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Hi Debbie,

Our comments on the Phase 1 portion of the project are attached—please let me know if you have
any questions.

Thanks!
John

John Perry

Environmental Review Coordinator

Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife
284 State Street, 41 SHS

Augusta, Maine 04333-0041

Tel (207) 287-5254; Cell (207) 446-5145

Fax (207) 287-6395

www.mefishwildlife.com

Correspondence to and from this office is considered a public record and may be subject to a request
under the Maine Freedom of Access Act. Information that you wish to keep confidential should not be
included in email correspondence.

From: Kaczowski, Debra <Debra.Kaczowski@maine.gov>

Sent: Thursday, May 27, 2021 5:47 PM

To: Perry, John <John.Perry@maine.gov>; Kane, Douglas <Douglas.Kane@maine.gov>; Obrey, Tim
<Tim.Obrey@maine.gov>

Subject: FW: Moosehead Response to LUPC Questions 2

Hi All,
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		Comments - Environmental Permit Review

Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife



		Inland Fisheries and Wildlife Division Comments

Region E



		Applicant’s Name:   Big Lake Development, LLC



		Project #:   DP 3639-F

		Regulatory Agency:  LUPC



		Project Type:  Redevelopment of Big Moose Mountain Ski Resort, including ski lift installation, Base Lodge, Tap House, Hotel, Event Pavilion/Pool, Zipline, Site Infrastructure Improvements

		Project Manager:   Debbie Kaczowski



		Project Location



		Town:   Big Moose Township

		County:  Piscataquis County



		Waterbody:  Moosehead Lake



		Reviewing Biologist(s):  Doug Kane, Tim Obrey, Beth Swartz, Phillip deMaynadier, John Perry, Rebecca Settele, Bob Stratton





After review of the application, consideration of the proposal’s probable effects on the environment, and pursuant to our agency’s programs and responsibilities, we provide the following comments:



I. 	Project Description/Resource Affected:  



The applicant is proposing to redevelop the Squaw Mountain/Big Moose Mountain Ski Resort.  Phase 1 of the Project, which is the subject of this review, includes replacement of the existing chairlift, surface lifts and a snow-making system; a base lodge and conference center; a 60-key hotel and accompanying restaurant; an extensive zip-lining course, and facilities to support night-sky “astro-tourism”.  Finally, the Project also includes associated backbone infrastructure (e.g., roads, streetlights, water, sewer and electricity, etc.) to support the proposed future residential real estate within the Project Area.  It is our understanding that Phase 2 of the Project, still in concept form, will be submitted later in 2021 and will include upwards of 450 units and associated roads and stream crossings, as well as a 200-slip marina facility on Moosehead Lake.



II. 	Comments/Recommended Considerations or Conditions:  



In January 2020 MDIFW received a pre-application request for review of known resources of MDIFW jurisdiction within the Project area.  Per our comments to the applicant’s consultant dated January 27, 2020, we noted “…that as project details are lacking, and due to the general nature and scale of the map that was provided, our comments are non-specific and should be considered preliminary.”  We went on to state the following:



· Of the eight species of bats that occur in Maine, all of which are either Endangered, Threatened, or Special Concern, it is likely that several of these species occur within the Project area during the fall/spring migration, the summer breeding season, and/or for overwintering.  We advised that all areas of talus and rocky features of approximately 1,000 square feet or greater in size be documented on and within 250 feet of the Project area, including smaller areas of rock piles and tailings (i.e., quarry spoils).  If these features are not present, we anticipated minimal imapcts to bats as a result of this Project.  



· [bookmark: _Hlk69113569]Northern bog lemming, a State Threatened species, occurs in specific habitats in western mountain and northern areas of Maine including alpine sedge meadows, krummholz, spruce-fir forest with dense herbaceous and mossy understories, wet meadows, and mossy stream-sides, that are > 1,000 feet MSL (above Mean Sea Level).  Northern bog lemmings are presumed to be present in these habitats if present.  To protect this species, MDIFW recommended that these areas be avoided and adequately buffered.  



· Roaring Brook mayfly, a State Threatened Species, may occur in the Project area.  They can occur in high elevation, perennial headwater streams draining off forested (hardwood or mixed) slopes at or above 1,000 feet elevation (including unmapped streams) within or adjacent to the currently documented range (northern Appalachian Mountain Range, stretching from Mt. Katahdin to the western border with New Hampshire and Quebec).  To protect this species, MDIFW recommended a 250-foot riparian management zone for suitable streams meeting these location preferences, extending from each bank.  



