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Revolution Wind Farm and Revolution Wind Export Cable Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Introduction

Attached to this appendix are the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management’s (BOEM’s) Finding of Adverse Effect for
the Revolution Wind Farm and Revolution Wind Export Cable Construction and Operations Plan (Finding) and
Draft Memorandum of Agreement Among the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, the State Historic
Preservation Officers of Connecticut, Massachusetts, New York, and Rhode Island, and the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation Regarding the Revolution Wind Farm and Revolution Wind Export
Cable Project (MOA).

The Finding documents BOEM’s determination of adverse effect on historic properties pursuant to this
environmental impacts statement (EIS) analysis and to Sections 106 and 110 of the National Historic Preservation
Act (NHPA), as guided by the Section 106 regulations in 36 Code of Federal Regulations 800. BOEM has found
that the Revolution Wind Farm and Revolution Wind Export Cable Project (Project) would have an adverse effect
on historic properties.

The MOA would be finalized and its requirements set by BOEM under NHPA Section 106 as a condition of
BOEM’s signing the record of decision. Mitigation measures for cultural resources are drafted in the MOA and its
historic property treatment plans attached in this appendix. Under the MOA, adverse effects from the Project to
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-eligible cultural resources, including National Historic Landmarks
(NHLs) and traditional cultural properties (TCPs), would be avoided, minimized, or mitigated in accordance with
the NHPA Section 106 regulations (36 CFR 800) and in compliance with Section 110(f).

The MOA also has attached post-review discovery plans for onshore and offshore cultural resources, should
previously undiscovered or unimpacted historic properties be identified and moderate to major negative effects
cannot be avoided. The post-review discovery plans would be implemented to assess and resolve any negative
effects to these cultural resources. NRHP-eligible cultural resources that are discovered post-review, if adversely
affected, would be mitigated through the NHPA Section 106 process.
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Survey Visually Sensitive Resource Municipality County State Property Designation Distance
ID to nearest
RWF WTG
(miles)
297 Warren Point Historic District Little Compton  Newport RI NRHP-eligible resource 12.9
(RIHPHC determined)
299 Abbott Phillips House Little Compton  Newport RI RIHPHC historic resource 13
504 Flaghole Chilmark Dukes MA MHC historic inventory site 13.3
296 Stone House Inn Little Compton  Newport RI NRHP-listed resource 13.4
503 Simon Mayhew House Chilmark Dukes MA MHC historic inventory site 13.5
474 Flanders, Ernest House, Shop, Barn Aquinnah Dukes MA MHC historic inventory site 13.8
496 71 Moshup Trail Aquinnah Dukes MA MHC historic inventory site 13.7
484 Vanderhoop, Edwin DeVries Aquinnah Dukes MA NRHP-listed resource 13.7
Homestead
480 Gay Head - Aquinnah Shops Area Aquinnah Dukes MA MHC historic inventory site 13.7
495 3 Windy Hill Drive Aquinnah Dukes MA MHC historic inventory site 13.9
479 Gay Head Light Aquinnah Dukes MA NRHP-listed resource 13.9
485 Tom Cooper House Aquinnah Dukes MA MHC historic inventory site 14
497 Leonard Vanderhoop House Aquinnah Dukes MA MHC historic inventory site 14
490 Theodore Haskins House Aquinnah Dukes MA MHC historic inventory site 141
486 Gay Head - Aquinnah Coast Guard Aquinnah Dukes MA MHC historic inventory site 14.1
Station Barracks
491 Gay Head - Aquinnah Town Center Aquinnah Dukes MA NRHP-listed resource 14.2
Historic District
303 Gooseneck Causeway Westport Bristol MA MHC historic inventory site 14.8
304 Gooseberry Neck Observation Towers Westport Bristol MA MHC historic inventory site 14.8
540 Spring Street New Shoreham Washington RI NRHP-eligible resource 14.9
(RIHPHC determined)
590 Capt. Mark L. Potter House New Shoreham Washington RI RIHPHC historic resource 14.9
276 Tunipus Goosewing Farm Little Compton  Newport RI NRHP-Eligible Resource 15
(RIHPHC Determined)
543 WWII Lookout Tower — Spring Street  New Shoreham Washington RI NRHP-Eligible Resource 15.1
(RIHPHC Determined)
251 Westport Harbor Westport Bristol MA MHC historic inventory site 15.2
290 Bellevue Avenue Historic District NHL ~ Newport Newport RI NHL 15.2
548 Block Island Southeast Light New Shoreham Washington RI NHL 15.2
595 New Shoreham Historic District New Shoreham Washington RI Local Historic 15.3
536 Spring Cottage New Shoreham Washington RI NRHP-eligible resource 15.3
(RIHPHC determined)
531 Old Harbor Historic District New Shoreham Washington RI NRHP-eligible resource 15.3
(RIHPHC-determined)
538 Captain Welcome Dodge Sr. New Shoreham Washington RI NRHP-eligible resource 15.3
(RIHPHC determined)
541 Caleb W. Dodge Jr. House New Shoreham Washington RI NRHP-eligible resource 15.3
(RIHPHC determined)
535 Spring House Hotel New Shoreham Washington RI NRHP-eligible resource 15.4

(RIHPHC determined)




Survey Visually Sensitive Resource Municipality County State Property Designation Distance
ID to nearest
RWF WTG
(miles)
545 Pilot Hill Road and Seaweed Lane New Shoreham Washington RI NRHP-eligible resource 15.4
(RIHPHC determined)
222 Ocean Drive Historic District NHL Newport Newport RI NHL 15.7
298 Marble House NHL Newport Newport RI NHL 15.7
597 Ochre Point — Cliffs Historic District Newport Newport RI NRHP-listed resource 15.8
546 WWII Lookout Tower at Sands Pond New Shoreham Washington RI NRHP-eligible resource 15.8
(RIHPHC determined)
552 Sea View Villa Middletown Newport RI RIHPHC historic resource 15.9
295 Rosecliff/Oelrichs (Hermann) House/  Newport Newport RI NRHP-listed resource 15.9
Mondroe (J. Edgar) House
293 The Breakers NHL Newport Newport RI NHL 15.9
516 Corn Neck Road New Shoreham Washington RI NRHP-eligible resource 15.9
(RIHPHC determined)
302 Clam Shack Restaurant Westport Bristol MA MHC historic inventory site 15.9
301 Horseneck Point Lifesaving Station Westport Bristol MA MHC historic inventory site 15.9
553 Whetstone Middletown Newport RI RIHPHC historic resource 16
284 The Bluff/lJohn Bancroft Estate Middletown Newport RI RIHPHC historic resource 16
288 Clambake Club of Newport Middletown Newport RI NRHP-listed resource 16
530 Old Town and Center Roads New Shoreham Washington RI NRHP-eligible resource 16
(RIHPHC determined)
526 Beach Avenue New Shoreham Washington RI NRHP-eligible resource 16.1
(RIHPHC determined)
519 Mitchell Farm New Shoreham Washington RI NRHP-eligible resource 16.1
(RIHPHC determined)
523 Indian Head Neck Road New Shoreham Washington RI NRHP-eligible resource 16.2
(RIHPHC determined)
168 Westport Pt. Revolutionary War Westport Bristol MA MHC historic inventory site 16.2
Properties
261 Indian Avenue Historic District Middletown Newport RI NRHP-listed resource 16.2
278 St. Georges School Middletown Newport RI NRHP-listed resource 16.3
528 Hygeia House New Shoreham Washington RI NRHP-listed resource 16.3
527 U.S. Weather Bureau Station New Shoreham Washington RI NRHP-listed resource 16.3
549 Miss Abby E. Vaill/1 of 2 Vaill cottages New Shoreham Washington RI NRHP-eligible resource 16.4
(RIHPHC determined)
550 Hon. Julius Deming Perkins / New Shoreham Washington RI NRHP-eligible resource 16.4
"Bayberry Lodge” (RIHPHC determined)
542 Lakeside Drive and Mitchell Lane New Shoreham Washington RI NRHP-eligible resource 16.5
(RIHPHC determined)
280 Land Trust Cottages Middletown Newport RI NRHP-eligible resource 16.6
(RIHPHC determined)
482 Russell Hancock House Chilmark Dukes MA MHC historic inventory site 16.6
163 Westport Point Historic District (1 of 2) Westport Bristol MA NRHP-eligible resource 16.7

(MHC determined)




