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June 1, 2016 
 
Ms. Katherine Marcopul, Administrator 
Mail Code 501-04B 
State of New Jersey 
Department of Environmental Protection 
Historic Preservation Office 
P.O. Box 420 
Trenton, NJ  08625-0420 
 
Re: Trenton-Mercer Airport 

Environmental Assessment for Mitigation of  
Incompatible Land Uses and Obstructions  
 

File: 280.008.002 
 
Dear. Ms. Marcopul: 
 
On behalf of Mercer County, C&S Engineers, Inc., is preparing an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) to address Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) incompatible land 
uses and mitigate obstructions at Trenton-Mercer Airport (TTN) in the Township 
of Ewing, New Jersey.  The EA will evaluate the environmental impacts associated 
addressing incompatible land uses in the RPZs and mitigating obstructions to the 
navigable airspace surrounding TTN.  Since the proposed project will involve 
funding and approvals from federal, state, and local agencies, National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review is necessary to comply with Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) requirements to assess impacts associated with airport 
development projects. The FAA is the NEPA lead agency for the proposed project.   
 
The purpose for this project is to enhance the safety and efficiency of aircraft 
operations conducted at the Airport by addressing obstructions to navigable 
airspace and to enhance the protection of people and property on the ground by 
addressing incompatible land uses within the runway protection zones.  
 
The need for the project is to protect the airspace surrounding Trenton-Mercer 
Airport in accordance with federal regulations, design standards, and grant 
assurances (obligations).   
 
The proposed project is shown on the attached drawings (see Figures 1.3, 1.4, and 
1.5) and includes the following: 
 



Critical on and off airport obstruction mitigation: 
• Removal of tree canopy area (67.88 acres on and 1.89 acres off) 
• Removal of individual trees (43 trees on and 2 off) 
• Grading of 3.3 acres of terrain 
• Lighting of three areas of fence and two antennas 
• Avigation easement or one time right of entry for three parcels  
• Removal of four utility poles 

Off airport obstruction mitigation: 
• Removal of up to 48.75 acres of tree canopy area 
• Removal of up to 193 individual trees 
• Right of first refusal for the purchase of nine residences to remove 

residential structures (nine houses and four shed) 
• Avigation easement or one time right of entry for 113 parcels  
• Lighting of nine utility poles and one transmission tower 
• Installing three solar LED lights on fencing to mark a railroad (Runway 34 

end) 
• Removal and relocation of two communication towers 

RPZ Mitigation 
• Right of first refusal for the purchase of six residences to remove buildings 

 
At this time we are requesting the Historic Preservation Office’s review of the 
enclosed Stage IA and IB surveys prepared by R. Alan Mounier, dated August 2015 
and February 2016 respectively, for the proposed project.  Please let us know if 
anything further is required by your office to receive a finding of no effect. 
 
If you have any questions regarding the project, please contact me at 716-955-3017, 
or by e-mail at gmckee@cscos.com.  Thank you for your assistance. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
C&S ENGINEERS, INC. 
 
 
 
Gayle M. McKee, C.M. 
Senior Project Planner 
 
enc. 
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Abstract 

 

The Trenton-Mercer Airport proposes to remove obstructions that exist upon and surrounding its holdings 
in Ewing Township, Mercer County, New Jersey. The obstructions primarily consist of trees that pose 
potential hazards to aviation, but certain buildings and other structures are also involved. During June of 
2015, the firm of R. Alan Mounier, Archaeologist undertook a preliminary archaeological investigation to 
identify and tentatively evaluate archaeological and historical sites at or near the affected locations, which 
cover slightly more than 100 acres. Background research indicates the existence of historic archaeological 
remains in the northwestern portion of the airport property. Prehistoric archaeological finds have been 
reported near the airport but not within its boundaries. One location to the south of the airport occupies a 
setting that suggests the possible presence of prehistoric remains. The proposed obstruction removal does 
not affect any presently recognized cultural resources. The proposed undertaking does not conflict with 
known prehistoric sites. A Stage IB Survey is recommended to determine whether any previously unrecorded 
prehistoric sites reside in the work areas to the south of the airfield. With this exception no further 
archaeological or historical services are recommended.  
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Introduction 
This report summarizes the findings of a Stage IA archaeological investigation that was conducted between 
June and August of 2015 with a focus on the Trenton-Mercer Airport and surrounding terrain in Ewing 
Township, Mercer County, N.J. The proposed removal of trees and the mediation of other obstructions to 
aviation provide the impetus for this investigation. Overall, the locations subject to treatment cover slightly 
more than 100 acres. Figures 1 through 3 illustrate the project area and related obstructions. 

Regulated under NEPA, the project is subject to permitting by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). 
The survey is required under FAA Regulations, Part 77. C & S Engineers of Buffalo, N.Y. commissioned this 
study on behalf of the Trenton-Mercer Airport, which is operated by the County of Mercer. 

The study area lies to the south and east of Route I-95, immediately north of the West Trenton section of 
Ewing Township. The project centers on the Trenton-Mercer Airport, formerly developed during World War 
II as the Mercer Naval Air Facility, which was used for testing naval aircraft before delivery for active service. 
Because of this connection the airfield as a whole has potential significance in terms of the National Register 
Criteria for Evaluation (36 CFR 60.4), although little besides the runway configuration survives from the 
field’s formative period. Although some have been found nearby, there are no known prehistoric 
archaeological sites within the project area. Remains of the late historic period have been found in disturbed 
ground in the northwestern portion of the airport property and at a number of more distant locations.  Any 
remains that reside below ground cannot be detected at the present level of investigation.  

Figure 1: General Project Area 
U.S.G.S. Pennington, N.J. – PA Quadrangle 

Project Area Circled; Scale = Feet 



Figure 2: Map Showing Distribution of Identified Obstacles 

Source: C & S Engineers 



 

Figure 3: Oblique Aerial Images Showing Nature of Obstructions around the Project Area 

Upper: View to the North; Lower: View to the South. Compare to Figure 2. 

Source: Google Earth 

 



  



Plate 1: View across Threshold of Runway 6 

Looking West 

Plate 2: Sam Weinroth Road, West of Runway 6 

Looking North  



Plate 3: Distant View of Field and Wood Lines 

Looking South from Jones Dairy Farm 
Tree line at center (arrows) follows a small stream. The  
adjacent fields may contain prehistoric cultural remains. 

Plate 4: Vegetation near Sam Weinroth Road, North of Terminal 

Looking East 



Plate 5: Retaining Wall and Woods near Threshold of Runway 16 

Looking Southwest  

Plate 6: Field and Woods Near End of Runway 24 

Looking Northeast 



Plate 7: Playing Field and Woods Southeast of Runway 34 

Looking Northwest 

Plate 8: Lockheed Avenue at Pitcairn Avenue 

Looking Northwest 



Plate 9: Sam Weinroth Road near Control Tower Drive 

Looking North 

Plate 10: Sam Weinroth Road opposite Terminal Parking Lots 

Looking North 



Figure 4: Aerial View, Showing Orientation of Photographs 

Designations (P#) indicate plate numbers. Arrows  
indicate the position and orientation of the camera. 

The airport lies in the drainage of the Delaware River. A nameless tributary heads up in the southwestern 
margin of the airport, running in that direction through Scudders Falls to the Delaware River. The head of 
Shabakunk Creek originates near the northeastern quadrant of the airfield, while a branch of Jacobs Creek 
(a.k.a. Ewing Creek) skirts the northern limit of the airport. The ground around the airport has variable 
drainage characteristics. The uplands consist of brownish loamy earth. The upland settings along the streams 
and ancient gullies are consistent with the soil-moisture-drainage regimes sometimes associated with very 
small, ephemeral aboriginal settlements.  

Remains relating to the military history of the airport take the form of runways, the principal hangar having 
been destroyed by fire in 1969. Although some archaeological sites are on record for the airport property and 
vicinity, the project poses no risk of destruction or degradation to known significant cultural resources. 
Limited additional archaeological survey is advisable in search of possible remains at nearby locations that are 
subject to potential disturbance by tree work. 

The remainder of this report details pertinent background information, the findings of the research, as well as 
recommendations and conclusions. 



Disposition of Records and Finds 
Copies of this report are to be filed with the client and with the New Jersey Historic Preservation Office. The 
author will also maintain a report copy on file along with pertinent documentation. Collected archaeological 
materials from sites that are significant or potentially significant under the National Register Criteria for 
Evaluation are ordinarily held for eventual release to the New Jersey State Museum. As a preliminary study, 
this project has resulted in the collection of no specimens. 

Project Description 
The proposed project would remove or visually identify obstructions that pose a risk to aviation. Recognized 
obstructions include arboreal growth in certain wooded tracts, as well as a number of individual trees. The 
areal extent includes approximately 80.4 acres of woodlands on airport property and approximately 52 acres 
of wooded terrain beyond the airport property. The process of removing trees would consist of trimming, 
felling, and grubbing to a depth of approximately 24 inches (61cm). Other obstructions include buildings, 
fencing, certain roadways, and a railroad grade. These obstructions may be remediated by means of lighting to 
identify hazards visually.  

Definitions 
Archaeology is the study of past human behavior as revealed by the physical traces of that behavior. In the 
following discussion, the term, “prehistoric,” relates to the period before written history. As such it is 
synonymous with the Indian or Native American cultures in the period before contact with Europeans. In the 
area of present concern, the historic period begins around the middle of the 17th century, although most 
historical accounts appear much later. 

The physical vestiges of human behavior may include artifacts, features, or activity areas. An artifact is 
anything made or used by humans. Artifacts may follow a cultural template, or a prescribed form, such as 
describes an arrowhead or an axe. Such pieces are called formal artifacts. Formal artifacts have value as 
cultural-chronological indicators. 

Some objects were used in their natural state or minimally modified to suit a particular purpose. Changes 
from use may be evident as striations, surficial battering, and so on. Such items are known as expedient or 
non-formalized artifacts. Examples of expedient artifacts are cobbles that served as hammers or abraders 
without special preparation or flakes that were used as is for simple cutting or scraping jobs. Non-formalized 
artifacts lack diagnostic value as cultural-chronological indicators. Usually artifacts are portable objects. 

Cultural features, on the other hand, are structural elements or clusters of artifacts. Structural elements might 
include refuse or burial pits or remnants of houses. Hearths (clusters of thermally altered rocks), knapping 
stations (clusters of flakes), and activity areas (clusters of task-specific artifacts) are examples of features 
composed of artifact aggregations. Features, by and large, are not transportable, although many of their 
constituent elements may be. 

Deposits of earth or other materials—emplaced for elevating low ground, for stabilizing unsound surfaces (as 
for roadways), or simply for purposes of disposal—generally fall into the category of “fill.” Fill layers are 
cultural features that may have quite variable dimensions from place to place or from time to time. Very deep 
or tall fill deposits may be called dams, berms, dikes, or causeways, among other things, depending upon their 
actual functions. Fill may contain or consist of artifacts that can be useful for determining cultural and 
chronological relationships. 

Activity areas are locations that contain clustered artifacts and, sometimes features, that relate to one or more 
activities (such as knapping, cooking, etc.) by a single group of people within a given period of time. Activity 
areas may reflect one or more episodes of use closely spaced in time. Although they are similar to features, 
activity areas are often much larger than individual features and possess less well-defined boundaries. 

A site may be described simply as a location that contains evidence of past human behavior, viz., one or more 
artifacts, features, activity areas, or all three. A site may be simple or complex depending on its specific 



history. Sites consist of components, which are expressions of a particular cultural group at a particular point 
in time. The simplest sites, known as single-component sites, are those that were occupied only once by a 
single group of people. In this respect, single- component sites may consist of a single activity area. By 
contrast, multicomponent sites bear evidence of occupation by more than one cultural group or by the same 
group of people on more than one occasion. Multicomponent sites often contain more than one activity area, 
each relating to the behaviors of individual groups. 

Locations that yield isolated clusters of artifacts, features, or activity areas within a given site are known as loci 
(or locus, in the singular). We also extend this convention to productive portions of project areas, especially if 
no archaeological sites have been previously reported. If present, multiple loci are given individual 
designations. 

In the context of bureaucratically driven studies, archaeological sites and historical properties that have 
potential importance to science and heritage are known as cultural resources. The branch of archaeology that 
is concerned with the identification, evaluation, and management of archaeological and historical sites in the 
bureaucratic milieu is known as cultural resource management. 

Sites, artifacts, features, and events may be datable by their form, content, or historical references to certain 
periods of time. As used in this report, the term “prehistoric” refers to the period of human occupation 
preceding written records; thus, corresponding to the aboriginal past. The term “historic” refers to the period 
whose events and productions appear in written, published, or material form. This roughly corresponds to 
the beginning of European exploration and colonization in the 17th and 18th centuries, and extends to the 
present. As used here, the term “modern” relates to items or events that generally correspond to the span of 
the 20th century. The term “recent” relates to items or events that date to the last 50 years, or so. Modern and 
recent both describe subsets of the historic period. Historic items or events that predate the modern era may 
be defined as “early historic” or may be identified by reference to a date or range of dates. It is understood 
that the temporal boundaries are not absolute and may overlap. 

Key Personnel 
R. Alan Mounier served as Principal Investigator. Mounier has been engaged in archaeological research in 
eastern North America for nearly 50 years, including 39 years as proprietor of the firm bearing his name. His 
professional qualifications exceed the requirements for archaeologists engaged in Federally funded data 
recovery operations (36 CFR 66.3), as well as those set forth in 36 CFR 61. 

Paul W. Schopp, a well recognized and highly respected historian provided background information about 
previous surveys and listed sites in the project vicinity. He also compiled the historical summary. 

Area of Potential Effects 
The area of potential effects is defined as the area in which project-related disturbances are likely to affect 
potentially significant resources. Under existing regulations, the area of potential effects is defined by the 
agency that regulates the pertinent project. With respect to archaeological resources, the area of potential 
effects is ordinarily defined in three dimensions; that is, it has both horizontal and vertical components. The 
horizontal component consists of that part of the proposed project, considered in plan view, that might 
potentially coincide with archaeological resources; the vertical component consists of the locations in which 
construction excavation or related disturbances may be expected to intrude into archaeological deposits. 
When potentially significant resources include buildings or other elements of the so-called built environment, 
their position on the landscape and their elevation about the ground surface become important 
considerations. 

In the present instance, the horizontal component of the area of potential effects was taken to be coextensive 
with the project boundaries. The vertical component can be defined as the maximum depth of construction-
related disturbances within those portions of the project area, where the proposed actions will take place. The 
proposed clearing of wooded terrain might include ground disturbances to a depth of approximately 24 
inches (61cm). 



Settlement Model 
A settlement model is a theoretical construct that interprets how people arranged themselves on the 
landscape. Modern anthropological archaeologists understand that the related sites of any given culture form 
integral parts of a subsistence-settlement system, which comprise interrelated, adaptive mechanisms or social 
structures for exploiting natural resources within a given period of time and within a more or less confined 
geographic area. The occupants of each site performed tasks that were necessary for the continued survival of 
the group, and each site was situated so as to allow the collection and processing of required resources—food 
and building materials, raw materials for tools and utensils, items that might be valuable for trade, and so 
forth. In addition to their importance in economic terms, the sites also described geographic junctions in 
social networks; that is, they were places where people exchanged information and ideas, held ceremonies, 
and solidified or dissolved relationships, whether between individuals or groups. 

Most anthropological models of prehistoric settlement involve some concept of group mobility; that is, 
people moved about, presumably in seasonal cycles. They might gather together in large villages for part of 
the year and disburse along rivers and trails to several hunting or foraging camps according to the seasonal 
availability of resources. Each group operated within a territory that it recognized as its own. Wallace (1947:4) 
has noted that, among the historic Lenape, there probably were individual territories of relatively small size, 
perhaps covering up to 200 square miles (518 km2), which formed subdivisions of larger communal 
territories, ranging up to 1,500 square miles (3,885 km2) in size. Similar arrangements might be supposed for 
more ancient societies as well. 

Evidence of prehistoric occupation is more likely to occur on the uplands near watercourses, water bodies, 
and wetlands than in interior settings, unless the wetlands margins are stony, rocky, or wet. The zone of 
highest probability for the occurrence of archaeological remains generally coincides with a band of well-
drained uplands, about 200-300 feet wide, adjacent to and parallel with the banks of present or former 
streams, bodies of standing water, or associated wetlands (see Ranere and Hansell 1987 for a statistical test of 
this long-recognized empirical pattern). Except as noted, experience shows that the probability for the 
occurrence of archaeological deposits usually diminishes sharply with increased distance from the 
watercourses and wetlands. 

If the study location is bounded on two or more sides by watercourses, the interior may or may not contain 
archaeological remains, depending upon the character of the property under investigation. If interior water 
features (so-called periglacial basins) are present, then evidence of settlement may be expected to occur on 
uplands ridges between the stream and basin edges, or just around the basin, if no streams are present 
(Bonfiglio and Cresson 1982). If the overland distance between adjacent water sources is short, or if the 
occupation was intensive, then artifacts and, possibly, features may extend further from the water than 
elsewhere (Mounier 1974, 2013a, 2013b). If the distance is great, or if the occupation was diffuse, the 
distribution of archaeological remains across the interior will be spotty or non-existent (Mounier 2003a). 

Given the choice, people would prefer to occupy well-drained terrain that is soft—meaning, sandy or loamy, 
rather than stony. This characteristic appears to be universal. To cite just one example, Tindale (1985:25) 
reported that Australian aborigines preferred to occupy sandy sites: "At Moolabulla, where aborigines were 
still living on the sandy soil they favored, we immediately began to find on the surface many discarded and 
broken implements . . ." (emphasis added). The implication for aboriginal settlement on the coastal plains of 
New Jersey is that sporadic occupations sometimes occur on patches of sandy soil at greater than usual 
distances from the water when unfavorable soil conditions prevail on the wetlands margins. This pattern has 
been repeatedly observed in parts of Gloucester County (Mounier 1994, 2006) and presumably pertains to 
other settings as well. 

For decades, the correlation of prehistoric archaeological remains with the uplands adjacent to stream courses 
and other natural water bodies has been noted across the region as a whole (Skinner and Schrabisch 1913:10-
11; Cross 1941; Mounier 2003b:127). In fact, a close reading of the site descriptions presented by Cross 
(1941)—including the appended capsule site summaries (Cross 1941:215-255)—demonstrates that this basic 
pattern of aboriginal site distribution has been well known for more than 60 years. Conversely, the general 



absence of sites on terrain remote from sources of water has also been confirmed. Archaeological tests of 
aboriginal settlement patterns further illustrate the accuracy and precision (i.e., the correctness and 
repeatability) of site predictions based on this characterization (Ranere and Hansell 1987, Mounier 1990). 

Although stray artifacts may occur on the divides between drainages or between other water bodies, such 
artifacts cannot be detected reliably by conventional testing. Indeed, most discoveries of artifacts in remote 
settings—say more than 500 feet from present or former sources of surface water—have occurred by chance 
encounters (Mounier 1998). 

Consistent with the foregoing model, most of the recognized prehistoric sites in New Jersey occur on well-
drained soils that are devoid of heavy gravel concentrations. Site identified near the project area reside on 
Bucks silt loam and Penn shaly silt loam (1998). 

The size of sites as well as the frequency and variety of included artifacts appear to decrease as one 
approaches the headwaters. Prehistoric sites in extreme headwater settings are quite infrequent and generally 
quite small.  

Sites of the historic period are less severely constrained by environmental circumstances and may be expected 
to occur in patterns dictated by the historical development of the region or locale. In the present instance, any 
location in proximity to the airport may contain cultural remains associated with it. The construction of the 
airport has obliterated all traces of features that may have been present at earlier sites, which can be assumed 
to be farm-related by reference to historic mapping and aerial photography (Figures 6, 7, and 8). 

Probability Zones 
Regulations require that each study area be divided into zones with estimated probabilities for the occurrence 
of archaeological remains. The default model posits zones of high, medium, and low probability. With regard 
to the detection of aboriginal remains, the zone of highest probability usually consists of a band of well-
drained uplands from 200 to 300 feet wide, lying parallel to the edges of natural bodies of water. For 
prehistoric sites the zones of moderate and low probability can be estimated on the basis of increasing 
distance from water. In connection with remains of the historic period, the zones of greatest potential 
coincide with known cultural features, or in certain cases with natural topographic features. For instance, 
waterpowered mills are always associated with streams. At the airport, aviation-related artifacts may exist 
anywhere around the installation. 

One must also accept the possibility that some locations may have no prospects for the occurrence of 
archaeological remains. Examples would be sites that were not occupied or those at which erosion, 
earthmoving, very vigorous or prolonged relic collecting, and similar destructive agencies have obliterated the 
archaeological record. 

Some locations may have witnessed little or no settlement because of conditions that made settlement 
difficult, dangerous, or uneconomical. Circumstances that might have limited or prevented settlement include 
frequent episodic flooding, infestation by noxious plants (e.g., poison ivy, thistles, nettles, etc.) or by vermin, 
not to mention prohibitions by cultural taboos. The local degradation or inaccessibility of attractive natural 
resources would also affect the character of aboriginal settlement (Tuck 1971:213-214). 

The existence of particularly attractive sites may have made the occupation of otherwise favorable, nearby 
locations superfluous. For example, the big and imposing Indian Head site in Cumberland County apparently 
exerted such a draw on native peoples that many seemingly suitable locations nearby show negligible signs of 
settlement (Mounier 1983, 2005). 

Sites at which the archaeological record has been degraded or obliterated clearly have a diminished prospect 
for archaeological detection, or none at all. Extensive earthmoving for mining, stream canalization, creation 
of irrigation ponds, and the like can render archaeological sites entirely unproductive. It is reasonable to 
expect that earthwork at the airport may have had a deleterious effect on any archaeological sites that may 
have been present. 



While some of the conditions that affect archaeological site presence or survival are unambiguous, 
archaeological tests of some of the other phenomena could be difficult. The important consideration is that 
various natural or social conditions can invalidate the general settlement model or require its revision on a 
site-by-site basis. 

All of the project area may be considered to have no more than minimal potential for archaeological sites of 
the prehistoric period. This evaluation is advanced because the locale lies in headwater settings, which have 
yielded only a few stone flakes and a single quartz biface to several archaeological surveys (MTA 1998; RGA 
2004). Naturally, the greatest prospects, limited though they are, reside in relatively undisturbed ground 
adjacent to natural stream courses. Locations of potential interest occupy farmed fields immediately south of 
the airport, opposite Runway 6, and extending to the south for a distance of ½-mile or so. Other streamside 
settings in the eastern and northwestern quarters of the project area have been disturbed to the point that the 
recovery of artifacts in meaningful contexts is unlikely.  

The discovery of farm- or aviation-related remains might be expected from locations around the project area. 
Such items would almost certainly reside in disturbed contexts and may be expected to yield minimal new 
data upon which to build a cogent new interpretation of local or regional history. 

Theoretical Orientation 
The purpose of this investigation is to identify and evaluate any cultural remains—whether previously 
documented or merely foreseeable—that might reside within the project area. Except as already adumbrated, 
this study has no particular research objectives respecting anthropological theory. This is not to say that the 
author maintains an anti-theoretical intellectual posture. Rather, it is a recognition that early-stage surveys 
offer little prospect for yielding data that might elicit meaningful, theoretically-informed interpretations. At 
the present level of survey, the objectives are principally practical, having to do with the need to recognize 
cultural remains, if present, and to offer evaluations of their significance so as to effectuate responsible 
management in the context of the current regulatory milieu. 

The requirement for identification entails background research and preliminary fieldwork to determine the 
presence or absence of cultural remains. A prevailing sense of pragmatism compels the utilization of the most 
parsimonious research procedures consistent with the satisfaction of the stated survey objectives. The author 
recognizes that sites of human occupation vary in their composition and form with respect to their 
distribution in space, time, and culture. Given the expectation that evidence of human occupation is likely to 
occur unevenly across the landscape, the strategy for prospecting must suit the geographic configuration of 
the project location. 

In the present instance, the most expedient approach to the detection or prediction of archaeological sites 
was documentary research coupled with field visits. Upon detection of a cultural presence, the evaluation 
requirement necessitates differentiation between cultural remains and cultural resources. Whereas cultural 
remains comprise any physical vestiges of previous human behavior, cultural resources can be defined as 
those remains that have potential significance for science and/or for the appreciation of heritage. In this 
context, significance is measured in relation to the National Register Criteria for Evaluation (36 CFR Part 
60.4) and the New Jersey Register Criteria for Evaluation (NJRHPA 1970 Ch. 268; Laws of 1970 - N.J.S.A. 
13:1B.128). The same criteria apply to both registers. 

Evaluation of cultural remains in terms of the Criteria follows from the analysis of data acquired from 
background research, field survey, and laboratory procedures (when applicable), together with an 
understanding of the current state of knowledge regarding the archaeology and history of the region. In 
evaluating archaeological sites, the quality of physical integrity and the perception of a potential to contribute 
substantively to knowledge are foremost. 

Research Methods 
Documentary research was undertaken to produce an inventory of known sites within the project area. 
Particular attention was paid to historical and cartographic data. Sources of information included the 



following: New Jersey State Museum; New Jersey Historic Preservation Office; New Jersey State Archives; 
local and county libraries; and, the reference library and collection maintained by the author, and that kept by 
Paul W. Schopp. 

Standard reference texts were consulted. The archaeological literature includes reports of early archaeological 
surveys (Skinner and Schrabisch 1913; Spier 1915; Cross 1941) and cultural resource reports on file with the 
New Jersey Historic Preservation Office, and the site lists maintained by the New Jersey State Museum (see 
References). The Lists of known sites and previous surveys appear later in this report, beginning on page 31. 
In addition, the author posted an inquiry to the Internet list maintained by the Archaeological Society of New 
Jersey. This posting yielded no useful returns. 

Fieldwork was conducted during the month of June 2015. This work consisted of a “windshield survey” and 
a surface reconnaissance. Some formerly cleared areas have reverted to natural cover or contain modern 
facilities. Two stream-abutted fields to the southwest of the airport seemed to occupy locations favorable for 
aboriginal settlement, but could not be examined because of a standing crop and other ground cover (see 
page 35).  Conditions for surface inspection were generally poor. Where roadways passed by or through the 
project area, the unpaved shoulders gave good visibility. Within wooded lots, the ground contained a cover of 
duff and fallen debris, which entirely obscured the surface.  

Geography 

Project Location and Size 
Centered on the Trenton-Mercer Airport, the project area is located north of the West Trenton section of 
Ewing Township, Mercer County. The airport lies to the south and east of Route I-95, and generally 
circumscribed by the alignments of Scotch Road (Route 611) and the Reading Railroad to the east; Parkway 
Avenue/West Upper Ferry Road (Route 634) to the south; and Bear Tavern Road (Route 579) to the 
southwest.  

The airport is a county-owned facility that formerly comprised a naval air station, principally utilized for the 
testing of aircraft during World War II. That facility was established in 1942 on a plot covering 506 acres, 
located in Ewing Township adjacent to an earlier airfield. The present runways and taxiways are remnants of 
the earlier facility. Presently two runways and ancillary taxiways are in use.  

The grounds also contain a variety of governmental, commercial, and institutional facilities, generally housed 
in single-story buildings of late modern to recent construction. A network of two-lane roads surrounds the 
complex, providing access to the terminal and other buildings, as well as connections to county highways and 
Route I-95. 

Setting 
The Trenton-Mercer Airport lies upon the Piedmont Physiographic Province in Ewing Township, Mercer 
County, about 4.7 miles northwest of downtown Trenton. The topography is slightly hilly, with elevations 
ranging from 120 to 225 feet above mean sea level. The project area occupies the headwaters of certain 
Delaware River tributaries, including Shabakunk Creek and Jacobs Creek (a.k.a. Ewing Creek) and another, 
which is nameless. The center of the airport is about two miles east-northeast of the Route I-95 bridge over the 
Delaware River. 

The soils comprise a complex mosaic of several types, mostly consisting of loam or silty loam derived from red 
shale, siltstone, and fine-grain sandstone. Figure 5 shows the distribution of soil types, while Table 1 details the 
extent of those types locally.  

  



 

 

 

 

Figure 5: Soil Map 

Natural Resources Conservation Service Websoil 
See Table 1 for a list of soil types. 

 



Table 1: Soil Types in Project Area and Environs 

Map Symbol Map Unit Name Extent (Acres) Extent (Percent) 

QukB Quakertown silt loam, 2 to 6 percent 
slopes 638.5 15.5% 

BucB Bucks silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes 614.7 14.9% 

UdbB Udorthents, bedrock substratum, 0 to 8 
percent slopes 532.3 12.9% 

MbpB Matapeake loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes 348.5 8.4% 

UdstB Udorthents, stratified substratum, 0 to 8 
percent slopes 179.5 4.3% 

REFB Readington and Abbottstown silt loams, 
2 to 6 percent slopes 163.5 4.0% 

BucB2 Bucks silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes, 
eroded 159.4 3.9% 

QukB2 Quakertown silt loam, 2 to 6 percent 
slopes, eroded 144.4 3.5% 

QukC Quakertown silt loam, 6 to 12 percent 
slopes 134.3 3.3% 

QukC2 Quakertown silt loam, 6 to 12 percent 
slopes, eroded 128.0 3.1% 

DOZA Doylestown and Reaville variant silt 
loams, 0 to 2 percent slopes 118.5 2.9% 

ChcB Chalfont silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes 94.6 2.3% 

BucC2 Bucks silt loam, 6 to 12 percent slopes, 
eroded 85.3 2.1% 

MBYB Mattapex and Bertie loams, 0 to 5 
percent slopes 82.4 2.0% 

PeoC Penn channery silt loam, 6 to 12 percent 
slopes 74.8 1.8% 

BoyAt Bowmansville silt loam, 0 to 2 percent 
slopes, frequently flooded 63.9 1.5% 

QumD2 Quakertown channery silt loam, 12 to 18 
percent slopes, eroded 57.8 1.4% 

PeoB Penn channery silt loam, 2 to 6 percent 
slopes 52.7 1.3% 

REFA Readington and Abbottstown silt loams, 
0 to 2 percent slopes 50.6 1.2% 

PeoD Penn channery silt loam, 12 to 18 
percent slopes 46.5 1.1% 

RorAt Rowland silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, 
frequently flooded 45.3 1.1% 

ChcC2 Chalfont silt loam, 6 to 12 percent 
slopes, eroded 42.6 1.0% 

BucA Bucks silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes 35.8 0.9% 

REFB2 Readington and Abbottstown silt loams, 
2 to 6 percent slopes, eroded 32.4 0.8% 

FmhAt Fluvaquents, loamy, 0 to 3 percent 
slopes, frequently flooded 17.8 0.4% 

BHRSC Birdsboro sandy subsoil variant soils, 6 
to 12 percent slopes 17.1 0.4% 

BhmC2 Birdsboro loam, 6 to 12 percent slopes, 
eroded 16.9 0.4% 



Table 1: Soil Types in Project Area and Environs 

Map Symbol Map Unit Name Extent (Acres) Extent (Percent) 

MbaAt Marsh, fresh water, 0 to 2 percent slopes, 
frequently flooded 16.7 0.4% 

SacB Sassafras sandy loam, 2 to 5 percent 
slopes 15.8 0.4% 

SacC2 Sassafras sandy loam, 5 to 10 percent 
slopes, eroded 15.5 0.4% 

RehB Reaville silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes 11.9 0.3% 

BHRSB Birdsboro sandy subsoil variant soils, 2 
to 6 percent slopes 11.2 0.3% 

RehC2 Reaville silt loam, 6 to 12 percent slopes, 
eroded 11.2 0.3% 

ChcA Chalfont silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes 11.1 0.3% 

DOZB Doylestown and Reaville variant silt 
loams, 2 to 6 percent slopes 9.9 0.2% 

BucC Bucks silt loam, 6 to 12 percent slopes 7.6 0.2% 
BhmB Birdsboro loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes 6.9 0.2% 
EkbA Elkton silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes 5.8 0.1% 

WATER Water 5.4 0.1% 

ThoAs Tioga fine sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent 
slopes, occasionally flooded 4.5 0.1% 

KkoE Klinesville channery loam, 18 to 35 
percent slopes 3.8 0.1% 

REFC2 Readington and Abbottstown silt loams, 
6 to 12 percent slopes, eroded 3.8 0.1% 

MbpC2 Matapeake loam, 5 to 10 percent slopes, 
eroded 3.0 0.1% 

QumC2 Quakertown channery silt loam, 6 to 12 
percent slopes, eroded 2.5 0.1% 

LemB2 Lehigh silt loam, 2 to 6 percent slopes, 
eroded 1.8 0.0% 

QumB Quakertown channery silt loam, 2 to 6 
percent slopes 1.7 0.0% 

RehA Reaville silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes 0.9 0.0% 
 

The locale occupies part of the Piedmont Physiographic province. A typical Carolinian flora and fauna would 
be expected under wild conditions (Robichaud and Buell 1973). A variety of mammals, birds, reptiles, and 
fish would have existed anciently, and modern remnant populations doubtless survive locally. Outside of 
landscaped settings, the trees are principally hardwoods, such as maple, oak, and hickory, now largely 
confined to the margins of streams, where the ground is too wet for farming or other productive uses.  

Until modern times, settlement in the locale was relatively sparse, consisting mainly of dairy, cereal, and truck 
farms. The availability of open space influenced the decision to locate an airfield in this vicinity in the 1920s, 
followed by the establishment of a military base here during World War II. In recent decades, the landscape 
has largely filled up with commercial and industrial facilities, and with residential subdivisions. A large golf 
course was erected to the west of the present airport in 1958. 



Prehistoric Background 
A broad range of cultural expressions and site types is represented in the region. Sites dating from the 
Paleoindian (10,000 - 8,000 years ago) through the Late Woodland periods (as recent as A.D. 1500) are 
known. This span encompasses the limits of known prehistoric occupation in New Jersey. 

Apart from studies undertaken in the regulatory milieu the archaeology of this part of Mercer County remains 
poorly studied. In 1912, the first statewide survey involved only a general canvass and failed to note any sites 
near the project area (Skinner and Schrabisch 1913). The Indian Site Survey (1936 – 1942) produced evidence 
of other sites in the region (Cross 1941). However, none of the identified sites lies upon or near the project 
area. Cultural resource surveys identified exiguous evidence of prehistoric occupation at 28-ME-271 (MTA 
1998) and at 28-ME-369 (RGA 2004), respectively situated about 0.9 miles north and 1.3 miles northeast of 
the center of the airport. The former yielded three chert flakes, and the latter, an Eshback biface (point), 
characteristically rendered in quartz. None of these artifacts can be securely positioned in a solid cultural-
temporal context. Doubtless other finds have occurred during centuries of land clearing and farming, but 
these discoveries, such as they may be, have escaped documentation. 

Historical Background 
The following summary provides general historical background followed by a history of the airport. Paul W. 
Schopp developed this compilation from archival documentation. The edited text appears below. 

 

Figure 6: Historical Map, 1875 
Source: Everts and Stewart (1875) 

  General project area is circled.  

Note: The place identified as Birmingham corresponds to present day West Trenton. 

 



Figure 7: Historical Map, 1906 

U.S.G.S. Lambertville Quadrangle (1887-88, Edition of 1906) 

General project area is circled. 

Note: The place identified as Trenton Junction corresponds to present day West Trenton. 

Ewing Township History 
After Mahlon Stacy and other pioneers arrived at the “Falls of the Delaware” in 1679, initial area settlement 
patterns remained fairly compact for the first eight years. However, during July 1687, The West Jersey 
Proprietors’ Surveyor General surveyed 2,500 acres “lying upon ye River Delaware above the ffalls” to Thomas 
Hutchinson—the first land acquired in today’s Ewing Township and comprising approximately 30 percent of its 
landmass (Felcone 1985:16-19). Others acquired land in the Ewing Township area soon after Hutchinson’s 
transaction. These early landowners included, in part, Dr. Daniel Coxe, Christopher Wetherill, Elizabeth Pope, 
Joseph Sackett, Thomas Budd, John Bryerley, Mahlon Stacy, John Watson, and Richard Eayre (Felcone 1985:20-
31). Richard Scudder arrived in the area from Long Island and by May 1709, had established a farm along the 
Delaware River. Scudder purchased land for his plantation from Thomas Hough, who had acquired the land 
from John Hutchinson and John Bryerly (Cooley 1883:218). Prior to 1714, the land comprising Ewing Township 
belonged to Burlington County as part of Hopewell Township. However, in that year the colonial assembly 
erected Hunterdon County and set off Hopewell to the new county (Woodward and Hageman 1883:781; Snyder 
1969:162). Five years later, today’s Ewing Township became part Trenton Township, Hunterdon County, and it 
remained so until 1834, when the state legislature erected Ewing Township, named to memorialize New Jersey 
Chief Justice Charles Ewing, who had died in 1832 (Woodward and Hageman 1883:781; Snyder 1969:161, 164). 
The legislature erected Mercer County four years later and established Ewing Township as part of the new county 
(Snyder 1969:161).  

As settlement increased, trails and bridle paths appeared on the landscape, often following Indian trails, providing 
a means to move to mill and market. Woodward and Hageman (1883:536) observed:  



The old road from Trenton to Pennington and to Hopewell, and those from these towns to the 
Delaware River ferries, as well as the Old Scotch road through Ewing and the river road 
through Hopewell, which were traveled by the armies in the Revolution, still remain as the most 
ancient highways of Mercer County.  

The Delaware River also provided an artery of commerce. As settlement expanded, ferry services soon appeared 
along the river, permitting easy movement between the colonies of West Jersey and Pennsylvania. During the 
Revolutionary War, Washington’s army made a daring Christmas night crossing in 1776 at McKonkey’s Ferry, 
located in Hopewell Township, and marched down River Road and Bear Tavern Road to attack the Hessian 
forces housed in the Trenton Barracks, resulting in an overwhelming victory and a much needed boost to 
American morale. Only Yardley’s Ferry, begun prior to 1722, landed within today’s Ewing Township in the 
immediate vicinity of Greenburg, now known as Wilburtha.  

With the industrial revolution, a need arose for supplying power to factories in Trenton. In February 1831, the 
New Jersey State Legislature voted to incorporate the Trenton Delaware Falls Company with authorization to 
construct a dam in the Delaware River at Scudders Falls and channel the diverted water into a canal along the 
New Jersey bank of the river. The water gained momentum on its way down into Trenton, where the flow 
supplied hydraulic power for textile mills, iron works, and other types of manufactories (Raum 1871:237-239).  

