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I.  Qualifications of Witness (Relevant to DEP and LUPC Review)
I am Vice President - Business Development for Avangrid Networks. In this role I am
responsible for creating and leading Avangrid’s business development and growth initiatives. I

have worked in the utility industry for thirty years in various roles including transmission and




distribution operations, resource planning, rates and regulatory, strategic planning, investor
relations and risk management. I have worked on integrated resource planning, clean air
compliance, industry restructuring, and mergers and acquisitions.

My CV is attached hereto as Exhibit CMP-1-A.

II.  Purpose and Scope of Testimony (Relevant to DEP and LUPC Review)

The purpose of my testimony is to provide an overview to the Maine Department of
Environmental Protection (DEP) and to the Maine Land Use Planning Commission (LUPC) of
the New England Clean Energy Connect Project (NECEC Project, NECEC, or Project), which
will be developed, constructed, and operated by Central Maine Power Company (CMP).

Attached hereto as Exhibit CMP-1-B is a Project Overview PowerPoint.

III.  Discussion (Relevant to DEP and LUPC Review)
a. Project Description (Relevant to DEP and LUPC Review)

The NECEC Project is a high voltage direct current (HVDC) transmission line and
related facilities which will be capable of delivering up to 1,200 megawatts of renewably
generated (i.e., reservoir hydropower) electricity from the Canadian border to the ISO-New
England (ISO-NE) electric grid. CMP proposed the Project in response to the March 31, 2017
Request for Proposals for Long-Term Contracts for Clean Energy Projects (RFP) issued by the
Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources and the Electric Distribution Companies of
Massachusetts. Since CMP filed its initial applications with the DEP and LUPC in September
2017, the Project has been selected as the winning bidder in the RFP solicitation and the
associated NECEC long-term agreements have been signed and submitted for regulatory

approval.




CMP is the developer of the Maine transmission portion of the Project, which is
comprised of the Project components described in the Direct Testimony of CMP witness Gerry
Mirabile. A map depicting the Project in relation to CMP’s existing system is attached hereto as
Exhibit CMP-1-C. The majority of the Project will be constructed adjacent to existing
transmission lines in existing transmission corridors owned by CMP, with the remainder
constructed on commercial forestland owned or controlled by CMP. A Project Overview Map is
attached hereto as Exhibit CMP-1-D. A Project Segment Overview Map is attached hereto as
Exhibit CMP-1-E. The Project is on schedule to achieve its December 13, 2022 commercial
operation date.

b. Project Purpose and Need (Relevant to DEP and LUPC Review)

The purpose of the NECEC Project is to deliver up to 1,200 MW of renewably-generated
electricity from Québec, Canada to the ISO-NE electric grid, also known as the New England
Control Area. The Project is routed on private land that CMP already owns or controls,
including existing transmission corridors. This route is shorter than other routes for deliveries
from Québec to New England and represents the lowest-cost path for the delivery of Clean
Energy Generation' from Québec.

The NECEC Project responds to Massachusetts’ RFP seeking 9,450,000 MWh of Clean
Energy Generation to be procured through cost-effective long-term contracts. The Project’s
selection under the RFP demonstrates that Massachusetts has concluded that the NECEC will
meet this need. Furthermore, the clean energy delivered by the Project will provide firm,

guaranteed, and tracked year-round energy deliveries that will reduce winter electricity price

! Under the terms of the RFP, “Clean Energy Generation” means either: (i) firm service hydroelectric
generation from hydroelectric generation alone; (ii) new Massachusetts Class I RPS eligible resources
that are firmed up with firm service hydroelectric generation; or (iii) new Massachusetts Class I RPS
eligible resources.




spikes, improve system reliability and resiliency, and provide renewable energy certificates and
other environmental attributes to help Massachusetts meet its GHG emissions reduction goals.
Importantly, CMP will not seek any cost recovery from Maine customers for the Project.
Rather, the Project will be paid for entirely by Hydro Renewable Energy, Inc. (HRE), which is
an affiliate of Hydro-Québec, and Massachusetts ratepayers in accordance with Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (FERC)-approved transmission service agreements (TSAs).
IV.  Conclusion (Relevant to DEP and LUPC Review)
The NECEC Project was developed to ensure that it will not adversely impact the scenic
beauty and unsurpassed environmental value of the area the Project crosses. It serves a crucial
purpose and need.

Exhibits:
CMP-1-A: Thorn Dickinson CV

CMP-1-B: Project Overview PowerPoint

CMP-1-C: CMP System Map (Figure 1 from PUC Application)
CMP-1-D: Project Overview Map

CMP-1-E: Project Segment Overview Map
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Work History

2011-present

2002-2011

1997-2002

1997-2003

1994-1997

CMP-1-A

Thorn C. Dickinson

Avangrid Networks (f/k/a Iberdrola USA), Portland, ME

Vice President - Business Devel

Responsible for creating and supporting business development and growth
initiatives for Iberdrola USA. Growth initiatives include both green field
development and mergers and acquisitions.

M&A transactions included Connecticut Natural Gas, Southern Connecticut Gas,
Berkshire Gas, Hartford Steam, NYSEG Solutions, Energetix, and New Hampshire
Gas.

Director Risk Management

Assess and address the causes and effects of uncertainty and risk throughout the
organization.

Apply a variety of financial and statistical analysis and modeling approaches to
accurately assess and make decisions about risk.

Acquire adequate and cost-effective risk financing for property, casualty,
professional and environmental exposures for the company and its subsidiaries
and oversee the claims management process.

Identify the company’s critical processes and ensure that there are tested
contingency plans in place to restore those processes in case of a disaster.

Manager - Investor Relations

Effectively communicate corporate strategy, financial results and expected
performance to the investment community.

Provide management information on financial markets, investor perspectives and
peer performance.

Develop, coordinate and present information to the investment community.

Responsible for rate design development.

New York State Electric & Gas Corp., Binghamton, NY

Coordinator - Cost Support & Pricing

Responsible for cost studies that support pricing strategies, profitability analysis,
and regulatory compliance.

Responsible for the testimony related to cost analysis in state and federal
proceedings.

Led a cross-functional team charged with the development and application of
models for the purposes of evaluating the risks and opportunities of a
restructured competitive environment.




Thorn C. Dickinson
Page 2

1991-1994

1988-1991

Education

Staff Engineer — Planning & Procurement

Performed financial analysis on supply and demand resources. One example of
this analysis includes the analysis of how the corporation should comply with the
Clean Air Act.

Negotiated power purchase contracts with Non-Utility Generation. Kept these
projects under control and moving forward from the initial contact with the
developer through the contractual, engineering, construction, testing, commercial
operation, and closeout phases of the project.

Field Engineer

Managed a group responsible for the construction, operation, and maintenance of
power delivery systems.

Developed construction schedules, budgets, and determined manpower
requirements for capital projects.

Responded to customer concerns regarding voltage problems, system reliability,
and equipment failure.

Met with customers, other utilities, state, and county officials to coordinate work
and to obtain permit approvals and easements.

B.S. in Electrical Engineering
Union College, Schenectady, NY

Master in Business Administration
Syracuse University, Syracuse, NY
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CLEAN ENERGY
CONNECT

New England Clean Energy Connect
Project Overview

Thorn Dickinson
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Project Purpose and Need

High voltage direct current (HVDC) transmission line and related facilities

= Delivering 1,200 megawatts of renewably generated electricity from Québec
to the ISO-NE electric grid

= Proposed in response to the March 31, 2017 Request for Proposals (RFP)
for Long-Term Contracts for Clean Energy Projects issued by the
Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources and the Electric
Distribution Companies of Massachusetts

= Will provide firm, guaranteed, and tracked year-round energy deliveries that:
= Reduce winter electricity price spikes
= Reduce wholesale cost of electricity for the benefit of retail customers
across the region |
= Improve system reliability and resiliency
= Help Massachusetts meet its renewable energy goals

A NECEC ' necleanenergyconnect.com



Project Overview

193 miles of transmission line corridor
from Québec to Lewiston and from
Windsor to Wiscasset

= Substation Upgrades: Cumberland,
Lewiston, Pownal, Windsor, Wiscasset

= $950 million development
= Full control/ownérship of route

= 139.5 miles of the route is within existing
corridors

= Fully operational by end of 2022

A NECEC ' necleanenergyconnect.com




Project Overview
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Project Overview
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Project Overview
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Siting the NECEC

New AN
Brunswick
Canada

Québec.
Canada

Minimize impact to the
environment:

e 72% of route in existing
corridor

e 28% in new corridor through
privately-owned working forest

¢(0.01% wetlands displaced

(0.15 acres out of 2,209 acres)

Leverage existing
substations:

- Larrabee Road, Lewiston
- Coopers Mills Road, Windsor
- Maine Yankee, Wiscasset

necleanenergyconnect.com
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NECEC Permits and Timeline

State Approvals
= Maine PUC CPCN

= Maine DEP Site Law/NRPA Permit

= Maine LUPC Certification

= Massachusetts DPU Approvals

Regional Approvals
= ISO-NE Approval

Federal Approvals
= USACE Permit

= US DOE Presidential Permit

= FERC Approval

Municipal Approvals

Expected Project Completion Date:

December 31, 2022

A NECEC

necleanenergyconnect.com
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Questions?

A NECEC ‘ necleanenergyconnect.com
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Figure 1 - Map of the NECEC
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I.  Qualifications of Witness (Relevant to DEP and LUPC Review)

My name is Gerry J. Mirabile. I am employed by Central Maine Power Company (CMP)
as Manager — NECEC Permitting. I am responsible for the accurate identification and
procurement of all necessary federal, state, and municipal environmental and land use permits,
licenses, and approvals for the New England Clean Energy Connect (NECEC) Project.

I have been employed at CMP since 1989. Since approximately 2000 I have been solely
responsible for managing permitting of CMP capital projects (such as transmission lines,
substations, service centers, and submerged cables). I have also been responsible for numerous
environmental compliance programs at CMP including Clean Air Act compliance, oil and
chemical release reporting, federal Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure (or SPCC)
compliance, greenhouse gas emissions reporting, environmental best practices and procedures
development, and training.

Prior to my employment at CMP 1 worked for four years at the Maine Department of
Environmental Protection (DEP), administering land use and wastewater discharge statutes and
regulations, evaluating the environmental impacts of permit proposals, drafting DEP orders, and
educating applicants and the public on Maine environmental standards and best practices.

I earned a Bachelor of Science in Ecology degree from Johnson State College in Vermont
in 1984, and was awarded the Award for Excellence in Ecology. I earned a Master of Science in
Business degree from Husson College in 2000, and a Master of Business Administration degree
from Husson University in 2013. My curriculum vitae is attached hereto as Exhibit CMP-2-A.

II.  Purpose and Scope of Testimony (Relevant to DEP and LUPC Review)
The purpose and scope of my testimony are as follows: to provide an overview of the

NECEC Project; to describe its impact on scenic character and existing uses; to describe its




impact on wildlife habitat and fisheries; to describe the process.and criteria by which alternatives
to the NECEC Project and route were evaluated; and to describe the basis for the NECEC
compensation and mitigation proposals.
HI. Summary of Testimony (Relevant to DEP and LUPC Review)
I am providing testimony on the following topics:
e Project overview: description of the NECEC Project scope and overview of Project
components.
e Scenic Character and Existing Uses: overview of Project provisions for minimizing visual
impacts to surrounding areas including buffering.
o Wildlife Habitat and Fisheries: description of Project impacts on certain fisheries and wildlife
habitat, certain endangered species, coldwater fisheries, and habitat fragmentation.
e Alternatives Analysis: description of the alternatives to the proposed NECEC Project route,
how alternative routes were evaluated, and why the preferred route was selected.
e Compensation and Mitigation: description of measures to avoid, minimize, mitigate, and
compensate for unavoidable NECEC Project impacts.
IV. Discussion
a. Project Overview
i. Project Description (Relevant to DEP and LUPC Review)
The NECEC Project is a high voltage direct current (HVDC) transmission line and
related facilities that will be capable of delivering up to 1,200 megawatts of renewably generated
electricity from the Canadian border to the ISO-NE electric grid. The Project was proposed in

response to the Request for Proposals for Long-Term Contracts for Clean Energy Projects (RFP)




dated March 31, 2017 and issued by the Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources and the

Electric Distribution Companies of Massachusetts.

NECEC Project components include the following:

Project Segments 1. 2. & 3

145.3 miles of new +/-320kV HVDC transmission line from the Canadian border to a
new DC to AC converter substation north of Merrill Road in Lewiston, including
crossing beneath the upper Kennebec River via horizontal directional drilling;

1.2 miles of new 345kV transmission line from the new Merrill Road Converter
Station to the existing Larrabee Road Substation in Lewiston;

Partial rebuild of 0.8 mile of 34.5kV transmission line Section 72 outside of the
Larrabee Road Substation to make room in the corridor for the above 1.2-mile 345kV
transmission line;

New +/- 320kV DC to 345kV AC 1,200MW converter station north of Merrill Road
in Lewiston; and

Addition of 345kV transmission line terminal at the existing Larrabee Road
Substation in Lewiston.

Project Segment 4

New 345kV +/-200MVAR STATCOM (a voltage support device) at new Fickett
Road Substation in Pownal;

New 0.3-mile 345kV AC transmission line from the existing Surowiec Substation in
Pownal to the new Fickett Road Substation in Pownal,;

Rebuild of 16.1 miles of 115kV Section 64 AC transmission line from the existing
Larrabee Road Substation in Lewiston to the existing Surowiec Substation in Pownal;
and

Rebuild of 9.3 miles of 115kV Section 62 AC transmission line from the existing
Crowley Road Substation in Lewiston to the existing Surowiec Substation in Pownal.

Segment 5

New 26.5-mile 345kV AC transmission line from the existing Coopers Mills
Substation in Windsor to the existing Maine Yankee Substation in Wiscasset;

Partial rebuild of 0.3 mile of 345kV Section 3025 transmission line between Larrabee
Road Substation in Lewiston and Coopers Mills Substation in Windsor;

Partial rebuild of 0.8 mile of 345kV Section 392 transmission line between Maine
Yankee Substation in Wiscasset and Coopers Mills Substation in Windsor; and
Partial rebuild of 0.8 mile each of 115kV Sections 60 and 88 outside of Coopers Mills
Substation in Windsor.

Other Components

Additional equipment will be installed, and additional upgrades will be made, at
Larrabee Road Substation in Lewiston, Crowley’s Substation in Lewiston, Surowiec
Substation in Pownal, Raven Farm Substation in Cumberland, Coopers Mills
Substation in Windsor, and Maine Yankee Substation in Wiscasset.




Exhibit CMP-2-B is an Overview Map, which divides the Project into the above-
referenced segments. Exhibit CMP-2-C is an Overview Map, which designates which portions
of the Project are in LUPC territory. Exhibit CMP-2-D is a Project Recreation Areas Map,
which shows the siting of the Project to avoid natural and recreational resources and to locate as
much of the route as possible within existing utility corridors.

ii. Project Purpose and Need (Relevant to DEP and LUPC Review)

The purpose of the NECEC Project is to deliver renewable energy from Canada to New
England, which has a continuing need for such power. The Project will deliver up to 1,200 MW
of renewably-generated electricity from Québec, Canada to the ISO-NE electric grid, also known
as the New England Control Area. This clean energy will provide firm, guaranteed, and tracked
year-round energy deliveries that will reduce winter electricity price spikes, reduce the wholesale
cost of electricity for the benefit of retail customers across the region, improve system reliability
and resiliency, and provide renewable energy certificates and other environmental attributes to
help Massachusetts meet its renewable energy goals.

b. Issuel (Scenic Character and Existing Uses)
i. Buffering for Visual Impacts (Relevant to DEP and LUPC Review)

CMP sited the NECEC Project to maximize the use of natural buffers such as topography
and intervening vegetation, to minimize the visibility of the Project. Examples of this include:

* Proposing to cross beneath the upper Kennebec River, an Outstanding River Segment
identified in Maine statute, utilizing horizontal directional drilling (HDD) rather than an
overhead crossing, to eliminate visible conductors and structures from the Kennebec
River and to maintain this river segment’s scenic and recreational values;

®  QOrienting the transmission line perpendicular to Route 201 where the corridor crosses this
road, a Scenic Byway, so that the transmission line corridor is visible for the minimum
amount of time to passing motorists;

= Locating the transmission line corridor along the west side of Johnson Mountain and
along the shoulder of Coburn Mountain to reduce its visibility from Route 201; and




At the request of the LUPC, proposing to shorten a structure close to Beattie Pond, a
Management Class 6 remote pond in Beattie Township, to minimize its visual impact and
visibility to recreational users of this pond.

CMP proposed to create and maintain buffer strips to minimize Project visual impacts,

protect and maintain water quality, and facilitate movement of wildlife within and between

important habitat. Examples of this include:

Roadside buffer plantings of compatible species have been proposed in the following
areas, to reduce its visibility in these areas:

o Along both sides of Troutdale Road where the Appalachian Trail (AT) is in close
proximity to the Project; and

o Where the NECEC transmission line corridor crosses Route 201 in Moscow and
in Johnson Mountain Township.

Tapering of vegetation along the edges of transmission line corridor segments visible
from the summit of Coburn Mountain in Upper Enchanted Township and from Rock
Pond looking toward Three Slide Mountain in TSR6 BKP WKR and Appleton Township,
to minimize the visual impact of the Project from these viewpoints.

Proposing riparian (stream) buffers of 100 feet adjacent to all perennial streams within
Project Segment 1; adjacent to all coldwater fishery streams crossed by the Project;
adjacent to all streams containing threatened or endangered species; and adjacent to all
four Outstanding River Segments crossed aerially by the Project (Kennebec River below
Wyman Dam, Carrabassett River, Sandy River, West Branch of the Sheepscot River);
within these buffers stringent vegetation clearing and management restrictions, as well as
herbicide application restrictions, apply.

At the request of the DEP and the Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife
(DIFW), expanded riparian buffers of 75 feet for all other streams.

Within the upper Kennebec River biological deer wintering area, establish and maintain
10 deer winter travel corridors totaling approximately 1.1 linear miles. In these corridors,
vegetation will be maintained either at full mature height (two segments for a distance of
2,610 feet) or at heights up to 35 feet (8 segments for a distance of 3,279 feet).

CMP buffered the NECEC Project to minimize adverse visual impacts to the maximum

extent practicable by a number of means, including:

Siting the NECEC Project route specifically to avoid proximity to and visibility from
recreational areas such as.state parks, wildlife preserves, and other conserved lands
including: White Mountain National Forest; Mahoosuc Public Preserve; Umbagog
National Wildlife Refuge; Richardson Lakes; Rangeley Lake; Kennebago Lake;
Saddleback Mountain; Sugarloaf Mountain; Appalachian Trail; Bigelow Preserve;




Flagstaff Lake; Spencer Lake; Kennebec River Gorge; Moosehead Lake; and Baxter
State Park/Mount Katahdin.

To the extent possible while avoiding the above sensitive areas, choosing the straightest
route between Beattie Township (where the Hydro Quebec Transenergie transmission
line meets the U.S./Canada border) to the existing CMP transmission line Section 222
corridor, thus minimizing and limiting the length of new transmission line corridor to
53.5 miles.

Co-locating more than 70% of the proposed NECEC transmission line with existing
transmission lines within existing corridors, avoiding or minimizing new visual impacts
that can occur with new corridors, and taking advantage of existing compatible land uses.

CMP’s proposal, in October 2018, to avoid an aerial crossing of the upper Kennebec
River, and instead to cross beneath the river using HDD, preventing the stringing of
conductors, shield wires, and associated aviation markers across a segment of the
Kennebec River that is an Outstanding River Segment. As an Outstanding River
Segment, this stretch of the Kennebec River is recognized for its “unparalleled natural
and recreational values™ and for providing “irreplaceable social and economic benefits to
the people in their existing state.” The upper Kennebec is highly valued by rafters, other
boaters, and other recreationists; CMP’s HDD proposal protects these values and uses.

Use of self-weathering steel structures in most locations to support transmission line
conductors (wires). This material’s brown/oxidized color and dull finish are more alike
visually to surrounding trees and vegetation than typical galvanized steel structures, and
are therefore less obtrusive and more compatible with their natural surroundings.

Structures proposed along the west side of Moxie Lake, to be co-located within an
existing corridor adjacent to an existing transmission line, were reduced in height after
their initial design to minimize their visibility.

Maximizing the use of natural buffers such as topography and intervening vegetation, to
minimize the visibility of the Project by, for example, avoiding ridgelines and siting the
transmission corridor along side slopes and low points.

ii. Buffering Specific to the P-RR Subdistrict (Relevant to LUPC
Review)

As noted earlier, at the request of the LUPC, CMP has proposed to reduce the height of a

proposed transmission line structure close to Beattie Pond, a Management Class 6 remote pond

in Beattie Township, to minimize its visual impact and visibility to recreational users of this

pond. The transmission line in this area is within the LUPC Recreation Protection subdistrict (P-

RR). This redesign, proposed in January 2019, utilizes existing, to be retained vegetation to




block and buffer visibility of this structure from Beattic Pond. Attached as Exhibit CMP-2-E is
CMP’s January 25, 2019 design modification proposal for this area, including photosimulations.

Regarding the upper Kennebec River P-RR, CMP modified its proposed aerial crossing
of the Kennebec River in this area, and on October 19, 2018 proposed to cross beneath the
Kennebec River using HDD. This proposal requires two termination stations (i.e., stations where
the conductor transitions from aerial to underground), one on each side of the Kennebec River.
Termination stations have been sited and designed to be buffered by existing vegetation and
topography and therefore invisible to river users. HDD is consistent with the purpose of the P-
RR subdistrict in that it buffers and protects this area from Project-related development, and
conserves the primitive recreational experience by making both the transmission line and the
termination stations invisible to river users. Exhibit CMP-2-F includes photosimulations of the
proposed HDD termination stations and vicinity.

Regarding the area where the AT crosses the Project transmission line corridor in three
locations, CMP has proposed planted vegetative buffers along the east and west side of Troutdale
Road (co-located with the AT in this area) to minimize the Project’s visual impact on the AT.
These plantings buffer the Project transmission line from the adjacent Appalachian Trail.

iii. Issue 1 Conclusion (Relevant to DEP and LUPC Review)

CMP has made adequate provision for fitting the Project harmoniously into the existing
natural environment and the development will not adversely affect scenic character in the
municipality or in neighboring municipalities, and the activity will not unreasonably interfere
with existing scenic and aesthetic uses. CMP has made adequate provision for buffer strips. The
Project design takes into account the scerﬁc character of the surrounding area, the Project has

been located, designed, and landscaped to minimize its visual impact to the fullest extent




possible, the Project has been designed and landscaped to minimize its visual impact on the
surrounding area, and the Project provides for the preservation of existing elements of the
development site which contribute to the maintenance of scenic character.
Where the Project is located within the P-RR subdistrict, it will be sufficiently buffered
from other uses and resources to meet the LUPC’s special exception criteria.
c. Issue 2 (Wildlife Habitat and Fisheries)

i. Endangered Species — Roaring Brook Mayfly, Spring Salamanders
(Relevant to DEP Review)

CMP coordinated closely with DIFW to identify streams containing the endangered
Roaring Brook Mayfly and the species of special concern Northern Spring Salamander. Of these
streams, DIFW prioritized those whose riparian zones were important to preserve in their natural
(forested) condition, and those for which unavoidable impacts would be appropriately
compensated by way of a fee.

As aresult, CMP proposed, as part of its Compensation Plan, to contribute $470,000 to
the Maine Endangered and Nongame Wildlife Fund. This fee was calculated using the DEP’s in-
lieu fee formula (not including wetland restoration and enhancement cost).

Also, CMP modified its original Project design to include a total of eight taller structures
at Mountain Brook in Johnson Mountain Township and at Three Slide Mountain (adjacent to
Gold Brook) in TSR6BKP WKR and Appleton Township to avoid and minimize impacts by
allowing full height canopy to be retained within the 250-foot-wide conservation management
areas of these water bodies. Accordingly, there will be no unreasonable disturbance or harm to
this habitat. A photosimulations of the Préj ect transmission line in the vicinity of Three Slide

Mountain is attached as Exhibit CMP-2-G.




CMP’s proposal includes the following measures specifically intended to protect wildlife
and fisheries, including Roaring Brook Mayfly and Northern Spring Salamanders:

» Riparian (stream) buffers of 100 feet adjacent to all perennial streams within Project
Segment 1; adjacent to all coldwater fishery streams crossed by the Project; adjacent to
all streams containing threatened or endangered species; and adjacent to all four
Outstanding River Segments crossed aerially by the Project. Within these buffers

stringent vegetation clearing and management restrictions, as well as herbicide
application restrictions, apply.

» At the request of the DEP and DIFW, expanded riparian buffers of 75 feet for all other
streams.

Central Maine Power Company has also proposed to conduct instream work, if necessary
and if approved by MDEP and USACE, only during the period from July 15 to September 15. In
addition, CMP will utilize frozen ground conditions during initial vegetation clearing and project
construction to the greatest extent practicable in order to reduce soil compaction, vegetation
damage and the need for construction mats.

ii. Brook Trout Habitat (Relevant to DEP Review)

The NECEC Project crosses 223 rivers, streams, or brooks containing brook trout habitat.
The most recognized species comprising coldwater fisheries are members of the family
Salmonidae (trout and salmon). The most common coldwater species that occur in the Project
area is the brook trout (Salvelinus fontinalis). While CMP does not agree that brook trout habitat
is “significant wildlife habitat,” as defined in 38 ML.R.S. § 480-B(10), to minimize unavoidable
impacts to brook trout habitat, CMP proposed widened riparian buffers of 100 feet for all
coldwater fishery streams (as determined by DIFW), which include brook trout habitat. Within
these buffers:

* Foliar herbicides will not be applied;

»  Vehicle refueling or maintenance will not be done (unless on an existing paved road
or if using secondary containment under the supervision of an environmental
inspector);

10




*  Stream crossings will be accomplished through the use of equipment spans with no
in-stream disturbance;

* Initial tree clearing will be performed during frozen ground conditions whenever
possible;

®  Mechanized equipment will be allowed only if supported by construction matting
(unless during frozen ground conditions);

= Travel lanes or reach-in techniques will be used to the greatest extent possible;

» Qutside of the wire zone, non-capable species will be allowed to exceed 10 feet in
height unless it is determined that they may encroach into the conductor safety zone
prior to the next four-year maintenance cycle; and

=  Site-specific erosion and sedimentation control plans will be developed and
implemented for any structures located within these buffers.

These measures ensure that there will be no unreasonable disturbance or harm to this habitat.

In addition to the above measures, CMP proposed $200,000 to be used to replace
missing, non-functional or improperly installed culverts. These replacements will be coordinated
with DIFW and interested non-governmentai entities to identify those culverts whose
replacements will re-connect valuable brook trout habitat.

iii. Habitat Fragmentation (Relevant to DEP Review)

CMP sited the NECEC Project to minimize habitat fragmentation. CMP accomplished
~ this by co-locating more than 70% of the new transmission line within or immediately adjacent
to existing transmission line corridors, rather than creating a new corridor for the entire
transmission line.