Survey Visually Sensitive Resource Municipality County State Property Designation Distance
ID to nearest
RWF WTG
(miles)
164 Westport Point Historic District (2 of 2) Westport Bristol MA NRHP-listed resource 16.7
551 Mohegan Cottage/Everett D. Barlow New Shoreham Washington RI NRHP-eligible resource 16.7
House (RIHPHC determined)
266 Paradise Rocks Historic District Middletown Newport RI RIHPHC historic resource 16.8
547 Lewis- Dickens Farm New Shoreham Washington RI NRHP-eligible resource 16.8
(RIHPHC determined)
525 Island Cemetery/Old Burial Ground New Shoreham Washington RI RI Historical Cemetery 16.8
279 Kay St.-Catherine St.-Old Beach Rd. Newport Newport RI NRHP-listed resource 16.9
Historic District/The Hill
532 Beacon Hill Road New Shoreham Washington RI NRHP-eligible resource 16.9
(RIHPHC determined)
533 Nathan Mott Park New Shoreham Washington RI NRHP-eligible resource 16.9
(RIHPHC determined)
515 Block Island North Lighthouse New Shoreham Washington RI NRHP-listed resource 171
522 Champlin Farm New Shoreham Washington RI NRHP-eligible resource 171
(RIHPHC determined)
517 Hippocampus/Boy’s Camp/ New Shoreham Washington RI NRHP-eligible resource 17.2
Beane Family (RIHPHC determined)
520 U.S. Lifesaving Station New Shoreham Washington RI NRHP-eligible resource 17.4
(RIHPHC determined)
518 U.S. Coast Guard Brick House New Shoreham Washington RI NRHP-eligible resource 17.4
(RIHPHC determined)
521 Peleg Champlin House New Shoreham Washington RI NRHP-listed resource 17.5
469 Hancock, Captain Samuel - Mitchell, Chilmark Dukes MA NRHP-eligible resource 17.6
Captain West House (MHC determined)
508 Scrubby Neck Schoolhouse West Tisbury Dukes MA MHC historic inventory site 18
345 Point Judith Lighthouse Narragansett Washington RI NRHP-listed resource 18.2
245 Bailey Farm Middletown Newport RI NRHP-listed resource 18.3
226 Beavertail Light Jamestown Newport RI NRHP-listed resource 18.4
582 Horsehead/Marbella Jamestown Newport RI NRHP-listed resource 18.6
333 Ocean Road Historic District Narragansett Washington RI NRHP-listed resource 18.9
335 Dunmere Narragansett Washington RI NRHP-listed resource 191
86 Puncatest Neck Historic District Tiverton Newport RI RIHPHC historic resource 194
576 Fort Varnum/Camp Varnum Narragansett Washington RI NRHP-eligible resource 19.6
(RIHPHC determined)
156 Salters Point Dartmouth Bristol MA MHC historic inventory site 19.7
578 Dunes Club Narragansett Washington RI NRHP-listed resource 19.8
329 Life Saving Station at Narragansett Narragansett Washington RI NRHP-listed resource 19.8
Pier
330 The Towers Historic District Narragansett Washington RI NRHP-listed resource 19.8
591 Narragansett Pier MRA Narragansett Washington RI NRHP-listed resource 19.8
328 The Towers/Tower Entrance of Narragansett Washington RI NRHP-listed resource 19.9

Narragansett Casino




Survey Visually Sensitive Resource Municipality County State Property Designation Distance
ID to nearest
RWF WTG

(miles)

Tcr-1 I NN B '\ NRHP-eligble resource 20

(BOEM determined)

343 Brownings Beach Historic District South Washington RI NRHP-listed resource 21.8
Kingstown
444 Tarpaulin Cove Light Gosnold Dukes MA NRHP-listed resource 22.2
391 Clark’s Point Light New Bedford Bristol MA NRHP-listed resource 24.6
390 Fort Rodman Historic District New Bedford Bristol MA NRHP-eligible resource 24.6
(MHC determined)

392 Fort Taber Historic District New Bedford Bristol MA NRHP-listed resource 246
386 Butler Flats Light Station New Bedford Bristol MA NRHP-listed resource 25.6
389 744 Sconticut Neck Road Fairhaven Bristol MA MHC historic inventory site 259
449 Nobska Point Lighthouse Falmouth Barnstable MA NRHP-listed resource 28

Source: EDR (2022a:Attachment A)
Notes: MHC = Massachusetts Historical Commission, RIHPC = Rhode Island Historical Preservation & Heritage Commission.
* This TCP extends for several miles offshore, including within 6 miles of the nearest potential Project WTG offshore -




2 Project Overview

On March 13, 2020, BOEM received the initial COP to develop a wind energy project within BOEM
Renewable Energy Lease Area OCS-A 0486 (Lease Area) from Revolution Wind. In the revised version
of the COP (submitted in December 2021), Revolution Wind proposes the construction, operations, and
eventual decommissioning of the Project, with up to 100 WTGs, up to two OSSs, inter-array cables
(IACs) buried under the seafloor linking the individual WTGs to the OSS, one OSS-link cable under the
seafloor linking the OSSs to each other, up to two offshore sub-seafloor export cables, a 3.1-acre landfall
work area for the export cables to come ashore at Quonset Point, a buried onshore transmission cable
system, up to one OnSS and adjacent interconnection facility (ICF) with a buried connection line, and an
overhead connection from the ICF to The Narragansett Electric Company’s (TNEC) existing Davisville
Substation (and the electrical grid in RI) (Figures A-1 and A-2 in Appendix A [vhb 2021:Figures ES-1
and ES-2]). Revolution Wind is utilizing a project design envelope (PDE) in its COP, which represents a
range of design parameters that could be used for the Project. In reviewing the PDE, BOEM is analyzing
the maximum impacting scenario (or maximum-case scenario) that could occur from any combination of
the Project parameters. BOEM’s analysis and review of the PDE could result in the approval of a project
that is constructed within that range or a subset of design parameters within the proposed range.

For the RWF, as proposed in Revolution Wind’s COP, each of the up to 100 WTGs would have a
nameplate capacity of 8 to 12 megawatts (MW)'. The WTGs, OSSs, IACs, and OSS-link cable would be
located in the Lease Area approximately 13 nautical miles (nm) (approximately 15 miles) east of Block
Island, RI, and approximately 15 nm (approximately 17.25 miles) southeast of the coast of mainland RI.
The RWEC would be buried in the seabed within federal OCS and RI state waters. The onshore
transmission cabling, OnSS, ICF, and one grid connection would be located in Washington County, RI.

21 Background

The RWF is located within the RI/MA WEA where BOEM has conducted previous Section 106 reviews
for issuance of the commercial lease and approval of site assessment activities. The Section 106 process
was completed through a programmatic agreement (PA)? executed June 8, 2012 (BOEM 2012a), prepared
concurrently with the BOEM’s environmental assessment (EA) for commercial wind lease issuance and
site assessment activities on the Atlantic OCS offshore RI and MA (BOEM 2012b, 2013). A commercial
lease sale for the RI/MA was held in 2013 and Revolution Wind was the winner of Lease OCS-A 0486
(under its current number designation). Subsequent to award of the lease, Revolution Wind submitted a
site assessment plan (SAP) describing the proposed construction and installation, operations and
maintenance (O&M), and decommissioning of a stand-alone offshore meteorological data collection

" BOEM’s EIS also analyzes an alternative that, if selected, would implement a higher nameplate capacity WTG (up to 14 MW
assumed for the analysis) than what is in the COP project design envelope. This higher capacity WTG, however, must still fall
within the physical design parameters of the PDE and thus within the maximum case design parameters used for evaluating
impacts in the EIS and this Finding. It is important to note, however, that under this alternative less than 100 WTGs would be
approved and installed, potentially reducing some of the impacts described in this Finding depending on which WTG positions
were to be removed.

2 Programmatic Agreement among the U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Ocean Energy Management; the State Historic
Preservation Officers of Massachusetts and Rhode Island; the Mashpee Wampanoag Tribe; the Narragansett Indian Tribe; the
Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head (Aquinnah); and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation Regarding the “Smart from the
Start” Atlantic Wind Energy Initiative: Leasing and Site Assessment Activities Offshore Massachusetts and Rhode Island
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transmission circuits located onshore; and an onshore substation inclusive
of up to two interconnection circuits connecting to the existing Davisville
Substation in North Kingstown, RI. The Proposed Action includes the burial
of offshore export cables below the seabed in both the OCS and RI state
waters and a uniform east-west and north-south grid of 1 x 1—nm spacing
between WTGs.