The opening of the Delaware & Raritan Feeder Canal during 1834 and the Belvidere Delaware Railroad in 1855 
provided an opportunity for some industrial enterprises within the township. Quarries opened along the canal, 
with one above and one below Greensburg during the1870s, and A.B. Green operated a lumber and coal yard 
near the railroad grade crossing for Upper Ferry Road.  

However, Ewing Township was primarily an agricultural region and it retained this agrarian way of life into the 
20th century. An 1844 description of the township states, “The surface is generally level or undulating, and the soil 
very favorable for the production of oats” (Barber and Howe 1844:258). Writing in 1883, Woodward and 
Hageman (1883:781) confirm this statement and indicate that “…the soil is very fertile…”  

The Bel-Del Railroad provided a convenient way to ship dairy products and truck produce to market, enhancing 
profitability for nearby farmers. Later, during 1875, the Philadelphia and Reading Railroad constructed a branch 
line off its North Pennsylvania Railroad and erected a bridge across the Delaware River at Yardley, Pennsylvania 
to link with the Delaware and Bound Brook Railroad in the West Trenton section of Ewing Township. Opened 
in April 1876 this new line provided the first competition with the Pennsylvania Railroad for New York traffic. 
The Philadelphia & Reading constructed the route to garner a portion of the passenger traffic attending the 
Centennial celebration in Philadelphia (Hare 1944:18-19). 

In 1844, social reformer Dorothea Dix arrived in New Jersey during her investigations into the “mistreatment of 
the insane” in several states. After holding meetings with individual legislators, Dix drafted a “memorial” 
document outlining the plight of those individuals suffering from mental illness. After Dix campaigned for 
reform through newspaper articles and discussion groups, the state senate passed her “memorial” as an act of the 
legislature, authorizing a state insane asylum to be constructed. The legislature “…invited [her] to offer advice on 
the site selection and blueprints for the design of the new hospital” (Burstyn, ed. 1990:61). Dix selected a sylvan 
hilltop in southwestern Ewing Township, overlooking farm fields, orchards and the Delaware River. The state 
retained the services of Philadelphia architect John Notman to design the new facility, which opened in May 
1848. The New Jersey asylum represents the first victory for Dorothea Dix in her fight to obtain a better quality 
of life for the insane. The facility still stands at its original location (Burstyn, ed. 1990:59-61). 

In 1894 and again in 1900, Ewing returned a portion of its southernmost lands to Trenton City, including 
much of the Trenton Psychiatric Hospital grounds as well as the Brookville or Asylum Station area (Tesauro 
2003:7-8). Presumably, this transference of landmass between the township and the city explains the 
population decline exceeding 55 percent between the census years 1890 and 1900 (Dickinson 1906). During 
the first forty years of the 20th century, Ewing Township remained primarily rural in nature and maintained its 
agricultural economy, with many farmers engaged in dairy operations. In the early 1920s, the Wilburtha 



section of the township became home to the headquarters and training school of the newly formed New 
Jersey State Police. Today, this complex includes a state police museum.  

The State of New Jersey relocated its School for the Deaf to Sullivan Way, Ewing Township, during 1923. In 
1965, the state renamed the school for Marie H. Katzenbach, who had dedicated her life to improving 
education among the deaf (Tesauro 2003:11, 13-14, 45). The 1868 summer home of Harvey and Louisa Fisk, 
dubbed Riverside, became the home of Villa Victoria Academy, a Roman Catholic school, during 1933. 

Within a year of Charles Lindbergh’s historic non-stop flight across the Atlantic Ocean to Europe, the Mercer 
County Freeholders purchased the Hervey Scudder farm near today’s Mountain View Golf Course and 
Interstate 95 to establish the Mercer County Airport. The airport opened for traffic in 1929 with a hangar 
constructed along Bear Tavern Road where the Mountain View Office Park is now situated. Opening day 
attracted over 2,000 people, while United States Navy pilots performed a program of stunt flying. The airport 
remained at this location until 1942, when the navy established a new airbase nearby. Following the end of 
World War II, the navy’s Mercer Airfield became the new Trenton-Mercer Airport, where planes remain 
active today. Additional historical information about the airport can be found in the ensuing section.  

Automotive giant General Motors acquired an 86-acre parcel of land along Parkway Avenue in Ewing 
Township and constructed its Trenton Ternstedt Division plant, where workers produced automotive 
hardware pieces. In December 1941, plant automotive production entered a hiatus and within a month the 
plant retooled to become the Eastern Aircraft Division of General Motors, where mechanics fabricated U.S. 
Navy military aircraft known as the Avenger torpedo bomber, a carrier-based plane. The first plane left the 
plant in November 1942 and rolled across the street to the navy’s Mercer Airfield for testing. Within thirteen 
months of delivering the first Avenger, the plant produced its 1000th plane. Following the end of the war, the 
Ewing Township plant reverted to automotive hardware production. The plant closed permanently in June 
1998 and demolition ensued (Tesauro 2003:25, 27, 89, 91).  

Table 2: Ewing Township Population Trends 

Year Population Change (%) Year Population Change (%) 
1840 1,017 *** 1930 6,942 +99.8 
1850 1,480 +45.5 1940 10,146 +46.2 
1860 2,079 +40.5 1950 16,840 +66.0 
1870 2,477 +19.1 1960 26,628 +59.4 
1880 2,412 -2.6 1970 32,831 +23.3 
1890 3,129 +29.7 1980 34,842 +6.1 
1900 1,333 -57.4 1990 34,185 -1.9 
1910 1,889 +41.7 2000 35,707 +4.5 
1920 3,475 +83.9 2010 35,790 +0.2 

Source: Dickinson 1906; Fitzgerald’s Manual, various editions. 

As demonstrated in Table 2, Ewing Township experienced sizable population growth trends following the 
transference of land to the City of Trenton in 1894 and 1900. The population expanded by 84 percent 
between 1910 and 1920 and 100 percent between 1920 and 1930 as Trentonians, seeking a more sylvan way 
of life, relocated to the rural suburbs of Ewing Township. The Philadelphia and Reading Railroad’s route to 
New York through West Trenton also aided in developing the township as commuters found it convenient to 
live near the tracks and use the trains for their travel needs. Growth continued unabated between 1930 and 
1940, when it increased at a rate of 46 percent. During the World War II period and into the postwar years of 
the 1940s, the township still sustained growth at a rate of 66 percent, followed by the 1950s, which hosted 
population growth of virtually 60 percent. By the 1960s, population expansion slowed significantly to 23 
percent. During this decade, Gemmel and Havens (1964:71) noted: 



Like all townships surrounding Trenton, Ewing has been growing rapidly since World 
War II. It is conceded that, in the not too distant future, all available residential property in 
the Township will have been built up. …There are few farms in Ewing Township although, 
at one time, agriculture predominated. …It is highly likely that Ewing, like Trenton, will one 
day have no more room in which to expand.  

As just noted, the postwar housing boom struck Ewing Township as much as anywhere in the United States. 
Developers bought up agricultural fields and grazing lands and razed dairy barns to prepare once-productive 
farms for new housing subdivisions. The New Jersey State Highway Department designed a new 9.4-mile 
waterfront route leading from Trenton to Ewing Township in the 1950s. State Route 29, also known as the 
John Fitch Parkway, initially extended 6.2 miles from South Warren Street in Trenton to the future site of the 
Scudders Falls Bridge carrying I-95 over the Delaware River, completed in the mid-1950s. This new highway 
served as a rationale for state employees to reside in the Ewing Township suburbs and make an easy 
commute into the City of Trenton and the state offices (nycroads website). The prediction of all available 
areas being built up came true by the 1970s, when growth slowed to a mere 6 percent and during the 1980s, 
the township actually lost population for the first time since it lost landmass to the City of Trenton at the turn 
of the 20th century. During the 1990s, the township posted a small gain of just 4.5 percent. Today Ewing 
Township is primarily a bedroom community with a mixture of retail shopping centers, commercial 
businesses, and some industrial operations. A large golf course, built in 1958, lies to the west of the airport. 

Trenton-Mercer Airport 
Articles concerning the establishment of the Mercer Airport began to appear in Trenton newspapers in July 
1927. A primitive grass landing field was in service by October 1927 in West Trenton, Ewing Township, 
apparently on leased ground. By January 1928, the newspapers carried prognostications of amazing benefits 
to be derived from building a full airport. Predictions that both the U.S. Army and the Navy would use the 
field, as well as commercial flights, appeared in print. If the army transferred activities to the airport, it would 
mean “…the building of the largest federal-owned airplane factory” (Trenton Evening Times 1928a:7). Formal 
dedication of this first field occurred in January 1928, although the aerodrome offered no amenities to pilots 
other than a place to land. In April 1928, the Mercer County Board of Freeholders became serious about 
creating a full airport and committed $50,000 to the effort (Trenton Evening Times 1928b:1). The freeholders 
used a portion of the money to purchase the Hervey Scudder farm along Bear Tavern Road. In February 
1929, the freeholders advertised for bids to construct the first hangar at the field (Trenton Evening Times 
1929:11). The Mercer Airport opened later in 1929 with a dedication ceremony featuring aerobatic 
demonstrations that attracted 2,000 spectators (Tesauro 2002:25). By 1930, the airport offered “personnel for 
servicing and maintenance. Repair facilities. Specification gas and oil. Telephone, quarters, and meals” 
(Airport Consultants, Inc. 1930:27). Few changes occurred at the Mercer Airport during the depression years 
of the 1930s. Figure 8 shows an aerial view of the field around 1930. 

Three months after the United States entered the Second World War, the Mercer County Board of Chosen 
Freeholders announced plans for a new airfield immediately south of the existing airport on a 506-acre tract 
of land. The old Mercer Airport was not adequate in size to accommodate World War II military aircraft and 
it closed in March 1942 (Reilly 1997:110).  

Initial plans called for the Army Air Corps to use the new field as an interceptor command support and 
supply base. The General Motors Ternstedt plant, located across Scotch Road from the new airfield, would 
also employ the new aerodrome to test aircraft assembled at the factory for the United States Navy. The 
freeholders and the Defense Plant Corporation would share the land acquisition costs of a 50-50 basis, not to 
exceed $150,000 (Trenton Evening Times 1942:1-2).  

 



Figure 8: Historical Airphoto, ca. 1930 

NJDEP Tile 115 

General project area appears in dotted circle. Annotations identify important landmarks. The inset details the view of 
the original Mercer airport. The white circle on the ground marked the center of the landing field. The name, Mercer, 
identified the field. These features were created by lime or white gravel deposits. The Prison Farm occupies the historic 
Jones Dairy Farm. 

After executing a lease of the land with the Board of Freeholders, the federal government proceeded to 
construct hangars, barracks, and other essential buildings on the leased ground before the Navy formally 
commissioned the facility on 27 July 1943 as Naval Aircraft Delivery Unit (NADU), Mercer Field, a NAF or 
Naval Air Facility. By 1944, the Navy changed the unit designation to NACU, which is an acronym for Naval 
Aircraft Commissioning Unit. During the war, naval personnel at Mercer Field trialed 7,500 Avenger torpedo 
bombers produced at the GM Ternstedt plant across the street before ferrying the planes to Norfolk or San 
Diego for military service. By war’s end, planes left the GM facility and moved across Scotch Road to Mercer 
Field at a rate of one aircraft per hour (Trenton Evening Times 1951:7). Eventually, the Navy tested more than 
15,000 planes at Mercer (Trenton Evening Times 1955:13). 

While plane delivery was paramount at the field, the Navy also took care of its personnel by adding Ship’s 
Service and a well-equipped Recreation Building (Army and Navy Publishing Company of Louisiana 1944:15-
16).  

Following the end of the war, Mercer Field remained in limbo and out of use for a period of seven years, with 
the federal government failing to surrender the aviation facility to the Mercer County Board of Freeholders. 
The Navy announced plans in 1947 to construct a jet propulsion testing facility for development of an 
entirely new type of aircraft powered by jet turbines on a parcel of land located near the southeastern corner 
of Mercer Field along Parkway Avenue (Trenton Evening Times 1947a:1). The airfield itself deteriorated as it sat 
idle and unused. Despite numerous entreaties by the freeholders and their representatives in Washington, it 



took the Department of Defense (DOD) and the U.S. Navy until January 1952 to cancel the lease for Mercer 
Field (Trenton Evening Times 1947b:9; 1949:15; 1952:3). While the Navy cancelled its lease on the airfield, it 
drafted a new “…20-year lease on all Navy-owned property north of the Ridge Road known as the barracks 
area” (Trenton Evening Times 1955:13). 

Mercer County Freeholder John E. Curry led the charge to gain civilian control of the airport and turn it into 
a money-maker for the county. With very limited funds, Mercer County began rehabilitating the basic 
buildings and ground facilities. In 1954, federal funds became available and work at this aviation facility 
accelerated. In June 1955, civilian commercial passenger service began when a plane belonging to Allegheny 
Airlines touched down at Mercer County Airport on the extant 4,000-foot runway. Within a year, this 
northwest-southeast runway (Runway 16-34) was extended 800 feet, while the northeast-southwest runway 
(Runway 6-24) was lengthened to 5,200 feet with plans to extend it to 6,000 feet. Runway lighting provided 
for night operations. By 1958, the Mercer County Airport hosted 30,000 private and commercial flights and 
many large industrial concerns maintained corporate aircraft at the airport (Trenton Sunday Times-Advertiser 
1959, Part Two:1).  

By 1964, a county publication for the New Jersey Tercentenary reported that:  

the County has transformed it [the airport] into a modern air center. Runways have been 
lengthened, a new control tower has all facilities for traffic control, and an all-weather 
instrument-landing has been installed. Many private planes are still kept at what is now called 
Mercer County Airport; and the Allegheny Air Lines runs a businessman’s schedule to 
Washington, Philadelphia and Pittsburgh. (Gemmell and Havens 1964:37-38) 

Early in the morning of April 15, 1969, a fire broke out at the airport. The conflagration quickly grew in size 
and scope, fed by exploding fuel tanks on some 70 aircraft. Over 200 firemen from Ewing Township and 
surrounding communities on both sides of the Delaware River arrived with firefighting apparatus and 
equipment to combat the flames. After five hours of battling the fire, the firemen had knocked it down to just 
smoldering hotspots among the destroyed aircraft and other equipment. The inferno leveled the huge 
wooden hangar erected for the U.S. Navy during the Second World War and the Allegheny Airlines waiting 
room, office, and the airport restaurant. Trenton Aviation, Incorporated and Ronson Helicopters, Inc. both 
lost their complete aviation fleet, along with National Guard and numerous other private aircraft. Overall 
damage exceeded $3 million. In a newspaper article about the fire Kirchhoff and Pasternack (1969:1) noted: 

The 1,000-acre airport five miles from downtown Trenton has been handling an average of 
800 flights a day. Last Saturday, 1,200 flights were logged. 

The airport’s east hangar, 100 feet from the burning building, was in danger of going up for 
a brief period and two large planes belonging to Sears, Roebuck and Hess Oil Company of 
Perth Amboy, were rolled out of it onto a safe runway.  

By October 1969, Allegheny Airlines threatened to withdraw its flights at the airport because the county had 
failed to build even a temporary passenger terminal to replace what the fire had destroyed. The smaller 
Ransome and Mohawk Airlines also required waiting facilities for its passengers. Work finally began on a new 
temporary terminal—consisting of two construction trailers joined together—and an 800-foot runway 
extension in June 1970. The new terminal building opened for traffic on 24 July 1970 (Sunday Times-Advertiser 
1970:22). The new terminal’s functionality and appearance left much to be desired, however. So, the county 
soon began planning for a new $1.3 million terminal complex, which opened on 10 October 1976 (Reilly 
1976:3). This same terminal building remains the primary passenger facility at the airport today in 2015. 
Presently designated a general aviation facility, the airport underwent a name change in May 1995, becoming 
the Trenton-Mercer Airport (Perkiss 1995:A1). While various commercial airlines providing service at this 
airport have come and gone, the current operator is Frontier Airlines, offering 12 non-stop destinations. 
Present facilities at Trenton-Mercer Airport include a terminal building with two gates; two runways: 6-24, 
measuring 6006 feet long and 150 feet wide, and 16-34, measuring 4800 feet long and 150 feet wide. 



Surrounding the runways are a variety of private, military, and state police hangars and offices (TTN Airport 
Diagram). 

Survey Results 
This section of the report will detail the results of the investigation. 

Soil Profiles 
The present survey afforded no opportunities to observe soil profiles beyond surficial exposures.  

Previous Cultural Resource Surveys 
Several surveys examined locations in the vicinity of Trenton-Mercer Airport. Most are cultural resource 
surveys, but one (D + H 2000) is an environmental assessment, which contained a cultural resource 
component. Chronologically arranged information about cultural resource surveys appears below. In each 
case, following information is presented categorically: Consultant name, date of report, title of report, 
synopsis, recommendations advanced, and distance from the airport. A summary of the archaeological and 
historical content of an environmental assessment by D + H (2000) appears in the next section. 

LBA (1996).  Cultural Resources Survey, Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Trenton, New Jersey. Three 
buildings over 40 years old and potentially eligible for listing to the National Register of Historic Places; only 
two areas identified as sensitive for undocumented archaeological resources. Phase IB testing of two 
archaeologically sensitive areas recommended if they are to be developed. Located immediately south of the 
airport. 

LBA (1998). Phase IB Archaeological Survey, Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, Trenton, New Jersey. Tested 
two areas identified at Warfare Center as having the potential to contain archaeological deposits, but found 
nothing. No further investigations recommended. Located immediately south of the airport. 

MTA (1998). Phase I Archaeological and Architectural Survey of the Route I-95 and Scotch Road Interchange, Ewing and 
Hopewell Townships, Mercer County, New Jersey. Identified two archaeological sites (28-ME-271 and -272) within 
the project vicinity; one prehistoric site (ME-271) and a historic farmstead site (ME-272). Recommendations: 
No further investigation of the prehistoric site; avoidance or Phase II investigation of the historic farmstead. 
Situated 0.5 miles north of the airport. 

Hunter (1998). Phase I Cultural Resource Survey Hopewell-Trenton Sewer Interceptor, Hopewell and Ewing Townships, City 
of Trenton, Mercer County, New Jersey. No archaeological resources identified during survey, but some urban areas 
could not be tested. Recommended monitoring of construction in specific areas that were not tested but have 
potential to contain archaeological deposits. Adjacent to the airport, to the west. 

RGA (2004a). Stage I Cultural Resources Survey, Mountain View Force Main, Ewing Township, Mercer County, New 
Jersey. Testing revealed comprehensive disturbance throughout the project area. No new cultural resources 
were recorded; No recommendations. Location: 0.3 miles south of airport. 

RGA (2004b). Letter Report, Addendum Stage I Cultural Resources Survey Mountain View Force Main, Ewing Township, 
Mercer County, New Jersey. Additional testing was performed at the request of the NJHPO and found mixed 
historic artifact deposits, not considered significant. No further investigation recommended. Location: 0.3 
miles south of airport. 

Geismar, Joan (2005). West Trenton Rail Line Passenger Service Restoration Study, 1A Archaeological Report. Identified 
a rail storage yard and station sites adjacent to right of way of the West Trenton Rail Line as potentially 
significant archaeological sites. No recommendations. Location: Adjacent to the airport, to the east. 

RGA (2008a). Phase I Archaeological Survey, Southfields Phase II, Hopewell Township, Mercer County, New Jersey. 
Identified a discreet concentration of historic artifacts with a potential for a prehistoric component, all part of 
archaeological site 28-ME-369. Recommended: Avoidance of site, and failing that, a Phase II investigation. 
Location: 1.5 miles northeast of the airport. 



RGA (2008b). Phase II Archaeological Survey of the Hart Farmstead, Site (28Me370), Southfields Phase II, Hopewell 
Township, Mercer County, New Jersey. Documentary and archaeological evidence revealed an early 18th century 
farmstead belonging to prominent members of Hopewell Township. Recommended: Phase III (Data 
Recovery) of the site. Location: 1.5 miles northeast 

RGA (2010a).  Stage II Cultural Resources Survey, Mountain View Force Main, Ewing-Lawrence Sewerage Authority, 
New Jersey Environmental Infrastructure Financing Program, Project No. 340391-08, Ewing Township, Mercer County, New 
Jersey. Tested the Reed-Burroughs-Dobbins Historic site (28-ME-379); remains interpreted as a domestic 
midden (trash deposit) but not possible to associate with a specific landowner or tenant. Site not regarded as 
significant; no further investigation recommended. Location: 0.3 miles south of airport. 

RGA (2010b).  Addendum Stage I Cultural Resources, Survey Mountain View Force Main Relief Sewer, Ewing Township, 
Mercer County, New Jersey. Identified a potentially significant historic archaeological site (blacksmith shop and 
house). Recommended avoidance of site or Phase II investigation if avoidance not possible. Location: 0.3 
miles south of airport. 

Previously Recognized Archaeological Sites, Historical Properties, and Historic Districts 
This section lists archaeological sites, historical properties, and historic districts identified in the search of 
records at the New Jersey State Museum and New Jersey Historic Preservation Office, as well as a review of 
existing cultural resource surveys. 

List of Recognized Sites and Historical Properties in Vicinity of Project Area 

1) 28-ME-271, Undefined prehistoric lithic scatter consisting of three chert flakes (MTA 1998) 
 

2) 28-ME-272, Welling-Hough Farmstead, 19th - 20th c. (MTA 1998) 
 

3) 28-ME-292, Hendrickson Farmstead,  18th -19th c. Historic (CRCG 1999) 
 

4) 28-ME-369, Two components (RGA 2004) 
Prehistoric: Eshback projectile point 
Historic: Late 18th/early 19th c.  
 

5)  28-ME-370, Hart Farmstead, 19th c. Historic Farmstead (RGA 2005) 
 

6) 28-ME-379 Burroughs-Dobbins site, 19th c. Historic (RGA 2010) 
 

To these may be added the following, earlier reported by D+H (2002): 

1) 220 Upper Ferry Road, Mid-19th century farmhouse (Razed) 
  

2) House Numbers 50 & 54, West Upper Ferry Road, Mid-Late 19th century vernacular houses. The house 
at No. 50 has been razed in recent years. 
 

3) Al’s Airport Inn, Bear Tavern Road and Cardinal Drive, Late 19th century  
  

4) Jones Dairy Farm, 721 Bear Tavern Road, 18th-19th century with more recent outbuildings 
 

5) Grand Avenue Historic District, Summit Avenue to Railroad Avenue, West Trenton, late 19th to early 
20th century residential district 
 



6) First Presbyterian Church of Ewing (1876), 100 Scotch Road, and cemetery (1708) to the southeast, west, 
and northwest of the church. 
 

7) The Naval Air Warfare Center Aircraft Division (NAWCAD), Parkway Avenue at John Stephans Way. 
Grounds have some prehistoric and historic archaeological potential. Mid-20th century buildings have 
significance in military aviation. 

 

National and State Registers of Historic Places Listings for Ewing Township 

Notes: Entries in bold are located in or near the project area. Source: New Jersey Historic Preservation 
Office: http://www.nj.gov/dep/hpo/1identify/nrsr_lists.htm 

1) Aeronautical Turbine Laboratory Historic District (ID#3253; Part of NAWCAD: see above) 
Parkway Avenue 
SHPO Opinion: 3/28/1996 
(Naval Air Warfare Center) 

 
2) Bath House and Day Camp of the Trenton Jewish Community Center (ID#1648) 

999 Lower Ferry Road 
SR: 1/6/1984; NR: 2/23/1984 (NR Reference #: 84002730) 

 
3) Bear Tavern Road/Jacob's Creek Crossing Rural Historic District (ID#5112) 

Bear tavern Road (County Route 579); Jacobs Creek Road 
SR: 10/3/2011; NR: 11/30/2011 (NR Reference #: 11000872) 
 

4) Burt / Hendrickson / Atchley Farmstead (ID#3750) 
Pennington Road (NJ Route 31) 
SHPO Opinion: 5/8/1998 

 
5) Charles S. Maddock House (ID#4863) 

1076 River Road 
SHPO Opinion: 12/10/2008 

 
6) Delaware and Bound Brook (Reading) Railroad Historic District (ID#4540) 

SHPO Opinion: 9/9/2005 
Also located in other municipalities in Mercer and Somerset Counties 

 
7) Delaware and Raritan Canal Historic District (ID#1600) 

Entire Canal bed and all land 100 yards to either side of the centerline 
SR: 11/30/1972; NR: 5/11/1973 (NR Reference #: 73001105) 
(Extends through five counties from the Delaware River to the Raritan River) 

 
8) First Presbyterian Church and Cemetery of Ewing (ID#4846) 

100 Scotch Road 
Certification of Eligibility: 9/9/2008 

 
9) Green-Reading House (ID#86) 

107 Wilburtha Road 
SR: 1/28/1998; NR: 3/12/1998 (NR Reference #: 98000237) 

 



10) William Green House (ID#1645) 
Green Lane 
SR: 9/6/1973; NR: 12/4/1973 (NR Reference #: 73001106) 
(Trenton State College Campus) 

 
11) New Jersey State Police Headquarters Historic District (ID#4865) 

Upper West Ferry Road 
SHPO Opinion: 12/10/2008 

 
12) New Jersey State Highway Department Laboratory, Building 18 (ID#3911) 

999 Parkway Avenue 
SHPO Opinion: 6/15/1998 

 
13) Odd Fellows Home (ID#3254) 

1001 Pennington Avenue 
SHPO Opinion: 7/14/1994 
Certification of Eligibility: 1/24/1996 

 
14) Reeder Creek Site, West Locus (28-Me-360) (ID#5013) 

SHPO Opinion: 9/30/2010 
 
15) Temple-Ryan Farmhouse (ID#1646) 

27 Federal City Road  
SR: 5/6/1971; NR: 9/10/1971  
(NR Reference #: 71000507) 

 
16) Princeton Division of the Trenton and Mercer County TractionCorporation 

Interurban Trolley line over the west branch of Shabakunk Creek 
SHPO Opinion: 10/2/1992 

 
17) Traction RR Bridge (ID#1647) 

SHPO Opinion: 10/31/2005 
 
18) Trent Interlocking Tower (ID#4543) 

7717 Stuyvesant Avenue 
SHPO Opinion: 7/2/1993 

 
19) Trenton Psychiatric Hospital Historic District (ID#1649) 
 
20) West Trenton Railroad Station (ID#1650)  

Sullivan Way 
SR: 3/17/1984 
NR: 6/22/1984 (NR Reference #: 84004031) 

 
— End of List — 

 



 
June 1, 2016 
 
Ms. Katherine Marcopul, Administrator 
Mail Code 501-04B 
State of New Jersey 
Department of Environmental Protection 
Historic Preservation Office 
P.O. Box 420 
Trenton, NJ  08625-0420 
 
Re: Trenton-Mercer Airport 

Environmental Assessment for Mitigation of  
Incompatible Land Uses and Obstructions  
 

File: 280.008.002 
 
Dear. Ms. Marcopul: 
 
On behalf of Mercer County, C&S Engineers, Inc., is preparing an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) to address Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) incompatible land 
uses and mitigate obstructions at Trenton-Mercer Airport (TTN) in the Township 
of Ewing, New Jersey.  The EA will evaluate the environmental impacts associated 
addressing incompatible land uses in the RPZs and mitigating obstructions to the 
navigable airspace surrounding TTN.  Since the proposed project will involve 
funding and approvals from federal, state, and local agencies, National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review is necessary to comply with Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) requirements to assess impacts associated with airport 
development projects. The FAA is the NEPA lead agency for the proposed project.   
 
The purpose for this project is to enhance the safety and efficiency of aircraft 
operations conducted at the Airport by addressing obstructions to navigable 
airspace and to enhance the protection of people and property on the ground by 
addressing incompatible land uses within the runway protection zones.  
 
The need for the project is to protect the airspace surrounding Trenton-Mercer 
Airport in accordance with federal regulations, design standards, and grant 
assurances (obligations).   
 
The proposed project is shown on the attached drawings (see Figures 1.3, 1.4, and 
1.5) and includes the following: 
 



Critical on and off airport obstruction mitigation: 
• Removal of tree canopy area (67.88 acres on and 1.89 acres off) 
• Removal of individual trees (43 trees on and 2 off) 
• Grading of 3.3 acres of terrain 
• Lighting of three areas of fence and two antennas 
• Avigation easement or one time right of entry for three parcels  
• Removal of four utility poles 

Off airport obstruction mitigation: 
• Removal of up to 48.75 acres of tree canopy area 
• Removal of up to 193 individual trees 
• Right of first refusal for the purchase of nine residences to remove 

residential structures (nine houses and four shed) 
• Avigation easement or one time right of entry for 113 parcels  
• Lighting of nine utility poles and one transmission tower 
• Installing three solar LED lights on fencing to mark a railroad (Runway 34 

end) 
• Removal and relocation of two communication towers 

RPZ Mitigation 
• Right of first refusal for the purchase of six residences to remove buildings 

 
At this time we are requesting the Historic Preservation Office’s review of the 
enclosed Stage IA and IB surveys prepared by R. Alan Mounier, dated August 2015 
and February 2016 respectively, for the proposed project.  Please let us know if 
anything further is required by your office to receive a finding of no effect. 
 
If you have any questions regarding the project, please contact me at 716-955-3017, 
or by e-mail at gmckee@cscos.com.  Thank you for your assistance. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
C&S ENGINEERS, INC. 
 
 
 
Gayle M. McKee, C.M. 
Senior Project Planner 
 
enc. 



Possible Prehistoric Sites 

Fields on both sides of a nameless stream that heads up in the southwestern portion of the airport have a 
potential for prehistoric archaeological remains. Those fields lie partly within and partly beyond the airport 
boundaries. They extend to the southwest for a distance of approximately 3,600 feet from Bear Tavern Road, 
opposite Runway 6 – 24 (Figures 3 and 9). The presence of standing crops or other ground cover prevented 
surface examination during the present survey. 

Figure 9: Location of Possible Prehistoric Sites 

Note: Boundaries are conjectural; for general guidance only. See Plate 3. 

 

Evaluation 
The following are the criteria established by the Secretary of the Interior for use in evaluating and determining 
the eligibility of properties for listing upon the National Register of Historic Places. A summary of these 
criteria is included in this document for convenient reference. 

National Register Criteria for Evaluation (36 CFR Part 60.4). 

The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, and culture is present in districts, 
sites, buildings, structures, and objects of State and local importance that possess integrity of location, design, 
setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association and: 

(a) That are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 
our history; or 

(b) That are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or 



(c) That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that 
represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant and 
distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or 

(d) That have yielded, or may be likely to yield information important in prehistory or history....” 

With respect to the present undertaking, these criteria are addressed specifically as follows: 

Criterion (a): The components of the airport that relate directly to the history of aviation, and particularly 
with respect to the former naval air station have potential significance because of their relationship to 
America's preparation for and participation in World War II and the Cold War, which were watershed events 
in national and world history. 

Criterion (b): Despite the thousands of persons associated with the formation and maintenance of the airport, 
there is little direct connection with particularly famous persons.  

Criterion (c): Except to the extent that the layout of the airport reflects the military history of the locale, this 
criterion does not apply.  

Criterion (d): Any components of the airfield that exceed an age of 50 years have potential significance 
because, through archaeological investigation or architectural analysis, they can shed light on human activities 
that were likely to have been considered too mundane in their contemporary contexts to require official 
notice. Their significance can inhere in either the military or the civilian history of the airport, or both.  

Potential Effects 
None of the recognized sites or findspots coincides with the areas proposed for obstruction removal (see 
Figures 2 and 9). Therefore, except for the possible sites to the southwest of the airport (see p. 35), the 
proposed undertaking places none of historical or archaeological sites in jeopardy of inadvertent destruction 
or degradation.  

Recommendations 
The survey indicates that additional archaeological or historical research would be unwarranted in most of the 
obstruction removal areas. The possible prehistoric sites should be examined and tested to determine their 
archaeological contents, if any. The recommended investigation would comprise a Stage IB Survey. If the 
removal of obstacles can be accomplished without ground disturbance, additional survey would be 
unnecessary. With this exception, no further archaeological or historical services are recommended in 
connection with this project. 
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Abstract 

This report presents the findings of a Stage IB Archaeological Survey of portions of the Trenton-Mercer 
Airport in Ewing Township, Mercer County, New Jersey. This study was conducted in connection with the 
proposed removal of obstructions that pose hazards to aviation. It focuses on areas within the airport 
boundaries that were deemed likely to contain potentially significant archaeological remains (Mounier 2015). 
The present study undertook surface examination and subterranean testing to search for archaeological 
remnants. Apart from demonstrably recent finds in highly disturbed contexts, the discoveries consisted of 
prehistoric artifacts, including scattered flakes, thermally altered rocks, and a cobble tool. The diffuse nature 
of the remains is characteristic of other prehistoric expressions near the airport. The prehistoric site has been 
registered by the New Jersey State Museum as site 28-ME-387. In most instances the artifacts occurred on the 
surface or in plow-disturbed contexts. Because the remains are not diagnostic of age or culture, and generally 
occur in disturbed contexts, additional research is not likely to foster a substantive increase in knowledge 
about the past. For these reasons the archaeological remains do not constitute a cultural resource that is 
eligible for listing upon the National Register of Historic Places. Additional investigation is not 
recommended. 
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Introduction 

This report presents the findings of a Stage IB Archaeological Survey of portions of the Trenton-Mercer 
Airport in Ewing Township, Mercer County, New Jersey. The survey covers locations subject to the removal 
of obstructions, principally trees, within the limits of the airport property. Adjoining ground to the south and 
west has a strong potential for the survival of prehistoric archaeological remains.  The State of New Jersey, 
which owns or controls this ground, denied access to the property (McKee 2015). Accordingly, the study 
examined three areas in which archaeological potential coincides with proposed obstruction removal and with 
the airport boundaries.  

The combined area of these parcels, less the extent of sloping valley walls and bottom, amounts to 
approximately 12 acres (Figures 1 and 3). An initial review of documentary sources, coupled with a field 
inspection, indicated the possibility that archaeological remains of the prehistoric era might survive upon 
these parts of the airport property. Cultural vestiges of the historic era were expected to be limited to farm-
related artifacts (Mounier 2015).  

The present study undertook an examination and subterranean testing to search for archaeological remnants. 
Apart from demonstrably recent artifacts, mostly occurring in massive piles of dumped refuse, the only 
archaeological traces consist of scattered prehistoric lithic artifacts, including a few flakes, thermally altered 
rocks, and a single cobble tool. Most of these items occurred in plow-disturbed contexts. Three flakes and 
two pieces of thermally altered rock were recovered from undisturbed subsoil, while the cobble tool was 
surface-borne. No formalized artifacts of the prehistoric era came to light. The prehistoric site received the 
following designation from the New Jersey State Museum: Site 28-ME-387. 

Figure 1: Map of Project Area 
Showing Areas of Interest in Red (Scale in Feet) 

U.S.G.S. Pennington, N.J. – PA Quadrangle 
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  Figure 2: Map of Obstructions and Airport Boundaries 

 

Figure 3: Detail of Study Areas 
The project involves three areas, outlined in red, in which archaeological potential coincides 
with proposed obstruction removal and with the airport boundaries. The yellow lines delineate 
the valley walls and bottom. The dotted circles mark the general locations of prehistoric finds 
in testing. A cobble tool was found on the surface of the field to the north of Area 1 (X). 

Area 1 

Area 2 
Area 3 

Cobble Tool  
! 
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The goal of the survey was to ascertain the physical presence or impute the probable absence of cultural 
resources in the areas of concern. A copy of this report is to be filed with the New Jersey Historic 
Preservation Office, Trenton, N.J. and with the client. The author will also maintain a report copy on file 
along with pertinent documentation.  

Disposition of Finds 

Archaeological materials collected from sites that are significant or potentially significant under the National 
Register Criteria for Evaluation are ordinarily held for eventual release to the New Jersey State Museum. The 
author will retain the existing collection in secure storage pending additional investigation, if any. 

Personnel 

R. Alan Mounier served as Principal Investigator. Mounier has been engaged in archaeological research in 
eastern North America for nearly 50 years, including 40 years as proprietor of the firm bearing his name. His 
professional qualifications exceed the requirements for archaeologists engaged in Federally funded data 
recovery operations (36 CFR 66.3), as well as those set forth in 36 CFR 61. 

Jack Cresson was director of field operations. He has had over 40 years of experience with prehistoric and 
historic archaeology in the Middle Atlantic Region. For more detail, see Appendix I. 

Definitions 

The following definitions are offered for those who may be unfamiliar with operative terms in archaeological 
surveys. Archaeology is the study of human behavior as revealed by the physical traces of that behavior. The 
physical vestiges of human behavior may include artifacts, features, or activity areas. An artifact is anything 
made or used by humans. Artifacts may follow a cultural template, or a prescribed form, such as describes an 
arrowhead or an axe. Such pieces are called formal artifacts. Formal artifacts have value as cultural-
chronological indicators. 

Some objects were used in their natural state or minimally modified to suit a particular purpose. They may be 
natural objects, used without specialized modification, although changes from use may be evident. Such items 
are known as expedient or non-formalized artifacts. Examples of expedient artifacts are cobbles that served 
as hammers or abraders without special preparation or flakes that were used as is for simple cutting or 
scraping jobs. Non-formalized artifacts lack diagnostic value as cultural-chronological indicators. Usually 
artifacts are portable objects. 

Cultural features, on the other hand, are structural elements or clusters of artifacts. Structural elements might 
include refuse or burial pits or remnants of houses. Hearths (clusters of thermally altered rocks), knapping 
stations (clusters of flakes), and activity areas (clusters of task-specific artifacts) are examples of features 
composed of artifact aggregations. Features, by and large, are not transportable, although many of their 
constituent elements may be. 

Activity areas are locations that contain clustered artifacts and, sometimes features, that relate to one or more 
activities (such as knapping, cooking, etc.) by a single group of people within a given period of time. Activity 
areas may reflect one or more episodes of use closely spaced in time. Although they are similar to features, 
activity areas are often much larger than individual features and possess less well-defined boundaries. 

A site may be described simply as a location that contains evidence of past human behavior, viz., one or more 
artifacts, features, activity areas, or all three. A site may be simple or complex depending on its specific 
history. Sites consist of components, which are expressions of a particular cultural group at a particular point 
in time. The simplest sites, known as single-component sites, are those that were occupied only once by a 
single group of people. In this respect, single-component sites may consist of a single activity area. By  
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contrast, multicomponent sites bear evidence of occupation by more than one cultural group or by the same 
group of people on more than one occasion. Multicomponent sites often contain more than one activity area, 
each relating to the behaviors of individual groups. 

