library             ext. 1196 
Director            ext. 1180 

19 October 2016 

To Whom It May Concern: 

The Delaware Nation Cultural Preservation Department received correspondence regarding the following 
referenced project(s).  

Section 106 Consultation for the King of Prussia Rail Project, Upper Merion Township,  
Montgomery County, Pennsylvania (ER 2013-1006-091-A). 

Our office is committed to protecting tribal heritage, culture and religion with particular concern for 
archaeological sites potentially containing burials and associated funerary objects.

The Lenape people occupied the area indicated in your letter during, or prior to, European contact until their 
eventual removal to our present locations. According to our files, the location of the proposed project does not 
endanger cultural or religious sites of interest to the Delaware Nation.  PPlease continue with the project as 
planned keeping in mind during construction should  an archaeological site or artifacts inadvertently be 
uncovered, all construction and ground disturbing activities should immediately be halted until the appropriate 
state agencies, as well as this office, are notified (within 24 hours), and a proper archaeological assessment can 
be made.  

Please note the Delaware Nation, the Delaware Tribe of Indians, and the Stockbridge Munsee Band of Mohican 
Indians are the only Federally Recognized Delaware/Lenape entities in the United States and consultation must 
be made only with designated staff of these three tribes. We appreciate your cooperation in contacting the 
Delaware Nation Cultural Preservation Office to conduct proper Section 106 consultation. Should you have any 
questions, feel free to contact our offices at 405/247-8903 or by email: nalligood@delawarenation.com, or 
jross@delawarenation.com.

Nekole Alligood
NAGPRA/106 Director 
The Delaware Nation
31064 State Highway 281 
Anadarko, OK 73005 
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December 15, 2016 

Mr. Dan Koenig 
FTA
1760 Market Street, Suite 500 
Philadelphia, PA    19103-4124 

RE: ER 2013-1006-091-L: FTA – King of Prussia Rail Project, Upper Merion Township, 
Montgomery County – Phase IA Archaeological Survey Report 

      Dear Mr. Koenig: 

Thank you for providing information concerning the above referenced project. The 
Pennsylvania State Historic Preservation Office (PA SHPO) reviews projects in accordance 
with state and federal laws. Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, 
and the implementing regulations (36 CFR Part 800) of the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation, is the primary federal legislation. The Environmental Rights amendment, Article 
1, Section 27 of the Pennsylvania Constitution and the Pennsylvania History Code, 37 Pa. 
Cons. Stat. Section 500 et seq. (1988) is the primary state legislation. These laws include 
consideration of the project's potential effects on both historic and archaeological resources. 
Our comments are as follows: 

Archaeological Resources
Based on the results of this investigation, we agree with the recommendation that no further 
archaeological investigation is necessary within the APE-Archaeology. 

If you have any questions or comments concerning our review, please contact Mark Shaffer 
at (717) 783-9900 or MShaffer@pa.gov.

Sincerely,

Douglas C. McLearen, Chief 
Division of Archaeology and Protection 
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Roche, Leslie

From: Koenig, Daniel (FTA) <daniel.koenig@dot.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, February 21, 2017 9:30 AM
To: Miller
Cc: Diehl, Emma (emdiehl@pa.gov); Lidiak, Timothy (FTA); Shaffer, Mark (PHMC) 

(mshaffer@pa.gov); Roche, Leslie; Smith, Elizabeth A (EASmith@septa.org); Quinn, 
Margaret; Ohrenschall, Frederick A (FOhrenschall@septa.org)

Subject: RE: Section 106 for the King of Prussia Rail Extension Project

Mr. Miller, 

Thank you for the feedback and review. I’m cc’ing PHMC and SEPTA for their awareness of your comment. 

-Dan

From: Miller [mailto:jonrobjam@verizon.net]
Sent: Sunday, February 19, 2017 1:01 PM 
To: Koenig, Daniel (FTA) 
Subject: Re: Section 106 for the King of Prussia Rail Extension Project 

Mr. Koenig: 
The Chester County Historic Preservation Network has “No Comment.” 
John Miller 
President of the CCHPN 

From: Koenig, Daniel (FTA)
Sent: Monday, February 13, 2017 3:57 PM 
To: dmclearen@pa.gov
Cc: Zubrzycki, Kathleen (FTA) ; Tarone, Tony (FTA) ; Lidiak, Timothy (FTA) ; leslie.roche@aecom.com ; 
mailto:emdiehl@pa.gov ; mailto:mshaffer@pa.gov ; mike_caldwell@nps.gov ; deirdre_gibson@nps.gov ; 
info@kophistory.org ; dcliffor@montcopa.org ; jholton1@montcopa.org ; jcamp@wrtdesign.com ; 
rloeper@umtownship.org ; tjudge@upperdarby.org ; jonrobjam@verizon.net ; blindsay@chestercohistorical.org ; 
tredyffrin@tredyffrin.org ; info@tredyffrinhistory.org ; info@tredyffrinhistory.org
Subject: Section 106 for the King of Prussia Rail Extension Project 

Dear Mr. McLearen and Consulting Parties, 

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) is providing the attached letter and below enclosures via hyperlink for a 15-day 
review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act for the above-referenced project. The below link is 
only active for 7 days so please contact myself if you need a refreshed hyperlink or wish to receive a hardcopy of the 
enclosed materials. FTA is requesting consulting party comment on the materials in the below link within 15-days of this 
email notification. After any potential comments from consulting parties are considered, FTA will seek PHMC’s 
concurrence on effect under Section 106 for the project.  

Updated Effects Report and Quarry Form Addendum 
This file will be available for download until 2/20/2017
Download all files (.zip)

Please contact me with any questions. Thanks. 

-Dan
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Daniel Koenig 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
Federal Transit Administration  
1990 K Street, NW I Suite 510
Washington, DC 20006 
202.219.3528 (o) I 202.219.3545 (f)
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March 16, 2017 
 
 
Mr. Daniel Koenig 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
FTA, Region III 
1760 Market Street, Suite 500 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
 
 
RE:  ER 2013-1006-091-O; FTA: King of Prussia Rail Extension Project; Upper Merion 
Township, Montgomery County; Determination of Effects Report 

 
 
Dear Mr. Koenig, 
 
Thank you for submitting information concerning the above referenced project. The Pennsylvania 
State Historic Preservation Office (PA SHPO) reviews projects in accordance with state and 
federal laws. Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, and the implementing 
regulations (36 CFR Part 800) of the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, is the primary 
federal legislation. The Environmental Rights amendment, Article 1, Section 27 of the 
Pennsylvania Constitution and the Pennsylvania History Code, 37 Pa. Cons. Stat. Section 500 et 
seq. (1988) is the primary state legislation. These laws include consideration of the project's 
potential effects on both historic and archaeological resources. 
 
Determination of Eligibility- McCoy Quarry (Key No. 203554) 
Based on the information received and available within our files, it is the opinion of the State 
Historic Preservation Officer that the McCoy Quarry (Key No. 203554) is Not Eligible for listing 
in the National Register of Historic Places due to a lack of integrity. 
 
Determination of Effects 
Based on the information received, we concur with the findings of the agency that the proposed 
project will have No Adverse Effect on the Pennsylvania Turnpike: Delaware River Extension 
(Key No. 155879); the American Baptist Churches USA Mission Center (Key No. 203535); and 
the Philadelphia and Western Railway: Norristown High Speed Line (Key No. 128825). We 
concur with the findings of the agency that the proposed project will have No Effect on the 
Market Street Elevated Railway Historic District (Key No. 105499) and the 69th Street Terminal 
Square Shopping District (Key No. 156448) 
 
If you need further information concerning this review and/or project plans should change, please 
contact Emma Diehl at emdiehl@pa.gov or (717) 787-9121. 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Douglas C. McLearen, Chief 
Division of Archaeology and Protection 
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October 30, 2020 

 
Ms. Shauna Haas 
Federal Transit Administration 
1835 Market Street, Suite 1910 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 

 
RE:  ER 2013-1006-091-R; FTA: King of Prussia Rail Extension; Upper Merion Township, 
Montgomery County; Design Refinements – Determination of Effects 

 
 
Dear Ms. Haas, 
 
Thank you for submitting information concerning the above referenced project. The Pennsylvania 
State Historic Preservation Office (PA SHPO) reviews projects in accordance with state and 
federal laws. Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, and the implementing 
regulations (36 CFR Part 800) of the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, is the primary 
federal legislation. The Environmental Rights amendment, Article 1, Section 27 of the 
Pennsylvania Constitution and the Pennsylvania History Code, 37 Pa. Cons. Stat. Section 500 et 
seq. (1988) is the primary state legislation. These laws include consideration of the project's 
potential effects on both historic and archaeological resources. 
 
Proposed Project 
The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) previously completed Section 106 consultation for the 
above-referenced project in March 2017. PA SHPO concurred with the overall project finding of 
No Adverse Effect. The overall project is SEPTA’s proposed extension of the Norristown High 
Speed Line to King of Prussia. The proposed design has been refined to include areas and 
actions not addressed in previous consultation. 
 
Area of Potential Effects 
Based on the information received, we concur with the agency’s Area of Potential Effects as 
presented in your submission for both archaeology and above ground resources. 
 
Archaeological Resources 
We concur with the findings that no archaeological resources will be affected by the proposed 
project as refined and that no additional archaeological survey is warranted. 
 
Aboveground Resources 
Identification of Historic Properties 
One new potential historic property was identified as part of the refined design. Based on the 
information received and available within our files, we concur with the findings of the agency that 
the Pennsylvania-New Jersey (PNJ) Interconnection: Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting 
Transmission Line is Eligible as part of the overall PNJ Interconnection (Key No. 156601), a 
portion of which (Wallenpaupack to Siegfried) was determined eligible in 2011. The line is eligible 
under Criterion A in the areas of Engineering and Industry, as it forms part of an engineering 
innovation with wide-ranging impacts to the development of electrical power distribution grids 
and was an integral part of a landmark cooperative agreement creating a power-pool partnership 
between three regional utilities. The property is also eligible under Criterion C as a linear district  
of intact typical transmission structures dating from the line’s original construction that collectively 
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represent the innovation in engineering that made successful long-distance, high-voltage 
transmission and creation of a power pool possible. The period of significance begins in 1927, 
when the PNJ Interconnection agreement was signed and ends in 1956, when the Baltimore Gas 
& Electric and General Public Utilities joined the utility pool. The boundary of the linear district 
includes the right-of-way, or 350’ on center from line. While we agree that the portion within the 
APE retains integrity, it is likely that the boundary extends beyond the APE to possibly include 
the entire line itself. 
 
Determination of Effect 
Based on the information provided and available within our files, we concur with the agency 
finding that the proposed project, including the revised design, will result in No Adverse Effect to 
the following properties: Pennsylvania Turnpike: Delaware River Extension (Key No. 155679) 
and the Philadelphia and Western Railroad (Key No. 128825). We concur that the proposed 
project as refined will have No Effect on the Market Street Elevated Railway Historic District (Key 
No. 105499), the 69th Street Terminal Square Shopping District (Key No. 156448), and the 
American Baptist Churches USA Mission Center (Key No. 203535). 
 
With regards to the PNJ Interconnection (Key No. 156601), we concur with the overall finding of 
the agency that the project as refined will result in an Adverse Effect to historic properties due to 
the necessity to physically remove at least four and up to seven original lattice towers that are 
contributing resources to the linear historic district. To comply with the regulations of the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation, the federal agency must follow the procedures outlined in 36 
CFR 800.6 when the effect is adverse. Thank you for providing the additional information 
regarding consideration of alternatives that avoid or minimize effects to historic properties as well 
as documentation of consulting party coordination. The federal agency will need to notify the 
Advisory Council of the effect finding and continue to consult with the PA SHPO and other 
consulting parties, as participating, to seek ways to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate the adverse 
effects on the historic property.  
 
Resolution of Adverse Effects 
We generally agree with the proposed mitigation as outlined in the draft Memorandum of 
Agreement provided on October 23, 2020. As proposed,  SEPTA shall prepare GIS mapping of 
the portion of the PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line in 
Pennsylvania for submittal to PA SHPO and integration into PA SHPO’s Cultural Resources 
Geographic Information System (CRGIS) and/or any successor GIS systems. Mapping shall be a 
boundary shape and cover the area of the resource between the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania border with Maryland and PECO’s Plymouth Meeting Substation in Plymouth 
Meeting, Pennsylvania. The mapping shall be provided as ArcGIS shapefiles and shall be 
prepared and submitted in compliance with PA SHPO guidelines for GIS deliverables. This 
mapping will be an addendum to the resource as mapped in the previous Historic Resources 
Survey Form (HRSF) for the PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting 
Transmission Line (Key No. 156601).  
 
