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HISTORIC SITES 

 AGENCY OUTREACH 

Cultural surveys have been initiated for the Project, including historic architectural resources and 
archaeological resources. 

Downeast Wind initiated consultation with the Maine Historic Preservation Commission (MHPC) 
in October 2019. On March 26, 2020, Downeast Wind initiated consultation with MHPC specific 
to the architectural resource survey and submitted a proposed architectural survey scope of work, 
along with the Project’s design and a viewshed analysis map. The MHPC concurred with the 
proposed scope of work in a letter dated April 3, 2020. All correspondence with the MHPC is 
provided in Exhibit 8-2. 

 ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

The Archaeological Phase IA Assessment for the Project was completed in May 2020, which 
identified 11 potentially sensitive archaeological areas (ASAs). Field survey of these areas 
confirmed that nine were sensitive for archaeological resources and one was not sensitive. 
Additionally, one archaeologically sensitive area was identified in the field that was not identified 
during the desktop review. Therefore, TRC recommended further investigation of 10 ASAs due to 
their location in an area with proposed site disturbance. All of the ASAs are potentially sensitive 
for Precontact period archaeological resources and are identified in the Phase IA Assessment 
Report. A summary of the Archaeological Phase IA assessment for the Project, as well as a scope 
of work for the proposed Phase I archaeological survey and protocol was provided to MHPC on 
July 16, 2020 and is provided in Exhibit 8-1. A copy of the Archaeological Phase IA Assessment 
report is included as Exhibit 8-2. 

Based on the Phase IA Assessment, Phase IB recommendations were developed and approved 
by MHPC on July 23, 2020. Phase IB field surveys were started in November 2020 and are 
expected to be completed during the spring of 2021.   

 CULTURAL SURVEYS 

 RECONNAISSANCE ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES SURVEY 

A reconnaissance architectural resources survey was completed in July 2020 to assess whether 
the Project would potentially affect properties listed or eligible for listing in the National Register 
of Historic Places (NRHP) within the Project’s Area of Potential Effects (APE). The APE for 
architecture was defined as areas that have visibility of the Project within an 8-mile radius of the 
proposed Project facilities. A GIS-based viewshed analysis of the 8-mile survey radius was 
created to determine areas of visibility in the APE. Areas within this radius that have no visibility 
of the Project due to vegetation, topography, and modern development were considered outside 
the APE.  

Using the results of background research and the GIS viewshed analysis, nine previously 
surveyed architectural resources were documented in the APE, 5 of which are mile markers along 
the Epping Base Line, which is eligible for listing on the NRHP. No other architectural resources 
were identified in the APE.  
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The Epping Base Line is a 5.4-mile long, perfectly straight line established in 1857 as a reference 
benchmark for mapping the Maine coast. Today, the Epping Base Line is represented by 
remnants of its original mile markers and an adjacent road known as Baseline Road. The Epping 
Base Line will have visibility of seven Project wind turbines on its north side. Based on the results 
of field work, background research, and consultation with the MHPC, the proposed turbines would 
not prevent the ability of an individual or group to re-create the line in the present day, nor would 
the turbines impede the ability to survey distant reference points based on the line’s location. 
Therefore, in an email dated January 20, 2021, the MHPC concluded that the visibility of the 
turbines will have No Adverse Effect on the line’s historic setting or any of the other characteristics 
that make it eligible for listing on the NRHP.  

Aside from the Epping Base Line, there are no other NRHP eligible properties with visibility of the 
proposed Project. As a result, the proposed Project will have No Adverse Effect on historic 
resources and no additional architectural studies are required for the Project as it is currently 
designed. The Architectural Survey report is provided as Exhibit 8-3. 

 ARCHAEOLOGICAL PRECONTACT PERIOD AND HISTORIC PERIOD 
SURVEYS 

An archaeological Precontact period and Historic period desktop review and field reconnaissance 
were conducted for the proposed Project. This work was completed in the fall of 2019. Based on 
this joint review, 10 archaeologically sensitive areas within Project area of potential effect (APE) 
were recommended for Phase IB testing. Changes to the Project APE in 2020 required additional 
walkover survey, which was completed in October 2020. This survey resulted in the identification 
of 12 ASAs associated with Project APE. These areas included four turbine pad locations (i.e., 
T34A, T32, T26A, and T3923A) and seven locations of proposed road widening and one collector 
line location. Phase IB testing was completed in November 2020 and no archaeological resources 
were found (Table 8-1).  

