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14.0 HISTORICAL AND ARCHEOLOGICAL REPORTS

Agency correspondence from the Maine Historic Preservation Commission (MHPC) is provided in
Appendix 14-1. In this correspondence, MHPC indicated that targeted archaeological surveys would be
needed to identify potential pre-historic/Native American sites, and that surveys would be needed to
identify historic aboveground structures in the area. To address these requests, Highland Wind LLC
conducted historic architecture, Euro-American archeological, and prehistoric archeological investigations
to determine what impact the Project might have on these resources. Reports from these three
investigations (historic architecture, Euro-American archeological and prehistoric archeological) are
included in this section of the permit application and have been sent to MHPC for review.
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MAINE HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
55 CAPITOL STREET
65 STATE HOUSE STATION
AUGUSTA, MAINE
04333

JOHN ELIAS BALDACCI EARLE G. SHETTLEWORTH, JR.
GOVERNOR DIRECTOR

September 18, 2008
Ms. Lisa MacDonald

Stantec Consulting

30 Park Drive

Topsham, ME 04086

Project: MHPC #1598-08 — Highland Wind Project
Town: Highland Plantation, ME

Dear Ms. MacDonald:

In response to your recent request, I have reviewed the information received August 15,
2008 to initiate consultation on the above referenced project in accordance with Section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act.

No archaeological survey has been done in the project area, so there are no known
archaeological sites. Archaeological survey will be necessary for prehistoric/Native American
archaeological sites at powerline and access road crossings of streams, and where powerlines or
access roads intersect glacial outwash/esker surficial deposits. In addition, a survey for bedrock
exposures that may have been used as stone tool raw material sources (quarries) by Native
Americans must be undertaken on the highlands were turbines and associated access roads and
powerlines will be located. A list of qualified prehistoric archaeologists is enclosed along with
material explaining the Phase I/II/III approach to archaeological survey. This information can
also be found on our website: www.maine gov/mhpc/project review This office must approve
any proposal for archaeological fieldwork.

Regarding architectural resources, I have concluded that there are no National Register
listed or known National Register eligible properties in the project area. However, no
architectural survey of the project area has ever been conducted. I have concluded that additional
information is necessary to identify historic above ground properties within the proposed
undertaking’s area of potential effect (APE). Therefore, in order to determine whether such
resources exist, a Section 106-specific architectural survey will need to be completed in
accordance with our survey guidelines and associated forms, which are both downloadable from
our website: www.maine.gov/mhpc/project_review (see tabs in the white box on the left side of
the webpage under Project Review) Please also find attached our revised photographic policy to
be referenced in lieu of the policy in our on-line survey manual. Any computer generated
template other than that provided by MHPC must be approved by MHPC prior to submission.
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September 18, 2008
MHPC #1598-08

No changes to the survey forms are to be made without consulting MHPC. Please note that the
APE may include properties that have been surveyed as part of prior project reviews. A list of
historic preservation consultants is enclosed for your information.

Once the information mentioned above is received, we will forward a response regarding
the results of our evaluation. Please contact Robin Stancampiano of my staff if we can be of
further assistance in this matter.

Sincerely,

[CAF Wotinsy

Kirk F. Mohney
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
enc.



JOHN ELIAS BALDACCI

GOVERNOR

Ms Edna Feighner (207-879-9496)
NH Division of Historical Resources
PO Box 2043

Concord NH 03302-2043
Efeighner@NHCHR.state.nh.us

Richard P Corey (207-778-7012)
PO Box 68

E Wilton ME 04234-0068
rcorey(@maine.edu

Ms. Sarah Haugh (207-879-9496 x238)

Tetra Tech
451 Presumpscot St
Portland ME 04103

sarah.haugh@tetratech.com

Dr Richard Will (207-667-4055)
TRC/Northeast Cultural Resources
71 Oak St

Ellsworth ME 04605

FAX: 207-667-0485
willtrc@adelphia.net

Dr Ellen Cowie (207-778-7012)
Archaeology Research Center
University of Maine at Farmington
139 Quebec St

Farmington ME 04938-1507
ecowie@maine.edu

Dr Bruce J Bourque (207-287-3909)
Maine State Museum

83 State House Station

Augusta ME 04333-0083
bbourque@abacus.bates.edu

Dr Nathan Hamilton (207-780-5324)
Dept of Geography & Anthropology
University of Southern Maine
Gorham ME 04038

Geraldine Baldwin (914-271-0897)
John Milner Associates Inc

1 Croton Point Ave Ste B
Croton-on-Hudson NY 10520
FAX: 914-271-0898
GeraldineBaldwin@aol.com

55 CAPITOL STREET
65 STATE HOUSE STATION
AUGUSTA, MAINE
04333

LEVEL 1

James A Clark (207-667-4055)
TRC/Northeast Cultural Resources
71 Oak St

Ellsworth ME 04605
clark.ja@gmail.com

Edward Kitson (207-778-7012)
Archaeology Research Center
University of Maine at Farmington
139 Quebec St

Farmington ME 04938
kitson@maine.edu

LEVEL 2

Dr Jonathan Lothrop (412-856-6400)
GAI Consultants

570 Beatty Rd

Monroeville PA 15146
j.lothrop@gaiconsultants.com

Robert N Bartone

Archaeology Research Center
University of Maine at Farmington
139 Quebec St

Farmington ME 04938

b_bartone@maine.edu

Dr Leslie Shaw (207-725-3815)
Dept of Sociology & Anthropology
Bowdoin College

Brunswick ME 04011

e-mail: [shaw@bowdoin.edu

Dr William R Belcher

US Army CILHI

310 Worchester Ave Bldg 45
Hickam AFB HI 96853-5530
wbelcher@msn.com

Dr. Robert Goodby (603-446-2366)

Monadnock Archaeological Consulting

16 Fox Hill Rd
Stoddard NH 03464
MonadArch@surfeglobal.net
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MAINE HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION

Prehistoric Archaeologists Approved List: R T
Review and Compliance Consulting/Contracting (Active) ' .

DIRECTOR

Mr. Michael Brigham (207-778-7012)
Archaeology Research Center
University of Maine at Farmington
139 Quebec St

Farmington ME 04938
brigham@maine.edu

Mr Brian Valimont (207-251-9467)
New England Archaeology Co LLC
117 Cat Mousam Rd

Kennebunk ME 04043
newarchl@verizon.net

Dr Stuart Eldridge (207-879-9496)
Tetra Tech

451 Presumpscot St

Portland ME 04103
stuart.eldridge@tetratech.com

Dr Victoria Bunker (603-776-4306)
PO Box 16

New Durham NH 03809-0016
vbi@worldpath.net

David Putnam (207-762-5078)
47 Hilltop Rd
Chapman ME 04757

putnamd@umpi.edu

Dr Steven L Cox (207-342-7790)
57 Ghent Rd

Searsmont ME 04973
stevencox@fairpoint.net

Edward Moore

TRC/Northeast Cultural Resources
71 Oak St

Ellsworth ME 04605

FAX: 207-667-0485

FAX: (207) 287-2335
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MAINE HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
55 CAPITOL STREET
65 STATE HOUSE STATION
AUGUSTA, MAINE
04333

ANGUS 8. KING, JR. EARLE G. SHETTLEWORTH, JR.

GOVERNOR DIRECTOR

CONTRACT ARCHAEOLOGY GUIDELINES
June 10, 2002
This document is provided as background information to agencies, corporations, professional
consultants or individuals needing contract archaeological services (also known as Cultural Resources
Management archaeology) in Maine. These guidelines are based on state rules (94-089 Chapter 812).

Project Types

The vast majority of contract archaeology survey work falls into one of three categories.
Phase I surveys are designed to determine whether or not archaeological sites exist on a particular
piece of land. Such work involves checking records of previous archaeology in the area, walking
over the landscape to inspect land forms and look for surface exposures of soil and possible
archaeological material, and the excavation of shovel test pits in areas of high probability.
Phase IT surveys are designed to focus on one or more sites that are already known to exist, find site
limits by digging test pits, and determine site content and preservation. Information from Phase II
survey work is used by the Maine Historic Preservation Commission (MHPC) to determine site
significance (eligibility for listing in the National Register of Historic Places). Phase III
archaeological work, often called data recovery, is careful excavation of a significant archaeological
site to recover the artifacts and information it contains in advance of construction or other
disturbance.