In designing the Project route, CMP first located the route from the United States/Canada
border to the nearest existing transmission line right of way by the most direct and shortest (i.e.,
straightest) route. It then modified this route to avoid sensitive and protected areas such as water

bodies, wetlands, scenic vistas, conserved areas, and vernal pools. This process resulted in a new

transmission line corridor 53.5 miles long that provides for the protection of wildlife and
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fisheries, and ensures that there will be no unreasonable disturbance or harm to habitat through
unreasonable habitat fragmentation.

This segment of new corridor would be located within an area of Maine that is working
forest, actively managed on a 30- to 50-year cycle of harvest, regrowth, and re-harvest. As aerial
photographs depict, the Project route and surrounding areas are divided throughout by skidder
trails, logging roads, and other breaks in the forest. Many of these existing breaks are not
revegetated. Conversely, the Project corridor will revegetate with trees and shrubs generally up
to 10 feet tall. The corridor will be maintained in this condition throughout the life of the
Project.

While this conversion of vegetation from forested to scrub/shrub will favor some species
over others, the transmission line corridor will not generally impede the movement or migration
of wildlife or plant species. In contrast to this transmission corridor “soft development” (where
habitat is converted but retained as functional), “hard development” (such as roads and homes)
results in a total loss of habitat, and has the practical effect of fragmenting habitat as it isolates
areas of habitat from surrounding areas of viable habitat.

In fact, “soft development” breaks in forested cover cause an “edge effect,” which refers
to the impact on plant and animal diversity where two or more different habitats meet. In many
cases, edge effect results in greater species diversity, and greater population density of certain
species, than that observed within individual habitats.

A wide variety of wildlife utilizes transmission line corridors. Mammals such as deer,
moose, bear, fox, coyote, and rabbit, as well as snakes, birds, and amphibians, all utilize CMP

corridors for reproduction, nesting, forage, cover from predators, hunting, and grazing. Animals

12




are attracted to transmission corridors due to the variety of food sources and habitats, and the
diversity of other species.

The NECEC Project will cross 22 mapped (by the Maine Office of GIS) deer wintering
areas (DWAs) of indeterminate value, totaling 44.3 acres, as well as 39 unmapped acres that are
located within the upper Kennebec DWA. Construction and maintenance will not significantly
affect the functional attributes of the DWAs intersected by the Project for the following reasons:

= Corridor construction will widen existing, non-forested transmission line corridors by an
average of only approximately 75 feet. As such, the functional effects on these DWAs are

expected to be indiscernible; after construction these DWAs are expected to function
similar to the way they currently do.

*  CMP maintains its transmission line corridors, and will maintain the Project, in a manner
that encourages the growth of non-capable shrub species that provide important winter
browse (woody plant buds and twigs) for over-wintering deer and in accordance with the
CMP Post-Construction Vegetation Management Plan (Site Law Application Exhibit 10-
2, revised January 2019) and CMP’s Environmental Guidelines (Site Law Application

P B4 VR PRI, SVt [ FRY
Exhibit 14-1, revised June 2018).

= CMP avoided and minimized direct and temporary impacts through adjusting pole
placement where possible and minimizing temporary access roads through these areas.

= CMP proposes to enhance wildlife habitat in the Project corridor adjacent to DWA by
revegetating disturbed soils in upland areas with a wildlife seed mix promoted and
developed by the Sportsman’s Alliance of Maine (“SAM?”) and the Maine Seed
Company.

Within the upper Kennebec River biological DWA, CMP will establish and maintain 10
deer winter travel corridors totaling approximately 1.1 linear miles. In these corridors,
vegetation will be maintained either at full mature height (two segments for a distance of 2,610
feet) or at heights up to 35 feet (8 segments for a distance of 3,279 feet). This will ensure that
deer have access to all areas within this DWA.

In summary, the NECEC Project will create a S\;vath of permanently maintained scrub-

shrub habitat in an area with a scarcity of such habitat, and characterized by a patchwork of

clearcuts, and young and older tree (primarily softwood) regrowth. The inclusion of scrub-shrub
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habitat within the larger landscape, while it will advantage some plant and animal species over
others, will not adversely impact overall habitat and species diversity, and may improve it.

For these reasons, the Project will not unreasonably harm any significant wildlife habitat,
or travel corridor, through habitat fragmentation. It will protect wildlife by maintaining suitable
and sufficient habitat, and it will not disrupt or interfere with wildlife lifecycles. Further, a buffer
strip of sufficient area will be established to provide wildlife with travel lanes between areas of
available habitat. There will be no unreasonable disturbance to high and moderate value deer
wintering areas or the habitat of any other species through habitat fragmentation. To the
contrary, the siting of the Project ensures that it will not unreasonably degrade significant
wildlife habitat, unreasonably disturb wildlife, or unreasonably affect the continued use of the
site by the subject wildlife.

iv. Buffer Strips Around Cold Water Fisheries (Relevant to DEP Review)

The NECEC Project will be located in an area with rich and significant coldwater
fisheries. In fact, DIFW noted that “viable brook trout habitat is not lacking in this region to the
extent it might be elsewhere” [email from MDIFW’s Bob Stratton to Burns & McDonnell’s
Mark Goodwin 7/31/2018, 8:04 AM]. While CMP does not agree that cold water fisheries are
“significant wildlife habitat,” as defined in 38 M.R.S. § 480-B(10), the Project proposal includes
several measures to avoid, reduce, minimize, and compensate for unavoidable impacts to these
important fisheries, including:

e Preserving 12.02 linear miles of coldwater fishery habitat, including 7.9 miles of habitat
and frontage along the Dead River;

e Replacing missing, non-functional and improperly installed culverts — both within the
Project footprint and outside of the Project — to reconnect isolated coldwater fishery
habitat to downstream areas;

e Donating $180,000 to the Maine Endangered and Nongame Wildlife Fund, to pay for
* additional mitigation for unavoidable coldwater fishery impacts; and
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Performing stream crossings by heavy equipment during construction through the
installation of equipment spans with no in-stream disturbances; streams will not be forded
by heavy equipment.

Specific to buffers, CMP proposed 100-foot-wide riparian buffers on all coldwater

fishery streams (as identified by DIFW), all four outstanding river segments crossed aerially by

the Project (Kennebec River below Wyman Dam; Carrabassett River; Sandy River; and West

Branch of the Sheepscot River), all waterbodies containing rare, threatened, or endangered

species, and all perennial streams within the new (Segment 1) portion of the NECEC corridor.

CMP has proposed an expanded buffer of 75 feet (rather than the standard 25 feet) for all other

streams that do not meet the above criteria.

Within these riparian buffers, the following practices will apply:

During construction, removal of capable species or dead or hazard trees within the
appropriate stream buffer will typically be accomplished by hand-cutting. Mechanized
harvesting equipment will be used only if supported by construction matting or during
frozen conditions in a manner (i.e., use of travel lanes and reach-in techniques) that
preserves non-capable vegetation less than 10 feet in height to the greatest extent
possible.

During maintenance, removal of capable species and dead or hazard trees will be
accomplished by hand-cutting only. Mechanized harvesting equipment will not be used;

Herbicides will not be stored, mixed, or transferred between containers unless done on a
paved public access road;

No refueling or maintenance of equipment, including chainsaws, will occur unless done
on a paved public access road, or if secondary containment is used with oversight from an
environmental inspector;

The boundary of each stream buffer will have unique flagging installed to distinguish
between the applicable 75-foot or 100-foot stream buffer prior to vegetation management
activities;

No slash will be left within 50 feet of the edge of any stream;

Initial tree clearing will be performed during frozen ground conditions whenever
practicable, and if not practicable, the recommendations of the environmental inspector
will be followed regarding the appropriate techniques to minimize disturbance such as the
use of selectively placed travel lanes within the stream buffer. CMP will not place any
transmission line structures within the stream buffer, unless specifically authorized by the
DEP and accompanied by a site specific erosion control plan; and
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= Structures will not be placed within 25 feet of any stream regardless of its classification.

In addition, undisturbed buffers will be maintained on both the east and west sides of the
upper Kennebec River in the vicinity of the HDD crossing. Specifically, an undisturbed buffer
of 1,160 feet will be maintained along the west bank of the river in this area, and an undisturbed
buffer of 1,450 feet will be maintained along the east bank of the river in this area. Within these
two buffers, vegetation will not be maintained and CMP does not anticipate a need to cut these
trees, and thus they will grow to their full height.

These expanded riparian buffers will protect water quality, minimizing ground
disturbance and the potential for sediments or herbicides to enter coldwater fisheries (and other
streams); minimize insolation and water temperature increases; and retain wildlife travel
corridors within riparian zones.

CMP therefore has made adequate provision for buffer strips around cold water fisheries,
given that water bodies within or adjacent to the Project will be adequately protected from
sedimentation and surface runoff by buffer strips, and these buffer strips will provide adequate
space for movement of wildlife between important habitats. The Project will not unreasonably
harm cold water fisheries.

v. Issue 2 Conclusion (Relevant to DEP Review)

There will be no unreasonable harm to or adverse effect on the Roaring Brook Mayfly,
Spring Salamanders, or Brook Trout habitat, and the Project will not unreasonably harm any
significant wildlife habitat, or travel corridor, through habitat fragmentation. Alteration of such
habitat and disturbance of such wildlife has been kept to the minimum amount necessary, and the

Project does not unreasonably degrade such habitat, unreasonably disturb such wildlife, or
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unreasonably affect the continued use of the site by such wildlife. CMP has made adequate
provision for buffer strips around cold water fisheries.
d. Issue 3 (Alternatives Analysis)
i. Alternatives Analysis (Relevant to DEP and LUPC Review)

The NECEC Project was carefully and thoughtfully sited and designed to avoid, to the
maximum extent practicable, protected and sensitive resources.

CMP began its alternatives analysis by considering the purpose of the NECEC Project,
namely, to transmit 1,200 MW of renewably generated electricity from Canada to New England.
CMP considered the no-action alternative. However, this alternative would not meet the Project
purpose. For this reason, the no-action alternative was rejected.

In determining its Preferred Route alternative, CMP’s primary consideration was
identifying the closest existing transmission line corridor — Section 222 in The Forks Plantation —
and evaluating the optimal route from the United States/Canada border to the Section 222
corridor. CMP’s Project route and alternatives analysis purposely avoided siting the Project in
state and national parks, recreation areas, areas with protected or sensitive natural or cultural
resources, and areas with high scenic values and sensitivity.

The alternative routes considered included the HVDC line component, from the United
States/Canada border to the interconnection point with the grid at Larrabee Road Substation
(Segments 1, 2 and 3) and the associated substation upgrades. All other Project components (i.e.,
Segments 4 and 5) are being proposed in existing CMP corridors and, as such, the alternatives to
these line sections would be to site these sections in new corridors, which would not meet the

objective of the least environmental impact.
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CMP evaluated alternate routes based on the following 11 criteria with respect to route

selection. Each criterion is followed by an indication of its desirability for NECEC routing; data

for criteria comparisons were derived primarily from publicly-available sources such as the

Maine Office of Geographic Information Systems website:

Conserved Lands [fewer are better]

Undeveloped Right of Way [more is better]

Clearing [less is better]

Stream Crossings [fewer are better]

Transmission Line Length [shorter is better]

National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) Mapped Wetlands [fewer are better]
Deer Wintering Areas [fewer are better|

Inland Waterfowl and Wading Bird Habitat [fewer are better]

Public Water Supplies [fewer are better|

Significant Sand and Gravel Aquifers [fewer are better]

Parcel Count Total [fewer are better]

CMP compared the Preferred Alternative route to two alternative routes, known as

HVDC Alternative 1 and HVDC Alternative 2, based on the above parameters.

HVDC Alternative 1 was based on a route CMP had previously considered, and acquired

option agreements on, for a different project. It would be located primarily in new corridor and

partially in undeveloped width of existing corridors.

HVDC Alternative 2 would extend from the United States/Canada border to Lewiston,

partially in new corridor and partially in undeveloped width of existing corridors. .Comparison of

the Preferred Alternative to DC Alternative 1 demonstrated the following (from September 2017

NRPA application):
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Table 2-1: Comparison of NECEC Preferred Alternative to Alternative 1

Point of Comparison Unit Preferred Alternative Alternative 1
Conserved lands no./acres 6 parcels/42 acres 8 parcels/275.3 acres
Undeveloped ROW miles 535 931

Clearing acres 1,823 1,934

Parcel count total no. 7 120

Stream crossings no. 115 88

Transmission line length miles 146.5 1193

NWI mapped wetlands no./acres 263 wetlands/76.3 acres 238 wetlands/118.3 acres
Deer wintering areas no./acres 8 DWAs/44 3 acres 8 DWASs/71.3 acres
Inland waterfowl and no./acres 12 TWWH/22.7 acres 9 TWWH/23.1 acres
wading bird habitat

Public water supplies within | no. 1 1

500 feet

Significant sand and gravel | no. 12 7

aquifers

Comparison of the Preferred Alternative to DC Alternative 2 demonstrated the following

(from September 2017 NRPA application):
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Table 2-2: Comparison of NECEC Preferred Alternative to Alternative 2

Sigmficant sand and gravel aquifers

Point of Comparison Unit Preferred Alternative | Alternative 2
Conserved lands no./acres | 6 parcels/42 acres 9 parcels/53.2 acres
Undefveloped ROW miles | 53.5 17.3
Clearing acres 1,823 1,670
Parcel count total no. 7 34
Stream crossings no. 115 123
Transmission line length miles 146.5 . 138.5
NWI mapped wetlands no./acres | 263 wetlands/ 76.3 acres | 283 wetlands/ 113.3
acres

Deer wintering areas no./acres | 8 DWAs/44.3 acres 8 DWASs/44 acres
Inland waterfowl and wading bird no./acres | 12 IWWH/22.7 acres 12 TWWH/16.5 acres
habitat
Public water supplies within 500 feet | no. 1 1

no. 12 10

These comparisons affirmed that the Preferred Alternative route is the optimal route for

several reasons:

* The Preferred Alternative route crosses fewer conserved land parcels than either
alternative, and therefore minimizes habitat fragmentation. ’

®  The Preferred Alternative route requires significantly less new transmission line
corridor to be developed than HVDC Alternative 1.

= The Preferred Alternative route required acquisition of significantly fewer land
parcels than either alternative. This point of comparison is critical in two respects:

o Fewer required land parcels equates to a higher likelihood of successful
acquisition of all needed lands. The eventual acquisition of land rights to the
Preferred Alternative made this route more feasible than either alternative; and
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o Fewer required land parcels, and therefore larger land parcels owned by each
entity, allowed CMP to negotiate with these same landowners to adjust the
transmission line corridor route to avoid impacts to protective and sensitive
natural resources.

=  The Preferred Alternative has fewer wetland and stream crossings than HVDC
Alternative 2.

» HVDC Alternative 2 would require land acquisition across Penobscot Indian Nation
land, the Bigelow Preserve, and the Appalachian Trail corridor.

»  HVDC Alternative 2 structures would likely be visible from points along the
Appalachian Trail, Bigelow Preserve, and Sugarloaf Mountain ski area.

Regarding analysis of alternative locations for the Merrill Road, Lewiston converter station and
the Fickett Road, Pownal new substation, I incorporate by reference the testimony of Brian
Berube, CMP Real Estate Manager.

ii. Alternatives Analysis Specific to the P-RR Subdistrict (Relevant to
LUPC Review)

The proposed transmission line in Beattie Township would be located approximately Y4
mile from Beattie Pond, which is an LUPC Management Class VI Lake (also referred to as a
Remote Pond). There is an existing access road within 400 feet of Beattie Pond. The P-RR
zoning is intended to protect the pond from permanent improvements in access that could lead to
more intensive use or development. The transmission line corridor at a distance greater than
existing developed road access will not include permanent improvements or promote more
intensive use or development of the pond, and is therefore consistent with the intent of the P-RR
zoning.

CMP attempted to negotiate an alternative alignment south of the Beattie Pond P-RR
subdistrict through Merrill Strip Township, and offered landowner Bayroot LLC between 150%
and 200% of fair market value, but was unable to reach mutually-acceptable terms with the
landowner, which demanded almost 50 times fair market value. Re-routing north of Beattie

Pond to avoid the P-RR subdistrict would result in approximately two miles of additional
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corridor and associated vegetation clearing, and would lead to potentially higher visibility from
the pond, due to the higher elevations associated with Caswell Mountain to the north. Neither
alternative route is suitable for the proposed use, and neither is reasonably available to CMP.

The Appalachian Trail crosses the transmission line (the National Park Service holds an
easement on CMP fee-owned land) at three locations close to Moxie Pond in Bald Mountain
Township. The configuration of the AT within and adjacent to an approximately 3,500-foot long
portion of transmission line corridor prevented CMP from avoiding direct impacts to the P-RR
subdistrict in this area. Any alternative alignments of the transmission line would result in
crossings of the Appalachian Trail in one or more locations where there are currently no
transmission line corridors. Co-location of the new transmission line within the existing
transmission line corridor is therefore the least environmentally-damaging practicable
alternative. CMP has proposed buffer plantings along both the east and west sides of Troutdale
Road (aka Moxie Pond Road or Trestle Road) where the AT is co-located within this road, and
has thus buffered the new transmission line adequately from other uses in this area.

The upper Kennebec River is also zoned P-RR in the vicinity of the Project. After
initially proposing to cross the Kennebec River aerially, CMP determined that crossing beneath
the river using HDD would avoid adverse visual impacts on recreational users of this outstanding
river segment and the associated concerns of environmental regulators, the host communities,
and other stakeholders.

Given the need to transmit power from the Beattie Township / Canada border area to the
Lewiston converter station, it was necessary to identify a feasible and optimal location at which -
to cross the Kennebec River. Three alternative Kennebec River crossing locations were

evaluated by CMP: (1) north of Moxie Stream between Moxie Gore and West Forks Plt (the
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Preferred Alternative); (2) on CMP land about one mile downstream of Harris Dam (the CMP
Land Alternative); and (3) near the Harris Station powerhouse (the Brookfield Alternative).
Each of the latter two alternatives had significant environmental and logistical disadvantages.

The CMP Land Alternative would have required acquisition of land from a private
landowner. Also, that alternative route would be 5.1 miles longer than the Preferred Alternative,
which would create significantly greater environmental impacts.

The Brookfield Alternative would require widening 900 +/- feet of the Jackman tie line
corridor, which would require use of Brookfield land that is encumbered by the Moosehead
Kennebec Headwaters conservation easement. This alternative would also require Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) and Brookfield approval for use of land that is within
the Harris Hydropower facility FERC boundary. Finally, this alternative route would be 6.3
miles longer than the Preferred Alternative, which would create significantly greater
environmental impacts.

For the above reasons only the Preferred Alternative is suitable to the proposed use and
reasonably available to the applicant, and buffered from those other uses or resources within the
subdistrict with which it is incompatible.

iii. Issue 3 Conclusion (Relevant to DEP and LUPC Review)

There are no alternatives to the proposed location and character of the Project that would
lessen its impact on the environment or the risks it would engender to the public health or safety,
without unreasonably increasing its cost. Nor is there any reasonable alternative to the crossings
of the outstanding river segments discussed above that would have less adverse effect upon the

natural and recreational features of those river segments. There is no practicable alternative to
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the project that would be less damaging to the environment. Also, there is no practicable
alternative to the proposed activity that would have less visual impact, as discussed above.

There is no alternative site to the locations where the Project is located in the P-RR
subdistrict of the LUPC that is both suitable to the proposed use and reasonably available to
CMP.

e. Issue 4 (Compensation and Mitigation)
i. Cold Water Fisheries Habitat (Relevant to DEP Review)

The Project proposal includes several measures to avoid, reduce, minimize and
compensate for unavoidable impacts to cold water fisheries habitat, including (as described
above):

* Preservation of 12.02 linear miles of coldwater fishery habitat, including 7.9 miles of
habitat and frontage along the Dead River;

AV,

» Replacing missing, non-functional and improperly installed culverts — both within the
Project footprint and outside of the Project — to reconnect isolated coldwater fishery
habitat to downstream areas; and

*  Donation of $180,000 to the Maine Endangered and Nongame Wildlife Fund, to pay for
additional mitigation for unavoidable coldwater fishery impacts; stream crossings by
heavy equipment during construction will be performed through the installation of
equipment spans with no in-stream disturbances, and streams will not be forded by heavy
equipment.

CMP has also proposed 100-foot-wide riparian buffers on all coldwater fishery streams
(as identified by the DIFW), all four outstanding river segments crossed overhead by the Project,
all water bodies containing rare, threatened, or endangered species, and all perennial streams
within the new (Segment 1) portion of the NECEC corridor. CMP has proposed an expanded
buffer of 75 feet (rather than the standard 25 feet) for all other streams that do not meet the above

criteria.
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In addition, undisturbed buffers will be maintained on both the east and west sides of the

upper Kennebec River in the vicinity of the HDD crossing. Specifically, an undisturbed buffer

of 1,160 feet will be maintained along the west bank of the river in this area, and an undisturbed

buffer of 1,450 feet will be maintained along the east bank of the river in this area. Within these

two buffers, vegetation will not be maintained and CMP does not anticipate the need to cut trees,

and thus these will grow to their full height.

Within these riparian buffers, the following practices will apply that will avoid,

minimize, rectify, reduce, or eliminate impact:

During construction, removal of capable species or dead or hazard trees within the
appropriate stream buffer will typically be accomplished by hand-cutting. Mechanized
harvesting equipment will be used only if supported by construction matting or during
frozen conditions in a manner (i.e., use of travel lanes and reach-in techniques) that
preserves non-capable vegetation less than 10 feet in height to the greatest extent
possible.

During maintenance, removal of capable species and dead or hazard trees will be
accomplished by hand-cutting only. Mechanized harvesting equipment will not be used,;

Herbicides will not be stored, mixed, or transferred between containers unless done on a
paved public access road,

No refueling or maintenance of equipment, including chainsaws, will occur unless done
on a paved public access road, or if secondary containment is used with oversight from an
environmental inspector;

The boundary of each stream buffer will have unique flagging installed to distinguish
between the applicable 75-foot or 100-foot stream buffer prior to vegetation management
activities;

No slash will be left within 50 feet of the edge of any stream;

Initial tree clearing will be performed during frozen ground conditions whenever
practicable, and, if not practicable, the recommendations of the environmental inspector
will be followed regarding the appropriate techniques to minimize disturbance such as the
use of selectively placed travel lanes within the stream buffer. CMP will not place any

transmission line structures within the stream buffer, unless specifically authorized by the
MDEP and accompanied by a site specific erosion control plan; and

Structures will not be placed within 25 feet of any stream regardless of its classification.
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These expanded riparian buffers will protect water quality, minimizing ground
disturbance and the potential for sediments or herbicides to enter coldwater fisheries (and other
streams); minimize insolation and water temperature increases; and retain wildlife travel
corridors within riparian zones.

CMP has adequately mitigated and compensated for impact on cold water fisheries
habitat.

ii. Outstanding River Segments (Relevant to DEP Review)

CMP protected the natural and recreational attributes of the Upper Kennebec River, an
outstanding river segment, by modifying its original 2017 proposal in late 2018 to cross beneath
the Upper Kennebec River utilizing HDD technology. This method retains the natural beauty of
this river segment, and protects the values that qualified the Upper Kennebec River as an
outstanding river segment.

The other four NECEC Project crossings of outstanding river segments (Kennebec River
below Wyman Dam; Carrabassett River; Sandy River; and West Branch of the Sheepscot River)
are all within existing transmission line corridors, and therefore will be co-located with other
transmission lines at these crossings. As a result, the visual impacts of these new crossings will
be minimal.

CMP has proposed to retain 100-foot riparian buffers along each of these four
outstanding river segment aerial crossings. Within these riparian buffers, the following practices
will apply to mitigate any impact:

* During construction, removal of capable species and dead or hazard trees within the
appropriate stream buffer will typically be accomplished by hand-cutting. Mechanized
harvesting equipment will be used only if supported by construction matting or during
frozen conditions in a manner (i.e., use of travel lanes and reach-in techniques) that

preserves non-capable vegetation less than 10 feet in height to the greatest extent
possible.
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* During maintenance, removal of capable species and dead or hazard trees will be
accomplished by hand-cutting only. Mechanized harvesting equipment will not be used;

»  Herbicides will not be stored, mixed, or transferred between containers unless done on a
paved public access road;

* No refueling or maintenance of equipment, including chainsaws, will occur unless done
on a paved public access road, or if secondary containment is used with oversight from an
environmental inspector;

» The boundary of each stream buffer will have unique flagging installed to distinguish
between the applicable 75-foot or 100-foot stream buffer prior to vegetation management
activities;

»  No slash will be left within 50 feet of the edge of any stream;

» Initial tree clearing will be performed during frozen ground conditions whenever
practicable, and if not practicable, the recommendations of the environmental inspector
will be followed regarding the appropriate techniques to minimize disturbance, such as
the use of selectively placed travel lanes within the stream buffer. CMP will not place any
transmission line structures within the stream buffer, unless specifically authorized by the
MDEP and accompanied by a site specific erosion control plan; and

»  Structures will not be placed within 25 feet of any stream regardless of its classification.

In addition, undisturbed buffers will be maintained on both the east and west sides of the
upper Kennebec River in the vicinity of the HDD crossing. Specifically, an undisturbed buffer
of 1,160 feet will be maintained along the west bank of the river in this area, and an undisturbed
buffer of 1,450 feet will be maintained along the east bank of the river in this area. Within these
two buffers, vegetation will not be maintained and CMP does not anticipate the need to cut these
trees, thus they will grow to their full height.

These expanded riparian buffers will protect water quality, minimizing ground
disturbance and the potential for sediments or herbicides to enter cold water fisheries (and other
streams); minimize insolation and water temperature increases; and retain wildlife travel
corridors within riparian zones. These buffers will help retain the outstanding river segments’

natural and recreational values.
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Wetlands (Relevant to DEP Review)

CMP located and designed the Project to avoid as many wetlands as possible. However

because of the pervasive nature of wetlands in Maine, the NECEC Project unavoidably crosses

wetlands. Unavoidable wetland impacts include direct impacts (temporary and permanent fill)

and indirect impacts (conversion of forested wetlands to scrub-shrub wetlands). Specific

wetland impacts and their respective compensation include:

Temporary fill: 47.7 acres of temporary wetland fill (primarily construction
mats, an environmental best practice); preservation of 57 acres of wetlands plus
$154,500 in-lieu fee. In practice, many wetland crossings during construction
will occur during frozen ground conditions, therefore the above is a
conservative, worst-case estimate. Temporary wetland fill will be in place for a
typical period of 12 months, and no more than 18 months.

Permanent fill:

)

O

105.5 acres of permanent cover type conversion of forested wetlands;

Y XSO g,

and
0.3 acre of permanent fill in non-WOSS wetlands.

Preservation of 440 acres of wetlands to compensate for the above
impacts.

Wetland crossings for construction access will be located at the narrowest point of each

wetland if conditions and construction access allow this.

Compensation for temporary wetland impacts, required by the U.S. Army Corps of

Engineers (USACE), consists of the preservation of three compensation tracts — Flagstaff Lake

Tract, Little Jimmie Pond-Harwood Tract, and Pooler Pond Tract — plus an in-lieu fee.