· [bookmark: _Hlk70499082]Northern spring salamanders, a Species of Special Concern, may occur in the Project area.  Any instream work in first or second order perennial or intermittent streams (mapped or unmapped) has the potential to impact this species (i.e., high elevation headwater streams), but they are also found in larger third order streams and rivers with suitable substrate (large cobble and/or gravel bars) within the documented range of primarily the western Maine mountains north and east into mountains of central Penobscot County.  To protect this species, MDIFW recommended a 250-foot riparian zone for suitable streams meeting these location preferences, extending from each bank.  



· Bicknell’s Thrush, a Species of Special Concern, occurs in the Project area.  Bicknell’s thrush is known to occupy sub-alpine forests usually dominated by balsam fir and red spruce at elevations >2,700 feet, that typically have a history of disturbance resulting in a stunted dense understory.  We recommended these areas be avoided; alternatively, if the applicant desired to verify presence, we recommended a series of surveys be conducted to assess the abundance and distribution of the population at that site.  



· Significant Vernal Pools:  We recommend that surveys for vernal pools be conducted within the Project boundary by qualified wetland scientists prior to final Project design to determine whether there are Significant Vernal Pools present in the area.  These surveys should extend up to 250 feet beyond the anticipated Project footprint because of potential performance standard requirements for off-site Significant Vernal Pools, assuming such pools are located on land owned or controlled by the applicant.  Once surveys are completed, survey forms should be submitted to our Agency for review well before the submission of any necessary permits.  Our Department will need to review and verify any vernal pool data prior to final determination of significance.  



· Fisheries Habitat:  We recommended that all streams be buffered with 100-foot undisturbed vegetated buffers (except for the streams meeting the criteria above, in which case we recommended 250-foot buffers).  Buffers should be measured from the upland edge on each side of the stream or associated fringe and floodplain wetlands.  We also recommended that all new, modified, and replacement stream crossings be sized to span at least 1.2 times the bankfull width of the stream.  In addition, we generally recommend that stream crossings be open bottomed (i.e. natural bottom), although embedded structures which are backfilled with representative streambed material have been shown to be effective in not only providing habitat connectivity for fish but also for other aquatic organisms.  We recommended that construction Best Management Practices should be closely followed to avoid erosion, sedimentation, alteration of stream flow, and other impacts as eroding soils from construction activities can travel significant distances as well as transport other pollutants resulting in direct impacts to fisheries and aquatic habitat.  Finally, we recommended that any necessary instream work occur between July 15 and October 1.



Our Agency’s next involvement with the Project was during a pre-application virtual meeting held on February 12, 2021.  During the meeting, MDIFW reiterated the resource concerns addressed in our January 27, 2020 letter.  In addition, we raised concerns with the proposed 200-slip marina, specifically with potential impacts to fisheries resources resulting from placing permanent moorings for the proposed 200-boat marina in an area that may have near-shore spawning brook trout.  During the meeting, we recommended that the proposed marina area be evaluated in November to determine if spawning activity was present.  If spawning was determined, MDIFW would work with the Applicant to fine-tune the locations of the moorings, if possible.  It should be noted that although the plans state that a marina was present at this site--this is incorrect.  There was a small boat ramp constructed 25+ years ago when the road was first developed, but the area was never developed into a marina, and this site remains undeveloped.  We are also unclear if the proposed new marina, proposed in an undeveloped area, meets LUPC adjacency standards.  We now understand the marina will be included in Phase 2 of the Project.



On May 26, 2021, a site visit was conducted to the Project area.  Representatives from MDIFW, LUPC, and MDEP, as well as representatives from the developer and their consultants, were in attendance.  Several of the streams proposed to be impacted under both Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the Project were observed.  It was determined during the site visit that natural resource surveys are to be conducted later in June 2021, many of which to address the concerns first raised by MDIFW back in January 2020.  On June 2, 2021, MDIFW met (virtually) with biologists from Tetra Tech, who will be conducting the natural resource surveys beginning later this month and, specific to Roaring Brook mayfly surveys, later this fall.