Archaeological sites are further divided into two broad categories of culture, prehistoric (or
Native American), and historic (or European-American). Different archaeological specialists are
usually needed for prehistoric or historic sites because the nature of content and preservation and site
locations are quite different.

Scope of Work

In responding to a project submission, the MHPC may issue a letter specifying which type of
archaeological survey is needed (prehistoric, historic or both) and at what level (Phase I, I1, or III).
Often the response letter contains further information, such as the suspected presence of an historic
site of a certain age, or a statement that only a portion of the project parcel in question is sensitive
for prehistoric sites and only that portion needs archaeological survey.

Once the project applicant has one or more scopes of work (proposals) from appropriate
archaeologists (see below), the applicant should submit their preferred proposal (without attached
Jfinancial information or bid total) to the MHPC for approval. MHPC will not comment upon cost,
but will comment on the appropriateness of the scale and scope of the work. An approval from
MHPC of the scope of work is the applicant’s guarantee that, if the field and laboratory work are
done according to the scope, and appropriately described in writing, the results will be accepted by
MHPC.

The final written report on the project must also be submitted to MHPC for review and
comment.

[ A
9.
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Finding an Archaeologist

At the time that MHPC issues a letter requiring archaeological survey work, MHPC will also
supply one (or more) lists of archaeologists (Levels 1 and/or 2, historic or prehistoric) appropriate
to the type of work (Phase I, II, I11, historic or prehistoric). Archaeologists on the Level 2 Approved
Lists can do projects of any level, including Phase I archaeological survey projects. Level 1
archaeologists are restricted to doing Phase I surveys, and certain planning projects for municipal
governments.

MHPC maintains lists of archaeologists interested in working in different geographic areas
of Maine, and those who are qualified in different types of work. The archaeologists themselves
indicate their availability (except for short-term absence) to MHPC on a periodic basis, so
archaeologists on the list can be expected to respond to inquiries. The applicant should solicit
proposals or bids for work from archaeologists whose names appear on the list supplied by MHPC.

These archaeologists’ names are taken from lists of archaeologists approved for work in
Maine by MHPC under a set of rules establishing minimal qualifications, such as previous supervisory
experience in northern New England, and an appropriate graduate degree. However, the inclusion
of an archaeologist on one of these lists should not be interpreted as an endorsement by the MHPC
beyond these limited qualification criteria. Moreover, the MHPC cannot recommend the services
of an individual archaeologist.

Project Final Report

Whatever the archaeological survey result, a final report on the project should be submitted
by the applicant to the MHPC. The MHPC will review the report, and issue further guidance or issue
a “clearance” letter for the project.



MAINE HisTORIC PRESERVATION CoMMISsION
55 CAPITOL STREET
65 STATE HOUSE STATION
AUGUSTA, MAINE
04333

JOH
N ELIAS BALDACCI EARLE G. SHETTLEWORTH, JR,
GOVERNOR DIRECT!
OR

Maine Historic Preservation Commission

Photographic Policy

Supplement to the Guidelines for Identification: Architecture and Cultural Landscapes Survey
Manual. 26 June 2008

Architectural Survey

The following is required of grant funded, MDOT, and Federal agency surveys and encouraged
with volunteer surveys.

A. Black and White Film.

Each resource shall be photographed with black and white film. This film shall be developed
and a contact print made from the negatives. The negatives and contact print shall be indexed to
the survey forms and the corresponding digital images (see below) and submitted with the
survey.

If the facilities are available, surveyors may choose to print each film image, utilizing a true black
and white photographic process and printed preferably on non-resin coated fiber based paper.

The finished photographs need to be thoroughly washed, printed with borders, and measure 3 %
X 5 inches. These photographs may be mounted on the survey forms using archivally safe
adhesive, such as Elmer’s Glue. Photographs attached with paperclips or staples will not be

accepted.

B. Digital Images

An identical (or nearly identical) image shall be taken of each resource with a digital camera. The
original image size must be no smaller than 1600 x 1200pixels at 300 pixles per inch. The digital
images shall be saved in RGB color format. All digital images shall be burned onto a CD-R
Gold or DVD-R Gold disk, and labled with project name/ pin #/ surveyor name and date. The
individual images must be labeled in a manner that allows them to be linked to the specific

survey form.
o

ng
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MAINE HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION

55 Capitol Street

State House Station 65

Augusta, Maine 04333

Each digital image shall be uploaded onto survey form in the MHPC/MDOT Survey website,
(once it is on-line). A test image, in black and white, shall then be digitally printed directly onto a
blank survey form (using the required cover-stock). If the printed image is clear (no bleeding),
then all the survey images can be printed directly onto the forms (in black and white), when the
forms are printed from the website. If the test image is not clear, then all the digital images
should be printed onto photographic paper as specified below and this image will then be affixed
to the submitted copy of the survey using archivally safe adhesive. The digital images shall be
indexed to the survey forms and the black and white negatives.

Digital image printing: The following printer/ink/paper combinations have been found to meet a
75 year archival standards. All digital images printed for architectural surveys must meet this

standard.

NOTE: The list below includes products known at this time to meet the minimum documentation specifications established for
the submission of architectural surveys. The list is not intended to be restrictive or comprehensive, and does not constitute, and
shall not be taken as, endorsement by the Maine Historic Preservation Commission of any of the specific products or

manufacturers identified.

Epson Stylus Photo 1400

Epson Style Mate

Hewlett-Packard Photosmart 325 and
475

Hewlett-Packard Photosmart 8450
Hewlett-Packard Photosmart B9180

in one series)
Lexmark Home Photo Center P6250

Epson Stylus CX4800 (contains scanner)

Hewlett-Packard Photosmart C6180 (all

Epson ClariaA Hi-Definition Inks@

Epson Picture Mate Pigment Inks
Epson DURABEite Ultra Pigmented Inks

HP Vivera 95 dye-based Inks

HP Vivera dye-based Inks
HP Vivera Pigment Inks

HP Vivera Inks

Lexmark Evercolor Dye/ Pigment
Hybrid Photo Inks

Premium Presentation Paper Matte
Epson Ultra Premium Glossy Photo
Paper

Epson

PictureMate Paper

Premium Presentation Paper Matte
Epson Ultra Premium Glossy Photo
Paper

Epson

HP Premium Plus Photo Paper

HP Premium Plus Photo Paper
HP Advanced Photo Paper Glossy

HP Photo Matte Paper
HP Premium Plus Photo Paper

Lexmark Premium Photo Paper High
Gloss




MAINE HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
55 Capitol Street

State House Station 65

Augusta, Maine 04333

National Register Photographs.

All photographs provided to MHPC for submission with a National Register of Historic Places
nomination must conform to the National Register Photographic Policy as stated by the National
Park Service. This policy is available on line at:
http://www.nps.gov/history/nr/policyexpansion.htm



JOHN ELIAS BALDACCI

GOVERNOR

MAINE HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
55 CAPITOL STREET
65 STATE HOUSE STATION
AUGUSTA, MAINE
04333

Historic Preservation Consultants

EARLE G. SHETTLEWORTH, JR.
DIRECTOR

The following list includes architectural and landscape historians, historians, and preservation planners who appear to meet the
minimum National Park Service professional qualification standards in 36 CRF 61. Inclusion on this list does not represent an
endorsement by the Maine Historic Preservation Commission.