In addition to the mapping proposed, PA SHPO offers for consideration an inventory of potential 
contributing resources for the section of line covered by the aforementioned mapping (the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania border with Maryland and PECO’s Plymouth Meeting 
Substation) as part of this effort. This would include substations and lattice towers as well as any 
other supporting structures identified. The inventory would be submitted as an addendum to the 
HRSF in accordance with current PA SHPO standards and could be provided in table format to 
include name, type, estimated construction date, and photographs. Photographic documentation 
could include individual photographs for resources such as substations, and representative 
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photographs for repetitive features, such as the lattice towers. In addition, as the mapping was 
somewhat difficult to discern in the HRSF provided for the PNJ Interconnection (Figure 2 of the 
HRSF submitted), a revised map illustrating the area documented (between the 
Pennsylvania/Maryland border and the Plymouth Meeting Substation) on current aerial mapping 
should be provided. 
 
Please note, however, that concurrence with this proposed mitigation should not preclude 
consideration of any other mitigation options proposed by other consulting parties, if presented. 
 
If you need further information concerning this review and/or future consultation, please contact 
Emma Diehl at emdiehl@pa.gov or (717) 787-9121. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Douglas C. McLearen, Chief 
Division of Environmental Review 
 
 
 

mailto:emdiehl@pa.gov
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October 19, 2020 

Mr. Douglas McLearen 
Division Chief, Environmental Review 
Pennsylvania Historical & Museum Commission 
State Historic Preservation Office 
400 North Street, 2nd Floor 
Harrisburg, PA 17120-0093 

RE:  Section 106 Consultation for the King of Prussia (KOP) Rail Project, Upper Merion 
Township, Montgomery County, Pennsylvania (ER 2013-1006-091-A)  

Dear Mr. McLearen: 

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA), in cooperation with the Southeastern Pennsylvania 
Transportation Authority (SEPTA), previously completed Section 106 consultation for the above-
referenced Project on March 16, 2017, with the Pennsylvania State Historic Preservation Office 
(PA SHPO) concurring with FTA’s finding of no adverse effect.   

The purpose of this letter is to reopen Section 106 consultation for the Project because of design 
refinements that change the limits of disturbance and the Area of Potential Effects (APE) of the 
Project. FTA is presenting for SHPO consideration and concurrence the modified APEs for 
architecture and archaeology, assessment of historic properties not previously documented within 
this modified APE, and an evaluation of effects based on the design refinements and newly 
identified historic resources.  

Modified APE for Historic Architecture 

The modified APE for architecture, depicted in Attachment A, Figures 1 and 2, includes the 
following additional areas, all in Upper Merion Township: 

 Norristown High Speed Line (NHSL) - The APE boundary is moved from the centerline of the 
NHSL to the eastern edge of the Project limits of disturbance along the NHSL to accommodate 
widening of the existing rail embankment where the Project joins the NHSL; the embankment 
will be widened to accommodate the Project track interconnection with the existing NHSL 
tracks. Work will occur entirely within the right-of-way (ROW) of the NHSL.  

 Between Henderson Road and the NHSL - The APE boundary is expanded to the south to 
accommodate the following refined Project elements: 

o A proposed drainage easement along the west side of the NHSL;  

o Full parcel acquisition of the Republic Services property (owned by Browning-Ferris 
Industries);  

o A driveway easement between Henderson Road and a proposed stormwater 
management basin; and  
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o A sliver of land that SEPTA will purchase adjacent to the southern edge of the PECO 
Energy Company (PECO) corridor to offset right-of-way needs from the north edge of the 
PECO corridor.  

 Henderson Road Area - The APE boundary is expanded to the north to accommodate a 
parking structure for Henderson Road Station and temporary construction easement along 
Henderson Road.  

 Mall Boulevard Area - The APE boundary is expanded north of existing Mall Boulevard to 
accommodate the refined location of Mall Blvd Station in the vicinity of the Hyatt House Hotel. 

 First Avenue Area - The APE boundary is expanded on the north side of First Avenue in Moore 
Park (formerly KOP Business Park) to accommodate the following elements: 

o A proposed stormwater management basin on a portion of the existing Arkema property; 
and  

o Full parcel acquisition of the Devon International Group property (owned by Royale 
Garden) on the west side of Moore Road to accommodate the refined location of First & 
Moore Station.    

The modified APE was determined based on the refined design alternatives, desktop analysis, 
and field survey. The APE was expanded to include land acquisitions for construction, stormwater 
drainage, and other easements immediately west of the NHSL and south of the proposed rail 
extension, and for parking structures at the Henderson Road Station and First & Moore Station, 
including parcels or portions of land parcels that extend beyond the original APE (see Attachment 
A, Figures 1 and 2). The Republic Services property, located in a low-lying area between Saulin 
Blvd. and the PA Turnpike, is surrounded by the NHSL, the elevated PA Turnpike, and modern 
development on Saulin Blvd., and as such, work at this location would not have visual impacts to 
surrounding properties. Proposed driveway easements nearby are through already-modernized 
areas and mostly utilize existing driveways or parking areas. Field survey of the viewsheds in the 
proposed Henderson Road station parking area indicated that the parcels to be acquired are 
surrounded by wooded buffers, and that due to distance, vegetation, and topography, the 
proposed multistory parking structures would not have visual impacts to adjacent properties. At 
the First & Moore station, where the Devon International Group parcel would be cleared for a 
parking structure, the parcel is surrounded by modern office parks, a wooded stream valley, and 
the modern Valley Forge Casino complex. Again, there would not be visual impacts to surrounding 
properties. As such, the modified APE was limited to the parcel boundaries for all of these 
acquisitions.  

The design refinements also call for replacement of several high-voltage transmission towers in 
the PECO corridor with taller monopole structures near the east end of the APE, which has the 
potential to be visible from nearby properties. The previous study called for potential replacements 
of some towers, and a visual analysis was undertaken at that time as part of determining the APE. 
As the current design refinements provide further identification of which towers would be affected, 
a reassessment of the potential for visual effects to historic resources from the proposed 
monopoles was undertaken. An APE for visual impacts was defined based on the proposed height 
of the monopoles, the surrounding terrain, vegetation, and existing land uses (see Attachment A, 
Figure 2).  
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The portion of the APE for historic architecture in the vicinity of the affected PECO transmission 
towers is characterized by terrain that slopes down from higher elevations to a low point in the 
vicinity of the NHSL and Saulin Boulevard. Land uses surrounding the PECO corridor between 
the NHSL and the PA Turnpike are primarily modern residential, commercial, and industrial uses. 
Tree and shrub vegetation at the edges of properties in the vicinity of the PECO corridor is 
consistently tall and thick. These existing characteristics, along with topography and existing built 
resources, constrain views of the PECO corridor from the north, east, and west such that the 
replacement towers will either not be visible or would be in the background and not focal points 
of views that affect the setting of potential historic resources. Much of the visible horizon 
surrounding the east end of the corridor is already cluttered by existing transmission and cellular 
towers, as well as elevated water tanks. From the south, the proposed towers will be visible for a 
longer distance because the land slopes downward in that direction. However, the PA Turnpike 
is elevated across that viewshed and will mostly obstruct views from the south.  

Eligibility for Historic Architecture 

PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line 
One new potential historic resource has been identified within the modified APE: the PECO 
transmission line corridor is a portion of the Pennsylvania-New Jersey (PNJ) Interconnection; 
Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line (Key No. 156601; PNJ Interconnection). The 
resource is a linear transmission line lying between the existing NHSL and the PA Turnpike, 
extending across the Turnpike along Hansen Access Road. This resource was part of the original 
APE for the Project, but was not identified as a potential historic resource during previous 
consultation, as it was thought to postdate 1975; however, new information indicates that it is 
more than 50 years old. The portion of the PNJ Interconnection in the APE is depicted on Figures 
1a and 1b in Attachment A. This portion of the PNJ Interconnection has been evaluated and 
documented in the Historic Resources Survey Form (HRSF) attached, which includes a detailed 
site plan and keyed photographs (Attachment B).  

The portion of the PNJ Interconnection lying within the modified APE is eligible for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as a contributing portion of the larger PNJ 
Interconnection, a 210-mile ring of high-voltage transmission lines constructed in the 1920s to 
service PA and NJ (Attachment A, Figures 1a and 1b and 3; Attachment B).  

Assessment of Effects for Historic Architecture 

Previously Evaluated Resources 
The 2016 Determination of Effects Memorandum concluded that the Project would have no 
adverse effect on three properties: Pennsylvania Turnpike: Delaware River Extension (Key No. 
155679), Philadelphia and Western Railway (NHSL) (Key No. 128825), and American Baptist 
Churches USA Mission Center (Key No. 203535). The 2016 Determination of Effects 
Memorandum also concluded that the Project would result in a finding of no historic properties 
affected on the Market Street Elevated Railway Historic District (Key No. 105499) and 69th Street 
Terminal Square Shopping District (Key No. 156448). The SHPO concurred with this finding on 
March 16, 2017.  

The Definition of Effect/Criteria of Adverse Effect were applied to the same properties in light of 
the recent design refinements and proposed replacement of existing transmission towers, as all 
five properties remain within the modified APE (see Attachment C, Table 1). For the first two 
properties, the findings reported in the 2016 Determination of Effects Memorandum continue to 
apply because the Project would not alter, directly or indirectly, any of the characteristics of the 
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property that qualify the property for inclusion in the NRHP in a manner that would diminish the 
integrity of the property. For these reasons, FTA finds no change to the no adverse effect 
determinations for these resources: 

• Pennsylvania Turnpike: Delaware River Extension (Key No. 155679) – The Project will run 
along the north side of the resource for approximately 2,600 feet before crossing the resource 
where the existing DeKalb Pike crosses the resource. See Tables 2 and 3 in Attachment C.  

• Philadelphia and Western Railway (NHSL) (Key No. 128825) – The design refinement 
expanded the limit of disturbance of the Project to widen the existing NHSL embankment to 
accommodate the Project track interconnection with the existing NHSL tracks. See Tables 4 
and 5 in Attachment C.  

For the American Baptist Churches USA Mission Center, the no adverse effect finding formerly 
determined for the property stemmed from the need to take some land due to the location of the 
westernmost components of the Project. Under the refined design, no land takes would be 
necessary, due to shifting the Project further to the north and outside the property boundary. For 
this reason, FTA finds the project will result in no historic properties affected for this property.  

• American Baptist Churches USA Mission Center (Key No. 203535) – The design refinement 
shifted the Project to the north side of First Avenue. The Project will no longer require land 
from the resource. See Table 6 in Attachment C. 

For the last two resources, the design refinements at the 69th Street Transportation Center would 
occur in and adjacent to a modern extension of the Transportation Center building, and would not 
be visible from these two adjacent historic districts. No work would occur within the NRHP 
boundary of the historic districts. For each resource, the findings reported in the 2016 
Determination of Effects Memorandum continue to apply because the Project would not alter the 
characteristics of the historic property qualifying it for inclusion in or eligibility for the NRHP. For 
these reasons, FTA finds no change to the determination of no historic properties affected for 
these resources: 

• Market Street Elevated Railway Historic District (Key No. 105499) (Table 7 in Attachment C). 

• 69th Street Terminal Square Shopping District (Key No. 156448) (Table 8 in Attachment C). 

Newly Identified Resources 
As discussed above, one new historic resource was identified in the modified APE: the PNJ 
Interconnection. The portion of the PNJ Interconnection in the APE has seven pairs of steel lattice 
towers (approximately 65 to 85 feet tall) that carry the electric conductor cables (circuits) along 
the PECO transmission corridor. As previously mentioned, conceptual engineering study 
identified the need to replace at least four of the towers at the eastern end of the resource to 
address potentially insufficient vertical clearance between the proposed track and the electric 
circuits. The extant 14 towers are shown on Figures 1a and 1b in Attachment A; the four towers 
coded in red in Figure 1a will be replaced, while the three towers coded in yellow in Figure 1a 
may also require replacement, depending on further study during subsequent Project design. 
SEPTA determined that adequate vertical clearance cannot be achieved by changing the 
elevation of the track. This is because the elevation of the proposed tracks is constrained by 
vertical clearance requirements over Henderson Road. It is not feasible to lower the track 
elevation within the transmission line corridor, and then increase the track grade to achieve 
vertical clearance requirements over Henderson Road.  
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The only feasible way to increase vertical clearance is to raise the existing electric transmission 
circuits. In the existing condition, the electric circuits are attached to the top horizontal arms of the 
existing towers; thus, the circuits cannot be raised higher on the existing towers. The towers will 
need to be replaced with taller towers in order to raise the electric circuits to a sufficient height for 
the Project to have sufficient clearance beneath them. SEPTA coordinated with PECO regarding 
tower replacement and identified monopoles as the type of structure PECO now uses for tower 
replacement; in-kind replacement is not possible. Conceptual engineering study indicates the 
monopoles would be approximately 125 to 160 feet tall depending on location and terrain. 
Monopoles have different spacing requirements than the existing steel lattice towers; as such, the 
number and locations of monopoles used as replacement structures may differ from the current 
number and locations of the steel lattice towers. PECO will be responsible for the design of the 
tower replacement that is required to implement the Project, and SEPTA will continue to 
coordinate with PECO during subsequent Project design. 

