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Overview
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GAPP’s Mission

|dentify and properly manage historic
and cultural resources while encouraging
exploration and development of energy
reserves.




Scale of Shale Development
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Ohio Shale
Development

Utica = 15 trillion cubic
feet of natural gas and
5.5 billion barrels of oil

3 million acres already
leased in Ohio (7.5
billion to landowners)

1,061 horizontal wells
drilled as of 9/6/2014; _
1,487 wells permitted " Cincinnati




The Risk

Vulnerable sites include
prehistoric villages, ceremonial
sites, cemeteries, and
battlefields

More than 230,000 sites are
located in shale plays nationwide

Only 4% of the Utica shale has
been surveyed, and the Society
for American Archaeology
estimates 44,975 sites could be
at risk




Ohio Risk Assessment

Core 10 Periphery
Counties |27

Counties

3,162

- National 25 130

2.7%
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r Thanks to our sponsors
and promotional partners
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Screening Tool

Authorized Proposed GAPP

Customized .
L screening tool
end-users S g

Professional
evaluation, modeling,
significance
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Data integration

SHPO and other

Supplemental digital archives

digital archive
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ldentify Project Area
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GAPP Test Project

GAPP Test Project We use simp'e

—drawing tools to
=Ccreate our pr oje(‘-t —_

Done Drawing This Shape

1




Public

Planners

Professionals,

Log Off

Q {r? Q @ Version: 1.1

Locate | Draw Report | Layers |Leger1d

urrent Tool Zoom In Gnomon, Inc.
ctive Layer SSURGO

ap Scale  1:25060.15 %

Table of Contents

Query | ldentify Active Layer
Identify All Wisible Layers

N Inventory

- ¥ Fine Scale

I Coarse Scals

-I” CRMSTAT

-[¥ PLSS Label

¥ PLSS

- ¥ Populated Places

-V Interstates

- ¥ US Highways

-V State Highways

-[¥ UTM Zone Boundaries

-[¥ No Data Aea

I USGS 24K Boundaries

-I” USGS 100K Boundaries

I” USGS 250K Boundaries

[™ County Labels

v County Boundarnes

- ¥ State Boundary

-I” BLM Office Labels

-I” BLM Office Boundaries

(buried sites most

likely)




The
Summary
Report

Cultural Resources Sensitivity Model 2
Model name:  Fine Managsment Modsl, Potential for Bunm’AnchamIog)

Model description:  Conservative modsl for of ing buried
archaeological sites. Based wpon county 1:24,000 scals so0ils data and @
4p 1o this scale but not for larger scaie or greater detail.

Suggested uses and bmitations:  Use for general project planning puwposes. Do not use for specific proj
smaller than 10 acres. Boundary areas berween sensitivity 2ones shoule
considered tentative.

Model revision date:  11/1/2004

Mode] author: Eka'e
Potential Project Area, percentage in model area 193.85 %

Potential Project Area {percentage) by model strata:
Out of model 0'\: Acres: ( Hectares: ¢

A
ummary Report

|
This is an area already
surveyed for cultural
resources

ETErT “  This area was o

surveyed twice!

-

==

0 |/

POTENTIAL PROJECT AREA SUMMARY STATISTICS Red line - Potential Project Area
Number of distinct polygons in Potential Project Area: 1
Total area of Potential Project Area: 525.1 Acres 212.5 Hectares

POTENTIAL PROJECT AREA - ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCE SENSITIVITY SUMMARY

Note: the following values are derived, ﬁom a set of models pertaining to cu[tura! resources sensitivity. The information presented
here is intended as a forecast of p i ing burud archaeological resources. The information provided here is
intended for planning purposes only, and doe: notc ions or ltation with the State Historic Preservation
Office, federal agencies, or other parties as prescribed by Section 706 of the National Historic Preservation Act and associated
federal, state, and local law.

Potential Project Area. area having previous cultural resources investigations: 119 Acres  48.16 Hectares
Potential Project Area_ percent of area having previous cultural resources investigations: 22.66
Known Cultural Resources Summary by Section

Count o 1solated Iinds 2 £ 3

ship 0490N Range 0730W Section 7
ount of report documents 4
Inventoried Acres 236 Known sites
ount of Sites Reported 2
ount of Sites considered eligible or potentially eligible to National
gister of Historic Places 0
ount of isolated finds 0
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Site Location Information

Professionals

State Historic Preservation
offices

Individual state digital
repositories

National digital repository
Integrated data




Challenges

Who owns the data?

Who has a right to access the data?

Where are the repositories?

What organization serves as the repository?
What standards?

What are the QA/QC procedures?

Who is responsible for accuracy?

What are the costs of conversion & maintenance?

How will the screening tool be funded?




Determining Significance

Known sites are analyzed and assigned a
numeric value based on criteria determined by
GAPP cultural resource experts. These values
are then translated into an easy to understand

value:
Red: Avoid if at all possible

Yellow: Additional investigation is
recommended

Green: Low significance/ no avoidance
necessary




User Manual

® Process / decision tree that can be integrated into
existing business practices

e Chance finds procedure

e GAPP provides training and technical assistance to both
energy companies and cultural resources consultants




GAPP

GAS AND PRESERVATION PARTNERSHIP

www.gasandpreservation.org

info@gasandpreservation.org

GAPP is a 501(c)(3) nonprofit and contributions are tax
deductible.