Nicholas C Avery

2326 East Main Rd
Portsmouth RI 02871
401-683-2122
hortus@avery-design.net

Deirdre A Brotherson
16 K St

Concord NH 03301
603-225-7204

Martha B Deprez

17 West St

Portland ME 04102
207-772-4312 or
774-5561

Charlton Hudson

PO Box 22

Lincolnville ME 04849-0022
207-338-1638

Rosalind Magnuson

14 Sea Garden Circle
Kennebunk ME 04043
207-967-3543

Ann Morris
(Historian)

60 Lake Ave
Rockland ME 04841
207-594-4601

Deborah Thompson
117 Norfolk St
Bangor ME 04401
207-947-8016

PHONE: (207) 287-2132

Ann G Ball

119 Princess Point Rd
Yarmouth ME 04096
anneball@maine.rr.com

Richard M Candee
6 Scituate Rd
York ME 03909
207-363-6635

Pamela Griffin
(Landscape History)
291 Mere Point Rd
Brunswick ME 04011
Work: 207-871-0003
Home: 207-729-3018

Thomas B. Johnson

184 Portland St

South Beriwck ME 03908
(603) 783-9511 ext. 206

Steven C Mallory
1504 Shurpike Rd
Shushan NY 12873
scmallorv@aol.com

Woodward D Openo

PO Box 618

Somersworth NH 03878-0618
603-692-6057

Wick York

PO Box 334

Stonington CT 06378-0334
wyork@portone.com

Ve

Rose-Marie Ballard

PO Box 1209 _
Damariscotta ME 04543
207-633-3890

Erik Carson

56 Ryder Rd
Yarmouth ME 04096
207-846-3536

Edward L. Hawes PhD

PO Box 787

Brunswick ME 04011
207-729-5878

Fax: 207-725-3989
chawes@polar.bowdoin.edu

Kari Ann Laprey

5 Groundnut Hill Rd

Cape Neddick ME 03902
207-361-2601

Sara K Martin

75 Leighton St

Bangor ME 04401
207-990-5744
saramartin2000@yahoo.com

Roger G Reed

19 Terrace Ave

Newton MA 02161
617-739-7542

Fax: 617-964-1672
Gregory Farmer

Agricola Corporation
(Documentation/Planning)
PO Box 861

Chicopee MA 01014-0861
413-592-3875
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Rochelle L. Bohm
644 Hammond St
Bangor ME 04401
207-990-3585

Christopher W Closs & Co
PO Box 530

Hopkinton NH 03229-0530
603-746-4789

Robin A S Haynes
46 Edwards St
Bath ME 04530
207-442-7301

Carolyn Lockwood
773 High St

Bath ME 04530
207-443-6605
olops i.net

Theresa Shea Mattor
(Landscape History)
28 My Ln

Hollis ME 04042
207-727-5059
ivyland@sacoriver.net

Janet Roberts

40 Weymouth St
Brunswick ME 04011
207-729-8967

Henry Amick

Amick Museum Resource Dev
3003 Washtenaw Ave Ste 1-E
Ann Arbor MI 48104
734-994-1004
henry@henryamick.com
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Barba & Wheelock
Architecture Preservation &
Design

500 Congress St

Portland ME 04101-3403
207-772-2722

Hardlines Design Company
4608 Indianola Ave
Columbus OH 43214
614-784-8733

Fax: 614-784-9336

Bruce G Harvey
Kleinschmidt Associates

225 Greenfield Pkwy Ste 115
Liverpool NY 13088
315-463-5013

Fax: 315-463-5126

Lynne Emerson Monroe
Preservation Company
5 Hobbs Road
Kensington NH 03833
603-778-1799

Henry Wyatt

Southport Historical &
Architectural Consulting

PO Box 312

West Southport ME 04576-
0312

207-633-4217
southarch@aol.com

Rita Walsh

VHB/Vanasse Hangen
Brustlin, Inc

101 Walnut St

PO Box 9151

Watertown MA 02471-9151
617-924-1770 ext 1286

Fax: 617-923-2336

rwalsh@vhb.com
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"Circa, Inc

PO Box 28365
Raleigh NC 27611
919-834-4757

Fax: 919-834-4756
WWW.circa-inc.com

Cindy Hamilton

Heritage Consulting Group
89 Bethleham Pike Ste 200
Philadelphia PA 19118
215-248-1260
CHamilton@Heritage-
Consulting.com

New England Preservation
Collaborative Inc

PO Box 132

Montpelier VT 05601
802-999-7928

Fax: 802-846-7544
wWww.nepreservation.com

Roxanne Eflin
Preservation Planning
Associates

.56 Joy Valley Rd

Buxton ME 04093
207-929-5630

Fax: 207-929-5620
Cell: 207-229-9465
roxanneeflin@yahoo.com

WWW.preservationplanningasso

ciates.com

Amy Cole Ives

Sutherland Conservation &
Consulting

20 Warren Street

Hallowell ME 04347
207-242-0618
amycoleives@sutherlandcc.net

EBI Consulting

21 B St

Burlington MA 01803
781-273-2500

Fax: 781-273-3311

Richard Casella

Historic Documentation
Company Inc

490 Water St

Portsmouth RI 02871-4229
401-683-3483

Fax: 401-683-4217

Lucinda Brockway
(Landscape History)
Past Designs

53 High St

Kennebunk ME 04043
207-985-4326

cindy@pastdesigns.com

Public Archaeology Lab
210 Lonsdale Ave
Pawtucket RI 02860
401-728-8780

Christine Beard
Leslie Donovan

Tremont Preservation Services,

Lre

21 Market Street

Suite 250
Ipswich, MA 01938
978-356-0322

978-356-0811 (fax)

Douglas J Kelleher

Epsilon Associates Inc

3 Clock Tower Pl Ste 205
Maynard MA 01754
978-897-7100
dkelleher@epsilonassociates.com

History Matters

1502 21* St NW 2™ Fl
Washington DC 20036
202-223-8845
www.historymatters.net

Powers & Company Inc
211 North 13 St Ste 500
Philadelphia PA 19107
215-636-0192
WWW.pOwWersco.net

Matt Bivens

SCI Engineering

130 Point West Blvd

St Charles MO 63301
636-949-8200
mbivens@sciengineering.com

TTL- Architects LLC

28 Danforth Street, Suite 213
Portland ME 04101-4596
207-761-9662

ttlarch@aol.com
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MAINE HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
55 CAPITOL STREET
65 STATE HOUSE STATION
AUGUSTA, MAINE
04333

JOHN ELIAS BALDACCH EARLE G SHETTLEWORTH, JR.

CHOWEFINCET IRRECTOR

January 14, 2010

Jonathan T. Ryan
Stantec Consulting
30 Park Drive
Topsham, ME 04086

Project: MHPC #1598-08 -~ HighlandWind Project, Historic Architectural
Reconnaissance Survey
Town: Caratunk, Highland Plt., Kingfield, Lexington, Moscow, Pleasant Ridge Plt., ME

Dear Mr. Ryan

In response to your recent request, [ have reviewed the architectural survey information
received December 16, 2009 to continue consuliation on the above referenced project pursuant to
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended.

. With regard to the identification of historic properties, the Commission concurs with the
recommendations of the architectural survey report that the following propetties are potentially
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places - although further information and
evaluation would be necessary to confirm eligibility:

¢ Cold Spring Ridge Farm, terminus of Reed Road, New Portland, Survey Map No. 63; and
e Farmstead, 1142 Long Falls Dam Road, Lexington, Survey Map No. 66

In addition, the National Register listed Arnold Trail to Quebec Historic District is partially
located within the area of potential effect, as are the Wyman Dam, at the terminus of Station
Road, Moscow (Survey Map No. 44) and the Appalachian National Scenic Trail, both of which
have been previously determined by our office 1o be eligible for listing.

We do not agree that the following properties are also potentially eligible:

e Farmstead, 62 Mayfield Road/Rt. 16, Moscow (substantial alterations have been made to
all three elements of the complex}; and

e House, 105 Canada Road/Rt. 201, Moscow (modest vernacular house with compromised
porch that lacks architectural significance).

Tha Commission requests additional information pertaining to the history and functions
of the buildings recorded as Survey Map Nos. 50.3 and 50.4 that are part of the farmstead located
on Barron Road, east side, approx1mately 0.35 miles south of Ridge Road in Pleasant Ridge
Plantation. These two buildings do not appear to be mixed use barns as indicated on the survey
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forms, and their form is not typical of common agricultural outbuildings.

Based on the photographs and information recorded on survey forms, it appears that the
following ancillary buildings (referred to by Survey Map No.) were incorrectly recorded on
Historic Barn/Agricultural Structure survey forms and should, instead, have been recorded on
Historic Building/Structure survey forms or continuation sheets as appropriate: 15.3; 18.2; 25.2;
28.2;34.2; 36.1; 47.1; 48.1, 69.1; 71.1; 71.2; and 79.2. Please submit corrected forms.