Collectively, these tracts contain 511 acres of wetlands, and are offered to offset temporary fill in

wetlands, and other wetland impacts, at the USACE required ratios and using USACE approved

adjustments.
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Compensation for forested wetland conversion is also required by USACE. Using the

USACE ratio of 20:1 and the 15% adjustment, CMP is proposing 316 acres of wetland

preservation to offset these impacts.

The conversion of wetlands from forested to scrub-shrub results in a shift in functions

and values, but no net loss of functions and values. Regardless, CMP has offered significant

preservation land and in-lieu fees to compensate for wetland impacts.

CMP has proposed a robust, proportionate and diverse compensation plan that includes

the following components to offset unavoidable impacts to protected and sensitive natural

resources:

In-Lieu Fees

$594,000 (compensation for temporary wetland fill)

$1,046,000 (compensation for permanent wetland fill)

$71,000 (compensation for vernal pool upland habitat fill)

$56,000 (compensation for vernal pool upland habitat conversion from forested to shrub)
$2,113,000 (Army Corps jurisdictional vernal pool clearing impacts)

Total in-lieu fees = $3,880,000

Other Compensation Fees

$1,225,000 (conversion of unique forest communities to shrub)

$470,000 (conversion from forested to shrub in rare invertebrate conservation
management areas)

$200,000 (culvert replacement program to enhance coldwater fisheries habitat
connectivity)

$180,000 (Maine Endangered & Nongame Wildlife Fund contribution)

$10,000 (Goldie’s wood fern (special concern species) survey funding to Maine Natural
Areas Program)

Total Other Fees = $2,085,000

Total Fees = $5.965M
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Conserved Land

= 2,076 acres (to offset wetland cover type conversion, waterfowl upland habitat
conversion and fill)

o Includes 8.1 miles frontage on Dead River (Outstanding River Segment)
® 717 acres (within upper Kennebec Deer Wintering Area)

Total Conserved Land = 2,793 acres

Other Mitigation

» Redesign of transmission line and adjacent co-located transmission line to avoid State-
endangered Small Whorled Pogonia in Greene. Cost: $2.3M.

» Taller structures at Gold Brook and Mountain Brook to allow full-height vegetation in
threatened invertebrate habitat. Incremental cost: $1.9M.

» Vegetation tapering at Coburn Mountain and Gold Brook (visual impact mitigation).
Incremental cost: $22,200/year.

* Maintenance of deer winter travel corridors in upper Kennebec DWA. Incremental cost:
$9,400/year.

» Expanded riparian buffers (100’ vs. 25°) at all Outstanding River Segments crossed
aerially by the Project, all perennial streams within 54-mile new corridor segment, all
cold water fishery streams, and all rivers / streams / brooks containing threatened or
endangered species.

= Revegetating disturbed soils adjacent to DWAs with wildlife seed mix specifically
formulated to optimize nutritional value to wildlife during late fall and early spring when
woods forage is sparse.

Vernal pool impacts have been avoided on the NECEC Project to the maximum extent
practicable; however, because of the large land area of vernal pools’ critical terrestrial habitat
(CTH) -- 250 feet beyond the pool depression for state-regulated significant vernal pools (SVPs)
and 750 feet beyond the pool depression for USACE-jurisdictional vernal pools) -- impacts from
fill and conversion of forested to scrub-shrub cover types within their CTH is unavoidable.

Direct (fill) impacts to SVPs include 0.74 acre of wetland. Indirect impacts within SVPs

include 3.9 acres of permanent forested wetland conversion, and 29.6 acres of permanent upland
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conversion. Using the DEP’s in-lieu fee formula, CMP proposes a payment of approximately
$642,000 to offset these impacts.

The NECEC Project will result in direct (fill) and / or indirect (cover type conversion)
impacts to 49 high value, 122 medium value, and 71 low-value USACE-jurisdictional vernal
pools. CMP calculated that the existing average forested cover within the 750-foot CTH of these
pools is 73.6%, and that post-construction, the average forested cover within these pools’ CTH
would be 68.9%, a reduction of 4.7%. Based on this, and based on data gathered and analyzed
by TRC during the 2009 to 2015 Maine Power Reliability Program (MPRP) project that
demonstrates a de minimis impact of tree clearing on vernal pool productivity, application of the
USACE’s 2016 Compensatory Mitigation Guidance resulted in an in-lieu fee of approximately
$1.64M to offset these impacts. In addition, CMP has calculated and offered a fee of
approximately $382,000 to offset direct (fill) impacts to these vernal pools, for a total fee of
approximately $2.02M. The location, type, and amount of compensation that CMP has offered
fully satisfies the DEP’s rules and the USACE’s Guidance.

iv. Issue 4 Conclusion (Relevant to DEP Review)

The compensation and mitigation measures proposed by CMP fully compensates for all

impacts to cold water fisheries, outstanding river segments, and wetlands that cannot be avoided.
V. Conclusion (Relevant to DEP and LUPC Review)

CMP has carefully and thoughtfully sited and designed the NECEC Project to avoid
impacts wherever and whenever possible, minimize unavoidable impacts, and compensate for
these unavoidable impacts.

Avoidance and minimization of impacts started with route selection. CMP evaluated

alternate routes and selected the route from the U.S./Canada border that avoided areas of highest
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recreational, natural resource, and visual sensitivity to the greatest extent possible. Along this
chosen route, CMP worked with large landowners so that if small route adjustments were
necessary to avoid direct or indirect impacts to protected or sensitive natural resources, these
same landowners could provide the necessary land rights to do this. As such, many resources
such as rare species, significant vernal pools, wetlands, ponds, streams, and conserved lands that
would otherwise have been difficult to avoid or route around, were avoided and protected.

Two examples of this effort and its results are: CMP redesigned the transmission line to
avoid direct or indirect impacts to the state-endangered small whorled pogonia in Greene, at an
incremental cost of $2.3 million. As well, CMP designed and proposed taller structures to allow
full height vegetation at two water bodies, to protect habitat of Roaring Brook Mayfly (which is
state-threatened) and Northern Spring Salamander (which is a species of special concern), at an
incremental cost of $1.9 million. Expanded stream riparian buffers also help to protect water
quality, reduce insolation and associated water temperature increases, and protect cold water
fisheries habitat.

Compensation of unavoidable NECEC Project impacts has been offered in multiple
forms and for numerous purposes. Offered in-lieu fees total $3.88 million and other
compensation fees total $2,085 million. Lands proposed for permanent preservation total nearly
2,800 acres. Provisions for tapering of transmission corridor vegetation at two locations —
Coburn Mountain and Gold Brook — increase vegetation maintenance costs by more than
$22,000 per year, and maintenance of winter deer travel corridors in the upper Kennebec River

deer wintering area increase vegetation management costs by more than $9,000 per year.
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The above examples illustrate that CMP has designed and sited the NECEC Project in a

manner that respects sensitive resources, and avoids significant and unreasonable impacts those

resources.

Exhibits:

CMP-2-A: Gerry J. Mirabile CV

CMP-2-B: Project Overview Map with Segments

CMP-2-C: Project Overview Map

CMP-2-D: Project Recreation Areas Map

CMP-2-E: Beattie Pond Modification Proposal & Photosimulations
CMP-2-F: HDD Termination Station Photosimulations

CMP-2-G: Three Slide Mountain Photosimulation
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Dated: 2,/ Pl / 297G Respectfully submitted,

Gerry Mirabilé

/TATE OF MAINE
fj‘;Qz Q(fk ., SS.

The above-named Gerry Mirabile did personally appear before me and made oath as to the truth
of the foregoing pre-filed testimony.

'Before,
)/’) ////7 '
/o0 /o019 Lhiia U &
Dated: &/ b /20/9 [ a0 Uhnin 9 29ovewes.

/ / Notary Public

Name:

My Commission Expires:

PATRICIA ANN LARRIVEE

" Notary Public, Maine
My Commission Expires April 7, 2019







GERRY J. MIRABILE

gerry.mirabile@cmpco.com w 207-629-9717, ¢ 207-242-1682

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE

ENVIRONMENTAL

Broad and in-depth knowledge of environmental aspects and impacts of electric utility
operations and practices.

Manage consultants responsible for preparation of federal, state, and local permit
applications for transmission/distribution lines, substations, service facilities, navigational
aids, and submerged utilities.

Advise AVANGRID staff and contractors on facility siting and permitting.

Present project proposals to federal and state regulators, planning/zoning boards, city
councils, and citizen groups.

Monitor, evaluate, and develop testimony and comments on proposed environmental, land
use, permitting, vegetation management, chemical release, regulatory reporting, wildlife and
fisheries, zoning, stormwater, underground tanks, erosion control, and waste management
legislation and regulations.

Develop compliance plans and advise/train AVANGRID staff and contractors on project-
specific permit conditions.

Identify and oversee third-party inspectors and contracts; review and respond to third-party
inspection reports for AVANGRID capital projects.

Coordinate with USFWS and non-profits on New England Cottontail and American kestrel
survey and enhancement efforts on CMP transmission line rights of way.

Review and edit compensation site restoration and monitoring reports.

Developed construction-phase and maintenance-phase sensitive and protected resource
management plans for capital projects.

COMMUNICATIONS & REGULATORY

Drafted and submitted to regulatory agencies numerous summaries of environmental studies
conducted in support of FERC and other Federal, state, and regional permit applications.
Represented CMP before Maine Legislature’s Environment and Natural Resources
Committee, and Energy, Utilities and Technology Committee; developed and delivered
expert testimony on wind energy and utility permitting, wastewater licensing, toxics use
reduction, oil spill reporting, PCB’s, stormwater management, wetlands, and wetlands
mitigation legislation. Developed compliance plans when bills became laws.

Develop comments and provide written and verbal response to regulators, regulatory boards,
and legislators on various draft rules and legislation.

Represented CMP on statewide linear projects vegetation management BMPs task force.
Represent CMP on Maine State Chamber of Commerce Environmental and Energy Policy
Committee.

Testified before State Board of Environmental Protection regarding licensing of CMP’s
Hazardous Waste Storage facility and on numerous regulatory and rulemaking proposals.
Represent CMP interests, pursue approvals, and clarify compliance requirements with
federal, state, and local regulators.




GERRY J. MIRABILE

EMPLOYMENT HISTORY

2017 to present AVANGRID/CENTRAL MAINE POWER COMPANY (Augusta, ME)
Manager — NECEC Permitting

2015 to 2017 AVANGRID/CENTRAL MAINE POWER COMPANY (Augusta, ME)
Manager — Programs/Projects & Supervisor, Environmental Compliance
Department

2013 to 2015 AVANGRID/CENTRAL MAINE POWER COMPANY (Augusta, ME)
Manager — Programs/Projects, Environmental Compliance Group

1989 to 2013 CENTRAL MAINE POWER COMPANY (Augusta, ME)
Environmental & Licensing Coordinator, Environmental Specialist,
Senior Environmental Specialist, Lead Analyst — Compliance

1985 to 1989 MAINE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
(Augusta, ME)
Conservation Aid, Environmental Specialist II/II]

EDUCATION
Husson University, Bangor, Maine
Master of Business Administration (MBA) 2013
Master of Science in Business(MSB) 2000

Johnson State College, Johnson, Vermont
Bachelor of Science in Ecology (BS) 1984
Recipient, Award for Excellence in Ecology

CERTIFICATIONS

Erosion and Sedimentation Control Practices (Maine DEP) 2008 to present
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January 25, 2019

Mr. Bill Hinkel

Land Use Planning Commission

Department of Agriculture, Conservation and Forestry
18 Elkins Lane

Augusta, Maine 04330

Mr. James R. Beyer

Maine Department of Environmental Protection
Division of Land Resources Regulation

106 Hogan Road

Bangor, ME 04401

RE: New England Clean Energy Connect Project
Project Design Modification & Beattie Pond Photosimulations

Dear Mr. Hinkel and Mr. Beyer:

Central Maine Power Company (CMP) has evaluated the engineering design associated with
transmission line structures adjacent to Beattie Pond in Lowelltown Township on the proposed
New England Clean Energy Connect (NECEC) Project. CMP has determined that lowering the
structure closest to Beattie Pond (a Management Class 6, remote pond) by 39 feet is feasible.
CMP is proposing this redesign to reduce the overall visual impact from the pond; as a result of
this redesign, the Project will be minimally visible by recreational users on the pond.

Please find the attached photo simulation package that includes views of the original
(September 2017) design and views of the proposed redesign depicting the reduced visibility
associated with the new design.

If you have any questions regarding this submittal, please give me a call at (207) 629-9717 or
email gerry.mirabile@cmpco.com.

Sincerely,

J 4

'.~-~yv o / . /

e . A
/._» * | 'l--‘ ’17 / i/ 1 (. --“ o~ (& -

Gerry J. Mirabile / ) )
Manager — Environmental Projects
Environmental Permitting

AVANGRID Networks, Inc.

Enclosures

cc: MDEP Service List; LUPC Service List
File:  New England Clean Energy Connect

83 Edison Drive, Augusta, ME 04660 ' AVANGRID
866.676.3232

info@necleanenergyconnect.com
An equal opportunity employer



Appendix D: Photosimulations CLEAN ENERGY
PHOTOSIMULATION I:BEATTIE POND, LOWELLTOWN TWP & GONNECT

September 2017 Proposed Conditions: Panoramic view lookmg southeast to southwest from the northern end of Beattie Pond toward the proposed HVDC transmission line. Beattie Pond is a Management Class 6, Remote Pond. The tops of one structure and conductors
will be visible at a distance of 1,300" +/- from this viewpoint. Existing topography and shoreline vegetation will screen the rest of the Project from view. Merrill Mountain is visible on the right side of the image. See Appendix B: Study Area Photographs for additional images.

The original September 2017 caption incorrectly noted the distance between the closest structure and the viewpoint as 1,300 feet, but that distance is actually the approximate distance between the closest structure and the edge of the pond.
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Appendix D: Photosimulations é CLEAN ENERGY
PHOTOSIMULATION I:BEATTIE POND, LOWELLTOWN TWP & CONNECT
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January 25, 2019 Proposed Conditions: Panoramic view Iooidng southeast to southwerstrfrom the northern end of Beattie Pond toward the proposed HVDC transmission line as revised JanuaZS. 2019. Béattie Pond is a Management Class 6, Remote Pond.

By re-engineering the transmission structures near Beattie Pond, the height of the closest structure (# 3006-794) has been reduced by approximately 39 feet below the structure height shown on the September 2017 original submission (see previous page). While a small
portion of the top of the structure will still be visible above the treeline from a few areas on the pond, the structure will not appear above the skyline and will therefore be considerably less visually prominent, if it is noticeable at all. The top of Structure 3006-793 will be seen
directly behind Structure 3006-794 from this viewpoint on the pond. Also, as a result of the re-engineering, a smaller portion of Structure 3006-735 will be visible above the treeline. In total, the tops of three HVDC structures and their shield wires will be visible just above the
treeline, but will no longer be seen against the sky. The self-weathering steel used for the structures will minimize contrasts with the surrounding wooded hillside. Existing topography and shoreline vegetation will screen the rest of the Project from view. The re-engineered
design will result in a reduced overall visual impact from the Pond and, as a result, the Project will be minimally noticeable from recreational users on the pond.
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Appendix D: Photosimulations o
PHOTOSIMULATION I[A: BEATTIE POND, LOWELLTOWN TWP L CONNECT
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Existing Conditions: Normal view looking south from Beattie Pond. One existing camp is visible through trees on right in image. September 22, 2017

PAGE 2 OF 112
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Appendix D: Photosimulations -
PHOTOSIMULATION [A: BEATTIE POND, LOWELLTOWN TWP L CONNECT

of 1,300’ +/- from this viewpoint.
The original September 2017 caption incorrectly noted the distance between the closest structure and the viewpoint as 1,300 feet, but that distance is actually the approximate distance between the closest structure and the edge of the pond. PAGE 3 OF 112 i
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Appendix D: Photosimulations N T
PHOTOSIMULATION I[IA: BEATTIE POND, LOWELLTOWN TWP L CONNECT
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January 25, 2019 Proposed Conditions: Normal view looking south from Beattie Pond toward the proposed HVDC transmission line. Based on the re-engineered design, the top of two structures September 22,2017

{Structures 3006-793 and 3006-794) and shield wires will be visible just above the treeline. —

Revised January 25,2019 5




Appendix D: Photosimulations i o i
PHOTOSIMULATION IA: BEATTIE POND, LOWELLTOWN TWP L CONNECT
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Existing Conditions: Normal view looking southwest from Beattie Pond. One existing camp is visible through trees on left in image.

THIS NORMAL VIEW WAS NOT INCLUDED IN THE ORIGINAL SUBMISSION
January 25, 2019




Appendix D: Photosimulations CLEAN ENERGY
CONNECT

PHOTOSIMULATION [A: BEATTIE POND, LOWELLTOWN TWP

January 25, 2019 Proposed Conditions: Normal view looking southwest from Beattie Pond toward the proposed HVDC transmission line. Based on the re-engineered design, the top of Structure 3006-793 5
will be seen directly behind Structure 3006-794 from this viewpoint on the pond (on the left in image), and the top of Structure 3006-795 and shield wires will be visible (in the center of image) just above

the treeline.
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Appendix D: Photosimulations T
PHOTOSIMULATION I[A: BEATTIE POND, LOWELLTOWN TWP L CONNECT

Structures 3006-793 | ‘Structure 3006-795
and 3006-794 3 |
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January 25, 2019 Proposed Conditions: Normal view looking southwest from Beattie Pond toward the proposed HVDC transmission line. Based on the re-engineered design, the top of Structure 3006-793
will be seen directly behind Structure 3006-794 from this viewpoint on the pond (on the left in image), and the top of Structure 3006-795 and shield wires will be visible (in the center of image) just above -
the teeie. PR
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NECEC Site Law Application Amendment 9 October




MOXIE GORE TERMINATION STATION VISIBILITY EVALUATION
KENNEBEC RIVER, Looking East
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approximately 1,000 in length will be preserved within the corridor between the southeast shoreline and the Station.

Moxie Gore
Termination
Station;

Platform:

VIEWPOINT

Right of Way - 300"
Limit of Slearing

S e e = T e e

TECHNICAL INFORM

-West Forks Termination Station

Moxie Gore Tormination Station

L
et

Preserved Forested Buffer

NOTES:

~Looking north at proposed Termination Stations; Wost Forks Station (vest side) and Moxio Gore Station (east sido)
-Base information from TRC.

-Average height of vegetation within the forested buffer is 75'.
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Existing Conditions: Panoramic view looking from north to east from the Kennebec River, approximately 3,600 feet west of the proposed Moxie Gore Termination Station. The Moxie Gore Termination Station will not be visible from the river. A forested buffer of
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CLEAN ENERGY

MOXIE GORETERMINATION STATION VISIBILITY EVALUATION \
L« CONNECT

KENNEBEC RIVER, Looking East

Existing Conditions B: Normal view looking east from the Kennebec River, approximately 3,600 directly west of the proposed Moxie Gore Termination Station October 18, 2018

PAGE 2 OF 5




MOXIE GORETERMINATION STATION VISIBILITY EVALUATION Ii e

KENNEBEC RIVER, Looking East glélmbégms‘(

Proposed West Forks Termination Station

S
N

Terrain Model S

Kennebec River

COMPUTER MODEL B-1: This image is generated from a 3D Model developed for the Project and shows the existing terrain when looking from the viewpoint depicted in the Existing Conditions B October 18, 2018
photograph. Modeling indicates a portion of the proposed Moxie Gore Termination Station would be visible from this location if there was no vegetation on the hillside. The existing terrain would block the
lower portion of the Station. PAGE 3 OF 5




MOXIE GORETERMINATION STATION VISIBILITY EVALUATION

KENNEBEC RIVER, Looking East AR i

Proposed Moxie Gore Termination Station
(screened by existing trees)

75' ft tree ‘cylinders’

A

Terrain Model ——

Kennebec River

COMPUTER MODEL B-2: This image shows green cylinders placed on the terrain model to represent the average tree height of 75 ft as shown on the Existing Conditions B photograph. These tree

October 18, 2018
_representations are placed between the river’s edge and the clearing limits surrounding the proposed Moxie Gore Termination Station. The modeling indicates that the 75 ft trees will screen the
Termination Station from the River. PAGE 4 OF 5




MOXIE GORETERMINATION STATIONVISIBILITY EVALUATION '

KENNEBEC RIVER, Looking East AR ST

COMPUTER MODEL B-3: This image shows the computer model (terrain and 75’ tree cylinders) overlaid and registered with the Existing Conditions photo. The preserved vegetation on the hillside will - October 18, 2018

completely screen the Moxie Gore Termination Station from the Kennebec River.
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WEST FORKS TERMINATION STATION VISIBILITY EVALUATION i., o i

KENNEBEC RIVER, Looking North SommEeT "

. e = T e e e N
Existing Conditions: Panoramic view looking from north to east from the Kennebec River, approximately 1,900 feet south of the proposed West Forks Termination Station. The West Forks Termination Station will not be visible from the river. A forested buffer of
approximately 1,200 in length will be preserved within the corridor between the northwest shoreline and the Station. This photograph was used in the previously submitted Photosimulation 11.

CONTEXT MAP : TECHNICAL INFORMATION
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AR LimirorGlearing 3 » “Average eightof vogetatn vith he fresed buferis 75
300FT 15 i October 18,2018 ’ PAGE 1 OF 5




WEST FORKS TERMINATION STATION VISIBILITY EVALUATION
KENNEBEC RIVER, Looking North

A

CLEAN ENERGY
CONNECT

October 18, 2018
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WEST FORKS TERMINATION STATIONVISIBILITY EVALUATION
KENNEBEC RIVER, Looking North

"

A CLEAN ENERGY
A CONNECT

—— Proposed West Forks Termination Station

/# =

/ Terrain Model

Kennebec River

COMPUTER MODEL A-1: This image is generated from a 3D Model developed for the Project and shows the existing terrain when looking from the viewpoint depicted in the Existing Conditions A
_photograph. Modeling indicates a portion of the proposed West Forks Termination Station would be visible from this location if there was no vegetation on the hillside. The existing terrain would block the
lower portion of the Station.

. October 18, 2018
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WEST FORKS TERMINATION STATION VISIBILITY EVALUATION ; s
KENNEBEC RlVER, LOOkiI’Ig North & CONNECT

75’ ft tree "cylinders’

Terrain Model

Kennebec River

COMPUTER MODEL A-2: This image shows green cylinders placed on the terrain model to represent the average tree height of 75 ft as shown on the Existing Conditions A photograph. These tree - October 18, 2018
_representations are placed between the river’s edge and the clearing limits surrounding the proposed West Forks Termination Station. The modeling indicates that the 75 ft trees will screen the Termination
Station from the River.
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TERMINATION STATIONS VISIBILITY EVALUATION, ﬁ

KENNEBEC RIVER, Looking North R o

Kennebec River

COMPUTER MODEL A-3: This image shows the computer model (terrain and 75’ tree cylinders) overlaid and registered with the Existing Conditions photo. The preserved vegetation on the hillside will . October 18,2018

‘completely screen the West Forks Termination Station from the Kennebec River. m
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PHOTOSIMULATION 3A: ROCK POND, T5 Ré BKPWKR, Revised Structures 731-735 ComnecT
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Proposed Conditions: (Revised 12.7.18) Normal view looking northwest from the southeast end of Rock Pond toward the proposed HVDC transmission line. Approximately six structures and conductors will ST 031215 o5 2017
_be visible in the partially cleared corridor in the valley between Three Slide and Greenlaw Mountains. A portion of the corridor on Three Slide Mountain will include taller structures and allow full vegetation

growth. The remainder of the visible corridor will be maintained with a tapered vegetation management technique to minimize the visual notch affect as viewed from Rock Pond.
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STATE OF MAINE
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

and

STATE OF MAINE
LAND USE PLANNING COMMISSION
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#1.-27625-26-A-N/#L-27625-TG-B-N/
#1-27625-2C-C-N/#L-27625-VP-D-N/
#1.-27625-IW-E-N

N S’ N S N
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PRE-FILED DIRECT TESTIMONY AND EXHIBITS OF
MARK GOODWIN

Regarding

Project Overview
Issue 1: Scenic Character and Existing Uses

Issue 2: Wildlife Habitat and Fisheries
Issue 4: Compensation and Mitigation

February 28, 2019

I.  Qualifications of Witness (Relevant to DEP and LUPC Review)
My name is Mark Goodwin and I am a Senior Environmental Scientist at Burns & -

McDonnell Engineering Company, Inc. (“Burns & McDonnell”). My curriculum vitae is




attached hereto as Exhibit CMP-3-A. I have been working on behalf of Central Maine Power
Company (“CMP”) as Environmental Project Manager associated with permitting support for the
New England Clean Energy Connect Project (“NECEC” or “Project”) since April of 2017.

My principal role on the NECEC permitting team consists of managing the development
and submittal of the state and federal permit applications, supplemental application materials,
and responses to agency information requests. Additionally, I have coordinated meetings and
interfaced with regulatory staff on behalf of CMP to discuss avoidance, minimization, and
compensation for unavoidable impacts on protected natural resources. I am thoroughly familiar
with the NECEC Project design, plans, and documentation submitted in support of the
applications, including the natural resource avoidance and mitigation measures, unavoidable
natural resource impacts, and the compensation proposed for those impacts.

I have been an environmental professional for 20 years, working with a variety of clients
primarily within the electrical transmission and natural gas pipeline industries. I obtained a
Bachelor of Science in Natural Resources, with a concentration in Resource Economics and
Environmental Policy, from the University of Maine in 1998, and became a Certified
Professional in Erosion and Sediment Control (“CPESC”) in 2005.

From 1998 to 2009, I was employed by Northern Ecological Associates, Inc. (now Tetra
Tech, Inc.) in Portland, Maine as an environmental scientist. In that role, my responsibilities
included wetlands delineation, wildlife and aquatic surveys, habitat assessments, regulatory
assessments, National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”) report preparation, Section 7
Endangered Species Act (“ESA”) consultation, and state, federal, and local permitting, primarily
for linear energy development projects. In addition, I provided regulatory compliance services

for clients during the construction of their projects. I also provided third party environmental




compliance inspection services for the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) and
the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection on natural gas pipeline projects, and
for the Maine Department of Environmental Protection (“DEP”) on an electric transmission line
project.

In 2009, I joined Burns & McDonnell in Portland, Maine where I was the environmental
permitting and compliance manager as part of the program management team on CMP’s Maine
Power Reliability Program (“MPRP”) project. In that role, my responsibilities included
managing the construction phase regulatory compliance effort, which entailed construction
compliance inspection; coordination of project variances and preparation of the associated permit
modification applications; and interaction with local, state, and federal regulatory staff. In that
capacity, I also managed the municipal permitting effort, developed multiple interactive
environmental training programs, and trained over 5,000 workers.