The Definition of Effect and Criteria of Adverse Effect were applied to the PNJ Interconnection in 
Tables 9 and 10 in Attachment C. The Project may result in an adverse effect to the PNJ 
Interconnection because the Project will physically remove towers that are contributing elements 
to the resource, thereby diminishing the historic integrity of the historic property (Attachment C, 
Tables 1 and 10). However, despite these alterations, the PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to 
Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line will functionally continue to serve its original purpose as a 
feeder of the PNJ Interconnection system and will continue to contribute to the overall significance 
of the resource.  

Resolution of Adverse Effects  

PECO will be responsible for the design and construction of tower replacement, and SEPTA will 
continue to coordinate with PECO as tower design progresses. FTA will notify the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) of the adverse effect finding, and is preparing a 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) among FTA, SEPTA, and the PA SHPO. The MOA will 
stipulate any minimization and mitigation measures agreed upon to resolve adverse effects 
resulting from replacement of towers that contribute to the NRHP-eligible PNJ Interconnection. 
FTA and SHPO previously discussed providing GIS mapping of the PNJ Interconnection: 
Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line for integration into PA SHPO’s Cultural 
Resources Geographic Information System (CRGIS) as potential mitigation for the resolution of 
adverse effects. SEPTA and FTA are investigating this as a possibility and will consider other 
suggestions for potential mitigation received in a timely manner. 

Archaeology 

During initial Section 106 consultation for the Project, an APE for archaeology was defined as 
being the proposed limit of temporary and permanent land disturbance (May 2016 Phase 1A 
Archaeological Survey Report for King of Prussia Rail Extension, prepared by AECOM). On 
March 7, 2016, the SHPO concurred with the APE for archaeology.  

The design refinements are generally within the previously studied APE for archaeology, but 
because of design shifts, some portions extend beyond the previously studied APE. The original 
APE for archaeology was modified in the areas of the design refinements to encompass 
permanent and temporary limits of disturbance. Figure 5 in Attachment A shows the previous and 
modified APEs for archaeology. 
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Probability for Archaeology - The Phase 1A Archaeological Survey concluded by stating that the 
previously studied APE for archaeology has been subjected to an extensive amount of prior 
grading, development, and other types of ground disturbance; as a result, additional 
archaeological investigation of the APE for archaeology is not recommended. The SHPO 
concurred with this finding on December 15, 2016. 

Archaeologists examined the modified APE to determine archaeological sensitivity and probability 
of encountering intact belowground resources. Based on the comprehensive nature of prior 
earthmoving activities, archaeologists concluded that the modified APE for archaeology has a low 
sensitivity for prehistoric and historic archaeological resources. FTA finds that the findings of the 
Phase 1A Archaeological Survey apply to the modified APE for archaeology, and there is no need 
for additional evaluation of the modified APE for archaeology.     

Consulting Party Coordination 

In accordance with 36 CFR 800.1(c)(2), FTA and SEPTA identified parties that may be interested 
in reviewing and commenting on the proposed Project and FTA’s findings. The following 
individuals/organizations are copied on this letter, as invitation to participate/continue to 
participate as Section 106 consulting parties: King of Prussia Historical Society; Historical Society 
of Montgomery County; Montgomery County Division of Parks, Trails and Historic Sites; 
Montgomery County Planning Commission; Upper Merion Planning Commission; Upper Darby 
Township; and PECO. The identified consulting parties are invited at this time to provide comment 
on the identification of historic properties and effects of the project on historic properties as 
presented in this letter and enclosures, and comment on or propose alternative ideas for 
mitigation measures to resolve adverse effects.  

Parties wishing to participate in the Section 106 consultation process should notify Mr. Timothy 
Lidiak, FTA Community Planner, of their interest by November 2, 2020; his contact information is 
listed below.  

Request for SHPO Concurrence 

FTA seeks comment on the proposed modified architectural and archaeological APEs, 
identification of historic properties, and evaluation of effects. FTA also requests PA SHPO’s 
concurrence with the following findings: 

1. The determination of the PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting 
Transmission Line (Key No. 156601) as eligible for listing in the NRHP as contributing to 
the PNJ Interconnection; 

2. the determination that the undertaking will result in no adverse effect to the Pennsylvania 
Turnpike: Delaware River Extension (Key No. 155679) and the Philadelphia and Western 
Railway (NHSL) (Key No. 128825); 

3. the determination that the undertaking will result in no historic properties affected for 
the American Baptist Churches USA Mission Center (Key No. 203535), Market Street 
Elevated Railway Historic District (Key No. 105499), and 69th Street Terminal Square 
Shopping District (Key No. 156448); 
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4. the determination that the undertaking may result in adverse effects to the PNJ 
Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line (Key No. 156601); 
and 

5. the determination that no further evaluation of the modified APE for archaeology is 
necessary. 

FTA requests that PA SHPO and consulting party responses be received within 15 calendar days, 
based on the review schedule previously discussed and agreed to by FTA, SEPTA, and PA 
SHPO. As this date falls on a weekend, FTA will accept responses received by November 2, 
2020. Note that FTA is preparing a draft MOA for the PNJ Interconnection property, and delivery 
to PA SHPO for discussion is anticipated for October 26, 2020.  

If you have any questions or comments, please contact Mr. Timothy Lidiak, Community Planner, 
at (215) 656-7084 or tim.lidiak@dot.gov.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

Shauna J. Haas 
Environmental Protection Specialist 

 
Attachments  
 
cc: R. Judge (SEPTA) 
 M. Quinn (AECOM) 
 L. Roche (AECOM) 

Mr. David Montalvo (KOP Historical Society) 
Mr. Barry Rauhauser (Historical Society of Montgomery County) 
Mr. David Clifford (Montgomery County Division of Parks, Trails and Historic Sites 
Mr. Scott France (Montgomery County Planning Commission) 
Ms. Jacquelin Camp (Upper Merion Planning Commission) 
Mr. Rob Loeper (Upper Merion Planning Commission) 
Mr. Vincent Rongione, Esq. (Upper Darby Township) 
Mr. Pete Kirlin (PECO) 
Mr. John Halderman (PECO) 
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Figure 3. PNJ Interconnection Historical Map of Original System (Van Steen and McLane 2011:41). Markup shows 

location of PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line. 
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Figure 4. PNJ Interconnection Map showing NRHP-eligible sectors, Wallenpaupack to Siegfried and Bushkill to 

Roseland (Key No. 156601) (Van Steen and McLane 2011:167).
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Photographer  name    Katherine Farnham  

Date   9/14/2020  

Location Negatives/Electronic Images Stored AECOM, 625 W. Ridge Pike, Suite E-100, Conshohocken, PA 19428 
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Facing 

1 PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line. East end of resource; view 
looking southwest across NHSL from PECO ROW at Crooked Lane. 

SW 

2 View looking northeast from Republic Services toward easternmost tower pair 2/8. NE 

3 Transmission corridor looking southwest from Republic Services property toward tower pair 3/1. SW 

4 View looking east from Saulin Blvd. vicinity; tower pair 3/1 in foreground. E 

5 View looking northeast from Henderson Rd. showing tower pairs 3/1 (front) and 2/5 (at rear). NE 
6 Side view of tower pair 3/2 at Henderson Rd., view to south. S 
7 View to southwest up steep hill from Henderson Rd.; tower 3/2 at right. Note access road entrance at 

center and small electrical yard behind tower. 
SW 

8 Tower pairs 3/4 in foreground and 3/3 in background, view to northeast across the PA Turnpike. NE 
9 View of west end of resource looking southwest along Hansen Access Rd. above the PA Turnpike. SW 

10 View from west end of resource looking northeast across the PA Turnpike. NE 

11 South tower in 3/5 pair showing oblique view with typical details; view to northeast. NE 

12 North tower in 3/5 pair showing side view with typical details, view to northeast. N 
13 Upward detail view to northeast of upper part of north tower in 3/5 pair, showing typical arrangement of 

three conductors with vertical insulator strings, and two grounding wires at top. 
NE 

14 Detail of southwest anchor foot of north tower in 3/5 pair, view to northeast. NE 
15   
16   
17   

18   

19   
20   
21   

22   
23   

24   
25   

26   

27   
28   
29   
30   
31   
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Physical Description and Integrity (Item 38) 
 

 
Introduction: 
This resource is documented as an additional sector of the previously recorded Pennsylvania-New Jersey (PNJ) 
Interconnection; Wallenpaupack to Siegfried Transmission Line (Key No. 156601), which was recorded in a Historic 
Resources Survey Form (HRSF) and corridor report in 2011 for the Susquehanna to Roseland 500kV Project (Van Steen 
and Hurlbut 2011; Van Steen and McLane 2011). The line was determined eligible for the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) in 2011 (MacDonald 2011). The PNJ Interconnection is a 210-mile ring-shaped high-voltage transmission 
system built to service Pennsylvania and New Jersey and completed in 1928 (Figures 1 and 2). The system was originally 
fed by three generation plants: a hydroelectric plant at Lake Wallenpaupack, PA; a hydroelectric plant on the Susquehanna 
River at Conowingo, MD; and a steam plant facility at Sunbury, PA. The plants fed into substations located at Siegfried and 
Plymouth Meeting, PA and Roseland, NJ. From the substations, power was fed into the overall grid. The Susquehanna to 
Roseland 500kV Project documented the northernmost PNJ Interconnection sectors, i.e. those connecting the 
Wallenpaupack Hydroelectric Plant with the Siegfried, Bushkill, and Roseland Substations. The PNJ Interconnection 
plants, substations, and transmission lines were designed and built by three regional utility companies, Pennsylvania Power 
& Light Company (PP&L), the Philadelphia Electric Company (PECO), and Public Service Electric & Gas Company 
(PSE&G) of New Jersey. The sectors documented in 2011, which spanned both Pennsylvania and New Jersey, were 
constructed by PP&L and PSE&G. Other sectors of the PNJ Interconnection system, including the sectors built by PECO, 
were referenced in the PNJ Interconnection HRSF, but not identified or mapped in the Pennsylvania Historic Preservation 
Office (PA SHPO) CRGIS system.   
 
The subject resource is a 220kV transmission line constructed and owned by the Philadelphia Electric Company (PECO), 
now known as PECO Energy Company. Completed in 1928, it is part of an original sector of the PNJ Interconnection 
system, connecting the Conowingo Hydroelectric Power Station on the Susquehanna River in Maryland to the Plymouth 
Meeting Substation. Power from the plant is directed in a northeasterly direction over approximately 60 miles of 
transmission lines through Cecil County, Maryland and Chester and Montgomery Counties, Pennsylvania to the Plymouth 
Meeting Substation. From Plymouth Meeting, Conowingo power flows into the Interconnection via the two southernmost 
transmission sectors in the ring-shaped system: the Plymouth Meeting to Siegfried (PA) sector, which was built by PECO 
and runs roughly northwest from Plymouth Meeting to Siegfried, and the Plymouth Meeting to Roseland (NJ) sector, which 
runs roughly northeast across the Delaware River into central New Jersey. PECO constructed and owns the Plymouth 
Meeting to Roseland sector between Plymouth Meeting and the Delaware River, while PSE&G constructed and owns the 
portion between the Delaware River and Roseland. A portion of the electricity generated at Conowingo is also directed 
from the Plymouth Meeting Substation toward Philadelphia via a lower-voltage 66kV transmission line.  
 
Resource Boundary: 
The subject resource consists of two parallel lines of conductors supported by steel-lattice transmission towers, with towers 
arrayed in corresponding pairs and numbered by mile and station (3/1, 3/2, etc.). The overall transmission line sector, of 
which the subject resource is a small portion, is approximately 60 miles long, including hundreds of towers bookended by a 
massive generating plant and a substation and passing through two states and three counties. Documentation and evaluation 
of the PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line is being undertaken due to a small portion 
of the line falling inside the APE of the SEPTA King of Prussia Rail Project.  
 
Previous guidance on documentation and evaluation of transmission lines is limited, but was consulted to aid in developing 
an appropriate boundary for the resource. Due to the massive geographic span and complex nature of transmission line 
systems, prior guidance recommends treating transmission lines as a historic district, in which component structures may 
not be individually distinctive or eligible, but contribute to the significance of the overall resource (Adams 2010: 20; Van 
Steen and Hurlbut 2011:59).  
 
In addition, guidance developed for evaluating historic transmission lines in California states:  
 

Generally, the boundaries of an electric transmission structure and its associated system will include the 
power station, or substation, and all the structures in the transmission line system from the station to the end. In 
many cases, an entire system will only be evaluated if the project or undertaking involves changes made to the 
entire system and each component thereof. If a single or small number of electric transmission structures fall in the  

 

Key # 156601  

ER# 2013-1006-091  



PA Historic Resource Survey Form 
 

10 09/2013  

 
 

 

 
 

APE of a given project or undertaking, then the boundary should only include those structures as well as a sample 
of other structures in that system that are outside of the established boundary for comparison. The boundary should  
also include associated features that contribute to the construction or maintenance of the structure, such as 
maintenance roads (Adams 2010:32-33). 