As to the effect of the proposed undertaking on historic properties, the survey report
concluded that Survey Map Nos. 44, 63 and 66 will have no views of the Project, although there
may be distant views (6-7 miles) from the roads in front of these properties. Based on this
information, it does not appear that there will be any affect on these three properties. Therefore,
we do not require the submittal of additional information to confirm the eligibility of Survey Map
Nos. 63 and 66. However, we do request the following additional information relating to the
Arnold Trail and Appalachian Trail, respectively:

e Visual simulations of the proposed wind turbines from areas along the Arnold Trail
where they will be visible;

¢ The location of the two visual simulations of the wind turbines from the Applachian Trail
identified on a topographic map; and

¢ Copies of any comments from other agencies or the public relating to the undertaking’s
impact on cultural resources.

Upon submittal of this additional information, we will continue our review of the
proposed undertaking. Please contact Christi Mitchell of our staff if you have any questions

regarding the architectural survey.

Sincerely,

Kirk F. Mohney
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
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SUMMARY

Name of Survey: Highland Wind Architectural Reconnaissance Survey
Location: Highland Plantation, Somerset County, Maine
Sponsoring Agency or Group: Highland Wind LLC

Survey Dates: May 18, 2009 to May 22, 2009

Name of Surveyor: PAL, Inc.

210 Lonsdale Avenue
Pawtucket, Rl 02860

Level of Survey: Reconnaissance

Area Surveyed: An 8-mile radius from the project area location equal to a
223,176 acre area.

Areas of Potential Effect: Direct Impact: 1,223 acres
Indirect Impact: 116,309 acres

Number of Buildings Surveyed: The Highland Wind Architectural Reconnaissance Survey
identified 86 properties containing 150 individual resources.
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INTRODUCTION

This report presents the results of a historic architectural reconnaissance survey conducted for the
proposed Highland Wind Project (Project) located in Highland Plantation, Somerset County,
Maine (Figure 1). The purpose of the survey was to identify historic architectural properties
within the Project’s Area of Potential Effect (APE) and to provide information to the Maine
Historic Preservation Commission (MHPC) regarding the potential direct or indirect effects on
historic architectural properties. This report was prepared in support of the Project proponent’s,
Highland Wind LLC, applications for a Land Use Regulation Commission (LURC) Grid-Scale
Wind Energy Development Permit and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act license.

Project Description

The Project, as proposed by Highland Wind LLC, involves the construction of up to 48 turbines
and associated collector lines in two distinct strings along approximately 9.5 miles of Stewart
Mountain, Witham Mountain, Bald Mountain, Burnt Hill, and Briggs Hill. The western string
will include 26 turbines on the ridgeline of Stewart Mountain, Witham Mountain, and Bald
Mountain. The eastern string of the Project will include 22 turbines on the northeastern end of
Burnt Hill and extending south to Briggs Hill. The height of the turbines will range from 410 to
428 feet.

In addition to the turbines, an electrical collector system will transfer power from the turbine to a
proposed collector substation located north of Whitham Mountain. The collector lines will be
located underground along the ridgeline to reduce the Project footprint and to reduce maintenance
costs. The approximately 11-mile generator lead will connect to an existing substation at the
Wyman Dam and will be transferred to the Central Maine Power Company (CMP) system. To
the greatest possible extent existing logging roads will be utilized.

Project Location and Setting

The Highland Wind Project is located in northeastern Somerset County, Maine. The area
surrounding the Project includes the towns of Caratunk, Concord, Lexington, Moscow, New
Portland, and Pleasant Ridge Plantation and is composed of a rural landscape defined by large
expanses of dense deciduous forest, winding rivers, freshwater lakes, and an undulating rocky
terrain formed by clusters of mountains.

North of the Project site, the area is defined by Hilltop Mountain and the Bates Ridge, both
reaching an elevation of approximately 1,800 feet. Flagstaff Lake, a large water body, is located
northwest of the Project site. Smaller water bodies to the north include East and West Carry
ponds. The area east of the Project site is defined by the Pleasant Ridge and Fletcher Mountains,
which reach a height of 1,400 and 1,600 feet, respectively. Located to the east of Pleasant Ridge
is Wyman Lake, a 13-mile-long lake fed by the Kennebec River and terminating with the Wyman
Dam, a large hydroelectric power facility. Directly south of the Project site is Hutchins Hill,
approximately 1,800 feet in height. Farther south is Chandler Hill, Hackett Hill, and Goodrich
Hill, each 1,000 to 1,300 feet in height. Directly west of the Project site is the Little Bigelow
Mountain Range, part of the Bigelow Range that runs through Somerset and Franklin counties
and is one of Maine’s highest summits. Little Bigelow Mountain is approximately 3,000 feet in
height. Southwest of the Project site is the Carrabassett Valley, which includes Poplar Mountain,
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Location of the proposed Highland Wind Project, Highland Plantation, Maine. NOTE: The layout of the turbines depicted is not what is currently planned but was used during the field survey.
The current layout is smaller in footprint and therefore does not alter the results of the survey.




Little Poplar Mountain, and an unnamed mountain. Poplar Mountain is approximately 2,600 feet
high, while the other two mountains are approximately 1,800 feet in height. The Carrabassett
River runs between these mountains.

Major roads in the Project area include Route 201 and Route 16. Route 201, also know as the Old
Canada Road, has been designated a Scenic Byway by the Maine Department of Transportation.
It runs north-south through the eastern section of the Project area, on the east side of Wyman
Lake. Route 16, also known as Mayfield Road, runs north-south along the west side of the
Kennebec River, south of Wyman Lake and north of Bingham. Long Falls Dam Road is a
secondary road in the Project area. It runs north-south from Flagstaff Lake, along the western side
of the Project site south to New Portland. There are no major east-west corridors in the Project
area. There are few paved roads north of the Project site; however, there are numerous all-terrain-
vehicle (ATV) and snowmobile trails. A section of the Appalachian Trail runs through the
northern section of the study area.

Development in the area is sparse and is closely tied to the natural landscape. Clusters of seasonal
cottages line the edges of the lakes, and several recreational camp buildings are located near the
Kennebec River or along narrow dirt roads and trails. Residential and agricultural development is
primarily located along the two state routes. Pockets of denser residential development are
located in the small village centers of Moscow and Carrabassett. There are few buildings within
the area that serve social or government functions and there are almost no commercial
establishments. The nearest commercial area is in Bingham, outside of the study area.



METHODOLOGY

The methodology for the architectural reconnaissance survey was designed to identify all
aboveground historic properties, including districts, buildings, structures, objects, and sites within
the APE for the Project that are listed, eligible, or potentially eligible for listing in the National
Register of Historic Places (National Register). The survey was conducted in accordance with
the standards and guidelines established in the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and
Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation, as amended (48 FR 44716), the MHPC’s
Above Ground Cultural Resources Survey Manual, Guidelines for Identification: Architecture
and Cultural Landscapes, Section 106 Specific (MHPC 2006), the National Park Service’s (NPS)
National Register Bulletin No. 24, Guidelines for Local Survey: A Basis for Preservation
Planning (NPS 1985), and the NPS’s National Register Bulletin No. 15, How to Apply the
National Register Criteria for Evaluation (NPS 1997).

Prior to beginning survey fieldwork, PAL conducted research to identify all previously surveyed
properties within or adjacent to the Project area that are listed or eligible for listing in the
National Register or have been recorded as part of the MHPC’s Maine State Survey Program.
PAL initiated this search by using the National Register Information System (NRIS), an on-line
database maintained by the NPS. Following the NRIS search, PAL conducted a visit to the
MHPC to review and obtain copies of all National Register forms, relevant town files, and
inventory forms for all properties within a 10-mile radius of the Project location. The National
Register eligibility status of each surveyed property was noted if the property had been previously
evaluated for listing in the National Register.

Fieldwork for the reconnaissance survey was conducted by two PAL architectural historians from
May 18, 2009 to May 22, 2009. The fieldwork involved the identification of all properties within
the APE that were at least 50 years old or included in previous inventories. Information regarding
the view sheds from recorded properties toward the Project area was noted during the fieldwork.
Each identified property was photographed with black-and-white film using a 35mm SLR camera
for documentation purposes and with a high-resolution digital camera, which provided additional
visual information referenced during the creation of the survey report. Data regarding the current
condition and significant characteristics of each resource was recorded, and the information on
the inventory forms for previously surveyed properties was verified. In compliance with the
MHPC’s survey methodology, unique sets of information were collected for individual buildings,
barns, and farmsteads. All identified properties were mapped in the field on USGS base maps or
detailed aerial images. Site plans depicting farmsteads or other complexes with multiple resources
were hand drawn on survey forms.