C: Habitat Impact
Minimization
Alternative

The construction and installation, O&M, and eventual decommissioning of a
wind energy facility within the PDE and applicable mitigation measures, as
described in the COP. To reduce impacts to complex fisheries habitats most
vulnerable to permanent and long-term impacts from the Proposed Action,
however, certain WTG positions would be omitted while maintaining a
uniform east-west and north-south grid of 1 x 1—nm spacing between WTGs.
The placement of WTGs would be supported by location-specific benthic
and habitat characterizations conducted in close coordination with NMFS.
Under this alternative, fewer WTG locations (and potentially fewer miles of
IACs) than proposed by the lessee would be approved by BOEM. Under this
alternative, BOEM could select one of the following alternatives:

e Alternative C1: This alternative allows for the fulfillment of the existing
three PPAs, which total 704 MW, while omitting WTGs in locations
where micrositing is not possible to maintain a uniform east—
west/north—south grid of 1 x 1—nm spacing between WTGs. Under
this alternative, up to 65 WTGs would be approved.

e Alternative C2: This alternative allows for the fulfillment of the existing
three PPAs, which total 704 MW, while omitting WTGs in locations
where micrositing is not possible to maintain a uniform east west and
north-south grid of 1 x 1—nm spacing between WTGs. Under this
alternative, up to 64 WTGs would be approved.

Refer to draft EIS Appendix K for background information on the
development of the Alternative C1 and C2 layouts.

D: No Surface
Occupancy in One or
More Outermost
Portions of the Project
Area Alternative

The construction and installation, O&M, and eventual decommissioning of a
wind energy facility within the PDE and applicable mitigation measures, as
described in the COP. However, to reduce conflicts with other competing
space-use vessels, WTGs adjacent to or overlapping transit lanes proposed
by stakeholders or the Buzzard’s Bay Traffic Separation Scheme Inbound
Lane, would be eliminated while maintaining the uniform east-west and
north-south 1 x 1—-nm grid spacing between WTGs. Under this alternative,
BOEM could select one, all, or a combination of the following three
alternatives, while still allowing for the fulfillment of existing PPAs and up to
the maximum capacity identified in the PDE (i.e., 880 MW).

e Alternative D1: Removal of the southernmost row of WTGs that
overlap the 4-nm east-west transit lane proposed by the Responsible
Offshore Development Alliance (RODA), as well as portions of Cox
Ledge. Selecting this alternative would remove up to seven WTG
positions and associated IACs from consideration.

e Alternative D2: Removal of the eight easternmost WTGs that overlap
the 4-nm north-south transit lane proposed by RODA. Selecting this
alternative would remove up to eight WTG positions and associated
IACs from consideration.

e Alternative D3: Removal of the northwest row of WTGs adjacent to the
Inbound Buzzards Bay Traffic Lane. Selecting this alternative would
remove up to seven WTG positions and associated IACs.




The selection of all three alternatives (i.e., D1, D2, and D3) would eliminate
up to a total of 22 WTG locations and associated IACs while maintaining the
1 x 1-nm grid spacing proposed in the COP and as described in Alternative
B. Based on the design parameters outlined in the COP, allowing for the
placement of 78 to 93 WTGs and two OSSs would still allow for the
fulfillment of up to the maximum capacity identified in the PDE (e.g., 880
MW = 74 WTGs needed if 12 MW WTGs are used).

E: Reduction of The construction and installation, O&M, and eventual decommissioning of a
Surface Occupancy to | wind energy facility within the PDE and applicable mitigation measures, as
Reduce Impacts to described in the COP. However, to reduce the visual impacts on culturally
Culturally-Significant important resources on Martha’s Vineyard and in RIl, some WTG positions

Resources Alternative would be eliminated while maintaining the uniform east-west and north-south
1 x 1—nm grid spacing between WTGs.

e Alternative E1: Allows for the fulfillment of the existing three PPAs
totaling 704 MW, while eliminating WTG locations to reduce visual
impacts on these culturally-important resources. Under this alternative,
up to 64 WTG positions would be approved.

e Alternative E2: Allows for a power output delivery identified in the PDE
of up to 880 MW while eliminating WTG locations to reduce visual
impacts on these culturally-important resources. Under this alternative,
up to 81 WTG positions would be approved.

Refer to draft EIS Appendix K for background information on the
development of the Alternative E1 and E2 layouts.

F: Selection of a Higher | The construction and installation, O&M, and eventual decommissioning of a
Capacity Wind Turbine | wind energy facility implementing a higher nameplate capacity WTG (up to
Generator 14 MW) than what is proposed in the COP. This higher capacity WTG must
fall within the physical design parameters of the PDE and be commercially
available to the Project proponent within the time frame for the construction
and installation schedule proposed in the COP. The number of WTG
locations under this alternative would be sufficient to fulfill the minimum
existing PPAs (total of 704 MW and 56 WTGs, including up to five “spare”
WTG locations). Using a higher capacity WTG would potentially reduce the
number of foundations constructed to meet the purpose and need and
thereby potentially reduce impacts to marine habitats and culturally
significant resources and potentially reduce navigation risks.

Source: BOEM (2022a:Table 2.1-1)

2.3 Area of Potential Effects

The geographic analysis area, as described for potential impacts to cultural resources (marine, terrestrial,
and above ground) in the EIS under NEPA is equivalent to the Project’s APE, as defined in the Section
106 regulations. In 36 CFR 800.16(d), the APE is defined as “the geographic area or areas within which
an undertaking may directly or indirectly cause alteration in the character or use of historic properties, if
any such properties exist.” BOEM (2020) defines the Project APE as follows:

e the depth and breadth of the seafloor potentially affected by any bottom-disturbing activities,
constituting the marine cultural resources portion of the APE;

e the depth and breadth of terrestrial areas potentially affected by any ground-disturbing activities,
constituting the terrestrial cultural resources portion of the APE;
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e the viewshed from which renewable energy structures, whether located offshore or onshore,
would be visible, constituting the APE for visual impacts analysis; and

e any temporary or permanent construction or staging areas, both onshore and offshore.

This Finding assesses effects only to historic properties within the APE for the Project. These effects
include reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the Project that could occur later in time, be farther
removed in distance, or be cumulative (36 CFR 800.5(a)(1)).

2.31 Marine Area of Potential Effects

BOEM (2020) defines the APE for marine cultural resources (hereafter marine APE) as the depth and
breadth of the seafloor potentially impacted by bottom-disturbing activities of the Project (Figure A-1 in
Appendix A) (SEARCH 2022).

2.3.1.1 Revolution Wind Farm Maximum Work Area

The marine APE encompasses all offshore areas where seafloor-disturbing activities from WTG and OSS
foundation construction IAC trenching and installation, boulder relocation, and vessel anchoring could
occur. The RWF COP PDE proposes up to 100 WTGs and two OSSs within the extent of the APE. Each
potential WTG and OSS foundation location includes up to approximately 3-acres of seafloor disturbance
under the maximum-case scenario, for a combined total of approximately 734 acres of horizontal
construction disturbance for up to 102 offshore Project foundations, reaching up to a maximum vertical
extent of 164 feet below seabed (bsb) for monopile foundations (BOEM 2022a). Under the maximum-
case scenario up to 164 miles of IAC and OSS-link cable would be installed, resulting in up to 2,619 acres
of seafloor disturbance and reaching cable emplacement depths of up to 10 feet below seafloor (BOEM
2022a). The target IAC and OSS-link cable burial depth requirement for the Project is 4 to 6 feet bsb.

2.3.1.2 Revolution Wind Farm Export Cable Offshore Corridor

The RWEC would span approximately 42 miles through federal waters and RI state waters with landfall
near Quonset Point, RI (BOEM 2022a). Combined, the two parallel cables’ length would be
approximately 84 miles. The RWEC crosses the would span 19 miles of the OCS and 23 miles through RI
state waters before reaching landfall (BOEM 2022a). The entire RWEC will be located within a 1,640-
foot-wide Project easement (8,349 acres) with the maximum depth of impact extending 13 feet (4 m)
below the seafloor (BOEM 2022a). The target RWEC burial depth requirement for the Project is 4 to 6
feet bsb. The maximum-case scenario for horizontal seafloor disturbance of the RWEC would be 1,390
acres of the 8,349 acre-corridor (BOEM 2022a). At the landfall work area, the marine APE also includes
workspaces where potential seafloor-disturbing activities associated with horizontal directional drilling
(HDD), potentially involving use of an offshore cofferdam, and vessel anchoring could occur. Details of
the onshore transition for the RWEC is described with the landfall envelope in Section 2.3.2.1.