Since the completion of the MPRP in 2015, I have assisted with permitting and
compliance on a number of energy development projects across the northeast and mid-Atlantic
for a variety of clients in the electric, natural gas, and wind power industries. In addition, I
assisted the City of Bangor, Maine with state and federal permitting for a coal tar remediation
project in the Penobscot River, including literature review and evaluation of impacts to Atlantic
salmon and Atlantic and shortnose sturgeon and preparation of a draft Not Likely to Adversely
Affect letter in support of the Section 7 ESA consultation and the Department of the Army
permit for the project.

II.  Purpose and Scope of Testimony (Relevant to DEP and LUPC Review)
The purpose of my testimony is to discuss buffering for visual impacts; impacts to state-

listed Roaring Brook Mayfly and Northern Spring Salamander, brook trout habitat, habitat




fragmentation, and cold water fisheries; and the adequacy of compensation and mitigation for
unavoidable impacts to cold water fisheries habitat, outstanding river segments, and wetlands.
III.  Summary of Testimony (Relevant to DEP and L.LUPC Review)

CMP has made adequate provision for buffering for visual impacts and the Project has
been located, designed, and landscaped to minimize visual impact on the surrounding area such
that it will neither adversely affect nor unreasonably interfere with scenic character. CMP also
has made adequate provision for the protection of wildlife habitat and fisheries, specifically that
the Project will not unreasonably harm habitats of the state-listed threatened Roaring Brook
Mayfly or the species of special concern Northern Spring Salamander, brook trout, and
coldwater fisheries, nor will it result in unreasonable habitat fragmentation. The Project avoids
and minimizes impacts to these resources and provides adequate compensation for those impacts
to cold water fisheries habitat, outstanding river segments, and wetlands that cannot be avoided,
to achieve no net loss of habitat functions and values.

IV. Discussion
a. Project Overview
i. Project Description (Relevant to DEP and LUPC Review)

I hereby adopt the project description provided in the direct testimony of Gerry Mirabile

as if it were my own.
ii. Project Purpose and Need (Relevant to DEP and LUPC Review)
I hereby adopt the project purpose and need description provided in the direct testimony

of Gerry Mirabile as if it were my own.




b. Issue 1 (Scenic Character and Existing Uses)

i. Buffering for Visual Impacts (Relevant to DEP and LUPC Review)

The NECEC project components include transmission line poles and conductors, as well
as electric substation, termination station, and converter station facilities (collectively referred to
as “substations”). CMP sited the NECEC project components to fit the development into the
existing natural environmental by using existing transmission line corridors as well as natural
buffers, topography, and existing vegetation to minimize visibility from scenic and natural
resources.

Approximately 91.8 miles of the Project’s 145.3 miles of HVDC line corridor, and
approximately 139.5 miles of the total 193 miles of transmission line corridor, are sited in
existing transmission line corridors and average only about 75 feet of widening of existing
corridors, thereby minimizing visual impact of the new HVDC line. Substations are proposed in
areas where similar infrastructure already exists or is otherwise screened from adjacent uses by
topography and/or intervening vegetation. Through the visual impact analysis performed by
Terrence J. DeWan and Associates, Inc. (“TJDA”), CMP determined that mitigation in the form
of buffer plantings is appropriate to buffer (1) one substation, Fickett Road Substation, from
adjacent uses along Fickett Road in Pownal and (2) the Project from users on Moxie Sftream in
Moxie Gore. These visual buffer planting plans were submitted to the DEP and LUPC on August
13, 2018. Additionally, mitigation in the form of buffer planting plans was determined to be
necessary to buffer the Project from users of Route 201 in Moscow and Johnson Mountain Twp
(Old Canada Road Scenic Byway). These buffer planting plans were submitted to the DEP and
LUPC on December 8, 2018. It should be noted that since the submission of the buffer planting

plan for Moxie Stream, CMP has agreed to allow taller vegetation to persist for distances of 269




and 296 feet, respectively, for the purpose of maintaining deer travel corridors on either side of
Moxie Stream. This will further minimize views of the corridor in this area.

No lighting is proposed within the transmission line corridor. Substations will include
perimeter lighting, control house and converter building lighting, and work lights. The control
house, converter building, and perimeter lighting will use full cut-off luminaires to reduce light
spillage. The work lights will be flood-type luminaires, but only operated for maintenance or
emergencies.

Furthermore, CMP proposes to cross beneath the upper Kennebec River, an Outstanding
River segment, using horizontal directional drilling (“HDD?) to eliminate views from the river’s
scenic and recreational uses. The corridor as designed minimizes visibility from Route 201, a
scenic byway, by siting the line perpendicular to the road to minimize the duration of visibility
for motorists, and by siting the corridor on the west side of Johnson Mountain in a topographic
depression on Coburn Mountain to eliminate visibility for motorists.

CMP also proposed to shorten a structure closest to Beattie Pond, a Management Class 6
remote pond in Beattie Township, to minimize visibility from recreational users of the LUPC’s
P-RR subdistrict.

The transmission line components of the Project will consist of weathered steel or
wooden poles and will have electric conductor that over a period of years will weather to a matte
finish. This will reduce the contrast in color of the transmission line components, thereby
buffering the view from adjacent uses. The transmission line will be primarily co-located with
* existing corridors and, in the case of the new corridor, ‘will be sited in an area that has been
dominated by industrial scale timber harvesting for over 100 years, resulting in an ever-changing

mosaic of successional growth patterns across the landscape. Users of this area are aware of and




expect to see these constantly evolving visual changes to the landscape. The transmission line
will fit visually with existing uses in both the co-located and new corridor portions of the Project.

Additionally, to maintain required minimum operational safety clearances, vegetation
within the corridor will be managed to ensure that it generally does not grow taller than ten feet.
Natural buffering between the corridor and abutting properties, consisting primarily of native
scrub-shrub non-capable species (i.e., species not capable of growing greater than ten feet in
height), will be maintained. Areas that are cleared of capable species will typically become
characterized by this same scrub-shrub environment. Trees within the right-of-way will be cut
using logging equipment, but all roots, other than those located in areas that require excavation,
will be left intact in order to hold the soil. Soil disturbance and grading will be minimized
through careful planning of temporary access ways. When the temporary access ways are
removed, the disturbed areas will be restored to their pre-construction grade and allowed to
revegetate. Except for the areas immediately around the base of each transmission line structure,
the full width and length of the transmission corridor will remain vegetated following
construction of the Project. CMP also proposed a vegetation management practice of tapered
vegetation to buffer the view of the transmission line corridor from Coburn Mountain and Rock
Pond.

These construction and vegetation management practices are included in CMP’s Site Law
application, Exhibit 10-1 New England Clean Energy Connect Plan for Protection of Sensitive
Natural Resources During Initial Vegetation Clearing (“VCP”) and Exhibit 10-2 New England
Clean Energy Connect Post-Construction Vegetation Management Plan (“VMP”) (updated

January 30, 2019).They will shield adjacent uses, minimize the visual impact of the Project to the




fullest extent possible, and will result in a transmission line corridor that will fit harmoniously
into the existing natural environment.

ii. Buffering Specific to the P-RR Subdistrict (Relevant to LUPC
Review)

Approximately 71.7 miles of NECEC corridor are located within the LUPC’s
jurisdiction. Utility facilities like the HVDC transmission line are an allowed use in each of the
LUPC subdistricts crossed, including those by special exception for utility facilities, i.e., the
Recreation Protection Subdistrict (“P-RR”).

P-RR subdistricts are those areas identified by the LUPC that provide or support
unusually significant primitive recreation opportunities. The special exception criteria for utility
facilities in the P-RR subdistrict require the applicant to show that the use can be buffered from
P-RR subdistrict in three locations: near Beattie Pond in Beattie Twp; at the Upper Kennebec
River between Moxie Gore and West Forks Plt; and at the Appalachian Trail (“AT”) in Bald
Mountain Twp, as further described below and discussed by CMP witnesses Terrence DeWan
and Amy Segal.

Beattie Pond is classified as a Management Class VI Lake, also referred to as a Remote
Pond. The P-RR subdistrict associated with Beattie Pond encompasses a 72-mile buffer from the
normal high-water mark of the waterbody (Exhibit CMP-3-B). Portions of the P-RR subdistrict
are located in Beattiec Twp, Lowelltown Twp, Skinner Twp, and Merrill Strip Twp. The proposed
development is located within %-mile of the high-water mark of Beattie Pond within the P-RR
subdi’strict. As stated in the Site Law application and further éxplained by CMP witness Brian
Berﬁbe, CMP attempted to negotiate an alternative alignmeﬁt south of the Beattie Pond P-RR

subdistrict through Merrill Strip Twp, but was unable to come to mutually-acceptable terms with




the landowner. Re-routing north of the pond to avoid the P-RR subdistrict would result in
approximately two miles of additional corridor and associated vegetation clearing and would
lead to potentially higher visibility from the pond due to the higher elevations associated with
Caswell Mountain. Neither alternative route is suitable for the proposed use, or reasonably
available to CMP. Views of the Project from uses on Beattie Pond originally included one
transmission line structure. CMP submitted an application modification to the DEP and LUPC on
January 25, 2019 that, at the request of the LUPC staff, reduced the height of this structure to
further buffer the Project from Beattie Pond.

The P-RR subdistrict at the upper Kennebec River extends for a distance of 250 feet from
the normal high-water mark on both sides of the river (Exhibit CMP-3-C). The original project
design at this location included an overhead transmission line crossing of the river with no
transmission line structures being placed in the P-RR subdistrict. In addition, CMP agreed to
maintain forested buffers on both sides of the river to minimize visual impacts to users on the
river. CMP amended its proposal on October 19, 2018 to incorporate an underground as opposed
to overhead crossing of the river, using HDD technology. As a result, forested buffers on both
sides of the river have been expanded to 1,450 feet and 1,160 feet, respectively, and there are no
views of transmission line structures or overhead conductors or of either termination station from
the P-RR subdistrict.

The NECEC Project crosses the P-RR subdistrict in three locations on the AT adjacent to
Moxie Pond and Trestle Road in Bald Mountain Twp. These crossings occur in an existing CMP
corridor; which already contains a 115kV transmission line (Exlibit CMP-3-D). The P-RR
subdistrict in this location includes a 200-foot-wide strip centered over the AT. The

configuration of the trail, within and adjacent to an approximately 3,500-foot-long portion of




existing transmission line corridor, prevented CMP from avoiding direct impacts to the
subdistrict. As a result, one of five transmission line structures in this portion of the Project
corridor is located within the P-RR subdistrict. Alternative alignments of the Project would result
in crossings of the AT in one or more locations where there are no existing transmission line
corridors. Co-location of the HVDC transmission line within the existing transmission line
corridor therefore minimizes visual impacts to users in the P-RR subdistrict. In addition, CMP
reduced structure heights along the length of Moxie Pond to further minimize visual impacts
from viewpoints from the AT on the summits of Pleasant Pond Mountain and Bald Mountain and
from Moxie Pond.

As of March 2014, there were 56 electric transmission line crossings of 230 kilovolts
(kV) or more along the length of the AT, equating to one 230kV transmission line crossing for
every 38 miles of trail length!. The portion of the AT located in Maine is crossed by five (5)
115kV transmission lines. Because hikers are aware of and expect to see utility corridors, and
the Project has been co-located in existing corridor, there will be a negligible change in the
visual impact of transmission line poles and overhead conductors to hikers using the trail.
However, the visual impact assessment completed by TIDA concluded that open views of the
corridor from the Appalachian Trail at Troutdale Road justified mitigation in the form of a buffer
planting plan. CMP prepared a plan that buffers views of the project and submitted it to the DEP

and LUPC on August 13, 2018.

! Argonne National Laboratory. 2014. Electricity Transmission, Pipelines, and National Trails: An Analysis of
Current and Potential Intersections on Federal Lands in the Eastern United States, Alaska, and Hawaii. Prepared for
the United States Department of Energy, Office of Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability, Washington, D.C.

10




iii. Issue 1 Conclusion (Relevant to DEP and LUPC Review)

It is my opinion that the development will not adversely affect scenic character; CMP has
made adequate provision for buffering for visual impacts. The Project has been located,
designed, and landscaped to minimize its visual impact to the fullest extent possible, and the
Project provides for the preservation of existing elements of the development site which
contribute to the maintenance of scenic character.

Where the Project is located within the P-RR subdistrict, it will be sufficiently buffered
from other uses and resources to meet the LUPC’s special exception criteria.

c. Issue 2 (Wildlife Habitat and Fisheries)

On behalf of CMP, Burns & McDonnell consulted with the Maine Department of Inland
Fisheries and Wildlife (“MDIFW”) and requested that MDIFW conduct a project review and
provide existing data on wildlife and fisheries resources, including the identification of
significant habitats, rare or listed species, and significant communities that may be present on or
within the impact area. CMP met extensively with the MDIFW to discuss the Project’s effect on
endangered species, brook trout habitat, habitat fragmentation, and buffer strips around cold
water fisheries; avoidance of impacts to wildlife and fisheries; and compensation for unavoidable
impacts (discussed in the next section). Through this consultation and by careful evaluation of
Project impacts, CMP developed proposed avoidance, mitigation, and compensation to address
those impacts.

i. Endangered Species — Roaring Brook Mayfly, Spring Salamanders
(Relevant to DEP Review)

MDIFW identified the presence of Roaring Brook Mayfly, a state threatened species, and
the likely presénce of Northern Spring Salamander, a special concern épecies, within the NECEC

Project area in its March 15, 2018 environmental permit review letter to DEP Project Manager
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James Beyer. It should be noted that species of “special concern” are not protected under the
Maine Endangered Species Act (“Maine ESA”), but are administrative categories established by
policy for planning and information purposes.

To protect these species, MDIFW recommended a 250-foot riparian management zone
for all streams draining slopes above 1,000 feet elevation mean sea level with course substrates
and bordered by relatively undisturbed mixed or hardwood forest. As allowed by MDIFW, CMP
alternatively chose to conduct field survey for these species in streams meeting these habitat
preferences within the NECEC corridor from the Maine/Quebec border through Johnson
Mountain Twp. Burns & McDonnell evaluated all perennial water bodies within the survey area
and submitted a subset of these water bodies (75 streams), including stream characterizations
developed through evaluation of the original natural resource survey field data forms, to the
MDIFW on August 7, 2018.

Upon its review of the data provided, MDIFW eliminated 34 streams from consideration
due to inadequate habitat conditions for Roaring Brook Mayfly and Northern Spring Salamander.
Environmental scientists from Burns & McDonnell, accompanied by MDIFW-recommended
(Exhibit CMP-3-E) entomologist Marcia Siebenmann and herpetologist Trevor Persons,
conducted the field survey effort during the weeks of September 10-14 and September 17-21,
2018 and submitted the results of the survey to MDIFW on October 19, 2018. Further evaluation
of laboratory samples by entomologist Dr. Steve Burian at th¢ Southern Connecticut State
University confirmed the presence of Roaring Brook Mayfly in two of the water bodies,
Mountain Brook and Gold Brook, surveyed. Samples from the South Branch of the Moose River
could not be positively identified, however MDIFW determined that for this waterbody Roaring

Brook Mayfly should be considered present. Eleven of the water bodies surveyed confirmed the
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presence of Northern Spring Salamander. In addition, a number of water bodies located outside
of CMP’s 300-foot wide corridor but within 250 feet of the proposed clearing limits, meeting the
aforementioned habitat parameters, were not surveyed due to a lack of survey permission from
the landowner. In these instances, CMP assumed presence of Roaring Brook Mayfly and
Northern Spring Salamander.

Following the completion of the presence/absence surveys, MDIFW informed CMP that
it considered two locations, Mountain Brook in Johnson Mountain Twp and Gold Brook in
Appleton Twp, to be ecologically significant. Accordingly, and upon consultation with MDIFW,
CMP revised its proposal to incorporate taller structures and avoid clearing by allowing full
height canopy within the 250-foot riparian management zone for Mountain Brook and Gold
Brook as shown in Exhibit CMP-3-F. For all other streams with presence of Northern Spring
Salamander and/or Roaring Brook Mayfly, assumed or known, MDIFW agreed that CMP’s
vegetation management practices and a contribution to the Maine Endangered and Non-game
Wildlife Fund would adequately protect the habitat and species.

ii. Brook Trout Habitat (Relevant to DEP Review)

Of the 743 waterbodies located within the NECEC corridor, 223 have been identified by
the MDIFW as containing brook trout (Salvelinus fontinalis). Brook trout are pervasive in the
Project area and found in some portion of many of the water bodies within that area. The brook
trout populations in some of these streams are natural and self-supporting, particularly those

associated with the smaller, colder streams that are sustained by groundwater input.
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Potential indirect impacts to brook trout habitat include sedimentation and turbidity,
introduction of pollutants, and stream insolation. A study by N.C. Gleason? on the impacts of
power line rights-of-way (“ROW?) on forested stream habitat found that despite the open canopy
condition, water temperatures were slightly lower than in off-ROW areas and that none of the
water quality parameters was significantly different between the on-ROW and off-ROW study
areas. Gleason’s study also found no correlation between percent canopy cover and mean
percentage of fines and found no significant difference in the Benthic Index of Biotic Integrity
scores between on-ROW and upstream areas.

With the exception of culvert removals and replacements intended to improve habitat
quality and connectivity proposed as part of CMP’s Compensation Plan, the Project will have no
direct impact (i.e., in-stream construction) on brook trout habitat. All equipment crossings are
temporary, completely span each stream, and will be constructed and maintained in a manner
that will prevent sediment from entering water bodies. Additionally, CMP will follow its
Environmental Guidelines for Construction and Maintenance Activities on Transmission Line
and Substation Projects (Site Law application Exhibit 14-1), provided in the Basic Standards
Submission Section of the Site Law application, which contains effective and proven erosion and
sedimentation control best management practices that will be used to protect soil and water
resources during construction of the various NECEC Project components.

To minimize the potential adverse impact to water quality from spills, no fuel storage,
refueling, vehicle parking, or vehicle maintenance will be performed within 100 feet of protected
wetlands or water bodies, unless no practicable alternative exists and sufficient secondary

containment is provided. CMP will also implement its Environmental Control Requirements for

2 Gleason, N.C. 2008. Impacts of Power Line Rights-of-Way on Forested Stream Habitat in Western Washington.
Environmental Symposium in Rights-of-Way Management, 8th International Symposium, pages 665-678.
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Contractors and Subcontractors - Oil and Hazardous Material Contingency Plan (Site Law
application Exhibit 15-1), which establishes minimum requirements for effective spill
prevention, response, and reporting.

Sun exposure on smaller water bodies can result in a negative impact due to an increase
in water temperature (insolation), which can pose problems for cold water fisheries. A.M.
Peterson® has reported that the removal of tree canopy (on new transmission line corridors)
increases stream insolation during the short term, but within two years the areas are bordered by
dense shrubs and emergent vegetation and water temperatures are not significantly higher than
upstream forested reaches. Similarly, Peterson found that stream reaches in electric transmission
ROWs were exposed to more light, had denser stream bank vegetation, were deeper and
narrower, and had a greater area composed of pools. Peterson’s study found that trout were more
abundant in stream reaches within ROWs and concluded that the increase in incident sunshine
resulted in a denser forb and shrub root mass, which further stabilized stream banks, resulting in
less stream bank erosion, deeper channels, and higher populations of trout.

CMP’s vegetation maintenance will be implemented on a four-year cycle following the
initial clearing effort, which encourages the dense forb and shrub root mass found by Peterson to
minimize impacts to trout and sustain a viable trout population.

ili. Habitat Fragmentation (Relevant to DEP Review)

CMP minimized and avoided habitat fragmentation impacts in several ways including co-
locating the majority of the transmission line components within existing corridors and locating
the remainder of the transmission line components primarily within areas already subject to

intensive industrial forestry practices; implementing vegetation management practices that are

3 Peterson, A.M. 1993 Effects of Electric Transmission Rights-of-Way on Trout in Forested Headwater Streams in
New York. North American Journal of Fisheries Management, vol. 13 pp. 581-585.
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wildlife friendly and promote early successional habitat throughout its corridors; and allowing
for taller vegetative growth to be maintained in select locations of the NECEC ROW to address
species-specific concerns.

Co-location of energy infrastructure is a primary consideration when minimizing impacts
to existing land uses and the environment. The proposed development minimizes habitat
fragmentation in this manner by utilizing existing transmission line corridors for approximately
73% of the Project. CMP’s siting strategy was to identify a corridor that utilized the greatest
amount of existing transmission line corridor with the least amount of environmental impact.
CMP, through its alternatives analysis that is discussed in detail by CMP witnesses Gerry
Mirabile, Brian Berube, Amy Segal, and Terrance DeWan, identified the proposed route
consisting of existing transmission line corridor between Lewiston and the northern terminus of
Lake Moxie and the portion of new corridor located between the northern terminus of Lake
Moxie to the Maine/Quebec border, a “working forest” that is routinely disturbed by forestry
activities, as the preferred alternative.

CMP manages vegetation within its line corridors consistent with techniques promoted as
part of a 2016 Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU”)* between the Environmental Protection
Agency (“EPA”), Edison Electric Institute, U.S. Department of Agriculture (specifically, the
Forest Service), and U.S. Department of the Interior (specifically, the Bureau of Land
Management, Fish and Wildlife Service, and National Park Service). Integrated vegetation
management (“IVM?”) practices have been adopted by federal agencies as the best practices
standard within utility rights-of-way. IVM promotes the development of early successional

growth and resists the growth of vegetation into taller strata (trees) through the application of

4 EPA et al. 2016. Memorandum of Understanding on Vegetation Management for Powerline Rights-of-Way. 14pp.
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environmentally friendly manual, mechanical, and chemical treatments on a four-year
maintenance cycle. IVM is recognized as a practice that reduces impacts on land, water, habitat
and wildlife while meeting the goals of providing reliable and safe electrical service.

According to the EPA®, “the IVM approach can create natural, diverse, and sustaining
ecosystems, such as a meadow transition habitat. These transition landscapes, in turn, reduce
wildlife habitat fragmentation and allow species to be geographically diverse, remaining in areas
from which they might otherwise be excluded. A variety of wildlife species (including threatened
and endangered species) consider these habitats home, such as butterflies, songbirds, small
mammals, and deer. These habitats also encourage the growth of native plant species and can
increase plant diversity.” IVM optimizes wildlife habitat potential and produces a soft edge
effect which lessens the impact of fragmentation®.

CMP’s vegetation management practices will avoid the hard edge impact generally
associated with habitat fragmentation and negative impacts on species resiliency by creating a
soft edge that maintains landscape permeability and establishes areas of dense shrubby
vegetation and taller vegetation where topographic conditions allow (e.g., steep ravines), thereby
providing a vegetation bridge for wildlife movement across the NECEC corridor. Further,
CMP’s vegetation management practices require riparian buffers, ranging from 75 to 100 feet in
width measured from the top of bank, to be maintained at all stream crossings in a manner that
will allow taller non-capable vegetation to persist, promoting the movement of wildlife across

the corridor and increasing habitat connectivity in these areas.

3 https://www.epa.gov/pesp/benefits-integrated-vegetation-management-ivim-rights-way#tbenefit
¢ Bramble, W.C., and W.R. Byrnes. 1996. Integrated vegetation management of an electric utility right-of-way
ecosystem. Down to Earth 51(1):29-34.
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CMP’s proposed development will not create a “hard” edge, i.e., the change in habitat is
primarily restricted to a change in vegetation cover type from forested to scrub-shrub, as opposed
to the permanent removal of habitat (e.g., roads and impervious surfaces associated residential
and commercial developments). An evaluation of vernal pool habitat by TRC Engineers, LLC
(TRC), based on an extensive survey of over 620 miles of electric transmission corridor on the
MPRP project (Exhibit 1-7 of the Compensation Plan, revised January 30, 2019), found that
habitat conditions permeable to amphibian migration, including the presence of leaf litter, coarse
woody debris, mammal burrows, and dense herbaceous and shrub vegetation cover, were present
in CMP’s transmission corridors. CMP’s construction and vegetation management practices
proposed for the NECEC Project will encourage early successional growth supporting these
permeable habitat conditions.

TRC’s evaluation concluded that “no measurable loss of vernal pool functions is apparent
in and along electric utility transmission corridors; in fact, significant vernal pools remain
abundant and highly productive in the typical scrub/shrub habitat found in most transmission line
corridors, even after multiple decades.” Although the Project will not create an urbanized
environment, according to Windmiller and Calhoun’ vernal pool wildlife species are known to
exhibit some resistance and resilience even to urbanization. This acknowledgment, in addition to
the hundreds, if not thousands, of functioning vernal pools located within CMP corridors,
supports the conclusion that the “soft” development associated with the Project will not
unreasonably impact vernal pools through habitat fragmentation.

The impact of habitat fragmentation on vernal pools is further mitigated by the fact that

the majority of vernal pools, significant or otherwise, within the Project ROW are located within

7 Windmiller, Bryan & J. K. Calhoun, Aram. (2007). 12 Conserving Vernal Pool Wildlife in Urbanizing Landscapes.
10.1201/9781420005394.ch12.
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1,000 feet of another vernal pool. As described by the USACE 2016 New England District
Compensatory Mitigation Guidance, clusters of vernal pools that vary in size, hydroperiod, and
spatial proximity provide each resident species with a variety of potential breeding sites.

In addition to the minimization and avoidance of habitat fragmentation through co-
location and IVM practices, CMP has incorporated allowances for taller vegetation to persist in
select locations to address habitat fragmentation concerns identified through consultation with
MDIFW. These include: deer travel corridors in the biologically significant Upper Kennebec
Deer Wintering Area (“DWA”) and in Rusty Blackbird habitat in Johnson Mountain Twp./Parlin
Pond Twp. Through consultation with the MDIFW, CMP developed a series of ten (10) deer
travel corridors (Exhibit CMP-3-G), ranging in size from 247 to 1,450 linear feet, that will allow
taller trees to persist in the ROW to promote habitat connectivity and minimize fragmentation of
the Upper Kennebec DWA.. Also, through consultation with MDIFW, CMP proposes to allow
softwoods up to 15 feet in height to grow within the ROW in locations where it overlaps Rusty
Blackbird habitat (Exhibit CMP-3-H).

iv. Buffer Strips Around Cold Water Fisheries (Relevant to DEP Review)

The construction and vegetation management practices described in Exhibit 10-1 VCP
and Exhibit 10-2 VMP of CMP’s September 27, 2017 Site Law application establish protections
for stream buffers within the NECEC Project area. Riparian natural buffers or stream buffers
were expanded from CMP’s initial proposal in September 2017. In a meeting held between
CMP, DEP, and MDIFW on January 22, 2019, DEP recommended that for CMP to adequately
protect cold water fisheries, protections of riparian buffers for vegetation management and
maintenance activities should be expanded to100 feet for cold water fishery habitats, outstanding

river segments, threatened or endangered species water bodies, and all perennial streams in the
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new corridor portion (Segment 1) of the Project. For all other water bodies, DEP recommended
an expanded buffer of 75 feet. Based on this guidance, CMP incorporated these changes into
Exhibit 10-1 VCP and Exhibit 10-2 VMP of CMP’s amended Site Law application, filed with the
DEP on January 30, 2019. The following is a summary of the restrictions and protections for
work in riparian buffers as provided in amended Exhibits 10-1 and 10-2.