PAL drove all accessible public roads within the study area, including unmarked, navigable
gravel/dirt trails. All properties that met the criteria for inclusion in the survey and were visible
from public rights-of-way were recorded. To ensure that no properties were overlooked, PAL
made notes on the base maps during the survey, indicating which roads had been covered and
which buildings were less than 50 years old. For roads that were gated or otherwise clearly
marked as private, topographic maps and aerial images were used to verify the presence or
absence of existing structures. Historical topographic maps and atlases were then used to
determine whether any of these inaccessible properties contained resources at least 50 years old.

PAL entered the survey data into a database following the completion of the fieldwork. The
database was then used to generate MHPC reconnaissance-level survey inventory forms for each
of the surveyed properties. Based on the condition, integrity, materials, approximate age, design,
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and setting of the identified resources observed in the field, PAL made a preliminary assessment
regarding the potential National Register eligibility of each property. The preliminary eligibility
evaluation of each property and an assessment of potential effects of the Project on properties
evaluated as potentially eligible are included in the Recommendations section of this report.



SURVEY BOUNDARIES

The initial Highland Wind Architectural Reconnaissance survey area included all the land and
features within an 8-mile radius of the proposed turbines. This 8-mile area was based on a
preliminary view shed analysis map prepared by TID&A, who is responsible for assessing the
visual impact of the Project on scenic resources. The preliminary view shed analysis map
indicates the locations of anticipated views to the Project from the surrounding area. During the
fieldwork for the architectural reconnaissance survey, PAL drove the entire 8-mile survey area
and based on the view shed analysis map and observations in the field, determined that many
locations within the 8-mile area would be blocked by existing topography. The field observations,
the view shed analysis map, and current USGS maps were used to determine the indirect APE
(described below).

Area of Potential Effect

The APE is defined in regulations governing Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act as the “geographic area or areas within which an undertaking may directly or indirectly cause
changes in the character of or use of historic properties, if any such properties exist” (36 CFR
800.1(d)). Typically there are multiple APEs since effects to historic properties can be caused by
either a physical taking (direct impacts) or by the introduction of environmental impacts (indirect
impacts). The direct impact APE is the geographic area in which properties would be affected by
construction activities, including a property taking or physical modification of a historic property.
The indirect impact APE consists of a larger area where visual, auditory, pollution, vibration,
and/or other types of environmental impacts, might affect the qualities for which a historic
property is eligible for or listed in the National Register.

The direct impact APE for the Highland Wind Project is an 1,223-acre area that includes the
proposed wind turbine complex along Stewart, Witham, and Bald Mountain ridgelines, and the
Burnt Hill, Briggs, and Peaked Hill ridgelines, construction laydown areas, access roads, and the
power collection system including a substation and maintenance building (Figure 2).

For the Highland Wind Architectural Reconnaissance survey, potential indirect effects on historic
properties were determined to be visual or auditory in nature. As such, the indirect effects APE
includes all locations where impacts might be caused by noise resulting from the turbines and
locations within 8 miles of the Project where the turbines might be visible. Potential noise
impacts will occur in a far smaller area than potential visual impacts, so the extent of the indirect
effects APE was determined by potential visual effects. In order to determine the locations where
the constructed project might be visible, PAL drove all accessible roads within an 8-mile radius
of the turbine locations. PAL indicated on the survey base map which roads did and did not have
views of the Project site. Many roads north of the Project site where not publically accessible, this
was also marked on the survey base map. Based on field observations and a comparison with the
view shed analysis map, the indirect effects APE was determined to be an irregularly shaped area,
116,309 acres in size, extending at least 5 miles and up to 8 miles from the turbine locations (see
Figure 2).
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Excluded areas between 5 and 8 miles are those that have no potential view of the Project due to
visual obstructions caused by intervening topography or vegetation were excluded from the APE.
Intervening mountains that buffer properties from the Project site include Fletcher Mountain, the
Pleasant Ridge mountains, Old Bluff Mountain, and the Carrabassett Valley mountains. The
indirect impact APE encompasses all or parts of the towns of Lexington, Moscow, New Portland
as well as Highland Plantation and Pleasant Ridge Plantation.



SURVEY RESULTS

Properties Listed in or Determined Eligible for Listing in the National Register

The preliminary research indentified two properties in the indirect APE that are either listed in the
National Register or determined eligible for such listing: the Arnold Trail to Quebec (Arnold
Trail) and the Appalachian National Scenic Trail (Appalachian Trail) (Figure 3). A copy of the
National Register nomination form for the Arnold Trail is included in Appendix A.

Arnold Trail

The Arnold Trail was listed in the National Register in 1969 under Criterion A in the area of
Military history and Criterion B for its association with Benedict Arnold. The entire Arnold Trail
is 194 miles long, starting at Fort Popham at the mouth of the Kennebec River in Phippsburg to
the Canadian border in Gore, Maine. It follows the route Colonel Benedict Arnold and his forces
took on their expedition to Quebec. In September 1775, under the orders of General George
Washington, Arnold and his army of 1,100 men traveled across waterways, including the
Kennebec River, along the Dead River to the Chain of Ponds and then to Quebec. The journey
lasted 45 days, and though he failed to seize Quebec, the expedition was important in that it
divided the British Army and weakened their defensive position in later battles.

Within the boundaries of the APE the Arnold Trail is generally a heavily forested hiking trail.
Along the trail there are signs, erected by the Arnold Expedition Historical Society, indicating the
location of the trail (Photograph 1). On Route 201 in Moscow there is a tablet affixed to a stone
indicating the location of where Arnold left the Kennebec River (Photograph 2). The tablet reads:
“THIS TABLET MARKS THE PLACE\ WHERE COLONEL BENEDICT ARNOLD\ WITH
HIS SOLDIERS LEFT THE KENNEBEC\ RIVER OCTOBER 1775 AND MARCHED FROM
THE WEST SHORE IN A NORTH\ -WESTERLY DIRECTION TO DEAD RIVER\ ON
THEIR WAY TO QUEBEC.” A symbol with 13 stars is located below along with the following
text: “PLACED BY THE KENNEBEC CHAPTER\ OF THE DAUGHTERS OF THE
AMERICAN REVOLUTION\ 1916.”

Within the boundaries of the APE the Arnold Trail includes the route up the Kennebec River,
across the Carrying ponds (East Carry Pond, Middle Carry Pond, and West Carry Pond) and over
Flagstaff Lake. A small peninsula, named Arnold’s Point, juts out into West Carry Pond. For the
most part the trail is narrow and runs through a heavily forested area. It does not appear to be
well traveled because of its marshy character. According to the National Register nomination
form there is no virgin timber in the area of the Arnold Trail located within the boundaries of the
APE, though it maintains its appearance as a vast wilderness. Flagstaff Lake was significantly
expanded in the 1950s, which resulted in altering the general setting of this area.

Appalachian Trail

The Appalachian Trail has been determined eligible for listing in the National Register by the
MHPC. The Appalachian Trail is a 2,178-mile foot trail from Amicalola Falls State Park in
Georgia to Mount Katahdin in Maine. Within the state of Maine, the trail is 281 miles long. The
idea for the trail was first developed in 1921 by Benton MacKaye who envisioned the trail as a
means of linking work camps and communities in the mountains. Work building the footpath
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Photograph 2. Arnold Trail Tablet, Old Canada Road/Route 201, Moscow.
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began in 1928 and was in completed in 1937. It fell into disrepair after World War Il and parts of
the route were lost. By 1951 the trail was restored. In 1968 it was declared the first national
scenic trail in the United States.