2.3.1.3 Offshore Vessel Anchoring

Vessel anchoring for RWF and RWEC construction, operations, maintenance, and decommissioning
would disturb up to 3,178 acres of seafloor under the maximum-case scenario (BOEM 2022a). Anchors
for cable-laying vessels have a maximum penetration depth of 15 feet (BOEM 2022a). Anchoring would
be limited to the RWF maximum work area and the RWEC corridor (see Figure B-1).
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2.3.2 Terrestrial Area of Potential Effects

BOEM (2020) defines the APE for terrestrial cultural resources (hereafter terrestrial APE) as the depth
and breadth of terrestrial areas potentially impacted by any ground-disturbing activities of the Project.
This includes the areas of the landfall envelope, onshore transmission cable easement, OnSS, and ICF
depicted in Figure A-2.

2.3.2.1 Landfall Envelope

Revolution Wind is considering a range of siting options for the RWEC landfall, all of which are
encompassed by a 20-acre landfall work area. Within this area, 3.1 acres would be sited, within which
ground disturbance associated with the onshore transmission cable construction would occur. The deepest
disturbances within the landfall work area would be associated with the HDD construction method for
cable emplacement, which could entail the installation of temporary sheet pile anchor walls driven to a
depth of approximately 20 feet. The HDD drill itself could reach a depth of up to 66 feet below the
seafloor and between the onshore transition joint bays and the offshore exit pits. HDD sediment
displacement would be largely confined to the two 3-foot-diameter bore holes.

2.3.2.2 Onshore Transmission Cabling

The width of potential ground disturbance for the onshore transmission cable is assumed to be at the
extent of the Project easement, which is 25 feet wide centered along the cable route. The preferred
onshore transmission cable route from the landfall location to the OnSS is an approximately 1-mile route
that will predominantly follow along paved roads or previously disturbed areas such as parking lots.
There are alternative onshore transmission cable routes under consideration within the onshore
transmission cable PDE, as depicted on Figure A-2. The maximum-scenario for onshore cable disturbance
is 16.7 acres. Although some of the alternative routes under consideration have segments that would be
installed in undeveloped vegetated areas, these alternates would mostly be installed within paved roads
and parking lots (as with the preferred onshore transmission cable route) and would be approximately the
same length. Project-related ground disturbance could extend to a maximum depth of 13 feet below
ground level anywhere within the width of this easement. Installation of the onshore transmission cable
will impact approximately 3.1 acres; therefore, only a portion of the 16.7-acre onshore transmission cable
envelope will actually be impacted by installation of the onshore transmission cable.

2.3.2.3 Onshore Substation and Interconnection Facility

Construction of the OnSS and ICF would together require disturbance of approximately 11 acres within
the terrestrial APE (BOEM 2022a). The maximum depth of disturbance within the OnSS and ICF work
area limit is 60 feet below ground surface. The OnSS and ICF would have an underground cable
connecting them and the ICF would have an overhead cable connecting to the adjacent, existing TNEC
Davisville substation.

2.3.3 Visual Area of Potential Effects

The APE for potential visual effects (hereafter visual APE) from the Project consists of onshore coastal
areas of Connecticut (CT), New York (NY), RI, and MA. Maximum limits of theoretical visibility are
represented by 1-mile, 3-mile, and 40-mile radii for each respective onshore or offshore Project
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component (WTG, OSS, OnSS, ICF, or O&M facility); however, these radii do not define the visual
APE. Within these radii, the visual APE is defined only by those geographic areas with a potential
visibility of Project components and, therefore, the visual APE excludes areas with obstructed views of
Project components. Visibility and views of Project components were determined through a viewshed
analysis (EDR 2021a, 2021b, 2021c, 2022a). The viewshed analysis applied geographic information
system (GIS) modeling to take into account the true visibility of the Project (e.g., visual barriers such as
topography, vegetation, and intervening structures that obstruct the visibility of Project components).

Areas with potentially unobstructed views of offshore Project components comprise the APE for above
ground historic properties (visual APE); see the shaded visual APE (Offshore Facility Viewshed) and
visual APE (Onshore Facility Viewshed) areas in Figures A-3 and A-4. Figure A-4 also depicts
reasonably foreseeable future project areas for consideration of cumulative effects within the visual APE.

2.3.3.1 Onshore Project Components

Onshore Project facilities with above ground components include the OnSS and ICF, and these
components have a viewshed radius of 3 miles. Onshore Project components where redevelopment of
existing facilities could occur (O&M facilities) have a viewshed radius of 1 mile around and include
potential O&M facilities at the Port of Davisville at Quonset Point and Port Robinson. The 1-mile radius
at the Port of Davisville at Quonset Point O&M facility is completely subsumed within the 3-mile radius
around the ICF and OnSS (Figure A-3).

The horizontal extent of the OnSS and ICF, as described under the terrestrial APE at Section 2.3.2.3,
would be within an 11-acre area of disturbance. The maximum height of OnSS and ICF equipment would
be up to 45 feet above ground, with OnSS shielding masts extending further, up to 65 feet, and the ICF
overhead transmission circuit structures reaching up to 80 feet above ground (BOEM 2022a). Facility
lighting was considered in the analysis of visual effects.

2.3.3.2 Offshore Project Components

Offshore Project components (e.g., WTGs) have a viewshed radius of 40 miles around the edge of the

Lease Area (Figure A-4). The Project_ extends to above ground historic

properties in the following cities and towns (EDR 2022a):

o RI—Biristol, Charlestown, Cranston, East Greenwich, Exeter, Jamestown, Little Compton,
Middletown, Narragansett, New Shoreham, Newport, North Kingstown, Portsmouth, South
Kingstown, Tiverton, Warwick, and Westerly;

o MA—Acushnet, Aquinnah, Barnstable, Bourne, Chilmark, Dartmouth, Edgartown, Fairhaven,
Fall River, Falmouth, Gosnold, Marion, Mattapoisett, Nantucket, New Bedford, Swansea,
Tisbury, Warecham, West Tisbury, and Westport;

e NY—East Hampton and Southold; and
e CT—~Groton.

Above ground historic property distribution in the visual APE is mapped on Figure A-4. APE delineation
and historic property identification assessed the potential visibility of a WTG from the water level to the
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tip of an upright rotor blade at a height of 873 feet and further considered how distance and curvature of
the Earth affect visibility as space between the viewing point and WTGs increases (EDR 2021c, 2022a).
Potential WTG and OSS locations and spacing in the Project Lease Area also informed analyses,
including when combined with the cumulative development of other reasonably foreseeable offshore
wind developments (EDR 2021b). The analysis further considered the nighttime lighting of offshore
structures and construction lighting.
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3 Steps Taken to Identify Historic Properties

3.1 Technical Reports

To support the identification of historic properties within the APE, Revolution Wind has provided survey
reports detailing the results of multiple investigations within the APE (marine, terrestrial, and visual).
Table 5 provides a summary of these efforts to identify historic properties and the key
findings/recommendations of each investigation. BOEM has reviewed and accepted all reports
summarized in Table 5. BOEM found that the preliminary APE identified by Revolution Wind are
appropriate for the magnitude, extent, location, and nature of the undertaking; that the reports collectively
represent a good faith effort to identify historic properties within the APE; and that the reports are
sufficient to apply the Criteria of Adverse Effect (see Section 4) and to continue consultations with
consulting parties for taking into account and resolving adverse effects to historic properties.

311 Report Summary — Marine

The Marine Archaeological Resources Assessment (MARA) provides the results of the archaeological
survey of the seafloor and seabed within the marine APE for historic properties, largely represented by
ASLFs and shipwrecks/possible historic shipwrecks. ASLFs represent submerged lands—ancestral lands
to today’s Tribal Nations—that were inundated by approximately 8,000 years before present (B.P.), with
submersion taking several thousand years at the beginning of the Holocene epoch, following the last ice
age. Shipwrecks and similar submerged craft or structures of the type found to date were sank within the
past 400 years, after European colonization of New England. Historic properties (shipwrecks/possible
historic shipwrecks and ASLFs) located in the marine APE in the RWF Lease Area and the RWEC
corridor are depicted in Appendix B (Figure B-1) (SEARCH 2022:Figure 4-1). Appendix B contains
sensitive historic property location information that meet the criteria for confidentiality under Section 304
of the NHPA and, for this reason, is detached from the publicly available copies of the Finding.