 
Based upon the precedent of the previous PNJ Interconnection documentation, the width of the resource boundary 
corresponds to the linear PECO right-of-way, which in this area is approximately 350 feet wide. Given the overall length of 
the Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting corridor and the comparatively small portion within the SEPTA King of Prussia Rail 
Project APE, guidance suggests that documentation of the full corridor is not warranted. As such, a shorter-length resource 
boundary corresponding to the APE was determined based upon guidance for evaluating transmission lines. The length of 
the boundary spans slightly beyond the length of the PNJ Interconnection’s overlap with the APE for the SEPTA King of 
Prussia Rail Project. In total, the boundary contains one access road and 14 transmission towers, 12 of which are inside the 
project APE. All 15 structures within the boundary contribute to the resource.   
 
Resource Description: 
The subject segment of the PNJ Interconnection is approximately 5,950 feet (1.1 mile) long and 350 feet wide (see Site Plan 
on p. 7 and USGS Map on p. 8). It extends west from the Norristown High-Speed Line (NHSL) across Henderson Road and 
the Pennsylvania Turnpike, and terminates at tower pair 4/1 near the west end of Hansen Access Road. The landscape over 
which the PNJ Interconnection traverses between the NHSL and Henderson Road is heavily developed with industrial and 
commercial properties, including a quarry, recycling plant, and self-storage complex. Modern buildings and parking lots 
occupy some of the PNJ Interconnection’s right-of-way below the transmission line between the NHSL and Henderson 
Road (Photographs 1-6). West of Henderson Road, the PNJ Interconnection corridor climbs a steep brush-covered hill, and 
then descends gradually across the Pennsylvania Turnpike, which is in a cut on a southeast-northwest trajectory at this 
location. Modern apartment towers line the crest of the hill overlooking the PNJ Interconnection corridor east of the 
Turnpike. On the west side of the Turnpike, the resource passes across open mown grass and runs along the north side of 
Hansen Access Road, which has industrial/office parks along its south side. The Valley Forge Homes neighborhood is 
located to the north between the PNJ Interconnection corridor and the Turnpike. Throughout the corridor, most tall 
vegetation has been cleared but the tower bases are surrounded by brush and shrubs in most places (Photographs 7-10). One 
access road is extant and contributes to the resource; it is an unpaved track leading from the west side of Henderson Road 
uphill to the west (Photograph 7).   
 
The  14 transmission towers within the resource boundary are standardized four-legged steel lattice structures which are 
approximately 85’ in height. They are constructed of individual girders of rolled steel, cross-braced and attached with bolts 
in a manner similar to steel truss bridges, and painted silver-gray. Due to their large size, towers of this type could not be 
transported as a full structure, and were typically manufactured in smaller pieces and assembled onsite (Hayes 2005:235). 
The towers have a roughly X-shaped profile as viewed from the front or back, with a narrow “waist” and a horizontal 
crossbar at the top of the X (Photographs 11-12). From the side, they have a “trident” profile (Photographs 6 and 12). Each 
line of towers carries a trio of 220kV conductors (power lines). Three conductors are suspended from the base from each 
tower’s crossbar by a vertical strand of 14 insulators (Photograph 13). Two thin grounding wires are attached to the top of 
each tower, aligned above the space between the center conductor and the flanking conductors. The tower legs bear applied 
yellow-and-black identification number stickers and are anchored into the ground with underground spread steel grillages 
embedded in concrete (Photograph 14). Only steel components of the footings were visible in the field; concrete 
components appear to be well below grade with vegetation growing over them.     
 
Integrity: 
The earliest available historic aerial views for this area, dating from 1942, indicate that steel lattice transmission towers 
were located on the exact sites of the extant towers. Based on 1931 historic photographs of other PECO-built towers in the 
original system (Van Steen and Hurlbut 2011:13-14), the extant towers appear to be original infrastructure, as they match 
one of the standard PECO designs used in the original construction (Figure 3). No evidence has been uncovered to indicate 
that the towers were rebuilt or moved in subsequent years, or that the number of connectors has changed. The resource thus  
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retains integrity of location, design, materials, and workmanship. The transmission line lacks integrity of setting due to the 
intense suburbanization and industrial development that occurred in this part of Upper Merion Township following World 
War II, which also included construction of the Delaware River Extension of the Pennsylvania Turnpike (I-276) through the 
PECO right-of-way in the 1950s. Despite changes to the surrounding area, the positioning and height of the dual tower pairs 
and the cleared space in the ROW between them is a characteristic landscape feature of the line that appears to have been 
retained from early on, and as such the resource retains integrity of feeling. Documentary research clearly indicates that the 
transmission line resource is associated with the 1926-1928 development of the Conowingo Hydroelectric Plant, Plymouth 
Meeting Substation, and the overall PNJ Interconnection; thus, the resource retains integrity of association.   
 
The previous HRSF noted the conductors for the Wallenpaupack to Siegfried and Bushkill to Roseland sectors of the PNJ 
Interconnection were upgraded from 220kV to 230kV in 1965, and new ground wires were added in 1972. It is likely that 
similar alterations have been made to the Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting sector of the PNJ Interconnection, although 
documentary records of such have not been located. However, the authors note that “These upgrades are considered an 
infrastructure modification that are (sic) necessary in order for the utility to evolve in response to modern technological 
advancements and to continue to serve its vital function. Modifications, such as replacement of wires, brackets, ground 
wires, and similar fixtures are not considered significant alterations to the resource and, therefore, do not detract from the 
integrity of the corridor” (Van Steen and Hurlbut 2011:59).  
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History and Significance (Item 39) 
 

 
History of PECO and its Role in the PNJ Interconnection: 
The history of PECO, which constructed the subject sector, is an addendum to the extensive historic context provided in the 
PNJ Interconnection; Wallenpaupack to Siegfried Transmission Line HRSF prepared in 2011. This historic overview is 
intended to provide additional information on PECO’s history and role in the development of the PNJ Interconnection, to 
aid in evaluating the significance of the subject sector, given that little specific information on the PECO-built sectors was 
provided in the earlier documentation.  
 
The Philadelphia Electric Company (PECO) was formed in 1902 to consolidate the various electric power companies 
operating in Philadelphia. The company was unable to produce enough power to meet demand, so in 1903 it opened 
Schuylkill Station A at 28th and Christian Streets in South Philadelphia with a 5000-kW alternator. By 1915, this power 
station, upgraded to 81,000 kW, had been joined by a second, 65,000 kW station. Demand for power continued to grow and 
again pushed the system to capacity in the years immediately following World War I. The industrial and commercial 
demand for power was rapidly increasing, as was that by transportation companies. The Philadelphia Rapid Transit 
Company’s (PRT) system had used PECO’s power since 1910, and starting in 1915, the Pennsylvania Railroad began 
electrifying its commuter lines. Additionally, the 1920s saw a rapid growth in the number and use of electrical appliances in 
the domestic sphere (Geasey 1995:134-135). 
 
In the late 1910s and first half of the 1920s, PECO opened and then quickly expanded three power stations—Chester, 
Delaware, and Richmond. Despite this, there was often not enough capacity to handle peak loads and no reserve capacity. 
Even when able to meet demand, the steam power stations were dependent on a steady supply of coal, which not only 
presented an additional expense but could be interrupted by striking miners, as it was in 1919. The potential solution to this 
issue was found via hydroelectric generation on the Susquehanna River (Geasey 1995:135-136). 
 
A hydroelectric dam on the Susquehanna at Holtwood, Pennsylvania had been constructed in 1910 by the Pennsylvania 
Water & Power Company to supply electricity to York and Baltimore. PECO had discussed building another hydroelectric 
dam several miles downstream at Conowingo, Maryland with the Federal Government during World War I, though the 
project did not proceed due to the length of time it would take to complete it. The project was revived in the early 1920s, 
and PECO entered into negotiations with the Susquehanna Power Company, which owned the land needed for a dam. After 
two years of negotiations, a deal was worked out in 1924 by which PECO would purchase the Susquehanna Power 
Company and construct a $59,000,000 dam that could produce 237,500 kW (Wainwright 1961:167-170). In comparison, 
the six steam plants PECO operated had a combined capacity of 529,000 kW in 1926 (Geasey 1995:136). 
 
The planned hydroelectric station at Conowingo also represented a substantial savings for PECO. The facility would 
preclude the need for another station on the Schuylkill River and would save the company 750,000 tons of coal annually. 
Also, unlike the steam plants, which would take an hour and a half to have an emergency 36,000 kW unit ramp up, 
emergency power from the Conowingo station could be brought online in one minute. Due to the varied flow of the 
Susquehanna River, the Conowingo station would provide the base load of power when the water was high, with the steam 
plants making up the difference. When the water was low, the roles would be reversed, with the Conowingo station making 
up the difference. Overall, the power complex would be the second largest hydroelectric facility in the nation, surpassed 
only by the plant at Niagara Falls (Wainwright 1961:171, 178; Sun, 4 January 1925:16). 
 
Initial borings and surveys for the dam were constructed in summer 1924. PECO created the Philadelphia Electric Power 
Company (PEPCO) as a subsidiary to own and operate the reservoir and transmission lines outside of PECO’s territory. 
PEPCO would own Susquehanna Power Company, which owned the infrastructure in Maryland. While challenged in 
public utilities hearings by PRT, PECO won both state and federal approval for the project, which would cross state lines 
(Wainwright 1961:173-177; Sun, 13 January 1926:24, 4). Construction on the Conowingo dam began in March 1926 and by 
August, the first concrete for the project was being poured. The firm of Stone & Webster designed the Conowingo facility 
and constructed the powerhouse and a portion of the 4,648-foot-long dam. The construction of the transmission lines from 
the dam was undertaken by Day & Zimmerman. The lines were strung from a paired series of steel towers, which each 
supported three, one-inch diameter steel-core aluminum power cables (conductors) which could operate at 220 kV 
(Wainwright 1961:179-181). 
 
 

Key # 156601  

ER# 2013-1006-091  



PA Historic Resource Survey Form 
 

13 09/2013  

 
 
 
PECO was still challenged by the need to connect Conowingo’s power to the City of Philadelphia. The initial plan called 
for power to be routed to the Schuylkill power stations in Philadelphia by 132 kV lines, but it was determined that it was 
too expensive to build the lines through the necessary suburban and urban areas between Conowingo and Philadelphia, 
which were already densely developed (Wainwright 1961:179-181). The solution presented itself through a deal PECO was 
negotiating with the Pennsylvania Power & Light Company (PP&L) and the Public Service Electric & Gas Company of 
New Jersey (PSE&G). The plan was to create a massive interchange between the three utility companies—a concept known 
as superpower—and at 3,000,000 horsepower it would create the “largest pool of electric power in the world” (Wainwright 
1961:181; Van Steen and Hurlbut 2011:43-44). Initially announced in February 1927 by PECO and PP&L, the three 
companies signed an agreement in September of that year to form the P.A. – N.J. Interconnection (Evening News, 21 
February 1927:1, 30; Philadelphia Inquirer, 17 September 1927:24; PJM 2020a). 
 
The pool would be effected by the construction of more than 210 miles of 220 kV transmission lines in a ring (Figure 1). 
These lines would connect at terminal substations located at Plymouth Meeting and Siegfried in Pennsylvania and 
Roseland, New Jersey. Each of the partners would build two transmission lines to meet the lines of their partners. PECO’s 
lines would run from the 40-acre Plymouth Meeting substation—reportedly the world’s largest—to the PP&L substation at 
Siegfried and to the Delaware River across from Lambertville, New Jersey, where it would connect with PSE&G (Van 
Steen and Hurlbut 2011:50-51, 53; Beamish 1927:7; PSE&G 2014:41-42). 
 
It was decided that all electric power generated by Conowingo would run first to the Plymouth Meeting substation for 
distribution into the wider pool. The area between Conowingo and Plymouth Meeting was largely undeveloped farmland, 
making it far easier and less expensive to obtain right-of-way for a transmission line than it would have been in developed 
areas. In addition to supplying the Interconnection, Plymouth Meeting also (and perhaps more importantly at the time for 
PECO) would serve as the connection between the Conowingo station and Philadelphia. Through 1927, Day & Zimmerman 
built the twin rows of towers along a roughly 60-mile-long, 315-foot-wide right-of-way from Conowingo to Plymouth 
Meeting. Though there are presently tie-ins to the Peach Bottom nuclear power station, PP&L, and various substations, as 
built the line was a straight run from Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting (Geasey 1995:142; PECO 1928:2). 
 
At Plymouth Meeting, the 220 kV power from both Conowingo and the connections to PP&L and PSE&G would be 
stepped down to 66 kV for transmission to Philadelphia (or alternately, the power produced in PECO’s Philadelphia stations 
would be stepped up to 220 kV). To transmit the power to and from the new Westmoreland Substation at Westmoreland 
Street and Hunting Park Avenue in North Philadelphia, PECO struck a deal with the Reading Company which would allow 
the erection of 66 kV transmission lines along the Reading’s railroad line paralleling the Schuylkill River. In exchange, the 
Reading could use the transmission towers to string its own catenary wires to electrify its commuter line (Wainwright 
1961:181-182; PECO 1928:2). 
 