Table 8-1.  Summary of Phase IB Testing by Sensitive Area 

Project Component1 No. of Transects No. of THs No. of Positive THs 

Turbine 26 (30) 2 49 0 

Turbine 32 (37) 2 27 0 

Turbine 34A (39) 1 9 0 

Area A 

Collector line to 
Turbine 33 

2 18 0 

Area B2 

Road widening on 
access road located 
south of Schoodic 
Road 

0 0 0 

Area C 

Road widening south 
side of Bog Stream 

2 8 0 

Area D 

Road widening 
northeast of Long 
Pond 

4 12 0 
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Project Component1 No. of Transects No. of THs No. of Positive THs 

Road widening 
northwest of Long 
Pond 

3 9 0 

Road widening north 
side of Colonel Brook 

2 7 0 

Area E 

Road widening both 
sides of Colonel 
Brook 

2 8 0 

Area H 

Road widening north 
side of Horseshoe 
Pond 

1 20 0 

Additional Areas 

Turbine 23A (27) 2 32 0 

Total 23 199 0 
1 The number in () refer to Project layout 036. 
2 No testing was completed in Area B because it was removed from Project layout 037. 

 

Proposed changes to the Project APE in November 2020 required additional walkover survey that 
was completed at the end of November 2020. This survey identified three new potentially sensitive 
areas within the APE. These include the location of road widening near the Pleasant River, the 
location of the horizontal directional drill pad that will be used to install conduit line below the 
Pleasant River, and the location where the access road and collection line will cross a tributary to 
the Pleasant River to reach Turbine 36. Winter conditions precluded completion of this Phase IB 
testing of these three areas in 2020, therefore Phase 1B testing is planned for spring of 2021. 
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EXHIBIT 8-2:  MHPC CONSULTATION LETTERS 





















From: Spiess, Arthur
To: Mack, Karen E.; Richard Will
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Archaeological Phase 1A report, Downeast Wind Project
Date: Thursday, July 23, 2020 9:31:18 AM

This is an EXTERNAL email. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
validate the sender and know the content is safe.

Hello Karen and Rick:
We concur with your Phase I Archaeological Assessment for the Downeast Wind Project
(dated May 5, received June 20 with your memo dated June 16th).  The predictive model you
use for possible Paleoindian sites (well drained soils, breaks in slope) seems to be the optimal
Paleoindian site location model for the area.  We accept the list of test areas in Table 4
(Turbine areas T30, 37, 38 and 39) and road/corridor areas B, C, D, E, G and H) as the limits of
what Phase IB fieldwork will be needed to find archaeological sites that may be impacted by
the project.  Thus, Phase IB fieldwork must be completed before we can issue further
comment on project impact on archaeological sites (if any). 
Please forward this email as necessary.  If you wish me to put the comments on letterhead in a
formal letter, please let me know. 

Regards, Arthur Spiess
Senior Archaeologist
Maine Historic Preservation Commission 

mailto:Arthur.Spiess@maine.gov
mailto:KEMack@trccompanies.com
mailto:willtrc@adelphia.net
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EXHIBIT 8-3:  MHPC ARCHITECTURAL SURVEY REPORT 



Architectural Survey Report 
 

Downeast Wind Project 
Washington and Hancock Counties 

MHPC # 1839-17 
 

David L. Price - Senior Architectural Historian 
TRC Environmental Corporation 

1865 Air Lane Drive 
Nashville, Tennessee 37210 
dprice@trccompanies.com 

615-428-4484 
 

 
Prepared for: Sponsoring agency or entity 

Downeast Wind, LLC 
  
Dates: Provide the dates from when the project was started up through when the report was written and/or revised and submitted. 

March 26, 2020 through February 24, 2021 
  
Level: Reconnaissance or Intensive 

Reconnaissance 
  
Name of surveyors: (If different from author, provide contact information for each surveyor.) 