Prior to initial clearing for construction stream buffers will be flagged with unique
flagging so contractors can distinguish between the applicable 75-foot or 100-foot stream buffer
and apply the appropriate protections and restrictions. Flagging will be maintained throughout
construction. CMP will avoid placing any transmission structures within the stream buffers,
unless specifically authorized by DEP and accompanied by a site specific erosion and sediment
control plan. No structures will be placed within 25 feet of any stream regardless of
classification. Additionally, CMP will use erosion and sedimentation control practices described
in its Environmental Guidelines for Construction and Maintenance Activities on Transmission
Line and Substation Projects (Site Law application Exhibit 14-1).

To protect water quality, during construction and during post-construction vegetation
maintenance, foliar herbicides will be prohibited within the applicable stream buffers and there
will be no refueling/maintenance of equipment in these areas unless it occurs on a paved road or
if adequate secondary containment is used with oversight from an environmental inspector.

To minimize ground disturbance and limit the potential for erosion and sedimentation,
initial clearing efforts will be performed during frozen ground conditions whenever practicable,
and, if not practicable, the recommendations of the environmental inspector will be followed
regarding the appropriate techniques to minimize disturbance, such as the use of selectively

placed travel lanes within the stream buffer. Removal of capable species or dead or hazard trees
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within the stream buffer will typically be accomplished by hand-cutting, but the use of
mechanized equipment is allowed if supported by construction matting or during frozen
conditions in a manner (i.e., use of travel lanes and reach-in techniques) that preserves non-
capable vegetation less than 10 feet in height to the greatest extent possible.

Prior to routine vegetation maintenance of the transmission corridors, which is typically
conducted on a 4-year cycle, all buffers will be flagged with unique flagging to distinguish
between their applicable buffers, 75 feet or 100 feet. Within that portion of the stream buffer that
is within the wire zone (i.e., within 15 feet, horizontally, of any conductor) all woody vegetation
over 10 feet in height, whether capable or non-capable, will be cut back to ground level (Exhibit
CMP-3-I). Resulting slash will be removed within 50 feet of the stream and managed in
accordance with the Maine Slash Law. No other vegetation will be removed, other than dead or
hazard trees. Removal of capable species within the stream buffers will be accomplished by hand
cutting only. Mechanized equipment will not be used.

Allowing non-capable vegetation to remain as described within the appropriate buffer
will provide shading and reduce the warming effect of direct sunlight (insolation). Low ground
cover will also remain within these buffers to filter any sediment or other pollutants in surface
runoff. These restrictions will allow the stream buffers to provide functions and values similar to
those prior to transmission line construction.

As discussed in my testimony on habitat fragmentation above, the maintenance of these
buffers will provide adequate space for movement of wildlife between important habitats.

The expansion of CMP’s original buffer proposals, to further ensure protection of cold water
fisheries (as determined by DEP and MDIFW), accompanied by the restrictions and protections

described above, provide that no unreasonable harm will occur to cold water fisheries.
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v. Issue 2 Conclusion (Relevant to DEP Review)

For the foregoing reasons, it is my opinion that there will be no unreasonable disturbance
to or unreasonable impact on the Roaring Brook Mayfly, Northern Spring Salamanders, or Brook
Trout habitat, and the Project will not result in unreasonable habitat fragmentation. Alteration of
such habitat and disturbance of such wildlife has been kept to the minimum amount necessary,
and the Project does not unreasonably degrade such habitat, unreasonably disturb such wildlife,
or unreasonably affect the continued use of the site by such wildlife. CMP has made adequate
provision for buffer strips around cold water fisheries.

d. Issue 4 (Compensation and Mitigation)

CMP’s Compensation Plan achieves a no-net-loss of ecological functions and values
through a combination of: use of the In-Lieu-Fee (“ILF”’) Program by the DEP and the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (“USACE”) as a compensatory mitigation option for permit
applicants; preservation of regionally significant natural resources; and implementation of a
number of wildlife habitat enhancement projects. This Plan meets, and in the case of
compensation for wetlands and other impact types, exceeds the applicable compensation
requirements, as demonstrated further below. For reference, Exhibit CMP-3-J includes the
summary tables provided in the Compensation Plan.

i. Cold Water Fisheries Habitat (Relevant to DEP Review)

The DEP noted in its December 12, 2017 Environmental Information Request that the
mitigation package should compensate for impacts to cold water fisheries (and recreational uses
of the outstanding river segments) and that “The Department envisions this mitigation package

will be the responsibility of CMP to implement, not simply providing ILF monies.” As such,
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CMP has proposed a variety of mitigation and compensation measures in its Compensation Plan,
submitted on January 30, 2019.

As previously discussed in this testimony, CMP incorporated adequate protections by
expanding buffers to 100 feet for the cold water fishery resources, so the Project will not result in
an unreasonable disturbance of this habitat.

Nonetheless, in a January 22, 2019 meeting DEP and MDIFW asked CMP to quantify
linear miles of streams within the Project that will be subject to forested conversion and evaluate
the indirect impact to these resources. The Plan, as described below, is robust and addresses the
various requests made by the agencies to compensate for the indirect impact of forest conversion
of riparian areas within the NECEC ROW.

The NECEC will have 11.02 linear miles of streams that will be subject to forested
conversion impact; this includes all streams regardless of classification or value. While the DEP
did not offer specific guidance or compensation ratios, the Compensation Plan offers a
comprehensive package with a variety of mitigation and compensation measures, as previously
recommended by DEP:

1. Preservation of 12.02 linear miles of stream contained within the Grand Falls Tract,
Lower Enchanted Tract, and Basin Tract, which is greater than a 1:1 ratio.

2. A contribution of $180,000 to the Maine Endangered and Nongame Wildlife Fund to
protect cold water fishery habitat. The contribution amount was based on the estimated
labor cost to implement “chop and drop,” a cold water fisheries habitat enhancement and
mitigation proposal on perennial streams in the new corridor portion of the Project
(Segment 1). “Chop and drop,” which refers to the implementation of the Maine Forest

Service Rule Chapter 25 “Standard for Placing Wood into Stream Channels to Enhance
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Cold water Fisheries Habitat,” was removed from the Compensation Plan at the request
of MDIFW and replaced with the fee contribution. The contribution that replaced the
“chop and drop” was included to offset the partial loss of course woody debris resulting
from tree clearing in riparian areas.
. Implementation of the Culvert Replacement Program, which includes the repair, removal,
or replacement of culverts within CMP-controlled lands as well as $200,000 of funding to
replace culverts on lands outside CMP’s ownership. The intent of the culvert replacement
program is to provide habitat enhancement and connectivity for cold water fisheries to
offset lost functions and values of these resources, however minor.

ii. QOutstanding River Segments (Relevant to DEP Review)
The NECEC crosses five locations that are protected as outstanding river segments:
Upper Kennebec River
Kennebec River below Wyman Dam
Carrabassett River
Sandy River
West Branch of the Sheepscot River

CMP proposes to cross under the upper Kennebec River using HDD to preserve the

aesthetic value of this river segment. Crossing beneath the Kennebec River will eliminate views

of any NECEC Project components from recreational and other river users.

In the other four outstanding river locations, CMP minimized impact by co-locating the

HVDC line within existing rights-of-way. By utilizing existing rights-of-way, CMP minimized

additional clearing to an average width of 75 feet, and minimized additional natural resources

impacts by proposing crossing in locations where developed transmission line corridors exist.
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Additionally, in response to MDIFW’s environmental review comments (submitted July 13,
2018), CMP committed to retaining 100-foot riparian buffers at all outstanding river segments.

Because approximately 425 linear feet, or 850 feet of outstanding river frontage (on each
bank), will be permanently impacted by forest conversion during construction of the NECEC,
CMP’s Compensation Plan also includes land preservation of three tracts along the Dead River
which collectively will add 1,053.5 acres to Maine’s conserved lands and provide protection in
perpetuity for 7.9 miles of river frontage along the Dead River, an outstanding river segment. In
addition to the wealth of recreational opportunities (which include hiking, fishing, whitewater
rafting, canoeing, snowmobiling, wildlife viewing, and hunting), these tracts include the
protection of Grand Falls waterfall, the largest horseshoe waterfall in the State, in perpetuity.

Impacts to outstanding river segments will not unreasonably impact existing recreational
uses of these rivers, and the preservation value of the parcels along the Dead River far exceeds
the 850 feet of river frontage that will be impacted by the Project.

ili. Wetlands (Relevant to DEP Review)

CMP first sought to avoid and then minimize impacts to wetlands where practicable
through a thorough alternatives analysis and engineering design. Unavoidable fill will result
from structures, soil mounding associated with pole placement, and, where necessary, concrete
foundations. The area of disturbance for each pole varies based on structure type. Installations
will range from approximately 30 to 185 square feet of permanent fill per structure, depending
on structure type (e.g., steel monopole or wood H-frame). Following installation, the areas
around each pole will naturally revegetate to herbaceous or shrub wetland communities. The

small loss of wetland area from the structure fill equates to a negligible loss of wetland functions
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and values relative to the remaining wetland area at each structure site. Impacts from
transmission line structures will have a de minimis permanent impact to wetlands.

The Merrill Road Converter Station, Fickett Road Substation, and HDD termination
stations will have permanent wetland impacts from fill of approximately 3.130 acres, 1.328
acres, and 0.259 acres, respectively. Permanent fill impact from transmission line structures total
approximately 0.150 acre.

Wetlands within the NECEC Project area were classified as either wetlands that are not
of special significance or as wetlands of special significance (“WOSS”). Habitats reviewed to
determine freshwater WOSS include:

* mapped habitats for state and federally listed threatened and endangered species;

* high and moderate value inland waterfowl and wading bird habitat (“IWWH”);

» presence of significant vernal pool habitat (“SVPH”);

* areas within 250 feet of a great pond;

» wetland containing more than 20,000 square feet of open water or aquatic or emergent
marsh;

* areas located within a flood plain;

® areas designated as a peatland; or

» greas located within 25 feet of a river stream or brook.

Of the 4.868 acres of permanent wetland fill, fill in non-WOSS and WOSS wetlands
totals 0.307 acre and 4.561 acres, respectively. The 4.561 acres of direct fill in WOSS include
wetland areas in SVPH and IWWH. CMP’s Compensation Plan proposes to use the preservation

of lands of comparable habitat to compensate for permanent fill within wetlands. For wetlands
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within SVPH and IWWH, CMP’s Plan proposes using the ILF. Permanent fill in WOSS,
excluding SVPH and IWWH, is 3.814 acres.

For impacts that require compensation by both DEP and USACE, such as direct wetland
fill, CMP used the higher USACE ratio of 20:1 in determining the appropriate compensation. In
fact, the NECEC Compensation Plan offers a ratio of 30:1 for permanent fill in wetlands, which
exceeds the 8:1 ratio required by the DEP and the 20:1 ratio required by the USACE for land
preservation. When applying 30:1 to both WOSS (excluding SVPH and IWWH) and non-
WOSS, this yielded a total preservation amount of 123.65 acres. The three proposed preservation
parcels -- Flagstaff Lake Tract, Little Jimmie Pond-Harwood Tract , and Pooler Pond Tract --
contain 510.75 acres of wetland, a portion of which will be used to offset the 4.122 acres of
permanent fill in wetlands.

For wetlands within SVPH and IWWH, CMP’s Plan proposes using the ILF. Direct
impacts to IWWH will total approximately 0.017 acre (747 square feet). Of the 0.017 acre, 0.003
acre (149 square feet) is wetland and 0.014 acre (598 square feet) is upland. Consistent with the
ILF Program guidance for WOSS, CMP proposes to compensaté for the unavoidable impacts to
wetland areas in IWWH using 100% compensation and a resource multiplier of two. The fee for
wetlands within IWWH was calculated using the Natural Resource Enhancement & Restoration
Cost and the average assessed land value per square foot of impact. Thus, the fee proposed to
compensate to permanent wetland fill in IWWH is $1,165.18.

Direct impacts to SVPH total approximately 1.463 acres. Of the 1.463 acres, 0.743 acre is
wetland and 0.720 acre is upland areas. Wetland areas in SVPH are defined as WOSS and,
consistent with the ILF Program, CMP proposes to compensate for the unavoidable impacts to

wetland areas in SVPH using 100% compensation and a resource multiplier of two. The fee for
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wetlands within SVPH was calculated using the Natural Resource Enhancement & Restoration
Cost and the average assessed land value per square foot of impact. Thus, the fee proposed to
compensate to Permanent Wetland Fill in SVPH is $224,669.00.

In summary, 123.65 acres of wetland preservation of comparable habitat types was
calculated at a ratio of 30:1, significantly more than 8:1 ratio required by the DEP. The ILF for
permanent wetland fill in IWWH and SVPH was calculated using the ILF Program’s wetland
compensation formula for WOSS (resource multiplier of two). CMP’s Compensation Plan
exceeds the compensation requirements for wetlands under NRPA.

iv. Issue 4 Conclusion (Relevant to DEP Review)

It is my opinion that CMP’s compensation and mitigation measures fully address all

impacts that cannot be avoided to cold water fisheries, outstanding river segments, and wetlands.
V.  Conclusion (Relevant to DEP and LUPC Review)

The Project will not adversely affect scenic character and has been sited to fit with
existing uses, i.e., within existing transmission line corridors and in areas that undergo an
ongoing pattern of timber harvesting. In P-RR zones the Project avoids and minimizes visual
impact and has been sufficiently buffered from existing uses and resources to meet the LUPC’s
special exception criteria.

The Project will not unreasonably harm the Roaring Brook Mayfly, Northern Spring
Salamander, or brook trout habitat and adequate provision has been provided for buffer strips
around cold water fisheries. Similarly, CMP’s vegetation management practices provide
adequate provision for the maintenance of wildlife travel lanes and connectivity of adjacent

habitats; are consistent with techniques promoted by the EPA and other federal agencies to

28




minimize impacts to wildlife and habitat; and, will not result in unreasonable disturbance or

harm resulting from habitat fragmentation.

The Project has been designed and sited in a manner that avoids and minimizes impacts
to the greatest extent possible and, where impacts are unavoidable, has proposed mitigation
measures and provided a robust and comprehensive compensation plan, which not only accounts

for lost functions and values, but exceeds the requirements under NRPA.

Exhibits:

CMP-3-A: Goodwin CV

CMP-3-B: LUPC P-RR Beattie Pond Figure

CMP 3-C: LUPC P-RR Upper Kennebec River Figure

CMP-3-D: LUPC P-RR AT Moxie Pond Figure

CMP-3-E: MDIFW Recommendations for Entomologist and Herpetologist
CMP-3-F: Gold Brook and Mountain Brook Figures

CMP-3-G: Kennebec DWA Travel Corridor Figure

CMP-3-H: Rusty Blackbird Habitat Figure

CMP-3-I: Typical HVDC Tangent Vegetation Maintenance Figure
CMP-3-J: Compensation Plan Summary Tables
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MARK A. GOODWIN, CPESC

Senior Environmental Scientist

Mr. Goodwin serves Burns & McDonnell as a
senior environmental scientist. He has extensive E D U C AT l O N

experience in all phases of energy development » B.S., Natural Resources, University of
projects, from environmental field surveys, Maine, 1998

environmental assessment, alternatives analysis, R E G | S T R AT | O N S

permitting, environmental training, and . : y
environmental compliance inspection, to post- g:gi'r?]eeitp g:::tsr (s)llo(rgg)grsocs;on &
construction monitoring and mitigation. As such, DEP Certification in Erosion &
he possesses an extensive knowledge of the Sediment Control Practices (ME)
process of project planning, permitting, and OSHA 30-Hour Certification
construction, as well as a thorough understanding of the implications of

regulatory requirements on construction activities. 9 pEA B RN, S METONNELE

20 YEARS OF EXPERIENCE

A summary of his experience is provided below.

New England Clean Energy Connect Project | Central Maine Power Company
ME | April 2017-Present

Environmental Project Manager Mr. Goodwin was responsible for managing a team of environmental scientists, permitting
specialists, noise specialists, archeologists, visual impact specialists, geologists, and GIS specialists and coordinating the
preparation of permit applications to the Maine Department of Environmental Protection, Maine Land Use Planning
Commission, and the United States Army Corps of Engineers for this high-voltage direct current transmission line project
which includes approximately 200 miles of transmission line and associated facilities. In addition, Mr. Goodwin managed
and assisted with the preparation of the environmental portions of the Presidential Permit application submitted to the United
States Department of Energy. Mr. Goodwin facilitated multiple meetings with the regulatory agencies and was a subject
matter expert at three public informational meetings. Mr. Goodwin continues to provide Central Maine Power Company with
post-filing support during the agency review period.

Section 388/3023 Replacement Project — Phase | | Maine Electric Power Company
ME | July 2016-January 2017 '

Environmental Manager Mr. Goodwin coordinated a series of agency consultation meetings with the Maine Department of
Environmental Protection to determine the applicability of the Site Location of Development Act Law for the reconstruction -
of 55 miles of 345kV transmission line. Additionally, Mr. Goodwin was responsible for completing the federal permitting for
this project. )

Darnestown Substation Project | Potomac Electric Power Company

MD | January 2016-September 2016

Environmental Project Manager Mr. Goodwin was responsible for coordinating with project management and engineering
to identify the deliverables and information needed to prepare and submit applications to the Department of Permitting
Services in Montgomery County, Maryland for the construction of an electric substation. Mr. Goodwin applied for and
received building permits and right-of-way permits for the project.
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MARK A. GOODWIN, CPESC

(continued)

Bangor Landing Coal Tar Capping Project | City of Bangor, Maine

ME | June 2016-October 2016

Senior Environmental Scientist Mr. Goodwin performed a regulatory analysis to determine the permitting required to
construct a non-aqueous phase liquid (NAPL) trapping cap over coal tar contaminated sediments in the Penobscot River
associated with historic manufactured gas plant operation. Mr. Goodwin consulted with the National Marine Fisheries
Service and the Army Corps of Engineers and researched and drafted a Not Likely to Adversely Affect (NLAA) letter in
support of the project.

Jericho Rise Wind Farm Project | EDP Renewables, NA
NY | February 2016-May 2018

Project Manager Mr. Goodwin’s project management duties included the development of the construction environmental
monitoring manual, compliance implementation training program, archeological awareness and unanticipated discovery plan,
and compliance site assessments during the construction of this 37 turbine wind farm in upstate New York. Mr. Goodwin
presented the initial environmental training program prior to the start of construction of this project.

Access Northeast Project | Spectra Energy| Algonquin Pipeline

NY, CT, MA | August 2015

Subject Matter Expert Mr. Goodwin assisted Spectra Energy during landowner informational meetings and the FERC open
house meetings in support of the FERC pre-filing process for this pipeline and LNG storage infrastructure expansion project
designed to support natural gas-fired electrical generation in New England. Mr. Goodwin provided project information to
stakeholders from the public during these meetings including route identification and responded to questions specific to
construction practices and environmental impacts as a subject matter expert.

Maine Power Reliability Program/T&D Project | Central Maine Power Company

ME | October 2009-December 2015

Environmental Project Manager Mr. Goodwin served as environmental project manager. His responsibilities included
managing the local permitting effort for more than 70 municipalities as well as managing the construction phase regulatory
compliance effort during construction of this electric reliability program consisting of over 350 miles of transmission line and
multiple substation development sites. In this role, he participated in numerous public meetings and organized and
coordinated multiple meetings with agency personnel. Mr. Goodwin coordinated with numerous outside consultants and
managed the preparation and QA/QC of state and federal permit modification applications. He also managed the variance
process for the approval of post-permit project design modifications. He was responsible for coordinating the compliance
effort with the contractor’s environmental representatives, Maine Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) staff and
inspection personnel, and local codes enforcement officers during construction. He also developed multiple interactive
environmental training programs and trained over 5,000 workers on the Program.

5 _
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MARK A. GOODWIN, CPESC

(continued)

Southern York County System Reinforcement and Section 219/220 Rebuild
Projects | Central Maine Power Company/Tetra Tech Inc. (formerly Northern
Ecological Associates Inc.)*

ME | September 2007-March 2008

Environmental Inspector Mr. Goodwin served as an environmental inspector. He provided third party environmental

inspection for the Maine DEP on a 10-mile 115-kV electric transmission line project. He managed the Maine DEP third party
inspection effort on two electric transmission rebuild projects.

Jewel Ridge Pipeline Lateral Project | Duke Energy (Spectra)

VA | May 2006-August 2006

Environmental Inspector Mr. Goodwin served as an environmental inspector. He acted as a FERC third party environmental
compliance monitor. He assisted FERC and USFWS with developing innovative strategies for erosion and sediment control
in mountainous terrain.

Petal Gas Storage 100-Line and Cavern 3 and 8 Storage Field | El Paso
Corporation*

MS | April 2004
Wetlands Delineation/Permitting Support Mr. Goodwin performed wetland and waterbody surveys. He prepared the FERC
wetland and wildlife resource reports, the biological assessment, and he performed the NPDES permitting for a natural gas
storage cavern project.

Third Party Technical Review of Notices of Intent Submitted by Weaver’s Cove
Energy, LLC, and Mill River Pipeline, LLC | Town of Somerset Conservation
Commission*

MA | May 2004-September 2004

Third Party Technical Reviewer Mr. Goodwin served as a third-party technical reviewer. He prepared a comprehensive
regulatory review of Notices of Intent filed under the Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act. The regulatory review assessed
whether the applicant had met the performance standards required and included an assessment of impacts and proposed
mitigation. He provided the results of the technical review at multiple public hearings with the conservation commission.

Stony Brook Natural Gas Pipeline Project | Massachusetts Municipal Wholesale
Electric Company*

MA |May 2002-July 2002

Environmental Inspector Mr. Goodwin served as an environmental inspector. He was a Massachusetts DEP third party
environmental compliance monitor. He prepared an invasive species eradication and control program for the project. He
prepared a planting plan as mitigation for unavoidable tree loss along the project corridor.

Londonderry 20-inch Replacement Project | Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company

NH and MA | April 2001-September 2001

Environmental Compliance Inspector/Field Coordinator/Report Manager Mr. Goodwin served as an environmental
compliance inspector/field coordinator/report manager. He performed inspection, reports, and field coordination for a
comprehensive Turbidity Monitoring Program along a 19.3-mile pipeline replacement project. His responsibilities included

BURNS\\MEDONNELL..




MARK A. GOODWIN, CPESC

(continued)

preparing and providing reports to the local conservation commissions, conducting rare plant species surveys, removal, and
post-construction transplantation, and performing post-construction wetlands and waterbody restoration assessments.

Portland Natural Gas Transmission System (PNGTS) and PNGTS/Maritimes &

Northeast Joint Facilities*
ME, NH, MA | July 1998 — December 1998

Environmental Inspector Mr. Goodwin served as an environmental inspector. He conducted waterbody crossing inspections
and turbidity monitoring during construction, post-construction wetland assessments, and he prepared the wetlands
monitoring report submitted to state and federal agencies.

*denotes experience prior to joining Burns & McDonnell
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Goodwin, Mark

I 00
From: Swartz, Beth <Beth.Swartz@maine.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, August 21, 2018 10:36 AM
To: Goodwin, Mark
Cc: Perry, John
Subject: RE: Roaring Brook Mayfly Survey - Entomologist
Hi Mark,

| have spoken with Marcia Siebenmann, who MDIFW has contracted to do our Roaring Brook Mayfly surveys in the past,
and she is interested and available to do the work. | think her preference would be to take the lead on a subset of the
sites while using that as an opportunity to train someone on your team to assist and then independently do the
remainder of the sites (i.e., the more difficult access sites). If this is an arrangement that can work for you folks, | will put
you in contact with each other. Marcia would definitely be the most experienced person to conduct these surveys, and
MDIFW would have full confidence in her ability to further assess potential habitat in the field and perform adequate
survey coverage following MDIFW protocol.

I'm not in the office today but will review the shape files you sent when I’'m back in tomorrow and finalize a narrowed
down list of your original stream inspections by the end of the day. Then we will have a better idea of how many sites
will need to be visited in the field and potentially surveyed.

I've also been in touch with Steve Burian and he is on board to do the identifications of any samples that are submitted.
MDIFW will contract Dr. Burian for this work on behalf of the applicant and submit an invoice to the applicant for re-

Lonllae A SR H VOILT WU L

imbursement. We should touch base about this to make sure this arrangement is acceptable and facilitated on both
ends.

beth

(ST NLNVSTNINTNI RV NI NVNY VY VENTNLVE VY VP NP NPNTNY NI NENT NYNY NY NP NVNT Y VTN VENT VIV V7Y

Beth I. Swartz

Wildlife Biologist

Reptile, Amphibian, and Invertebrate Group
Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife
650 State Street

Bangor, ME 04401

(207) 941-4476
mefishwildlife.com | facebook | twitter

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: Goodwin, Mark [mailto:magoodwin@burnsmcd.com]
Sent: Monday, August 20, 2018 11:38 AM

To: Swartz, Beth <Beth.Swartz@maine.gov>

Cc: Perry, John <John.Perry@maine.gov>

Subject: Roaring Brook Mayfly Survey - Entomologist




Hi Beth:

As you might imagine, it has been difficult locating an entomologist on short notice and for a short duration assignment.
| have identified an entomologist at UMass that is available to assist with the surveys on the NECEC project (his resume
does not include mayfly experience but I'm sure he knows his taxonomy, etc.). You had mentioned that you know
someone who might be interested as well. If this person is interested | would need to know soon enough to get the
paperwork in place.

I'll be sending the most up to date project shapefiles and .kmz file later today (~2:00-3:00pm)

Thanks again,

Mark Goodwin, CPESC \ Burns & McDonnell
Senior Environmental Scientist

207-517-8482 \ Mobile 207-416-5707
magoodwin@burnsmcd.com \ burnsmecd.com

27 Pearl Street \ Portland, ME 04101

[ (v &5
Proud to be one of FORTUNE's 100 Best Companies to Work For

Please consider the environment before printing this email.

This email and any attachments are solely for the use of the addressed recipients and
may contain privileged client communication or privileged work product. If you are not the
intended recipient and receive this communication, please contact the sender by phone at
816-333-9400, and delete and purge this email from your email system and destroy any
other electronic or printed copies. Thank you for your cooperation.




_Goodwin, Mark
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From: deMaynadier, Phillip <Phillip.deMaynadier@maine.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, August 01, 2018 9:45 AM
To: Goodwin, Mark
Subject: RE: Herpetologists

Hi Mark,
Yes, Trevor would be excellent.

Here is his contact information: trevor.persons@nau.edu; cell: 207-313-2940.

He is at a conference this week in MA but should be back on Friday.
Phillip

Phillip deMaynadier. Ph.D.

Wildlife Biologist, Wildlife Research Assessment Section
Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife
Office: 207-941-4239 / Cell: 207-692-3364

From: Goodwin, Mark [mailto:magoodwin@burnsmcd.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2018 8:56 AM

To: deMaynadier, Phillip <Phillip.deMaynadier@maine.gov>
Subject: Herpetologists

Good morning Phillip:

In our June 4th meeting to discuss state-listed species on the NECEC project, you mentioned Trevor Persons could be a
good candidate for salamander surveys. Do you happen to have his contact information?