The Appalachian Trail runs through the northwest corner of the APE along the northern base of
Little Bigelow Mountain, around the bottom Flagstaff Lake, over Roundtop Mountain, and then
north to Bates Ridge. The shortest distance between the trail and the Project site is approximately
1.6 miles where the northernmost turbine is located south of where the trail crosses over an
unnamed mountain between the southern end of Flagstaff Lake and Roundtop Mountain. The
section of the Appalachian Trail within the boundaries of the APE is generally densely forested
(Photograph 3). The few intrusions into the Appalachian Trail are small lean-tos for use by
hikers and locations where it crosses a public road. The Appalachian Trail continues to exist in a
densely forest area and retains its integrity of location, design, setting, feeling and association.
The setting is compromised at clearing on points of high elevation since greater panoramic views
are possible from these locations. From the Bigelow Mountain range a number of buildings and
structures are visible including the Sugarloaf USA ski resort in Carrabassett Valley located
approximately 8 miles from Avery Peak. The view of Sugarloaf USA includes ski trails, access
roads, parking lots, and the base lodge, hotel, resort home, and condominium development at the
base of the mountain, approximately 6.5 miles distant. The 18-hole Sugarloaf golf course is also
visible at a distance of 5.3 miles. In addition, views of the runway of the Sugarloaf Regional
Airport, located 4.7 miles to the southeast, portions of Route 27, and several other structures in
Carrabassett Valley are visible.

1AL
4

Photograph 3. Appalachian Trail.
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Previously Inventoried Properties

There is only one previously inventoried property in the APE, the Dug Sluice (MHPC# 912-
0001). The Dug Sluice is located off the east side of the Carrabassett River, south of Carrabassett
(Figure 4, Back Pocket). The Dug Sluice was constructed in 1896-1898 by the Carrabassett Land
& Lumber Company to move white birch logs from the Poplar Mountain to the former Kingfield
and Dear River Railroad, which transported the logs to nearby paper mills. The sluice is dug into
the crest of an esker that runs down the side of Poplar Mountain. It is one-quarter to one-half
mile long, 6 to 8 feet wide, and 4 to 6 feet deep. The dug sluice is currently overgrown and not
accessible by public roads. A copy of the survey form for this property is included in Appendix
B.

Properties Identified During the Historic Architectural Reconnaissance Survey
Number of Buildings/Structures Recorded and Property Types

The reconnaissance survey of the indirect impact APE identified 86 properties containing 150
individual resources that were at least 50 years old and retained a portion of their original
physical appearance (see Figure 4). These resources include 62 residences, 65 barns/outbuildings,
9 cottages/summer camps, 6 cemeteries, 3 civic/social/religious buildings, 2 commercial
buildings, 2 transportation-related structures and one dam. Table 1, which summarizes the
properties surveyed by PAL, is located in Appendix C. Copies of the reconnaissance level
MHPC inventory forms are attached to this report.

The surveyed buildings range in date from approximately the mid-nineteenth century through the
mid-twentieth century. Most of the residences identified as meeting the survey criteria are mid-
nineteenth- to early-twentieth-century vernacular farmhouses and single-family detached
residences of one-and-one-half to two stories in height and with a variety of historic and modern
alterations. Typical alterations include window and door replacement, vinyl siding, the addition
of rear or side ells, and enclosure or rearientation of original porches. While mostly vernacular in
style, there are a number of residences designed in the Greek Revival, Italianate and Colonial
Revival styles. Civic and institutional structures surveyed include a town hall and a fire station.
Commercial buildings include a small store and campgrounds. The APE also includes several
small, informal, nineteenth-century cemeteries.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

National Register Evaluation

All properties identified during the survey were evaluated in accordance with the National
Register Criteria for Evaluation. The criteria are defined by the NPS as follows:

Properties eligible for inclusion in the National Register are those whose qualities of significance
in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture are present in districts,
sites, buildings, structures, and objects 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.

The majority of the properties indentified during the survey were evaluated as ineligible for
listing in the National Register either individually or as contributing resources within a historic
district. In general, the individual properties evaluated as ineligible for the National Register are
common, vernacular structures that lack architectural significance or apparent significant
historical associations. A large number of the properties have lost architectural integrity due to
alterations and/or additions, removal of original architectural ornament, replacement of original
materials, and replacement of original windows and doors.

Properties Recommended as Potentially Eligible for Listing in the National Register

PAL recommends five properties as potentially eligible for listing in the National Register. The
properties are described below, summarized in Table 2 and mapped on Figure 3.

Farmstead, 62 Mayfield Road/Route 16, Moscow (Survey Map No. 28)

The Farmstead at 62 Mayfield Road/Route 16, Moscow is recommended as individually eligible
for listing in the National Register under Criterion C at the local level as an example of an early-
nineteenth-century farmstead (Photograph 4). The farmstead property is located approximately
7.1 miles from the closest turbine location. Buildings on the property include a one-and-one-half
story, six-bay wide, side gable Greek Revival Cape Cod Cottage-style residence with a modern
metal roof and concrete block chimneys; a connected one-and-one-half story, five-bay wide
English barn with a modern metal roof and later rear ell; and a detached one-and-one-half story,
three-bay wide, New England barn with a central transom-capped entry, modern metal roof, and a
possible rear addition.
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Table 2. Properties within the Highland Wind APE Evaluated as Potentially Eligible for
Listing in the National Register.

Survey
Map
No

Resource
Name/Address

Potential
National
Register
Eligibility

Criteria of
Eligibility

Level of
Eligibility

Aspects of Integrity

28

Farmstead, 62
Mayfield Road,
Route 16, Moscow

Individual

C:
Architecture

Local

This farmstead property includes one Cape
Cod Cottage residence, one connected barn
and one detached barn. It retains integrity
of location, setting, design, workmanship,
association and feeling as an early-19th-
century farmstead in Somerset County.
Overall integrity of the residence is
undermined by a replacement windows
and roof materials.

39

Residence, 105
Canada Road,
Route 201,
Moscow

Individual

C:
Architecture

Local

The property includes one modest, Greek
Revival residence and one connected barn.
It retains integrity of location, setting,
design, workmanship, association and
feeling as an early-19th-century residence
with associated outbuildings in Somerset
County. Overall integrity is undermined by
the insertion of replacement windows, and
the possible addition onto the front of the
connector.

44

Wyman Dam,
Wyman Lake,
Moscow

Individual

A
Community
Development
C:
Engineering,
Architecture

Local

The property is a large, and elaborate,
hydroelectric dam built in 1932 to provide
power to the surrounding area. It was
designed by the firm of architect John
Calvin Stevens, a noted residential
architect. It retains a high level of integrity
of location, setting, design, workmanship,
association and feeling of a large, energy-
producing facility.

63

Cold Spring Ranch
Farmstead, Reed
Road, New
Portland

Individual

C:
Architecture

Local

This farmstead includes one large
residence, a large detached barn, and three
attached barns. The property is surrounded
by large open fields and retains integrity of
location, workmanship, design, setting,
association and feeling of an late-
nineteenth century farmstead in Somerset
County.

66

Farmstead, 1142
Long Falls Dam
Road, Lexington

Individual

C:
Architecture

Local

This farmstead includes a large, two-story
residence, and three connected barns. The
property retains integrity of location,
workmanship, design, setting, association
and feeling of an early-nineteenth century
farmstead in Somerset County. County.
Overall integrity is undermined by the
insertion of replacement windows, a front
door hood, and replacement roofing
materials.
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Photograph 4. Farmstead, 62 Mayfield Road/Route 16, Moscow (Survey Map No. 28)

The property retains its integrity of location, design, and workmanship. Material integrity is
somewhat undermined by the insertion of replacement windows and the use of modern roof
materials. The farmstead at 62 Mayfield Road/Route 16 (Survey Map No. 28) exists in a fairly
developed area, though the property retains integrity of setting, feeling and association.

Residence and Barn, 105 Canada Road, Route 201, Moscow (Survey Map No. 39)

The residence and barn at 105 Canada Road, Route 201 in Moscow is recommended as
individually eligible for listing in the National Register under Criterion C at the local level as an
example of an early-nineteenth-century residence with associated outbuildings (Photographs 5
and 6). The property is located approximately 6.2 miles from the closest turbine location and is
composed of three connected buildings including a residence, a side-ell/hyphen, and a barn. The
Italianate residence is one-and-one-half stories high, two-bays wide, and topped with a front
gable roof with a center brick chimney. It retains its original bay window and deep gable returns.
The one-story side ell/connecting hyphen is five bays wide with an enclosed attached porch and a
center brick chimney. Attached to the side ell/connecting hyphen is a one-and-one-half story
New England barn with original windows. All of the buildings have metal roofs and are clad in
clapboard. The residence sits on a brick foundation.