David L. Price 
  
Continuing project? If so, please summarize previous efforts. 

No 
  

  

I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 TRC Environmental Corporation (TRC) conducted a reconnaissance-level 

architectural resources survey of the Downeast Wind Project (the Project) in 
Washington County. This survey was completed in compliance with the 
Maine Site Location of Development Act (06-096 CMR 375.11) and Maine 
Historic Preservation Commission (MHPC) guidelines for architectural 
surveys. TRC completed the survey to document historic and architectural 
resources aged 50 years or older within the Project’s area of potential 
effects (APE), and to assess possible direct and/or indirect effects (primarily 
visual) on those resources listed or eligible for listing in the National Register 
of Historic Places (NRHP).  
 
In consultation with the MHPC, the APE was defined as the Project area 
where the proposed wind turbines will be located, and any areas connected 
to it via viewshed within an 8.0-mile survey radius. Architectural resources 
located within the survey radius that have no visibility of the Project due to 
topography, vegetation, or modern development were excluded from the 
APE. TRC used a GIS-based viewshed analysis map during background 
research and field work to identify areas of Project visibility. Due to the 
ongoing COVID-19 pandemic, background research for the survey was 
conducted online in the MHPC's online Cultural & Architectural Resource 
Management Archive (CARMA). TRC and the MHPC agreed via email 
communication on July 2, 2020, that no in-person site file research at the 
agency’s headquarters in Augusta was necessary. The survey was completed 



during the week of July 27, 2020, under the direction of David L. Price, 
Senior Architectural Historian.  
 
Background research and fieldwork revealed that all architectural resources 
in the APE have been surveyed and evaluated for previous wind energy 
project studies during the last 10 years. TRC did not identify any newly 
surveyed resources in the APE. TRC documented nine (9) previously 
surveyed resources in the APE, including four that have been found not 
eligible by MHPC staff (Map Resources 1-4) and five that MHPC staff found 
eligible for listing on the NRHP (Map Resources 6-10). The eligible resources 
include five of the seven stone survey markers associated with the Epping 
Base Line, a survey base line established in 1857 to use as a reference point 
for the geographical survey of Maine. The Project location and surveyed 
resource locations are shown on the attached maps in Figures 1 and 2 and 
the attached survey matrix provides a summary of the surveyed resources.  
  
The proposed wind energy Project will not result in the demolition or 
alteration of any NRHP-listed or eligible properties, and therefore TRC 
recommends that it will have no direct effects on historic resources. TRC 
finds the Project will result in the construction of seven wind turbines that 
will be visible from the Epping Base Line, as shown in Figures 1 and 2. 
Following consultation with the MHPC on the nature of this resource and 
potential indirect effects, TRC finds the visibility of the turbines will have No 
Adverse Effect on the Epping Base Line’s historic setting or any of the other 
characteristics that make it eligible for listing in the NRHP. Aside from the 
Epping Base Line, there are no other NRHP eligible properties with visibility 
of the proposed Project. As a result, TRC recommends the proposed Project 
will have No Adverse Effect on historic resources and no additional 
architectural studies are required for the Project as it is currently designed.  

  

II. RESEARCH DESIGN AND BACKGROUND RESEARCH 
 
  
A. Basis: Describe the purpose of this survey.  Identify the Federal or State regulations mandating this survey, or any Programmatic 

Agreements associated with this project. 
 

 The purpose of the architectural survey was to document and evaluate the 
NRHP eligibility of architectural resources in the Project APE, and to assess 
the Project’s direct and indirect effects on historic resources. This survey 
was completed in compliance with the Maine Site Location of Development 
Act (06-096 CMR 375.11) and MHPC guidelines for architectural surveys, 
including those contained in the MHPC’s "Above Ground Cultural Resources 
Manual, Guidelines for Identification: Architecture and Cultural Landscapes – 
Federal and State Regulatory Project Review Specific." 

  
B. Project Description/ 
Scope of Work: 

Describe the underlying project, specifically citing the type of project and duration of project.  Summarize planned or 
anticipated alterations to landscapes, buildings, structures, districts, objects or sites. 
 