Locations that yield isolated clusters of artifacts, features, or activity areas within a given site are known as loci 
(or locus, in the singular). We also extend this convention to productive portions of project areas, especially if 
no archaeological sites have been previously reported. If present, multiple loci are given individual 
designations. 

In the context of bureaucratically driven studies, archaeological sites and historical properties that have 
potential importance to science and heritage are known as cultural resources. The branch of archaeology that 
is concerned with the identification, evaluation, and management of archaeological and historical sites in the 
bureaucratic milieu is known as cultural resource management. 

Area of Potential Effects 

The area of potential effects is defined as the area in which project-related disturbances are likely to affect 
potentially significant resources. Under existing regulations, the area of potential effects is defined by the 
agency that regulates the pertinent project. With respect to archaeological resources, the area of potential 
effects is ordinarily defined in three dimensions; that is, it has both horizontal and vertical components. The 
horizontal component consists of that part of the proposed project, considered in plan view, that might 
potentially coincide with archaeological resources; the vertical component consists of the locations in which 
construction excavation or related disturbances may be expected to intrude into archaeological deposits. The 
area of potential effects is coextensive with selected obstruction removal locations within the airport 
boundaries (Figures 1 – 3). 

Settlement Model 

Modern anthropological archaeologists understand that the related sites of any given culture form integral 
parts of a subsistence-settlement system, which comprise interrelated, adaptive mechanisms or social 
structures for exploiting natural resources within a given period of time and within a more or less confined 
geographic area. The occupants of each site performed tasks that were necessary for the continued survival of 
the group, and each site was situated so as to allow the collection and processing of required resources—food 
and building materials, raw materials for tools and utensils, items that might be valuable for trade, and so 
forth. In addition to their importance in economic terms, the sites also described geographic junctions in 
social networks; that is, they were places where people exchanged information and ideas, held ceremonies, 
and solidified or dissolved relationships, whether between individuals or groups. 

Most anthropological settlement models involve some concept of group mobility; that is, people moved 
about, presumably in seasonal cycles. They might gather together in large villages for part of the year and 
disburse along rivers and trails to several hunting or foraging camps according to the seasonal availability of 
resources. 

Each group operated within a territory that it recognized as its own. Wallace (1947:4) has noted that, among 
the historic Lenape, there probably were individual territories of relatively small size, perhaps covering up to 
200 square miles (518 km2), which formed subdivisions of larger communal territories, ranging up to 1,500 
square miles (3,885 km2) in size. Similar arrangements might be supposed for more ancient societies as well. 

Evidence of prehistoric occupation is more likely to occur on the uplands near watercourses, water bodies, 
and wetlands than in interior settings, unless the wetlands margins are stony, rocky, or wet. The zone of 
highest probability for the occurrence of archaeological remains generally coincides with a band of well-
drained uplands, usually about 200-300 feet wide, adjacent to and parallel with the banks of present or former 
streams, bodies of standing water, or associated wetlands (see Ranere and Hansell 1987 for a statistical test of 
this long-recognized empirical pattern). Except as already noted, experience shows that the probability for the 
occurrence of archaeological deposits usually diminishes sharply with increased distance from the 
watercourses and wetlands. 
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If the study location is bounded on two or more sides by watercourses, the interior may or may not contain 
archaeological remains, depending upon the character of the property under investigation. If interior water 
features (so-called periglacial basins) are present, then evidence of settlement may be expected to occur on 
uplands ridges between the stream and basin edges, or just around the basin, if no streams are present 
(Bonfiglio and Cresson 1982). If the overland distance between adjacent water sources is short, or if the 
occupation was intensive, then artifacts—and possibly features—may extend further from the water than 
elsewhere (Mounier 1974). If the distance is great, or if the occupation was diffuse, the distribution of 
archaeological remains across the interior will be spotty or undetectable by convention sampling techniques 
(Mounier 1998, 2003a). 

Given the choice, people would prefer to occupy well-drained terrain that is soft — meaning, sandy or loamy, 
rather than stony. This characteristic appears to be universal. To cite just one example, Tindale (1985:25) 
reported that Australian aborigines preferred to occupy sandy sites: “At Moolabulla, where aborigines were 
still living on the sandy soil they favored, we immediately began to find on the surface many discarded and broken 
implements . . .” (emphasis added). The implication for aboriginal settlement in New Jersey is that sporadic 
occupations may sometimes occur on patches of sandy soil at greater than usual distances from the water 
when unfavorable soil conditions prevail on the wetlands margins. This pattern has been repeatedly observed 
in parts of southern New Jersey (Mounier 1994, 2006) and doubtless pertains elsewhere. 

For decades, the correlation of prehistoric archaeological remains on the uplands adjacent to stream courses 
and other natural water bodies has been observed across the region as a whole (Skinner and Schrabisch 
1913:10-11; Cross 1941; Mounier 2003b:127). In fact, a close reading of the site descriptions presented by 
Cross (1941)—including the appended capsule site summaries (Cross 1941:215-255)—demonstrates that this 
basic pattern of aboriginal site distribution has been well known for at least 75 years. Conversely, the general 
absence of sites on terrain remote from sources of water has also been confirmed. Archaeological tests of 
aboriginal settlement patterns further illustrate the accuracy and precision (i.e., the correctness and 
repeatability) of site predictions based on this characterization (Ranere and Hansell 1987, Mounier 1990). 

Although stray artifacts may occur on the divides between drainages or between other water bodies, such 
objects cannot be detected reliably by conventional testing. Indeed, most discoveries of artifacts in more 
remote settings relative to water—say more than 500 feet distant—have occurred by chance encounter 
(Mounier 1998, 2003a). 

Consistent with the foregoing model, most of the recognized sites in New Jersey occur on sandy or loamy, 
well-drained soils that are devoid of heavy gravel concentrations. The density of aboriginal populations along 
the Delaware River and its tributaries was such that many, if not most, locations directly overlooking the 
water may be expected to show at least some signs of settlement in ancient times. Generally, the size of sites 
as well as the frequency and variety of included artifacts decrease as one approaches the heads of the drainage 
network. Expressions of late prehistoric cultures in headwater settings are quite uncommon, and when they 
exist they tend to be very small. More common are sites of the Archaic period, but Early and Middle Archaic, 
and Paleoindian settlements occur only sporadically. 

As noted above, previous studies have shown that the size, density, and frequency of occurrence of aboriginal 
sites fall off sharply in proportion to the distance from the main course of the river (Mounier 1975, 1998; 
Ranere and Hansell 1985, 1987). Therefore, prehistoric artifacts, if present, would be expected to exist close 
to the stream banks, with diminishing frequency at increasing distances from their margins. 

Probability Zones 

Regulations require that each study area be divided into zones with estimated probabilities for the occurrence 
of archaeological remains. The default model posits zones of high, medium, and low probability. When the 
detection of aboriginal remains is concerned, the zone of highest probability usually consists of a band of 
naturally well-drained uplands from 200 to 300 feet wide, lying parallel to the edges of natural bodies of 
water. The zones of moderate and low probability can be estimated on the basis of increasing distance from 
water. Generally, wetlands and strongly sloping ground (valley walls, for instance) are considered to have little 
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to no probability for the occurrence of archaeological expressions. Exceptions to this rule might occur in 
rocky terrain that affords the possibility of rock shelters, but this situation does not apply in the present 
project area. All of the study areas now under consideration can be assessed as having moderate to high 
prospects for archaeological remains under natural conditions. Modifications to the landscape from 
agricultural activities, earthmoving, dumping, and so on, obviously would diminish the likelihood for the 
survival and integrity of any previously existing archaeological evidence. 

Theoretical Orientation 

The purpose of this investigation is to identify and evaluate any cultural remains — whether previously 
documented or merely foreseeable — that might reside within the project area. Except as already 
adumbrated, this study has no particular research objectives respecting anthropological theory. This is not to 
say that the author maintains an anti-theoretical intellectual posture; rather, that early-stage surveys by 
themselves offer little prospect for yielding data that might elicit deeply meaningful, theoretically informed 
interpretations. Thus, at the present level of survey, the objectives are principally practical, having to do with 
the need to recognize cultural remains, if present, and to offer tentative evaluations of their significance so as 
to effectuate responsible management in the context of the current regulatory milieu. 

The requirement for identification entails background research and fieldwork to determine the presence or 
absence of cultural remains. A prevailing sense of pragmatism compels the utilization of the most 
parsimonious research procedures consistent with the satisfaction of the stated survey objectives. The author 
recognizes that sites of human occupation vary in their composition and form with respect to their 
distribution in space, time, and culture. Given the expectation that evidence of human occupation is likely to 
occur unevenly across the landscape, the strategy for prospecting must suit the geographic configuration of 
the project location. The most expedient approach to the detection or prediction of archaeological sites was 
documentary research, already accomplished, coupled with field inspection and subsurface testing in the 
present stage of work. 

Upon detection of a cultural presence, the evaluation requirement necessitates differentiation between cultural 
remains and cultural resources. Whereas cultural remains comprise any physical vestiges of previous human 
behavior, cultural resources can be defined as those remains that have potential significance for science, for 
the appreciation of heritage, or both. In this context, significance is measured in relation to the National 
Register Criteria for Evaluation (36 CFR Part 60.4) and the New Jersey Register Criteria for Evaluation 
(NJRHPA 1970 Ch. 268; Laws of 1970 - N.J.S.A. 13:1B.128), hereinafter, “the Criteria.” The same criteria 
apply to both registers. 

Evaluation of cultural remains in terms of the Criteria follows from the analysis of data acquired as a result of 
archival research, field survey, and laboratory procedures, together with an understanding of the current state 
of knowledge regarding the archaeology and history of the region. In evaluating archaeological sites, the 
quality of physical integrity and the perception of a potential to contribute to knowledge are foremost. 

Research Methods 

Research for the present investigation involved conventional field sampling, including surface inspection 
when feasible, and subterranean testing. We relied upon our earlier documentary research for guidance 
concerning previous surveys, identified sites, and historical locations (Mounier 2015). 

Fieldwork was conducted during December of 2015. The wooded portions of the study parcels offer little 
surface visibility because of leaf litter. Grasses in the adjacent fields offered no more than 50% exposure. 
Farm lanes had almost unlimited exposure, but were well packed and did not present surface-borne artifacts.  

All level or slightly sloping terrain was sampled by conventional 50-foot interval testing below ground. The 
more steeply sloping valley walls and the streambeds were not tested. 

Each test unit consisted of a circular hole covering about one square foot. All excavated soil was worked 
through screens fitted with ¼-inch mesh hardware cloth. A tarpaulin, placed beneath the screen, permitted 
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the crew to funnel the spoil back into each test hole, enabling virtually complete restoration of the ground to 
original appearances. The maximum depth of testing was approximately 60cm, which usually allowed 
penetration well into the ancient subsoil. Some tests terminated on bedrock, some on objects such as 
concrete rubble, which had been dumped on the ground, apparently in modern times. When finds occurred, 
four additional tests were opened around the findspots. These supplemental tests were given the same unit 
number as the original find, suffixed by the letters A – D. In all, 216 test units were explored—204 in the 
base testing, plus four additional units around each of three positive tests. 

Finds were noted as to test unit, soil stratum, and depth. Each findspot was flagged with survey ribbon for 
future reference and recorded by means of a Garmin eTrex 20 GPS device. All finds were entered upon a 
provenience-keyed list (see Appendix III). 

Laboratory Procedures 

All artifacts were returned to the laboratory for cleaning, inspection, and classification. The finds were in all 
respects quite mundane and required no special analysis or conservation. The author compiled an artifact 
inventory, based on the field log and laboratory results. Photographs of representative specimens appear in 
(Figures 11 – 13). 

Geography 

The project area consists of three adjacent or proximal parcels, each lying within the holdings of the Trenton-
Mercer Airport. These parcels have two other traits in common; 1) they occupy uplands overlooking a 
tributary of the Delaware River; and 2) they are locations that contain identified obstructions to aviation. The 
nexus of these characteristics provided the motivation for examining their archaeological potential. 

The remainder of this section will give pertinent details concerning the following topics: 1) project location; 
2) geology, soils, and drainage; 3) flora and fauna, and; 4) present conditions. 

Location: The general project area is located to the south and west of the Trenton-Mercer Airport; specifically 
to the west of Burnt Tavern Road (C.R. 579), along headwater tributaries of the Delaware River. Figure 1 
depicts the location. This map was reproduced from a digitized version of the U.S.G.S. Pennington, N.J.-Pa. 
7½-minute Quadrangle. Figure 2 illustrates the airport boundaries and locations proposed for removal of 
obstructions. Figure 3 shows the three study areas on an aerial photograph. 

Geology, Soils, and Drainage: The locale is part of the piedmont physiographic province. The underlying geology 
is comprised of various shales, typical of deposits across the region. Mapped soil units consist of a mosaic of 
silt-loams; namely, Bucks silt loam, Readington and Abbottsville silt loam, Quakertown silt loam, and 
Rowland silt loam. A nameless stream runs through the general project area from the airport to the Delaware 
River near Scudders Falls. The areas of interest lie in the head of this stream. 

Flora and Fauna: A typical Carolinian flora and fauna would be expected under wild conditions (Robichaud 
and Buell 1973). A variety of mammals, birds, reptiles, and fish would have existed anciently, and modern 
remnant populations unquestionably survive locally. During the survey the crew observed numerous deer, a 
raccoon, and crows. Doubtless the actual animal inventory is much greater. Outside of landscaped settings, 
the trees are principally hardwoods, such as maple, oak, and hickory, now largely confined to the margins of 
streams, where the ground is too wet for farming or other productive uses. The high ground to the south and 
west supports a maturing stand of beech trees.  

Present Conditions: Naturally, the present climate resembles that in the region as a whole. The mean winter 
temperature is approximately 33°F. In the summer, the temperatures are slightly above 75°F on average. The 
mean annual precipitation is approximately 45 inches. Most of the precipitation falls as rain, and it is 
ordinarily distributed evenly throughout the year. Heavy downpours from thunderstorms and hurricanes in 
the summer and fall can skew the figures slightly upward for those seasons. 
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Figure 4: Map of Archaeological Testing 

X– Cobble Tool 
   (Surface Find) 
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The data just presented are calculated averages and may not accurately reflect the extremes in the modern era. 
For example, temperatures as low as -32°F and as high as 108°F have been recorded in the historic period 
(Widmer 1964:154). Conditions in antiquity can only be conjectured. However, as noted below, the climate in 
New Jersey began to approximate present conditions by 7,000 B.P. so that modern data give at least some 
sense of what the climate might have been like in ancient times. 

The areas of interest occupy undeveloped ground in a mixed suburban and rural district, adjacent to the 
Trenton-Mercer Airport. The study tracts contain both fields and woods along a headwater tributary of the 
Delaware River. The agricultural lands along the streams have a somewhat rolling aspect with moderate rises 
at a distance from the valleys. Vegetation affords less than 50% surface visibility in the fields. 

Area 1, the largest of the three study zones, surrounds the main valley, with steeply sloping banks and a 
generally narrow bottom. The elevations here range between 100 and 120 feet above sea level. The field to 
the north and west of the stream is used to grow silage for a dairy herd on the contiguous Jones Farm, which 
is maintained under the direction of the New Jersey Department of Corrections (Figure 5). The opposite field 
is kept in grass, possibly for hay for the dairy farm (Figure 6). Part of this field contains a battery of approach 
lights aligned with a runway at the airport. 

Area 2, the northwestern parcel, is wooded in successional hardwood growth on a prominent rise that stands 
between 120 and 140 feet in elevation. This area shows hummocky ground that results from dumping on a 
massive scale (Figure 7). The ground contains thick deposits of institutional wastes, domestic artifacts, and 
construction debris. As seen from the valley floor, the deposits of dumped materials are estimated to rise as 
much as 20 feet above the natural grade (Figure 8). 

Area 4, the southeastern study area, contains a copse surrounded by agricultural fields. The ground rises from 
140 to 150 feet above sea level and overlooks the surrounding land without steep escarpments (Figure 9).  

 

 

Figure 5: Area 1, Northwestern Field 
Looking Northeast 

Figure 6: Area 1, Southeastern Field 
Looking Northeast 
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Figure 7: Area 2, Hummocky Ground 
Looking West 

Ground conditions reflect dumping  
and bulldozing piles of refuse. 

Figure 8: Area 2, Dumped Debris Pile 
Looking West across stream 

Arrow marks height of debris pile. 

 

Figure 9: Area 3 
Looking Northwest 

Paleogeographic Conditions 

The synthesis of paleoenvironmental data developed by Carbone (1976, 1982) and others (Sirkin 1977; Kraft 
1977; Kraft and John 1978; Hartzog 1982; Custer 1989) for the Middle Atlantic region provide a general basis 
for a discussion of environmental changes over the past few thousand years in southern New Jersey. 

The following paragraphs present a summary of paleoenvironmental development in the region during the 
last 15,000 years, beginning with the retreat of the Late Wisconsin ice sheet in the vicinity of Kittatinny 
Mountain (Crowl and Stuckenrath 1977). Based upon palynological data, a cold period associated with this 
glaciation persisted in the Middle Atlantic region until approximately 13,000 years ago. Even unglaciated 
terrain had a periglacial environment characterized by a cold climate with temperatures below freezing most 
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of the year. The ground contained permafrost, a zone of ground permanently frozen except for a shallow 
layer near the surface, where temporary thawing might occur during warm seasons. 

Pollen cores from various bogs in the region indicate the presence of jack-pine and spruce, as well as tundra 
shrubs and herbs. By approximately 12,400 years ago, spruce forests succeeded the tundra vegetation. Pine 
becomes dominant in pollen cores between 11,000 and 7,000 years ago, after which oak forests prevail 
throughout the region (Sirkin 1977).  

The amelioration of climate in post-glacial times permitted human occupation in the Upper Delaware Valley 
by 10,600 years ago (Crowl and Stuckenrath 1977). At that time, the topography and hydrology of the region 
was much different than at present. Interior of the watercourses the land contained many small ponds or 
waterholes resulting from the melting of ground ice and subterranean ice wedges in the permafrost (Wolfe 
1977), or from scouring by severe winds (French and Demitroff 2001). These features survive as relict wet 
depressions (Wolfe 1977; Bonfiglio and Cresson 1982). From Paleoindian to Late Archaic times, these basins 
were often, but not universally, focal points for human occupation, presumably as hunting places. 

About 12,000 years ago sea level stood approximately 25.5 meters (84 feet) below present. Because of glacial 
melting, sea level had risen to approximately 14 meters (46 feet) below its present level by 7,500 years ago 
(Kraft 1977; Kraft and John 1978). The subsidence of the land relative to sea level continues at a rate of 
approximately 1.5 meters (5 feet) per millennium (Wolfe 1977). This subsidence has resulted in the flooding 
of ancient land surfaces and waterways, whose valleys were more deeply incised than at present. 

From 6,000 to 8,000 years ago, a period of dry conditions apparently prevailed. Known as the Xerothermic 
Interval, this dry period seems to have accelerated aeolian erosion and redeposition. These geological events 
presumably resulted from reduced vegetative cover and radical swings in climate during this period (Carbone 
1976, 1982; Curry 1980; Curry and Custer 1982; Custer 1984; Stewart 1994). 

As nearly as can be determined with the limited data now in hand, the local climate and landforms as well as 
flora and fauna had begun to approximate their present configurations around 7,000 years ago (Salwen 1975; 
Sirkin 1977; Kraft 1977), though new evidence suggests that vegetation very similar to modern communities 
may have been present as early as 10,000 years ago (McWeeney 1990). By Late Woodland times, about 1000 
years ago, an essentially modern environment had emerged (Custer 1984; 1989). 

Throughout the period described by human habitation in the region, vegetative and wildlife communities can 
be expected to have varied somewhat in composition and distribution in response to changes in prevailing 
environmental conditions, including the pressures exerted upon them by aboriginal populations. Some of the 
conjectured shifts in ecological relationships would have, in turn, resulted in changing adaptations by resident 
human groups. 

Previous Investigations 

Several surveys examined locations in the vicinity of Trenton-Mercer Airport. Most are cultural resource 
surveys, but one (D + H 2000) is an environmental assessment, which contained a cultural resource 
component. Information about cultural resource surveys follows below. In each case, the following 
information is presented categorically: Consultant name, date of report, title of report, synopsis, 
recommendations advanced, and distance from the airport. A summary of the archaeological and historical 
content of the environmental assessment by D + H (2000) appears in the next section. 

LBA (1996).  Cultural Resources Survey Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division Trenton, New Jersey. Three 
buildings over 40 years old and potentially eligible for listing to the National Register of Historic Places; only 
two areas identified as sensitive for undocumented archaeological resources. Phase IB testing of two 
archaeologically sensitive areas recommended if they are to be developed. Located immediately south of the 
airport. 

LBA (1998). Phase IB Archaeological Survey Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division Trenton, New Jersey. Tested 
two areas identified at Warfare Center with the potential to contain archaeological deposits, but found 
nothing. No further investigations recommended. Located immediately south of the airport. 
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MTA (1998). Phase I Archaeological and Architectural Survey of the Route I-95 and Scotch Road Interchange, Ewing and 
Hopewell Township, Mercer County, New Jersey. Identified two archaeological sites (28-ME-271 and -272) within 
the project vicinity; one prehistoric site (ME-271) and a historic farmstead site (ME-272). Recommendations: 
No further investigation of the prehistoric site; avoidance or Phase II investigation of the historic farmstead. 
Situated 0.5 miles north of the airport. 

Hunter (1998). Phase I Cultural Resource Survey Hopewell-Trenton Sewer Interceptor Hopewell and Ewing Townships City 
of Trenton, Mercer County, New Jersey. No archaeological resources identified during survey, but some urban areas 
could not be tested. Recommended monitoring of construction in specific areas that were not tested but have 
potential to contain archaeological deposits. Adjacent to the airport, to the west. 

RGA (2004). Stage I Cultural Resources Survey Mountain View Force Main Ewing Township, Mercer County, New Jersey. 
Testing revealed comprehensive disturbance throughout the project area. No new cultural resources were 
recorded. No recommendations. Location: 0.3 miles south of airport. 

RGA (2004). Letter Report Addendum Stage I Cultural Resources Survey Mountain View Force Main Ewing Township, 
Mercer County, New Jersey. Additional testing was performed at the request of the NJHPO and found mixed 
historic artifact deposits, not considered significant. No further investigation recommended. Location: 0.3 
miles south of airport. 

Geismar, Joan (2005). West Trenton Rail Line Passenger Service Restoration Study, 1A Archaeological Report. Identified 
a rail storage yard and station sites adjacent to right of way of the West Trenton Rail Line as potentially 
significant archaeological sites. No recommendations. Location: Adjacent to the airport, to the east. 

RGA (2010).  Stage II Cultural Resources Survey Mountain View Force Main Ewing-Lawrence Sewerage Authority New 
Jersey Envrionmental Infrastucture Financing Program Project No. 340391-08 Township, Mercer County, New Jersey. 
Tested the Reed-Burroughs-Dobbins Historic site (28-ME-379); remains interpreted as a domestic midden 
(trash deposit) but not possible to associate with a specific landowner or tenant. Site not regarded as 
significant; no further investigation recommended. Location: 0.3 miles south of airport. 

RGA (2010).  Addendum Stage I Cultural Resources Survey Mountain View Force Main Relief Sewer Ewing Township, 
Mercer County New Jersey. Identified a potentially significant historic archaeological site (blacksmith shop and 
house). Recommended avoidance of site or Phase II investigation if avoidance not possible. Location: 0.3 
miles south of airport. 

Previously Recognized Archaeological Sites, Historical Properties, and Historic Districts 

This section lists archaeological sites, historical properties, and historic districts identified in the search of 
records at the New Jersey State Museum and New Jersey Historic Preservation Office, as well as a review of 
existing cultural resource surveys. None of these properties are immediately proximal to the areas of current 
interest. 

List of Recognized Sites and Historical Properties in Vicinity of Project Area 

1) 28-ME-271, Undefined prehistoric lithic scatter consisting of three chert flakes (MTA 1998) 
 

2) 28-ME-272, Welling-Hough Farmstead, 19th-20th c. (MTA 1998) 
 

3) 28-ME-292, Hendrickson Farmstead,  18th-19th c. Historic (CRCG 1999) 
 

4) 28-ME-369, Two components (RGA 2005) 
Prehistoric: Eshback projectile point. Historic: Late 18th/early 19th c.  
 

5)  28-ME-370, Hart Farmstead, 19th c. Historic Farmstead (RGA 2005) 
 

6) 28-ME-379 Burroughs-Dobbins site, 19th c. Historic (RGA 2010) 
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To these may be added the following, earlier reported by (D+H 2002): 

1) 220 Upper Ferry Road, Mid-19th century farmhouse (Razed) 
  

2) House Numbers 50 & 54, West Upper Ferry Road, Mid-Late 19th century vernacular houses. The house 
at No. 50 has been razed in recent years. 
 

3) Al’s Airport Inn, Bear Tavern Road and Cardinal Drive, Late 19th century  
  

4) Jones Dairy Farm, 721 Bear Tavern Road, 18th-19th century with more recent outbuildings 
 

5) Grand Avenue Historic District, Summit Avenue to Railroad Avenue, West Trenton, late 19th to early 
20th century residential district 
 

6) First Presbyterian Church of Ewing (1876), 100 Scotch Road, and cemetery (1708) to the southeast, west, 
and northwest of the church. 
 

7) The Naval Air Warfare Center Aircraft Division (NAWCAD), Parkway Avenue at John Stephans Way. 
Grounds have some prehistoric and historic archaeological potential. Mid-20th century buildings have 
significance in military aviation. 

National and State Registers of Historic Places Listings for Ewing Township 

1) Aeronautical Turbine Laboratory Historic District (ID#3253; Part of NAWCAD: see above) 
Parkway Avenue 
SHPO Opinion: 3/28/1996 
(Naval Air Warfare Center) 

 
2) Bath House and Day Camp of the Trenton Jewish Community Center (ID#1648) 

999 Lower Ferry Road 
SR: 1/6/1984; NR: 2/23/1984 (NR Reference #: 84002730) 

 
3) Bear Tavern Road/Jacob's Creek Crossing Rural Historic District (ID#5112) 

Bear tavern Road (County Route 579); Jacobs Creek Road 
SR: 10/3/2011; NR: 11/30/2011 (NR Reference #: 11000872) 
 

4) Burt / Hendrickson / Atchley Farmstead (ID#3750) 
Pennington Road (NJ Route 31) 
SHPO Opinion: 5/8/1998 

 
5) Charles S. Maddock House (ID#4863) 

1076 River Road 
SHPO Opinion: 12/10/2008 

 
6) Delaware and Bound Brook (Reading) Railroad Historic District (ID#4540) 

SHPO Opinion: 9/9/2005 
Also located in other municipalities in Mercer and Somerset Counties 

 
7) Delaware and Raritan Canal Historic District (ID#1600) 

Entire Canal bed and all land 100 yards to either side of the centerline 
SR: 11/30/1972; NR: 5/11/1973 (NR Reference #: 73001105) 
(Extends through five counties from the Delaware River to the Raritan River) 
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8) First Presbyterian Church and Cemetery of Ewing (ID#4846) 
100 Scotch Road 
Certification of Eligibility: 9/9/2008 

 
9) Green-Reading House (ID#86) 

107 Wilburtha Road 
SR: 1/28/1998; NR: 3/12/1998 (NR Reference #: 98000237) 

 
10) William Green House (ID#1645) 

Green Lane 
SR: 9/6/1973; NR: 12/4/1973 (NR Reference #: 73001106) 
(Trenton State College Campus) 

 
11) New Jersey State Police Headquarters Historic District (ID#4865) 

Upper West Ferry Road 
SHPO Opinion: 12/10/2008 

 
12) New Jersey State Highway Department Laboratory, Building 18 (ID#3911) 

999 Parkway Avenue 
SHPO Opinion: 6/15/1998 

 
13) Odd Fellows Home (ID#3254) 

1001 Pennington Avenue 
SHPO Opinion: 7/14/1994 
Certification of Eligibility: 1/24/1996 

 
14) Reeder Creek Site, West Locus (28-Me-360) (ID#5013) 

SHPO Opinion: 9/30/2010 
 
15) Temple-Ryan Farmhouse (ID#1646) 

27 Federal City Road  
SR: 5/6/1971; NR: 9/10/1971  
(NR Reference #: 71000507) 

 
16) Princeton Division of the Trenton and Mercer County TractionCorporation 

Interurban Trolley line over the west branch of Shabakunk Creek 
SHPO Opinion: 10/2/1992 

 
17) Traction RR Bridge (ID#1647) 

SHPO Opinion: 10/31/2005 
 
18) Trent Interlocking Tower (ID#4543) 

7717 Stuyvesant Avenue 
SHPO Opinion: 7/2/1993 

 
19) Trenton Psychiatric Hospital Historic District (ID#1649) 
 
20) West Trenton Railroad Station (ID#1650)  

Sullivan Way 
SR: 3/17/1984 
NR: 6/22/1984 (NR Reference #: 84004031) 
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The initial survey identified the current study areas as possible sources of prehistoric archaeological materials 
(Mounier 2015).  

Prehistoric Background 

A broad range of cultural expressions and site types is represented in the region. Sites dating from the 
Paleoindian through the Late Woodland periods are known. This span encompasses the cultural-
chronological limits of prehistoric occupation in New Jersey, as it is presently understood (Table 1). 

Table 1: Cultural-Temporal Periods in New Jersey 

Period Chronology Period Chronology 

Paleoindian 12,000 – 8,000 B.P. Early Woodland 3,000 – 2,000 B.P. 

Early Archaic 8,000 – 6,000 B.P. Middle Woodland 2,000 – 1,100 B.P. 

Middle Archaic 6,000 – 5,000 B.P. Late Woodland 1,100 – 500 B.P. 

Late Archaic 5,000 – 3,000 B.P. Historic 500 B.P. – Present 

 

The main trunk of the Delaware River presented a nearly continuous string of large, prolific sites for several 
miles, both up- and downstream from Trenton (Skinner and Schrabisch 1913:63-65; Cross 1956). However, 
the size and complexity of the sites diminishes greatly in the interior, especially along the smaller tributary 
streams. Calling special attention to two previously reported sites, please note the following prehistoric 
stations that were identified within a mile and-a-half of the Trenton-Mercer Airport: 1) Site 28-ME-271, a 
scatter of three chert flakes (MTA 1998); and 2) Site 28-ME-369, which yielded an isolated Eshback projectile 
point (RGA 2005). These finds give some indication of the nature of prehistoric cultural occurrences likely to 
be encountered in the current study parcels. 

Historical Background 

As reviewed by Mounier (2015) historical development in the project vicinity focused on agricultural pursuits 
until relatively recent times. The nearest agricultural site is the Jones Farm, a dairy that dates to the 18th and 
19th centuries. Part of the field adjacent to this farm is contiguous to the largest of the present study areas. 
Since the dawning of the age of aeronautics various developments associated with aviation have transpired at 
or near the Trenton-Mercer Airport. The rise of nearby communities and institutional developments has been 
treated in the earlier report and will not be reiterated here (Mounier 2015). 

Cultural Remains 

The survey produced both prehistoric and historic-period artifacts. The prehistoric finds have a sporadic 
distribution. Artifacts were found in the field to the north and west of the stream, at two locations on the 
stream bank near this field, and in another spot on the opposite bank. The inventory of prehistoric items 
includes 14 pieces, including 11 flakes of various materials, two fragments of thermally altered sandstone, and 
a cylindrical cobble tool, also of sandstone (Figures 11 and 12). 

The findspots have the following UTM coordinates: Cobble tool on surface of field – 18.514626.4457478; 
flake (Test 68) – 18.514994.4457666; flakes and thermally altered rock (Test 114, etc.) – 18.514771.4457501; 
flakes (Test 176, etc.) – 18.514609.4457385. 
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Figure 10: Photographs of Findspots 
A: Looking east. 
  Units 176 and 176A-D: Flakes 
  UTM 18.514609.4457385 
 
B: Looking west. 
  Units 114 and 114 A-D: Flakes, Thermally Altered Rock  
  UTM 514771.4457501 
 
C: Looking west. 
  Unit 68: Flake 
  UTM 514994.4457666  

The flakes show reduction of chert (6), jasper (3), argillaceous shale (1), and shale (1). These items occurred in 
Test Units 68 (1), 114 (3), 114A (3), 114D (2), 176 (1), and 176A (1). Most of the flakes reflect thinning with 
an apparent trajectory towards biface manufacture or shaping. The largest flake is a shale flake blank 
fragment, measuring 35 x 20 x 4mm (1.4 x 0.8 x 0.16 inches). The other flakes are much smaller (Figure 11). 

A roughly cylindrical sandstone cobble, found in the field to the north of the stream, has numerous small pits 
on the poles, indicating use as a hammer or pestle (Figure 12). The surfaces show streaks or scratches from 
contact with agricultural equipment.  This item measures 18.3cm (7.2 inches) in length, with a diameter of 
approximately 7.5cm (3 inches) at mid-shaft and a circumference of 22.8cm (9 inches).  

Two fragments of thermally discolored and cracked sandstone were found in Unit 114. These pieces are 
typical of hearth rock or boiling stones. The largest measures 4.6 x 3.0 x 2.5cm (1.8 x 1.2 x 0.1 inches). 

The following tables summarize the finds by material and provenience. Cryptocrystalline materials 
predominate among the flakes, being represented by jasper (3 pieces, 27.3%) and chert (6, pieces, 54.5%), 
together totaling 81.8%. These materials do not occur in local geological deposits and must have been 
brought in from remote sources of uncertain location. Argillaceous materials—shale and argillaceous shale, 
one piece each—comprise the balance, consisting of 18.2% of the flake sample. While shale is the principal 
constituent of the local geology, tool-grade stone does not occur nearby. Similarly, the appearance of 
sandstone, used here for a cobble tool and for hearth rock or boiling-stones must reflect importations, 
possibly from outwash gravels along the Delaware River. 

 

A B 

C 
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Figure 11: Typical Prehistoric Artifacts 
(Scale = 2 Inches) 

— Key — 

1) Shale Flake, Unit 68; 2) Chert Flake, Unit 176; 3) Chert Flake, Unit 176A 
4) Chert Flakes, Unit 114; 5) Thermally Altered Rock, Unit 114 

 

Figure 12: Cobble Tool 
(Scale = 2 Inches) 

Surface find, from field north of stream  
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Table 2: Prehistoric Finds by Unit and Material 

Unit Flakes Qty % Material % Total 

68 Shale 1 9.1 7.1 
114D Argillaceous Shale  1 9.1 7.1 
114A 2 
114D 

Jasper 
1 

27.3 21.4 

114 3 
114A 1 
176 1 

176A 

Chert  

1 

54.5 42.9 

 Subto ta l  11 100.0 78.6 

Unit Cobble Tool Qty % Material % Total 

Surface Sandstone  1 100.0 7.1 

Unit Thermally Altered Rock Qty % Material % Total 

114A Sandstone 2 100.0 14.3 

 Total 14  100.0 

 
Most of the prehistoric artifacts were recovered from disturbed contexts. Table 3 shows that nearly two-
thirds of the finds occur in the plowzone or on the surface. Artifacts in the subsoil, presumably reflecting the 
context of cultural deposition, make up the difference. This situation is scarcely surprising considering the 
shallow soil development locally, together with an agricultural history. 

Table 3: Distribution of Prehistoric Finds by Provenience 

Provenience Qty Percent 

Surface 1 7.1 
Plowzone 8 57.1 
Subsoil  5 35.7 
Total 14 100.0 

 
Finds of the historic period consist of modern to recent refuse, which represents architectural and 
institutional items cast off on the high ground in the northwestern study area (Area 2). Artifacts retrieved 
from these deposits include such things as brick and concrete rubble, boards, institutional food service wares, 
bottle and jar fragments, wire nails, fence staples, coal, coal cinders, and ash (Figure 13). Except for a small 
sample, retained for purposes of illustration, these pieces were not enumerated or collected.  

All of the finds in this part of the site are essentially modern. Although the items cannot be closely dated, 
none has typological characteristics of early wares. No early ceramics—such as Delft, Staffordshire, salt-
glazed stoneware, Creamware, or Pearlware—are present (cf. Appendix II). The only ceramic items consist of 
heavy, plain institutional porcelain of the sort used for food service in cafeterias. Examples have a plain white, 
lustrous glaze on both the interior and exterior surfaces, without a hint of decoration. The body is non-
porous. Thickness averages 7.6mm (0.3 inches).  

Virtually all of the glass consists of clear varieties of hollowware, such as bottles and jars. One of the 
fragments bears the familiar O-I trademark (Figure 14), datable to the period from 1930 to 1954, with 
occasional persistence to 1966 (Anonymous n.d.; Lockhart and Hoenig n.d.). One fragment of aqua glass 
appears to be from an early to mid-20th century medicine bottle, while an amber fragment is reminiscent of 
beer bottles. There is also a piece of milk glass, common to cosmetic and ointment containers from mid-
century. Fragments of a thin, hard plastic cup round out the inventory of hollowware. 
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The only fasteners are nail fragments and a U-shaped fence staple, all formed from heavy iron wire. Coal, coal 
ash, and cinders were common, along with large pieces of concrete and occasional bricks. One piece of 
shaped wood has curved ends reminiscent of barrel closures. The dimensions are 26 x 3 x 1.8cm (10.2 x 1.2 x 
0.71 inches). Its presence attests to the modernity of the deposits, as surely such materials would not survive 
long in the conditions that obtain at the site.  

Other discarded items, observed nearby but not inventoried, include steel fuel cans, and numerous concrete 
cylinders, measuring 15.2cm in diameter by 30.5cm in length (6 x 12 inches). Items of this sort are used to test 
the strength of concrete batches for structural integrity. These cylinders are sometimes used secondarily as 
riprap.  

 

Figure 13: Modern/Recent Artifacts from Disturbed Terrain 
(Scale = 2 Inches) 

— KEY — 

1) Piece of wood     6) Plastic cup fragment, resting on flat base 
2) Fence staple     7) Clear glass bottle fragment 
3) Wire nail, fragment     8) Clear glass bottle fragment w/ O-I mark 
4) Piece of iron     9) Amber glass bottle fragment 
5) Institutional porcelain  10) Coal cinder 
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Figure 14: Detail of Owens-Illinois Mark 
The “O-Diamond-I” insignia was the trademark of the Owens-Illinois Company from 1930 to 1954, with some 
examples dating as late as 1966, according to some sources. The numeral at left identifies the plant, in this case 
Huntington or Fairmount, WV (sources vary). Another numeral to the right, missing here, identified the production 
year; and another, at top (also missing), identified the batch number. This specimen appears in Figure 13, No. 8. 