PECO’s sectors of the Interconnection began going online in 1928, with the Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting and the 
Plymouth Meeting to Siegfried sectors placed online that year. PECO’s contributions to the Interconnection included 
pioneering the use of a master clock and state-of-the-art recording systems to regulate the power flow across the system. 
Prior to the Conowingo and Interconnection projects, PECO contracted with Leeds & Northrup to develop and manufacture  
 

“an open-scale frequency recorder with a graphic record of instantaneous frequency with deviations from 
60 Hz, more readable and with a higher accuracy” than was available from the vibrating reed type of frequency 
indicators in use at the time. To meet the request, Leeds & Northrup Company manufactured the “initial impedance 
bridge frequency recorder” first installed on the PECO system operations center in 1923. As a result, “the 
instrument became the standard for monitoring power system frequency throughout the world.” PECO is credited 
as “the first company to display before its system operators’ graphic recorders of the output of its four generating 
stations, total system generation and system frequency.” The standards set by PECO were not exceeded for many 
years (Van Steen and Hurlbut 2011:55). 

 
In the ensuing decades after the PNJ Interconnection went online (the last of its original sectors began operation in 1932), 
the power pool expanded. It was renamed PJM Interconnection when Baltimore Gas & Electric and General Public Utilities 
(GPU) joined in 1956. Other utility companies continued to join the pool through the remainder of the 20th century and into 
the 21st, and at present the pool covers all or part of 12 states and the District of Columbia (PJM 2020a; PJM 2020b). 
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Significance of the PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line: 
The significance of the PNJ Interconnection is well-documented in the previous HRSF for the Wallenpaupack to Siegfried 
Transmission Line. Aspects of its significance include: 

• At the time of formation, it was the largest cooperative power pool in the U.S. and the first successful integration of 
large-scale electric utilities while retaining separate corporate ownerships. 

• It advanced the design of transmission lines and structures to resist sleeting and other weather-related stresses, and 
successfully transmit high-voltage electricity over long distances.  

• Standardized construction methods developed within the overall system allowed for transmission towers to be easily 
constructed and adapted for their specific locations. 

• The system’s innovations aided in developing design solutions to other environmental problems that affect transmission 
reliability, such as lightning impacts. 

• The advent of the PNJ Interconnection “was a significant step in the extension of reliable electric supply to 
Pennsylvania and New Jersey and balanced the service needs of the region’s rural, industrial, urban, and suburban 
areas. The contractual interconnection of the electric systems of these three major utility companies – PECO, PSE&G, 
and PP&L – resulted in an efficient means of electrical supply and distribution that benefitted all three companies by 
ensuring that sufficient electrical supply was available during peak load times” (Van Steen and Hurlbut 2011:57).  

• The PNJ Interconnection’s cooperative structure allowed its partners to weather market changes and increasing 
demand, and became a model for future cooperative agreements among utilities (Van Steen and Hurlbut 2011:57-68). 
 

The PNJ Interconnection resource was recommended eligible under Criterion A in the areas of Engineering and Industry 
“as segments of the 1928 PNJ Interconnection of the PSE&G, PPL&L, and PECO transmission lines. The PNJ 
Interconnection – Wallenpaupack to Siegfried Line and the Bushkill to Roseland Line is significant on a national level (in 
both New Jersey and Pennsylvania) with a period of significance from the inception of the interconnection agreement in 
1927 through the expansion of the interconnection into the Pennsylvania-New Jersey-Maryland Interconnection (PJM) in 
1956” (Van Steen and Hurlbut 2011:58). It was also recommended eligible under Criterion C “as a significant engineering 
achievement of the late 1920s and specifically as an important advancement in the field of electrical utilities” (Van Steen 
and Hurlbut 2011:59). The PA SHPO concurred with these recommendations (MacDonald 2011). 

The Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting sector of the PNJ Interconnection has not been previously identified or documented, 
and this evaluation focuses on this PECO-built sector. The Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line was critical 
to the completion and functionality of the overall PNJ Interconnection, and over the past 90+ years, it has continued to 
fulfill its original role in feeding power to a grid that has continued to grow over time. The addition of PECO and 
Conowingo to the proposed Interconnection was a key part of the cooperative pool’s functionality and ability to succeed in 
providing power at a large multistate scale. As the largest hydroelectric plant in the system, and the second-largest in the 
country at the time of completion, the Conowingo Hydroelectric Plant was able to provide more power for the system than 
its original counterpart plants. As such, the transmission line from Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting was highly critical 
infrastructure, with much of the PNJ Interconnection system’s success relying on its efficacy. As with the Conowingo 
Hydroelectric Plant, the Plymouth Meeting Substation was among the largest substations in the world at that time, and from 
its inception has formed a critical link for PECO and the PNJ Interconnection, as it distributes power into both the long-
distance PNJ Interconnection and more locally to the City of Philadelphia. Connecting plant and substation, the Conowingo 
to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line has been a vital link in both the PNJ Interconnection and the regional power grid 
since it went online in 1928. Designed and built by Day & Zimmerman, the transmission line incorporated the innovative 
engineering pioneered by the PNJ Interconnection’s cooperating utilities, with conductors and towers that have stood the 
test of time. Innovations pioneered specifically by PECO, including frequency recorders, were utilized on this transmission 
line and elsewhere in the PNJ Interconnection. Overall, the Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line 
contributed greatly to the success of the PNJ Interconnection.  
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National Register of Historic Places Evaluation: 
This evaluation specifically covers the subject portion of the Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line, not the 
overall line between Conowingo and Plymouth Meeting. The subject portion of the PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to 
Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line retains integrity of design, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. As an 
intact and important part of the original PNJ Interconnection, the subject portion of the PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to 
Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line is recommended eligible for the NRHP as contributing to the previously recorded 
NRHP-eligible sectors of the PNJ Interconnection in Pennsylvania and New Jersey. The 14 towers and one access road 
within the subject resource are all contributing structures.   
 
As with the other sectors, the subject portion of the PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission 
Line has significance under Criterion A in the areas of Engineering and Industry, as it forms part of an engineering 
innovation with wide-ranging impacts to the development of electrical power distribution grids, and was an integral part of 
a landmark cooperative agreement creating a power-pool partnership between three regional utilities. Given its clear 
association with the system and its success, this resource contributes to the overall PNJ Interconnection under Criterion A. 
 
This resource also has significance under Criterion C as a cluster of intact typical transmission structures dating from the 
line’s original construction, that lack individual distinction but collectively represent the innovation in engineering that 
made successful long-distance high-voltage transmission and creation of a power pool possible. The extant structures 
comprising the resource are standard types within the overall system, and representative of the innovative transmission 
infrastructure created by PECO and its PNJ Interconnection partners to resist weather-related stressors that affected earlier 
power transmission systems. Since the 14 structures date from within the period of significance and retain integrity, they 
contribute to the overall PNJ Interconnection under Criterion C. 
 
The subject portion of the PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line does not appear to 
have significance under Criterion B, as research did not identify its association with particular individuals significant in our 
past. The resource also does not appear to have significance under Criterion D; given the nature of the resource and its 
structures, the standardized materials and construction methods used in construction, and the general lack of human activity 
surrounding the structures post-construction, it is unlikely to yield important information in history or prehistory.   
 
The period of significance for the subject sector is 1927 to 1956, in keeping with the period of significance for the overall 
PNJ Interconnection resource. As previously discussed, the recommended boundary includes PECO’s right-of-way and all 
transmission structures standing within it between the NHSL and the west end of Hansen Access Road, terminating 
immediately west of tower pair 4/1.  
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Historic Images (Item 37) 

 
 

 
 

Figure 1. PNJ Interconnection Historical Map of Original System (Van Steen and McLane 2011:41). Markup shows 
location of PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line. 
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Historic Images (Item 37) 
 

 
Figure 2. PNJ Interconnection Map showing NRHP-eligible sectors, Wallenpaupack to Siegfried and Bushkill to Roseland 

(Key No. 156601) (Van Steen and McLane 2011:167). 
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Historic Images (Item 37) 
 
 

 

 
Figure 3. Historic photographs of standard original PECO tower designs under construction in PECO’s Plymouth 

Meeting to Roseland and Plymouth Meeting to Siegfried sectors, ca. 1927 (Van Steen and McLane 2011:50).  
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Photographs (Item 37) 

 

 
Photograph 1. PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line. East end of resource; view looking 

southwest across NHSL from PECO ROW at Crooked Lane. 
 

 
Photograph 2. View looking northeast from Republic Services property toward easternmost tower pair 2/8. 
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Photographs (Item 37) 

 
 

 
Photograph 3. Transmission corridor looking southwest from Republic Services property toward tower pair 3/1. 

 
 

 
Photograph 4. View looking east from Saulin Blvd. vicinity; tower pair 3/1 in foreground. 
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Photographs (Item 37) 

 

 
Photograph 5. View looking northeast from Henderson Rd. showing tower pairs 3/1 (front) and 2/5 (at rear). 

 
 

 
Photograph 6. Side view of tower pair 3/2 at Henderson Rd., view to south.  
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Photographs (Item 37) 

 

 
Photograph 7. View to southwest up steep hill from Henderson Rd.; tower 3/2 at right. Note access road entrance at center. 

 

 
Photograph 8. Tower pairs 3/4 in foreground and 3/3 in background, view to northeast across the PA Turnpike. 
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Photographs (Item 37) 

 

 
Photograph 9. View of west end of resource looking southwest along Hansen Access Rd. above the PA Turnpike. 

 

 
Photograph 10. View from west end of resource looking northeast across the PA Turnpike. 
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Photographs (Item 37) 

 

 
Photograph 11. South tower in 3/5 pair showing oblique view with typical details; view to northeast. 
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Photographs (Item 37) 

 

 
Photograph 12. North tower in 3/5 pair showing side view with typical details, view to north. 
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Photographs (Item 37) 

 

 
Photograph 13. Upward detail view to northeast of upper part of north tower in 3/5 pair, showing typical arrangement of three 

conductors with vertical insulator strings, and two grounding wires at top. 
 

 
Photograph 14. Detail of southwest anchor foot of north tower in 3/5 pair, view to northeast. 
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Table 1. Summary of Effects Evaluations for Design Refinements 

Resource Name PA SHPO 
Key No. 

Previous 
Finding 

Current Finding Justification 

Previously Identified Resources 
Pennsylvania 

Turnpike: Delaware 
River Extension 

155679 No Adverse Effect No Adverse Effect Design 
refinements do 

not change effects 
Philadelphia and 
Western Railway 

128825 No Adverse Effect No Adverse Effect Design 
refinements do 

not change effects 
American Baptist 
Churches USA 
Mission Center 

203535 No Adverse Effect No Historic 
Properties 
Affected 

Land take no 
longer required 

Market Street 
Elevated Railway 
Historic District 

105499 No Historic 
Properties 
Affected 

No Historic 
Properties 
Affected 

Design 
refinements are 
not within or in 
proximity to HD 

69th Street Terminal 
Square Shopping 

District 

156448 No Historic 
Properties 
Affected 

No Historic 
Properties 
Affected 

Design 
refinements are 
not within or in 
proximity to HD 

Newly Identified Resources 
PNJ Interconnection; 

Conowingo to 
Plymouth Meeting 
Transmission Line 

156601 N/A Adverse Effect Design 
refinements result 
in demolition and 
replacement of 
part of resource 
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Table 2. Results of Effects Evaluation for the Pennsylvania Turnpike: Delaware River 
Extension (Key No. 155679) 

Definition of Effect Evaluation 
An effect may occur when there is 
alteration to the characteristics of a 
historic property qualifying it for 
inclusion in or eligible for the 
NRHP as defined in Section 
800.16(l). 

The Preferred Alternative would provide two new elevated 
overpasses crossing the PA Turnpike in Upper Merion 
Township, and elevated track running parallel to the north 
side of the Turnpike, within the Turnpike right-of-way. In both 
locations, the Project would be within the NRHP boundary of 
the eligible Pennsylvania Turnpike: Delaware River Extension  

Finding: The proposed undertaking results in a finding of Historic Properties Affected.   
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Table 3. Application of Criteria of Adverse Effect for Pennsylvania Turnpike: Delaware 
River Extension (Key No. 155679) 

An adverse effect is found when an undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, any of the 
characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in the NRHP in a 
manner that would diminish the integrity of the property’s location, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, or association. Consideration shall be given to all qualifying characteristics 
of a historic property, including those that may have been identified subsequent to the original 
evaluation of the property’s eligibility for the NRHP. Adverse effects may include reasonably 
foreseeable effects caused by the undertaking that may occur later in time, be farther removed in 
distance or be cumulative. 

Examples of Adverse Effects 

(36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)) 

Evaluation 

Adverse effects on historic properties 
include, but are not limited to: 

 

(i) Physical destruction of or damage 
to all or part of the property; 

The Preferred Alternative would not physically damage or 
destroy travel lanes or other features associated with the 
engineering standards used in the original construction. 
The existing Turnpike alignment would be preserved. 

(ii) Alteration of a property, including 
restoration, rehabilitation, repair, 
maintenance, stabilization, 
hazardous material remediation, and 
provision of handicapped access, 
that is not consistent with the 
Secretary’s Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties (36 
CFR Part 68) and applicable 
guidelines; 

Although the Project would pass over and run parallel to 
the roadway, according to the 2005 historic context for the 
PA Turnpike, these proposed alterations to its setting 
would not affect its integrity. Thus, the Project would not 
alter the PA Turnpike in a manner inconsistent with CFR 
Part 68. The proposed Project would not result in the 
alteration of any extant contributing historic buildings, 
structures, or objects within the PA Turnpike’s NRHP 
boundary.   