 The Downeast Wind Project is an approximately 126-megawatt (MW) grid-
scale wind energy facility in Township 24, Middle Division, Binghams 
Penobscot Purchase (T24 MD BPP) and Township 18, Middle Division, 
Binghams Penobscot Purchase (T18 MD BPP), and in the town of Columbia in 
Washington County, Maine (Figure 1). The Project consists of 30 Vestas 
V150 4.2 megawatt turbines (with three spare locations) with hub heights of 
125 meters, rotor diameter of 150 meters, with a direct tap line into a 115-



kilovolt (kV) line running through the Project area. The proposed turbines 
are roughly divided into three clusters; a cluster of turbines in the Thousand 
Hills area north of Schoodic Lake; and a cluster to the north of Baseline 
Road in the town of Columbia. The Project also includes 3 existing 
temporary meteorological towers, a collector substation, an Operations and 
Maintenance building (O&M), underground electrical collection lines, access 
roads, and temporary laydown areas.  There is no new transmission line 
associated with the Project since the Project substation will connect to an 
adjacent existing 115kV electric transmission line. The O&M building will be 
located along Route 1 in the town of Columbia. In addition, the Project 
includes new bridges and improvements to existing access roads and 
culverts.  

  
C. Area of Potential 
Effect: 

1. On a USGS topographic map draw the outermost boundary of the area of potential effect in red. Label this line “Project APE”. 
If necessary, additional topographic maps or overlays may be submitted showing the limits of each specific APE if more than 
one potential effect is present within the project area. 

  

 2. List all the potential effects associated with the above cited scope of work. Distinguish between direct and indirect effects 
when applicable. 
 

 TRC assessed both direct (physical) and indirect (in this case, visual) effects 
from the Project on surveyed NRHP-listed and eligible historic resources. 
There are no audible effects anticipated from the Project. Potential direct 
effects could be caused by alteration or removal of a property from its 
physical location. Indirect effects could be caused by a change in the 
character of a property’s use or of physical features within the property’s 
setting that contribute to its historical significance, and/or the introduction 
of visual, atmospheric, or audible elements that diminish the integrity of the 
property’s significant historic features that contribute to its eligibility for 
listing in the NRHP. 
 

 3. Provide a narrative of how the geographical limit of each potential effect within the project area was established. 
 

 In consultation with the MHPC, the direct APE for the Project was defined as 
the locations of the proposed wind turbines, as shown in Figure 1.  The 
indirect APE includes any areas connected to the Project turbines via 
viewshed within an 8.0-mile survey radius. Architectural resources located 
within the survey radius that have no visibility of the Project due to 
topography, vegetation, or modern development were excluded from the 
indirect APE. TRC used a GIS-based viewshed analysis map prepared for the 
Project during background research and field work to identify areas of 
Project visibility (Figures 1 and 2).  

  

D. Survey Boundaries: 1. Draw the boundaries of the survey on the topographic map in blue or black and label this line “Survey Boundaries.” The 
boundaries of a survey map include portions of a property that lie outside the APE. 

  

 2. Describe the limits of the surveyed area. The survey boundary may be larger then the APE. Make reference to geographic 
landmarks, addresses or political boundaries. Utilize reasonable demarcations – tree lines, back lots. 
 

 The survey area for the Project corresponds with the 8.0-mile survey radius 
and is shown on the USGS map that accompanies this report in Figure 1. 
Within this boundary only those resources that have visibility of the Project 
were surveyed.  

  

E. Survey Methodology: 1. Describe background research method. 
 

 Prior to fieldwork, TRC conducted background research to identify properties 
within the 8.0-mile survey radius that are listed or eligible for listing in the 
NRHP or have been recorded in the MHPC’s online CARMA database. TRC 



began research in the online National Register Information System (NRIS), 
an online database maintained by the National Park Service (NPS). Following 
the NRIS search, TRC conducted research in the online CARMA database and 
worked with the MHPC's National Register and Survey Coordinator to locate 
associated survey reports. TRC made copies of the MHPC survey forms and 
reports for the previously-surveyed resources and these were taken into the 
field to assess the resources’ current conditions.  
 