Interpretations 

This section of the report will interpret the prehistoric and historic finds in turn.  

Prehistoric Finds: The character of prehistoric finds is consistent with evidence reported in earlier surveys; that 
is, the expressions are small and diffuse, suggestive of ephemeral visits rather than prolonged settlement. 
Even taking into account the likelihood that farmers or collectors may have removed specimens over time, 
the very sparse dispersal of artifacts strongly suggests that the minimal representation observed during this 
survey reflects a truly diffuse pattern of site visitation. 

The complete lack of formal artifacts is important because it hinders the identification of cultural-temporal 
affinities. Finds earlier reported from nearby sites also present ambiguous results in this regard. The only 
formalized specimen from previous research in the vicinity is a quartz biface identified as an Eshback point 
from site 28-ME-369 (RGA 2005). This enigmatic type has a wide spatial distribution in the Delaware Valley 
but is rarely present on any site in substantial numbers (Kinsey 1972). Its age and cultural origins remain 
nebulous. To compound uncertainty the available carbon-dates show a broad chronological range—spanning 
several thousand years—that suggests multiple independent inventions over time or the creation of false 
cognate forms as a result of reworking broken specimens (Mounier 2005, 2014; Mounier and Cresson 2009).  

The assemblage presents scant information concerning the interpretation of function. One slightly used 
cobble tool attests to little more than general hammering, the subject of which—whether animal, vegetable, 
or mineral—remains in doubt. Clearly some knapping occurred, but the full range of flaking activities is not 
present. The absence of early-stage flaking debris indicates that the manufacture of stone tools by knapping 
was not a significant activity. The prevalence of thinning flakes suggests the trimming of existing bifaces or 
possibly of other tools. Late-stage or reshaping flakes are entirely absent, which would seem to rule out biface 
finishing or refinement, the shaping of scrapers, or similar tools.  

There is a conspicuous lack of aboriginal ceramics, which indicates that the native use may coincide with the 
Archaic period or that the population was engaged in activities for which ceramics were not especially helpful 
or necessary. Other nearby prehistoric sites also lack ceramic components. 

Because of the paucity of suitably workable lithics nearby, no local materials appear as implements. All 
lithics—consisting entirely of chert, jasper, shale, argillaceous shale, and sandstone—were imported, but from 
unknown sources. Quartz, which appeared in the form of an Eshback biface at a nearby site (RGA 2005), is 

I 
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absent here. The appearance of thin spreads of non-local lithics is a characteristic shared with other sites near 
the airport (MTA 1998; RGA 2005).  

Although multiple finds occurred in Units 114, 114A and 114D, this apparent clustering does not define a 
cultural feature. All of the observed soil colors and textures were consistent with those of the native earth. 
The survey found no evidence of anomalous patterning in disturbed earth beneath the level of plowing, and 
no augmented organic composition or textural qualities that would hint of specialized local activities.  

To borrow a term from Thomas (1975), the identified prehistoric remains might be categorized as examples 
of “nonsite archaeology,” meaning that the observed artifact distribution is primarily one of diffuse or 
dispersed specimens rather than more dense aggregations of cultural remains. The very simple, non-
formalized nature of the artifacts makes the findspots difficult to interpret individually, but aids in the 
characterization of the native land use patterns locally when viewed as part of an areal or regional mosaic. 

Historic Finds: The historic period remains are confined to Area 2 where mixed debris occurs in massive piles. 
The origin of the dumped deposits has not been determined. Dumping here occurred on an industrial or 
institutional scale, suggesting corporate or governmental sources. The control or ownership of the adjacent 
ground by the State of New Jersey may indicate the general source. The deposits may date to the 1950s or 
1960s if typology gives reliable clues. A somewhat earlier origin cannot be ruled out, but it is clear that the 
bulk of the material is, in effect, modern to recent. While possibly originating more than 50 years ago, the 
historic deposits lack inherent research interest because of their mundane characteristics.  

Impacts 

Activities associated with the removal of obstructions are likely to disturb the earth to depths of two to three 
feet. Disturbances to this depth would be sufficient to alter the spatial relationships that presently exist among 
artifacts at the prehistoric findspots. Considering the extent of existing disturbances as well as the scattered 
and nondescript nature of the finds, this effect is not considered to be especially detrimental. 

As far as the historic-era refuse deposits are concerned, it is likely that the proposed obstruction removal 
would affect only the shallow end of the deposits, leaving the oldest remains more or less undisturbed. For 
this reason, the impact of the proposed undertaking on these deposits as sources of archaeological 
information is regarded as inconsequential. 

Evaluation 

The non-formalized nature of the prehistoric remains, together with their sporadic distribution and very 
limited frequency, militates against a claim of significance under existing regulations. To have significance 
under National Register Criterion D, archaeological remains must possess sufficient quality and quantity to 
make them valuable as sources of substantive information to archaeological or historical inquiry. Considering 
the finds from the present study and those adduced from other sites near the airport, one can reasonably infer 
that continued or renewed excavation at and around the findspots would probably result in a larger sample of 
artifacts of the sorts already in hand but would not be likely to lead to major advances in archaeological 
knowledge. 

Because of the shallow bedrock and the depth of existing disturbances, the reservoir of potentially intact 
archaeological deposits is likely to be very limited. Considering that the entire area was cleared of forest, and 
presumably destumped at least once, the likelihood that prehistoric cultural remains would survive broadly in 
the context of deposition is quite remote. The general absence of formalized artifacts, here, and in the greater 
project vicinity, indicates that continued or renewed investigation would be unlikely to result in cogent 
interpretations of age, cultural identity, and site function. The apparent lack of cultural features also militates 
against an interpretation of significance. In this light, we advance no claim of potential significance for the 
identified prehistoric finds.  

The same evaluation applies to the historic refuse deposits because of their essential modernity and the 
exceedingly mundane quality of their contents. 
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Recommendations 

Because they are not likely to yield substantive new data important to advancing knowledge of archaeology or 
history, neither the prehistoric nor the historic-era remains qualify as National Register-eligible resources. 
None of the criteria for evaluation is satisfied. Therefore, additional investigation is not recommended. The 
proposed undertaking could be completed in the study areas without risk of jeopardizing archaeological or 
historical values or an appreciation of cultural heritage. 

Conclusions 

A Stage IB Archaeological Survey was conducted on three study areas subject to obstruction removal at the 
Trenton-Mercer Airport. The survey identified scattered prehistoric remains in the form of flakes, thermally 
altered rock, and one cobble tool. No formal artifacts were found. The discoveries occur under circumstances 
that militate against a claim of significance under the National Register Criteria for Evaluation. Massive 
deposits of mid-20th century debris occurred in one location. These deposits are not considered to be eligible 
for listing upon the National Register of Historic Places. No additional research is recommended. The 
proposed obstruction removal project could be completed without jeopardizing significant cultural resources. 
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Appendix I: Qualifications of Key Personnel 
 
R. Alan Mounier, Principal Investigator 
o Ph.D., Archaeology, Memorial University of Newfoundland, St. John's, Newfoundland, Canada, 2008  
o M.A., Anthropology, Memorial University of Newfoundland, St. John's, Newfoundland, Canada, 1973  
o A.B. Anthropology (Cum Laude), Syracuse University, Syracuse, N.Y., 1968  
o Proprietor and Principal Investigator of R. Alan Mounier, Archaeologist, Newfield, N.J. since 1976 
 
Jack Cresson, Field Supervisor, Artifact Analyst 
o B.F.A., Fine Arts, University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia, Pa., 1968 
o Employed with R. Alan Mounier, Archaeologist since, 1982 
 

Appendix II: Dating Key to Historic Ceramic Chronology 
 

General Historic Period Ceramic Chronology 

Ware Category Date Span Sources 

Soft-Bodied Tin-Glazed Ware 1600–1780 

Staffordshire Ware 1650–1780 

Red Earthenware * 1650–1860 

Porcelain (Chinese Export) 1685–1830 

American Salt-Glazed Stoneware 1705–1930 

Agate Ware * 1720–1780 

White Salt-Glazed Stoneware * 1720–1805 

Creamware 1760–1820 

Pearlware 1780–1825 

Rockingham * 1780–1840 

Transfer-Printed Wares 1795–on 

Bennington * 1800–1900 

Porcelain (Euro-American) 1800–on 

Yellow Ware 1830–1940 

White Granite/Ironstone * 1840–1870 

Blackware 1850–1950 

MACL (Maryland Archaeological Conservation Laboratory) 
2002 Diagnostic Artifacts in Maryland. Available on-line at: 

http://www.jefpat.org/diagnostic/aboutdiagnositcwebsite.html 
Maryland Archaeological Conservation Laboratory.  
St. Leonard, Maryland. 

Miller, George L., Patricia Samford, Ellen Shlasko, and Madsen, Andrew  
2000 Telling Time for Archaeologists, Northeast Historical Archaeology: 

Vol. 29: Issue 1, Article 2. Available at: 
http://digitalcommons.buffalostate.edu/neha/vol29/iss1/2  

Noël Hume, Ivor 
1969 A Guide to the Artifacts of Colonial America. Alfred A. Knopf.  

New York. 
 
 
 

* Imitative Production to Present 
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Appendix III: Artifact Inventory 
 
Artifact Inventory 

Area Unit Level Depth 
(Cm) 

Material Qty Description 

1 0 surface 0 sandstone 1 cobble tool, cylindrical, end-battered 
1 68 plowzone 7–27 shale 1 flake, blank, fragment 
1 114 subsoil 9–16 chert 3 flakes 
1 114 subsoil 9–16 sandstone  2 thermally altered rock 
1 114A plowzone 4–9 chert 1 flake  
1 114A plowzone 4–9 jasper  1 flake, fragment, thermally altered  
1 114A plowzone 4–9 jasper  1 flake, fragment 
1 114D plowzone 3–9 jasper  1 flake, fragment 
1 114D plowzone 3–9 argillaceous shale   1 flake, fragment 
       
       
2 193 disturbed 0–59 glass 9 hollowware, clear, fragments 
2 193 disturbed 0–59 glass 1 hollowware, aqua, fragment 
2 193 disturbed 0–59 glass 1 hollowware, amber, fragment 
2 193 disturbed 0–59 plastic 3 hollowware, cup?, fragments 
2 193 disturbed 0–59 ceramic 4 porcelain, heavy white service ware 
2 193 disturbed 0–59 iron 3 heavy sheet, fragments 
2 193 disturbed 0–59 iron 1 fence staple, 4 x 2.2mm 
2 193 disturbed 0–59 iron 2 wire nails, fragments 
2 193 disturbed 0–59 coal 2 coal cinder 
2 193 disturbed 0–59 wood 1 shaped board, 26 x 3 x 1.8cm 

    — End of List —   
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Appendix IV: Soil Profiles 
 
 
Key to Munsell Soil Colors 

5YR 3/3: very dark gray 
5YR 3/4: dark reddish brown 
5YR 4/4: reddish brown 
5YR 5/4: reddish brown 
10YR 3/1: very dark gray 
10YR 3/3: dark brown 
10YR 3/6: dark yellowish brown 
10YR 4/6: dark yellowish brown 
10YR 5/4: yellowish brown 
10YR 5/6: yellowish brown 
10YR 5/8: yellowish brown 
 

Unit Depth (cm) Description: Texture, Color, Notes 
1 0–6 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 6–24 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 24–33 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   
2 0–5 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 5–25 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 25–34 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   
3 0–5 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 5–24 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 24–33 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   
4 0–6 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 6–24 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 24–32 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   
5 0–6 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 6–27 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 27–35 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   
6 0–5 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 5–27 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 27–34 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   
7 0–6 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 6–24 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 24–33 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   
8 0–5 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 5–28 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
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Unit Depth (cm) Description: Texture, Color, Notes 
 28–33 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   
9 0–6 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 6–28 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 28–34 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   

10 0–6 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 6–25 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 25–35 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   

11 0–6 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 6–26 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 26–33 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   

12 0–5 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 5–25 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 25–33 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   

13 0–5 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 5–24 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 24–33 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   

14 0–5 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 5–27 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 27–32 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   

15 0–6 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 6–25 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 25–35 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   

16 0–6 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 6–28 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 28–32 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   

17 0–6 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 6–27 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 27–33 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   

18 0–5 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 5–25 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 25–34 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   

19 0–6 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 6–24 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 24–34 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
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Unit Depth (cm) Description: Texture, Color, Notes 
20 0–5 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 5–26 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 26–35 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   

21 0–6 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 6–24 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 24–33 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   

22 0–5 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 5–25 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 25–34 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   

23 0–6 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 6–28 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 28–33 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   

24 0–6 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 6–25 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 25–32 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   

25 0–5 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 5–27 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 27–35 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   

26 0–5 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 5–28 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 28–32 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   

27 0–6 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 6–24 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 24–32 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   

28 0–6 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 6–28 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 28–35 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   

29 0–6 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 6–24 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 24–33 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   

30 0–5 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 5–26 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 26–35 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   

31 0–6 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 6–26 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
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Unit Depth (cm) Description: Texture, Color, Notes 
 26–33 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   

32 0–6 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 6–28 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 28–35 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   

33 0–5 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 5–25 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 25–34 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   

34 0–6 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 6–24 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 24–32 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   

35 0–6 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 6–24 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 24–33 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   

36 0–6 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 6–27 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 27–32 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   

37 0–5 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 5–24 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 24–34 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   

38 0–6 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 6–27 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 27–32 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   

39 0–5 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 5–24 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 24–32 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   

40 0–5 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 5–27 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 27–33 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   

41 0–5 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 5–25 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 25–32 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   

42 0–5 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 5–26 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 26–32 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
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Unit Depth (cm) Description: Texture, Color, Notes 
43 0–5 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 5–25 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 25–33 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   

44 0–6 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 6–26 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 26–35 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   

45 0–6 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 6–28 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 28–33 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   

46 0–6 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 6–25 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 25–35 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   

47 0–5 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 5–28 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 28–35 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   

48 0–5 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 5–24 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 24–32 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   

49 0–6 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 6–28 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 28–34 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   

50 0–5 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 5–26 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 26–32 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   

51 0–7 turf in silty loam, 10YR 3/3 
 7–30 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 30–32 weathered shale/bedrock, 5YR 5/4 
   

52 0–7 turf in silty loam, 10YR 3/3 
 7–30 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 30–29 weathered shale/bedrock, 5YR 5/4 
   

53 0–7 turf in silty loam, 10YR 3/3 
 7–26 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 26–31 weathered shale/bedrock, 5YR 5/4 
   

54 0–6 turf in silty loam, 10YR 3/3 
 6–26 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
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Unit Depth (cm) Description: Texture, Color, Notes 
 26–31 weathered shale/bedrock, 5YR 5/4 
   

55 0–6 turf in silty loam, 10YR 3/3 
 6–27 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 27–32 weathered shale/bedrock, 5YR 5/4 
   

56 0–6 turf in silty loam, 10YR 3/3 
 6–26 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 26–32 weathered shale/bedrock, 5YR 5/4 
   

57 0–7 turf in silty loam, 10YR 3/3 
 7–28 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 28–29 weathered shale/bedrock, 5YR 5/4 
   

58 0–7 turf in silty loam, 10YR 3/3 
 7–30 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 30–32 weathered shale/bedrock, 5YR 5/4 
   

59 0–7 turf in silty loam, 10YR 3/3 
 7–30 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 30–31 weathered shale/bedrock, 5YR 5/4 
   

60 0–6 turf in silty loam, 10YR 3/3 
 6–27 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 27–29 weathered shale/bedrock, 5YR 5/4 
   

61 0–6 turf in silty loam, 10YR 3/3 
 6–26 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 26–30 weathered shale/bedrock, 5YR 5/4 
   

62 0–6 turf in silty loam, 10YR 3/3 
 6–26 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 26–32 weathered shale/bedrock, 5YR 5/4 
   

63 0–6 turf in silty loam, 10YR 3/3 
 6–27 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 27–32 weathered shale/bedrock, 5YR 5/4 
   

64 0–6 turf in silty loam, 10YR 3/3 
 6–27 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 27–32 weathered shale/bedrock, 5YR 5/4 
   

65 0–7 turf in silty loam, 10YR 3/3 
 7–29 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 29–31 weathered shale/bedrock, 5YR 5/4 
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Unit Depth (cm) Description: Texture, Color, Notes 
66 0–6 turf in silty loam, 10YR 3/3 
 6–26 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 26–31 weathered shale/bedrock, 5YR 5/4 
   

67 0–7 turf in silty loam, 10YR 3/3 
 7–30 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 30–30 weathered shale/bedrock, 5YR 5/4 
   

68 0–7 turf in silty loam, 10YR 3/3 
 7–27 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6, flake 
 27–29 weathered shale/bedrock, 5YR 5/4 
   

68A 0–8 turf in silty loam, 10YR 3/4 
 7–28 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 27–30 weathered shale/bedrock, 5YR 5/5 
   

68B 0–9 turf in silty loam, 10YR 3/5 
 9–29 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 29–31 weathered shale/bedrock, 5YR 5/6 
   

68C 0–8 turf in silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 8–30 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 30–32 weathered shale/bedrock, 5YR 5/6 
   

68D 0–7 turf in silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 7–27 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/1 
 27–33 weathered shale/bedrock, 5YR 5/8 
   

69 0–6 turf in silty loam, 10YR 3/3 
 6–29 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 29–31 weathered shale/bedrock, 5YR 5/4 
   

70 0–7 turf in silty loam, 10YR 3/3 
 7–26 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 26–32 weathered shale/bedrock, 5YR 5/4 
   

71 0–7 turf in silty loam, 10YR 3/3 
 7–28 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 28–30 weathered shale/bedrock, 5YR 5/4 
   

72 0–7 turf in silty loam, 10YR 3/3 
 7–29 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 29–32 weathered shale/bedrock, 5YR 5/4 
   

73 0–6 turf in silty loam, 10YR 3/3 
 6–30 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
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Unit Depth (cm) Description: Texture, Color, Notes 
 30–31 weathered shale/bedrock, 5YR 5/4 
   

74 0–6 turf in silty loam, 10YR 3/3 
 6–29 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 29–30 weathered shale/bedrock, 5YR 5/4 
   

75 0–6 turf in silty loam, 5YR 3/4 
 6–24 plowzone, silty loam, 5YR 3/3 
 24–33 weathered rock/bedrock, 5YR 4/4 
   

76 0–4 duff, 10YR 2/4 
 4–23 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 23–45 subsoil, silty loam w/ shale bits, 10YR 4/6 
 45–47 weathered shale/bedrock, 5YR 5/4 
   

77 0–4 duff, 10YR 2/4 
 4–25 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 25–43 subsoil, silty loam w/ shale bits, 10YR 4/6 
 43–46 weathered shale/bedrock, 5YR 5/4 
   

78 0–4 duff, 10YR 2/4 
 4–24 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 24–42 subsoil, silty loam w/ shale bits, 10YR 4/6 
 42–44 weathered shale/bedrock, 5YR 5/4 
   

76 0–6 turf 
 6–30 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 30–31 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/4 
   

77 0–6 turf 
 6–29 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 29–32 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/4 
   

78 0–7 turf 
 7–28 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 28–31 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/4 
   

79 0–6 turf 
 6–27 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 27–32 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/4 
   

80 0–6 turf 
 6–27 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 27–29 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/4 
   

81 0–6 turf 
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Unit Depth (cm) Description: Texture, Color, Notes 
 6–30 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 30–30 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/4 
   

82 0–6 turf 
 6–29 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 29–31 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/4 
   

83 0–6 turf 
 6–30 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 30–29 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/4 
   

84 0–6 turf 
 6–29 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 29–29 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/4 
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Unit Depth (cm) Description: Texture, Color, Notes 
85 0–7 turf 
 7–28 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 28–31 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/4 
   

86 0–6 turf 
 6–29 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 29–31 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/4 
   

87 0–7 turf 
 7–28 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 28–29 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/4 
   

88 0–6 turf 
 6–27 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 27–30 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/4 
   

89 0–7 turf 
 7–27 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 27–30 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/4 
   

90 0–7 turf 
 7–29 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 29–32 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/4 
   

91 0–7 turf 
 7–28 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 28–30 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/4 
   

92 0–6 turf 
 6–29 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 29–31 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/4 
   

93 0–6 turf 
 6–28 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 28–29 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/4 
   

94 0–4 turf 
 4–10 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 10–16 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 16–28 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/6 
   

95 0–3 turf 
 3–9 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 9–15 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 15–30 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/6 
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Unit Depth (cm) Description: Texture, Color, Notes 
96 0–3 turf 
 3–10 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 10–16 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 16–28 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/6 
   

97 0–3 turf 
 3–9 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 9–16 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 16–28 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/6 
   

98 0–4 turf 
 4–9 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 9–15 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 15–30 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/6 
   

99 0–3 turf 
 3–9 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 9–16 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 16–30 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/6 
   

100 0–4 turf 
 4–9 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 9–15 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 15–29 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/6 
   

101 0–4 turf 
 4–10 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 10–15 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 15–29 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/6 
   

102 0–3 turf 
 3–10 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 10–16 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 16–27 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/6 
   

103 0–3 turf 
 3–10 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 10–16 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 16–27 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/6 
   

104 0–3 turf 
 3–10 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 10–15 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 15–29 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/6 
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Unit Depth (cm) Description: Texture, Color, Notes 
105 0–3 turf 

 3–9 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 9–16 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 16–28 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/6 
   

106 0–3 turf 
 3–9 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 9–16 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 16–29 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/6 
   

107 0–3 turf 
 3–10 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 10–16 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 16–28 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/6 
   

108 0–3 turf 
 3–9 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 9–16 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 16–27 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/6 
   

109 0–4 turf 
 4–10 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 10–15 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 15–30 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/6 
   

110 0–4 turf 
 4–9 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 9–16 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 16–27 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/6 
   

111 0–3 turf 
 3–10 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 10–16 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 16–27 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/6 
   

112 0–3 turf 
 3–9 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 9–15 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 15–30 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/6 
   

113 0–3 turf 
 3–9 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 9–15 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 15–28 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/6 
   



 

 

40 

Unit Depth (cm) Description: Texture, Color, Notes 
114 0–3 turf 

 3–9 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 9–16 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6,  flakes, thermally altered rock 
 16–29 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/6 
   

114A 0–4 turf 
 4–9 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6, flakes 
 9–16 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 16–30 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/6 
   

114B 0–3 turf 
 3–9 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 9–17 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 17–30 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/6 
   

114C 0–3 turf 
 3–9 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 9–16 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 16–29 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/6 
   

114D 0–3 turf 
 3–9 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6, flakes 
 9–16 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 16–29 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/6 
   

115 0–4 turf 
 4–9 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 9–16 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 16–27 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/6 
   

116 0–3 turf 
 3–9 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 9–16 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 16–28 bedrock, shale 10YR 5/6 
   

117 0–4 turf 
 4–24 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 24–43 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 43–45 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

118 0–5 turf 
 5–24 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 24–42 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 42–43 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
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Unit Depth (cm) Description: Texture, Color, Notes 
119 0–4 turf 

 4–24 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 24–41 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 41–44 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

120 0–5 turf 
 5–25 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 25–43 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 43–47 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

121 0–4 turf 
 4–24 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 24–41 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 41–43 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

122 0–5 turf 
 5–24 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 24–44 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 44–45 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

123 0–4 turf 
 4–25 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 25–45 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 45–45 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

124 0–5 turf 
 5–24 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 24–45 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 45–44 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

125 0–4 turf 
 4–24 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 24–43 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 43–43 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

126 0–4 turf 
 4–26 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 26–43 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 43–43 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

127 0–4 turf 
 4–25 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 25–43 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 43–45 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
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Unit Depth (cm) Description: Texture, Color, Notes 
128 0–4 turf 

 4–25 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 25–44 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 44–46 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

129 0–5 turf 
 5–26 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 26–42 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 42–47 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

130 0–4 turf 
 4–24 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 24–44 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 44–45 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

131 0–4 turf 
 4–23 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 23–43 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 43–46 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

132 0–5 turf 
 5–24 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 24–45 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 45–44 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

133 0–4 turf 
 4–24 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 24–44 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 44–47 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

134 0–4 turf 
 4–23 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 23–45 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 45–47 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

135 0–4 turf 
 4–24 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 24–44 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 44–43 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

136 0–5 turf 
 5–23 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 23–44 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 44–44 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
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Unit Depth (cm) Description: Texture, Color, Notes 
137 0–5 turf 

 5–24 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 24–43 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 43–47 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

138 0–4 turf 
 4–23 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 23–43 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 43–47 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

139 0–5 turf 
 5–23 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 23–42 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 42–45 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

140 0–5 turf 
 5–23 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 23–44 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 44–46 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

141 0–4 turf 
 4–25 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 25–43 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 43–43 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

142 0–4 turf 
 4–24 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 24–41 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 41–43 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

143 0–5 turf 
 5–25 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 25–44 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 44–46 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

144 0–5 turf 
 5–25 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 25–43 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 43–44 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

145 0–5 turf 
 5–24 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 24–45 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 45–45 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
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Unit Depth (cm) Description: Texture, Color, Notes 
146 0–5 turf 

 5–25 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 25–42 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 42–47 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

147 0–4 turf 
 4–24 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 24–41 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 41–47 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

148 0–4 turf 
 4–25 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 25–44 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 44–44 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

149 0–5 turf 
 5–23 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 23–42 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 42–43 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

150 0–4 turf 
 4–26 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 26–41 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 41–43 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

151 0–4 turf 
 4–26 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 26–45 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 45–45 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

152 0–5 turf 
 5–25 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 25–42 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 42–44 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

153 0–5 turf 
 5–26 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 26–44 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 44–44 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

154 0–4 turf 
 4–26 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 26–42 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 42–47 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
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Unit Depth (cm) Description: Texture, Color, Notes 
155 0–4 turf 

 4–23 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 23–42 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 42–44 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

156 0–4 turf 
 4–24 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 24–44 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 44–45 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

157 0–5 turf 
 5–25 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 25–42 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 42–43 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

158 0–5 turf 
 5–25 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 25–45 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 45–45 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

159 0–5 turf 
 5–25 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 25–41 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 41–47 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

160 0–4 turf 
 4–24 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 24–42 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 42–46 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

161 0–4 turf 
 4–26 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 26–44 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 44–44 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

162 0–4 turf 
 4–23 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 23–44 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 44–44 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

163 0–5 turf 
 5–23 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 23–41 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 41–44 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
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Unit Depth (cm) Description: Texture, Color, Notes 
164 0–5 turf 

 5–26 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 26–42 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 42–47 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

165 0–4 turf 
 4–25 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 25–43 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 43–45 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

166 0–4 turf 
 4–23 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 23–45 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 45–43 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

167 0–5 turf 
 5–24 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 24–42 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 42–47 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

168 0–5 turf 
 5–25 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 25–45 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 45–46 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

169 0–4 turf 
 4–23 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 23–43 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 43–47 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

170 0–5 turf 
 5–23 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 23–45 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 45–46 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

171 0–4 turf 
 4–24 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 24–41 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 41–44 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

172 0–4 turf 
 4–24 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 24–43 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 43–47 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
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Unit Depth (cm) Description: Texture, Color, Notes 
173 0–4 turf 

 4–24 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 24–41 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 41–43 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

174 0–4 turf 
 4–24 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 24–44 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 44–47 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

175 0–4 turf 
 4–25 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 25–44 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 44–45 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

176 0–4 turf 
 4–22 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6, flake  
 22–41 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 41–47 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

176A 0–4 turf 
 4–23 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6, flake  
 23–42 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 42–47 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

176B 0–4 turf 
 4–24 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 24–42 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 42–46 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

176C 0–4 turf 
 4–22 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 22–42 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 42–47 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

176D 0–4 turf 
 4–23 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 23–42 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 42–48 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

177 0–5 turf 
 5–24 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 24–44 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 44–46 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
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Unit Depth (cm) Description: Texture, Color, Notes 
178 0–4 turf 

 4–24 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 24–42 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 42–47 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

179 0–4 turf 
 4–25 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 25–43 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 43–43 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

180 0–5 turf 
 5–23 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 23–43 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 43–45 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

181 0–4 turf 
 4–26 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 26–41 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 41–44 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

182 0–5 turf 
 5–23 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 23–42 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 42–46 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

183 0–5 turf 
 5–24 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 24–41 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 41–43 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

184 0–5 turf 
 5–25 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 25–44 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 44–47 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

185 0–4 turf 
 4–23 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 23–41 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 41–46 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

186 0–4 turf 
 4–24 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 24–45 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 45–44 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
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Unit Depth (cm) Description: Texture, Color, Notes 
187 0–5 turf 

 5–24 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 24–43 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 43–45 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

188 0–5 turf 
 5–25 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 25–43 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 43–43 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

189 0–5 turf 
 5–26 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 26–45 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 45–46 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

190 0–5 turf 
 5–25 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 25–41 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 41–46 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

191 0–5 turf 
 5–23 plowzone, silty loam, 10YR 3/6 
 23–44 subsoil, silty loam, 10YR 4/6 
 44–43 bedrock, rotten shale 10YR 5/6 
   

192 0–59 dumped deposits, 10YR 4/2, modern/recent artifacts 
 60–60 impasse 
   

193 0–59 dumped deposits, 10YR 4/2, modern/recent artifacts 
 59–59 impasse 
   

194 0–55 dumped deposits, 10YR 4/2, modern/recent artifacts 
 55–55 impasse 
   

195 0–58 dumped deposits, 10YR 4/2, modern/recent artifacts 
 58–58 impasse 
   

196 0–59 dumped deposits, 10YR 4/2, modern/recent artifacts 
 59–59 impasse 
   

197 0–7 humus in silty loam, 5YR 3/1 
 7–14 weathered shale bedrock, 5YR 4/5 - 5/6  
   

198 0–8 humus in silty loam, 5YR 3/1 
 8–13 weathered shale bedrock, 5YR 4/5 - 5/6  
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Unit Depth (cm) Description: Texture, Color, Notes 
199 0–7 humus in silty loam, 5YR 3/1 

 7–15 weathered shale bedrock, 5YR 4/5 - 5/6  
   

200 0–7 humus in silty loam, 5YR 3/1 
 7–14 weathered shale bedrock, 5YR 4/5 - 5/6  
   

201 0–6 humus in silty loam, 5YR 3/1 
 6–15 weathered shale bedrock, 5YR 4/5 - 5/6  
   

202 0–8 humus in silty loam, 5YR 3/1 
 8–14 weathered shale bedrock, 5YR 4/5 - 5/6  
   

203 0–6 humus in silty loam, 5YR 3/1 
 6–13 weathered shale bedrock, 5YR 4/5 - 5/6  
   

204 0–7 humus in silty loam, 5YR 3/1 
 7–14 weathered shale bedrock, 5YR 4/5 - 5/6  
   
  — End of List — 
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Appendix V: Map of Photographic Views 
 

Arrows indicate orientation of view. Numbers correspond to text figures. 
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Cultural Resource Survey Report 

Annotated Bibliography 

 
Author: R. Alan Mounier. 

Title:  A Stage IB Survey of Trenton-Mercer Airport, Obstruction Removal Project, Ewing Township, 
Mercer County, N.J. Report to C & S Engineers, Buffalo, N.Y.  

Location: Trenton-Mercer Airport, Ewing Township, Mercer County, N.J. Vicinity of Runway 6 threshold 

Drainage Basin: Delaware River (nameless tributary) 

USGS Quad: Pennington, NJ – Pa.  Quadrangle 

Project: Obstruction (Hazards to Aviation) Removal 

Level of Survey: Stage IB. 

Cultural Resources: Scattered prehistoric remains along stream. Historic finds: massive 20th century dump in 
woods. 
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NEW JERSEY STATE MUSEUM 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE REGISTRATION PROGRAM 
BUREAU OF ARCHAEOLOGY AND ETHNOLOGY 
P.O. BOX 530, TRENTON, N.J. 08625-0530 

Phone (609) 292-8594; Fax (609) 292-7636 

Site Name: Runway 6 Site Number:   28-ME-387 

Date: 01/10/16 

USGS 7.5 Minute Series Quad.: Pennington, NJ – PA 

State Plane Coordinates:  

UTM Coordinates: 18.514609.4457385; 18.514771.4457501; 18.514994.4457666; 18.514626.4457478 

County: Mercer  Township: Ewing Township 

Location (descriptive):  of Burnt Tavern Road (C.R. 579), along small stream, opposite Runway 6 at Trenton-
Mercer Airport, Ewing Township, Mercer County, N.J.  

Survey Methodology: Phase IB  

Period of Site: Unidentified prehistoric 

Cultural Affiliation(s): Uncertain: no formalized, culturally diagnostic artifacts 

Owner's Name: Trenton-Mercer Airport 

Owner’s Address: 1100 Terminal Circle Drive, Ewing Township, N.J.  Phone:  609-882-1601 

Attitude Toward Preservation: Unknown 

Surface Features: Fields and wooded margins along small stream 

Prominent Landmarks:  Runway 6 Threshold 

Vegetation Cover: Secondary Shrub/Scrub 

Nearest Water Source: nameless Delaware River tributary Distance: adjacent 

Soil Type: Mixed shale/loam Erosion: Disturbed by clearing and farming 

Stratified (if known): Not stratified 

Threat of Destruction (if known): Possible, pending removal of airport obstructions 

Previous Work and References (list below): 

Mounier, R. Alan  
2015 A Stage IA Survey of Trenton-Mercer Airport, Obstruction Removal Project, Ewing Township, 

Mercer County, N.J. Report to C & S Engineers, Buffalo, N.Y.  

Name, Date, and Reference 

Collections: Miscellaneous lithic artifacts. 

Name Date Collection Stored Previous Designation 

R. Alan Mounier  2016 R. Alan Mounier, Vineland, N.J. None 
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Site Maps  
 

 U.S.G.S. Pennington, N.J. – PA Quadrangle 

Google Earth Image, Showing Findspots and Contents 

 

Site 
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Observations, Remarks, or Recommendations: 

Bedrock lies near the ground surface. Prehistoric finds occur in shallow, mostly disturbed soil. Some finds occur 
in undisturbed subsoil at UTM 18.514771.4457501. The prospects for substantive new data seem remote. No 
further investigation is recommended. 

Recorder’s Name (Company): R. Alan Mounier, Archaeologist 

Address:   P.O. Box 245, Newfield, N.J. 08344 

Phone:    856-692-4475 

Date Recorder at Site:  December 2015 
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Buffalo NY 14203 
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f: (716) 847-1454 

www.cscos.com 
 

 
 

 
March 31, 2017 
 
To: Ms. Katherine J. Marcopul 

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer 
NJ DEP, Historic Preservation Office 
P.O. Box 420 
Trenton, NJ  08625-0420 

 
Re: Trenton Mercer Airport Environmental Assessment 

for Runway Protection Zone and Obstruction Mitigation 
 
File: 280.008.002 
 
Dear Ms. Marcopul: 
 
As requested by your office in a letter dated July 5, 2016, a Revised Phase IB report is enclosed 
for your review.  This letter provides a response to your request for additional information on the 
Phase IA and IB reports for the Trenton Mercer Airport completed by R. Alan Mounier in August 
2015 and February 2016, respectively.  I will respond to your comments in the order they were 
presented in your letter.   
 
1. HPO requests that the following information be submitted: 

 
 The height and footprint of newly constructed utility poles, antennas, and 

communication/transmission towers 
 The methodology for tree canopy removal that addresses the amount of ground 

disturbance from tree removal and the height at which tree canopies will be 
removed to 

 Methodology and plans for addressing railroad obstructions 
 

Response: The proposed project does not involve the construction of new utility poles, 
antennas or communication/transmission towers.  The project involves placing red 
obstruction lights on existing utility poles, antennas, and a transmission tower. The 
communication towers are proposed to be lowered or removed.  The methodology for tree 
canopy removal, the height at which tree canopies will be removed to, and individual tree 
removal ground disturbance has been included in the updated Phase 1B survey.  In addition, 
the methodology and plans for addressing the railroad obstruction has been incorporated 
into the updated Phase IB as well. 
 
2. HPO recommends the following additional areas for Phase IB archeological survey if 

ground disturbance is necessary 
 

 Runway 34: The section west of the Delaware and Bound Brook Railroad 
(DBBR) Historic District outside of the Airport boundary (Block 374 Lots 6 
and 2).  The proposed tree removal and obstruction is within the historic town 



Ms. Katherine J. Marcopul  
March 31, 2017 
Page 2 

 

www.cscos.com  (877) CS-SOLVE 
 
 

of Ewing, located along a historic road depicted on the Gordon 1833 maps, and a 
house is depicted on the 1906 USGS quadrangle.  This section may possess historic 
and railroad resources that would contribute to the DBBR Railroad (Block 365 Lot 
1).  Historic and aerial maps indicated that a domestic structure with ancillary 
buildings was located in this section and demolished sometime before 1979.  
Additionally, LiDAR imagery indicates that a foundation may still be present.  This 
suggests these sections are sensitive for historic –period archeological resources and 
needs to be evaluated. 

 
Response: Additional Phase IB testing was conducted on Block 365 Lot 1 as this is 
property owned by the County.  The testing results are described in the Revised Phase 
1B Survey Report and correlate with Testing Areas 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9. In regards to 
Block 374 Lots 6 and 2, the preferred alternative for addressing obstructions has been 
revised and obstruction removal areas have been reduced (see Attachment 1 – 
Alternatives Memo).  As a result, no obstruction removal is proposed to take place on 
Block 374 Lots 6 and 2.    
 
 Runway 24: The section east and west of the DBBR HD District within and outside 

the airport’s boundary that possess a tree canopy obstruction (Block 371 Lots 2, 
3.05, and 9 and Block 368 Lots 2 and 5).  Portions of these sections appear 
undisturbed, are in close proximity to the West Branch Shabakunk Tributary and 
Ewing Creek and contain well-drained soils that have high potential to contain 
Native American archeological resources.  An evaluation of these areas for Native 
American-period archeological resources is necessary. 

 
Response:  Additional Phase IB testing was conducted on Block 371 Lots 2, 3.05, and 
9 and Block 368 Lots 2 and 5 as this is property owned by the County.  The testing 
results are described in the Revised Phase 1B Survey Report and correlate with Testing 
Areas 1, 2, and 3. 
 