(iii) Removal of the property from its 
historic location; 

The Preferred Alternative would not involve removal of the 
Pennsylvania Turnpike: Delaware River Extension from its 
historic location. 

(iv) Change of the character of the 
property’s use or of physical features 
within the property’s setting that 
contribute to its historic significance; 

The Preferred Alternative would not impact continued use 
of the PA Turnpike as a highway. As stated above, this 
stretch of the Turnpike already has diminished integrity 
due to modern improvements.  Since changes to the 
setting are not considered to detract from the Turnpike’s 
integrity under the 2005 historic context guidelines, the 
Preferred Alternative would not change the character of 
the PA Turnpike’s use or affect remaining physical 
features that contribute to its historic significance.  
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(v) Introduction of visual, audible, or 
atmospheric elements that diminish 
the integrity of the property’s 
significant historic features; 

The Preferred Alternative would introduce new visual 
elements into the PA Turnpike corridor, including two new 
elevated crossings over the roadway and elevated tracks 
along the north side of the roadway, within the right-of-
way. Potential replacement of PECO transmission towers 
east of the Turnpike may occur on the hillside north of the 
highway. These elements would be visible to motorists in 
the PA Turnpike corridor. However, given that alterations 
to the setting are not considered to detract from the 
resource’s overall integrity according to the 2005 historic 
context, the new visual elements would not diminish the 
integrity of the remaining historic and character-defining 
features of the Turnpike, which consist of the original four 
travel lanes and median area  

(vi) Neglect of a property which 
causes its deterioration, except 
where such neglect and deterioration 
are recognized qualities of a property 
of religious and cultural significance 
to an Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian 
organization; and 

The Preferred Alternative would not affect maintenance of 
the Pennsylvania Turnpike: Delaware River Extension, 
which is the responsibility of the PA Turnpike Commission. 
Neglect of the roadway is not anticipated to occur as a 
result of the Project. 

(vii) Transfer, lease, or sale of 
property out of Federal ownership or 
control without adequate and legally 
enforceable restrictions or conditions 
to ensure long-term preservation of 
the property’s historic significance. 

The Pennsylvania Turnpike is not under Federal 
ownership; the Project would not result in the transfer, 
lease, or sale of the Pennsylvania Turnpike out of Federal 
control.  

Finding: The proposed undertaking results in a finding of No Adverse Effect on the 
Pennsylvania Turnpike: Delaware River Extension (Key No. 155679). 
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Table 4. Results of Effects Evaluation for Philadelphia and Western Railway: Norristown 
High Speed Line (Key No. 128825) 

Definition of Effect Evaluation 
An effect may occur when there is 
alteration to the characteristics of a 
historic property qualifying it for 
inclusion in or eligible for the 
NRHP as defined in Section 
800.16(l). 

The Preferred Alternative would provide new turnoffs on the 
west side of the existing NHSL in Upper Merion Township, 
and a new track north of and parallel with the existing NHSL 
tracks at the 69th Street Transportation Center in Upper Darby 
Township. At both locations, the activities would add new 
elements and modify existing elements within the National 
Register boundaries of the eligible Philadelphia and Western: 
Norristown High Speed Line, and would connect to existing 
tracks. 

Finding: The proposed undertaking results in a finding of Historic Properties Affected.   
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Table 5. Application of Criteria of Adverse Effect for Philadelphia and Western Railway: 
Norristown High Speed Line (Key No. 128825) 

An adverse effect is found when an undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, any of the 
characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in the NRHP in a 
manner that would diminish the integrity of the property’s location, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, or association. Consideration shall be given to all qualifying characteristics 
of a historic property, including those that may have been identified subsequent to the original 
evaluation of the property’s eligibility for the NRHP. Adverse effects may include reasonably 
foreseeable effects caused by the undertaking that may occur later in time, be farther removed in 
distance or be cumulative. 

Examples of Adverse Effects 

(36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)) 

Evaluation 

Adverse effects on historic properties 
include, but are not limited to: 

 

(i) Physical destruction of or damage 
to all or part of the property; 

While the Preferred Alternative would add new elements 
and modify existing elements within the NRHP boundary 
of the historic railroad, no historic buildings, structures, or 
objects associated with the property would be destroyed. 
Proposed modifications would impact a modern platform 
and tracks along the north side of the 69th Street 
Transportation Center, but would not alter remaining 
historic track and platform areas south of the project area. 
The existing right-of-way would be preserved and the 
proposed changes would not damage or destroy the 
resource.  

(ii) Alteration of a property, including 
restoration, rehabilitation, repair, 
maintenance, stabilization, 
hazardous material remediation, and 
provision of handicapped access, 
that is not consistent with the 
Secretary’s Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties (36 
CFR Part 68) and applicable 
guidelines; 

The Preferred Alternative would not alter the historic rail 
corridor in a manner inconsistent with the Secretary’s 
Standards. The proposed Project would not result in the 
alteration of any contributing historic buildings, structures, 
or objects within the resource’s NRHP boundary.   

(iii) Removal of the property from its 
historic location; 

The Preferred Alternative would not involve removal of the 
Philadelphia and Western Railroad: Norristown High 
Speed Line from its historic location. 

(iv) Change of the character of the 
property’s use or of physical features 
within the property’s setting that 
contribute to its historic significance; 

The Preferred Alternative represents an expansion of the 
existing historic use for the railroad. The proposed 
improvements would not change the character of the 
railroad’s use or affect physical features of its setting that 
contribute to its historic significance.  
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(v) Introduction of visual, audible, or 
atmospheric elements that diminish 
the integrity of the property’s 
significant historic features; 

The Preferred Alternative’s new elements, namely track 
turnoffs in Upper Merion Township and  a new track at 69th 
Street, would be visible from the existing railroad corridor. 
However, the new elements would not detract from the 
integrity of setting of the NHSL and would not diminish the 
integrity of the railroad’s extant historic features. Although 
within the Visual Effects APE for the PECO tower 
replacements in Upper Merion Township, the setting at this 
location is already highly modernized and changes to the 
towers would not affect significant historic features within 
the railroad corridor. 

(vi) Neglect of a property which 
causes its deterioration, except 
where such neglect and deterioration 
are recognized qualities of a property 
of religious and cultural significance 
to an Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian 
organization; and 

The Preferred Alternative would not result in the neglect of 
the Philadelphia and Western Railway: Norristown High 
Speed Line. 

(vii) Transfer, lease, or sale of 
property out of Federal ownership or 
control without adequate and legally 
enforceable restrictions or conditions 
to ensure long-term preservation of 
the property’s historic significance. 

The Philadelphia and Western Railway: Norristown High 
Speed Line is not under Federal ownership; the Preferred 
Alternative would not result in the transfer, lease, or sale 
out of Federal control.  

Finding: The proposed undertaking results in a finding of No Adverse Effect on the 
Philadelphia and Western Railway; Norristown High Speed Line (Key No. 128825). 
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Table 6. Results of Effects Evaluation for American Baptist Churches USA Mission 
Center (Key No. 203535) 

Definition of Effect Evaluation 
An effect may occur when there is 
alteration to the characteristics of a 
historic property qualifying it for 
inclusion in or eligible for the 
NRHP as defined in Section 
800.16(l). 

The Preferred Alternative will be built on the north side of 1st 
Avenue, outside the NRHP boundary for the ABCUSA 
Mission Center. It will not have direct or indirect impacts on 
the resource. The previous design plans called for taking of a 
small strip of land, but the current Preferred Alternative moved 
the 1st and Moore station facility northward across 1st Avenue, 
so taking of land from ABCUSA is no longer necessary. 
Therefore, the Project would have no effect on the American 
Baptist Churches USA Mission Center (Key No. 203535).  

Finding: The proposed undertaking results in a finding of No Historic Properties 
Affected.   
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Table 7. Results of Effects Evaluation for Market Street Elevated Railway Historic District 
(Key No. 105499) 

Definition of Effect Evaluation 
An effect may occur when there is 
alteration to the characteristics of a 
historic property qualifying it for 
inclusion in or eligible for the 
NRHP as defined in Section 
800.16(l). 

The Preferred Alternative modifications to the northernmost 
platform, access stairs, bus loop, and west elevation of the 
circa-1982 northernmost section of the 69th Street 
Transportation Center station building would occur in and 
adjacent to a modern extension of the circa-1909 station 
building (Philadelphia Transit Co. Building, Key No. 079220). 
The historic section of the station building would not be 
altered by the Project, as no work is proposed in or abutting 
the NRHP boundary of this property. 
 
No work would occur within the NRHP boundary of the Market 
Street Elevated Railway Historic District, which shares the 
same boundary line as the documented Philadelphia Transit 
Co. Building. The proposed Project would not impact or be 
visible from the Market Street Elevated Railway Historic 
District, which extends east from the station in the opposite 
direction of the NHSL. Therefore, the Project would have no 
effect on the Market Street Elevated Railway Historic District 
(Key No. 105499). 

Finding: The proposed undertaking results in a finding of No Historic Properties 
Affected.   
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Table 8. Results of Effects Evaluation for 69th Street Terminal Square Shopping District 
(Key No. 156448) 

Definition of Effect Evaluation 
An effect may occur when there is 
alteration to the characteristics of a 
historic property qualifying it for 
inclusion in or eligible for the 
NRHP as defined in Section 
800.16(l). 

The Preferred Alternative modifications to the northernmost 
platform, access stairs, bus loop, and west elevation of the 
northernmost section of the 69th Street Transportation Center 
station building would occur in and adjacent to a modern 
extension of the circa-1909 station building (Philadelphia 
Transit Co. Building, Key No. 079220). The historic section of 
the station building would not be altered by the Project, as no 
work is proposed in or abutting the NRHP boundary of this 
resource, a contributing resource within the historic district.  
 
The proposed Project would not impact or be visible from the 
69th Street Terminal Square Shopping District, which has no 
view of the north side of the NHSL tracks due to topography 
and building rooflines. The Project would not affect the 69th 
Street Terminal Square Shopping District either visually, or 
impact the status of the Philadelphia Transit Co. Building as 
a contributing resource of the district. Therefore, the Project 
would have no effect on the 69th Street Terminal Square 
Shopping District (Key No. 156448). 

Finding: The proposed Project results in a finding of No Historic Properties Affected.   
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Table 9. Results of Effects Evaluation for  
PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line  

(Key No. 156601) 
Definition of Effect Evaluation 

An effect may occur when there is 
alteration to the characteristics of a 
historic property qualifying it for 
inclusion in or eligible for the 
NRHP as defined in Section 
800.16(l). 

To accommodate clearances for proposed elevated guideway 
between the NHSL and the PA Turnpike under the Preferred 
Alternative, approximately 4 to 7 contributing steel lattice 
transmission towers within the NRHP boundary for the 
resource would need to be replaced with taller monopole 
structures. Therefore, the proposed Project would have an 
Effect on the PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth 
Meeting Transmission Line. 

Finding: The proposed undertaking results in a finding of Historic Properties Affected.   
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Table 10. Application of Criteria of Adverse Effect for the PNJ Interconnection; 
Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line (Key No. 156601) 

An adverse effect is found when an undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, any of the 
characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in the NRHP in a 
manner that would diminish the integrity of the property’s location, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, or association. Consideration shall be given to all qualifying characteristics 
of a historic property, including those that may have been identified subsequent to the original 
evaluation of the property’s eligibility for the NRHP. Adverse effects may include reasonably 
foreseeable effects caused by the undertaking that may occur later in time, be farther removed in 
distance or be cumulative. 

Examples of Adverse Effects 

(36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)) 

Evaluation 

Adverse effects on historic properties 
include, but are not limited to: 

 

(i) Physical destruction of or damage 
to all or part of the property; 

Under the Preferred Alternative, part of the property 
(approximately 4 to 7 steel lattice transmission towers) 
within the NRHP boundary would be demolished and 
replaced.  

(ii) Alteration of a property, including 
restoration, rehabilitation, repair, 
maintenance, stabilization, 
hazardous material remediation, and 
provision of handicapped access, 
that is not consistent with the 
Secretary’s Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties (36 
CFR Part 68) and applicable 
guidelines; 

Under the Preferred Alternative, the property would be 
altered by the removal of 4 to 7 steel lattice transmission 
towers and replacement with taller monopole structures of 
modern design. The proposed replacement structures are 
inconsistent with the Secretary’s Standards; in-kind 
replacement of the towers with taller steel lattice towers is 
not possible since these structures are no longer built.  

(iii) Removal of the property from its 
historic location; 

The Preferred Alternative would not involve removal of the 
property from its historic location. 

(iv) Change of the character of the 
property’s use or of physical features 
within the property’s setting that 
contribute to its historic significance; 

The replacement of the existing towers with visually and 
structurally different monopoles would not change the 
character of the property’s use, as the transmission line 
would continue to function as such. However, the 
Preferred Alternative would change physical features 
within the property’s setting by removing contributing 
structures. 