Thank you,

Mark Goodwin, CPESC \ Burns & McDonnell
Senior Environmental Scientist

207-517-8482 \ Mobile 207-416-5707
magoodwin@burnsmcd.com \ burnsmecd.com

27 Pearl Street \ Portland, ME 04101

[in = £y
Proud to be one of FORTUNE's 100 Best Companies to Work For

Please consider the environment before printing this email.

This email and any attachments are solely for the use of the addressed recipients and
may contain privileged client communication or privileged work product. If you are not the
intended recipient and receive this communication, please contact the sender by phone at
816-333-9400, and delete and purge this email from your email system and destroy any
other electronic or printed copies. Thank you for your cooperation.
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1. The deer travel corridors labeled 1 through 8 will be managed as softwood stands and
will allow for the maximum tree height that can practically be maintained without
encroaching into the conductor safety zone of the transmission line or into the necessary
scrub/shrub area adjacent to each structure. The tree heights in these areas will vary
based on structure height, conductor sag, and topography, but will range from 25 to 35
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2. Corridors 9 and 10 will be retained as full height vegetation.

3. In areas outside of the depicted deer travel corridors, vegetation will be managed per
CMP’s standard vegetation management practices.
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Exhibit 1-4 Compensation Package Summary as Required by USACE and NRPA
Project Impact tion Required®
1 L goppensati Rended Compensation Sites
Little Jimmle Pond-Harwood
&
X ; i : ey Compensation atioX | e Flagstaff Lake Tract Tract Pooler Pond Tract Total
ity quare fee cres Renpired ) Adjustment® im: uantity Requiret
Total Acres=831.39 Total Acres=109.77 Total Acres= 81,24 Total Area= 1022.40
USACE & 30:1° )
Permanent Fill in Wetlands (Non-WOSS) 13,389 0307]  MDEP USACE ratio applied i
USACE & 30:1° 114.43) 510.75 acres of wetland preservation to offset 4.12 acres of
Permanent Fill in WOSS® 166,146 3.814]  MDEP USACE ratio applied Permanent Fill in Wetlands (WOSS and Non-WOSS), 28.51
. See Exhibit 1-5A In-Lieu Fee Summary acres of Temporary Wetland Fill in PSS, and 105.55 of
Impact to Wetlands | Temporary Wetland Fill in PEM (<18 months) 835,486 19.180]  USACE 423.96 of wetland preservation | 68.46 of wetland preservation 183{:;:;’::;1"“‘ Permanent Forested Wetland Conversion, which is 13.45
] 20:1x0.10 i acres over the amount of compensation required.
Temporary Wetland Fill_in PSS* (<18 months) 1,241,744 28507|  USACE USACE ratio applied 57.01
< 20:1x0415 $154,535.04 ILF for Temporary Wetland Fill in PEM.
Permanent Forested Wetland Conversion’ 4,597,680 105.548|  USACE USACE ratio applied 316.64
Total Impact; 6,854,445 157.356) Total Ac. Required:| 497.30)
USACE &
Permanent Wetland Fill in SVPH 32,365 0.743]  MDEP
USACE &
Impact to P Forested Wetland C SVPH 169,670 3.895) MDEP See Exhibit 1-5A In-Lieu Fee Summary " "
Vernal Pool Habitat (250') See Exhibit 1-5A In-Lieu Fee Summary $641,653.12 ILF amount
Upland Fill in SVPH 31,370 0.720]  MDEP
Permanent Upland Conversion in SYPH 1,289,691 29.607|  MDEP
Total Impact]] 1,523,096 34.965| Total Ac. Required:] n/a
Direct Fill in Vernal Pool Depression or 100’ Envelope 96,610 2.218]  USACE
High Value Vernal Pools’ 49 USACE
Impact to USACE  [Medium Value Vernal Pools 122 USACE 3
s bit 1-5A In-Lieu Fee S it 1
b et it S P Al VaraT oot = e ee Exhibit 1-5A In-Lieu Fee Summary See Exhibit 1-5A In-Lieu Fee Summary $2,024,875.37 ILF amount
2.22 acres of direct fill / 242
Total Impact:}vernal pools
USACE &
Permanent Wetland Fill in IWWH 149 0.003]  MDEP
USACE &
|Permanent Forested Wetland Canversion IWWH 114,232 2.622]  MDEP i
Impact to Inland Wadi : See Exhibit 1-5A In-Lieu Fee S
mpactto niane Wackg Cob MELicH reaSummary See Exhibit 1-5A In-Lieu Fee Summary $253,352.53 ILF amount
Bird & Waterfowl
Permanent Upland Fill in IWWH 598 0014 MDEP
Permanent Upland Conversion in IWWH 539,556 12.387|  MDEP
Total Impact; 654,535| 15.026 Total Ac. Required:] n/a
Total In-Lieu Fee Payment| $3,074,416.06
Total Comp ion Land| 1022,40 Acres

! Based on ratios and adjustments within the DEP Fact Sheet-In-Lieu Fee Compensation Program, 2016 USACE New England District C y Mitigation Guidance and held during the C
2| each case where compensation is required by both the MDEP and USACE, the higher ratio and adjustment was applied.

? permanent wetland fill to PEM and PSS wetlands within SVPH and IWWH are excluded from this
* Given that hydrology or significant soil disturbance will not result, all forested wetlands will convert to scrub-shrub wetland.

® Conversion of forested wetlands excludes clearing within SVPH or IWWH and are calculated separately within their own respective categories.

© CMP offered a ratio of 30:1 to the USACE, which is above the 20:1 required, for land preservation for their consideration of the compensation parcels offered as part of this plan.

7 Excludes impacts to SVPH.

and are within their own respective categories.

Working Session on 4/3/18, with the USACE and MDEP, as shown in Exhibit 1-1. B

Rev. 1/30/2019
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Exhibit 1-5A: In-Lieu Fee Summary

B Adjustments to Standard
Resource Impact In Lieu (ILF) Fee Compensation (MDEP & USACE) Ratios/A 2
Impact Type s o ILF Payment
Sqft Acres Formula Multiplier DEP USACE
ill i -WOSS, Natural R Enh: m i . Ft.
Perman‘er.\t Fillin Wetlands (Non-WOSS) 13389| 0307 atural Resource Enhancement & Restoration Cost/Sq. Ft. X 1 160% 100% Preservation, See Exhibit 1-4
See Exhibit 1-4 Avg. Assessed Land Value/Sq. Ft
il o Natural R Enh: 1t & Restorati . Ft.
Permar{e(lt Fillin WOSS 166,146 3814 atural Resource Enhancemen estoration Cost/Sq. Ft. X 2 100% 100% Preservation, See Exhibit 1-4
See Exhibit 1-4 Avg. Assessed Land Value/Sq. Ft
Temporary Wetland Fillin PEM (<18 months) Natural Resource Enhancement & Restoration Cost/Sq. Ft. X
83! : us, % X
Wetland Impact STkt sa 5,486 | 19.180 Avg. Assessed Land Value/Sq. Ft 1 ACE only 5% $154,535.04
e n r
Natural R Enh: & toration Cost/Sq. Ft. X|
Tempnr.al.-v Wetland Fill in PSS” (<18 months) 1,241,748| 28.507 atural Resource Enhancement & Restoration Cost/Sq 1 USACE only 10% Preservation, See Exhibit 1-4
See Exhibit 1-4 Avg. Assessed Land Value/Sq. Ft
¥ .
Natural R Enh: t & Restoration Cost/Sq. Ft. X
RETIANER GG sl W Etlaid Comus it a,557,680| Tussqn; [MaturaliResource Enhancement & Restaration Cost/Se 1 USACE only 15% Preservation, See Exhibit 1-4
See Exhibit 1-4 Avg. Assessed Land Value/Sq. Ft
Permanent Wetland Fill in SVPH Natural Resource Enhancement & Restoration Cost/Sq. Ft. X
See Table 1-5.2 32868] 0743 Avg. Assessed Land Value/Sq. Ft 2 100% 100% $244,669.00
Impact to MDEP { Wetland C SVPH Natural Resource Enhancement & Restoration Cost/Sq. Ft. X|
P X % g
Significant Vernal |see Table 1-5.3 169,670] (389 Avg. Assessed Land Value/Sg. Ft % 0% A5% $385,360,93
Pool Habitat
Py 't Upland Fill i PH
(250') S:::::;"} 5';’"‘ ibin s 31,370/ 0.720 Avg. Assessed Land Value/Sq. Ft 1 100% DEP only $5,294.90
Py t Upl. ion il
ErfanEnt U plaiid ConvErsIan T SUEH 1,289,601| 29.607 Avg. Assessed Land Value/Sq. Ft 1 60% DEP only $56,328.29
See Table 1-5.5
Direct Fill i i 3
irect Eill in}Verne] Pool Depression o200 Natural Resource Enhancement & Restoration Cost/Sq. Ft. X
Envelope 96,610 2218 Avg. Assessed Land Value/Sq. Ft 1 USACE only 100%
Impact to USACE |See Table 1.5.6a £ T $382,331.87
lurisdictional  |nigh Value Vernal Pools’ 49 High Value (13,000 Sq. ft x 5) X (Natural Resource Enhancement &
= 1 USACE only 5%
Vernal Pool  |see Table 1.5.6b Vernal Pools Restoration Cost + Avg. Assessed Land Value) $586,592.50
Habitat” Medium Value Vernal Pools 122 Medium Value (13,000 Sq. ft x 3) X (Natural Resource Enhancement & 1 USACE onl 5%
(750') See Table 1.5.6¢c Vernal Pools Restoration Cost + Avg. Assessed Land Value) oy ° $889,219.50
Low Value Vernal Pools 71 Low Value (13,000 Sq. ft x 1) X (Natural Resource Enhancement & 1 USACE onl 5%
See Table 1-5.6d Vernal Pools Restoration Cost + Avg. Assessed Land Value) ¥ $166,731.50
P Wetland Fill in \WWH Natural Resource Enhancement & Restoration Cost/Sq. Ft. X
8 2 100% 100¢ 5
Table 1-5.7 1491 ‘0.003 Avg. Assessed Land Value/Sq. Ft % % $1,165.18
Permanent Forested Wetland Conversion
i Natural R Enh: i . Ft.
Inland Wading " " 114,232 2622 atural Resource Enhancement & Restoration Cost/Sq. Ft. X| 1 50% 15% $238,446.60
Bird & Waterfow! Table 1-5.8 Avg. Assessed Land Value/Sq. Ft
Habitat (IWWH) = s
Upland Fill in IWWH
see Table 1-5.9 598| 0.014 Avg. Assessed Land Value/Sq. Ft 1 100% DEP only $56.80
Upland Ci in WWH
539,556 | 12.387 Avg. A d Land Value/Sq. Ft 1 60% DEP onls
See Table 1-5.10 Vg seseet [and Vel g/ = o $13,683.95
Total In-Lieu Fee Payment $3,074,416.06

% In each case where compensation is required by both the MDEP and USACE, the higher ratio and adjustment was applied.
2 Ratios and adjustments are based in part on the DEP Fact Sheet-In-Lieu Fee Compensation Program, 2016 USACE New England District Compensatory Mitigation Guidance and discussions held during the Compensation
Working Session on 4/3/18, with the USACE and MDEP, as shown in Exhibit 1-1.

3 permanent wetland fill to PEM and PSS wetlands within SVPH and IWWH are excluded from this calculation and are calculated separately in their own respective categories.

“ Given that hydrology or significant soil disturbance will not result, all forested wetlands will convert to scrub-shrub wetland.
5 Conversion of forested wetlands excludes clearing within SVPH or IWWH, and are calculated separately in their own respective categories.

8 permanent wetland fill and forested wetland conversion impacts (shaded gray) in SVPH are included in the calculations provided in the Wetland Impact section of the table.

” Excludes impacts to SVPH.
® permanent wetland fill and forested wetland conversion impacts (shaded gray) in IWWH are included in the calculations provided in the Wetland Impact section of the table.

Rev. 1/30/2019




Exhibit 1-5B: Summary of Compensation Resulting from Consultation with Resource Agencies

Resource Impact

See Table 1-5.12

Nongame Wildlife Fund

Monetary Contribution/Land
l t Ty Col ation Rationals Re A Fund
impact Type mpensation Rationale esource Agency/Funt L,
Sqft Acres
ion il iti Area of impact + MNAP identified directional buffers) x Avg. Assessed
Forested Conversion in Unique Natural Communities 402,008 S ( p: di nal! ) x Avg. Maine Natural Areas $122452682
See Table 1-5.11 Land Value/Sq. Ft * x Multiplier of 8 Conservation Fund
Impact to Unique Natural
C (MNAP)
MNAP determined that adequate compensation for clearing impacts to N
. ) o, i 5 Maine Natural Areas
Forested Conversion to Goldie's Wood Fern Goldie's Wood Fern the Goldie's Wood Fern is funding for rare plant surveys. The amount of N $10,000.00
b Conservation Fund
funding was mutually agreed upon by MNAP and CMP.
Forested Conversion in the Roaring Brook Mayfly and 4
Impact to Rare Species thern Spring C i te = Maine Endangered and
8: 6.4 2 . Wi 11,
(MDIFW) Areas 1,150,681 26.416 Avg. Assessed Land Value/Sq. Ft” x Multiplier of 8 $469,771.95

Impact to Coldwater Fisheries

11.02 linear miles of all

The Grand Falls Tract, Lower Enchanted Tract, and Basin Tract total
1053.50 acres, and contain 12.02 linear miles of stream to offset forest
conversion impacts to riparian buffers within the NECEC project area.

Conservation recipient to be
determined

1053.50 acres of Land Preservation
containing 12.02 linear miles of stream.

The Culvert Replacement Program includes repair, removal or
of culverts within CMP-

within the

lands during

Grant recipient to be

. = 2 X ? > $200,000.00
(NTOER / MDIFW] Forested Conversion in Riparian Buffers NECEC project area wil be | °f 1€ NECEC. Additionally, CMP wil provide funding sufficient to replace determined
approximately 20-35 culverts on lands outside of CMP’s ownership.
impacted by forested
conversion.
The monetary contribution amount was based on the estimated labor
and equipment costs to implement Chop and Drop on 87 perennial Maine Endangered and $180,000.00
streams (Segment 1), which has been removed from the Compensation Nongame Wildlife Fund e
Plan at the request of MDIFW.
3 4251i feet or 850 The Grand Falls Tract, L Enchanted Tract, and Basin Tract, = s
Impact to O River | Four Of River will be impacted by il " R fa T st af‘ o W " Conservation recipient to be 7.9 miles of frontage preserved onan
> (VDEP) o astad Con BRI feet of river frontage | collectively offer 7.9 miles of frontage on the Dead River, an Outstanding et Outstanding River Segment
Segments” " (both banks) River Segment.
Preservation of 717 aces within the Upper Kennebec DWA, which is = "
P . .
Impsct '(‘;m'm;:;:";g Areas| ¢ rested Conversion in the Upper KennebecDWA | 1,707,943 39.209 more than the 81, anexcassob 02 acres;and| <O aVAton FECIpIERtESHE: 717 aciex ot ind Pressrationwithin trie

* Source: MDEP Fact Sheet- In Lieu Fee Compensation Program (rev 2017).

0On 11/8/2018, MDIFW r

ded a resource

at aratio of greater than 18:1. datetininad UpperKernebec WA,
Total Additional Monetary Contributions $2,084,298.76
Total Additional Land Preservation 1770.50 Acres

of 8 be applied to the fee calculation for each species present, where both species are present a multiplier of 16 was applied.
2 Outstanding River Segments, as identified in 38 M.R.S. § 480-P and 12 M.R.S § 403
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Table 1-5.1 ILF Compensation for Temporary Wetland Fill in Emergent Wetlands

Wetland Compensation Formula: Sq. Ft. of Wetland Impacted X
(Natural Resource Enhancement and Restoration Cost + Assessed
Land Value) x (Resource Multiplier)?
Natural
Resource
Enhancement
Total and
NECEC Project Acres of| Resource Impact Restoration | Assessed Land
Component! Fill (sg. ft.) County Cost ($) Value ($) In-Lieu Fee ($)
Transmission Structures | 6.213 270,648 Androscoggin 3.61 0.17 $51,152.47
Transmission Structures 0.834 36,336 Cumberland 3.61 0.69 $7,812.24
Transmission Structures 2.058 89,641 Franklin 2.86 0.03 $12,953.12
Transmission Structures 0.097 4,221 Kennebec 3.61 0.16 $795.66
Transmission Structures 3.941 171,670 Lincoln 3.61 0.3 $33,561.49
Transmission Structures | 0.535 23,307 Sagadahoc 3.61 0.27 $4,521.56
Transmission Structures 5.502 239,663 Somerset 3.61 0.04 $43,738.50
Total 19.180. 835,486 Total In-Lieu Fee $154,535.04
Acres Sq. ft.

! Impacts are restricted to the temporary access for transmission line structures. There is no temporary wetland fill associated with substation development.
2 Resource multiplier of 1 and an adjustment of 5%.
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Table 1-5.2 ILF Compensation for Permanent Wetland Fill in SVPH

Wetland Compensation Formula: Sq. Ft. of Wetland
Impacted X (Natural Resource Enhancement and
Restoration Cost + Assessed Land Value) x
Permanent Wetland Fill in SVPH' (Resource Multiplier)®
Natural
Resource
Cowardin Cover Type (Sq. Ft.) Enhancement
NECEC Total | Resource and Assessed
Project |Acres of| Impact Bailey and Keys Restoration Land
Component Fill (sq. ft.) PEM PFO PSS |HUCS8 Watershed Ecoregion County Cost ($) Value ($) |In-Lieu Fee ($)
Transmission | 0-001 40 0 0 40 e Central Maine Embayment | A 1 4roscoggin 3.61 0.17 $302.40
Transmission 0.000 0 0 0 0 NA Presmpscmg;er S Cumberland 3.61 0.69 $0.00
0.000 0 0 0 0 NA Western Foothﬂls. and Central
Transmission ) Mountains Franklin 2.86 0.03 $0.00
Transmission | 0-000 0 0 0 0 il Gl gt Kennebec 3.61 0.16 $0.00
Transmission 0.000 0 0 0 0 NA Midcoast Region Lincoln 3.61 0.3 $0.00
Transmission 0.000 0 0 0 0 NA Midcoast Region Sagadahoc 3.61 0.27 $0.00
Transmission 0.001 40 0 40 0 NA Western Mountains Somerset 3.61 0.04 $292.00
Merrill Road : L .
Converter 0.741 32,285 1,397 1,308 2580  |Cower fndimasogein Ripery Dol hisiugBidiaguent Androscoggin| 3.61 0.17 $244,074.60
Fickett Road Presumpscot River and
Substation 0.000 0 0 0 0 CZSCO Bay R OOt Cumberland 3.61 0.69 $0.00
HDD
Termination 0.000 0 0 0 0 NA Western Mountains
Stations : Somerset 3.61 0.04 $0.00
Total 0.743 32,365 Total In-Lieu Fee $244,669.00
Acres Sq. ft.

! Wetlands within SVPH are WOSS. For purposes of evaluating compensation, WOSS impacts shown in Exhibit 1-4 exclude WOSS associated with SVPH.

? Resource multiplier of 2.
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Table 1-5.3 ILF Compensation for Permanent Forested Wetland Conversion in SVPH

Permanent Wetland Conversion in SVPH

Wetland Compensation Formula: Sq. Ft. of Wetland
Impacted X (Natural Resource Enhancement and
Restoration Cost + Assessed Land Value) x (Resource

Multiplier)'
Natural
Cowardin Cover Type (Sq. Ft.) Resource
NECEC Total | Resource Enhancement |Assessed
Project Acres of| Impact Bailey and Keys and Restoration Land
Component Fill (sq. ft.)" PEM PFO PSS |HUCS8 Watershed Ecoregion County Cost ($) Value ($) | In-Lieu Fee ($)
Transmission 0.670 29,198 0 29,198 0 NA Central Maine Embayment | Androscoggin| 3.61 0.17 $66,221.06
Presumpscot River and Casco
Transmission | 0-000 ; 0 0 . NA Bay Cumberland 3.61 0.69 $0.00
1.943 84.640 0 84.640 0 Western Foothills and Central
Transmission d : NA Mountains Franklin 2.86 0.03 $146,765.76
Transmission 0.000 0 0 0 0 NA Central Interior Kennebec 3.61 0.16 $0.00
Transmission 0.000 0 0 0 0 NA Midcoast Region Lincoln 3.61 3 $0.00
Transmission 0.000 0 0 0 0 NA Midcoast Region Sagadahoc 3.61 0.27 $0.00
Transmission 1.252 54,524 0 54,524 0 NA Westemn Mountains Somerset 3.61 0.04 $119,407.56
Merrill Road =
Converter 0.030 1,308 0 1,508 0 Lower Androscoggin River| Central Maine Embayment | Androscoggin 3.61 0.17 $2,966.54
Fickett Road Presumpscot River and
Substation 0.000 0 0 0 0 Casco Bay Casco Bay Coast Cumberland 3.61 0.69 $0.00
HDD
Termination 0.000 0 0 0 0
Stations ) NA Western Mountains Somerset 3.61 0.04 $0.00
Total 3.895 169,670 Total In-Lieu Fee $335,360.93
Acres Sq. ft.

! Resource multiplier of 1 and a 60% adjustment.
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Table 1-5.4: ILF Compensation for Permanent Upland Fill in SVPH

Wetland Compensation Formula: Sq. Ft. of Wetland Impacted X (Natural
Resource Enhancement and Restoration Cost + Assessed Land Value) x

(Resource Multiplier)1

Natural
Resource
Enhancement
and
NECEC Project Total Acres of| Resource Impact Restoration Assessed Land
Component Fill (sqg. ft.) County Cost ($) Value ($) In-Lieu Fee ($)

Transmission Structures 0.012 " 537 Androscoggin 0 0.17 $91.29

Transmission Structures 0.001 60 Cumberland 0 0.69 $41.40

Transmission Structures 0.005 199 Franklin 0 0.03 $5.97

Transmission Structures 0.000 0 Kennebec 0 0.16 $0.00

Transmission Structures 0.003 119 Lincoln 0 0.3 $35.70

Transmission Structures 0.000 0 Sagadahoc 0 0.27 $0.00

Transmission Structures 0.010 437 Somerset 0 0.04 $17.48
Merrill Road Converter Station 0.689 30,018 Androscoggin 0 0.17 $5,103.06

Fickett Road Substation 0.000 0 Cumberland 0 0.69 $0.00

HDD Termination Stations 0.000 0 Somerset 0 0.04 $0.00
Total 0.720 31,370 Total In-Lieu Fee $5,294.90

Acres Sq. ft.

! Resource multiplier of 1.
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Table 1-5.5: ILF Compensation for Permanent Upland Conversion in SVPH

Wetland Compensation Formula: Sq. Ft. of Wetland Impacted X (Natural
Resource Enhancement and Restoration Cost + Assessed Land Value) x

(Resource Multiplier)’

Natural
Resource
Enhancement
and
NECEC Project Total Acres of| Resource Impact Restoration | Assessed Land
Component Conversion (sqg. ft.) County Cost ($)* Value ($) In-Lieu Fee ($)
Transmission Structures 7.512 327,223 Androscoggin 0 0.17 $33,376.75
Transmission Structures 0.000 0 Cumberland 0 0.69 $0.00
Transmission Structures 8.765 381,802 Franklin 0 0.03 $6,872.44
Transmission Structures 0.000 0 Kennebec 0 0.16 $0.00
Transmission Structures 0.000 0 Lincoln 0 0.3 $0.00
Transmission Structures 0.000 0 Sagadahoc 0 0.27 $0.00
Transmission Structures 12.699 553,190 Somerset 0 0.04 $13,276.56
Merrill Road Converter Station 0.631 27,476 Androscoggin 0 0.17 $2,802.55
Fickett Road Substation 0.000 0 Cumberland 0 0.69 $0.00
HDD Termination Stations 0.000 0 Somerset 3.61 0.04 $0.00
Total 29.607 1,289,691 Total In-Lieu Fee $56,328.29
Acres Sgq. ft.

! Resource multiplier of 1 and an adjustment of 60%.

% For upland portions of SVPH, no restoration cost is associated with conversion impact to non-wetland resources.
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Table 1-5.6a: ILF Compensation for Direct Fill in USACE Jurisdictional Vernal Pools (Depression or 100-foot Envelope)

Wetland Compensation Formula: Sq. Ft. of Wetland Impacted X (Natural

Resource Enhancement and Restoration Cost + Assessed Land Value) x

(Resource Multiplier)1

! Resource multiplier of 1.

Natural
Resource
Enhancement
and
NECEC Project Total Acres of| Resource Impact Restoration Assessed Land
Component Fill (sg. ft.) County Cost ($) Value ($) In-Lieu Fee ($)

Transmission Structures/Station 1.392 60,640 Androscoggin 3.61 0.17 $229,219.20
Transmission Structures/Station 0.765 33,317 Cumberland 3.61 0.69 $143,263.10

Transmission Structures 0.007 297 Franklin 2.86 0.03 $858.33

Transmission Structures 0.000 0 Kennebec 3.61 0.16 $0.00

Transmission Structures 0.033 1,454 Lincoln 3.61 0.3 $5,685.14

Transmission Structures 0.001 60 Sagadahoc 3.61 0.27 $232.80
Transmission Structures/Stationg 0.019 842 Somerset 3.61 0.04 $3,073.30

Total 2.218 96,610 Total In-Lieu Fee $382,331.87
Acres Sq. ft.
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Table 1-5.6b ILF Compensation for USACE High Value Jurisdictional Vernal Pools

Wetland Compensation Formula: Sq. Ft. of Wetland
Impacted X (Natural Resource Enhancement and
Restoration Cost + Assessed Land Value) x (Resource
Multi olier)1
Natural
Resource
NECEC Multiplier x Bailey and Enhancement |Assessed
Project High Value |Standard Sq HUCS8 Keys and Restoration| Land
Component | Pools (#) Ft? Watershed | Ecoregion | County Cost ($) Value ($) | In-Lieu Fee ($)
: Central
Maine
Transmission 26 65,000 NA Embayment | Androscoggin 3.61 0.17 $319,410.00
Presumpscot
River and
Transmission 0 65,000 NA Casco Bay | Cumberland 3.61 0.69 $0.00
Foothills and
Transmission 4 65,000 NA Central Franklin 2.86 0.03 $37,570.00
Central
Transmission 0 65,000 NA Interior Kennebec 3.61 0.16 $0.00
Midcoast
Transmission 4 65,000 NA Region Lincoln 3.61 0.3 $50,830.00
Midcoast
Transmission 0 65,000 NA Region Sagadahoc 3.61 0.27 $0.00
Western
Transmission 13 65,000 NA Mountains Somerset 3.61 0.04 $154,212.50
Lower Central
Merrill Road Androscoggin Maine
Converter 2 65,000 River Embayment | Androscoggin 3.61 0.17 $24,570.00
Presumpscot
Fickett Road River and Casco| Casco Bay
Substation 0 65,000 Bay Coast Cumberland 3.61 0.69 $0.00
Total No. 49 Total In-Lieu Fee $586,592.50

' Resource multiplier of 1 and an adjustment of 5%.
2 USACE 2016 Corps Mitigation Guidance: Standard of 13,000 sq.ft. x 5 for high value pools.
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Table 1-5.6¢ ILF Compensation for USACE Medium Value Jurisdictional Vernal Pools

Wetland Compensation Formula: Sq. Ft. of Wetland
Impacted X (Natural Resource Enhancement and
Restoration Cost + Assessed Land Value) x (Resource
Multiplier)'
Natural
Resource
NECEC Medium | Multiplier x Bailey and Enhancement |Assessed
Project | Value Pools |Standard Sq Hucs Keys and Restoration| Land
Component #) Ft? Watershed | Ecoregion| County Cost ($) Value ($) | In-Lieu Fee ($)
: Central
Maine
Transmission 55 39,000 NA Embayment | Androscoggin 3.61 0.17 $405,405.00
Presumpscot
River and
Transmission 7 39,000 NA Casco Bay | Cumberland 3.61 0.69 $58,695.00
Foothills and
Transmission 10 39,000. NA Central Franklin 2.86 0.03 $56,355.00
Central
Transmission 1 39,000 NA Interior Kennebec 3.61 0.16 $7,351.50
Midcoast
Transmission 17 39,000 NA Region Lincoln 3.61 0.3 $129,616.50
Midcoast
Transmission 9 39,000 NA Region Sagadahoc 3.61 0.27 $68,094.00
Western
Transmission 23 39,000 NA Mountains Somerset 3.61 0.04 $163,702.50
Lower Central
Merrill Road Androscoggin Maine
Converter 0 39,000 River Embayment | Androscoggin 3.61 0.17 $0.00
Presumpscot
Fickett Road River and Casco Bay
Substation 0 39,000 Casco Bay Coast Cumberland 3.61 0.69 $0.00
Total No. 122 Total In-Lieu Fee $889,219.50

! Resource multiplier of 1 and an adjustment of 5%.