 Runway 6: Tree removal, canopy obstructions, and utility poles, communication, or 

transmission tower installation on the eastern side of the runway along Bear-Tavern 
Road that is on private land (Block 373 Lots 30, 43, 27, 36, and 24).  Also, the Jones 
Prison farmstead was identified but not discussed in the Phase IA report, which is 
located on the western side of Bear Tavern Road is a historic road depicted on the 
Gordon 1833 maps.  Tree removal, building removal, and tree canopy obstruction 
removal has the potential to uncover historic resources associated with the original 
homes on this road. 

 
Response:  The preferred alternative for addressing obstructions has been revised and 
obstruction removal areas have been reduced (see Attachment 1 – Alternatives Memo).  
As a result, no obstruction removal is proposed to take place on Block 373 Lots 30, 43, 
27, 36, and 24.    
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3. Based on review of the submitted Phase IA and Phase IB archeology reports, the Phase IB 
is deficient as currently presented for compliance with the New Jersey Historic Preservation 
Offices’s Guidelines for Preparing Cultural Resources Management Archeological Reports 
submitted to the HPO.  The HPO recommends to the FAA that the Phase IB report is revised 
and includes the above requested project plans, addresses the additional archeologically 
sensitive locations described above, and addresses the following deficiencies from the 
Phase 1B report: 
 

 The Phase IA and IB reports do not provide a detailed prehistoric context to evaluate 
the identified archeological site nor contains a context specific to the surveyed areas, 
as required in the HPO’s reporting guidelines.  The revised Phase IB report shall 
include a detailed prehistoric context that is regionally appropriate and detailed so 
that an informed assessment of the study area and the eligibility of site 28-Me-387 
for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places is possible 

 
Response:  A detailed regional prehistoric context section has been added to the Revised 
Phase IB report. 
 
 The historical background in the Phase IA and IB reports does not discuss the 19th 

century village of Birmingham, which is within the APE as identified on Page 20 of 
the Phase IA report.  The information provided in the historical background does 
not appear to have been utilized to assess the potential for historic-period 
archeological resources within the APE.  The revised Phase IB report must include 
a detailed historical context that provides an archeological assessment of the APE 
and recommendations for any additional archeological survey 

 
Response:  The historical background has been revised to include a discussion of the 
19th century village of Birmingham in the Revised Phase IB report.  In addition, the 
Revised Phase 1B Report includes a detailed historical context that provides an 
archeological assessment of the APE and recommendations for any additional 
archeological survey. 
 
 On page 15 of the Phase IA report, it states that “streamside settings in the eastern 

and northwestern quarters of the project area have been disturbed to the point that 
the recovery of artifacts in meaningful contexts is unlikely”.  However, no photos 
and supporting documentation for these areas were provided in the reports to support 
this assessment.  Additionally, the report states that due to undergrowth, pedestrian 
survey was not possible within the majority of the APE.  Therefore, the revised 
Phase IB report must include photos and any other supporting documentation for all 
disturbed areas and a rationale explaining why these areas possess low potential for 
cultural resources. 
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Response:  The Revised Phase IB report includes photos and supporting documentation 
for all disturbed areas and a rationale explaining why these areas possess low potential 
for cultural resources. 
 

Sincerely, 
 
C&S ENGINEERS, INC. 
 

 
Gayle M. McKee, C.M. 
Senior Project Planner 
 
GMM 
 
cc: Ed Gabsewics, FAA (w/ enclosure) 

Bob Schroeder, Ewing Township Historic Preservation Commission (w/ enclosure) 
Melinda Montgomery, Mercer County (w/ enclosure) 
Michelle Sebestyen, NJDEP (w/o enclosure) 
Nick McLaughlin, C&S Companies (w/o enclosure) 
R. Alan Mounier (w/o enclosure) 
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Abstract 

This report presents the findings of a Stage IB Archaeological Survey of portions of the Trenton-Mercer 
Airport in Ewing Township, Mercer County, New Jersey. This study was conducted in connection with the 
proposed removal of obstructions that pose hazards to aviation. It expands upon two earlier studies that 
focused on areas within the airport boundaries that were deemed likely to contain potentially significant 
archaeological remains (Mounier 2015, 2016). In addition to supplementary background research, the present 
study undertook surface examination and subterranean testing to search for archaeological remnants in 12 
locations that are both subject to proposed obstruction removal and situated upon property belonging to the 
Trenton-Mercer Airport or the County of Mercer. Privately held and State owned ground was excluded at the 
instruction of the project engineer (McKee 2016). The excluded areas will be subject to future investigation.  

The survey identified prehistoric remains in three of the study parcels. In two instances, those remains were 
limited to single, isolated stone flakes. In the third, the discoveries consisted of prehistoric artifacts, including 
scattered flakes, thermally altered rock, and a cobble tool. The diffuse nature of the remains is characteristic 
of other prehistoric expressions near the airport. The prehistoric site has been registered by the New Jersey 
State Museum as site 28-ME-387. In most instances the artifacts occurred on the surface or in plow-disturbed 
contexts. Because the remains are not diagnostic of age or culture, and generally occur in disturbed contexts, 
additional research is not likely to foster a substantive increase in knowledge about the past. For these reasons 
the archaeological remains do not constitute a cultural resource that is eligible for listing upon the National 
Register of Historic Places. Additional investigation is not recommended.  

Finds of the historic era include vestiges of the McIlvane-Hough farm, a name assigned by reference to 
identities published on 19th century maps. The remains include foundation and wall remnants, masses of 
brick, a stone-lined well, loose artifacts, as well as specimen trees and ornamental plantings. The site, which 
appears to date from the 18th century, is potentially eligible for listing to the National Register of Historic 
Places. The site registration number is 28-ME-389. 

The ruins of a stone structure were identified adjacent to the railroad under the approach to Runway 24. The 
origin and function of this structure are currently unknown. It appears to date to the late 19th century. It is 
regarded as a potentially significant resource.  

Remains of the historic period found elsewhere during this survey are not considered to be important to an 
understanding of the archaeological or history of the locale or region. 

It is recommended that additional research be conducted to develop the history of the McIlvane-Hough farm 
and the isolated ruins at the approach to Runway 24, and to explore each archaeologically to determine 
whether they satisfy the National Register Criteria for Evaluation (36 CFR 60.4). These tasks would comprise 
elements of a Stage II Survey. No further work is recommended in connection with the other finds from the 
present work. 
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Introduction 

This report presents the findings of a Stage IB Archaeological Survey of portions of the Trenton-Mercer 
Airport in Ewing Township, Mercer County, New Jersey. The survey covers selected locations subject to the 
removal of obstructions to flight, principally trees, at the approaches to the thresholds at Runways 24, 34, and 
6. The obstruction locations comprise irregularly shaped parcels (Figures 3, 4, and 5). For the convenience in 
ground reconnaissance, field survey, and mapping, the boundaries have been regularized to form 12 parcels 
of fairly simple geometric form. Each of parcels locations has certain geographic qualities that suggest the 
possibility for the existence of archaeological remains pertaining to the historical or prehistoric eras. The 
present study was limited to the parcels owned by the Trenton-Mercer Airport or by Mercer County in 
proximity to the referenced runways. Additional investigation of other properties may be needed in the 
future. 

This report expands and amends earlier documents (Mounier 2015, 2016). It presents historical and 
archaeological information gathered during the original studies in addition to supplementary data from 
renewed archival research and fieldwork, including conventional subterranean testing.  

The present study undertook surface examination and subterranean testing to ascertain the physical presence 
or impute the probable absence of cultural resources in the areas of concern. The study identified two 
noteworthy sites. The first, comprising most of the study areas in the Runway 34 group, consists of structural, 
artifactual, and botanical specimens relating to a farm that almost certainly originated in the 18th century. We 
have termed it the McIlvane-Hough Farm, based on nomenclature appearing on maps published by Otley 
and Keily (1849) and Everts and Stewart (1875). The remains include masonry foundations, wall remnants, 
related demolition debris, as well as a range of ceramic, metallic, and glass artifacts roughly datable from the 
last quarter of the 18th century to the present. Two isolated fragments of prehistoric knapping debris also 
occurred here. 

The second site contains scattered lithic artifacts of the prehistoric era from locations along a small stream 
that heads up near Runway 6. The artifacts include a few stone flakes, some thermally altered rock, and a 
single cobble tool. Most of these items occurred in plow-disturbed contexts. Three flakes and two pieces of 
thermally altered rock were recovered from undisturbed subsoil, while the cobble tool was surface-borne. No 
formalized artifacts of the prehistoric era came to light.  

Archaeological remains of the historic period under the approach to Runway 6 are limited to demonstrably 
recent artifacts, mostly occurring in massive piles of dumped refuse. The finds here consist of concrete 
rubble, discarded equipment, heavy institutional food service ware, and so forth. 

Two sites have been registered with the New Jersey State Museum as required by regulations. The prehistoric 
site received the following designation: Site 28-ME-387. The site registration number for the historic farm is 
28-ME-389. Locations containing discoveries without potential significance were not registered. 

The proposed project being assessed in this Stage IB Survey is required to comply with the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). In March 2015, C & S Engineers, Inc. completed an obstruction 
evaluation that identified penetrations to the navigable airspace at Trenton-Mercer Airport. Subsequent to the 
evaluation, a NEPA Environmental Assessment is being prepared and will be submitted to the Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA)to make a determination of significance. 

A copy of this report is to be filed with the New Jersey Historic Preservation Office, Trenton, N.J. and with 
the client. The author will also maintain a report copy on file along with pertinent documentation.  
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Figure 1: Map of Project Area 
Showing Study Areas in Yellow (Scale in Feet) 

U.S.G.S. Pennington, N.J. – PA Quadrangle 

 See Detail Maps: Figures 6, 10, and 15.  

 

Disposition of Finds 

Archaeological materials collected from sites that are significant or potentially significant under the National 
Register Criteria for Evaluation are ordinarily held for eventual release to the New Jersey State Museum, but 
the landowner retains rights of possession. The author will store the existing collection in secure facilities 
pending additional investigation, if any. 
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Proposed Project: Engineering Considerations 

The proposed project mitigates obstructions and incompatible land uses within the Runway Protection Zones 
(RPZs) and includes a voluntary off-airport obstruction mitigation program.  It involves addressing critical 
obstructions, such as penetrations to runway end siting surfaces (RESS), United States Standard for Terminal 
Instrument Procedures  (TERPS), and navigational aids (NAVAIDS) surfaces); on-airport obstructions, and 
off-airport obstructions (16 residential parcels and departure surface obstructions).  Figure 2 shows all of the 
obstructions in relation to the airport and its vicinity. 

On-airport obstruction mitigation includes the following: 

• Removal of tree canopy areas (64.62 acres) 
• Removal of individual trees (53 trees) 
• Grading of 3.3 acres of terrain 
• Lighting of three areas of fence and two antennas 
• Removal of four utility poles 

Off airport obstruction mitigation includes the following: 

• Right of first refusal/avigation easement or fee simple acquisition/relocation of ten residences to 
remove residential structures that penetrate the Federal aviation regulation (FAR Part 77 or departure 
surfaces), involving ten houses, three sheds, one gazebo, and tree obstructions 

• Removal of tree canopy areas (16.8 acres) 
• Removal of individual trees (111 trees) 
• Avigation easement for 47 parcels 
• Lighting of nine utility poles and one transmission tower 
• Installing four obstruction lights to mark a railroad (Runway 34 end) 
• Removal and/or lowering of two communication towers (if relocated impacts not assessed as part of 

this environmental assessment) 

RPZ Mitigation includes the following: 

• Right of first refusal/avigation easement or fee simple acquisition/relocation of six residences to remove 
buildings within the RPZ and tree obstructions 

Project Methodology: Engineering Considerations 

a) “Clearing & Grubbing” of the natural vegetation, such as individual tree canopies and canopy areas, 
involves cutting the tree trunk to ground level, grubbing out the stumps to below ground surface, re-
grading and leveling the ground surface with topsoil, and seeding and mulching the disturbed area.  
Clearing and grubbing of individual trees will involve 5-foot x 5-foot area of ground disturbance per 
individual tree.  The depth of grubbing cannot be specified at the present level of project planning. 
 

b) “Wetland or Riparian Zone Clearing” of individual tree canopy’s or canopy areas would involve cutting 
the tree trunk to approximately 1 foot from the ground surface, and removal of the woody material 
without the use of mechanical equipment and only during periods of frozen ground conditions. These 
procedures thereby creating minimal surface disturbance to environmentally sensitive areas such as 
wetlands or riparian zones. 
 

c)  “Crown Reduction/Topping” - involves an accepted method of reducing the tree canopy heights by 
proper pruning methods. Generally speaking, tree top crown reduction greater than ten feet is not 
recommended. The concept of whether or not individual tree canopy removal (crown reduction) is an 
option consists of three scenarios: 1) Tree canopy of slight penetration into the 12.5 foot buffer would 
be a recommendation of “No Action.” 2) Tree canopy partially extending into the 12.5 foot buffer, but 
not penetrating the Part 77 surface would be a recommendation to consider “Crown Reduction” 
dependent on various factors about the tree. This would typically be recommended for residential areas  
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only. 3) Tree canopy significantly penetrating the Part 77 surface, requiring top canopy removal of more 
than 12.5 feet to be beneath the buffer zone, is not recommended for crown reduction. 
 

d) “Light Pole Obstruction” would consist of complying with standards as outlined in Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) Advisory Circular (AC) 70/7460-1L, Obstruction Marking and Lighting, lighting 
would involve installing red obstruction lights directly on existing fixed obstructions (i.e., existing utility 
poles/transmission tower/antennas).  There would be no ground disturbance with this activity. 
 

e) “Light and Mark Railroad Tracks” would consist of complying with standards as outlined in FAA AC 
70/7460-1L, lighting would involve erecting four poles with red obstruction lights along the railroad and 
directional boring from an electrical vault on airport property underneath the railroad tracks to the first 
obstruction light.  Remaining three obstruction lights will be tied into the first light and all obstruction 
lights will run perpendicular to the railroad right of way. The obstruction light poles would be 10 feet 
high. Ground disturbance would involve a 10-foot x 10-foot area per individual pole. The depth of the 
related disturbances cannot be specified at the present level of project planning. 
 

f) “Remove Poles” generally refers to utility poles and would involve burying the utilities and removing the 
poles. The depth of the related disturbances cannot be specified at the present level of project planning. 
 

g) “Remove/Lower Communication Towers” generally involves removing or lowering the two 
communication towers with no ground disturbance activities taking place. 
 

h) “Acquire Property/Remove Obstruction” refers to private property located within the FAR Part 77 
primary surface or transitional surface, departure surface, or the Runway Protection Zone (sixteen 
properties). The property would be acquired in fee simple, the property owner would be provided 
relocation assistance, and any or all Part 77 obstructions would be removed including residential 
structures (i.e., houses, sheds, gazebos) and trees.  Removal of residential houses would involve 
removing the structure above ground and removing the foundation to two feet below the surface, 
backfilling and leveling the ground surface with topsoil, and seeding and mulching the disturbed area.  
Tree removal activities would be as described in item a), above. 
 

i) “Terrain Obstruction” identifies a ground area that has been determined (within tolerances of this 
project’s aerial photographic methods) to be a penetration of a Part 77 surface. Through field 
topographic survey methods, the extent of the penetration or the limit of grading requirements can be 
more accurately determined. The recommended action for this type of obstruction is “grading.” 

 

The following map shows the overall project plan, including areas subject to obstruction removal in relation 
to the airport, surrounding infrastructure, and the vicinity in general (Figure 2). The illustrations that appear 
subsequently depict the locations of immediate concern to the present cultural resource survey (Figures 3 
through 6). 
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Figure 2: Map of Proposed Project, Showing Obstructions 
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Figure 3: Mapped Obstructions, Runway 24 
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Figure 4: Mapped Obstructions, Runway 34 
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Figure 5: Mapped Obstructions, Runway 6 
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Personnel 

R. Alan Mounier served as Principal Investigator. Mounier has been engaged in archaeological research in 
eastern North America for nearly 50 years, including 41 years as proprietor of the firm bearing his name. His 
professional qualifications exceed the requirements for archaeologists engaged in Federally funded data 
recovery operations (36 CFR 66.3), as well as those set forth in 36 CFR 61. 

Jack Cresson was director of field operations. He has had over 40 years of experience with prehistoric and 
historic archaeology in the Middle Atlantic Region. For more detail, see Appendix I. 

Description of the Study Areas 

As already noted, the study areas lie adjacent to the thresholds of three runways—24, 34, and 6—where trees 
and possibly other objects rise into the air sufficiently to present a hazard to aviation. 

Figure 1 illustrates the arrangement of the study areas in relation to the runway thresholds and other 
geographic features. Figures 6, 10, and 15 present larger scale views of each locality. Altogether the 12 parcels 
comprising the study areas cover about 68 acres, as shown in the following table (Table 1). From this extent 
can be subtracted the valley bottom in Area 10, covering about 13 acres, and the wetlands in Area 3, about 16 
acres, leaving approximately 39 acres of upland terrain for consideration. An initial review of documentary 
sources, coupled with a field inspection, indicated the possibility that archaeological remains of the prehistoric 
era might survive on or around the airport property, particularly near the approach to Runway 6, adjacent to a 
headwater stream. Cultural vestiges of the historic era were expected to be limited to farm-related artifacts 
(Mounier 2015).  

Three study areas lie beneath the approach to Runway 24. These areas include No. 1, 2, and 3. Six areas—
Nos. 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9—comprise the Runway 34 group. Finally, there are three more at the approach to 
Runway 6; viz. Nos. 10, 11, and 12. Brief descriptions of each area follow. 

Table 1: Acreage of Study Areas 1 - 12 

Runway Study Area Acres Runway Study Area Acres 

24 1 12.2 34 7 2.6 

24 2 2.8 34 8 1.1 

24 3 16.4 34 9 0.1 

34 4 3.7 6 10 25.5 

34 5 1.3 6 11 1.1 

34 6 0.7 6 12 0.3 

*** *** *** *** Total 67.8 

Area 1: Area 1, near the northeastern end of Runway 24, covers about 12 acres. It is bounded on the west by 
Scotch Road and the airport and on the east by the railroad. Elevations rise between 180 and 200 feet above 
sea level. The northern and southern boundaries are overland lines. Most of this area comprises an open, 
grassy field, from which trees have been previously removed. Especially in the northern end, hummocky 
ground betrays a history of rough destumping. Virtually no trees remain along Scotch Road. A few small 
trees—little more than shrubs—are scattered across the southern end, along a rough dirt drive, which 
provides access for trucks dumping stumps and chipped logs. A line of trees also stands along the eastern 
boundary, near the railroad. A remnant stone structure lies along or near the eastern boundary of Area 1, 
adjacent to the railroad. 
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Figure 6: Map of Runway 24 Threshold, showing Study Areas 1, 2, and 3 

(Adapted from Garmin Base Camp Map) 

Figure 7: View of Area 1, Looking North 

Scotch Road is at left. Runway 24 lies beyond the fence. The isolated tree near mid-field 
(left-center) marks the approximate southwestern limit of the area. The tree stands in a berm 
of disturbed earth, resulting from the road realignment in the 1960s. The taller trees stand 
along the railroad. 
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Figure 8: View of Area 1, Looking North 

Note that disturbed earth is continuous to the northern limit of Area 1. 

Figure 9: View of Area 1, Looking South 
Note wet, disturbed earth and standing water. The trees stand along the railroad. There are no trees in 
this part of Area 1. 

Area 2: Area 2, lying north of Area 1, is a triangular plot of wooded ground, covering a little less than three 
acres. The elevations here are slightly higher than 200 feet above sea level. The trees are relatively small, with 
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diameters estimated to be in the range of four to eight inches. In places there is a thick understory of rank 
vegetation. The eastern side of the parcel overlooks a deep earth cut through which the railroad passes. The 
northern boundary stands adjacent to a complex of office buildings. The remaining side is an overland line. 
At the time of this survey, some tree cutting was apparent, but there was no evident intent of clear-cutting. 
Rough trails had been blazed through the heavy vegetation by means of a tractor or similar machine. 

Area 3: Area 3 is the last of the parcels within the Runway 24 group, lying eastward of the railroad and 
extending in that direction to the rear lots of structures that front on Graphics Drive and Lower Ferry Road. 
At its southwestern end the ground stands at approximately 160 feet above sea level, rising gradually toward 
the northeast to an elevation of approximately 200 feet above sea level. The northern and southern limits are 
overland lines. This area stands at the head of a Delaware River tributary, known as Rambling Creek. The 
forest consists of maturing swamp hardwoods, with a fairly open understory. Several trees have estimated 
diameters of 10 to 12 inches or so. A number have toppled, leaving typical D-shaped holes where 
semicircular root pads have hinged out of the ground. The upturned earth provided good opportunities for 
artifact searches. At the time of the study the ground was wet, with standing water here and there. Near the 
northern end of this parcel, along the railroad, there is a small body of standing water, which may be a borrow 
pit. To the north of this feature, many trees were cut, and in some cases the stumps have been removed. Tree 
rings on the exposed stumps indicate an age of approximately 60 years for two of the larger specimens. The 
ground here shows a great deal of disturbance from dumping and earthmoving. 

Area 4: Area 4 lies within the approach to Runway 34, as do Areas 5 – 9. Area 4 comprises an irregular 
pentagon covering about 3.7 acres, extending from the railroad on the northwest to a soccer field on the 
southeast. The elevation here is about 150 feet above sea level. The northeastern and southwestern 
boundaries are overland lines. Area 4 lies adjacent to Area 5 (q.v.), which was arbitrarily set off for 
convenience in field survey. The area is forested in secondary hardwood growth in a post-agricultural 
succession that is estimated to be 40 or 50 years old. In places there is brushy undergrowth. This parcel was 
once part of a large farm complex, whose center lies to the southeast about 1,000 feet northwest of Scotch 
Road, in Areas 7 and 8. The ground surface in Area 4 contains a number of earth and rubble piles, apparently 
of fairly recent origin. 

Area 5: Area 5 forms a parcel of 1.3 acres in the shape of a parallelogram. It abuts Area 4 to the north. The 
elevation is approximately 150 feet above sea level. The southern boundary faces the rear of commercial 
buildings in a plaza that fronts on Upper Ferry Road (Parkway Avenue). All four boundaries are imaginary 
lines through the woods. This area contains the same sorts of post-agricultural vegetation as observed in Area 
4. There are recent structural ruins consisting of concrete blocks in the southern part of the parcel. Nearby is 
a leaf and trashed filled depression, apparently a cellar hole that contains cement blocks and discarded tires. 
To the west are piles of recent debris. 

Area 6: Area 6 lies to the east of Area 5. It is a rectangular parcel covering 0.7 acres. The elevation is 
approximately 150 feet above sea level. The southern and western limits are overland lines. The northern and 
eastern boundaries abut public soccer fields. Area 6 contains secondary forest and shrub-scrub undergrowth, 
as seen in Areas 4 and 5. The northeastern corner of this area contains a series of poured concrete piers, 
apparently vestiges of an agricultural structure. Standing off the northeastern corner of Area 6 is a small 
masonry foundation, partly exposed on the surface of the grass-covered field. 
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Figure 10: Map of Runway 34 Threshold, showing Study Areas 4 – 9 

(Adapted from Garmin Base Camp Map)  

 

 

Figure 11: View of Area 2, Looking North 
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Figure 12: View of Area 3, Looking West 
Note poorly drained earth, minimal understory, and tree-fall. 

Figure 13: Northern Portion of Area 3, Looking South 
Note the wet, disturbed earth and pond in the distance. 
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Area 7: Area 7 takes the form of an irregular pentagon, resembling a rectangle with one clipped corner. It 
shares a line in common with the Ewing Cemetery, lying immediately to the north or northeast. The eastern 
or southeastern boundary of Area 7 adjoins part of Area 8. It covers 2.6 acres to the east of a playing field 
that abuts Areas 4 and 6. The elevation rises to approximately 150 feet above sea level. This parcel, together 
with Area 8, contains the remains of an old farmyard, which was abandoned in the 1970s. Since 
abandonment, the parcel has become overgrown with successional trees, vines, and brush. Ground cover by 
recumbent plants may reflect intentional ornamental plantings from the time of active occupation. Similarly, 
some large trees are probably part of the cultural landscape. There are structural ruins in the form of masonry 
foundations, wall stubs, and scattered stones; also, a stone-lined well. A spread of bricks along the eastern 
boundary, and extending into adjoining Area 8, appears to mark the location of a house. 

Figure 14: View of Area 5, Looking Southwest  
Note successional vegetation and cement blocks. 

Area 8: Area 8 is a quadrilateral parcel, adjoining the eastern or southeastern line of Area 7.  It covers 1.1 
acres. The elevation is approximately 150 feet above sea level. The vegetation here is similar to that observed 
in Area 7. However, there are a number of very large specimen trees that represent landscaping by early 
occupants of the farm. Three notable specimens include a Ginkgo, an American poplar, and an Osage orange, 
identified by environmental specialist, Joseph R. Arsenault, who kindly prepared a supplemental report 
concerning the vegetation in the vicinity (see Appendix V). Cultural remains include a scatter of bricks and an 
apparent brick wall segment along the common boundary with Area 7. In the southeastern corner of Area 8 is 
a remnant of a lane, at one time leading to Scotch Road to the east. Where this lane crosses a swale or ditch 
there is a modern concrete culvert. 

Area 9: Area 9 is defined by a single tree next to the southern boundary of the Ewing Cemetery to the 
northwest of Area 7. The surrounding ground is covered with grass. The area of concern covers 0.1 acres. 

Area 10: Area 10 lies to the southwest of the threshold of Runway 6. It covers 25.5 acres, divided by a 
headwater tributary to the Delaware River. The streambed and valley walls cover about 13.5 acres. Elevations 
stand between 100 and 120 feet above sea level. The valley slopes and the immediately adjoining uplands 
support hardwood trees and shrubby vegetation. Inland from the valley crest the land has been cleared. In the 
field to the southeast of the stream are approach lights for Runway 6. On the opposite side is an agricultural 
field connected with the New Jersey State prison at the historic Jones Farm. The uplands along the stream 
corridor contain scattered prehistoric artifacts, but remains of the historic era are lacking (Mounier 2016). 
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Figure 15: Map of Runway 6 Threshold, showing Study Areas 10 – 12  

(Adapted from Garmin Base Camp Map)  

Area 11: Area 11 lies to the southwest of Area 10 on ground that rises well above the adjacent stream valley. 
Elevations stand at 120 – 140 feet above sea level. It covers 1.1 acres. The surrounding terrain is wooded in a 
maturing beech forest, which has a very limited understory. These woods extend to the south and west 
toward developed ground that includes the New Jersey State Police Headquarters. While Area 11 occupies 
high ground adjacent to a stream, it has virtually no archaeological potential because of extensive and deep 
disturbances resulting from earthmoving and dumping (Mounier 2016). 

Area 12: Area 12 lies to the southeast of Area 10 and to the northwest of the intersection of Ridge and Sunset 
Avenues. It contains a copse of hardwood trees in a triangular area that covers 0.3 acres. The ground rises 
from 140 to 150 feet above sea level and overlooks the surrounding land without steep escarpments. Because 
of its position at the head of a small tributary stream, Area 12 was assessed as having some potential for the 
existence of prehistoric cultural remains, but none was found (Mounier 2016).  

Definitions 

The following definitions are offered for those who may be unfamiliar with operative terms in archaeological 
surveys. Archaeology is the study of human behavior as revealed by the physical traces of that behavior. The 
physical vestiges of human behavior may include artifacts, features, or activity areas. An artifact is anything 
made or used by humans. Artifacts may follow a cultural template, or a prescribed form, such as describes an 
arrowhead or an axe. Such pieces are called formal artifacts. Formal artifacts have value as cultural-
chronological indicators. 

Some objects were used in their natural state or minimally modified to suit a particular purpose. They may be 
natural objects, used without specialized modification, although changes from use may be evident. Such items 
are known as expedient or non-formalized artifacts. Examples of expedient artifacts are cobbles that served 
as hammers or abraders without special preparation or flakes that were used as is for simple cutting or 
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scraping jobs. Non-formalized artifacts lack diagnostic value as cultural-chronological indicators. Usually 
artifacts are portable objects. 

Cultural features, on the other hand, are structural elements or clusters of artifacts. Structural elements might 
include refuse or burial pits or remnants of houses. Hearths (clusters of thermally altered rock), knapping 
stations (clusters of flakes), and activity areas (clusters of task-specific artifacts) are examples of features 
composed of artifact aggregations. Features, by and large, are not transportable, although many of their 
constituent elements may be. 

Activity areas are locations that contain clustered artifacts and, sometimes features, that relate to one or more 
activities (such as knapping, cooking, etc.) by a single group of people within a given period of time. Activity 
areas may reflect one or more episodes of use closely spaced in time. Although they are similar to features, 
activity areas are often much larger than individual features and possess less well-defined boundaries. 

A site may be described simply as a location that contains evidence of past human behavior, viz., one or more 
artifacts, features, activity areas, or all three. A site may be simple or complex depending on its specific 
history. Sites consist of components, which are expressions of a particular cultural group at a particular point 
in time. The simplest sites, known as single-component sites, are those that were occupied only once by a 
single group of people. In this respect, single-component sites may consist of a single activity area. By 
contrast, multicomponent sites bear evidence of occupation by more than one cultural group or by the same 
group of people on more than one occasion. Multicomponent sites often contain more than one activity area, 
each relating to the behaviors of individual groups. 

Locations that yield isolated clusters of artifacts, features, or activity areas within a given site are known as loci 
(or locus, in the singular). We also extend this convention to productive portions of project areas, especially if 
no archaeological sites have been previously reported. If present, multiple loci are given individual 
designations. 

In the context of bureaucratically driven studies, archaeological sites and historical properties that have 
potential importance to science and heritage are known as cultural resources. The branch of archaeology that 
is concerned with the identification, evaluation, and management of archaeological and historical sites in the 
bureaucratic milieu is known as cultural resource management. 

Area of Potential Effects 

The area of potential effects is defined as the area in which project-related disturbances are likely to affect 
potentially significant resources. Under existing regulations, the area of potential effects is defined by the 
agency that regulates the pertinent project. With respect to archaeological resources, the area of potential 
effects is ordinarily defined in three dimensions; that is, it has both horizontal and vertical components. The 
horizontal component consists of that part of the proposed project, considered in plan view, that might 
potentially coincide with archaeological resources; the vertical component consists of the locations in which 
construction excavation or related disturbances may be expected to intrude into archaeological deposits. The 
area of potential effects is coextensive with selected obstruction removal locations within the airport 
boundaries and adjacent County-owned properties (Figures 1, 6, 10, and 15). 

Settlement Model 

Modern anthropological archaeologists understand that the related sites of any given culture form integral 
parts of a subsistence-settlement system, which comprise interrelated, adaptive mechanisms or social 
structures for exploiting natural resources within a given period of time and within a more or less confined 
geographic area. The occupants of each site performed tasks that were necessary for the continued survival of 
the group, and each site was situated so as to allow the collection and processing of required resources—food 
and building materials, raw materials for tools and utensils, items that might be valuable for trade, and so 
forth. In addition to their importance in economic terms, the sites also described geographic junctions in 
social networks; that is, they were places where people exchanged information and ideas, held ceremonies, 
and solidified or dissolved relationships, whether between individuals or groups. 
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Most anthropological settlement models involve some concept of group mobility; that is, people moved 
about, presumably in seasonal cycles. They might gather together in large villages for part of the year and 
disburse along rivers and trails to several hunting or foraging camps according to the seasonal availability of 
resources. 

Each group operated within a territory that it recognized as its own. Wallace (1947:4) has noted that, among 
the historic Lenape, there probably were individual territories of relatively small size, perhaps covering up to 
200 square miles (518 km2), which formed subdivisions of larger communal territories, ranging up to 1,500 
square miles (3,885 km2) in size. Similar arrangements might be supposed for more ancient societies as well. 

Evidence of prehistoric occupation is more likely to occur on the uplands near watercourses, water bodies, 
and wetlands than in interior settings, unless the wetlands margins are stony, rocky, or wet. The zone of 
highest probability for the occurrence of archaeological remains generally coincides with a band of well-
drained uplands, usually about 200-300 feet wide, adjacent to and parallel with the banks of present or former 
streams, bodies of standing water, or associated wetlands (see Ranere and Hansell 1987 for a statistical test of 
this long-recognized empirical pattern). Except as already noted, experience shows that the probability for the 
occurrence of archaeological deposits usually diminishes sharply with increased distance from the 
watercourses and wetlands. 

If the study location is bounded on two or more sides by watercourses, the interior may or may not contain 
archaeological remains, depending upon the character of the property under investigation. If interior water 
features (so-called periglacial basins) are present, then evidence of settlement may be expected to occur on 
uplands ridges between the stream and basin edges, or just around the basin, if no streams are present 
(Bonfiglio and Cresson 1982). If the overland distance between adjacent water sources is short, or if the 
occupation was intensive, then artifacts—and possibly features—may extend further from the water than 
elsewhere (Mounier 1974). If the distance is great, or if the occupation was diffuse, the distribution of 
archaeological remains across the interior will be spotty or undetectable by convention sampling techniques 
(Mounier 1998, 2003a). 

Given the choice, people would prefer to occupy well-drained terrain that is soft — meaning, sandy or loamy, 
rather than stony. This characteristic appears to be universal. To cite just one example, Tindale (1985:25) 
reported that Australian aborigines preferred to occupy sandy sites: “At Moolabulla, where aborigines were 
still living on the sandy soil they favored, we immediately began to find on the surface many discarded and broken 
implements . . .” (emphasis added). The implication for aboriginal settlement in New Jersey is that sporadic 
occupations may sometimes occur on patches of sandy soil at greater than usual distances from the water 
when unfavorable soil conditions prevail on the wetlands margins. This pattern has been repeatedly observed 
in parts of southern New Jersey (Mounier 1994, 2006) and doubtless pertains elsewhere. 

For decades, the correlation of prehistoric archaeological remains on the uplands adjacent to stream courses 
and other natural water bodies has been observed across the region as a whole (Skinner and Schrabisch 
1913:10-11; Cross 1941; Mounier 2003b:127). In fact, a close reading of the site descriptions presented by 
Cross (1941)—including the appended capsule site summaries (Cross 1941:215-255)—demonstrates that this 
basic pattern of aboriginal site distribution has been well known for at least 75 years. Conversely, the general 
absence of sites on terrain remote from sources of water has also been confirmed. Archaeological tests of 
aboriginal settlement patterns further illustrate the accuracy and precision (i.e., the correctness and 
repeatability) of site predictions based on this characterization (Ranere and Hansell 1987, Mounier 1990). 

Although stray artifacts may occur on the divides between drainages or between other water bodies, such 
objects cannot be detected reliably by conventional testing. Indeed, most discoveries of artifacts in more 
remote settings relative to water—say more than 500 feet distant—have occurred by chance encounter 
(Mounier 1998, 2003a). 

Consistent with the foregoing model, most of the recognized sites in New Jersey occur on sandy or loamy, 
well-drained soils that are devoid of heavy gravel concentrations. The density of aboriginal populations along 
the Delaware River and its tributaries was such that many, if not most, locations directly overlooking the 
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water may be expected to show at least some signs of settlement in ancient times. Generally, the size of sites 
as well as the frequency and variety of included artifacts decrease as one approaches the heads of the drainage 
network. Expressions of late prehistoric cultures in headwater settings are quite uncommon, and when they 
exist they tend to be very small. More common are sites of the Archaic period, but Early and Middle Archaic, 
and Paleoindian settlements occur only sporadically. 

As noted above, previous studies have shown that the size, density, and frequency of occurrence of aboriginal 
sites fall off sharply in proportion to the distance from the main course of the river (Mounier 1975, 1998; 
Ranere and Hansell 1985, 1987). Therefore, prehistoric artifacts, if present, would be expected to exist close 
to the stream banks, with diminishing frequency at increasing distances from their margins. 

Probability Zones 

Regulations require that each study area be divided into zones with estimated probabilities for the occurrence 
of archaeological remains. The default model posits zones of high, medium, and low probability. When the 
detection of aboriginal remains is concerned, the zone of highest probability usually consists of a band of 
naturally well-drained uplands from 200 to 300 feet wide, lying parallel to the edges of natural bodies of 
water. The zones of moderate and low probability can be estimated on the basis of increasing distance from 
water. Generally, wetlands and strongly sloping ground (valley walls, for instance) are considered to have little 
to no probability for the occurrence of archaeological expressions. Exceptions to this rule might occur in 
rocky terrain that affords the possibility of rock shelters, but this situation does not apply in the present 
project area.  

Area 10 and 11 can be assessed as having moderate to high prospects for archaeological remains under 
natural conditions. Terrain on the uplands in and near Area 10, through which a natural stream still flows, has 
been disturbed by agriculture, but otherwise appears to retain reasonable chances for archaeological 
discovery. Wholesale modifications to the land at Area 11 virtually eliminate any prospects for the survival, 
much less the discovery of intact prehistoric archaeological vestiges. Most of the other areas have very little 
archaeological potential because of their positions in the extreme headwaters of watercourses, or their 
apparent distance from natural bodies of water. Area 3 occupies wetlands, which would not be expected to 
show substantive archaeological traces. Modifications to the landscape from agricultural activities, 
earthmoving, dumping, and so on, obviously would diminish the likelihood for the survival and integrity of 
any previously existing archaeological evidence. Historic period remains could occur in any of the study areas. 

Theoretical Orientation 

The purpose of this investigation is to identify and evaluate any cultural remains — whether previously 
documented or merely foreseeable — that might reside within the project area. Except as already 
adumbrated, this study has no particular research objectives respecting anthropological theory. This is not to 
say that the author maintains an anti-theoretical intellectual posture; rather, that early-stage surveys by 
themselves offer little prospect for yielding data that might elicit deeply meaningful, theoretically informed 
interpretations. Thus, at the present level of survey, the objectives are principally practical, having to do with 
the need to recognize cultural remains, if present, and to offer tentative evaluations of their significance so as 
to effectuate responsible management in the context of the current regulatory milieu. 