(v) Introduction of visual, audible, or 
atmospheric elements that diminish 
the integrity of the property’s 
significant historic features; 

The Preferred Alternative would introduce new visual 
elements into the surrounding setting. Removing the 
extant towers and introducing taller and significantly 
different monopole transmission towers would diminish the 
integrity of the historic transmission line corridor. 
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(vi) Neglect of a property which 
causes its deterioration, except 
where such neglect and deterioration 
are recognized qualities of a property 
of religious and cultural significance 
to an Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian 
organization; and 

The Preferred Alternative would not result in the neglect of 
the PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting 
Transmission Line. 

(vii) Transfer, lease, or sale of 
property out of Federal ownership or 
control without adequate and legally 
enforceable restrictions or conditions 
to ensure long-term preservation of 
the property’s historic significance. 

The PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth 
Meeting Transmission Line is not under Federal 
ownership; the Preferred Alternative would not result in the 
transfer, lease, or sale of the property out of Federal 
control.  

Finding: The proposed undertaking results in a finding of Adverse Effect on the PNJ 
Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line (Key No. 
156601). 

 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix D: Consulting Party Contact List 



KOP Rail Section 106 Consultation ‐ Consulting Parties Contact List
10/26/2020
ORGANIZATION PREFIX FIRST NAME LAST NAME TITLE ADDRESS 1 ADDRESS 2 ADDRESS 3 CITY STATE ZIP CODE PHONE ALTERNATE PHONE FAX EMAIL
SEPTA Ms. Elizabeth Smith Project Manager
SEPTA Mr. Fritz Ohrenschall Planner
Federal Transit Administration Mr. Timothy Lidiak Community Planner 1760 Market Street Suite 500 Philadelphia PA 19103‐4124 215‐656‐7084 215‐656‐7260 timothy.lidiak@dot.gov
Federal Transit Administration Mr. Daniel Koenig Environmental Protection Specialist 1990 K Street NW Suite 510 Washington DC 20006‐1178 daniel.koenig@dot.gov Y N
Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission Ms. Emma Diehl Historic Preservation Specialist Bureau for Historic Preservation Keystone Building 400 North Street, 2nd floor Harrisburg PA 17120 717‐787‐9121 717‐783‐9924 emdiehl@pa.gov X
National Park Service, Northeast Region Ms.  Gay Vietzke Regional Director 1234 Market Street 20th Floor Philadelphia PA 19107 215‐597‐7013 215‐597‐7018 215‐579‐0815 Gay.Vietzke@nps.gov X
Valley Forge National Historical Park Ms. Amy Ruhe Chief of Park Planning 1400 N. Outer Line Drive King of Prussia PA 19406 610‐783‐1047 Amy_Ruhe@nps.gov X
Montgomery County Planning Commission Mr. Scott  France Director of Planning Montgomery County Planning Commission PO Box 311 Norristown PA 19404‐0311 610‐278‐3722 610‐278‐3747 SFrance@montcopa.org X
Montgomery County Division of Parks, Trails and Historic Sites Mr. David Clifford Director Parks, Trails and Historic Sites PO Box 311 Norristown PA 19404 610‐278‐3555 610‐278‐3557 dcliffor@montcopa.org X

Historical Society of Montgomery County
Mr. Barry Rauhauser Executive Director 1654 DeKalb Street Norristown PA 19401 610 272‐0297 https://hsmcpa.org/index.php/contact‐

us/1‐barry‐rauhauser X
The Heritage Conservancy Mr. Jeffrey Marshall President Historic Aldie Mansion 85 Old Dublin Pike Doylestown PA 18901 215‐345‐7020 x113 jmarshall@heritageconservancy.org X
Upper Merion Planning Commission Ms. Jacquelin Camp Chairperson 175 West Valley Forge Road King of Prussia PA 19406 215‐430‐5059 jcamp@wrtdesign.com X
Upper Merion Planning Commission Mr. Rob Loeper Lead Planner 175 West Valley Forge Road King of Prussia PA 19406 610‐265‐2606 x107 610‐265‐8467 rloeper@umtownship.org X
King of Prussia Historical Society Mr. David  Montalvo  Chairman PO Box 60716 King of Prussia PA 19406 info@kophistory.org X
Chester County Historic Preservation Network Mr. James  Garrison President PO Box 174 West Chester PA 19381 jonrobjam@verizon.net X
Chester County Historical Society Mr. Conor Hepp President 225 N. High Street West Chester PA 19380 610 692‐4800 ext. 237 President@chestercohistorical.org X
Chester County Planning Commission Mr. Brian O'Leary Executive Director 2 North High Street, Suite A PO Box 2748 West Chester PA 19380 610‐344‐6285 ccplanning@chesco.org X
Chester County Planning Commission  Ms. Karen Marshall Heritage Preservation Coordinator 601 Westtown Road, Suite 270 PO Box 2747 West Chester PA 19380‐0990 kmarshall@chesco.org X
Tredyffrin Historic Preservation Trust Ms. Pattye Benson President PO Box 764 Devon PA 19333 610 644‐6759 info@tredyffrinhistory.org X
Tredyffrin Township Historical Commission Mr. Rob  Williams Chair 1100 Duportail Road Berwyn PA 19312 610 644‐1400 tredyffrin@tredyffrin.org X
Upper Darby Township Mr. Vincent  Rongione, Esq.  Chief Administrative Officer 100 Garrett Road Room 206 Upper Darby PA 19082 610‐734‐7622 610‐734‐7709 vrongione@upperdarby.org X
Upper Darby Historical Society Ms. Beverly Rorer PO Box 731 Drexel Hill PA 19026 X
Delaware County Planning Department  Mr. Thomas Shaffer Mgr. Transportation Planning 201 W. Front Street Media PA 19063 601‐891‐5217 shaffert@co.delaware.pa.us X
Delaware County Historical Society Ms. Linda Houldin Executive Director 991 Palmers Mill Road Media PA 19063 X
Preservation Alliance for Greater Philadelphia Mr. Paul Steinke Executive Director 1608 Walnut Street, Suite 804 Philadelphia PA 19103 paul@preservationalliance.com X
PECO Energy Company Mr. John Halderman Associate General Counsel 2301 Market Street Philadelphia PA 19103 215‐841‐4263 john.halderman@exeloncorp.com
PECO Energy Company Mr.  Peter Kirlin Senior Account Manager Peter.Kirlin2@exeloncorp.com
The Delaware Tribe Mr. Brice Obermeyer Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 1200 Commercial Street Roosevelt Hall ‐ Room 212 Emporia State University Emporia KS 66801 bobermey@emporia.edu  X
The Delaware Nation Ms. Nekole Alligood Cultural Preservation Officer 31064 State Highway 281 P.O. Box 825 Anadarko OK 73005 405‐247‐2448 Ext 1403 nalligood@delawarenation.com X
The Oneida Indian Nation Mr. Jesse Bergevin Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 2037 Dream Catcher Plaza Oneida NY 13421 jbergevin@oneida‐nation.org X
The Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma Ms. Robin Dushane Cultural Preservation Director 12705 S. 705 Road Wyandotte OK 74370 rdushane@estoo.net X
Stockbridge‐Munsee Community of Mohican Indians Ms. Sherry White Tribal Historic Preservation Officer W13447 Camp 14 Road P.O. Box 70  Bowler WI 54416 Sherry.white@mohican‐nsn.gov X

Agreed to 
Consult?



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

November 19, 2020 
 
 
Mr. Timothy Lidiak 
Federal Transit Administration, Region 3 
1760 Market Street, Suite 500 
Philadelphia, PA 19103-4124 
 
Ref:  Proposed King of Prussia Rail Extension Project  

Montgomery and Delaware Counties, Pennsylvania 

ACHP Project Number: 16174  

 
Dear Mr. Lidiak:    
 
The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) has received your notification and supporting 
documentation regarding the adverse effects of the referenced undertaking on a property or properties 
listed or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. Based upon the information 
provided, we have concluded that Appendix A, Criteria for Council Involvement in Reviewing Individual 

Section 106 Cases, of our regulations, “Protection of Historic Properties” (36 CFR Part 800), does not 
apply to this undertaking. Accordingly, we do not believe that our participation in the consultation to 
resolve adverse effects is needed.  However, if we receive a request for participation from the State 
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO), affected Indian tribe, 
a consulting party, or other party, we may reconsider this decision. Additionally, should circumstances 
change, and it is determined that our participation is needed to conclude the consultation process, please 
notify us. 
 
Pursuant to 36 CFR §800.6(b)(1)(iv), you will need to file the final Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), 
developed in consultation with the Pennsylvania State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), and any 
other consulting parties, and related documentation with the ACHP at the conclusion of the consultation 
process. The filing of the MOA, and supporting documentation with the ACHP is required in order to 
complete the requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 
 
Thank you for providing us with the notification of adverse effect. If you have any questions or require 
further assistance, please contact Sarah Stokely at (202) 517-0224 or by email at sstokely@achp.gov.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
LaShavio Johnson 
Historic Preservation Technician 
Office of Federal Agency Programs 

https://achp.my.salesforce.com/0015000000LcBmP


King of Prussia Rail Extension Project 
MOA 

MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 
AMONG 

THE FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION,  
THE PENNSYLVANIA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER, AND 
THE SOUTHEASTERN PENNSYLVANIA TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY  

REGARDING THE KING OF PRUSSIA RAIL EXTENSION PROJECT 
UPPER MERION TOWNSHIP, MONTGOMERY COUNTY AND UPPER DARBY 

TOWNSHIP, DELAWARE COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA 

WHEREAS, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) plans to provide financial 
assistance to the Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority (SEPTA) for the 
construction of the King of Prussia (KOP) Rail Extension Project, with improvements in Upper 
Merion Township, Montgomery County and Upper Darby Township, Delaware County, 
Pennsylvania (Undertaking); and 

WHEREAS, the Undertaking consists of construction of a new rail line and stations 
branching off the west side of the existing Norristown High Speed Line (NHSL), passing through 
King of Prussia, and terminating on the north side of First Avenue in Upper Merion Township, 
and includes track, platform, and interior passenger circulation improvements at the 69th Street 
Transportation Center in Upper Darby Township; and 

WHEREAS, FTA has defined the Undertaking’s Area of Potential Effects (APE) as the 
area within which the Undertaking may cause changes in the character or use of standing resources 
listed in or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), including resources from 
which the Undertaking may be visible and/or create a visual impact to the integrity of a historic 
property for above-ground properties (encompassing 485 acres). The APE includes the limits of 
disturbance for archaeological resources (encompassing 92 acres). The APE for the Undertaking 
is shown on the map in Attachment A; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.5(a), FTA has determined that the Undertaking 
may have an adverse effect on the Pennsylvania-New Jersey (PNJ) Interconnection; Conowingo 
to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line (Key No. 156601), which is eligible for listing in the 
NRHP, and has consulted with the Pennsylvania State Historic Preservation Officer (PA SHPO) 
pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800, the regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA; 54 U.S.C. § 306108); and  

WHEREAS, SEPTA, as a recipient of Federal assistance for the Undertaking, is a 
consulting party in the Section 106 process pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.2(c)(4) with a responsibility 
in implementing the terms of the MOA, and is invited to sign this MOA as an invited signatory 
pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.6(c)(2); and 

WHEREAS, FTA invited the National Park Service, Northeast Region; Valley Forge 
National Historical Park; the Montgomery County Planning Commission; the Montgomery 
County Division of Parks, Trails and Historic Sites; the Historical Society of Montgomery County; 
the Heritage Conservancy; the Upper Merion Township Planning Commission; the King of Prussia 
Historical Society; the Chester County Historic Preservation Network; the Chester County 
Historical Society; the Chester County Planning Commission; the Tredyffrin Historic Preservation 
Trust; the Tredyffrin Township Historical Commission; Upper Darby Township; the Upper Darby 
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Historical Society; the Delaware County Planning Department; the Delaware County Historical 
Society; the Preservation Alliance for Greater Philadelphia; The Delaware Tribe; The Delaware 
Nation; The Oneida Indian Nation; The Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma; the Stockbridge-
Munsee Community of Mohican Indians; and the PECO Energy Company (PECO) to participate 
as consulting parties to the Undertaking; and  

 

WHEREAS, the Montgomery County Planning Commission, the Montgomery County 
Division of Parks, Trails and Historic Sites, the Historical Society of Montgomery County, the 
King of Prussia Historical Society, the Upper Merion Township Planning Commission, Upper 
Darby Township, and the PECO Energy Company (PECO) have agreed to be consulting parties to 
the Undertaking; and  

WHEREAS, PECO is the owner and operator of the portion of the NRHP-eligible resource 
that will be adversely affected by the Undertaking and is a consulting party in the Section 106 
process pursuant to 36 CFR §800.2(c)(5). FTA invited PECO to concur with this MOA pursuant 
to 36 CFR § 800.6(c)(3) but PECO declined to participate as a concurring party; and 

WHEREAS, in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.6(a)(1), FTA has notified the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) of its adverse effect determination with specified 
documentation, and the ACHP has chosen not to participate in the consultation pursuant to 36 CFR 
§ 800.6(a)(1)(iii); and 

NOW, THEREFORE, FTA, SEPTA, and PA SHPO agree that the Undertaking shall be 
implemented in accordance with the following stipulations in order to take into account the effect 
of the Undertaking on historic properties. 
 