2 USACE 2016 Corps Mitigation Guidance: Standard of 13,000 sq.ft. x 3 for medium value pools.
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Table 1-5.6d ILF Compensation for USACE Low Value Jurisdictional Vernal Pools

Wetland Compensation Formula: Sq. Ft. of Wetland
Impacted X (Natural Resource Enhancement and
Restoration Cost + Assessed Land Value) x (Resource
Multiplier)’
Natural
Resource
NECEC Multiplier x Bailey and Enhancement |Assessed
Project Low Value |Standard Sq Hucs Keys and Restoration| Land
Component | Pools (#) Ft? Watershed | Ecoregion| County Cost ($) Value ($) | In-Lieu Fee ($)
: Central
Maine
Transmission 29 13,000 NA Embayment | Androscoggin 3.61 0.17 $71,253.00
Presumpscot
River and
Transmission 0 13,000 NA Casco Bay | Cumberland 3.61 0.69 $0.00
Foothills and
Transmission 11 13,000 . NA Central Franklin 2.86 0.03 $20,663.50
Central
Transmission 0 13,000 NA Interior Kennebec 3.61 0.16 $0.00
Midcoast
Transmission 6 13,000 NA Region Lincoln 3.61 0.3 $15,249.00
Midcoast
Transmission 0 13,000 NA Region Sagadahoc 3.61 0.27 $0.00
) Western
Transmission 22 13,000 NA Mountains Somerset 3.61 0.04 $52,195.00
Lower Central
Merrill Road Androscoggin Maine
Converter 3 13,000 River Embayment | Androscoggin 3.61 0.17 $7,371.00
Presumpscot
Fickett Road River and Casco Bay
Substation 0 13,000 Casco Bay Coast Cumberland 3.61 0.69 $0.00
Total No. 71 Total In-Lieu Fee $166,731.50

' Resource multiplier of 1 and an adjustment of 5%.
2 USACE 2016 Corps Mitigation Guidance: Standard of 13,000 sq.ft. x 1 for low value pools.
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Table 1-5.7 ILF Compensation for Permanent Wetland Fill in IWWH

Wetland Compensation Formula: Sq. Ft. of Wetland
Impacted X (Natural Resource Enhancement and
Restoration Cost + Assessed Land Value) x

Permanent Wetland Fill in IWWH' (Resource Multiplier)®
Natural
Resource
Cowardin Cover Type (Sq. Ft.) Enhancement|Assesse

NECEC Total | Resource and d Land

Project Acres of| Impact Bailey and Keys Restoration | Value
Component Fill (sq. ft.)' PEM PFO PSS |HUCS8 Watershed Ecoregion County Cost ($) ($) |In-Lieu Fee ($)
Transmission | 0-000 0 0 o L 0 s Central Maine Embayment | 1 405 coggin 3.61 0.17 $0.00

P Ri dC
Transmission | 0.000 0 0 0 0 L resumpscmBa;er S Praibiestand 3.61 0.69 $0.00
0.000 0 0 0 0 NA Western Foothills and Central
Transmission ’ Mountains Franklin 2.86 0.03 $0.00
Transmission 0.000 0 0 0 0 i Clanial Mgl Kennebec 3.61 0.16 $0.00
Transmission 0.003 149 149 0 0 NA Midcoast Region Lincoln 3.61 0.3 $1,165.18
Transmission 0.000 0 0 0 0 NA Midcoast Region Sagadahoc 3.61 0.27 $0.00
Transmission 0.000 0 0 0 0 NA Western Mountains Somerset 3.61 0.04 $0.00
Merrill Road . )
Convertar 0.000 0 0 0 0 Lower Androscoggin River| Central Maine Embayment Ay droscoggin 3.61 0.17 $0.00
Fickett Road Presumpscot River and
Substation | 0000 0 . 0 0 Casco Bay CoscoBayCoast | Gumibesland 3.61 0.6 $0.00
HDD

Termination 0.000 0 0 0 0 NA Western Mountains

Stations Somerset 3.61 0.04 $0.00

Total 0.003 149 Total In-Lieu Fee  $1,165.18
Acres Sq. ft.

! Wetlands within IWWH are WOSS. For purposes of evaluating compensation, WOSS impacts shown in Exhibit 1-4 exclude WOSS associated with TWWH.

2 Resource multiplier of 2.
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Table 1-5.8 ILF Compensation for Permanent Forested Wetland Conversion in IWWH

Permanent Wetland Conversion in IWWH

Wetland Compensation Formula: Sq. Ft. of Wetland
Impacted X (Natural Resource Enhancement and
Restoration Cost + Assessed Land Value) x

(Resource Multiplier)'

Natural
Resource
Cowardin Cover Type (Sq. Ft.) Enhancement

NECEC Total | Resource and Assessed

Project |Acres of| Impact Bailey and Keys Restoration Land
Component Fill (sq. ft.) PEM PFO PSS |HUCS8 Watershed Ecoregion County Cost ($) Value ($) |In-Lieu Fee ($)
Transmission | 0.000 0 0 0 0 A Central Maine Embayment | Androgcoggin 3.61 0.17 $0.00

P t Ri d C:
Transmission | 0.000 0 0 0 0 NA S Ba;er M Cambertand 3.61 0.69 $0.00
Western Foothills and Central
: 25, 25,705 0 NA A
Transmission 0220 3,703 0 5,70 Mountains Franklin 2.86 0.03 $44,572.47
Transmission 0.000 0 0 0 0 NA i Kennebec 3.61 0.16 $0.00
Transmission 0.000 0 0 0 0 NA Midcoast Region Lincoln 3.61 0.3 $0.00
Transmission 0.000 0 0 0 0 NA Midcoast Region Sagadahoc 3.61 0.27 $0.00
Transmission | 2.032 88,527 0 88,527 0 NA Western Mountains Somerset 3.61 0.04 $193,874.13
Merrill Road o ]
Convettes 0.000 0 0 0 0 Lower Androscoggin River| Central Maine Embayment T — 3.61 0.17 $0.00
Fickett Road Presumpscot River and
Substation | 0-000 g L g 0 Casco Bay CoscoBay Coast |~ mberland 3.61 0.69 $0.00
HDD

Termination 0.000 0 0 0 0 NA Western Mountains

Stations Somerset 3.61 0.04 $0.00

Total 2.622 114,232 Total In-Lieu Fee $238,446.60
Acres Sq. ft.

! Resource multiplier of 1 and an adjustment of 60%.
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Table 1-5.9: ILF Compensation for Permanent Upland Fill in IWWH

Wetland Compensation Formula: Sq. Ft. of Wetland Impacted X (Natural w
Resource Enhancement and Restoration Cost + Assessed Land Value) x
(Resource Multiplier)"
Natural
Resource
Enhancement
and
NECEC Project Total Acres of| Resource Impact Restoration Assessed Land
Component Fill (sg. ft.) County Cost ($) Value ($) In-Lieu Fee ($)
Transmission Structures 0.005 1199 Androscoggin 0 0.17 $33.83 }
Transmission Structures 0.000 0 Cumberland 0 0.69 $0.00
Transmission Structures 0.002 79 Franklin 0 0.03 $2.37
Transmission Structures 0.000 0 Kennebec 0 0.16 $0.00
Transmission Structures 0.001 30 Lincoln 0 0.3 $9.00
Transmission Structures 0.000 0 Sagadahoc 0 0.27 $0.00
Transmission Structures 0.007 290 Somerset 0 0.04 $11.60
Merrill Road Converter Station 0.000 0 Androscoggin 0 0.17 $0.00
Fickett Road Substation 0.000 0 Cumberland 0 0.69 $0.00
HDD Termination Stations 0.000 0 Somerset 0 0.04 $0.00
Total 0.014 598 Total In-Lieu Fee $56.80
Acres Sq. ft.

! Resource multiplier of 1.
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Table 1-5.10: ILF Compensation for Permanent Upland Conversion in IWWH

Wetland Compensation Formula: Sq. Ft. of Wetland Impacted X (Natural
Resource Enhancement and Restoration Cost + Assessed Land Value) x

(Resource Multiplier)1

Natural
Resource
Enhancement
and
NECEC Project Total Acres of| Resource Impact Restoration | Assessed Land
Component Conversion (sqg. ft.) County Cost ($)° Value ($) In-Lieu Fee ($)

Transmission Structures 0.387 16,877 Androscoggin 0 0.17 $1,721.45

Transmission Structures 0.000 0 Cumberland 0 0.69 $0.00
Transmission Structures 2.226 96,966 Franklin 0 0.03 $1,745.39

Transmission Structures 0.000 0 Kennebec 0 0.16 $0.00

Transmission Structures 0.000 0 Lincoln 0 0.3 $0.00

Transmission Structures 0.000 0 Sagadahoc 0 0.27 $0.00
Transmission Structures 9.773 425,713 Somerset 0 0.04 $10,217.11

Merrill Road Converter Station 0.000 0 Androscoggin 0 0.17 $0.00

Fickett Road Substation 0.000 0 Cumberland 0 0.69 $0.00

HDD Termination Stations 0.000 0 Somerset 0 0.04 $0.00

Total 12.387 539,556 Total In-Lieu Fee $13,683.95
Acres Sq. ft.

! Resource multiplier of 1 and an adjustment of 60%.

2 . . . . . . .
For upland portions of IWWH, no restoration cost is associated with conversion impact to non-wetland resources.

I
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Table 1-5.11: Compensation for Conversion in Unique Natural Communities

Assessed Land Value x Resource Multiplier'

Natural
Total Acres of Resource
Conversion Enhancement
with 250' and
NECEC Project Directional | Resource Impact Restoration | Assessed Land

Component Buffer 2 (sg. ft.) County Cost ($) Value ($) In-Lieu Fee ($)

Transmission Structures 0.000 0 Androscoggin 0 0.17 $0.00

Transmission Structures 0.000 0 Cumberland 0 0.69 $0.00

Transmission Structures 0.000 0 Franklin 0 0.03 $0.00

Transmission Structures 0.000 0 Kennebec 0 0.16 $0.00

Transmission Structures 0.000 0 Lincoln 0 0.3 $0.00

Transmission Structures 0.000 0 Sagadahoc 0 0.27 $0.00

Transmission Structures 87.848 3,826,646 Somerset 0 0.04 $1,224,526.82

Merrill Road Converter Station 0.000 0 Androscoggin 0 0.17 $0.00

Fickett Road Substation 0.000 0 Cumberland 0 0.69 $0.00

HDD Termination Stations 0.000 0 Somerset 0 0.04 $0.00
Total 87.848 3,826,646 Total In-Lieu Fee  $1,224,526.82

Acres Sq. Ft.

! Resource multiplier of 8.

2 Permanent conversion impact to MNAP natural communities is 9.229 acres (402,008 sq.ft.). MNAP determined that it was appropriate to apply a 250" buffer in
considering the area of which compensation would be provided. MNAP defined the 250' directional buffers for each occurrence, which totals the impact area

presented in this table.




Table 1-5.12 Compensation for Conversion in Roaring Brook Mayfly and Northern Spring Salamander Conservation Management Areas

Species Clearing Impact within the Assessed Land Value Resource Multiplier

Township County Stream Name Feature ID Surveyed? (Y/N) Present’ Management Areas® (ac) Clearing Impact (sq ft) {$/sq ft):’ Applied to Fee* Calculated Fee
I:S:kinner Twp Franklin S. Branch Moose River PSTR-09-11 Y RBM 1.84 80,107 0.03 8 $19,225.64

Skinner Twp Franklin Trib to Bog Brook PSTR-11-01 Y NSS 275 119,659 0.03 8 $28,718.24
Appleton Twp Somerset Trib to Bog Brook PSTR-12-07 Y NSS 1.90 82,590 0.04 8 $26,428.72
Appleton Twp Somerset Gold Brook PSTR-15-06 Y RBM

Appleton TWP Somerset Trib. to Gold Brook PSTR-16-07 N RBM . . 5
Appleton TWP Somerset Trib. to Gold Brook PSTR-16-10 N RBM n/a, mitigation being proposed
Appleton TWP Somerset Trib. to Gold Brook PSTR-16-15 N RBM

Appleton Twp Somerset Baker Stream PSTR-17-07 Y NSS 3.10 135,036 0.04 8 $43,211.52
Appleton Twp Baker Stream PSTR-17R-04 Y NSS

Bradstreet TWP Unnamed Stream PSTR-24-02 N RBM/NSS 0.06 2,788 0.04 16 $1,784.22
Bradstreet TWP omersel Trib. to Horse Brook PSTR-26-05 N REM/NSS 1.32 57456 0.04 16 $36,771.61

Johnson Mtn TWP Somerset Mountain Brook PSTR-33-01 Y RBM/NSS

Johnson Mtn TWP Somerset Mountain Brook PSTR-EM-34-01 Y RBM/NSS n/a, mitigation being proposed®
Johnson Min TWP Somerset Trib to Mountain Brook PSTR-EM-34-02 Y RBM/NSS

Johnson Min TWP Somerset Trib. To East Branch Salmon Stream PSTR-38-02 Y NSS 430 187.308 0.04 8 $59,938.56

Johnson Mtn TWP omerset Trib. To East Branch Salmon Stream PSTR-38-06 Y NSS

Johnson Min TWP Trib. To East Branch Salmon Stream PSTR-38-10 Y NSS 225 97,792 0.04 8 $31.293.50

Johnson Mtn TWP Somerset Trib. To East Branch Salmon Stream PSTR-38-15 Y NSS 1.86 80,891 0.04 8 $25.885.09

Johnson Mtn TWP Somerset Trib. to Cold Stream PSTR~40-07 N RBM/NSS 4.08 177.855 0.04 16 $113,827.51
Johnson Min TWP Somerset Trib. to Cold Stream PSTR-41-04 N RBM/NSS

Bradstreet TWP Somerset Trib to Piel Brook PSTR-SRDI-02 N RBM/NSS 148 64,599 0.04 16 $41,343.67
Bradstreet TWP Somerset Unnamed Stream PSTR-SRDI1-28-02 N RBM/NSS 148 64,599 0.04 16 $41,343.67
Bradstreet TWP Somerset Unnamed Stream PSTR-SRDI-28-05 N RBM/NSS

Total Impact 26.416 1,150,681 | Total Fee $469,771.95
Acres Sq. ft.
! For thosc streams outside of CMP's ownership and on lands which permission to survey was not granted from landowners. and unless the waterbody is hvdrologically connected to another stream which /ab surveys were conducted, the p: of both speeies is assumed.

? The clearing impact includes the area extending 250 feet on both sides of the stream channel. The management areas were mapped according to "Notes on Mapping Pretacol for Roaring Brook Mayfly Habitat Polygons in ETSC (12/22/10)" provided by MDIFW. This mapping protocol was applied to RBB and N§S
waterbodies, as recommended by MDIFW, Where mapped management area polygons overlapped, the impact arca was combined.

? Source: MDEP Fact Sheet- In Lieu Fee Compensation Program (rev 2017).

* On 11/8/2018, MDIFW ded a resource multiplicr of 8 be applied to the fee calculation for each species present, where both specics are present a multiplier of 16 was applied.

* CMP will retain full height vegetation in the CMA's for these resources.

Rev. 1/30/2018
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February 28, 2019

Qualifications of Witness (Relevant to DEP and LUPC Review)
My name is Lauren Johnston and I am a Senior Environmental Scientist at Burns &

McDonnell Engineering Company, Inc. (Burns & McDonnell). My curriculum vitae is attached




hereto as Exhibit CMP-4-A. I have been working on behalf of Central Maine Power Company
(CMP) as a Senior Environmental Permitting Specialist for the New England Clean Energy
Connect (NECEC) Project since April of 2017.

As part of the NECEC Project permitting team, I served a principal role in developing the
state and federal permit applications and supplemental applications and interfaced on behalf of
CMP directly with the regulatory agencies as part of the consultation process, applicatiqn
development and supplementation, and post-filing data requests. I am intimately familiar with
the NECEC Project design and development, natural resources avoidance and mitigation
measures, unavoidable natural resources impacts, and the compensation proposed for those
unavoidable impacts. [ have also served as a subject matter expert at three public information
meetings at various locations in Maine.

I have been an environmental professional for 13 years, working with a variety of clients
in the electrical transmission, wind power, and telecommunications industries. I obtained a
Bachelor of Science in Natural Resource Studies, with minors in Resource Economics and
Sociology, from the University of Massachusetts-Ambherst in 2005 and became a Certified
Professional in Erosion and Sediment Control (CPESC) in 2015. From 2006 to 2011, I was
employed by EBI Consulting in Burlington, Massachusetts as an environmental scientist
primarily conducting Phase I environmental site assessments, National Environmental Policy Act
environmental reviews, and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act consultation
for the telecommunications and real estate industries. In 2011, I joined Burns & McDonnell in
New Gloucester, Maine where 1 was an environmental specialist and construction compliance
inspector as part of the program management team on CMP’s Maine Power Reliability Program

(MPRP). Since the completion of MPRP in 2015, the majority of my project work has been with




CMP where I oversaw permit and construction compliance on CMP’s Lewiston Loop Project
(2015-2018) and state and federal permit application development, submission, and post-filing
support for the NECEC Project (2017-present).
II.  Discussion (Relevant to DEP and LUPC Review)
I hereby adopt the Pre-Filed Direct Testimony of Mark Goodwin as if it were my own,
with the exception of his qualifications section.

Exhibits:
CMP-4-A: Johnston CV




Dated: ’]// 7,?\'— / "),o[”l Respectfully submitted,

Lauren Johnstoh

. STATE OF MAINE

COMBERLAWD | ss
CouvN~ Y

The above-named Lauren Johnston did personally appear before me and made oath as to the
truth of the foregoing pre-filed testimony.

| ' | ; | Before,
Dated:‘?-lﬂ’—‘l) 1% | | | %‘/M M

Notary Public

Name: N \C‘/LO’CL‘ G'P*:G—N'C

My Commission Expires:

NICKOLE GAGNE
Notary Public-Maine
My Commissign Expires
October 02, 2020







CMP-4-A

LAUREN JOHNSTON, CPESC

Senior Environmental Scientist

Lauren serves Burns & McDonnell as a senior

environmental scientist in the Environmental E D U C AT | O N

Services division. She has more than 13 years of » Natural Resource Management
experience specializing in regulatory permitting, University of Massachusetts- Amherst,
reporting and environmental compliance 2005

monitoring. Lauren has also completed numerous REGISTRATIONS/CER
regulatory site assessments for a wide variety of T I F I C AT I O N S

properties and client types. A summary of her
experience is provided below. Certified Professional in Erosion and
I : g Sediment Control (CPESC)
Certification in Erosion and
New England Clean Energy Connect | Central Sedimentation Control Practices- Maine

; BER
Maine Power _ Adult CPR/AED
Portland, Maine | April 2017 — Present Standard First Aid
Senior environmental permitting specialist- Lauren served a principal role OSHA 30 hour CS&H

in the preparation and filing of federal and state environmental permit
applications for the New England Clean Energy Connect (NECEC)
Project. The NECEC Project includes approximately 146.5-miles of High
Voltage Direct Current (HVDC) transmission line and associated
substation facilities. Lauren worked closely with Central Maine Power and agency personnel to develop several aspects of the
U.S. Department of Energy Presidential Permit for Border Crossings application, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Individual
Permit application, Maine Department of Environmental Protection (MDEP) Site Location of Development (Site Law)
permit application, and MDEP Natural Resources Protection Act (NRPA) permit application. Under this effort, Lauren was a
subject matter expert in three public information meetings at various locations in Maine. Lauren continues to provide
permitting support services, including responses to agency information requests for Central Maine Power.

7 YEARS WITH BURNS & MCDONNELL

13 YEARS OF EXPERIENCE

Bay State Wind Offshore Wind Farm Project | Bay State Wind, LLC

Massachusetts, various locations | November 2018 - Present

Senior environmental permitting specialist - Lauren provided review and edits of draft sections of the Construction and
Operations Plan, a requirement of the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) as part of the lease awarded to Bay
State Wind, LL.C. Bay State Wind, LLC is a joint venture between @rsted and Eversource, which proposes to construct, own,
and operate the Bay State Wind Offshore Wind Project within a 14-mile offshore lease area, approximately 12 miles south of
Martha’s Vineyard, Massachusetts. Onshore components consist of a transmission corridor, interconnection cable corridor,
one new onshore substation site, and improvements to an existing National Grid substation, all located in Somerset,
Massachusetts. Offshore design is anticipated to be up to 110 wind turbines, two offshore substations, an inter-array cable,
and two export cables, located in the BOEM lease area and in state and federal waters. Lauren’s review of the Construction
and Operations Plan offered expert knowledge of the project design; federal, state and local regulatory requirements; and best
management practices.

BURNS \\MSDONNELL.




LAUREN JOHNSTON, CPESC

(continued)

Footprint Salem Harbor Power Plant Project | Footprint Power Salem Harbor
Development LP

Salem, Massachusetts | October 2018 - Present

Environmental inspection services- Lauren was responsible for monitoring compliance with environmental permits issued
by various federal, state, and local regulatory agencies, specifically to actions associated with the EPA Remediation General
Permit, Construction General Permit, and associated Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and the Salem
Conservation Commission Order of Conditions. The redevelopment plan for the Footprint Power Plant included demolition
of the existing coal-fired electric generation facility and construction of a new Combined Cycle Gas (CCG) fired electric
generation facility. The project site consists of approximately 65 acres, with approximately 20 acres being redeveloped as an
electric generation facility. Inspections were conducted in accordance with regulatory and reporting requirements. Lauren
regularly interfaced with the construction subcontractors to promote and confirm environmental compliance, specifically with
remediation, erosion control, and mitigation measures during construction activities.

Jericho Rise Wind Project | EDP Renewables NA
Franklin County, New York | February 2017

Environmental compliance services- Lauren developed a construction environmental monitoring manual for the Jericho Rise
Wind Project, which included the development of 37 turbines, a new substation, electrical collection lines and associated
infrastructure. After a comprehensive review of project documents, permits, and plans, Lauren developed the compliance
manual for use by the owner and developed pre-construction and construction compliance checklists. Lauren also assisted
with the development of the environmental compliance training program that was presented to the project construction crew
prior to the start of construction.

Lewiston Loop Project | Central Maine Power

New Gloucester, Maine | 2015 to 2018

Environmental compliance coordinator and inspector- Lauren provided environmental coordination and inspection on this
multi-component upgrade to the Lewiston/Auburn area electrical transmission system. The project includes the construction
of a new substation, six miles of 115kV overhead transmission lines, one mile of underground 115kV line though an urban
area of Lewiston, decommissioning of an existing substation, and various other upgrades to the supporting grid. Lauren
interfaced between the owner, contractors, and governmental agencies regarding permitting and environmental needs. Lauren
provided weekly environmental inspections during construction of the various project components. In this role, Lauren was
also responsible for preparing the MDEP Construction General Permit Notice of Intent and an application for a minor
revision to the NRPA permit for the project.

Maine Power Reliability Program | Central Maine Power

New Gloucester, Maine | 2011 to 2015

Environmental compliance inspector- Lauren served as an environmental compliance inspector on this $1.4 billion
modernization of Maine’s bulk power system. She coordinated preconstruction site walks and attended preconstruction
meetings with agency staff, DEP third party inspectors, and involved contractors. The MPRP consisted of nearly 450 miles of
linear transmission line construction, so Lauren’s work involved variable site conditions and required knowledge of
appropriate application of erosion and sediment controls and proper dewatering techniques. The MPRP included the
construction of six new substations as well major upgrades to an additional six substations. Lauren provided environmental
inspection of the stormwater system construction at many of these substation sites. She also reviewed restoration of the

. \
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LAUREN JOHNSTON, CPESC

(continued)

project sites for final stabilization and established re-vegetation. Lauren worked closely with the client, contractors, and DEP
third party inspectors to monitor project compliance.

EBI Consulting*

Burlington, Maine | 2006-2011

Staff environmental scientist- Lauren served as a staff environmental scientist, specializing in environmental investigations,
site assessments, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) environmental reviews, and State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO) evaluation and submittals for the telecommunications industry. She conducted numerous pre-acquisition
assessments/due diligence assignments for a wide range of properties throughout the northeast. The assessments were
performed to evaluate site conditions, potential off-site liabilities, historic site and vicinity use, and site remediation
recommendations to prospective buyers, owners, and operators. She performed sampling of soils, lead paint, and asbestos as
part of her onsite field work.

*denotes experience prior to joining Burns & McDonnell
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PRE-FILED DIRECT TESTIMONY AND EXHIBITS OF
AMY BELL SEGAL

Regarding

e Issue 1: Scenic Character and Existing Uses
e Issue 3: Alternatives Analysis

February 28,2019

L Qualifications of Witness (Relevant to DEP and LUPC Review)
My name is Amy Bell Segal. I am a licensed landscape architect in Maine and a Senior
Associate at Terrence J. DeWan & Associates. My twenty-six years of experience include visual

impact assessments; recreation and trail planning; site design for commercial and industrial




properties; and permitting and construction management. During this time, I have gained
considerable experience with energy-related projects, including over 20 wind projects, numerous
transmission line upgrades, LNG pipeline and storage facilities, substations, solar installations,
and quarry and landfill end use planning. My responsibilities for Central Maine Power
Company’s (“CMP’s”) Visual Impact Assessment (“VIA”) for the New England Clean Energy
Connect Project (“NECEC” or the “Project”) include research, inventory, leading fieldwork,
agency review meetings and site walks, overseeing production of modeling and
photosimulations, and authoring the VIA report and supplemental submissions. I was also the
project manager for the VIA for CMP’s Maine Power Reliability Program (“MPRP”). My
resume is attached as Exhibit CMP-5-A.