The requirement for identification entails background research and fieldwork to determine the presence or 
absence of cultural remains. A prevailing sense of pragmatism compels the utilization of the most 
parsimonious research procedures consistent with the satisfaction of the stated survey objectives. The author 
recognizes that sites of human occupation vary in their composition and form with respect to their 
distribution in space, time, and culture. Given the expectation that evidence of human occupation is likely to 
occur unevenly across the landscape, the strategy for prospecting must suit the geographic configuration of 
the project location. The most expedient approach to the detection or prediction of archaeological sites was 
documentary research, already accomplished, coupled with field inspection and subsurface testing in the 
present stage of work. 
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Upon detection of a cultural presence, the evaluation requirement necessitates differentiation between cultural 
remains and cultural resources. Whereas cultural remains comprise any physical vestiges of previous human 
behavior, cultural resources can be defined as those remains that have potential significance for science, for 
the appreciation of heritage, or both. In this context, significance is measured in relation to the National 
Register Criteria for Evaluation (36 CFR Part 60.4) and the New Jersey Register Criteria for Evaluation 
(NJRHPA 1970 Ch. 268; Laws of 1970 - N.J.S.A. 13:1B.128), hereinafter, “the Criteria.” The same criteria 
apply to both registers. 

Evaluation of cultural remains in terms of the Criteria follows from the analysis of data acquired as a result of 
archival research, field survey, and laboratory procedures, together with an understanding of the current state 
of knowledge regarding the archaeology and history of the region. In evaluating archaeological sites, the 
quality of physical integrity and the perception of a potential to contribute to knowledge are foremost. 

Research Methods 

Research for the present investigation involved conventional field sampling, including surface inspection 
when feasible, and subterranean testing. We used our earlier documentary research for guidance concerning 
previous surveys, identified sites, and historical locations (Mounier 2015); however, the discovery of historical 
structural remains near the approach to Runway 34, necessitated a renewed review of published mapping and 
historical airphotos. The author is indebted to Kristin Swanton of the New Jersey Historic Preservation 
Office for bringing this possibility to our attention. 

Initial fieldwork was conducted during December of 2015. Renewed work was begun in November and 
extended into December of the following year. The wooded portions of the study parcels offer little surface 
visibility because of leaf litter. Grasses in the adjacent fields offered no more than 50% exposure. Farm lanes 
had almost unlimited surface visibility, but were well packed from vehicular traffic and did not present 
surface-borne artifacts.  

With exceptions to be noted below, all level or slightly sloping terrain was sampled by conventional 50-foot 
interval testing below ground. The more steeply sloping valley walls, streambeds, wetlands, and highly 
disturbed locations were not tested. In addition, no testing was conducted in locations where ground-altering 
activities—such as grubbing or stump removal—would not occur. Such areas included places that did not 
contain trees (or other obstructions) at the time of this survey.  

Each test unit consisted of a circular hole covering about one square foot. All excavated soil was worked 
through screens fitted with ¼-inch mesh hardware cloth. A tarpaulin, placed beneath the screen, permitted 
the crew to funnel the spoil back into each test hole, enabling virtually complete restoration of the ground to 
original appearances. In all, 454 test units were explored. The following array summarizes the totals by 
runway group and study area (Table 2).  

The maximum depth of testing was approximately 60cm, which usually allowed penetration well into the 
ancient subsoil. In many cases the B-horizon terminated at shallower depths. Some tests ended on bedrock, 
some on objects such as concrete rubble, which had been dumped on the ground, apparently in modern 
times. To test for the possible dispersal of remains, four additional tests were opened around the prehistoric 
findspots in Area 10. These supplemental tests were given the same unit number as the original find, suffixed 
by the letters A – D. When it was unlikely to provide additional information about site limits or the range of 
artifacts present, supplementary testing was not conducted.  
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Table 2: Test Units by Runway and Study Areas 

Runway Study Area Tests 

1 30 

2 42 

3 6 
24 

Total 78 

4 62 

5 25 

6 13 

7 39 

8 18 

9 3 

34 

Total 160 

10 203 

11 5 

12 8 

Total 216 

6 

Grand Total 454 

 

 

Finds were noted as to test unit, soil stratum, and depth. All finds were entered upon a provenience-keyed list 
(Appendix III). Maps of testing for each area follow immediately below. 

Laboratory Procedures 

All specimens were returned to the laboratory for cleaning, inspection, and classification. The finds were in all 
respects quite mundane and required no special analysis or conservation. The author completed an artifact 
inventory, based on the field log and laboratory results. Photographs of representative specimens appear 
elsewhere in this report. 

Geography 

The project area consists of 12 parcels, each lying within the holdings of the Trenton-Mercer Airport or the 
County of Mercer. These parcels have the following traits in common; 1) they are locations that contain 
identified obstructions to aviation; 2) they occupy uplands overlooking a tributary of the Delaware River; 
and/or, 3) they occupy locations known or suspected to contain archaeological remains of the historic period 
in excess of 50 years of age. The nexus of these characteristics provided the motivation for examining their 
archaeological potential. 
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Figure 16: Map of Testing, Area 1 
Test Units indicated by dotted circles, all without finds. 
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Figure 17: Map of Testing, Area 2 
Test Units indicated by dotted circles, all without finds. 
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Figure 18: Map of Testing, Area 3 
Test Units indicated by dotted circles, all without finds. 
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Figure 19: Map of Testing, Area 4 
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Figure 20: Map of Testing, Area 5 
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Figure 21: Map of Testing, Area 6 
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Figure 22: Map of Testing, Area 7 
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Figure 23: Map of Testing, Area 8 
 

 

 

Figure 24: Map of Testing, Area 9 
Test Units indicated by dotted circles, all without finds. 
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Figure 25: Map of Testing, Areas 10 - 12 
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The remainder of this section will give pertinent details concerning the following topics: 1) project location; 
2) geology, soils, and drainage; 3) flora and fauna, and; 4) present conditions. 

Location: Three general zones are of concern. Each is situated at the approach to one of the following 
runways: Runway 24, Runway 34, and Runway 6. The thresholds for these runways are respectively situated 
near the northeastern, southeastern, and southwestern perimeters of the airport. Each of these zones contains 
multiple study areas, defined by the distribution of obstructions to be removed (primarily trees) and the 
known or expected locations of potentially significant cultural resources. Figure 1 depicts the study areas and 
their respective runway associations. 

Geology, Soils, and Drainage: The locale is part of the piedmont physiographic province. The underlying geology 
is comprised of various shales, typical of deposits across the region. Mapped soil units consist of a mosaic of 
loams or silt-loams; namely, Bucks silt loam, Readington and Abbottsville silt loam, Quakertown silt loam, 
Chalfont silt loam, Doylestown and Reaville silt loam, Rowland silt loam, and Sassafras silt loam. Soil profiles 
for all test units in the current survey appear in Appendix IV. 

A nameless stream runs from the airport near the threshold to Runway 6 to the Delaware River near 
Scudders Falls. A small stream lies about 2,300 feet north of the threshold to Runway 24. The original thread 
of the valley has been obscured by highway and building construction. Yet another stream originates about 
2,400 feet south-southeast of the threshold to Runway 34. From this point it runs, doubtless in part through 
ditches, to the southwest towards the Delaware River, near the railroad bridge. 

Flora and Fauna: A typical Carolinian flora and fauna would be expected under wild conditions (Robichaud 
and Buell 1973). A variety of mammals, birds, reptiles, and fish would have existed anciently, and modern 
remnant populations unquestionably survive locally. During the survey the crew observed numerous deer, a 
raccoon, and crows. Doubtless the actual animal inventory is much greater. Outside of landscaped settings, 
the trees are principally hardwoods, such as maple, oak, and elm, now largely confined to the margins of 
streams, where the ground is too wet for farming or other productive uses. The high ground to the southwest 
of the airport, around Area 11, supports a maturing stand of beech trees. Areas 7 and 8 have some unusually 
large trees—including a Ginkgo, an American poplar, and an Osage orange—relating to an early farmstead 
there. 

Present Conditions: Naturally, the present climate resembles that in the region as a whole. The mean winter 
temperature is approximately 33°F. In the summer, the temperatures are slightly above 75°F on average. The 
mean annual precipitation is approximately 45 inches. Most of the precipitation falls as rain, and it is 
ordinarily distributed evenly throughout the year. Heavy downpours from thunderstorms and hurricanes in 
the summer and fall can skew the figures slightly upward for those seasons. 

The data just presented are calculated averages and may not accurately reflect the extremes in the modern era. 
For example, temperatures as low as -32°F and as high as 108°F have been recorded in the historic period 
(Widmer 1964:154). Conditions in antiquity can only be conjectured. However, as noted below, the climate in 
New Jersey began to approximate present conditions by 7,000 B.P. so that modern data give at least some 
sense of what the climate might have been like in ancient times. 

The areas of interest occupy parts of a mixed suburban and rural district, adjacent to the Trenton-Mercer 
Airport. The study tracts contain both fields and woods. The ground has a somewhat rolling aspect with 
moderate rises at a distance from streams and other low places. Portions of Areas 10 and 12 are typical 
(Figures 26, 27, and 30). Vegetation affords less than 50% surface visibility in the fields. There are no pristine 
landscapes because of land clearing, farming, dumping, and various other human enterprises. In some 
locations disturbances are quite pronounced (Figure 29). Particular details concerning each of the 12 study 
areas have already been presented (beginning on page 9). 
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Figure 26: Study Area 10, Northwestern Field 
Looking Northeast 

Figure 27: Study Area 10, Southeastern Field 
Looking Northeast 

 

Figure 28: Study Area 11, Hummocky Ground 
Looking West 

Ground conditions reflect dumping  
and bulldozing piles of refuse. 

Figure 29: Study Area 11, Dumped Debris Pile 
Looking West across stream 

Arrow marks height of debris pile. 
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Figure 30: View of Area 12 
Looking Northwest 

Paleogeographic Conditions 

The synthesis of paleoenvironmental data developed by Carbone (1976, 1982) and others (Sirkin 1977; Kraft 
1977; Kraft and John 1978; Hartzog 1982; Custer 1989) for the Middle Atlantic region provide a general basis 
for a discussion of environmental changes over the past few thousand years in southern New Jersey. 

The following paragraphs present a summary of paleoenvironmental development in the region during the 
last 15,000 years, beginning with the retreat of the Late Wisconsin ice sheet in the vicinity of Kittatinny 
Mountain (Crowl and Stuckenrath 1977). Based upon palynological data, a cold period associated with this 
glaciation persisted in the Middle Atlantic region until approximately 13,000 years ago. Even unglaciated 
terrain had a periglacial environment characterized by a cold climate with temperatures below freezing most 
of the year. The ground contained permafrost, a zone of ground permanently frozen except for a shallow 
layer near the surface, where temporary thawing might occur during warm seasons. 

Pollen cores from various bogs in the region indicate the presence of jack-pine and spruce, as well as tundra 
shrubs and herbs. By approximately 12,400 years ago, spruce forests succeeded the tundra vegetation. Pine 
becomes dominant in pollen cores between 11,000 and 7,000 years ago, after which oak forests prevail 
throughout the region (Sirkin 1977).  

The amelioration of climate in post-glacial times permitted human occupation in the Upper Delaware Valley 
by 10,600 years ago (Crowl and Stuckenrath 1977). At that time, the topography and hydrology of the region 
was much different than at present. Interior of the watercourses the land contained many small ponds or 
waterholes resulting from the melting of ground ice and subterranean ice wedges in the permafrost (Wolfe 
1977), or from scouring by severe winds (French and Demitroff 2001). These features survive as relict wet 
depressions (Wolfe 1977; Bonfiglio and Cresson 1982). From Paleoindian to Late Archaic times, these basins 
were often, but not universally, focal points for human occupation, presumably as hunting places. 

About 12,000 years ago sea level stood approximately 25.5 meters (84 feet) below present. Because of glacial 
melting, sea level had risen to approximately 14 meters (46 feet) below its present level by 7,500 years ago 
(Kraft 1977; Kraft and John 1978). The subsidence of the land relative to sea level continues at a rate of 
approximately 1.5 meters (5 feet) per millennium (Wolfe 1977). This subsidence has resulted in the flooding 
of ancient land surfaces and waterways, whose valleys were more deeply incised than at present. 



 
 

 

34 

From 6,000 to 8,000 years ago, a period of dry conditions apparently prevailed. Known as the Xerothermic 
Interval, this dry period seems to have accelerated aeolian erosion and redeposition. These geological events 
presumably resulted from reduced vegetative cover and radical swings in climate during this period (Carbone 
1976, 1982; Curry 1980; Curry and Custer 1982; Custer 1984; Stewart 1994). 

As nearly as can be determined with the limited data now in hand, the local climate and landforms as well as 
flora and fauna had begun to approximate their present configurations around 7,000 years ago (Salwen 1975; 
Sirkin 1977; Kraft 1977), though new evidence suggests that vegetation very similar to modern communities 
may have been present as early as 10,000 years ago (McWeeney 1990). By Late Woodland times, about 1000 
years ago, an essentially modern environment had emerged (Custer 1984; 1989). 

Throughout the period described by human habitation in the region, vegetative and wildlife communities can 
be expected to have varied somewhat in composition and distribution in response to changes in prevailing 
environmental conditions, including the pressures exerted upon them by aboriginal populations. Some of the 
conjectured shifts in ecological relationships would have, in turn, resulted in changing adaptations by resident 
human groups. 

Previous Investigations 

Several surveys examined locations in the vicinity of Trenton-Mercer Airport. Most are cultural resource 
surveys, but one (D + H 2000) is an environmental assessment, which contained a cultural resource 
component. Information about cultural resource surveys follows below. In each case, the following 
information is presented categorically: Consultant name, date of report, title of report, synopsis, 
recommendations advanced, and distance from the airport. A summary of the archaeological and historical 
content of the environmental assessment by D + H (2000) appears in the next section. 

LBA (1996).  Cultural Resources Survey Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division Trenton, New Jersey. Three 
buildings over 40 years old and potentially eligible for listing to the National Register of Historic Places; only 
two areas identified as sensitive for undocumented archaeological resources. Phase IB testing of two 
archaeologically sensitive areas recommended if they are to be developed. Located immediately south of the 
airport. 

LBA (1998). Phase IB Archaeological Survey Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division Trenton, New Jersey. Tested 
two areas identified at Warfare Center with the potential to contain archaeological deposits, but found 
nothing. No further investigations recommended. Located immediately south of the airport. 

MTA (1998). Phase I Archaeological and Architectural Survey of the Route I-95 and Scotch Road Interchange, Ewing and 
Hopewell Township, Mercer County, New Jersey. Identified two archaeological sites (28-ME-271 and -272) within 
the project vicinity; one prehistoric site (ME-271) and a historic farmstead site (ME-272). Recommendations: 
No further investigation of the prehistoric site; avoidance or Phase II investigation of the historic farmstead. 
Situated 0.5 miles north of the airport. 

Hunter (1998). Phase I Cultural Resource Survey Hopewell-Trenton Sewer Interceptor Hopewell and Ewing Townships City 
of Trenton, Mercer County, New Jersey. No archaeological resources identified during survey, but some urban areas 
could not be tested. Recommended monitoring of construction in specific areas that were not tested but have 
potential to contain archaeological deposits. Adjacent to the airport, to the west. 

RGA (2004). Stage I Cultural Resources Survey Mountain View Force Main Ewing Township, Mercer County, New Jersey. 
Testing revealed comprehensive disturbance throughout the project area. No new cultural resources were 
recorded. No recommendations. Location: 0.3 miles south of airport. 

RGA (2004). Letter Report Addendum Stage I Cultural Resources Survey Mountain View Force Main Ewing Township, 
Mercer County, New Jersey. Additional testing was performed at the request of the NJHPO and found mixed 
historic artifact deposits, not considered significant. No further investigation recommended. Location: 0.3 
miles south of airport. 
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Geismar, Joan (2005). West Trenton Rail Line Passenger Service Restoration Study, 1A Archaeological Report. Identified 
a rail storage yard and station sites adjacent to right of way of the West Trenton Rail Line as potentially 
significant archaeological sites. No recommendations. Location: Adjacent to the airport, to the east. 

RGA (2010).  Stage II Cultural Resources Survey Mountain View Force Main Ewing-Lawrence Sewerage Authority New 
Jersey Envrionmental Infrastucture Financing Program Project No. 340391-08 Township, Mercer County, New Jersey. 
Tested the Reed-Burroughs-Dobbins Historic site (28-ME-379); remains interpreted as a domestic midden 
(trash deposit) but not possible to associate with a specific landowner or tenant. Site not regarded as 
significant; no further investigation recommended. Location: 0.3 miles south of airport. 

RGA (2010).  Addendum Stage I Cultural Resources Survey Mountain View Force Main Relief Sewer Ewing Township, 
Mercer County New Jersey. Identified a potentially significant historic archaeological site (blacksmith shop and 
house). Recommended avoidance of site or Phase II investigation if avoidance not possible. Location: 0.3 
miles south of airport. 

AECOM (2012) Data Recovery Archaeological Investigation, Reeders Creek West Site (28Me360), I-95 
Scudder Falls Bridge Improvement Project, Ewing Township, Mercer County, New Jersey, Volume I.  Report to Delaware 
River Joint Toll Bridge Commission, New Hope, Pennsylvania. Prepared by Frank G. Mikolic and Brian M. 
Albright. AECOM Transportation. Trenton, N.J. The study explored previously identified Archaic and 
Woodland components, with many artifacts and features. Location: 1.3 miles west-southwest of the airport. 

Previously Recognized Archaeological Sites, Historical Properties, and Historic Districts 

This section lists archaeological sites, historical properties, and historic districts identified in the search of 
records at the New Jersey State Museum and New Jersey Historic Preservation Office, as well as a review of 
existing cultural resource surveys. None of these properties are immediately proximal to the locations of 
current interest. 

List of Recognized Sites and Historical Properties in Vicinity of Project Area 

1) 28-ME-271, Undefined prehistoric lithic scatter consisting of three chert flakes (MTA 1998) 
 

2) 28-ME-272, Welling-Hough Farmstead, 19th-20th c. (MTA 1998) 
 

3) 28-ME-292, Hendrickson Farmstead,  18th-19th c. Historic (CRCG 1999) 
 

4) 28-ME-369, Two components (RGA 2005) 
Prehistoric: Eshback projectile point. Historic: Late 18th/early 19th c.  
 

5)  28-ME-370, Hart Farmstead, 19th c. Historic Farmstead (RGA 2005) 
 

6) 28-ME-379, Burroughs-Dobbins site, 19th c. Historic (RGA 2010) 
 

7) 28-ME-360, Reeders Creek West Site, Archaic and Woodland occupations 
on main trunk of the Delaware River (AECOM 2012) 

 
To these may be added the following, earlier reported by (D+H 2002): 

1) 220 Upper Ferry Road, Mid-19th century farmhouse (Razed) 
  

2) House Numbers 50 & 54, West Upper Ferry Road, Mid-Late 19th century vernacular houses. The house 
at No. 50 has been razed in recent years. 
 

3) Al’s Airport Inn, Bear Tavern Road and Cardinal Drive, Late 19th century  
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4) Jones Dairy Farm, 721 Bear Tavern Road, 18th-19th century with more recent outbuildings 
 

5) Grand Avenue Historic District, Summit Avenue to Railroad Avenue, West Trenton, late 19th to early 
20th century residential district 
 

6) First Presbyterian Church of Ewing (1876), 100 Scotch Road, and cemetery (1708) to the southeast, west, 
and northwest of the church. 
 

7) The Naval Air Warfare Center Aircraft Division (NAWCAD), Parkway Avenue at John Stephans Way. 
Grounds have some prehistoric and historic archaeological potential. Mid-20th century buildings have 
significance in military aviation. 

National and State Registers of Historic Places Listings for Ewing Township 

1) Aeronautical Turbine Laboratory Historic District (ID#3253; Part of NAWCAD: see above) 
Parkway Avenue 
SHPO Opinion: 3/28/1996 
(Naval Air Warfare Center) 

 
2) Bath House and Day Camp of the Trenton Jewish Community Center (ID#1648) 

999 Lower Ferry Road 
SR: 1/6/1984; NR: 2/23/1984 (NR Reference #: 84002730) 

 
3) Bear Tavern Road/Jacob's Creek Crossing Rural Historic District (ID#5112) 

Bear tavern Road (County Route 579); Jacobs Creek Road 
SR: 10/3/2011; NR: 11/30/2011 (NR Reference #: 11000872) 
 

4) Burt / Hendrickson / Atchley Farmstead (ID#3750) 
Pennington Road (NJ Route 31) 
SHPO Opinion: 5/8/1998 

 
5) Charles S. Maddock House (ID#4863) 

1076 River Road 
SHPO Opinion: 12/10/2008 

 
6) Delaware and Bound Brook (Reading) Railroad Historic District (ID#4540) 

SHPO Opinion: 9/9/2005 
Also located in other municipalities in Mercer and Somerset Counties 

 
7) Delaware and Raritan Canal Historic District (ID#1600) 

Entire Canal bed and all land 100 yards to either side of the centerline 
SR: 11/30/1972; NR: 5/11/1973 (NR Reference #: 73001105) 
(Extends through five counties from the Delaware River to the Raritan River) 

 
8) First Presbyterian Church and Cemetery of Ewing (ID#4846) 

100 Scotch Road 
Certification of Eligibility: 9/9/2008 

 
9) Green-Reading House (ID#86) 

107 Wilburtha Road 
SR: 1/28/1998; NR: 3/12/1998 (NR Reference #: 98000237) 
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10) William Green House (ID#1645) 
Green Lane 
SR: 9/6/1973; NR: 12/4/1973 (NR Reference #: 73001106) 
(Trenton State College Campus) 

 
11) New Jersey State Police Headquarters Historic District (ID#4865) 

Upper West Ferry Road 
SHPO Opinion: 12/10/2008 

 
12) New Jersey State Highway Department Laboratory, Building 18 (ID#3911) 

999 Parkway Avenue 
SHPO Opinion: 6/15/1998 

 
13) Odd Fellows Home (ID#3254) 

1001 Pennington Avenue 
SHPO Opinion: 7/14/1994 
Certification of Eligibility: 1/24/1996 

 
14) Reeder Creek Site, West Locus (28-Me-360) (ID#5013) 

SHPO Opinion: 9/30/2010 
 
15) Temple-Ryan Farmhouse (ID#1646) 

27 Federal City Road  
SR: 5/6/1971; NR: 9/10/1971  
(NR Reference #: 71000507) 

 
16) Princeton Division of the Trenton and Mercer County TractionCorporation 

Interurban Trolley line over the west branch of Shabakunk Creek 
SHPO Opinion: 10/2/1992 

 
17) Traction RR Bridge (ID#1647) 

SHPO Opinion: 10/31/2005 
 
18) Trent Interlocking Tower (ID#4543) 

7717 Stuyvesant Avenue 
SHPO Opinion: 7/2/1993 

 
19) Trenton Psychiatric Hospital Historic District (ID#1649) 
 
20) West Trenton Railroad Station (ID#1650)  

Sullivan Way 
SR: 3/17/1984 
NR: 6/22/1984 (NR Reference #: 84004031) 

 
Our initial survey for airport obstruction clearing identified possible prehistoric archaeological sites (Mounier 
2015).  

Regional Prehistoric Context 

Archaeological cultures are defined on the basis of distinctive artifact assemblages that occur repeatedly in 
particular places or settings and at particular periods of time.  Archaeologists label these cultures by 
descriptive terms—Paleoindian, Archaic, and Woodland—which substitute for the unknown names of the 
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peoples whose remains appear in archaeological sites.  These names also apply to the periods of time during 
which the cultures predominated.  The accumulated data respecting these cultures in time are known 
collectively as culture-history.  In the following list of cultural-historical periods, all dates are approximate 
years before the present (B.P.) 

 

12,000 8,000 6,000 5,000 3,000 2,000 1,100 500 

       
Paleo- 

Indian 

Early 

Archaic 

Middle 

Archaic 

Late 

Archaic 

Early 

Woodland 

Middle 

Woodland 

Late  

Woodland 

 

The prehistoric archaeology of New Jersey has been ordered within a general cultural-historical framework 
that has been applied over the years to the entire eastern United States.  The basic outlines of this framework 
have remained unchanged since the publication of James Griffin's Archeology of the Eastern United States (1952), 
in which subregional summaries of the development of aboriginal culture were divided into the following 
categories:  Paleoindian, Archaic, and Woodland.  

The Paleoindian Period (ca. 8,000 - 12,000 B.P.) 

The Paleoindian period is characterized by small, apparently mobile bands of hunters whose distinctive 
toolkit included "fluted" projectile points in a variety of forms.  The name derives from the practice of thin-
ning the basal section of the blade on one or both sides by the removal of long, slender flakes, thus creating 
one or two flutes.  These flakes are sometimes called channel flakes or fluting flakes, and their discovery on a 
site is indicative of an early presence. 

There are several styles of fluted points, and they have a continent wide distribution.  In the Southwest and 
High Plains, Paleoindians used fluted points to kill large mammals, such as mammoths, mastodons, and an 
extinct form of bison (Willey 1966:37-50; Wormington 1957).  In the East, direct associations with megafauna 
are generally absent, although the bones of caribou (Rangifer tarandus), dating to 12,500 B.P. have been 
found with a fluted point in the Dutchess Quarry cave in Orange County, New York (Funk, Walters, and 
Ehlers 1969).  A tooth of the extinct giant beaver (Castoroides) was found in the Fairy Hole Rock Shelter in 
Warren County, New Jersey (Cross 1941:148), and rumors of clandestinely dug fluted points from the same 
site have surfaced (Glenn Wershing, pers. comm.). Cultural and faunal remains of Paleoindian age have not 
been reported elsewhere in New Jersey. 

In addition to fluted points, a host of related lithic implements, such as scrapers, knives, and perforators were 
used for scraping hides, working wood or bone, drilling holes, and so forth.  Stone tools predominate simply 
be reason of survival, but a variety of bone artifacts are also known, and items fashioned from perishable 
materials probably augmented a varied assemblage of tools, weapons, and personal gear.  (See Marshall 1982 
for a detailed treatment of the Paleoindian period in New Jersey.)  Because of the association of Paleoindian 
cultures in the West with now extinct Pleistocene mammals, the term "Big Game Hunters" came to be 
applied to Paleo-Indian populations as a whole (Willey 1966:37-51).  Elsewhere in North America, direct 
faunal evidence for this association is lacking, and it is supposed that Paleoindians survived by hunting and 
gathering a variety of naturally occurring resources.  Indeed, the discovery of fish and hawthorne seeds, and 
acorns with Paleoindian artifacts demonstrates that, from the earliest times, man did not live by steak alone 
(McNett, McMillan, and Marshall 1977; Marshall 1982:34; Stanzeski 1998:45). 

In New Jersey, Paleoindian remains in the form of fluted points and other specialized artifacts—such as 
formal scrapers and graving tools—have been found in a variety of locations.  But these finds are among the 
least well-represented cultural expressions (Marshall 1982; Mounier, Cresson, and Martin 1993; Stanzeski 
1998).  Some sites occupy river banks, others high eminences giving a broad view of the surrounding terrain. 
Many internally draining basis, common on the Coastal Plains, show evidence of Paleoindian visitation. 
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Artifacts of this period often occur as isolated occurrences in interior settings (Tomaso and Eshelman 2013). 
Many of the sites connected with these early people are believed to have been lost beneath sinking shorelines 
as a result of the postglacial rise in sea levels. 

The Archaic Period (ca. 3,000 - 8,000 B.P.) 

Emerging out of the Paleoindian tradition, the Archaic period was first described by William A. Ritchie in 
New York State.  Ritchie (1932) defined the Archaic period as "an early level of culture based on hunting, 
fishing, and the gathering of wild vegetable foods, and lacking pottery, the smoking pipe, and agriculture" 
(also see Ritchie 1965:31).  Among archaeologists, the term "Archaic" is now generally taken to mean a period 
of time or a stage of cultural development characterized by a hunting and gathering economy based upon the 
seasonal exploitation of natural resources by relatively small, mobile bands.  Chronologically later than the 
Paleoindian period, the Archaic represents a continuous cultural adaptation to new environments emerging in 
post-Pleistocene times.  The more efficient Archaic adaptations are thought to have allowed (or to have given 
rise to) population growth, but without recourse to horticulture. 

The material remains associated with the Archaic period illustrate these adaptations.  Hunting was carried out 
with a wide variety of flaked stone projectile points, chiefly of stemmed or notched styles.  Spears or javelins 
armed with such points were probably propelled by hand or by means of an atlatl or spear-throwing device, 
as indicated by the discovery of stone weights or "bannerstones."  Fish may have been speared, but net 
fishing is certainly implied by the existence of notched and, rarely, perforated stone sinkers.  Advances in 
woodworking technology are manifested by the appearance of stone axes (which are often grooved for fixing 
a handle), celts (ungrooved axes or chisels), and gouges.  Stone knives, scrapers, choppers, perforators, drills, 
hammerstones, and abraders served as fabricating or general utility tools.  A well-developed bone and antler 
industry is represented in the Archaic toolkit at certain out-of-state sites (Ritchie 1965:47ff.), but such items 
have rarely survived in archaeological contexts in New Jersey.  By Late Archaic times, bowls carved from 
soapstone and talc foreshadowed the development of a ceramic technology.  In New Jersey, as elsewhere on 
the Atlantic seaboard, the Archaic period has been divided into subperiods (Early, Middle, and Late) on the 
basis of changes in material culture and inferred social organization. 

The earlier Archaic cultural expressions are mostly broad-bladed bifaces, some of which are stemmed or 
notched near the base.  Others have bifurcated bases (Coe 1964; Broyles 1966, 1971; Dincauze 1971; Ritchie 
and Funk 1971).  Many bear serrated blades.  The Palmer, Kirk-Stemmed and Corner-Notched are among the 
best known Early Archaic bifaces.   

The distribution of the cultures at the early end of the time scale is somewhat spotty.  Organic remains rarely 
survive, but at the West Creek site in Ocean County, members of the Archaeological Society of New Jersey 
found several cremated burials associated with bifaces that resemble Kirk Corner-Notched points.  Dating 
close to 10,000 B.P., these are the earliest burials yet reported in New Jersey (Stanzeski 1996:44-45, 1998:43). 

The bifurcate-base LeCroy points are examples of Middle Archaic bifaces.  Also appearing in Middle Archaic 
times are long, slender contracting-stemmed bifaces in the Morrow Mountain-Poplar Island-Rossville 
continuum, which transcends the Middle and Late Archaic periods and endures into Woodland times.  The 
chronology is somewhat confused, but bifurcated projectile points appeared in the Southeast and Middle 
South about 9,000 years ago.  These forms seem to have evolved into narrow, stemmed styles about 1,000 
years later.  If the origination in the South is accurate, the appearance of similar points in New Jersey 
probably occurred somewhat later.  The more common expressions of later Archaic cultures appear at sites 
across the region about 5,000 or 6,000 years ago. 

Very late in the Archaic period broad-bladed bifaces—sometimes called "broadspears"—make their 
appearance.  These are forms that apparently originated in the Southeast about 4,000 years ago.  There are a 
number of varieties, which seem to overlap in time.  These bifaces and related artifacts are elements of a 
cultural tradition sometimes called the Susquehanna tradition, because the defining traits were first recognized 
in the valley of the Susquehanna River (Witthoft 1949, 1953; Ritchie 1965:135).  Often, broadspears were 
made from argillite, chert, or rhyolite imported from distant quarries. 



 
 

 

40 

Associated with these broadspears are atlatl weights, carved soapstone kettles, and an emergent form of 
pottery that resembles the stone containers.  Later on, narrow, stemmed or gently side-notched bifaces 
reappear.  These bifaces are known as fishtail bifaces for their piscine (fish-like) outline.  Because this suite of 
artifacts appears near the end of the Archaic period, this era is sometimes called the Terminal Archaic period.  
Others refer to it as the Transitional period because the appearance of early pottery seems to reflect a 
technological transition into the subsequent Woodland era (Witthoft 1949:10-11, 1953; Ritchie 1965:149-177). 

In New Jersey a peculiar Late Archaic mortuary cult, known as the Koens-Crispin Complex, appeared as early 
as 4,500 B.P.  This complex emphasized cremation burials and the bestowal of lavish grave goods in the form 
of bannerstones (atlatl weights), celts, broad-bladed bifaces, fossils, and other exotic artifacts.  This complex 
seems to have been located primarily in what is now Burlington County, although similar (but probably 
earlier) remains have been found well to the northeast in Monmouth County (Hawkes and Linton 1916; 
Cross 1941:81-90, 117-127; Regensburg 1971; Burrow 1997).  The Koens-Crispin complex is apparently 
related to other mortuary cults from a similar period elsewhere in the Northeast (Ritchie 1959; 1965:149-177; 
Dincauze 1968). 

Evidence of settlement or visitation during various Archaic phases is widespread in riverine settings, on 
fluvial divides, and in the interior. To judge from the sheer numbers of artifacts and their diverse distribution, 
bearers of Archaic cultures, particularly during the later phases, were among the most numerous of any 
aboriginal populations in the region. 

The Woodland Period (ca. 500 - 3,000 B.P.) 

The advent of pottery making about 3,000 years ago ushers in the Woodland period, which endured through 
successive stages of development (identified as Early, Middle, and Late Woodland) into the sixteenth century.  
Archaeology says little about the period between A.D. 1500 and the arrival of Europeans in the early decades 
of the seventeenth century.  This era is sometimes known as the Proto-historic period, meaning the time just 
prior to the beginning of recorded history. 

The three subdivisions of the Woodland period are based upon the perception of differences in material 
culture, population sizes, and systems of settlement.  The earlier subperiods are not as well known from 
archaeological remains as the Late Woodland and are sometimes lumped into a single category, Early-Middle 
Woodland.  Occasionally, the Middle and Late Woodland are grouped together as "late prehistoric cultures."   

There appears to have been a collapse of the native population just on the eve of the European onslaught, 
quite possibly induced by European diseases against which the natives had no immunity (Witthoft 1963:64; 
Ramenofsky 1987).  Just like trade goods, these diseases apparently were diffused widely infecting populations 
that had never stood face to face with white men. 

In general terms, the Early Woodland is represented by material survivals of the preceding Late Archaic 
period, to which was added the fabrication of ceramic vessels.  These early vessels commonly duplicated the 
flat-bottomed forms of the stone bowls produced in Late Archaic times and even contain fragmented pieces 
of soapstone (which may have been derived from stone vessels) as a tempering agent in the clay or "paste."  
Some of the ceramics bear the impressions of matting, basketry, or cordage, which have not survived directly.  
The manufacture of flat-bottomed ceramics proved to be relatively short-lived.  Conoidal (conelike) vessels 
comprise an alternate form, which also originated about 3,000 years ago, and survived in a variety of 
refinements until the end of aboriginal times.   

Associated with the ceramic pieces were a variety of stemmed and notched projectile points and other lithic 
implements.  Grooved axes and celts represent woodworking tools.  Typical flaked stone tools and weapons 
consist of stemmed and notched bifaces, of which the fishtail, Hellgrammite, and Meadowood varieties are 
most diagnostic (Kinsey 1959:116-117; Ritchie 1961:35, 39; Hummer 1994).  Fishtail bifaces, which are quite 
common, are relatively long, slender, but somewhat thick points with broad notches that form a waist at the 
root of the stem.  Hellgrammite points are similar, except that they are usually thinner, more triangular in 
general form, and usually serrated along the blade.  They are much less common than fishtails on most sites. 
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Also characteristic of Early Woodland contexts are Meadowood points, distinctive, very thin triangular 
bifaces, sometimes bearing squarish side-notches close to the base (Ritchie 1961:35-36).  Most often rendered 
in Onondaga chert from New York State, these points, along with gorgets (perforated stone tablets) and pen-
dants, are associated with an early burial cult known as the Meadowood complex.  The Middlesex complex is 
another Early Woodland manifestation that is exclusively represented by graves, some with elaborate 
offerings of copper artifacts, stone pipes, and other items that appear to be related to the Adena culture from 
the Midwest. 

Middle Woodland pottery is frequently represented by a conoidal form on which a surface texture derived 
from net impressions or criss crossed cord markings predominates.  Net-impressed pottery is commonly 
associated with broad-bladed bifacial points, knives, and other implements rendered in argillite, rhyolite, and 
other imported lithics.  The most common biface form is known as the Fox Creek point, though most of 
these implements were probably knives rather than projectile points.  The association of Fox Creek points 
and net-impressed pottery, which is particularly well documented in New Jersey at the falls of the Delaware 
near Trenton, is referred to as the Fox Creek Culture (Ritchie and Funk 1973).  In New Jersey, this expression 
is sometimes referred to as the Abbott phase, named for to the prevalence of related artifacts at the Abbott 
Farm site (Williams and Thomas 1982).  Fox Creek sites, generally small in size, occur elsewhere throughout 
the region (Mounier 1991; Mounier and Martin 1992) but the details and significance of this distribution 
remain obscure. 

At the Abbott Farm the Fox Creek culture appears to have developed a strong economic dependence upon 
fishing, which was especially oriented toward the exploitation of spring fish runs.  Fishing was no doubt 
integrated with other subsistence pursuits that are not so readily observable in the archaeological record.  At 
other locations in New Jersey, the economic foundations of the Fox Creek culture remain poorly understood. 

Although net-impressed pottery is considered to be the hallmark of Middle Woodland culture, other wares 
were also produced during this period.  Conoidal vessels impressed with straight or criss-crossed cord 
markings are known, but they tend to be confused with earlier or later wares, except when found in 
association with other distinctive artifacts.  Peculiar decorations that follow intricate zoned patterns appear on 
flared-mouth vessels at the Abbott Farm but rarely elsewhere (Cross 1956:144-147; Stewart 1998:266-274). 

Another Middle Woodland cultural complex that is present but not strongly represented in New Jersey is the 
Kipp Island phase (Ritchie 1965:232-253) or Webb phase (Thomas and Warren 1970), which is identified by 
the presence of triangular and pentagonal bifaces of the Jack's Reef type (Ritchie 1961:26-27).  The associated 
pottery is often of a corded or cross-corded variety.  The mortuary furnishings and other exotic artifacts that 
characterize this phase in New York and Delaware are apparently lacking at sites in New Jersey.  The use of 
high- quality jasper bifaces and other lithic tools predominates.  The Kipp Island phase in New York is seen 
as a cultural complex related in as yet obscure ways to the Fox Creek phase (Ritchie and Funk 1973).  In New 
Jersey, items relating to both phases sometimes occur in small numbers on the same sites, but the cultural 
affiliations of the two remain vague (Mounier and Martin 1992; Jack Cresson, pers. comm.). 