Agency Recommendations



Based on the lack of natural resource information, and upon review of the Project narrative and plans and subsequent meetings and conversations with Project representatives and their consultants, it appears that the comments and recommendations provided in our January 2020 letter, including the recommended riparian buffers, have not been adequately addressed.  That said, based on both our review of the Phase 1 plans and observations during the site visit, we make the following resource-based recommendations.



Wildlife Considerations



· Bats:  During the June 2 virtual meeting with the applicant’s consultant, the consultant indicted that a possible talus area/rocky outcrop existed near the summit in the vicinity of the ski lift.  Without adequate survey information, the presence of one or more listed bats is presumed in this habitat.



· Vernal Pools:  During the May 26 site visit the applicant confirmed that surveys for vernal pools had been conducted and that no vernal pools were documented within the Project area.  Therefore, we have no concerns with vernal pools in the Project area.



· [bookmark: _Hlk70590961][bookmark: _Hlk73938046]Northern Bog Lemming:  We recommend that any areas of alpine sedge meadows, krummholz, spruce-fir forest with dense herbaceous and mossy understories, wet meadows, and mossy stream-sides, that are > 1,000 feet MSL be avoided and buffered with 250-foot intact, no-cut vegetative buffers.  Without adequate survey information, the presence of State Threatened Northern Bog Lemming is presumed in these habitats.



· Bicknell’s Thrush:  We recommend that all proposed clearing of sub-alpine forests that are dominated by balsam fir and red spruce at elevations >2,700 feet be minimized to the extent possible.  To minimize potential impacts to breeding Bicknell’s thrush, we also recommend that no clearing or construction activity occur from May 1 through July 31 in or adjacent to these types of habitats to prevent direct destruction of nests, eggs, nestlings, fledglings, or adult birds.  In addition, the edge surrounding the development and trails should be cleared in a manner that promotes a feathered edge of young fir and spruce growth, ideally 10-20 feet wide, that includes a staggered age-class of fir and spruce.  Final impacts should be quantified and submitted to MDIFW for review.  If, after MDIFW review, further avoidance and minimization techniques cannot be realized, these impacts should be mitigated at a 4:1 land preservation ratio (compensation:impact), with preserved land containing suitable habitat conditions for Bicknell’s thrush.  We also recommend that the Maine Natural Areas Program review proposed impacts to this area (if they have not been consulted already).



· Roaring Brook Mayfly/Northern Spring Salamander:  Without adequate survey information, the presence of Roaring Brook Mayfly and Northern Spring Salamander is presumed in the streams in the Project area.  Based on both our review of the plans and the May 26 site visit, impacts to both Roaring Brook Mayfly and Northern Spring Salamander appear to be limited in this Phase 1 portion of the Project.  As long as the existing buildings are being demolished and rebuilt within the existing cleared area with no new stream or riparian buffer impacts, we have no concerns for these specific activities.  However, any necessary clearing within the 250-foot forested buffer of each stream should be quantified (e.g. zipline), and the total amount for all clearing be provided and mitigated for (see below).



For minimizing impacts from the proposed culvert replacements, we recommend the applicant:



1. Replace all existing culverts with 1.2 bankfull width Stream Smart crossings; 

2. Minimize the instream footprint as much as possible to minimize direct impact to both Roaring Brook Mayfly and Northern Spring Salamander and their habitat; 

3. Implement and adhere to construction Best Management Practices to minimize erosion and sedimentation in the stream; and

4. Avoid clearing of vegetation, especially forest canopy cover, within the 250-foot riparian buffers.  For minimizing impacts from the proposed culvert replacements or other in-stream activities, we recommend that any instream work be avoided during and after heavy rain when high flows would increase downstream sedimentation.

5. For streams where directional drilling is proposed, all clearing (necessary to accommodate the drill rig) within the 250-foot buffer of each stream should be quantified, and the total amount for all clearing be provided.  If the amount of clearing that would be required within the 250-foot riparian buffer for each stream turns out to be minimal, MDIFW may be amendable to foregoing any mitigation requirements as long as the sites were allowed to revegetate naturally to woody vegetation.  