3.1.2 Report Summary — Terrestrial

The Terrestrial Archaeological Resources Assessment (TARA) provides the results of land-surface and
subsurface-onshore archaeological survey (Phase I archaeological survey) of the terrestrial APE. The
RWEC would transition from sea to shore at Quonset Point in RI. Quonset Point is in an area -
A
- extending to the west and southwest of the terrestrial APE (Forrest and Waller 2021). However,
construction, operations, decommissioning, and large-scale redevelopment of former military facilities at
Quonset Point following World War II has substantially altered the terrestrial APE. Intact pockets of
natural soils represent a small percentage of all surficial earth. The proposed OnSS site was used as a
general dump site during naval operations (1940s through 1960s); several hundred tons of debris and soil
were removed from this dump site during remediation activities in the late 1990s. The pockets of
relatively intact natural soils within the terrestrial APE are located within _ work area
limits and along the southern margins of the landfall area (Forrest and Waller 2021).

The Public Archaeology Laboratory, Inc. (PAL) contacted the RIHPHC and the Narragansett Indian
Tribe, Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head (Aquinnah), Mashpee Wampanoag Tribe, Mashantucket Pequot
Tribal Nation, and Mohegan Tribe of Indians of Connecticut Tribal Nations to consider and address tribal
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concerns within its Phase I archaeological survey area. The archaeological survey _
I ¢ (. terrestrial APE identified four ||l archacological resources
(Forrest and Waller 2021). PAL did not conduct remote sensing (ground-penetrating radar, soil resistivity,
magnetometry, or similar techniques). Dense surface vegetation made remote sensing impractical, and
twentieth-century dumping, filling, and other ground disturbances and landscape modifications would
have produced inconclusive results. The RIHPHC also has not favored remote sensing as a method
sufficiently reliable for archaeological site identification in and of itself, preferring ground truthing
instead to include the excavation of test pits or other excavation units.

3.1.3 Report Summary - Visual

The onshore and offshore Historic Resources Visual Effects Analyses (HRVEAs) and cumulative
HRVEA (CHRVEA) identify the range of above ground historic properties identified in the visual APE
for onshore and offshore project facilities, elements, or components (interchangeably). The CHRVEA
builds from the results of the HRVEASs to assess where the effects of the Project may combine
cumulatively with those of other reasonably foreseeable offshore wind projects (SWCA 2022).

For the onshore components’ viewshed, the HRVEA identified a total of 80 above ground viewshed
resources, within 3 miles of the proposed OnSS and ICF, that consist of 16 NRHP-listed properties, two
properties that have been determined by the RIHPHC to be eligible for the NRHP, nine properties
included in the RIHPHC inventory but without formal determinations of NRHP eligibility, and 53
RIHCC-identified Rhode Island Historical Cemeteries (EDR 2021a). Viewshed analyses determined that
of these 80 viewshed resources, two are within the visual APE. These two resources are located within the
viewshed of the OnSS and ICF. The viewshed analysis determined that neither are within the viewshed of
any of the five potential O&M facility locations considered in the COP. At 1.1 miles away from the OnSS
and ICF location is the NRHP-listed Wickford Historic District; at 0.25 mile away is the Quonset Point
Naval Air Station, determined by the RIHCC to be NRHP eligible (EDR 2021a). The historic Quonset
Point Naval Air Station is also addressed in the offshore HRVEA (EDR 2022a).

In relation to the offshore Project components, the HRVEA identified a total of 451 above ground historic
properties within the visual APE that consist of 97 NRHP-listed properties, 69 historic properties that have
been determined eligible for the NRHP, six TCPs, 279 properties included in the RIHPHC, Massachusetts
Historical Commission (MHC), or local historic inventories but without formal determinations of NRHP
eligibility (EDR 2022a). Those without formal determinations of NRHP eligibility are treated as historic
properties in the HRVEA and in this Finding. Twelve of the NHRP-listed viewshed resources are also
NHLs (EDR 2022a). These are the Montauk Point Lighthouse, Block Island Southeast Lighthouse, Original
U.S. Naval War College Historic District, Fort Adams Historic District, Battle of Rhode Island Historic
District, Nantucket Historic District, New Bedford Historic District, Ocean Drive Historic District,
Bellevue Avenue Historic District, The Breakers, Marble House, and William Watts Sherman House. Three
resources documented specifically due to their categorization as TCPs in MA consist of the ||| | |||l

I Tcp, the NN T CP. and the [ T CP. These

TCPs are represented by broad, complex cultural landscapes and connected seascapes (EDR 2022a). The

- TCP is NRHP listed and the_ TCP and the

TCP have previously been determined NRHP eligible by BOEM.
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3.2 Consultation and Coordination with Consulting Parties and the
Public

3.21 Early Coordination

Since 2009, BOEM has coordinated OCS renewable energy activities for the RI/MA and MA WEAs with
its federal, state, local, and tribal government partners through its intergovernmental Renewable Energy
Task Force. BOEM has met regularly with federally recognized Native American Tribal Nations (Tribal
Nations) that could be affected by renewable energy activities in the area since 2011, specifically during
planning for the issuance of offshore wind energy leases and review of site assessment activities proposed
for those leases. BOEM also hosts public information meetings to update interested stakeholders on major
renewable energy milestones. Information on BOEM’s RI/MA and MA Renewable Energy Task Force
meetings is available at https://www.boem.gov/Massachusetts-Renewable-Energy-Task-Force-Meetings,
and information on BOEM’s stakeholder engagement efforts is available at
https://www.boem.gov/renewable-energy/state-activities/public-information-meetings.

3.2.2 National Environmental Policy Act Scoping and Public Hearings

On April 30, 2021, BOEM published the notice of intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS for the Revolution Wind
COP and published a revised NOI on June 4, 2021 (BOEM 2021a; BOEM 2021b), extending the public
scoping period to June 11, 2021. The purpose of the NOI was to announce BOEM’s intent to prepare an
EIS and to start the public scoping period for the NEPA effort wherein BOEM solicits public input on
issues of concern and potential alternatives to be considered in the EIS. Through this notice, BOEM
announced that it would use the NEPA substitution process for the Section 106 review for this
undertaking, in accordance with Section 106 implementing regulations.

During the public scoping period, BOEM held three virtual scoping meetings for consulting parties and
the public, which included specific opportunities for engaging on issues relative to Section 106 for the
Project, on Thursday, May 13; Tuesday, May 18; and Thursday, May 20, 2021. Through the NEPA
scoping process, BOEM received comments related to cultural, historic, archaeological, and tribal
resources. BOEM’s EIS scoping report includes these comments (BOEM 2022b).

BOEM intends to publish a notice of availability of the draft EIS for the COP in early September 2022.
As part of this process, BOEM will hold a 45-day comment period and public meetings, providing further
opportunity for engagement on issues pertinent to Section 106 review.

3.2.3 Section 106 Consultation

BOEM sent Section 106 consultation invitations to 127 potential consulting parties pursuant to 36 CFR
800.3(f) of the Section 106 regulations, via mail and email between April 2 and 30, 2021. Additional
consulting parties were invited throughout the consultation process, as they were identified. Throughout
spring and early summer 2021, as third-party consultant to BOEM, SWCA Environmental Consultants
(SWCA) followed up with parties to confirm preferred points of contact and interest in participating. The
organizations BOEM invited to consult beginning in April 2021 are listed in Table 6.
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attended Project cooperating agency meetings to date. BOEM received comments from the Tribal Nations
during June 2021 cooperating agency meetings in the scoping of Project alternatives and weighed these in
the identification of alternatives to consider in detailed EIS analyses (BOEM 2022a). See EIS

Appendix A at Government-to-Government Consultation with Federally Recognized Indian Tribes
(BOEM 2022a). The Mohegan Tribe of Indians of Connecticut, the Mashantucket Pequot Tribal Nation,
the Narragansett Indian Tribe, the Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head (Aquinnah), the Mashpee Wampanoag
Tribe, the Shinnecock Indian Nation, the Delaware Nation, and the Delaware Tribe of Indians participated
in various of the meetings. BOEM continues to consult with these and other Tribal Nations on
developments in offshore wind and the Project. BOEM is planning additional government-to-government
consultations for the future.

In correspondence and subsequent consultation meetings, BOEM requested information from consulting
parties on defining the APE and identifying historic properties potentially affected by the proposed
undertaking. BOEM held an initial Section 106 virtual consultation meeting with consulting parties on
December 17, 2021, reviewing the Project background; NEPA substitution in the Section 106 process,
consultation schedule, and timing; and Section 110(f) consultation requirements and BOEM’s compliance
with these requirements. On February 28, 2022, the historic properties assessment/analysis reports were
distributed to consulting parties (MARA, TARA, HRVEAs, and CHRVEA). BOEM held a second
Section 106 virtual consultation meeting with consulting parties on April 8, 2022, reviewing technical
report information and the agency’s preliminary assessment of historic properties. BOEM provided a
revised MARA (SEARCH 2022), offshore HRVEA (EDR 2022a), CHRVEA (SWCA 2022) and
accompanying documents (i.e., a memo on HRVEA [EDR 2022b], documentation of response to
comments on historic properties assessment and analysis reports, and an updated consultation schedule),
and redistributed the previously provided TARA (Forest and Waller 2021) and the onshore HRVEA
(EDR 2021a), in August 2022. In the updated schedule, BOEM has planned the third Section 106 virtual
consultation meeting with consulting parties for September 2022, reviewing the changes to the historic
properties assessment/analysis reports and the Finding and draft MOA. Meeting summaries and access to
recordings of the meetings were made available to consulting parties following each meeting.