 2. Describe field research method. 
 

 The reconnaissance-level survey was designed to identify all above ground 
historic properties, including districts, buildings, structures, objects, and 
sites within the Project APE that are listed or eligible for listing in the NRHP. 
The survey was conducted in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation, as 
amended (48 FR 44716); the MHPC’s Above Ground Cultural Resources 
Survey Manual, Guidelines for Identification: Architecture and Cultural 
Landscapes, Federal and State Regulatory Project Review Specific (MHPC 
2013); the NPS’s National Register Bulletin No. 24, Guidelines for Local 
Survey: A Basis for Preservation Planning (NPS 1985); and the NPS’s 
National Register Bulletin No. 15, How to Apply the National Register Criteria 
for Evaluation (NPS 1997).  
 
TRC conducted the architectural survey during the week of July 27, 2020. 
Using the results of background research and the viewshed analysis 
mapping, TRC drove all accessible public roads in the APE and surveyed 
properties aged 50 years or older that have visibility of the Project or were 
included in previous surveys. During the course of the survey, TRC 
confirmed that the areas of visibility and non-visibility illustrated on the 
viewshed assessment map were accurate. TRC also found that all 
architectural resources in the visual APE have been previously surveyed and 
are documented in CARMA with NRHP eligibility evaluations completed by 
MHPC staff within the past 10 years. No newly surveyed resources were 
found in the APE. Data regarding the current condition of each previously 
surveyed resource were recorded and the information on the previously 
completed survey inventory forms was verified. 
 

 3. Did you undertake a file search at MHPC for NR or previously recorded properties? 
 

 Due to the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic, background research for the 
survey was conducted online in the MHPC’s CARMA database, and via phone 
and with the MHPC National Register and Survey Coordinator, Michael 
Goebel-Bain. In an email dated July 23, 2020, Mr. Goebel-Bain confirmed 
that no in-person site file research at the agency’s headquarters in Augusta 
was necessary. 

  

III. SURVEY FINDINGS 
 
  

A. Acres: Provide the total number of acres within the survey boundaries. 

The entire 8.0-mile survey radius boundary contains 274,082 acres. 
  

  

B. Setting: Provide a general overview of the setting, including topography, development, and landscape. 



 The Project is located in the Downeast region of coastal Maine in T24 MD 
BPP, T18 MD BPP, and the town of Columbia in Washington County. Towns 
in the surrounding 8.0-mile survey radius include Beddington, Deblois, 
Cherryfield, Harrington, Columbia Falls, Milbridge, and Addison. The area is 
characterized by its sparsely-populated rural landscape with large expanses 
of dense forest, rivers, lakes, and a rolling topography. The Project’s 
proposed wind turbines are divided into three clusters located on hilltops 
and ridges in the blueberry barrens of Washington County, which feature 
large rolling plains of sandy soil created by glacial deposits. Today, the 
barrens are privately owned and operated as large farms growing wild 
lowbush variety blueberries. The farm parcels contain occasional small 
modern storage buildings and are divided by forested areas and rows of 
trees planted as windbreaks. The farms are accessed via gravel roads such 
as Cherryfield Ridge Road and Schoodic Road north of Cherryfield. 
Photographs of the barrens and Project setting are shown in Figures 3-6. 
 
Another significant natural feature adjacent to the barrens is the Great 
Heath, an approximately 7,000-acre peatland located on both sides of the 
Pleasant River that drains the area. The Great Heath and Pleasant River 
divide the northern and southern sections of the Project. Other natural water 
bodies in the area include Schoodic Lake and Montegail Pond.  
 
Residential and small-town development in the area is concentrated in the 
south of the 8.0-mile survey radius along Route 1 in the small towns of 
Cherryfield, Harrington, and Columbia Falls. State Route 193 runs between 
Cherryfield and Beddington on the west side of the area. 

  

C. Number of Resources 
Recorded: 

Count each individually recorded building, structure, object, or site. Do not include continuation sheets in this count. 