The setting of the property is somewhat compromised by the development of surrounding modern

residences and the metal replacement roofs detract from the materials and workmanship of the
property. Overall, the property maintains its integrity of location, design, feeling and association.
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Photograph 5. Residence, 105 Canada Road, Route 201, Moscow (Survey Map No. 39)

Photograph 6. Attached Barn, 105 Canada Road, Route 201, Moscow (Survey Map No.
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Wyman Dam, Wyman Lake, Moscow (Survey Map No. 44)

The Wyman Dam is recommended as individually eligible for listing in the National Register
under Criteria A and C at the state level for its associations with community development,
engineering, and architecture (Photograph 7). The Wyman Dam forms the southern edge of
Wyman Lake in Moscow and is approximately 5.7 miles from the closest turbine site. The large
and elaborate hydroelectric dam building was built in 1932 by The Central Maine Power
Company to provide power to the area. The structure was designed by the firm of John Calvin
Stevens, a prominent Maine architectural firm. The dam is 100 feet tall and approximately one-
half mile in length.

The Wyman Dam retains its integrity of location, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling and
association. Design integrity is undermined by the insertion of a large fish ladder. The Wyman
Dam is a large, industrial power-generating structure. An existing overhead transmission line
runs from the dam over part of Fletcher Mountain and Pleasant Ridge. The combination of these
two elements creates an industrial setting in a fairly rural area.

Photograph 7. Wyman Dam, Wyman Lake, Moscow (Survey Map No. 44)

Cold Spring Ranch Farmstead, Reed Road, New Portland (Survey Map No. 63)

The Cold Spring Ranch farmstead on Reed Road in New Portland is recommended as
individually eligible for listing in the National Register under Criterion C at the local level as an
example of a large, farmstead property (Photograph 8). The large property includes one large
residence, a large detached barn, and three attached barns. Originally known as Gilman Farm, the
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property was established as a dairy farm in the 1880s and has continually operated as a dairy and
cattle farm (http://www.coldspringranch.com/story.htm).

The farmstead is located at the terminus of Reed Road, approximately 7.8 miles from the closest
turbine location and is set back approximately 750 feet from Gilman Pond Road. It is surrounded
by large open fields and Gilman Pond Mountain, located northwest of the property. The Cold
Spring Ranch farmstead retains integrity of location, workmanship, design, setting, association
and feeling of a late-nineteenth century farmstead in Somerset County.

Photograph 8. Cold Spring Ridge Farmstead, Reed Road, New Portland (Survey Map No.
63)

Farmstead, 1142 Long Falls Dam Road, Lexington (Survey Map No. 66)

The Farmstead at 1142 Long Falls Dam Road, Lexington is recommended as individually eligible
for listing in the National Register under Criterion C at the local level as an example of an early-
nineteenth-century farmstead (Photograph 9). The farmstead property is located approximately
4.8 miles from the closest turbine site. The property includes a large, two-and-one-half story,
five-bay wide Federal-style residence with symmetrical interior end brick chimneys; a one-story,
connected English barn; and a one-and-one-half story, connected English Barn set perpendicular.

The farmstead property retains integrity of location and design. Workmanship and material
integrity is undermined by the insertion of replacement windows, a front door hood, and
replacement roofing materials. The property is surrounded by dense forest. During the fieldwork
and a subsequent review of aerial maps, any large fields or farm roads in close proximity to the
property were not identified, however, the property remains in a relatively undeveloped area. As
such, the property retains some integrity of setting, feeling and association as a farmstead.
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Photograph 9. Farmstead, 1142 Long Falls Dam Road, Lexington (Survey Map No. 66)
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ASSESSMENT OF PROJECT EFFECTS

The Highland Wind Project is located in an area recently designated by the state for expedited
permitting and is therefore subject to review under the Maine Legislature’s recently enacted
standards specific to wind power projects located within the expedited permitting area. The law
provides that determinations of effect on scenic resources, including historic properties, of
national or state significance, shall consider whether the wind project will cause unreasonable
adverse effects (35-A MRSA 83452). In assessing whether an unreasonable adverse effect on
scenic values may be caused by a project, the law requires that the siting authority consider:

A. The significance of the potentially affected scenic resource of state or national
significance;

B. The existing character of the surrounding area;

C. The expectations of the typical viewer;

D. The project purpose and the context of the proposed activity;

E. The extent, nature and duration of potentially affected public uses of the scenic

resource of state or national significance and the potential effect of the generating
facilities’ presence on the public’s continued use and enjoyment of the scenic
resource of state or national significance; and

F. The scope and scale of the potential effect of views of the generating facilities on
the scenic resource of state or national significance, including but not limited to
issues related to the number and extent of turbines visible from the scenic
resource of state or national significance, the distance from the scenic resource of
state or national significance and the effect of prominent features of the
development on the landscape.

The framework used for assessing the effects of the Highland Wind Project on historic properties
was that established by the regulations governing Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act. In conducting the assessment, the criteria of adverse effect was applied to each
of the properties identified in the survey as listed or eligible for listing in the National Register.
An adverse effect is found when an undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, any of the
characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in the National
Register in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the property’s location, design, setting,
materials, workmanship, feeling, or association (36 CFR 800.5(a)(1)).

Direct Effects
The direct impact APE was established to encompass all Project-related construction activities,
including land acquisition, and the area where the turbines and collector lines will be located.

There are no historic properties within the direct impact APE. Therefore, the Project will have no
direct effects on historic properties.
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Indirect Effects

As described in the methodology, the indirect impact APE was established to include the area
where the Highland Wind Project has the potential to cause visual or auditory impacts on
properties that are listed or evaluated as potentially eligible for listing in the National Register.
The following is a discussion of the potential effects and an assessment of the Project’s potential
to cause adverse effects on those properties. Table 3 provides a summary of the findings for each

property.
Visual Effects

In order to assess whether the views to or from the constructed Project would have an
unreasonable adverse effect, the magnitude, distance, and duration of the potential view, along
with the qualities of significance that make the properties eligible for listing in the National
Register was taken into account.

For assessing potential visual effects from the proposed Highland Wind Project, the concept of
distance zones formed the basis of the analysis. This concept is based upon the USDA Forest
Service visual analysis criteria for forested landscapes, and on the amount of detail that an
observer can differentiate at varying distances." The distance zones used for the Highland Wind
Project are defined as the following:

e Foreground: 0 to 1/2 mile in distance. Within the foreground, the observer would be
able to detect surface textures, details, and a full spectrum of color. For example, the
details of the turbines (blades, nacelles, support towers) would be readily apparent.

e Midground: 1/2 mile to 4 miles in distance. The midground is a critical part of the
natural landscape. Within this zone the details found in the landscape become
subordinate to the whole: individual trees lose their identities and become forests;
buildings are seen as simple geometric forms; roads and rivers become lines. Edges
define patterns on the ground and hillsides. Development patterns are readily apparent,
especially where there is noticeable contrast in scale, form, texture, or line. Colors of
structures become somewhat muted and the details become subordinate to the whole.
This effect is intensified in hazy weather conditions, which tend to mute colors and de-
sharpen outlines even further. In panoramic views, the midground landscape is the most
important element in determining visual impact.

e Background: greater than 4 miles. Background distances provide the setting for
panoramic views that give the observer the greatest sense of the larger landscape.
However, the effects of distance and haze will obliterate the surface textures, detailing,
and form of project components. Objects seen at this distance will be highly visible if
they present a noticeable contrast in form or line and weather conditions are favorable.
Due to the thinness of the design, the ends of the turbine blades will be minimally visible
at distances greater than 8 miles.

In assessing the potential effects of the Project on historic properties, PAL utilized the view shed
map (Figure 5), observations made during the reconnaissance survey, and the draft Visual Impact
Assessment.

! Information provided by TID&A 2009.
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Table 3. Assessment of Potential Indirect Effects from the Highland Wind Project.