Beyond the cultural sphere of the Abbott Farm, obvious indications of Middle Woodland settlement are 
sparse.  The Salisbury site along the Delaware River in Gloucester County has yielded numerous lithic 
artifacts of Jack's Reef origin, although they were not recognized as such at the time of discovery (Cross 
1941:56-57 [pl. 16b nos. 4, 6, 9; pl. 17a, Nos. 7, 10, 13-17, and pl. 19]).  Substantial Fox Creek settlements are 
represented in collections from sites along the back bays on the Atlantic shore in upper Cape May County.  
Small sites in the interior of the coastal plains were temporary encampments, possibly of people shuttling 
between riverine and coastal aquatic resources or prospecting for unexploited niches in the hinterlands.  Small 
Middle Woodland camps are also scattered among the rockshelters of northern New Jersey (Cross 1941:146; 
Hotchkin and Staats 1983). 

Except for Fox Creek and Jack's Reef components, no distinct Middle Woodland cultures have been 
identified in New Jersey.  Similarities in material culture with both earlier and later cultures have limited the 
recognition of discrete Middle Woodland expressions.  This situation is changing, however, as careful dating 
places more archaeological assemblages in the period between 1,000 and 2,000 B.P. (Mounier 1997). 
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The Late Woodland period begins between A.D. 800 and 1000 and continues to the time of European 
intrusion in the seventeenth century.  Some patterns of Late Woodland life developed as an outgrowth of 
earlier cultural adaptations, although Late Woodland populations differ from their ancestors in several ways.  
There is an apparent increase in the size and number of occupied settlements, and some sites contain pits for 
food storage.  Ceramics tend to become recognizable as local products. 

These changes suggest a trend towards settlement in permanently occupied territories.  Within these 
territories, the Late Woodland populations are thought to have comprised a number of relatively small bands 
made up of related families. Although utilitarian ceramic wares persist to the end of aboriginal times, Late 
Woodland potters produced increasingly refined wares, often with intricate and exquisitely executed 
decorations.  The rise of distinctive ceramic styles seems to reflect local or subregional traditions based on 
kinship.  Concurrently, as the ceramic arts became more refined, stonework in general declined.  The earlier 
knapping traditions based on carefully prepared quarry preforms and flake blanks of exotic materials were 
supplanted by a technology based on the expedient, almost haphazard, flaking of common pebbles. 

A mixed foraging and farming economy has been postulated, especially in the north.  Archaeological evidence 
for horticulture is generally lacking in southern and central New Jersey.  Although some settlements may have 
been occupied for extended periods of time, others may have been used intermittently, following the rhythms 
of the seasons.  Late Woodland settlements tend to cluster along the coast and along the trunks of major 
rivers.  Although the stream basins above tidewater were occupied, sites in the headwaters are less numerous 
in the Late Woodland period than in former times. 

Late Woodland components in New Jersey characteristically contain one or more related ceramic types, clay 
tobacco pipes in a range of styles, a preponderance of small triangular bifacial tools and weapons, and other 
chipped stone implements of locally available flinty materials.  Celts (ungrooved axes) of ground stone occur 
with some frequency, along with polished stone ornaments that are generally classed as "pendants." 

The ceramics of the Late Woodland in southern New Jersey show a conservative adherence to simple 
conoidal or baglike forms developed early in the Woodland sequence.  These later ceramics are distinguished 
from the earlier ones by the qualities of the paste, decoration, and surface finish, which often emphasizes 
fabric impressions.  Among the most common ceramic wares are variants of the Riggins Fabric-Impressed 
type, which generally date between A.D. 900 and 1500 (McCann 1950:315; Mounier 1991:VI:6-11; Morris et 
al. 1996:25-31; Stewart 1998:75-77, 98, 111-112).  The earliest forms of Late Woodland fabric-impressed 
vessels were simple unadorned conoidal or bag-shaped pots, which resemble the pottery of the Point 
Peninsula or early Owasco series in New York State (Ritchie and MacNeish 1949).  Decorations exhibit 
considerable differentiation both in motif and in technique, ranging from simple single-cord impressions or 
linear incising to elaborate zoned or filled geometric patterns that sometimes cover half to three-quarters of 
the body. 

In the north, the ceramics evolved into a variety of globular vessels, often with accentuated and ornately 
decorated collars.  Based largely on ceramic associations and radiocarbon dates, Herbert Kraft (1974b:33-46, 
1975:59-61) differentiated two Late Woodland cultures.  The earlier, dating from A.D. 1000 to 1350, is the 
Pahaquarra culture, whose pottery resembled the pre-Iroquoian (Owasco) ceramics of New York State 
(Ritchie 1965:271-274).  The pottery of this culture is typified by collarless, conoidal vessels, carefully marked 
on the exterior with cord markings or fabric impressions.  The rims are straight or slightly constricted, and 
decoration is often limited to cord impressions applied to the lips or to the inside surfaces of the rims.  The 
Sackett Corded type, initially described by William Ritchie and Richard MacNeish (1949), is typical of 
Pahaquarra ceramics (Kraft 1975:124-129).  Bowmans Brook and Overpeck Incised pottery also occur with 
some frequency, suggesting cultural connections with groups to the south of the Water Gap (C. Smith 
1950:192; Cross 1956:153-154; Staats 1974). 

The later entity identified by Kraft is the Minisink culture, which he dated between A.D. 1400 and 1735.  This 
culture shows distinct parallels with the late prehistoric and historic Iroquois of New York (Ritchie 1965:303, 
308, 313).  The predominate pottery consists of globular vessels with decorated collars that become 
increasingly accentuated through time.  The decorations are incised, rather than impressed, in a variety of 
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horizontal, diagonal, and vertical lines that frequently form ornamental fields around the rims.  Some of the 
vessels are indistinguishable from Chance Incised pottery from New York State (Ritchie and MacNeish 
1949).  The Munsee Incised type, first described by John Witthoft (Witthoft and Kinsey 1959:51-56), is 
typical of the latest ceramics of the Minisink Culture (H. Kraft 1975a:132-147).  Increasingly pronounced 
peaks or castellations appeared through time as ornaments on the collars, which were taller than formerly.  
Often effigies of human faces appeared upon the castellations.  These countenances were generally created by 
oblong incisions or impressions that represent only the eyes and mouth. 

Despite the similarities that are seen between the Pahaquarra and Minisink cultures and their counterparts to 
the north, Kraft (1975a:60) convincingly argued that the former cannot be viewed simply as adjuncts to the 
Owasco and Iroquois cultures.  Apart from technological differences, he noted the lack of hilltop settlements 
and defensive works, as well as linguistic distinctions, which are well known from ethnographic studies. 

Through years of concentrated excavation and analysis, Kraft was able to demonstrate that the people of the 
Pahaquarra and Minisink cultures lived fairly sedentary lives in settlements that were more or less 
permanently occupied.  There is good evidence that they practiced horticulture and stored produce against 
future needs, all the while continuing to harvest fish and game. 

Similar evidence from the south is largely lacking.  This situation arises partly from relatively poor 
preservation in the sandy soils on the coastal plains and the lack of protracted excavations on all but a very 
few sites.  The cumulative evidence strongly suggests that the prehistoric peoples in southern New Jersey 
continued in a mobile lifestyle that relied heavily upon a traditional foraging economy. 

The major settlements of Woodland populations occurred along major rivers, particularly in the tidewater 
zones in southern New Jersey, while large hamlets or villages in the northern part of the state occurred on the 
floodplains of the Delaware River, and other favorable locations. Many of these sites show evidence of very 
dense settlement, including a broad array of artifacts and features suited to the support of aggregated 
populations. Sites in headwater settings tend to be smaller and less complicated in terms of the variety and 
numbers of artifacts and features that are present. Evidence of Woodland incursions into the interior, 
particularly late in time, is not strong. Still, we know from deeds dating to the European intrusion that the 
native people lay claim to this ground. 

Even though Europeans had explored much of New Jersey by the middle of the seventeenth century and 
occupied small outposts, settlement did not begin in earnest until the end of the century.  Within a period of 
approximately 80 years, most of the native population had been displaced from their ancestral homeland. 

Local Prehistoric Context 

The main trunk of the Delaware River presents a nearly continuous string of large, prolific sites for several 
miles, both up- and downstream from Trenton (Skinner and Schrabisch 1913:63-65; Cross 1956; AECOM 
2012). However, the size and complexity of the sites diminishes greatly in the interior, especially along the 
smaller tributary streams. This point is made manifest by the discovery of nearly 16,000 artifacts and 19 
cultural features, such as hearths, at site 28-ME-360 (AECOM 2012), near Scudders Falls, whereas sites in the 
nearby headwaters produced only scattered remains, small flake clusters, or isolated bifaces (MTA 1998; RGA 
2005; Mounier 2016). 

All of the prehistoric sites identified at or near the airport, including discoveries during the present study and 
others completed in connection with transportation projects, produced very sparse, technologically simple 
lithic congeries (Mounier 2016). Systematic investigations at sites 28-ME-271 and 28-ME-369 yielded only a 
scatter of three chert flakes at the former (MTA 1998) and an isolated Eshback projectile point (RGA 2005) 
at the latter. Both of these sites lie within 1½ miles of the airport. Our work near the threshold of Runway 6 
produced similarly limited lithic scatters or solitary artifacts, including flakes, thermally altered rock, and an 
expedient cobble tool. The current research also produced two quartz flakes (reduction fragments) from 
widely separated locations near the threshold of Runway 34. These common elements—limited typological 
range, few to no diagnostic specimens, diffuse arrays or isolated finds—can be taken as characteristic of 
prehistoric sites in the upper reaches of the local tributary streams. These cultural attributes are undoubtedly 
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related to the limited environmental resources in this setting as opposed to those available closer to or along 
the main channel of the Delaware River. 

Historical Context 

This portion of the report will recapitulate the history of locale, presenting information concerning early 
settlers and settlements, economic foundations, business enterprises, demographic and institutional 
developments, as well as background on the Trenton-Mercer Airport. 

Ewing Township History 

After Mahlon Stacy and other pioneers arrived at the “Falls of the Delaware” in 1679, initial settlement 
patterns remained fairly compact for the first eight years. However, during July 1687, The West Jersey 
Proprietors’ Surveyor General surveyed 2,500 acres “lying upon ye River Delaware above the ffalls” [sic] to 
Thomas Hutchinson—the first land acquired in today’s Ewing Township and comprising approximately 30 
percent of this political entity’s landmass (Felcone 1985:16-19). Others acquired land in the Ewing Township 
area soon after Hutchinson’s transaction. These early landowners included, in part, Dr. Daniel Coxe, 
Christopher Wetherill, Elizabeth Pope, Joseph Sackett, Thomas Budd, John Bryerley, Mahlon Stacy, John 
Watson, and Richard Eayre (Felcone 1985:20-31). Richard Scudder arrived in the area from Long Island and 
by May 1709, had established a farm along the Delaware River. Scudder purchased land for his plantation 
from Thomas Hough, who had acquired the land from John Hutchinson and John Bryerly (Cooley 1883:218). 
Prior to 1714, the land comprising Ewing Township belonged to Burlington County as part of Hopewell 
Township. However, in that year the colonial assembly erected Hunterdon County and set off Hopewell to 
the new county (Woodward and Hageman 1883:781; Snyder 1969:162). Five years later, today’s Ewing 
Township became part Trenton Township, Hunterdon County, and it remained so until 1834, when the state 
legislature erected Ewing Township, named to memorialize New Jersey Chief Justice Charles Ewing, who had 
died in 1832 (Woodward and Hageman 1883:781; Snyder 1969:161, 164). The legislature erected Mercer 
County four years later and established Ewing Township as part of the new county (Snyder 1969:161).  

As settlement increased, trails and bridle paths appeared on the landscape, often following Indian trails, 
providing a means to move to mill and market. Woodward and Hageman (1883:536) state, “The old road 
from Trenton to Pennington and to Hopewell, and those from these towns to the Delaware River ferries, as 
well as the Old Scotch road through Ewing and the river road through Hopewell, which were traveled by the 
armies in the Revolution, still remain as the most ancient highways of Mercer County.” 

The Delaware River also provided an artery of commerce. As settlement expanded, ferry services soon 
appeared along the river, permitting easy movement between the colonies of West Jersey and Pennsylvania. 
During the Revolutionary War, Washington’s army made a daring Christmas night crossing in 1776 at 
McKonkey’s Ferry, located in Hopewell Township, and marched down River Road and Bear Tavern Road to 
attack the Hessian forces housed in the Trenton Barracks, resulting in an overwhelming victory and a much 
needed boost to American morale. Only Yardley’s Ferry, begun prior to 1722, landed within today’s Ewing 
Township in the immediate vicinity of Greenburg, now known as Wilburtha.  

Birmingham 

In 1700, John Reeder arrived in the Ewing Township area from Long Island after emigrating from England. 
Accompanied by his son, Isaac, he purchased 600 acres of land in a part of the township that would become 
the hamlet of Birmingham. John married Hannah Mershon and the couple produced a large family of twelve 
children. He named his homestead “Rose Hill” and the area around the property also took that name 
(Woodward and Hageman 1883:782). A tavern opened near the Reeder farm about 1800, situated at the 
intersection of the old river turnpike (now Bear Tavern Road/Grand Avenue) and Wilburtha Ferry Road, 
which traverses the township from east to west. Early tavern keepers include John Reeder, a descendant of 
the émigré, Peter Jaques, and William Howell. Subsequent to Howell’s control of the tavern, John W. Scudder 
purchased this public house and converted it into a private dwelling (Woodward and Hageman 1883:785). 
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A small hamlet named Birmingham nucleated around the tavern. In 1834, Thomas Gordon (1834: 104), 
records the following about the settlement: “Birmingham, small hamlet of Trenton t-ship, Hunterdon co. 5 
miles N.W. from the city of Trenton, contains a tavern and some half-dozen dwellings.” By the early 1880s, 
Birmingham contained “a blacksmith-shop, a shoe-shop and several dwellings” (Woodward and Hageman 
1883:785). John Reeder, who kept the tavern, opened the blacksmith shop as another service to his traveling 
visitors. The smithy changed hands many times until James Deane, a smith and wheelwright, bought the 
stand in 1877. John Mershon opened the shoe shop during the 1860s. A silversmith named John Guild plied 
his artisanship in Birmingham beginning about 1800 (ibid.). 

A detail of Birmingham from the Ewing Township plate in the 1875 Everts & Stewart Combination Atlas 
Map of Mercer County, New Jersey reveals there were fewer than 20 buildings in the hamlet at that time:  

Figure 31: Historical Map, Detail of Birmingham, 1875 
Source: Everts and Stewart (1875) 

After 1876, convenient travel offered by the Delaware & Bound Brook Railroad (q.v., below) to Philadelphia 
and New York provided the impetus for local farmers Charles Walker and George L. Howell to plat a new 
development, named Altura, in and around Birmingham. The men filed the plat plans for the development 
with the Mercer County Clerk’s Office during 1892, offering those who sought to escape urban life a rural- 
suburban setting. The grid pattern for the streets and housing lots included changing the portion of Bear 
Tavern Road within Altura, just south of Birmingham, into Grand Avenue, a name it still carries today. The 
new development forever changed the rural ambience of Birmingham as a crossroads hamlet. Houses in a 
variety of styles were constructed between the 1890s and the 1920s (Kull 2016a). Howell declared bankruptcy 
in 1911, slowing the sales of lots and, consequently, construction of new houses. Beginning in the 1920s, 
Italian railroad workers began purchasing lots and building modest bungalows and, later, Cape Cod style 
houses (Kull 2016b).  

Today, the toponym, Altura, has supplanted the older name of Birmingham. Here and there, one might see 
an older house that might date from the Birmingham period, but the crossroads vicinity now features modern 
strip-mall shopping centers, individual retail outlets, restaurants, and gas stations. 
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An Agrarian Landscape 

During the historic period, economic development focused on agricultural pursuits until relatively recent 
times. There are two prominent agricultural sites, the Jones Farm and the McIlvane/Hough Farm in 
proximity to the areas of present concern. The former lies to the west of the airport, near the threshold for 
Runway 6, on the southwestern side of Bear Tavern Road. The Jones Farm is a dairy that dates to the 18th 
and 19th centuries. A number of original or historical buildings survive here, including the house and some 
outbuildings. One may suppose that the site contains archaeological as well as architectural remains. Vestiges 
of the historic period may occur around the farmyard and in the adjacent fields, which our current work 
shows to contain diffuse traces of prehistoric occupation.  For many years the farm has been operated as a 
penal institution under the direction of the New Jersey Department of Corrections. As State-owned land is 
not subject to investigation in the present work, nothing more will be said about it here. 

Another farm complex now resides only in archaeological contexts. This property shows on 19th century 
maps under the names of M. McIlvane in 1849 and W.A. Hough in 1875 (Figures 32 and 33). It is located 
south of the Ewing Cemetery, about 1,000 feet east of Scotch Road and 1,100 feet north northeast of Upper 
Ferry Road (County Route 634). A farm lane provided access from Scotch Road. Aerial photographs show an 
arrangement of extant buildings into the 1970s (Figure 34), but by 1979 the site had been abandoned and the 
buildings demolished. Remnants survive as foundations and scattered building materials. These remains will 
be treated in more detail later in the report. 

 

Figure 32: Historic Map, showing McIlvane Farm, 1849 
Source: Otley and Keily (1849) 

Red arrow and circle indicate the farm site. 
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Figure 33: Historic Map, showing Hough Farm, 1875 
Source: Everts and Stewart (1875) 

Red arrow and circle indicate the farm site. 

 

Figure 34: Historic Airphoto, 1957 

 

Since the dawning of the age of aeronautics various developments associated with aviation have transpired at 
or near the Trenton-Mercer Airport. There has also been a marked increase in commercial development. 
Further details concerning commercial, industrial, and institutional enterprises are provided below.  

Industrial and Business Activities 

With the industrial revolution, a need arose for supplying power to factories in Trenton. In February 1831, 
the New Jersey State Legislature voted to incorporate the Trenton Delaware Falls Company with 
authorization to construct a dam in the Delaware River at Scudders Falls and channel the diverted water into 
a canal along the New Jersey bank of the river. The water gained momentum on its way down into Trenton, 
where the flow supplied hydraulic power for textile mills, iron works, and other types of manufactories 
(Raum 1871:237-239). The opening of the Delaware & Raritan Canal Company’s Feeder Canal during 1834 
and the Belvidere Delaware Railroad in 1855 provided an opportunity for some industrial enterprises within 
the township. Quarries opened along the canal, with one above and one below Greensburg during the1870s, 
and A.B. Green operated a lumber and coal yard near the railroad grade crossing for Upper Ferry Road.  
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However, Ewing Township was primarily an agricultural region, and it retained this agrarian way of life into 
the twentieth century. An 1844 description of the township states, “The surface is generally level or 
undulating, and the soil very favorable for the production of oats” (Barber and Howe 1844:258). Writing in 
1883, Woodward and Hageman confirm this statement and indicate that “…the soil is very fertile…” 
(Woodward and Hageman 1883:781). The Belvidere Delaware Railroad provided a convenient way to ship 
dairy products and truck produce to market, adding to many farmer’s profitability.  

Delaware and Bound Brook Railroad  

On May 12, 1874, the Delaware and Bound Brook Railroad Company was incorporated in New Jersey to 
create a rail link between Philadelphia and New York in competition with the Camden & Amboy Railroad 
and its successor, the Pennsylvania Railroad. The incorporation followed several years of political 
maneuvering in the New Jersey State Senate, which favored the monopoly previously granted to the Camden 
& Amboy line. 

The Pennsylvania Railroad attempted to thwart the Delaware & Bound Brook by action in the courts. Using a 
subsidiary line, known as the Mercer and Somerset Railway, the Pennsylvania Railroad also preemptively 
constructed rails across the intended alignment of the Delaware & Bound Brook tracks in January of 1876. 
This action led to a “Frog War” at Hopewell, several miles north of the project area (SNAC n.d.).  A frog is a 
special switching arrangement that allows one railroad to cross another. The crossing dispute became heated, 
with crews from both railroads in conflict. Eventually, the militia restored order, and the Delaware & Bound 
Brook Railroad secured open access across the contested ground. 

During 1875, the Philadelphia and Reading Railroad constructed a branch line off its North Pennsylvania 
Railroad and erected a bridge across the Delaware River at Yardley, Pennsylvania to link with the Delaware 
and Bound Brook Railroad in the West Trenton section of Ewing Township. This new line provided the first 
competition with the Pennsylvania Railroad for New York traffic and opened in April 1876. The Philadelphia 
& Reading constructed the route to garner a portion of the passenger traffic attending the Centennial 
celebration in Philadelphia (Hare 1944:18-19; Treese 2006:17-18; SNAC n.d.) 

The Delaware and Bound Brook acquired all of the rights and charters of the National Railway project in 
1875. A short branch was constructed to Trenton in 1877. The Delaware & Bound Brook was leased by the 
Philadelphia & Reading Railroad Company on May 14, 1879, for a period of 999 years. The railroad became 
part of the CSX Trenton Line. The company sold its railroad property to Conrail in 1976. The tracks are still 
in service, using two parallel sets of rails on a well-maintained roadbed. 

State Asylum 

In 1844, social reformer Dorothea Dix arrived in New Jersey during her “mistreatment of the insane” 
investigations in several states. After holding meetings with individual legislators, Dix drafted a “memorial” 
document outlining the plight of those individuals suffering from mental illness. After Dix campaigned for 
reform through newspaper articles and discussion groups, the state Senate passed her “memorial” as an act of 
the legislature, authorizing a state insane asylum to be constructed. The legislature “…invited [her] to offer 
advice on the site selection and blueprints for the design of the new hospital” (Burstyn, ed. 1990:61). Dix 
selected a sylvan hilltop in southwestern Ewing Township, overlooking farm fields, orchards and the 
Delaware River. The state retained the services of Philadelphia architect John Notman to design the new 
facility, which opened in May 1848. The New Jersey asylum represents the first victory for Dorothea Dix in 
her fight to obtain a better quality of life for the insane. The facility still stands in 2004 at its original location 
(Burstyn, ed. 1990:59-61). 

In 1894 and again in 1900, Ewing returned a portion of its southernmost lands to Trenton City, including 
much of the Trenton Psychiatric Hospital grounds as well as the Brookville or Asylum Station area (Tesauro 
2003:7-8). Presumably, this transference of landmass between the township and the city explains the loss of 
population exceeding 55 percent that occurred between the census years 1890 and 1900 (Dickinson 1906). 
During the first forty years of the twentieth century, Ewing Township remained primarily rural in nature and 
maintained its agricultural economy, with many farmers engaged in dairy operations. In the early 1920s, the 
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Wilburtha section of the township became home to the headquarters and training school of the newly formed 
New Jersey State Police. Today, this complex includes a state police museum. The State of New Jersey 
relocated its School for the Deaf to Sullivan Way, Ewing Township, during 1923. In 1965, the state renamed 
the school for Marie H. Katzenbach, who had dedicated her life to improving education among the deaf 
(Tesauro 2003:11, 13-14, 45).  

Population Growth and Transportation Opportunities 

As demonstrated in the population table below, Ewing Township experienced sizable population growth 
trends following the transference of land to the City of Trenton in 1894 and 1900. The population expanded 
by 84 percent between 1910 and 1920 and by 100 percent between 1920 and 1930 as Trentonians seeking a 
more sylvan way of life relocated to the rural suburbs of Ewing Township. 

Table 3: Ewing Township Population Trends 

Year Population % Change Year Population % Change 

1840 1,017 ***** 1930 6,942 99.8 
1850 1,480 45.5 1940 10,146 46.2 
1860 2,079 40.5 1950 16,840 66 
1870 2,477 19.1 1960 26,628 59.4 
1880 2,412 -2.6 1970 32,831 23.3 
1890 3,129 29.7 1980 34,842 6.1 
1900 1,333 -57.4 1990 34,185 -1.9 
1910 1,889 41.7 2000 35,707 4.5 
1920 3,475 83.9 2010 35,790 0.2 

Source: Dickinson 1906; Fitzgerald’s Manual, various editions. 
 

The Philadelphia and Reading Railroad’s route to New York through West Trenton also aided in developing 
the township as commuters found it convenient to live near the tracks and use the trains for their travel 
needs. Growth continued unabated between 1930 and 1940, when it increased at a rate of 46 percent. During 
the World War II period and into the postwar years of the 1940s, the township still sustained growth at a rate 
of 66 percent, followed by the 1950s, which hosted population growth of virtually 60 percent. By the 1960s, 
population expansion slowed significantly to 23 percent. Gemmel and Havens (1964:71) observed the 
following: 

Like all townships surrounding Trenton, Ewing has been growing rapidly since World War II. It is 
conceded that, in the not too distant future, all available residential property in the Township will have 
been built up. …There are few farms in Ewing Township although, at one time, agriculture 
predominated. …It is highly likely that Ewing, like Trenton, will one day have no more room in which to 
expand.  

As noted in the quote above, the postwar housing boom struck Ewing Township as much as anywhere in the 
United States. Developers bought up agricultural fields and grazing lands and razed dairy barns to prepare 
once-productive farms for new housing subdivisions. The New Jersey State Highway Department designed a 
new 9.4-mile waterfront route leading from Trenton to Ewing Township in the 1950s. State Route 29, also 
known as the John Fitch Parkway, initially extended 6.2 miles from South Warren Street in Trenton to the 
future site of the Scudders Falls Bridge carrying I-95 over the Delaware River, completed in the mid-1950s. 
This new highway served as a rationale for state employees to reside in the Ewing Township suburbs and 
make an easy commute into the City of Trenton and the state offices (nycroads website). The prediction of all 
available areas being built up came true by the 1970s, when growth slowed to a mere 6 percent and during the 
1980s, the township actually lost population for the first time since it lost landmass to the City of Trenton at 
the turn of the twentieth century. During the 1990s, the township posted a small gain of just 4.5 percent. 
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Today Ewing Township is primarily a bedroom community with a mixture of retail shopping centers, 
commercial businesses, and some industrial operations. 

Aeronautics in Ewing Township 

Within a year of Charles Lindbergh’s historic non-stop flight across the Atlantic Ocean to Europe, the Mercer 
County Freeholders purchased the Hervey Scudder farm near today’s Mountain View Golf Course and 
Interstate 95 to establish the Mercer County Airport. The airport opened for traffic in 1929 with a hangar 
constructed along Bear Tavern Road where the Mountain View Office Park is now situated. Opening day 
attracted over 2,000 people and United States Navy pilots performed a program of stunt flying. The airport 
remained at this location until 1942, when the navy established a new airbase nearby. Following the end of 
World War II, the navy’s Mercer Airfield became the new Trenton-Mercer Airport, where planes remain 
active today. Additional historical information about the airport can be found in the ensuing section. The 
1868 summer home of Harvey and Louisa Fisk, dubbed Riverside, became the home of Villa Victoria 
Academy, a Roman Catholic school, during 1933. Automotive giant General Motors acquired an 86-acre 
parcel of land along Parkway Avenue in Ewing Township and constructed its Trenton Ternstedt Division 
plant, where workers produced automotive hardware pieces. In December 1941, plant automotive production 
entered a hiatus, and within a month the plant retooled to become the Eastern Aircraft Division of General 
Motors, where mechanics fabricated U.S. Navy military aircraft known as the Avenger torpedo bomber, a 
carrier-based plane. The first plane left the plant in November 1942 and rolled across the street to the navy’s 
Mercer Airfield for testing. Within thirteen months of delivering the first Avenger, the plant produced its 
1,000th plane. Following the end of the war, the Ewing Township plant reverted to automotive hardware 
production. The plant closed permanently in June 1998 and demolition ensued (Tesauro 2003:25, 27, 89, 91).  

Trenton-Mercer Airport 

Articles concerning the establishment of the Mercer Airport began to appear in Trenton newspapers in July 
1927. A primitive grass landing field was in service by October 1927 in West Trenton, Ewing Township, 
apparently on leased ground. By January 1928, the newspapers carried prognostications of amazing benefits 
to be derived from building a full airport. Predictions that both the U.S. Army and the Navy would use the 
field, as well as commercial flights, appeared in print. If the army transferred activities to the airport, it would 
mean “…the building of the largest federal-owned airplane factory” (Trenton Evening Times 1928a:7). 
Formal dedication of this first field occurred in January 1928, although the aerodrome offered no amenities to 
pilots other than a place to land. In April 1928, the Mercer County Board of Freeholders became serious 
about creating a full airport and committed $50,000 to the effort (Trenton Evening Times 1928b:1). The 
freeholders used a portion of the money to purchase the Hervey Scudder farm along Bear Tavern Road. In 
February 1929, the freeholders advertised for bids to construct the first hangar at the field (Trenton Evening 
Times 1929:11). The Mercer Airport opened later in 1929 with a dedication ceremony featuring aerobatic 
demonstrations that attracted 2,000 spectators (Tesauro 2002:25). By 1930, the airport offered “personnel for 
servicing and maintenance. Repair facilities. Specification gas and oil. Telephone, quarters, and meals” 
(Airport Consultants, Inc. 1930:27). Few changes occurred at the Mercer Airport during the Depression years 
of the 1930s.  

Three months after the United States entered the Second World War, the Mercer County Board of Chosen 
Freeholders announced plans for a new airfield immediately south of the existing airport on a 506-acre tract 
of land. Initial plans called for the Army Air Corps to use the new field as an interceptor command support 
and supply base. The General Motors Ternstedt plant, located across Scotch Road from the new airfield, 
would also employ the new aerodrome to test aircraft assembled at the factory for the United States Navy. 
The freeholders and the Defense Plant Corporation would share the land acquisition costs on a 50-50 basis, 
not to exceed $150,000 (Trenton Evening Times 1942:1-2). The old Mercer Airport was not adequate in size 
to accommodate World War II military aircraft, and it closed in March 1942 (Reilly 1997:110). After executing 
a lease for the land with the board of freeholders, the federal government proceeded to construct hangars, 
barracks, and other essential buildings on the leased ground before the Navy formally commissioned the 
facility on 27 July 1943 as Naval Aircraft Delivery Unit (NADU), Mercer Field, a NAF or Naval Air Facility. 
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By 1944, the Navy changed the unit designation to NACU, which is an acronym for Naval Aircraft 
Commissioning Unit. While plane delivery was paramount at the field, the Navy also took care of its 
personnel by adding Ship’s Service and a well-equipped Recreation Building (Army and Navy Publishing 
Company of Louisiana 1944:15-16). During the war, naval personnel at Mercer Field trialed 7,500 Avenger 
torpedo bombers produced at the GM Ternstedt plant across the street before ferrying the planes to Norfolk 
or San Diego for military service. By war’s end, planes left the GM facility and moved across Scotch Road to 
Mercer Field at a rate of one aircraft per hour (Trenton Evening Times 1951:7). Overall, the Navy tested over 
15,000 planes at Mercer (Trenton Evening Times 1955:13). 

Following the end of the war, Mercer Field remained in limbo and out of use for a period of seven years, with 
the federal government failing to surrender the aviation facility to the Mercer County Board of Freeholders. 
The Navy announced plans in 1947 to construct a jet propulsion testing facility for development of an 
entirely new type of aircraft powered by jet turbines on a parcel of land located near the southeast corner of 
Mercer Field along Parkway Avenue (Trenton Evening Times 1947a:1). The airfield itself deteriorated as it sat 
idle and unused. Despite numerous entreaties by the freeholders and their representatives in Washington, It 
took the Department of Defense (DOD) and the U.S. Navy until January 1952 to cancel the lease for Mercer 
Field (Trenton Evening Times 1947b:9; 1949:15; 1952:3). While the Navy cancelled its lease on the airfield, it 
drafted a new “…20-year lease on all Navy-owned property north of the Ridge Road known as the barracks 
area” (Trenton Evening Times 1955:13). 

Mercer County Freeholder John E. Curry led the charge to gain civilian control of the airport and turn it into 
a money-maker for the county. With very limited funds, Mercer County began rehabilitating the basic 
buildings and ground facilities. In 1954, federal funds became available and work at this aviation facility 
accelerated. In June 1955, civilian commercial passenger service began when a plane belonging to Allegheny 
Airlines touched down at Mercer County Airport on the extant 4,000-foot Runway 6 – 24. Within a year, this 
northwest-southeast runway was extended 800 feet, while the northeast-southwest runway was lengthened to 
5,200 feet with plans to extend it to 6,000 feet. Runway lighting provided for night operations. By 1958, the 
Mercer County Airport hosted 30,000 private and commercial flights and many large industrial concerns 
maintained corporate aircraft at the airport (Trenton Sunday Times-Advertiser 1959, Part Two:1).  

It is important to note that the extension of Runway 6 – 24 required the realignment of Scotch Road. A 
straight section of roadway was replaced with the present sweeping curve, resulting in the loss of any cultural 
features or archaeological remains that might have been present formerly. One such feature is a house that 
appears on the 1906 and 1907 edition of the U.S.G.S. Trenton topographic quadrangle (not illustrated here). 

By 1964, a county publication for the New Jersey Tercentenary (Gemmell and Havens 1964:37-38) reported:  

[T]he County has transformed it [the airport] into a modern air center. Runways have been lengthened, a 
new control tower has all facilities for traffic control, and an all-weather instrument-landing has been 
installed. Many private planes are still kept at what is now called Mercer County Airport; and the 
Allegheny Air Lines runs a businessman’s schedule to Washington, Philadelphia and Pittsburgh.  

Early in the morning of April 15, 1969, a fire broke out at the airport. The conflagration quickly grew in size 
and scope, fed by exploding fuel tanks on some 70 aircraft. Over 200 firemen from Ewing Township and 
surrounding communities on both sides of the Delaware River arrived with firefighting apparatus and 
equipment to combat the flames. After five hours of battling the blaze, the firemen had knocked it down to 
just smoldering hotspots among the destroyed aircraft and other equipment. The inferno leveled the huge 
wooden hangar erected for the U.S. Navy during the Second World War, and the Allegheny Airlines waiting 
room, office and the airport restaurant. Trenton Aviation, Incorporated and Ronson Helicopters, Inc. both 
lost their complete aviation fleets, along with National Guard and numerous other private aircraft. Overall 
damage exceeded $3 million. In a newspaper article about the fire Kirchhoff and Pasternack (1969:1) noted:  

The 1,000-acre airport five miles from downtown Trenton has been handling an average of 800 flights a 
day. Last Saturday, 1,200 flights were logged. 
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The airport’s east hangar, 100 feet from the burning building, was in danger of going up for a brief period 
and two large planes belonging to Sears, Roebuck and Hess Oil Company of Perth Amboy, were rolled 
out of it onto a safe runway.  

By October 1969, Allegheny Airlines threatened to withdraw its flights at the airport because the county had 
failed to build even a temporary passenger terminal to replace what the fire had destroyed. The smaller 
Ransome and Mohawk Airlines also required waiting facilities for its passengers. Work finally began on a new 
temporary terminal—consisting of two construction trailers joined together—and an 800-foot runway 
extension in June 1970. The new terminal building opened for traffic on 24 July 1970 (Sunday Times-
Advertiser 1970:22). The new terminal’s functionality and appearance left much to be desired, however. So, 
the county soon began planning for a new $1.3 million terminal complex, which opened on 10 October 1976 
(Reilly 1976:3). This same terminal building remains the primary passenger facility at the airport today in 
2015. Presently designated a general aviation facility, the airport underwent a name change in May 1995, 
becoming the Trenton-Mercer Airport (Perkiss 1995:A1). While various commercial airlines providing service 
at this airport have come and gone, the current operator is Frontier Airlines, offering 12 non-stop 
destinations. Present facilities at Trenton-Mercer Airport include a terminal building with two gates; two 
runways: 6 – 24, measuring 6006 feet long and 150 feet wide, and 16 – 34, measuring 4800 feet long and 150 
feet wide. Surrounding the runways are a variety of private, military, and state police hangars and offices 
(TTN Airport Diagram). 

Cultural Remains 

The survey produced both prehistoric and historic-period artifacts. The prehistoric finds have a sporadic 
distribution. Specimens were found in Study Areas 6 and 7, near Runway 34, and in Area 10, near Runway 6. 

Unit 10 in Area 6 and Unit 29 in Area 7 each yielded one example of knapping debris, specifically, reduction 
fragments in quartz. In both instances the finds occurred in disturbed contexts. 

In Area 10 (near Runway 6) prehistoric artifacts were found in the field to the north and west of the stream, 
at two locations on the stream bank near this field, and in another spot on the opposite bank. The inventory 
of prehistoric items comprises 14 pieces, including 11 flakes of various materials, two fragments of thermally 
altered sandstone, and a cylindrical cobble tool, also of sandstone (Figures 36 and 37). 

The flakes show reduction of chert (6), jasper (3), argillaceous shale (1), and shale (1). These items occurred in 
Test Units 10-68 (1), 10-114 (3), 10-114A (3), 10-114D (2), 10-176 (1), and 10-176A (1). Most of the flakes 
reflect thinning with an apparent trajectory towards biface manufacture or shaping. The largest flake is a shale 
flake blank fragment, measuring 35 x 20 x 4mm (1.4 x 0.8 x 0.16 inches). The other flakes are much smaller 
(Figure 36). 

A roughly cylindrical sandstone cobble, found in the field to the north of the stream, has numerous small pits 
on the poles, indicating use as a hammer or pestle (Figure 37). The surfaces show streaks or scratches from 
contact with agricultural equipment.  This item measures 18.3cm (7.2 inches) in length, with a diameter of 
approximately 7.5cm (3 inches) at mid-shaft and a circumference of 22.8cm (9 inches).  

Two fragments of thermally discolored and cracked sandstone were found in Unit 10-114. These pieces are 
typical of hearth rock or boiling stones. The largest measures 4.6 x 3.0 x 2.5cm (1.8 x 1.2 x 0.1 inches). 