STIPULATIONS 

FTA and SEPTA will ensure that the following measures are carried out: 

I.  Mitigation Measures  

SEPTA shall prepare GIS mapping of the portion of the PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo 
to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line (Key No. 156601) in Pennsylvania for submittal 
to PA SHPO and integration into PA SHPO’s Cultural Resources Geographic Information 
System (CRGIS) and/or any successor GIS systems. Mapping shall be a boundary shape 
and cover the area of the resource between the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania border 
with Maryland and PECO’s Plymouth Meeting Substation in Plymouth Meeting, 
Pennsylvania. The mapping shall be provided as ArcGIS shapefiles and shall be prepared 
and submitted in compliance with PA SHPO guidelines for GIS deliverables. This mapping 
will be an addendum to the resource as mapped in the previous Historic Resources Survey 
Form (HRSF) for the PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission 
Line (Key No. 156601).  

The GIS mapping shall be a desktop task, using readily available online information. 
SEPTA’s GIS analyst shall coordinate with an architectural historian during the GIS 
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mapping task to identify the boundary in areas where data is available, as well as to identify 
areas where the resource boundary is unclear and will require verification by means of 
additional study by others in the future.  The architectural historian shall meet the Secretary 
of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards (48 FR 44738-9). In addition, the 
GIS mapping effort shall identify notable features or losses of integrity to the extent that 
the available desktop data can provide, scaled to within a two-day work effort. 

The GIS mapping shall be accompanied by a brief memorandum that identifies the 
methodology, assumptions, and data sources used. The notable features or losses of 
integrity identified during GIS mapping will be recorded in a table or as notes in the 
memorandum. To the extent that the GIS mapping effort identifies sources of information 
that may be useful to others in future research regarding the PNJ Interconnection; 
Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line, the memorandum shall cite those 
sources.  

II.  General Provisions 

A. Undertaking Changes  
If SEPTA proposes changes to the Undertaking that may result in additional or new 
effects on historic properties, SEPTA will notify FTA and the PA SHPO of such 
changes. Before SEPTA takes any action that may result in additional or new 
effects on historic properties, SEPTA, FTA, and PA SHPO will consult to 
determine the appropriate course of action. 

B. In the event that another federal agency not initially a party to or subject to this 
MOA receives an application for funding/license/permit for the Undertaking as 
described in this MOA, that agency may fulfill its Section 106 responsibilities by 
stating in writing it concurs with the terms of this MOA and notifying FTA, SHPO, 
and SEPTA that it intends to do so. Such agreement shall be evidenced by filing 
their intent use this MOA to fulfill their Section 106 responsibilities with the 
ACHP, and implementation of the terms of this MOA. 

III.       Duration 
FTA and SEPTA will implement the terms of this MOA, including Stipulation I, prior to 
demolition of any transmission towers related to construction of the Undertaking. SEPTA 
will notify the signatories to this MOA in writing of the start date of Undertaking 
construction in the portion of the PNJ Interconnection; Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting 
Transmission Line (Key No. 156601) that is within the Undertaking’s limit of disturbance 
(also known as the PECO corridor), and the expected duration of construction in that 
location. SEPTA will again notify the signatories to this MOA in writing of the end date 
of construction in the PECO corridor. This MOA will expire if its terms are not carried out 
within ten (10) years from the date of its execution; prior to such time, FTA may consult 
with the other signatories to reconsider the terms of the MOA and amend it in accordance 
with Stipulation VII.  
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IV. Post-Review Discoveries 

If any newly identified historic properties are discovered or unanticipated effects on known 
historic properties are identified during the implementation of this Undertaking, SEPTA 
shall immediately notify FTA. FTA will notify the PA SHPO of the discovery within 48 
hours and consult with PA SHPO in accordance with 36 C.F.R. § 800.13(b)(3) to develop 
and implement actions to identify historic properties and resolve adverse effects.  

V.       Monitoring and Reporting 

On or before September 30 of each year following the execution of this MOA until all 
stipulations are satisfied or the MOA is terminated, SEPTA shall provide all parties to this 
MOA a summary report detailing work undertaken pursuant to its terms. Such report shall 
include any scheduling changes proposed, any problems encountered, and any disputes and 
objections received in FTA and SEPTA’s efforts to carry out the terms of this MOA. 

VI.      Dispute Resolution 

Any Signatory or concurring party to this MOA may object at any time to any actions 
proposed or to the manner in which the terms of this MOA are implemented by providing 
written notice to FTA, and FTA shall consult with such party to resolve the objection.  If 
FTA determines that such objection cannot be resolved, FTA will: 

A.  Forward all documentation relevant to the dispute, including the FTA’s proposed 
resolution, to the ACHP. The ACHP shall provide FTA with its advice on the 
resolution of the objection within thirty (30) days of receiving adequate 
documentation. Prior to reaching a final decision on the dispute, FTA shall prepare 
a written response that takes into account any timely advice or comments regarding 
the dispute from the ACHP, Signatories, and concurring parties, and provide them 
with a copy of this written response. FTA will then proceed according to its final 
decision. 

B.  If the ACHP does not provide its advice regarding the dispute within the thirty (30) 
day time period, FTA may make a final decision on the dispute and proceed 
accordingly. Prior to reaching such a final decision, FTA shall prepare a written 
response that takes into account any timely comments regarding the dispute from 
the Signatories and concurring parties to the MOA, and provide them and the 
ACHP with a copy of such written response. 

C.  FTA’s responsibility to carry out all other actions subject to the terms of this MOA 
that are not the subject of the dispute remain unchanged. 

VII. Amendments 

This MOA may be amended when such an amendment is agreed to in writing by all 
Signatories. The amendment will be effective on the date a copy signed by all the 
Signatories is filed with the ACHP. 
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VIII. Termination 

If any Signatory to this MOA determines that its terms will not or cannot be carried out, 
that party shall immediately consult with the other Signatories to attempt to develop an 
amendment per Stipulation VII, above. If within thirty (30) calendar days (or another time 
period agreed to by all Signatories) an amendment cannot be reached, any Signatory may 
terminate the MOA upon written notification to the other Signatories. Once the MOA is 
terminated, and prior to work continuing on the Undertaking, FTA must either (a) execute 
an MOA pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.6 or (b) request, take into account, and respond to the 
comments of the ACHP under 36 CFR § 800.7. FTA shall notify the Signatories as to the 
course of action it will pursue. 

IX. Anti-Deficiency Act 

FTA’s obligations under this MOA are subject to the availability of appropriated funds, 
and the stipulations of this MOA are subject to the provisions of the Anti-Deficiency Act. 
FTA shall make reasonable and good faith efforts to secure the necessary funds to 
implement this MOA in its entirety. If compliance with the Anti-Deficiency Act alters or 
impairs FTA’s ability to implement the stipulations of this agreement, FTA shall consult 
in accordance with the amendment and termination procedures found at Stipulations VII 
and VIII of this agreement. 

EXECUTION of this MOA by FTA, SEPTA, and PA SHPO, and implementation of its terms are 
evidence that FTA and SEPTA have taken into account the effects of this Undertaking on historic 
properties and afforded the ACHP an opportunity to comment.  
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 
AMONG 

THE FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION,  
THE PENNSYLVANIA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER, AND 
THE SOUTHEASTERN PENNSYLVANIA TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY  

REGARDING THE KING OF PRUSSIA RAIL EXTENSION PROJECT 
UPPER MERION TOWNSHIP, MONTGOMERY COUNTY AND UPPER DARBY 

TOWNSHIP, DELAWARE COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA 

SIGNATORY 

PENNSYLVANIA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE (PA SHPO) 

By: Date:  
Andrea MacDonald, Director, State Historic Preservation Office, and 
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer 

11/23/2020
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Roche, Leslie

From: Koenig, Daniel (FTA) <daniel.koenig@dot.gov>
Sent: Monday, December 21, 2020 10:32 AM
To: Diehl, Emma (emdiehl@pa.gov)
Cc: Ryan Judge; Shauna Haas; Tamra Dann; Roche, Leslie; Quinn, Margaret; Timothy Lidiak
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Notification of de minimis impact determination - Pennsylvania Turnpike: Delaware River 

Extension

Emma, 
 
The purpose of this email is to notify PHMC of FTA’s intent to make a de minimis impact determination pursuant to 
Section 4(f) for the Pennsylvania Turnpike: Delaware River Extension for SEPTA’s King of Prussia Rail Extension Project 
(project). As the official with jurisdiction, FTA is required under 23 CFR 774.5(b)(1) to notify PHMC, as the SHPO, of our 
intent to make a de minimis impact determination. FTA made a no adverse effect determination on this property and 
received concurrence from PHMC on October 30, 2020. A no adverse effect determination on this property under 
Section 106 enables a de minimis impact determination to be made under Section 4(f) because it means that the 
Preferred Alternative will have no adverse impact on the features, attributes or activities that qualify the Pennsylvania 
Turnpike: Delaware River Extension for protection by Section 4(f). 
 
As you’ll recall, the Pennsylvania Turnpike: Delaware River Extension is part of the Pennsylvania Turnpike Main Line 
Historic District, whose period of significance is 1938 through 1956. The Turnpike and its extensions were determined 
eligible for the NRHP in 2005 under Criterion A for association with the post‐World War II toll‐road movement, and as 
one of the last elements in a regional system of high‐speed, limited‐access superhighways connecting northeastern and 
north‐central states with Chicago. The boundary of the historic resource is the parcel boundary. Key contributing 
elements to the District are features associated with the engineering standards used in the original construction: travel 
lanes (originally two in each direction); interchanges and toll plazas; tunnels; abandoned sections; bridges, culverts and 
retaining walls; service plazas; maintenance facilities; and state police stations. 
 
This email serves as notification and documentation only as PHMC has concurred with FTA’s determination of no 
adverse effect for this property. FTA and SEPTA made the Draft Section 4(f) evaluation available for public comment on 
December 1, 2020 in accordance with 23 CFR 774.5 and FTA plans to issue its final Section 4(f) evaluation in the 
combined Final Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision for the project in 2021. FTA and SEPTA 
appreciate PHMC’s continued cooperation on this project.  
 
Best, 
Dan 
 
Daniel Koenig 
Community Planner Region III 
U.S. Department of Transportation - Federal Transit Administration  
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 
East Building E56-202  
Washington, DC 20590 
202.366.8224 (o)  
 
 
 



United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
5 Post Office Square, Suite 18011 

Boston, Massachusetts  02109 
 
 
 
 

          December 22, 2020 
9043.1 
ER 20/0497 
 
Daniel Koenig 
Federal Transit Administration, Region III 
1760 Market Street, Suite 500 
Philadelphia, PA  19103-4124 
 
Subject: Comments 
 Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation 

King of Prussia Rail Expansion Project 
Chester County, Pennsylvania 

 
Dear Mr. Koenig: 
 
The U.S. Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed the revised draft Section 4(f) 
Evaluation for the King of Prussia Rail Expansion Project in Chester County, Pennsylvania.  The 
Department acknowledges that the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) previously completed a 
Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation that was included in the October 2017 King of Prussia Rail 
Extension Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).  That document was subject to public 
and Department review during the DEIS public comment period from October 17, 2017, to 
December 8, 2017.  The Department provided a concurrence letter dated November 30, 2017, for 
that document.   
 
We understand that because a new historic Section 4(f) property, the Pennsylvania-New Jersey 
Interconnection, Conowingo to Plymouth Meeting Transmission Line (PNJ Interconnection), 
was identified after the DEIS was published, the FTA is re-issuing the Draft Section 4(f) 
Evaluation for public and Department review in compliance with 23 CFR 774.5(a). We offer the 
following comments on this project for your consideration.  
 

Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation Comments 
 
The Department reiterates that comments from our November 2017 letter concerning Valley 
Forge National Historical Park on this project still stand.  In addition, the Department concurs 
that there is no prudent and feasible alternative for use of the newly identified Section 4(f) 
property, PNJ Interconnection, along the revised rail extension alignment.  In a letter dated 
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September 26, 2016, the Pennsylvania Historical & Museum Commission (PHMC) concurred 
with the FTA’s determination that the project would have an adverse effect on the PNJ 
Interconnection.  Furthermore, the Department acknowledges that through consultation, the FTA, 
the Southeastern Pennsylvania Transit Authority, and PHMC entered into a Section 106 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) on November 25, 2020.  The MOA stipulates the mitigation 
measures to be undertaken as part of the project to address the adverse effects of the project to 
the PNJ Interconnection.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and provide comments on this project.  If you have 
questions regarding these comments, please contact Mark Eberle, National Park Service at 
mark_eberle@nps.gov.  Please contact me at (617) 223-8565 if I can be of further assistance. 
 
       Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Andrew L. Raddant  
Regional Environmental Officer 

 
cc: SHPO-PA (anlowery@pa.gov) 
 

mailto:mark_eberle@nps.gov
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