Survey | Resource Address Determination Preliminary Assessment Potential
Map Adverse
No. Effect
N/A Arnold Trail N/A National Register | The Project would be visible from No
Listed some sections of the trail, though
potential views of the Project would
be screened by the dense vegetation on
either side of it. The Project would
not greatly alter the setting or context
of the resource or its historical
relationship with Benedict Arnold.
N/A Appalachian N/A Determined The Project would be visible from No
Trail Eligible for Listing | certain locations along the trails.
in the National However views of the project would
Register be relatively short in duration and
confirmed to small sections of the
overall panoramic views. The
enjoyment and recreational nature of
the trail would not be affected by the
Project.
28 Farmstead 62 Mayfield Potentially The property would have no views of | No
Road, Route 16, | Eligible for Listing | the Project. Filtered views of
Moscow in the National approximately eight turbines could be
Register possible from the road in front of the
property, though these views would be
at a distance of approximately 7.0 to
7.6 miles and would be screened by
existing vegetation.
39 Residence 105 Canada Potentially There would be no views of the No
Road, Route Eligible for Listing | constructed Project from this property.
201, Moscow in the National
Register
44 Wyman Dam | Station Road, Potentially The constructed Project would notbe | No
Moscow Eligible for Listing | visible from below the dam, from the
in the National western end of the dam, and from the
Register powerhouse. There is no public access
to the dam; the constructed Project
would not be visible from the public
streets surrounding the dam.
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63 Cold Spring Reed Road, Potentially There would not be any views of the | No
Ridge Farm New Portland Eligible for Listing | Project from the property; the blades
in the National of two or three turbines could be
Register visible from Gilman Pond Road.
However, the views would be minimal
and at a distance of more than 7 miles,
therefore the Project would not
visually overwhelm the property or the
surrounding area.
66 Farmstead 1142 Long Falls | Potentially There would not be any views of the | No

Dam Road,
Lexington

Eligible for Listing
in the National
Register

constructed Project from the property.
One or two of the turbines may be
visible from Long Falls Dam Road.
These views would be at a distance of
6 miles and would not visually
overwhelm the setting or the context
of the area.
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Figure 5. Highland Wind Potential View Shed Map.
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Arnold Trail

The Arnold Trail is a long hiking trail that crosses over lakes and through heavily wooded areas.
Within the boundaries of the APE, the Arnold Trail passes over the Kennebec River in the eastern
section of the APE and over the mountains in the northern section of the APE to Flagstaff Lake.
According to the view shed analysis map, the constructed Project would not be visible along the
Kennebec River, along the land section of the trail and Flagstaff Lake views would be
intermittent. The narrow width of the trail and the dense vegetation that surrounds either side of
it greatly limits views to include only the immediately surrounding area and would likely screen
views of the constructed Project. As such, travelers on the trail would likely experience limited,
if any, views of the constructed Project. The Arnold Trail is significant under Criterion A in the
area of Military history and Criterion B for its association with Benedict Arnold. These qualities
of significance would not be affected by the constructed Project. The Arnold Trail only crosses
one public road in the APE, Long Falls Dam Road. From this location the Project site is blocked
by an unnamed mountain and Roundtop Mountain (Photograph 10). Overall, the constructed
Project would not have an adverse effect on the Arnold Trail.

Appalachian Trail

The Appalachian Trail runs through the northwestern section of the APE over the Little Bigelow
Mountain range, Roundtop Mountain, and the Bates Ridge. The sections of the trail identified
within the APE are, for the most part, heavily wooded hiking paths (Photograph 11).
Approximately 18.9 miles of the Appalachian Trail are located within 8 miles of the Project area.
Of these 18.9 miles, 7.9 are within the Bigelow Range; the remaining 11 miles are in the wooded
lowlands around the Carry Ponds (West, Middle, and East).

Avery Peak, located 7.7 miles to the closet turbine, is the highest mountain in the Bigelow
Mountain Range. The view from Avery Peak is an approximately 330° panorama of the
surrounding landscape and includes the Bigelow Range, the Boundary Mountains, Crocker
Mountain, Sugarloaf Mountain, Little Poplar Mountain, and Stewart Mountain.

The Appalachian Trail over Little Bigelow Mountain, located approximately 3.5 to 5.1 miles
from the Project Site, is wooded, with only occasional views beyond the trail. There is not a
cleared summit on the Little Bigelow Mountain ridge. The majority of the views from the Little
Bigelow Mountain range are screened by the existing fir-birch vegetation. Intermittent views of
the turbines would be possible along the ridge at a distance of 5.2 to 7 miles. At the western end
of the ridge there are a few relatively short (75 to 100 feet long) rock outcrops where there would
be views of the Project at a distance of approximately 7 miles. Near the middle of the mountain
there are another two locations (each 75 to 100 feet long) where there would be Project views at a
distance of 5.2 miles. Views from the western portion of trail in the direction of the Project are
partially blocked by the eastern end of Little Bigelow Mountain. The eastern end of the range has
a small opening from which the Sugarloaf Mountain recreational development, the Sugarloaf
Regional Airport, and an existing transmission line are all visible.
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Photograph 10. Arnold Trail, view southwest toward the Project site. Project site is
blocked by existing mountains.

L

Photograph 11. Appalachian Trail, view from along Long Falls Dam Road south of
Flagstaff Lake.
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The Project would be visible from approximately 1,800 linear feet (0.34 miles) of the
Appalachian Trail within the 8-mile Project radius. Most of the visibility would be from Bigelow
Mountain (approximately 1,500 feet) on the open summit of Avery Peak, where six turbines
would be visible at distances of 7.8 to 8.0 miles (Photograph 12).2 Views of the Project within 8
miles of Avery Peak would be seen over an arc of less than 5° in a 330° view. By comparison, the
development at Sugarloaf Mountain is seen over an arc of 20°.

The closest views of the Project on the Appalachian Trail would be from an opening in the woods
on the eastern ridge of Little Bigelow Mountain, where the nearest turbines would be 4.3 miles to
the southeast, and from smaller openings just below the eastern ridge located approximately 3.9
miles away. The view from the eastern end of Little Bigelow Mountain would include up to 25
turbines on Stewart Mountain and Withham Mountain, seen at distances of 4.3 to 8 miles. The
turbines on Bald Mountain, Burnt Mountain, and Briggs Hill would all be more than 8 miles
distant. Views of the Project within 8 miles of Little Bigelow Mountain would visible over an arc
of approximately 24° in a 200° view (Photograph 13).

T = ——— T

View from Avery Peak on Bigelow Mountain on the Appalachian Trail looking southeast toward the proposed Highland Wind Project. Turbines visible from this location would be between 7.8 to 14.2 miles away.
Viewer should hold this photosimulation approximately 19" from eye to replicate actual view.

Photograph 12. Viewshed from Avery Peak, Bigelow Mountain (source: TID&A 2009).

2 A total of 44 turbines would be within the view shed of Avery Peak. However, the Maine Wind Power
Law has determined that generating facilities greater than eight miles from a scenic resource of state or
national significance are considered ‘insignificant.” (§ 3452.3.)
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Photograph 13. Viewshed from Little Bigelow Mountain (source: TID&A 2009).

The only view of the Project east of Long Falls Dam Road is in the vicinity of Arnolds Point on
West Carry Pond, where there are filtered views of up to 10 turbines at a distance of 2.8 miles.

Overall, the Highland Wind Project would introduce large-scale structures into an expansive
landscape that is characterized by dramatic landforms, wide valleys, and significant recreational
development. However, the Project would occupy a relatively minor section of the panoramic
views from the various mountain peaks. While the Highland Wind Project will be visible from
several locations along the Appalachian Trail, the presence of the turbines, largely seen in the
background, would not significantly affect the overall views from the trail. The Project would not
dominate views from this small section of the 281 mile long trail, nor would it detract from the
overall use and enjoyment of the trail. The Project would also not have an adverse effect on the
scenic character or the uses related to the scenic character of the Appalachian Trail. Therefore,
the Highland Wind Project would not have an adverse effect on the Appalachian Trail (see
Photographs 12 and 13).

Properties Evaluated as Potentially Eligible for Listing in the National Register

The five properties evaluated as potentially eligible for the listing in the National Register were
determined, based on field observations and information provided by the visual consultants, to
have either no view of or limited views of the Project. For the most part, views of the Project
would be screened by dense vegetation that lines a number of the roads in the surrounding area,
by the existing topography, or by the distance between the Project site and the property. A brief
description of the view to the Project area from these properties is provided below and
summarized in Table 3. Photographs from a number of these resources are provided below to
illustrate the screening effect of the dense vegetation and distance.
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Four properties would have no views of the constructed Project due to either the distance between
the property and the Project and/or the presence of dense vegetation surrounding the property.
For one property, the residence at 105 Canada Roa