6. No herbicides or pesticides be utilized within the 250-foot riparian buffers of all streams



Riparian Buffer Mitigation:  The removal of riparian canopy impacts aquatic habitat and the organisms which dwell in these habitats through increased stream temperatures, loss of natural woody debris, and leaf input, which is a food source for aquatic invertebrates such as mayflies.  For all proposed riparian clearing, from 0 feet to 100 feet from edge of stream or associated wetland, we recommend full compensation (100%) at a ratio of 8:1 (compensation:impact).  For all impacts from 100 feet to 250 feet, we recommend a reduced compensation at 60%, pending review of the type of impact, whether groundwork was done, the density and strata of remaining vegetation, etc.  In addition, we recommend that peak flows from vegetative conversion/clearing, snowmaking activities, roads and parking areas, and any water bars be calculated.  If, after mitigative techniques, peak flows are determined likely to create streambank erosion, channel incision, increased temperatures, or other impacts, we recommend these impacts be counted as indirect impacts and be mitigated for accordingly.  Compensation should be calculated using MDEP’s ILF formula for this area of Maine.  We also recommend that these funds be deposited into MDIFW’s Endangered and Nongame Wildlife Fund and ear-marked for protection and enhancement of Roaring Brook Mayfly and Northern Spring Salamander and their habitats.  



In addition, the locations of drain outlets of any snowmaking equipment should be stabilized so as to minimize ongoing erosion and sedimentation for the life of the Project.



While the site is also being marketed for astro-tourism, it is unclear if Dark Sky lighting will be incorporated for the entire Project area.  To minimize potential impacts to Roaring Brook Mayflies, all lighting should be Dark Sky compliant, and the use of “bug zappers” be avoided.



· Finally, we recommend that as Phase 1 and Phase 2 plans are finalized, the applicant work with the MDIFW Regional Wildlife Biologist to implement measures to discourage nuisance bears.



Fisheries Considerations



We recommended that all intermittent and perennial streams be buffered with 100-foot undisturbed vegetated buffers on each side (except for the streams with recommended 250-foot buffers, as described above).  Buffers should be measured from the upland edge of the stream or associated fringe and floodplain wetlands.  We also recommended that all new, modified, and replacement stream crossings be sized to span at least 1.2 times the bankfull width of the stream and provide full passage for fish and aquatic organisms.  We recommended that construction Best Management Practices be closely followed to avoid erosion, sedimentation, alteration of stream flow, and other impacts, as eroding soils from construction activities can travel significant distances as well as transport other pollutants resulting in direct impacts to fisheries and aquatic habitat.  Finally, we recommended that any necessary instream work occur between July 15 and October 1.



Preliminary Phase 2 Comments



At this time, MDIFW has serious concerns with the proposed 200-boat marina on Moosehead Lake.  The placement of widespread permanent moorings, any associated dredging (including the potential for long-term maintenance dredging), shoreline alterations associated with the construction of a marina of this scale, and other factors, can directly and indirectly impact aquatic habitats and fisheries resources.  



Based on the discussions and concept plans we have reviewed to date, we also have serious concerns with the proposed Moose Mountain 450-unit development and associated stream crossings and riparian buffer impacts.  We are hopeful to be better able to make informed decisions and recommendations as the results of the 2021 natural resource surveys should be completed by Phase 2 application submittal, and we encourage the applicant to continue to provide surveys results for MDIFW and LUPC review in a timely manner.  We will continue to work with the applicant on a project design that avoids and minimizes impacts to resource of MDIFW concern.






Sewal





| just wanted to forward on some additional information that | requested from Sewall on the
snowmaking lines, new section of road, and setbacks (see attached). I've reiterated the need for
those surveys. Thanks!

Debbie

Debra A. Kaczowski

Department of Agriculture, Conservation, and Forestry
Land Use Planning Commission

43 Lakeview Street

PO Box 1107

Greenville, ME 04441

(207) 731-4398

From: Jodi ONeal <Jodi.ONeal@sewall.com>

Sent: Thursday, May 27, 2021 11:05 AM

To: Kaczowski, Debra <Debra.Kaczowski@maine.gov>

Cc: Matthew Dieterich <Matthew.Dieterich@sewall.com>; Perry Williams

<perry@skimoosehead.com>
Subject: Moosehead Response to LUPC Questions 2

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click
links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hi Debbie,

Here are our response to your questions 2. Should | forward these responses to anyone else?
Thanks, Jodi

Jodi O'Neal, PE, CPESC

Project Manager

T:+1.207.817.5561 | F: +1. 207.827.3641 | E: jodi.oneal@sewall.com

136 Center Street | PO Box 433 | Old Town, Maine 04468 | www.sewall.com
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