In spring 2022, consulting parties provided comments on the distributed historic properties assessment
and analysis reports on the identification of historic properties and preliminary considerations of effect on
these properties as presented in the MARA, TARA, HRVEAs, and CHRVEA. BOEM’s response to these
comments were provided in a response-to-comment document release with, and are reflected in, the
revised versions of the historic properties assessment/analysis reports, which were distributed to
consulting parties in August 2022.

BOEM will continue meeting with consulting parties to take into account the effects of the undertaking on
historic properties and to reach resolution of adverse effects through preparation and implementation of a
MOA. A draft MOA was provided by BOEM to consulting parties with the release of this Finding.
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4 Application of the Criteria of Adverse Effect

The Criteria of Adverse Effect under Section 106 (36 CFR 800.5(a)(1)) states that an undertaking has an
adverse effect on a historic property when an undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, any of the
characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for the NRHP in a manner that would
diminish the integrity of the property’s location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or
association. Adverse effects may include reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the undertaking that
may occur later in time, be farther removed in distance, or be cumulative. According to the regulations
(36 CFR 800.5(a)(2)), adverse effects on historic properties include, but are not limited to:

i.  physical destruction of or damage to all or part of the property;

ii.  alteration of a property, including restoration, rehabilitation, repair, maintenance, stabilization,
hazardous material remediation, and provision of handicapped access, that is not consistent with
the Secretary’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR 68) and applicable
guidelines;

iii. removal of the property from its historic location;

iv. change of the character of the property’s use or of physical features within the property’s setting
that contribute to its historic significance;

v.  introduction of visual, atmospheric, or audible elements that diminish the integrity of the
property’s significant historic features;

vi. neglect of a property which causes its deterioration, except where such neglect and deterioration
are recognized qualities of a property of religious and cultural significance to an Indian Tribe
[Tribal Nations] or Native Hawaiian organization; and

vii. transfer, lease, or sale of property out of federal ownership or control without adequate and
legally enforceable restrictions or conditions to ensure long-term preservation of the property’s
historic significance.

4.1 Adversely Affected Historic Properties

411 Assessment of Effects to Historic Properties in the Marine Area of Potential
Effects

As noted in the Introduction (Section 1) to this Finding, BOEM has determined that the undertaking
would have an adverse effect on nine historic properties (NRHP-eligible marine cultural resources) within
the marine APE (see Table 1). Each of these are ASLF features.

Archaeological surveys within the marine APE identified 29 historic properties within the RWF
maximum work area (SEARCH 2022). Of these, 19 are shipwrecks/possible historic shipwrecks and 10

are geomorphic features (ASLFs) of archaeological interest. _
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4.1.1.1 Shipwrecks and Possible Historic Shipwrecks

All 19 shipwrecks/possible historic shipwrecks would be avoided with sufficient buffers by all proposed
Project activities that are part of the undertaking, and as a result, there would be no effects to these
potential historic properties (SEARCH 2022). Revolution Wind has established a protective buffer
extending 50 m (164 feet) from the maximum discernable extent of the shipwreck or unidentified sonar
and/or magnetic anomalies delineated in the high-resolution remote sensing survey data sets and would
avoid seafloor-disturbing activities within this buffer during construction, operations, and
decommissioning activities (SEARCH 2022). BOEM has determined the protective buffer to be sufficient
and would require its implementation as a condition of approval if the COP is approved. Because the
Project would avoid adverse effects to these shipwrecks/possible historic shipwrecks, which would be
eligible for the NRHP based upon their ability to contribute further important historic and archaeological
research information under NRHP Criterion D and/or their role in important events in history under
NRHP Criteria A, this Finding does not go into detail on their significance and integrity; for greater
detail, see the MARA (SEARCH 2022).

4.1.1.2 Ancient Submerged Landforms

As part of the MARA, SEARCH conducted for the COP an inclusive search of pre-contact period
archaeological sites (i.e., archaeological sites that were once part of the terrestrial landscape and have
since been inundated by global sea level rise during the late Pleistocene and early Holocene) (see BOEM
2020). Revolution Wind followed BOEM (2020), Guidelines for Providing Archaeological and Historic
Property Information Pursuant to 30 CFR 585, in identifying and delineating ASLFs and ASLF features
with archaeological potential in the marine APE, as described in the MARA (SEARCH 2022). These
features may derive their significance from reasons other than their archaeological potential, such as their
potential contribution to a broader culturally significant landscape. The MARA applied high-resolution
geophysical survey utilizing magnetometer/gradiometer and side-scan sonar, sub-bottom profiler, and
seismic data sets to identify ASLF targets or features, then developed a geotechnical testing strategy for
collection of vibracore samples to a maximum depth of 20 feet to further refine targets that could be an
ancient submerged landscape (SEARCH 2022: Section 3.6).

The vibracore samples recovered were subjected to macrobotanical, pollen, faunal, and radiocarbon
sample analyses to further support the identification of marine archaeological sites and to inform the
broader paleolandscape reconstruction (SEARCH 2022). Please see the MARA for details on the methods
and results of these investigations. Although 10 ASLFs and features were identified that exhibit high
archaeological potential, no evidence of human occupation associated with the ASLFs or ASLF features
was identified in core samples taken during the submerged cultural resources investigation (SEARCH
2022:Section 5).

The offshore RWF area was once exposed as dry land at the end of the last ice age. Glacial retreat
exposed the area beginning approximately 24,000 years before present (B.P.), and it remained exposed
until between 11,000 and 8,000 B.P. when sea levels rose to submerge the area (SEARCH 2022). ASLFs
are the formerly terrestrial landscapes exposed between the time of glacial retreat and submersion by the
sea. Features identified as discrete surviving remnants of these landscapes, albeit submerged, are

persisting areas |
I \SLFs are a finite resource that |
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_ serve as an archaeological and scientific source of information for
understanding the past climatic regimes, landscapes, and resources present _

I uin g ancient «imes. |
Y (J0y 2018;

SEARCH 2022). Additionally, low-lying areas only require low-energy sea level rise to reach inundation.

With the onset of rapid sea level rise however, these same low-lying environments could have been
submerged deeply and quickly, leading to potentially deeply buried, intact former terrestrial soils with
higher preservation potential than high-elevation areas (SEARCH 2022). As such, using seismic data sets,
sub-bottom profiler data, and preliminary ground model and geologic interpretation SEARCH employed a
paleoreconstruction model within the RWF and RWEC areas to identify the ASLFs with the highest
potential for preservation. The MARA identified 10 total ASLF features (Target-21 through Target-30).
Of these 10, five are located within the RWEC corridors (Target-21, Target-22, Target-29, and Target-30
within the RWEC in RI and Target-23 within RWEC on the OCS) and five are located within the RWF
area (Target-24 through Target-28) (see Table 1). Horizontal and vertical extents of the 10 ASLFs are
presented in Section 5 of the MARA, in detail. Of these 10 targets, the MARA states explicitly:
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archaeological interest within the APE is relatively minimal due to the relatively shallow
impacts of the cable installation process, wind turbine layout, and marine transgression.
(SEARCH 2022:196).

The MARA identified that nine of the 10 ASLFs (all except Target-27) could be impacted by proposed
Project activities, with the recommendation for further consultation to evaluate these nine features. The
MARA identified that the RWF and RWEC areas have been subject to heavy erosion and redistribution of
sediments through glacial and marine processes, thereby diminishing the chance of identifying
persevered, intact ASLFs except for the 10 identified here (SEARCH 2022:Section 6). The majority of
the Project’s seafloor disturbance—in areas where ASLFs occur—is limited to 3 to 4 m (10 to 13 feet)

b . |
0000000000000
Y (SEARCH 2022).




Although geomorphic features (the ASLFs) exhibit high archaeological potential; as the MARA notes, no
evidence of human occupation associated with the ASLFs was identified in core samples taken during the
submerged cultural resources investigation (SEARCH 2022).