 TRC identified nine previously surveyed resources within the Project APE, 
including three blueberry fields (Map Resources 1-3), one military flight strip 
(Map Resource 4), and five Epping Base Line boundary markers (Map 
Resources 5-9). TRC did not record any newly surveyed resources in the 
APE. 

  

D. Previously 
Inventoried Properties: 

Address whether any of the resources had been previously surveyed. If so, how many, and how were these properties 
represented and evaluated within the current project? 

 The results of the background research and viewshed analysis showed that 
the nine previously surveyed resources were recorded in CARMA and 
reviewed by the MHPC for the Bull Hill Wind Project (MHPC #1112-09), the 
Hancock Wind Project (MHPC # 1721-12), and an in-house MHPC 
investigation of the Epping Base Line (MHPC # M15590). All of these 
previously inventoried properties have been evaluated for NRHP eligibility by 
MHPC staff. TRC visited each of these resources to assess their current 
conditions and compare them to the existing survey data in CARMA. TRC 
found no change in the surveyed properties since they were last entered into 
CARMA. Only one of the Epping Base Line milestone markers (Milestone 5) 
was located in the field and a new photograph of it was uploaded into 
CARMA. The remaining six milestone markers could not be located in the 
field and may not be extant.   

  

E. Types of Properties: 1. Summarize general trends within the project area: commercial, residential, urban, rural, etc. 
 



 The area within the 8.0-mile survey radius is sparsely settled and rural. All 
of the small towns in the southern part of the survey radius are 
approximately four to six miles away from the nearest proposed wind 
turbines and are outside of the visual APE due to intervening topography 
and vegetation. The one developed area that is adjacent to the Project area 
and within the APE is Schoodic Lake, which contains small, lakefront 
cottages and recreational camps along narrow private drives that were not 
accessible from the public right-of-way during survey. The few cottages that 
were partially visible indicate they are of recent construction and made with 
modern materials.  
 

 2. Summarize the age, style, and condition of the resources within the project area. 
 

 Areas within the survey radius to the west, east, and north of the Project are 
rural and agricultural with large undeveloped areas of wilderness and heath. 
Blueberry cultivation is a major land use but there are no associated farm 
buildings or processing facilities located within the visual APE. Previously 
surveyed properties identified in the survey include blueberry fields, a 1942 
military flight strip, and stone markers associated with the 1857 Epping 
Base Line.  
 

 3. Describe in detail any eligible individual properties or historic districts. 
 

 Epping Base Line  
 
The Epping Base Line is a 5.4-mile long, perfectly straight line established 
between 1853 and 1857 on an area known as Pineo Ridge just west of the 
community of Columbia. Located along what is now called Baseline Road, 
the line featured a series of seven stone base markers placed in 1857, 
including East and West Base markers at either end. The field survey for 
Downeast Wind located remnants of Milestone 5, which is composed of a 
squared stone base with a copper plug in the middle. Field photographs of 
Milestone 5 are provided in Figures 7-8. The remaining six base markers 
could not be located in the field and appear to be non-extant due to road 
maintenance and widening activities. 
 
The East Base marker originally had a 4.5-foot tall marble obelisk that was 
removed to the Cherryfield-Narraguagus Historical Society according to 
information on file at the MHPC. Baseline Road was created by the survey 
crew as the line was laid out and has existed as a road since that time, with 
certain portions only accessible via four-wheel-drive vehicle. The road was 
shown on topographic maps throughout the twentieth century, as shown in 
Figures 9 and 10.  

  

F. NR Eligibility: 1. Address resource integrity, NR criteria, area of significance and period of significance. 
 

 The Epping Base Line was one of seven survey lines used by the U.S. Coast 
Survey (USCS) to create benchmarks for mapping the Atlantic coast by the 
triangulation survey method. It is the only base line in northern New 
England and is the line on which all Maine surveys are based. The USCS was 
responsible for establishing precise basic control for the U.S. and its 
territories to create accurate mapping and horizontal and vertical surveys. 
Initial reconnaissance for the line was begun in 1853 by Charles O. Boutell 
and Major Henry Prince of the U.S. Army, and was taken over by Professor 
Alexander Dallas Bache of the USCS in 1857 (Hinson n.d.).  