Terrence J. DeWan & Associates (“TID&A”) is one of three firms, and the only one in
Maine, that are pre-qualified to perform peer reviews of visual impact assessments for the Maine
Department of Environmental Protection (“MDEP”). Over the past four decades TID&A has
prepared close to 100 VIAs for a wide variety of projects throughout New England, including
hydroelectric dams, port improvements, power generation facilities, electrical transmission lines,
substations, liquefied natural gas facilities, industrial buildings, sanitary landfills, roads and
bridges, mining operations, wind energy facilities, and new community development.
1L Purpose and Scope of Testimony (Relevant to DEP and LUPC Review)

This testimony provides my assessment of the potential effect the Project may have on
scenic and aesthetic uses. A presentation that illustrates my testimony is attached as Exhibit
CMP-5-B. ‘A compilation of our methodology and findings is attached as Exhibit CMP-5-C.

I condude with my opinion that the Project will not unreasoﬁably interfere with existing

scenic and aesthetic uses, and does not diminish the public enjoyment and appreciation of the




qualities of the scenic resources, and any potential impacts have been minimized. The activity
will not have an unreasonable impact on the visual quality of protected natural resources as
viewed from a scenic resource. The development will not adversely affect scenic character.
There are no practicable alternatives to the proposed activity that will have less visual impact,
and there is no reasonable alternative to the outstanding river segment crossings that would have
less adverse effect upon the natural and recreational features of these river segments. With
respect to portions of the Project located in LUPC’s P-RR subdistricts, the Project will be
buffered from those uses within the vicinity or area likely to be affected by the proposal with
which it is or may be incompatible, and there is no alternative site which is both suitable to the
proposed use and reasonably available to CMP.
III.  Summary of Testimony (Relevant to DEP and LUPC Review)
Visual Impact Assessment Overview

The NECEC Project is a High Voltage Direct Current (“HVDC”) transmission line and
related facilities with the capacity to deliver up to 1,200 MW of electric generation, starting in
Beattie Township at the Canadian Border and connecting to the New England Control Area
through the new Merrill Road Converter Station and existing Larrabee Road Substation in
Lewiston, Maine.

TID&A prepared a VIA of the NECEC using standard visual impact assessment
methodologies, following the standards described in the MDEP’s Natural Resources Protection
Act (“NRPA”) Chapter 315 regulations, as well as addressing the standards in the Site Location
of Development Law’s applicable rule, Chapter 375.14 (Scenic Character). TID&A also
considered the criteria applicable to crossings of outstanding river segments, and buffering of the

Project and alternatives to the Project within LUPC’s P-RR subdistricts.




The NRPA and Chapter 315 require an applicant to demonstrate that a proposed activity
will not unreasonably interfere with existing scenic and aesthetic uses of a scenic resource, as
defined by Chapter 315. This regulation applies to activities in, on, over, or adjacent to a
protected natural resource. More broadly, the Site Law and Chapter 375.14 require an applicant
to demonstrate that the development will not have an unreasonable adverse effect on the scenic
character of the surrounding area. Potential impacts to identified scenic resources, and other
points of local sensitivity, have been assessed within each segment.

The VIA that we conducted for NECEC contains the elements that are common to all
VIAs that are conducted for Maine regulatory agencies. We became very familiar with the
viewshed area and the surrounding region; we identified scenic resources and the groups that use
them that may be affected by the Project; we determined where the transmission line would be
visible; we developed accurate photosimulations that enabled us to visualize and describe
potential changes to scenic resources resulting from the transmission line’s visibility; we
presented recommendations to the design team on possible measures to avoid and minimize such
impacts; and, finally, we determined whether the Project would have an unreasonable adverse
effect on aesthetics.

The VIA describes in both a narrative and graphic form the changes to the visual
environment that may result from the construction of the Project as well as the measures that
have been and are being taken to avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse visual effects. We
determined the visual effects of the Project, based on our experience with objective criteria, to
analyze potential contrast in color, form, line, texture, scale, and dominance between the existing

landscape setting and the proposed Project components. The VIA evaluates effects on individual




scenic resources and provides the basis for rendering an overall judgment as to whether the
Project as a whole would have an unreasonable adverse effect on aesthetics.

Our VIA is a systematic analysis of possible changes to the visible landscape resulting
from the proposed NECEC, and the investigation of possible means to avoid, minimize, or
mitigate the effects of the change. The methodology for preparing a VIA in Maine is guided by
Chapter 315 and includes the following steps:

e Develop Project understanding
e Determine viewshed study Area of Potential Effect (“APE” also referred to as “Study
Area”) based on viewing distances
e Research, inventory, and identify Scenic Resources
e Prepare Viewshed Analysis to determine potential Project visibility
e Perform fieldwork to document regional and local landscape character and site context
e Determine Project visibility from identified Scenic Resources
e Prepare photosimulations from key observation points and other identified locations
e Rate potential visual impacts based on evaluation of photosimulations and other analysis
¢ Determine sensitivity levels of user groups
e Determine Visual Impact
¢ Develop mitigation recommendations
Scenic Resource Identification: Data Collection

Prior to starting field investigations, TID&A staff examined a wide variety of data
sources to determine the location, extent, and significance of scenic resourcés within five miles
of the Project corridor. Three to five miles is considered to be the outer of limit of the

midground viewing distance; objects beyond this distance will only be visible if they have




significant contrasts in form or line. This outer limit was approved by the MDEP at the
beginning of the VIA process, recognizing that the proposed activity would not have the
potential to create an unreasonable adverse impact on scenic resources beyond the five-mile
threshold. In many of the photosimulations, where the existing transmission line is located
beyond five miles from the viewpoint, the proposed structures are not visible, and the additional
75 feet of clearing is barely recognizable.

Data sources included United States Geological Survey (“USGS”) maps; substation
grading plans provided by engineering consultants; 3D PLS CADD models, cross-sections, and
elevations provided by Project engineers; Maine Office of GIS; maps and other documentation
from municipal comprehensive plans; Land for Maine’s Future Board; Maine Department of
Agriculture, Conservation and Forestry (“MDACF”) information on state parks, wildlife refuges,
and other state lands; Maine Department of Inland Fisheries & Wildlife (MDIFW) lake survey
maps; Interconnected Trail Systems (“I'TS”) maps; Maine Land Use Planning Commission;
National Park Services’ National Natural Landmark program; The Nature Conservancy; The
Trust for Public Land; The Forest Society of Maine; local/regional land trusts; National Register
of Historic Places; Maine Historic Preservation Commission; Maine Lakes Study; Maine
Wildlands Lake Assessment; Maine Rivers Study; DelLorme Atlas and Gazetteer; Google Earth;
Maine Trail Finder; and other secondary data sources.

Viewshed Analysis

TID&A prepared a computerized viewshed analysis of the APE to identify locations that
may have views of the Project. One of the primary purposes of the analysis was to guide
fieldwork to scenic resources and other areas where there may be potential visibility.

Two types of viewshed analyses were created. A topographic viewshed analysis was




prepared using Digital Elevation Model (“DEM?”) data from the USGS National Elevation Data
(“NED”) website. This produced a Digital Terrain Model (“DTM”) ground surface model for
the entire Study Area, which shows where any portion of at least one structure would be visible,
if there were no trees, buildings, or other obstructions. While this is a highly exaggerated and
unrealistic model, it does show where there is no possible Project visibility due to the screening
effects of topography.

To gain a more realistic understanding of potential project visibility, an additional
viewshed analysis was prepared to show the effect of tree cover and buildings on Project
visibility. The D'TM surface was converted to a Digital Surface Model (“DSM”) using Maine
Land Cover Data Classifications from the Maine Office of GIS. A land cover height raster was
developed using specific heights for land covers in the Study Area. This raster file was overlaid
on the base map to indicate where Project visibility is unlikely due to the screening effects of 40-
foot tall woody vegetation, which is a conservative height estimate.

Fieldwork

TID&A staff collected field data by driving, walking, hiking, boating, flying (float
plane), and photographing the Study Area in order to assess visibility from scenic resources,
public roads, trails, conservation lands, water bodies, and other publicly accessible viewpoints.
We conducted our fieldwork from June 2017 to February 2019. Fieldwork was designed to visit
and photograph scenic resources as well as characteristic landscapes in every segment. While
the majority of the site visits were during the summer of 2018, additional fieldwork was
completed during the late fall and winter of 2018 /2019 to evaluate many of the same landscapes
during leaf-off conditions. Representative photographs of each segment are included in the VIA

to document the field study, supplement the narrative, and provide additional context images for




the photosimulation locations.

Fieldwork typically involved teams of two people from TID&A who visited,
photographed, and analyzed the scenic resources and surrounding landscapes throughout the
APE. Field visits were designed to provide us with first-hand knowledge of existing conditions
at the identified resource, to evaluate the scenic quality of the resource, to observe human use
patterns, to photograph views from key observation points (“KOPs”), and to record site
conditions and other factors that may affect Project visibility.

For each site one member of the team photographed the landscape, using a high quality
digital camera equipped with a GPS device that captured the location of each image.
Photographs were taken for several purposes: to document the characteristic landscape in the
vicinity of the scenic resource; to provide images that illustrate the context of the viewpoint(s);
and to record images that would be used in photosimulations. Photographs were taken from a
number of viewpoints, depending on tree cover, evidence of public use, accessibility, and
visibility of the existing and proposed transmission lines. The other member(s) of the site team
reviewed maps and recorded observations on weather conditions, user activities, visibility of
existing transmission line(s), and the character of the surrounding landscape.

Photographs used in the photosimulations were taken by TID&A staff during field work
with either a Nikon D7100 or Nikon D5500 digital camera, set to shoot at a focal length
equivalent to a 50 mm (‘normal’) lens. The locations of all photographs were recorded with a
GPS unit that allowed the image to be registered in the computer model.

Site Context
The VIA describes the physical context of each segment in terms of existing land use

patterns, vegetation cover, topography, and water bodies within the Study Area. The narrative




evaluates existing vegetative buffers (where present) and their effectiveness in screening the
facilities within the corridor from nearby land uses and scenic resources. Representative
photographs are included for each segment to supplement the narrative and illustrate the context
of the Project. The VIA concentrated on views from publicly accessible scenic resources,
primarily roads, trails, public lands, and water bodies.
Project Visibility / Distance Zones

The concept of distance zones is based on the United States Department of Agriculture
Forest Service’s visual analysis criteria for forested landscapes. The concept is found in most
governmental visual assessment systems and is based on the amount of detail that the human eye
can differentiate at different distances and the experience people will have when they see human
development in landscape settings. Distance zones provide a frame of reference for describing
existing landscape conditions and evaluating the relative visibility of transmission lines from
scenic resources, and therefore the visual effect they may have on those resources at varying
distances. The distance zones used for the study of the NECEC Project are defined as:

e Foreground (within 1/2 mile from an observer). In the foreground, observers are able to
detect surface textures, details, and a full spectrum of color. Examples of foreground
views include locations where transmission lines cross public roads, streams, and rivers,
or where substations are adjacent to public roads or other scenic resources.

e Midground (1/2 mile to 3 miles from an observer): In the midground, the details found
in the landscape become subordinate to the patterns observed in the larger landscape as a
whole. Individual trees lose their identities and become forests; buildings are seen as
simple geometric forms; roads and rivers become lines. Development patterns are readily

apparent, especially where there is noticeable contrast in scale, form, texture, or line.




Colors become somewhat muted (especially noticeable as the distance from the observer
increases), an effect that is more pronounced in hazy or rainy weather conditions, which
tend to reduce color intensity and de-sharpen outlines even further. In panoramic views,
the midground landscape is the most important element in the composition in determining
visual impact.
e Background (greater than 3 miles from an observer): Changes to the landscape seen at
this distance are highly visible only if they present a noticeable contrast in form or line.
In the background the effects of distance and haze will obliterate surface textures,
detailing, and forms of individual structures. The effects of atmospheric haze can also
significantly reduce visibility of clearings and structures. Most transmission structures
and conductors cease to be uniquely recognizable at distances greater than 3 miles.
Visual effects from the Project will primarily be from new or expanded corridor
clearings, which present noticeable contrasts in color, form, and line.
Photosimulations
Photographs are used extensively in the VIA to illustrate a) where views will not be
altered by the Project; b) where post-construction views will include relatively small portions of
the transmission structures and/or conductors; or ¢) where post-construction views may change
more significantly. TID&A has prepared an extensive series of photosimulations (computer-
altered photographs) to illustrate the third situation. A total of 32 viewpoints from scenic
resources (as defined in MDEP Chapter 315) and locally sensitive resources were selected for
analysis and the development of photosimulations in the initial September 2017 Site Law
Application. An additional 8 photosimulations were provided in the June 29, 2018 post- .

application submittal to MDEP. Finally, an addition 13 photosimulations were provided on
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December 7, 2018 to illustrate leaf-off conditions throughout the Study Area.

Photosimulations were prepared by 1) creating a three dimensional DTM base of the
Study Area landscape using National Elevation Data from USGS; 2) inserting three dimensional
computer models of the proposed transmission structures generated in PLS CADD provided by
Project engineers into the base model; 3) aligning the computer model of the Project with GPS
located photographs in 3D Studio Max; 4) rendering a simulated perspective of the Project using
3D Studio Max; 5) exporting the resultant image into Photoshop and merging with the selected
photograph to create a photorealistic representation; and 6) altering the vegetation in Photoshop
to reflect new or widened corridor clearings, based on the limit of clearing information provided
by project engineers.

Panoramic views were also created for each viewpoint by using several ‘normal’
photographs merged in Photoshop to provide a more contextual view of the landscape. These
views are included as the title page for each location, along with a location map, a context map, a
typical cross section, and technical information (viewpoint location, viewing direction, angle of
view, date and time of photograph, camera focal length, camera type, photo source, number of
proposed structures visible, and approximate distance to the nearest visible structure or corridor
clearing).

Selecting Photosimulation Locations

Photosimulations are provided to illustrate to the general public and the permitting agencies
how the Project will appear. Since they are key to understanding potential visual impacts, it is
important that the photographs selected for simulations be representative of the Project as a

whole and that they give the reviewers an accurate picture of Project effects. The NECEC
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extends for 145 miles through very diverse landscapes that include commercial forests,
agricultural lands, rural villages, and urban communities.

The methodology that was employed to evaluate this Project is the standard professional
practice referenced in Chapter 315.7 that TID&A typically uses in preparing a VIA. The
objective is to visit, analyze, and present data on representative sites within the APE. These are
selected to illustrate a) the diversity of the scenic resources and viewing opportunities within the
Study Area, b) characteristic views from scenic resources that visitors now encounter, and c)
potential visual effects of the Project when viewed from the varied distances, elevations, and
existing use patterns within the Study Area. TID&A has identified and photographically
documented representative worst-case viewpoints from all of the identified scenic resources.

Scenic resources and potential viewpoints are evaluated as either: points (e.g., scenic
overlooks, mountaintops, historic structures), lines (e.g., scenic byways, river segments, hiking
trails), or areas (e.g., lakes, historic districts, state parks). The methodology included a sampling
of all these types of viewpoints and resources.

Selection of viewpoints at point locations are self-evident, i.e., there is typically a single
viewpoint from a mountaintop or scenic overlook. Where there are a limited number of
viewpoints, as is the case in most point locations, there is no distinction between representative
and worst-case conditions.

With linear resources the decision as to where to evaluate and photograph considers
many factors: direction of viewer travel; representative nature of the viewpoint; typical viewer
experience; maximum potential Project visibility; amount of time that the project would be in
view along the route; viewer speed and mode of travel; orientation of the viewer; other

scenic/cultural features visible; etc.
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In the case of planar resources the considerations as to where to evaluate and
photograph is similar to linear resources: ability to move within the resource; concentration
points of viewer activity (e.g., boat launches on a lake, a central green in a historic district,
activity area in parks); varying degrees of impact at different viewpoints; maximum potential
Project visibility (worst-case conditions initially guided by the viewshed analysis); viewer speed
and mode of travel; focal points within the viewshed; other scenic/cultural features visible; etc.

For most linear and planar resources, TID&A photographed the landscape from a number
of viewpoints, guided by the viewshed map. Locations in the field were selected based on
existing vegetation, elevation, evidence of public use, visibility of existing transmission lines,
discordant features within the view, and other site-specific factors. The final selection of worst-
case viewpoints used for the photosimulations considered many factors including, but not limited
to: presence or absence of an existing transmission corridor; viewer elevation; distance from the
observer; the number of structures visible in the photograph; and the amount of the structure(s)
and conductors that may be visible based on the computer model.

Mogxie Pond is a representative example of a planar resource. We first determined where
the Project would be most visible, based on viewshed mapping. Field investigations helped us
select and photograph representative viewpoints from the north end of the pond near the boat
launch, and a worst-case viewpoint from the south end where the existing transmission line is
most visible and where the Project would be most visible. Route 201 is an example of a linear
resource where we selected viewpoints based on viewshed mapping and fieldwork. The Attean
View Rest Area, where the Project would be seen in the background, was selected as a
representative view where people gather, while the location where the transmission line crosses

the highway in Moscow was used as an example of a worst-case viewpoint. From elevated
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viewpoints, such as Coburn Mountain, we selected a point with the most potential Project
visibility and highest degree of apparent use, based on viewshed mapping, field observation, and
guidebook research.

During the course of the fieldwork for NECEC, TID&A visited hundreds of sites
throughout the Study Area and collected thousands of photographs to illustrate existing
conditions. The fieldwork concentrated on the scenic resources that were identified during the
office research phase of the visual analysis, i.e., those public natural resources or public lands
visited by the general public, in part for the use, observation, enjoyment, and appreciation of
natural or cultural visual qualities, generally within three miles of the transmission corridor.
Since it would be virtually impossible to use every photograph, or to portray the potential effect
of the Project on every scenic resource, TID&A used the following filtering process to select a
representative sampling to use as the basis for photosimulations.

» Segments. The number of photosimulations should be roughly proportional to the length
of each of the five segments that were identified. Segment 1 (new 53.5 mile HVDC line)
has 16 simulations (including 4 at the Kennebec Gorge); Segment 2 (22 miles of co-
located HVDC line) has 11 simulations (including 3 at the Appalachian Trail); Segment 3
(70 miles of co-located HVDC line) has 6 simulations; Segment 4 (25.4 mile rebuild
section) has 2 simulations; and Segment 5 (26.5 mile 345 kV section) has 5 simulations.

* Scenic Resources. Photosimulations should be provided at the most significant scenic
resources identified by TID&A and DEP throughout the Study Area. The simulations
should include views from great ponds, rivers and streams, mountain peaks, scenic

byways, and other scenic resources.
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* Landscape Diversity. Simulations should include views of characteristic landscapes
within each of the segments to illustrate the diversity of landscapes, vegetation types,
water bodies, landforms, and settlement patterns found throughout the Study Area.

» Viewing Distances. The majority of the photosimulations (approximately 70-75%)
should be within the foreground viewing distance (up to 0.5 mile from the observer), and
approximately 20-25% should be in the mid-ground (between 0.5 mile and 3.0 miles).
Background views (beyond 3 miles) should illustrate those places where the transmission
corridor might be visible from significant viewpoints, based on field identification.

* FElevations. The simulations should include views from relatively level areas as well as
elevated viewpoints, assuming that the latter category will be mostly in the mid-ground
and background viewing distances.

TID&A selected an initial collection of photographs from the fieldwork to represent the
geographic diversity of the Study Area, with particular attention to those areas where post-
construction views may be most noticeable. The filtering process outlined above was used to
focus on the most significant candidate sites and photographs. In making the final selection, the
process also considered whether the scenic resources were either: points (e.g., scenic overlooks,
mountaintops, historic structures), lines (e.g., scenic byways, river segments, hiking trails), or
areas (e.g., lakes, historic districts, state parks).

As part of the VIA we prepared a Photosimulation Summary in matrix form that
categorizes each photosimulation by distance zones (foreground, midground, background),
viewpoint type/scenic resource (rated waterbodies, remote ponds, elevated viewpoints, recreation
areas/parks/trails, scenic byway, and road crossing), and surrounding land use (commercial

working forestland, non-forested land/agriculture, low density rural residential/camps along
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ponds, and village/suburban residential). As evidenced by the matrix, the viewpoints selected
provide the reviewer with an understanding of the diversity of the landscape and the potential
effect that the Project may have on representative and worst-case viewpoints.

Visual Impact Assessments

TID&A developed a VIA for each of the five Project segments and the substations to
evaluate potential impacts on scenic resources and existing public scenic and aesthetic uses. The
evaluation is based on knowledge of the Project gained from fieldwork, background research,
viewshed analysis, resource mapping, and a review of the photosimulations and other data
sources.

The narrative for each segment follows the MDEP Chapter 315 regulations, starting with
the completion of the MDEP Basic Visual Impact Assessment Form (VIA Form) to determine
the potential visual effect of the Project on scenic resources. The VIA Form is based on an
evaluation of the Project’s visual elements (i.e., landscape compatibility, scale contrast, and
spatial dominance). The narrative also includes a description of the a) significance of scenic
resources based on state or local designations and b) visual quality observed during field visits
(landform, vegetation, water bodies, color, views, human development and character.)

Observations and researched data are provided, when available, to address user
expectation of scenic quality; extent, nature, and duration of public use; and continued use and
enjoyment. The following two questions were asked for each identified resource: 1) will the
Project affect the way the scenic resource is currently being used, and 2) will the Project have an
effect on the public’s enjoyment of the resource?

The sections in italics below are quotes from the Chapter 315 regulations:

Landscape compatibility, which is a function of the sub-elements of color, form, line, and
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texture. Compatibility is determined by whether the proposed activity differs significantly from
its existing surroundings and the context from which they are viewed such that it becomes an
unreasonable adverse impact on the visual quality of a protected natural resource as viewed
Jfrom a scenic resource.

Each sub-element is evaluated for how compatible the change resulting from the NECEC
activity will be with its surroundings and whether there will be no, minimal, moderate, strong, or
severe contrast.

Color: This section describes anticipated color contrasts between existing conditions and

proposed materials to be used for the Project. Moderate contrasts in color may occur in

segments that use self-weathering steel structures, which are typically darker in color
than weathered wooden poles that are light gray in color. Where no other structures exist,
the self-weathering steel may be more similar in color to surrounding wooded landscape.

Most of the electrical equipment used in substations will be galvanized, which should

match the existing equipment used in adjacent substations.

Form: The form (three-dimensional shape) of the transmission structures being proposed

are similar to single pole structures currently found in transmission line corridors. The

new transmission structures are expected to result in minimal to moderate contrasts in
form with the surrounding trees and existing transmission structures.

Line: The VIA describes the anticipated changes to the landscape resulting from the

introduction of new linear elements in the landscape, i.e., new or expanded transmission

corridors, conductors, and transmission structures. The degree of contrast in line is a

function of the distance from the observer, the relative length of the structure that is

visible above the horizon, and the magnitude of other new lines introduced into the
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landscape. Substations are typically composed of very linear elements — vertical,

horizontal, and angular components — in addition to the lines of the conductors entering

the facility. In the existing substations where new equipment will be added, there should
be minimal to moderate contrast in line, depending on whether the new components will
be visible above the horizon. New substations could have a moderate to strong contrast
between the lines found in nature and the lines introduced by the substation.

Texture: The HVDC structures will be single pole self-weathering steel, which has a

smoother (and darker) texture than the standard wooden poles. There may be moderate

contrasts in texture in situations where the HVDC structures are viewed adjacent to
wooden structures. The standard wooden structures have a texture similar to the existing

H-frame poles and monopoles used throughout the corridors. There is generally no

contrast in texture for new transmission structures made of the same material. The texture

of the improved substations should be similar to the existing facilities, so there should be
virtually no contrast in texture. In the case of new substations, the electrical equipment
could have a moderate to strong contrast in texture with the surrounding vegetation and
abutting land uses.

Scale contrast is determined by the size and scope of the proposed activity given its
specific location within the viewshed of a scenic resource. The VIA describes the change in scale
between the existing and proposed transmission structures, how the structures fit into the
maintained corridor, and how they relate to the size of trees that line the corridor (where
appropriate). The VIA describes the relative size of the new or upgraded substations in
comparison to their surroundings (transmission structures, existing trees, nearby buildings, or

other adjacent land uses). The VIA also describes whether the substation components will be
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visible above the surrounding trees.

Spatial Dominance is the degree to which an activity dominates the whole landscape
composition or dominates landform, water, or sky backdrop as viewed from a scenic resource.
The VIA describes whether the proposed transmission line(s) or substations dominate or are
prominent in the whole landscape composition, or dominates the surrounding landforms, nearby
water bodies, or the sky. It also determines if any of the transmission structures (vertical lines) or
conductors (horizontal lines) will be seen against the sky from prominent viewpoints or scenic
resources. Spatial dominance also considers the presence or absence of screening vegetation
between observers and the transmission structures or substations, the type and character of
viewpoints (both roadside and from scenic resources), and the relative number of viewers and
their respective sensitivity. The dominance of the Project components is described in terms of its
relative prominence in the landscape: insignificant; subordinate to the surrounding natural and
cultural elements in the landscape; co-dominate the landscape; or dominate the landscape, the
immediate setting, or the backdrop.

Evaluation

The severity of potential visual impact is based on Landscape Compatibility (color, form,
line, and texture), Scale Contrast, and Spatial Dominance to determine whether the visual impact
will be negligible, moderate, strong, or severe. The evaluation is based on first-hand knowledge
of the specific site; a review of site photography and aerial photographs; Project design
parameters for the individual transmission lines (cross-sections, areas of tree clearing) and

substations; and photosimulations of the transmission lines.
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IV.  Discussion (Relevant to DEP and LUPC Review)
a. Issuel (Scenic Character and Existing Uses)

i. Visual Impact Assessment and Scenic/Aesthetic Uses, Recreational
and Navigational Uses (Relevant to DEP and LUPC Review)

Project Planning and Siting

Minimizing potential visual and other environmental impacts on scenic and other natural
resources was a key driver in the evaluation of route options. CMP’s rigorous approach to siting
considered a wide range of factors, including: ownership patterns, conserved lands, stream
crossings, location of existing rights of way, clearing requirements, transmission line length,
mapped wetlands (NWI data), deer wintering areas, inland waterfowl and wading bird habitats,
public water supplies, and significant sand and gravel aquifers.

In siting Segment 1, CMP considered the presence of publicly owned conservation lands
(e.g., the Appalachian National Scenic Trail and Maine Bureau of Parks and Lands properties) as
well as those held by private conservation organizations such as The Nature Conservancy and the
New England Forestry Foundation. The paramount goal of the route selection was to avoid
iconic scenic and recreational areas that characterize this part of western Maine, including the
Bigelow Preserve, the Crocker Mounta