The following tables summarize the finds by material and provenience for all locations that yielded prehistoric 
artifacts (Areas 6, 7, and 10). Cryptocrystalline materials predominate among the flakes, being represented by 
jasper (3 pieces) and chert (6), and quartz (2), together totaling nearly 85% of all flakes. These materials do 
not occur in local geological deposits and must have been brought in from remote sources of uncertain 
location. Argillaceous materials—shale and argillaceous shale, one piece each—comprise the balance, 
consisting of 15.4% of the flake sample. While shale is the principal constituent of the local geology, tool-
grade stone does not occur nearby. Similarly, the appearance of sandstone, used here for a cobble tool and for 
hearth rock or boiling-stones must reflect importations, possibly from outwash gravels along the Delaware 
River. 
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Figure 35: Photographs of Findspots, Area 10 
A: Looking east. 
  Units 10-176 and 10-176A-D: Flakes 
  UTM 18.514609.4457385 
 
B: Looking west. 
  Units 10-114 and 10-114 A-D: Flakes, Thermally Altered 
Rock  
  UTM 514771.4457501 
 
C: Looking west. 
  Unit 10-68: Flake 
  UTM 514994.4457666  
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Figure 36: Typical Prehistoric Artifacts 
(Scale = 2 Inches) 

— Key — 

1) Shale Flake, Unit 10-68; 2) Chert Flake, Unit 10-176; 3) Chert Flake, Unit 10-176A 
4) Chert Flakes, Unit 10-114; 5) Thermally Altered Rock, Unit 10-114 

 

Figure 37: Cobble Tool 
(Scale = 2 Inches) 

Surface find, from field north of stream, near Runway 6 Threshold  
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Table 4: Prehistoric Finds by Unit and Material 

Unit* Flakes Qty % Total 

6-10 Quartz 1 6.25 

7-29 Quartz 1 6.25 

10-68 Shale 1 6.25 

10-114D Argillaceous Shale  1 6.25 

10-114A Jasper 2 12.50 

10-114D Jasper 1 6.25 

10-114 Chert  3 18.75 

10-114A Chert 1 6.25 

10-176 Chert 1 6.25 

10-176A Chert 1 6.25 

 Subtotal 13 81.25 

Unit Cobble Tool Qty % Total 

10-Surface Sandstone  1 6.25 

Unit Thermally Altered Rock Qty % Total 

10-114A Sandstone 2 12.50 

 Total 16 100.00 

* Numbers include a numeric preface, indicating the Study Area designation.  

Most of the prehistoric artifacts were recovered from disturbed contexts. Table 5 shows that more than two-
thirds of the finds (68.75%) occurred in the plowzone (Ap horizon), in fill, or on the surface. Artifacts in the 
subsoil (B horizon), presumably reflecting the context of cultural deposition, make up the difference 
(31.25%). This situation is scarcely surprising considering the shallow soil development locally, together with 
a lengthy agricultural history. 

Table 5: Prehistoric Artifacts by Context, Level, and Type 

Context Level/Type Cobble 
Tool 

Flakes Thermally 
Altered Rock 

Total Percent Percent 
Total 

Surface 1 0 0 1 6.25 

Fill 0 1 0 1 6.25 Disturbed 

Ap 0 9 0 9 56.25 

68.75 

Undisturbed B 0 0 2 5 31.25 31.25 

 Total 1 10 2 16 100.00 100.00 

 

Artifacts of the historic period occurred in six of the study areas: Areas 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 11. Areas 1, 2, 3, 
and 10 yielded none. The artifacts include ceramic and glass items, mostly of common types, as well as nails, 
bricks, and some mortar. Wooden and plastic artifacts were found along with oyster shells. Coal and cinders 
were common. The survey also revealed deposits of debris, concrete, and building rubble varying from 
relatively thin layers to massive piles. The appended artifact inventory lists all discoveries, some of which were 
noted as present without enumeration (Appendix III).  Table 6, below, lists all quantified finds. 
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Table 6: Historic Period Artifacts by Material, Type and Area 

Study Area Material Type Qty % Area % Total 

Ceramics Stoneware 1 16.7 0.8 
Hollowware 4 66.7 3.1 

Glass 
Windowpane 1 16.7 0.8 

Area 4 

 Subtotal 6 100.0 4.7 

Ceramics Earthenware 2 18.2 1.6 
Glass Hollowware 8 72.7 6.3 
Iron Nail 1 9.1 0.8 

Area 5 

 Subtotal 11 100.0 8.6 

Earthenware 1 9.1 0.8 
Ceramics 

Stoneware 1 9.1 0.8 
Hollowware 1 9.1 0.8 

Glass 
Windowpane 8 72.7 6.3 

Area 6 

 Subtotal 11 100.0 8.6 

Brick Brick 7 10.8 5.5 
Earthenware 4 6.2 3.1 
Porcelain 1 1.5 0.8 
Staffordshire Ware 1 1.5 0.8 
Stoneware 1 1.5 0.8 
Stoneware? 1 1.5 0.8 
Unidentified Style 1 1.5 0.8 

Ceramics 

Whiteware 2 3.1 1.6 
Coal Coal 7 10.8 5.5 

Hollowware 18 27.7 14.1 
Glass 

Windowpane 8 12.3 6.3 
Iron Nail 9 13.8 7.0 
Marine shell Oyster 4 6.2 3.1 
Mortar Sand-Shell Mortar 1 1.5 0.8 

Area 7 

 Subtotal 65 100.0 50.8 

Bone Large Mammal 1 12.5 0.8 
Brick Brick 2 25.0 1.6 
Coal Coal 4 50.0 3.1 
Glass Hollowware 1 12.5 0.8 

Area 8 

 Subtotal 8 100.0 6.3 

Glass Hollowware 11 40.7 8.6 
Plastic Hollowware 3 11.1 2.3 
Ceramic Porcelain 4 14.8 3.1 

Heavy Sheet 3 11.1 2.3 
Fence Staple 1 3.7 0.8 

Iron 
 

Wire Nails 2 7.4 1.6 
Coal Coal Cinder 2 7.4 1.6 

Area 11 

Wood Shaped Board 1 3.7 0.8 

Subtotal 27 100.0 21.1 
 

Total 128  100.0 
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The following pages will present information about the artifacts found in each of the productive study areas. 
Areas 1 – 3, 10, and 12 produced no artifacts of the historical period. 

Area 4: Area 4 yielded one sherd of stoneware of an unidentifiable type. Four fragments of clear bottle glass 
were found, as well as one fragment of window glass. These items are assessed as being modern in origin. 

Area 5: Area 5 produced two pieces of red earthenware, eight bottle fragments of clear (1), blue (4), and green 
(3) glass, along with one iron nail fragment of indeterminate type. In addition the survey here revealed coal, 
coal ash, and mixed debris of modern origin. 

Area 6: Area 6 was shown to contain coal, coal ash, and brick as well as mixed modern debris. Ceramic 
artifacts include one sherd of red earthenware with a manganese-lead glaze, and one piece of stoneware 
having a red slip. There was one fragment of aqua bottle glass and eight pieces of windowpane (three aqua 
and five clear). Dating is nebulous. Manufacture within the 19th or 20th centuries is likely for the ceramics and 
glassware. 

Area 7:  Area 7 yielded coal, coal ash and cinders, bricks, some mortar (some of which is a sand-shell 
mixture), mixed demolition debris, and oyster shell fragments. Ceramics occurred in a number of types: 
glazed red earthenware (1); unglazed red earthenware (1); red earthenware or terra cotta (flower pot 
fragments, 2); graniteware (1); porcelain of an unidentified style, but not Chinese export ware (1); unidentified 
stoneware (1); whiteware (2, one of which with a transfer-printed design); and Staffordshire ware (1). Bottle 
fragments occur in aqua (8), amethyst (1), amber (2), blue (1), and green (3) glass. Window glass appears in 
aqua (5) and clear (3) specimens. We found four cut nails, three forged nails, 1 nail fragment, and one 
horseshoe nail, all of iron. This area is part of a historic farmstead. The artifacts range in date from the 18th to 
20th centuries. Area 7 contained some structural remains, which will be treated separately below (see Cultural 
Features, beginning on p. 60 ). 

Area 8: Area 8 produced coal, mixed debris (including asphalt and concrete), as well as bricks. Bottle glass was 
limited to one green specimen of uncertain age, and one brown or amber fragment from a modern beer 
bottle. Finally, one large mammal bone was found, possibly from a cut of beef. Area 8 contained some 
structural remains, which will be treated separately below (see Cultural Features, beginning on p. 60). 

 Area 11: Area 11 yielded only cast off architectural and institutional items. Artifacts retrieved from these 
deposits include such things as brick and concrete rubble, boards, institutional food service wares, bottle and 
jar fragments, wire nails, fence staples, coal, coal cinders, and ash (Figure 38). Except for a small sample, 
retained for purposes of illustration, these pieces were not enumerated or collected.  

All of the finds in this part of the site are essentially modern. Although the items cannot be closely dated, 
none has typological characteristics of early wares. No early ceramics—such as Delft, Staffordshire, salt-
glazed stoneware, Creamware, or Pearlware—are present. The only ceramic items consist of heavy, plain 
institutional porcelain of the sort used for food service in cafeterias. Examples have a plain white, lustrous 
glaze on both the interior and exterior surfaces, without a hint of decoration. The body is non-porous. 
Thickness averages 7.6mm (0.3 inches).  

Virtually all of the glass consists of clear varieties of hollowware, such as bottles and jars. One of the 
fragments bears the familiar O-I trademark (Figure 39), datable to the period from 1930 to 1954, with 
occasional persistence to 1966 (Anonymous n.d.; Lockhart and Hoenig n.d.). One fragment of aqua glass 
appears to be from an early to mid-20th century medicine bottle, while an amber fragment is reminiscent of 
beer bottles. There is also a piece of milk glass, common to cosmetic and ointment containers from mid-
century. Fragments of a thin, hard plastic cup round out the inventory of hollowware. 

The only fasteners are nail fragments and a U-shaped fence staple, all formed from heavy iron wire. Coal, coal 
ash, and cinders were common, along with large pieces of concrete and occasional bricks. One piece of 
shaped wood has curved ends reminiscent of barrel closures. The dimensions are 26 x 3 x 1.8cm (10.2 x 1.2 x 
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0.71 inches). Its presence attests to the modernity of the deposits, as surely such materials would not survive 
long in the conditions that obtain at the site.  

Other discarded items, observed nearby but not inventoried, include steel fuel cans, and numerous concrete 
cylinders, measuring 15.2cm in diameter by 30.5cm in length (6 x 12 inches). Items of this sort are used to test 
the strength of concrete batches for structural integrity. These cylinders are sometimes used secondarily as 
riprap.  

 

 

Figure 38: Modern/Recent Artifacts from Area 11 

(Scale = 2 Inches) 

— KEY — 

1) Piece of wood     6) Plastic cup fragment, resting on flat base 

2) Fence staple     7) Clear glass bottle fragment 
3) Wire nail, fragment     8) Clear glass bottle fragment w/ O-I mark 
4) Piece of iron     9) Amber glass bottle fragment 
5) Institutional porcelain  10) Coal cinder 
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Figure 39: Detail of Owens-Illinois Trademark 
The “O-Diamond-I” insignia was the trademark of the Owens-Illinois Company from 1930 to 1954, with some 
examples dating as late as 1966, according to some sources. The numeral at left identifies the plant, in this case 
Huntington or Fairmount, WV (sources vary). Another numeral to the right, missing here, identified the production 
year; and another, at top (also missing), identified the batch number. This specimen appears in Figure 38, No. 8.  

 

 

Figure 40: Artifacts from Area 7 

— KEY — 

1) Sand-Lime Mortar  5) Staffordshire ware 
2) Bottle glass, clear   6) Red earthenware, glazed 
3) Bottle glass, green  7) Porcelain, modern 
4) Window glass, clear  8) Whiteware, glazed 
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Cultural Features  

Cultural features, all structural remnants, were found in Areas 1, 5, and 6; between Areas 6 and 7; also, in 
Areas 7 and 8. The features in or near Areas 6, 7, and 8 are remains of structures once part of the McIlvane-
Hough farm site. Each of the features will be mentioned in turn below. 

Area 1: The remains of a stone-masonry structure were found in the northern portion of Area 1 adjacent to 
the railroad. Masonry components include schist, shale, and brick, laid up with Portland cement. This feature 
has a rectangular footprint, measuring 7' 4" x 10' 6" with an opening, perhaps a doorway, on the western wall. 
The wall thickness ranges from 15 to 18 inches. The wall remnants rise about waist high. On the interior a 
horizontally arranged steel rod protrudes into the enclosure near the southwestern corner. The proximity to 
the tracks suggests some rail-related function, but noted railroad historian, Paul Schopp, believes this 
interpretation to be incorrect. He gave two reasons for his opinion. First, the structure is set off from the 
tracks further than he would expect, and second, the opening faces away from the rails, rather than towards 
them (Paul Schopp, pers. comm.). For now, the original function remains an open question. 

Area 5: There is a cellar hole near the southern edge of Area 5. This hole is estimated to cover 15 x 20 feet, 
with a depth of perhaps six to seven feet under present condition. There appears to be a remnant wall 
composed of concrete blocks, thus, dating the feature to the late 20th century. After abandonment, the hole 
has accumulated a certain amount of trash, such as discarded automobile tires. Nearby are cement blocks that 
appear to be piers for a structure. 

Area 6: Near the northeastern corner of Area 6 is an arrangement of 16 poured concrete piers, each 
measuring approximately seven feet long, about nine inches wide, and rising about ten inches above the 
ground.  The piers are arranged in parallel fashion, about seven feet apart, forming a line that bears 60° west 
of north (Azimuth: 300°). The piers seem to rest directly on the ground. The soil beneath them is disturbed 
but appears not to contain residues that might reveal the original function, e.g., coal, corncobs, or crushed 
rock. 

Between Area 6 and Area 7: A small foundation between Areas 6 and 7, on the edge of a soccer field, was made 
up of mixed cut stone and concrete. Schist was part of this foundation. Exposed just at the ground surface, 
the footprint measures 6 x 9 feet. The long wall bears 70° west of north (Azimuth: 290°). This is apparently a 
late 19th century out building.  

Area 7: Near the center of Area 7 is a large cobble and cut-stone foundation, measuring 30 x 50 feet, and 
arranged to the cardinal directions (Figure 43). The short walls run north-to-south, the long walls, east-to-
west. The foundation contains three cells or bays. The interior spaces for these bays measure 14 x 28 feet, 23 
x 28 feet, and 9 x 28 feet, respectively from west to east. The walls, about one foot thick, rise for the most 
part only a few inches above the earth. Vines and fallen leaves obscured the walls to an appreciable extent at 
the time of this survey. There is no obvious evidence of a basement. Because of its size and the lack of a 
cellar, this foundation is assumed to be a remnant of a barn. Airphotos depict a large structure at this location 
(Figure 34). 

A wall remnant near the southern edge of Area 7 is part of a brownstone and concrete structure, likely 
another barn, but without discernible dimensions because of demolition debris and thick vegetation. The wall 
measures 18 inches in thickness, sufficient to support a structure with multiple stories. 

Also along the southern limit of Area 7 and to the east of the structure just noted is a circular stone well, 
measuring about four feet in diameter (Figure 45). The dry-laid cobbles comprising the well casing are capped 
with brick and concrete. Iron pipes and electrical conduits demonstrate the use of this well into the 20th 
century. 
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Figure 41: Structure near Railroad, Area 1 
Looking Northeast 

Figure 42: Concrete Piers, Area 6 
Looking Northeast 

On the common boundary with Area 8 is a great quantity of brick, some of which appears as a fallen wall 
section (Figure 46). The volume of brick suggests the likelihood that the farmhouse stood nearby. The bricks 
include common red brick and a large number of glazed units. We know from published maps that this 
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property was occupied at least by the middle of the 19th century (Otley and Keily 1849; Figure 32, this report). 
The presence of glazed bricks strongly suggests an even earlier origin. 

Figure 43: Foundation Plan, Area 7 

Figure 44: Stone Wall, Area 7 
Looking Southwest 

 



 
 

 

63 

Figure 45: Stone Well Casing, Area 7 

Figure 46: Collapsed Brick Structure 
Note: Some of the bricks are glazed, suggesting an early origin, as does the use of sand-shell mortar. 
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Area 8: The spread of bricks in Area 7 extends well to the east into Area 8.  Except as noted below, other 
evidence of structures in Area 8 is lacking. A lane formerly leading from Scotch Road to the farmstead 
crosses a swale near the northeastern corner of this area. A modern concrete culvert allowed passage over this 
low spot. We do not know whether the culvert replaced an earlier structure. 

Botanical Evidence: Joseph R. Arsenault, a well-known environmental consultant, kindly examined the project 
location and identified a variety of plants that may represent vestiges of landscaping (see Appendix V). Most 
outstanding are three very large trees: a Ginkgo, an American sycamore, and an Osage orange. These large 
trees, and several others, are old enough to have been planted or left in place by the original owners. Stands 
of periwinkle, English ivy, and pachysandra may also reflect intentional cultivation. These plants must be 
regarded as integral elements of the archaeological site. 

Interpretations 

This section of the report will interpret the prehistoric and historic period finds in turn.  

Prehistoric Finds: The character of the prehistoric finds at site 28-ME-387 is consistent with evidence reported 
in earlier surveys in the vicinity; that is, the expressions are small and diffuse, suggestive of ephemeral and 
infrequent visits rather than prolonged settlement. Even taking into account the likelihood that farmers or 
collectors may have removed specimens from the artifact pool over time, the paucity of artifacts recovered 
from repeated sampling efforts in this vicinity strongly suggests that the minimal representation observed 
during this survey reflects a truly diffuse pattern of site visitation in antiquity. The sites here can be expected 
to be shallow, diffuse, and very limited in terms of the numbers and kinds of artifact present. 

This pattern stands in stark contrast to the very dense accumulations of cultural remains along the main trunk 
of the Delaware River, within easy walking distance of the project area. Not only are the riverbank sites 
replete with artifacts and features, many of them are deeply stratified (AECOM 2012). Owing to the presence 
of bedrock at shallow depths, stratified or deeply accumulated prehistoric deposits would not be expected in 
the immediate vicinity of the airport. Moreover, the lack of tool-grade stone in the local geological deposits 
would have offered no incentive for visitation by native knappers (Jack Cresson, pers. comm.). 

The complete lack of formal artifacts is important because it hinders the identification of cultural-temporal 
affinities. Finds earlier reported from nearby sites also present ambiguous results in this regard. The only 
formalized specimen from previous research in the airport vicinity is a quartz biface identified as an Eshback 
point from site 28-ME-369 (RGA 2005). This enigmatic type has a wide spatial distribution in the Delaware 
Valley but is rarely present on any site in substantial numbers (Kinsey 1972). Its age and cultural origins 
remain nebulous. To compound uncertainty, the available carbon-dates show a broad chronological range—
spanning several thousand years—that suggests multiple independent inventions over time or the creation of 
false cognate forms as a result of reworking broken specimens (Mounier 2005, 2014; Mounier and Cresson 
2009).  

The assemblage presents scant information concerning the interpretation of function. One slightly used 
cobble tool attests to little more than general hammering, the subject of which—whether animal, vegetable, 
or mineral—remains in doubt. Clearly some knapping occurred, but the full range of flaking activities is not 
present. The absence of early-stage flaking debris indicates that the manufacture of stone tools by knapping 
was not a significant activity. The prevalence of thinning flakes suggests the trimming of existing bifaces or 
possibly of other tools. Late-stage or reshaping flakes are entirely absent, which would seem to rule out biface 
finishing or refinement, the shaping of scrapers, or similar tools.  

There is a conspicuous lack of aboriginal ceramics, which indicates that the native use may coincide with the 
Archaic period or that the population was engaged in activities for which ceramics were not especially helpful 
or necessary. Other prehistoric sites near the airport also lack ceramic components; yet, pottery is strongly in 
evidence at sites along the main channel of the Delaware River, not far away (AECOM 2012). The full 
implications of this contrast are not obvious, except to say that the interior seems to have lacked the sorts of 
resources that would have drawn humans here for periods long enough to require storage or cooking vessels. 
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Because of the paucity of suitably workable lithics nearby, no local materials appear as implements. All 
lithics—consisting entirely of chert, jasper, quartz, shale, argillaceous shale, and sandstone—were imported, 
but from unknown sources. Quartz, which appeared in the form of an Eshback biface at a nearby site (RGA 
2005), is absent at 28-ME-387, but does occur as scattered pieces (2) in Areas 6 and 7. The appearance of thin 
spreads of non-local lithics is a characteristic shared with other sites near the airport (MTA 1998; RGA 2005).  

Although multiple finds occurred in Units 114, 114A and 114D at Area 10, this apparent clustering does not 
define a cultural feature. All of the observed soil colors and textures were consistent with those of the native 
earth. The survey found no evidence of anomalous patterning in disturbed earth beneath the level of plowing, 
and no augmented organic composition or textural qualities that would hint at specialized local activities.  

To borrow a term from Thomas (1975), the identified prehistoric remains might be categorized as examples 
of “nonsite archaeology,” meaning that the observed artifact distribution is primarily one of diffuse or 
dispersed specimens rather than more dense aggregations. The very simple, non-formalized nature of the 
artifacts makes the findspots difficult to interpret individually, but aids in the characterization of the native 
land use patterns locally when viewed as part of an areal or regional mosaic. 

Historic Finds: The historic period remains have a broad distribution in areas beneath the approach to Runway 
34 (Areas 4 – 9). Not surprisingly, they occur most densely in the vicinity of the McIlvane-Hough farm, 
especially in Area 7, where a number of structural ruins and relict vegetation attest to concentrated human 
activity.  

The artifacts here suggest origins in the 18th century and the evolution of an agricultural site over a period of 
some 200 years. The presence of apparently early green glass, along with a sherd of Staffordshire ceramics, 
would suggest an origin in the middle or late 18th century. The discovery of glazed bricks and soft sand-shell 
mortar also indicates an early beginning. 

The site has been extensively disturbed by building demolition and by a certain amount of dumping. Also, 
some of the adjoining ground has been modified by the creation of modern playing fields. Structural remains 
hint at the organization of the farmstead. The arrangement of specimen trees and ornamental vegetation 
provides further clues to the nature of life at this site over time. Often, little thought is given to the botanical 
aspects of archaeological sites, but since the removal of vegetation is of concern to aviation safety, it also 
becomes a concern to cultural resource management at this site. 

There is scant evidence of historic period activities in the areas near Runways 24 and 6. The obvious 
exception is a remnant masonry structure in the northern portion of Area 1, near the railroad.  The mode of 
construction and the materials employed suggest a late 19th century origin. While the proximity to the 
railroad would seem to imply a connection, the noted historian Paul W. Schopp (pers. comm.), demurred at 
this suggestion. The reasons cited include a distance of more than a few feet from the rails, and the fact that 
the apparent doorway opens upon the field rather than upon the tracks. The origin and function of this 
structure warrants additional investigation.  

Improvements to the airport over time may have compromised historical and archaeological sites, but the 
details cannot now be known. The expansion of Runway 6 – 24 would have obliterated the affected portion 
of Scotch Road and any sites formerly situated along its margins. Activities on a lesser scale, such as localized 
land clearing, earthmoving, and dumping are made manifest by surface conditions here and there. In places, 
the practice of agriculture is evident by the presence of plow-disturbed earth. 

There is strong evidence of wholesale landscape modification in Area 11, where mixed debris—concrete 
rubble, institutional ceramics, and so forth—occurs in massive piles. The origin of the dumped deposits has 
not been determined. Dumping here on a gargantuan scale suggests corporate or governmental sources, and 
the control or ownership of the adjacent ground by the State of New Jersey may indicate the general source. 
The deposits may date to the 1950s or 1960s, if typology gives reliable clues. A somewhat earlier origin 
cannot be ruled out, but it is clear that the bulk of the material is, in effect, modern to recent. While possibly 
originating more than 50 years ago, the historic deposits lack inherent research interest because of their 
mundane characteristics.  
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Impacts 

Although the exact dimensions are not currently known, activities associated with the removal of obstructions 
are likely to disturb the earth to depths of two feet or more. Disturbances to this depth would be sufficient to 
alter the spatial relationships that presently exist among artifacts at the prehistoric findspots. Considering the 
extent of existing disturbances as well as the scattered and nondescript nature of the finds, this effect is not 
considered to be especially detrimental. 

Apart from the structural remains near the railroad, Area 1 contains no cultural resources. The masonry walls 
have potential significance and should be left without further disturbance. As they scarcely rise high enough 
to be a risk to flight, avoidance should pose no problem so far as obstruction removal is concerned. 

Areas 2, 3, and 4 produced no evidence of archaeologically sensitive deposits. A few, mostly modern artifacts 
were found, but none occurred in contexts that suggest overarching significance. These areas contain no 
cultural features. In Area 5 the survey revealed common artifacts and modern to recent structural remains, 
datable to the mid- to late 20th century by the presence of cement blocks. These remains have no particular 
significance. 

The concrete piers found in Area 6 comprise an element of the farmstead and should be left undisturbed. 
The same is true of the foundation stub found between Areas 6 and 7, although it appears to be in no 
particular jeopardy from the proposed obstruction removal. 

The most sensitive archaeological remains survive in Areas 7 and 8, where, given sufficient investigation, the 
structural ruins would permit a beneficial historical interpretation. Testing demonstrates the presence of 
potentially significant artifacts and the prospects for a gain in knowledge from more detailed archaeological 
inquiry. Of particular interest are large specimen trees, which must be regarded as integral elements of the 
archaeological landscape. All of these resources would be degraded or destroyed if the site were to be clear-
cut and destumped.  

As far as the historic-era refuse deposits in Area 11 are concerned, it is likely that the proposed obstruction 
removal would affect only the shallow end of the deposits, leaving the oldest remains more or less 
undisturbed. For this reason, the impact of the proposed undertaking on these deposits as sources of 
archaeological information is regarded as inconsequential. 

Evaluation 

To have significance under National Register Criterion D, archaeological remains must possess sufficient 
quality and quantity to make them valuable as sources of substantive information to archaeological or 
historical inquiry. The non-formalized nature of the prehistoric remains, together with their sporadic 
distribution and very limited frequency, militates against a claim of significance under existing regulations. 
Considering the finds from the present study and those adduced from other sites around the airport, one can 
reasonably infer that continued or renewed excavation at and around the findspots at site 28-ME-387 (Area 
10) would probably result in a larger sample of artifacts of the sorts already in hand but would not be likely to 
lead to major advances in archaeological knowledge.  

The discovery of isolated flakes in disturbed contexts in Areas 6 and 7 holds forth no promise of contributing 
to a deeper understanding of local or regional prehistory. Their value is principally locational; that is, they 
inform only on the distribution of humans across the landscape, which has some value in understanding 
ancient settlement systems. However, as they cannot be placed sensibly in time or identified by archaeological 
culture, their value as sources of information is very limited. 

Because of the shallow bedrock and the depth of existing disturbances, the reservoir of potentially intact 
prehistoric cultural deposits is likely to be inadequate for detailed archaeological interpretation. Considering 
that the entire area was cleared of forest, and presumably physically destumped at least once, the likelihood 
that prehistoric cultural remains would survive broadly in the context of deposition is quite remote. The 
general absence of formalized artifacts, here, and in the greater project vicinity, indicates that continued or 
renewed investigation at any of the identified findspots would be unlikely to result in cogent interpretations of 
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age, cultural identity, and site function. The apparent lack of cultural features also militates against an 
interpretation of significance. In this light, we advance no claim of potential significance for the identified 
prehistoric finds.  

The same evaluation applies to the modern or recent refuse deposits, especially in Area 11. Further 
investigation of them is unlikely to result in an enhanced understanding of our past. 

The structural and artifactual remains in Area 1—and in Areas 6, 7, and 8—are important reflections of 
history. The remnant masonry structure in Area 1 is enigmatic. It does not appear to be related to any known 
site other than, possibly, the nearby railroad. However, that connection remains uncertain. While this remnant 
by itself seems unprepossessing, it nevertheless is potentially significant. It merits protection, if only by 
avoidance, until such time as its origin and historical associations can be firmly established. 

The ruins and related finds in Areas 6, 7, and 8 are integral elements of a historic period farm site, which has 
potential significance under existing regulations. The archaeological footprints of the house and various 
outbuildings remain somewhat nebulous because of demolition and the tangle of vegetation that has grown 
up since abandonment. Undoubtedly, additional fieldwork, integrated with further archival research, would 
clarify the evolution of the farmyard from an archaeological perspective. That the site has an early origin 
appears to be satisfactorily demonstrated on the basis of historic period mapping, artifact styles, and 
association with very large specimen trees. The site is potentially significant as a National Register-eligible 
resource. It has value not only because of its age and possible contribution to local history, but for its 
interpretive prospects as well. Its location next to public playing fields, which were once part of the farm 
complex itself, would lend the site to passive recreational uses.  

All other cultural remains identified in this survey lack interpretive value. These remains include a variety of 
loose artifacts, fill deposits, and structural remains, mostly of modern to recent origin. They are not likely to 
yield substantive new data important to advancing knowledge of archaeology or history. Accordingly, they do 
not qualify as National Register-eligible resources. 

Recommendations 

The evidence accumulated in this study leads to the following recommendations: 

Ruins in Area 1: The ruins in Area 1 should be set off from any disturbance from the obstruction removal 
work.  If, for engineering reasons, it should be regarded as an obstruction in and of itself, additional 
investigation at the level of Stage II Survey would be appropriate. Such an investigation would involve 
additional historical research, including a search of land ownership records in an effort to establish the date of 
construction and the original function of this structure. Archaeological excavations in and around the 
structure would be appropriate to search for artifacts and related features that would aid in a chronological 
and functional interpretation. 

The McIlvane-Hough Farm (Site 28-ME-389): Because the proposed obstruction removal process could degrade 
or destroy the remains identified at Areas 6, 7, and 8, we recommend that the ruins and associated remains be 
set off from any disturbance from the obstruction removal work. Although it appears to fall just beyond the 
areas of immediate concern, this recommendation also applies to the foundation stub between Areas 6 and 7. 

Small trees could be cut, but not destumped. The large specimen trees should be trimmed only in a non-lethal 
manner, if possible. We make no pretense to expertise in tree surgery. We advance this recommendation only 
because these trees have historical significance as integral elements of the archaeological site. Guidance on 
this aspect of the work should be sought from a qualified arborist or other environmental expert. Grubbing is 
not recommended because it would be detrimental to structural remnants and to the provenience of in-situ 
artifacts, which are critical to any future archaeological interpretation. As a safety precaution the open well 
should be covered in a non-destructive manner or filled with clean earth. 

If ground-altering activities cannot be avoided, additional investigation at the level of Stage II Survey would 
be appropriate. Such an investigation would involve additional historical research, including a search of land 
ownership records to ascertain the date of construction and the historical details of this site. Archaeological 
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excavations in and around the structures would be appropriate to search for artifacts and related features that 
would aid in a chronological and functional interpretation. This work would be necessary to determine 
whether the site satisfies the National Register eligibility criteria as now expected. 

Prehistoric Site 28-ME-387: Because the discoveries at site 28-ME-387 lack qualities necessary to assess cultural-
chronological relationships and site function, additional research is not recommended. 

Other Discoveries: The other cultural remains identified in this survey are not likely to yield substantive new data 
important to advancing knowledge of archaeology or history because of modernity or a lack of informative 
provenience. Accordingly, they do not qualify as National Register-eligible resources. Therefore, additional 
investigation at these locations is not recommended.  

Conclusions 

A Stage IB Archaeological Survey was conducted on 12 study areas subject to obstruction removal near the 
Trenton-Mercer Airport. The areas in question were restricted to parcels that contain recognized obstructions 
and are owned either by the airport or the County of Mercer. The survey identified scattered prehistoric 
remains in the form of flakes, thermally altered rock, and one cobble tool at the approach to Runway 6 in a 
site now registered as 28-ME-387. One additional flake was found at each of two isolated locations under the 
approach to Runway 34. No formal artifacts were found at any of these prehistoric locations. The discoveries 
occur under circumstances that militate against a claim of significance under the National Register Criteria for 
Evaluation.  

The survey identified the McIlvane-Hough farm, probably originating in the 18th century, under the approach 
to Runway 34. This site contains artifacts in the soil, masonry ruins, and very large specimen trees. This site 
has been evaluated as potentially significant; that is, eligible for listing upon the National Register of Historic 
Places. 

Elsewhere, near the approach to Runway 24, is a single masonry ruin, possibly dating to the late 19th century. 
Its function remains as yet undetermined. This feature has been evaluated as having potential significance 
under existing regulations.  

Massive deposits of mid-20th century debris occurred in one location to the southwest of the airport. These 
deposits are not considered to be eligible for listing upon the National Register of Historic Places.  

We recommend that the historic era ruins be avoided and that vegetation at the McIlvane-Hough farm (28-
ME-389) be trimmed, without felling the largest trees. Because of foreseeable damage to archaeological 
remains, grubbing is not recommended at the McIlvane-Hough site.  

Stage II Survey would be appropriate at two sites, viz., the masonry remnant at the approach to Runway 24, 
and the historic farm site (28-ME-389) at the approach to Runway 34. Otherwise, no further research is 
recommended in connection with the proposed obstruction removal work at any of the other locations 
covered by this survey. 
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Gayle McKee

From: Kasey Dearden <kingkd10@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 8, 2018 3:48 PM
To: Gayle McKee
Subject: Re: Trenton Mercer Airport EA for Obstruction Mitigation

Hey, sorry it took me a while but here you go attached is the file you need.  
Thanks,  
Kasey Dearden  
 
 

  Untitled document  

 
 
On Mon, May 7, 2018, 7:11 PM Gayle McKee <gmckee@cscos.com> wrote: 

Hello Kasey! 

  

I just wanted to circle back with you in regards to the formal letter.  Did you get anything out in the mail yet?  The FAA 
would like this included in the Environmental Assessment Report document that will be going out to them shortly.  If 
you have prepared the letter would it be possible to email a copy to me?  Thank you for your assistance!  

  

Gayle M. McKee, C.M. 

Senior Project Planner 

C&S Engineers, Inc. 

gmckee@cscos.com 

office: (716) 847‐1630 | direct: (716) 955‐3017 

cell:  (716) 238‐3530 | toll‐free: (877) CS‐SOLVE 

141 Elm Street, Suite 100, Buffalo, NY  14203 

  

From: Kasey Dearden <kingkd10@gmail.com>  
Sent: Friday, May 4, 2018 1:08 PM 
To: Gayle McKee <gmckee@cscos.com> 
Subject: Re: Trenton Mercer Airport EA for Obstruction Mitigation 
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Hey sorry, I have not sent a formal letter yet I'll hope to have something to you soon. Sorry again for any 
inconvenience. 

Thanks, 

Kasey Dearden 

  

On Thu, Apr 26, 2018, 12:41 PM Gayle McKee <gmckee@cscos.com> wrote: 

Thank you! 

  

Gayle M. McKee, C.M. 

Senior Project Planner 

C&S Engineers, Inc. 

gmckee@cscos.com 

office: (716) 847‐1630 | direct: (716) 955‐3017 

cell:  (716) 238‐3530 | toll‐free: (877) CS‐SOLVE 

141 Elm Street, Suite 100, Buffalo, NY  14203 

  

From: Kasey Dearden <kingkd10@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, April 26, 2018 11:58 AM 
To: Gayle McKee <gmckee@cscos.com> 
Subject: Re: Trenton Mercer Airport EA for Obstruction Mitigation 

  

Ok, I figured they would need some type of formal letter I'll send you something either through the mail or 
email when I get a chance later in the day. 

Thanks, 

Kasey Dearden 

  

On Thu, Apr 26, 2018, 11:24 AM Gayle McKee <gmckee@cscos.com> wrote: 
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Hello Mr. Deardon! 

  

The FAA has asked for a formal response to the letter you received regarding the avoidance plan.  If you could 
provide a response either via email or a letter that would be great!  Thank you! 

  

Gayle M. McKee, C.M. 

Senior Project Planner 

C&S Engineers, Inc. 

gmckee@cscos.com 

office: (716) 847‐1630 | direct: (716) 955‐3017 

cell:  (716) 238‐3530 | toll‐free: (877) CS‐SOLVE 

141 Elm Street, Suite 100, Buffalo, NY  14203 

  

From: Kasey Dearden <kingkd10@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, April 26, 2018 10:30 AM 
To: Gayle McKee <gmckee@cscos.com> 
Subject: Re: Trenton Mercer Airport EA for Obstruction Mitigation 

  

Hey sorry, I was a little busy this morning, we were able to find a copy of the map on the Mercer county 
website. We weren't able to see the areas clearly because of it being copied it seemed like. We reviewed the 
information and see no problem with it, I'm not sure if you need that in writing or not. 

  

On Thu, Apr 26, 2018, 10:21 AM Gayle McKee <gmckee@cscos.com> wrote: 

Good Morning Mr. Deardon! 

  

I received the attached email from Ed Gabsewics who asked me to follow up with you regarding questions 
you had on the avoidance plan that was submitted to the NJ HPO for the above referenced project.  I tried to 
call the telephone number Ed provided but it said your box was full, so thought I would reach out via 
email.  Please feel free to give me a call to discuss any questions you might have. 
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Gayle M. McKee, C.M. 

Senior Project Planner 

C&S Companies 
gmckee@cscos.com |  office: (716) 847-1630  |  direct: (716) 955-3017  |  cell: (716) 238-3530   

141 Elm Street, Suite 100, Buffalo, NY 14203 

  

Build your career at C&S! | www.cscos.com  |  Facebook  |  Twitter |  Linkedin

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail, including any attachment(s) to it, is intended for the exclusive use of the 
addressee(s) and may contain proprietary, confidential, or privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient, 
you are hereby notified that any use, disclosure, copying, distribution, or taking of any action in reliance on this 
information is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately by e-mail 
and delete the message. 

  

  

 
 
 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: "Edward.Gabsewics@faa.gov" <Edward.Gabsewics@faa.gov> 
To: Gayle McKee <gmckee@cscos.com> 
Cc: "Susan.McDonald@FAA.GOV" <Susan.McDonald@faa.gov> 
Bcc:  
Date: Thu, 26 Apr 2018 12:40:46 +0000 
Subject: TTN EA Coordination with Ewing Twp 

Gayle, 

We received a call from a Casey Dearden of Ewing Twp Historic Preservation Committee. He is indicating 
the mapping he received recently is hard to read (?) and had some questions. Please contact Casey at your 
earliest convenience at 609-751-7013. Thank you Gayle. 

Ed 

  

Edward S. Gabsewics  
Environmental Protection Specialist 
FAA Harrisburg Airports District Office 
3905 Hartzdale Drive, Suite 508 
Camp Hill, PA  17011 
edward.gabsewics@faa.gov 
Off: (717) 730-2832 
Fax: (717) 730-2838 



To whom it may concern, 
 
    The Ewing Township Historic Preservation Committee came to an agreement at our last 
meeting on April 25, 2018. That as long as the guidelines in the information we received are 
adhered too (such as; marking off the land around the structures so the buildings and the land are 
not disturbed). We see no issue with the proposal and give our full approval to carry on with the 
project. 
 
Thanks,  
Kasey Dearden  
ETHPC Chairman 
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