 
Due to the lack of long and straight beaches on the Maine coast to establish 
a survey line, the USCS survey party searched inland for an appropriate site. 
The area on Pineo Ridge near Epping was chosen for its relatively level 
ground, sandy soil, and lack of trees. The base line was used to construct a 
triangulation net for establishing points of known location, “the first step in 
preparing an accurate map of any region” (Hinson n.d.).  
 
In the triangulation survey method, the base line must be precisely 
measured within 1/1000th of a foot (1/12th of an inch). Local farmers and 
lumbermen were hired to grade a 12-foot wide path along the proposed line, 
which is now known as Baseline Road. Specially designed bars of iron and 
brass were kept in an insulated tube that maintained a constant 
temperature and length. The bars were placed end to end and carried 
forward progressively along the line until it was complete. The east and west 
bases of the line were conspicuously marked with marble obelisk 
monuments measuring 3.28 feet high and 1.64 feet square. Over time 
vandals defaced and destroyed the markers, the remains of which were 
eventually removed to the Maine State Museum and the Cherryfield-
Narraguagus Historical Society (Andres 2007).  
 
There is no formal survey report or NRHP determination letter summarizing 
the Epping Base Line on file at the MHPC. Based on email communications 
with the MHPC National Register and Survey Coordinator, the MHPC found 
the base line eligible in 1995 and asked the landowner at that time for their 
stance on nominating it to the NRHP. Due to landowner objection the line 
was not nominated. MHPC files contain a variety of background history 
materials, correspondence, and articles about the line. Based on these 
materials, the MHPC considers the line eligible for listing under Criterion A 
with significance in the areas of engineering and transportation. The NRHP 
boundary is assumed to be a 12-foot wide corridor along Baseline Road from 
the west to east bases (Goebel-Bain 2020).  
 
Intact features of the Epping Base Line documented for this survey include 
Baseline Road and Milestone 5. No other intact milestone markers were 
located in the field, and they appear to be non-extant. The line retains its 
original alignment and integrity of location, setting, feeling, and association. 
Due to its missing milestone markers the line has poor integrity of design, 
materials, and workmanship.  
 
MHPC staff have previously reviewed each of the four remaining surveyed 
properties (Map Resources 1-4) in the APE within the past ten years and 
found them not eligible. Additional background research on these properties 
in available sources did not reveal associations with a historic event or series 
of events, nor did it reveal associations with a significant person or people. 
TRC agrees with the previous MHPC evaluations and recommends they are 
not eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criteria A or B. These resources do 
not embody the distinctive characteristics of types, periods, or methods of 
construction, nor do they represent the works of a master, or possess high 
artistic values. As a result, TRC recommends that they are not eligible for 
listing in the NRHP under Criterion C for architecture. 
 

 2. For a historic district provide a topographic map showing the limits of the proposed district illustrating street or landscape 
views and all non-historic or non-contributing resources. 
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V. FINDING OF EFFECTS 
 TRC assessed potential effects from the Project on the NRHP-eligible Epping 

Base Line using the Section 106 Criteria of Adverse Effect. Guidelines for 
this evaluation are set forth in the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
(ACHP)’s regulations at 36 CFR, Part 800. According to 36 CFR 800.5 (a)(1) 
an Adverse Effect occurs when an undertaking may directly or indirectly 
alter the characteristics of a historic property that qualify it for inclusion in 
the NRHP. Reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the undertaking that 
may occur later in time, be farther removed in distance, or be cumulative 
also need to be considered. Examples of adverse effects include, but are not 
limited to, physical destruction or damage, alteration not consistent with the 



Secretary of the Interior’s Standards; relocation of a property; change of 
use or physical features of a property’s setting; visual, atmospheric, or 
audible intrusions; neglect resulting in deterioration; or transfer, lease, or 
sale of a property out of federal ownership or control without adequate 
protections. A finding of No Adverse Effect occurs when the undertaking’s 
effects do not meet the criteria listed above. Where the effect is nonexistent 
or negligible, a No Effect Finding occurs. 
 