The 10 identified ASLFs are NRHP eligible at minimum for their connection to broad events within
_ history under NRHP Criterion A and for their ability to contribute further information to
the understanding of that history under NRHP Criterion D, pursuant to 36 CFR 800.16(1) (SWCA 2021a).
All ASLF and ASLF features identified in the APE are categorized as sites

_ in accordance with the NRHP evaluation criteria (see SWCA 2021a). The 10
ASLF and ASLF features are individually eligible under Criterion A for their associations -

_. They are individually eligible under Criterion D for the potential to yield
important cultural, historical, and scientific information _
N i 0 8,000

B.P. Consistent with NRHP Bulletin 15, natural features or sites “unmarked by cultural materials” can be
eligible under Criterion D where “the study of the feature, or its location, setting, etc... will yield
important information about the event or period with which it is associated” under Criterion A, and
“usually in the context of data gained from other sources” (NPS 1997:22).

The ASLF and ASLF features identified within the APE each retain integrity of location, setting,

association, and feelin.. |

_. ASLFs occupy a unique location within a relict terrestrial landscape and the information
that their paleosols and positions on the landscape may provide is important in understanding the earliest
history of the region (SWCA 2021a). All ASLF and ASLF features were identified in the APE through
confirmation of evidence of relict terrestrial surfaces or sediments.

Integrity of setting is important to ASLFs and ASLF features. _
I (S CA 2021a).

I T'he 10 ASLE

features in the marine APE for the Project retain their integrity of setting.

Integrity of association is important for connection of ASLFs and ASLF features _

_ (SWCA 2021a). The 10 ASLF features in the marine APE for the Project

continue to convey these associations _

Integrity of feeling is key to the significance of these properties _ Though now
submerged, the ASLFs document the paleoclimate _ through palynological,
geochemical, and other analysis points of the prehistoric natural environment. These ASLFs and ASLF
features provide well-preserved evidence of the landscape _
N, (s W CA 20212).
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_ (SWCA 2021a). The 10 ASLF features in the marine APE for the

Project retain their integrity of feeling. Under NRHP Criteria B and C, insufficient information is
available to determine eligibility for the 10 ASLF in the marine APE for the Project.

ASLFs and ASLF features are preserved under limited conditions, making persisting sites rare examples
of the property type. However, they retain [
Y i historic
character and significance (SWCA 2021a), in accordance with NRHP Bulletin 15 (NPS 1997). No
cultural materials, patterns of design, or elements of workmanship have yet been identified at these
ASLFs or ASLF features. The 10 ASLF features in the marine APE for the Project are not known to
retain integrity of material, workmanship, and design.

BOEM has found that the Project would result in adverse effects to nine of the 10 ASLFs within the RWF
and RWEC areas; however, Revolution Wind would use micrositing of project cabling and WTGs to the
extent able to avoid these adverse effects (e.g., by placing cabling in younger sediments -
_). In the terms of the Criteria of Adverse Effect, where the ASLFs are not avoidable, the
undertaking would result in the permanent irreversible physical destruction at or damage to nine of the

ASLF features (excluding ASLF Target-27). [
Y . Target-21, Target-22,

Target-23, Target-29, and Target-30, I
_ impacts would be limited and could be minimized by
micrositing (SEARCH 22). At Target-24, | GcINcEGEININIIIIIEEEEE
_ impacts would be limited and could be minimized by
micrositing (SEARCH 22). Target-25 may not be avoidable by WTG placement under the maximum case
scenario, however, could be avoidable by alternatives where fewer than 100 WTGs would be constructed.

At Target-25, |
I o cts would be limited and could be minimized by micrositing (SEARCH
22). At Target-26, |
_ direct impacts would be unlikely and could be avoided by micrositing (SEARCH 22).
Project siting would avoid the known extent of Target-27 by an avoidance distance of over 165 feet (50
m) from the Target-27 feature extent. At Target-28, WTG placement and workspaces could be microsited
to avoid
the IAC (SEARCH 22).

the maximum-case scenario for

4.1.2 Assessment of Effects to Historic Properties in the Terrestrial Area of Potential
Effects

BOEM has determined that the undertaking would have an adverse effect on two historic properties
(_ archaeological sites) within the terrestrial APE (see Table 2). Overall, the TARA identified

four [N 2rchacological resources. |
Y (rorrest and Waller
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2021). ] | archacological site and the | HENESEEEENNN

- #2 archaeological site are eligible for NRHP listing under Criteria A and D and are
archaeologically significant (see Table 2).

_ #1 ... likely contains significant new information

#1 is eligible for listing in the National
Register under Criteria A and D. (Forrest and Waller 2021:4-24)

#2 Site may contain significant new information

I <2 Site is eligible for listing in

the National Register under Criteria A and D. (Forrest and Waller 2021:4-25)

Revolution Wind is committed to avoiding or minimizing impacts to these sites to the best extent feasible.
However, || G - s 2c unlikely to be able to fully avoid impacts
to these two historic properties, and adverse effects would result. Therefore, BOEM will continue to
consult with the Tribal Nations, Revolution Wind, other federal and state agencies, and consulting parties
to develop and implement an archaeological mitigation/treatment plan to resolve adverse effects that

Project construction would have on the _ #1 and _ #2 sites. These

mitigation measures would be made a requirement of the MOA for the project. _

41.3 Assessment of Effects to Historic Properties in the Visual Area of Potential
Effects

BOEM has determined that the undertaking will have an adverse effect on 101 historic properties within
the visual APE for offshore development (see Table 3). Of the 101 above ground historic sites and
districts in the visual APE that could be susceptible to visual adverse impacts from the offshore
components of the Project, 37 are listed on the NRHP (five of which are also NHLs) and the remaining 64
are properties that have been determined to be eligible for the NRHP (a total of 33) or (a total of 31) are
included in the inventories of the RIHPHC, MHC, or local entities with final determinations of NRHP
eligibility pending. The 101 adversely affected above ground historic properties are coastal properties
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with open ocean viewsheds toward the RWF. They include five NHLs in RI: Southeast Lighthouse on
Block Island and Ocean Drive Historic District, Bellevue Avenue Historic District, The Breakers, and

Marble House at Newport. They include two TCPs in M_

Although the visual APE for onshore development also contains two historic properties in the viewshed
of the OnSS and ICF, BOEM has determined that no adverse effects would result at these two historic
properties. The historic Quonset Point Naval Air Station and Wickford Historic District are within the
visual APE of the OnSS and ICF; however, these onshore Project facilities would be in scale and
character with the current use of the Quonset Point Naval Air Station and would not introduce contrasting
visual elements inconsistent with either that naval air station or with the existing setting of the Wickford
Historic District (BOEM 2021a). Although the historic Quonset Point Naval Air Station is also in the
range of potential physical effects due to the potential construction of the Project’s RWEC landfall and
onshore cable siting on Quonset Point, BOEM has determined that physical Project disturbance would not
dimmish the integrity of the Quonset Point Naval Air Station and no adverse effects would result.

The HRVEA identified the 101 adversely affected historic properties from 451 above ground historic
properties in the viewshed of offshore project components and therefore in the visual APE; 246 of these
are in MA, 197 in RI, 6 in NY, and 2 in CT (EDR 2022a:Table 3.1.1-1 and Attachment A). To determine
visual APE intersections with these 451 historic properties, the HRVEA used the Spatial Join extension in
the ESRI ArcGIS® software and refined historic property parcel boundaries to determine which historic
properties, identified in files searches and previous historic properties surveys, overlaid with the modeled
Project viewshed (EDR 2022a, 2022b). The results of this exercise were then manually reviewed to
confirm the location of each resource in areas of potential visibility (EDR 2021). This process was then
repeated to determine which resources had visibility of RWF aircraft warning lights and the OSS. Finally,
redundant resource points were eliminated, along with contributing resources (e.g., those not individually
recorded as historic properties) which were located within historic districts (EDR 2022a).

In this Finding, consistent with the HRVEA, “historic districts within the [APE] were counted as a single
property regardless of the number of contributing properties located within the [APE] in each district, as it
was considered a conservative approach to address potential impacts to the entirety of the district rather
than just select properties. Available documentation for NHL and NRHP-listed districts did not always
indicate the total number of contributing properties, or which properties are considered to be contributing
to the significance of a given district” (EDR 2022a:19). This means that effects to historic districts and the
contributing properties within them were considered as a whole, inclusive of those portions of the district
that may extend beyond the APE.