As part of this effects assessment, TRC conducted a field investigation to 
verify the nature of any visual effects on the Epping Base Line. The field 
review was important in evaluating the degree of any visual impacts to the 
resource and its setting, the existence of tree cover and intervening 
buildings that might mitigate these impacts, and establishing sight lines 
from the historic resource to the Project. 
 
The proposed wind energy Project will not result in the demolition or 
alteration of the Epping Base Line or any other NRHP-listed or eligible 
properties, and therefore TRC recommends that it will have no direct effect 
on this historic resource.  
 
TRC also assessed possible indirect visual effects on the resource. The 
Project will result in the construction of seven wind turbines north of the 
Epping Base Line. On the north, the distance between the proposed turbines 
and the line will vary from approximately 1,800 feet to 3,500 feet. As a 
result, the Epping Base Line will have a clear view of the proposed Project 
turbines. Photographic simulations looking toward the proposed wind 
turbines from Baseline Road and Milestone 5 (Map Resource No. 8) of the 
Epping Base Line are shown in Figures 11-14.  
 
Following phone and email consultation with the MHPC on the nature of the 
Epping Base Line and potential indirect effects on it, TRC finds the visibility 
of the turbines will have No Adverse Effect on the line's historic setting or 
any of the other characteristics that make it eligible for listing in the NRHP. 
The proposed turbines would not prevent the ability of an individual or group 
to re-create the line in the present day, nor would the turbines impede the 
ability to survey distant reference points based on the line’s location. Aside 
from the Epping Base Line, there are no other NRHP eligible properties with 
visibility of the proposed Project. As a result, TRC recommends the proposed 
Project will have No Adverse Effect on historic resources and no additional 
architectural studies are required for the Project as it is currently designed.   
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Figure 1. Project Location Map, MHPC # 1839-17 

  



Figure 2. Project detail map (1 of 6), MHPC # 1839-17 

 
  



Figure 2. Project detail map (2 of 6), MHPC # 1839-17 

 
  



Figure 2. Project detail map (3 of 6), MHPC # 1839-17 

 
  



Figure 2. Project detail map (4 of 6), MHPC # 1839-17 

 
  



Figure 2. Project detail map (5 of 6), MHPC # 1839-17 

 
  



Figure 2. Project detail map (6 of 6), MHPC # 1839-17 

 
  



 
Figure 3. General view of the Blueberry Barrens from Schoodic Road, looking west. 

 

 
Figure 4. General view of the Blueberry Barrens from Schoodic Road, looking southeast. 



 
Figure 5. View of tree windbreaks between blueberry fields in the Project area, looking south 

along Schoodic Road. 
 

 
Figure 6. Windbreaks between blueberry fields in the Project area, looking northwest along 

Schoodic Road. 



 
Figure 7. Baseline Road showing Milestone 5, looking west. 

 

  
Figure 8. Epping Base Line, Milestone 5, looking northwest. 

  



 
 
 

 
Figure 9. 1881 Atlas of Washington County, showing Epping Base Line (Source: Colby 1881). 

 



 
Figure 10. 1902 Cherryfield topographic quad map showing the Epping Base Line. 

  



Figure 11. Photographic simulation showing wind turbine locations from Epping Base Line, 
Milestone 5 and Baseline Road, looking west. 

 
  











SURVEY 
MAP # 

ADDRESS/ 
LOCATION 

TOWN NR 
IND 

NR 
DIST 

CRITERIA INTEGRITY MHPC # NOTES 

and 
Transportation 

Epping Base Line, 
determined Eligible by 
MHPC, 5-19-1995 

7 Baseline 
Road 

Columbia Yes No Criterion A, 
Engineering 
and 
Transportation 

Not extant 80517 Milestone 4,  
Epping Base Line, 
determined Eligible by 
MHPC, 5-19-1995 

8 Baseline 
Road 

Columbia Yes No Criterion A, 
Engineering 
and 
Transportation 

Fair 80515 Milestone 5, Epping Base 
Line, determined Eligible 
by MHPC, 5-19-1995 

9 Baseline 
Road 

Columbia Yes No Criterion A, 
Engineering 
and 
Transportation 

Poor 80504 East Base Marker,  
Epping Base Line, 
determined Eligible by 
MHPC, 5-19-1995 
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