Potential impacts to above-ground historic properties within the [visual JAPE which have
individual designations apart from the historic districts in which they are located were
evaluated on an individual basis. Potential impacts to historic districts within the [visual ]
APE were considered to the entirety of the district as one property, rather than to each of
the contributing properties, as not all contributing properties within historic districts are
located in the [visual JAPE. This approach is considered to be conservative as far as
addressing potential impacts to historic districts as a whole. (EDR 2022a:18)
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As the HRVEA notes, the primary “potential effect resulting from the introduction of wind turbines into
the visual setting for any historic or architecturally significant property is dependent on a number of
factors, including distance, visual dominance, orientation of views, viewer context and activity, and the
types and density of modern features in the existing view (such as buildings/residences, overhead
electrical transmission lines, cellular towers, billboards, highways, and silos)” (EDR 2022a:102).

Potential visual effects were assessed by considering a number of factors for each above-
ground historic property, including:

e Maritime setting

e Contribution of views of the sea to the above-ground historic property’s
significance

o The location and orientation of the above-ground historic property relative to the
shoreline/sea

EDR reviewed the characteristics contributing to historic significance for each of the
identified above-ground historic properties that have been determined as part of NRHP
resource documentation, or state-level NRHP eligibility determinations (where such
documentation was available) to determine whether or not the property had a significant
maritime setting. . . . For the purposes of this analysis and assessment, views of marine
waters are considered critical aspects of maritime settings. . . .

Significant views to the sea were assessed by desktop review of online mapping systems
as well as field observation to determine whether the above-ground historic property has
clear, unobstructed views of the sea and whether or not this view contributes to the
historic significance of a given property. The distance and direction of view related to the
intended historic purpose of above-ground historic properties with maritime setting was
also given consideration in this assessment. . . .

Eight distinct and empirical points of measurement were also considered in the
assessment of the Project’s potential visual effect on above-ground historic properties
within the [visual JAPE. These points of measurement were determined using the
viewshed analysis generated through ArcGIS as described [above], and are further
defined in the [visual impact assessment] VIA (EDR [2021c]). They include the
following:

e Distance from the nearest visible turbine
e Blade tip visibility

e Turbine Aviation light visibility

e Mid-tower aviation light visibility

e Coast Guard light visibility

e Total acreage of above-ground historic property

34



e Total acreage of visibility within the above-ground historic property

e The portion of the above-ground historic property (percent of acreage) from
which the Project would be potentially visible

.. . While all the resources within the [visual JAPE have theoretical views of the wind
turbines, due to the effect of distance as well as the Earth’s curvature on visibility, not all
of the resources would have views of full turbines (i.e., in which the entire turbine
structure was visible). In order to provide the most conservative level of analysis of
potential Project visibility, the number of turbines for which turbine blade tips were
visible was used in determining the number of turbines visible from a given above-
ground historic property.

Upon a manual review of the viewshed results, it was found that in some cases the
amount of potential visibility which was found to intersect . . . historic property
boundaries was relatively small, in some cases single “cells” or “pixels” and would not
represent any noticeable amount of actual visibility. Single cells of visibility produced in
the viewshed analysis represent 0.00222-acre, or approximately 96 square feet (8.9 sq. m)
of space and may be considered erroneous or otherwise not representative of actual
visibility. Therefore, although the viewshed analysis indicated that these small portions of
the [APE] occur within the boundaries of an historic property, these historic properties
with only one “cell” of visibility were not considered to have actual views of the Project.

In addition, [many] above-ground historic properties within the [visual JAPE have large
boundaries (i.e., over 10 acres), so that even a small percentage of the viewshed within
such a property’s acreage could be relatively large. For example, the Kay St.-Catherine
St.-Old Beach Road Historic District (73000052) occupies 303 acres in the City of
Newport. The viewshed analysis indicated that four percent of this property had potential
views of the RWF. In this case, four percent of the property is approximately 13 acres,
which is still a relatively large area of visibility.

Therefore, this quantitative assessment was intended to provide a baseline level of effects
which was then supplemented with a qualitative assessment of the contribution of a
property’s maritime setting to its historic significance, the level of Project visibility,
relationship of specific views towards the Project to the location, design, and historic use
of an above-ground historic properties, and the overall sensitivity of each above-ground
historic properties to visual effects. (EDR 2022a:102—-106)

Because relevant “maritime settings vary considerably among the different types of historic properties” in
the visual APE, the HRVEA grouped the historic properties where Project effects would result by
resource type and discusses thematically (EDR 2022a:102). The HRVEA found the identified historic
properties to be broadly categorizable as follows:

e Native American Sites, Historic Districts, and TCPs;

e Historic Buildings and Structures;
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e Lighthouses and Navigational Aids;

e Recreational Properties;

e Historic Cemeteries and Burial Grounds;
e Maritime Safety and Defense Facilities;
e Agricultural Properties;

e [Estates/Estate Complexes; and

e Historic Battlefields.

Above ground historic properties within each of these categories tend to be eligible for NRHP listing
because of their contributions to important events in history under Criterion A and/or their embodiment of
a significant architectural or engineering design, style, or masterful work under Criterion C. TCPs may
additionally be eligible under NRHP Criteria B and D for their connections to important people in the
heritage of _ and the important information they can provide regarding _
history, respectively. Some of the historic properties also were found to meet several of the NRHP
Criteria Considerations, before being found eligible for NRHP listing under Criteria A, C, or D (EDR
2022a). Additionally, NHLs identified under any category are recognized to "possess exceptional value as
commemorating or illustrating the history of the United States" that requires “a higher standard of care
when considering undertakings that may directly and adversely affect NHLs” (NPS 2021).

4.1.3.1 Native American Sites, Buildings, Districts, and Traditional Cultural Properties

Six TCPs are identified in the visual APE by the HRVEA (Appendix B). These include three recorded as

historic resources in R I | NN T three resources

in MA were originally documented specifically due to their identification _ as TCPs:

_, all of which are represented by broad, complex cultural landscapes and connected seascapes
(EDR 2022a).

Of the six TCPs in the visual APE, BOEM has determined that the Project would result in visual adverse

effects to the [N NSNS TCP and the [N T C P duc to the

proximity of the RWF and due to the importance of the TCPs’ views toward the water, where the visual
character of the adjoining landscape and seascape contribute to TCP significance.

The common attributes of this historic property type with respect to visual setting are described by EDR
(2022a:42-43) as follows:
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4.1.3.2 Historic Buildings and Structures

There are 251 historic buildings and structures identified in the offshore visual APE (Appendix B).
Historic properties of this type “consist mostly of vernacular residences or groupings of residences, with
some limited variety of building types within the districts, in addition to historic markers and public
parks” (EDR 2022a:102). The variety of buildings and structures associated with this type extends to
neighborhood commercial districts and buildings (including industrial sites) and includes supporting
infrastructure, such as area bridges, that—in composite—makeup these settlement areas and supported the
livelihoods of the local residents. In other cases, the use of the historic residence has changed to
commercial, municipal, institutional, educational, religious, transportation or to other non-residential
repurposing (EDR 2022a).

Of the 251 historic properties of this type in the visual APE, RI contains 86, MA 163, and CT two (EDR
2022a). Of these historic buildings and structures, 48 in RI and MA possess important settings and critical
views of the Project (see EDR 2022a:Attachment A) and have been determined by BOEM to be subject to
adverse effects from the offshore elements of the Project:

Aquinnah, MA Fairhaven, MA
Vanderhoop, Edwin DeVries Homestead 744 Sconticut Neck Road

Tom Cooper House
Theodore Haskins House
Gay Head — Aquinnah Town Center HD

West Tisbury, MA
Scrubby Neck Schoolhouse

3 Windy Hill Drive Westport, MA
71 Moshup Trail Westport Point Historic Districts (1of 2)
Leonard Vanderhoop House Westport Point Historic Districts (2 of 2)

Gay Head-Aquinnah Coast Guard Station Barracks Westport Harbor
. Gooseneck Causeway
Chilmark, MA

Hancock, Capt. Samuel-Mitchell, Capt. West House Little Compton, RI
Russell Hancock House Warren Point Historic District

Simon Mayhew House
Flaghole
Flanders, Ernest House, Shop and Barn

City of Newport, RI
Kay St.-Catherine St.-Old Beach Rd. HD/The Hill

South Kingstown, RI
Brownings Beach Historic District

Dartmouth, MA
Salters Point
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New Shoreham, RI Middletown, RI

Spring Street Indian Avenue Historic District
Corn Neck Road Paradise Rocks Historic District
Hippocampus/Boy's Camp/Beane Family St. Georges School

Mitchell Farm Land Trust Cottages

Beach Avenue Sea View Villa

Peleg Champlin House Whetstone

Indian Head Neck Road Tiverton. RI

U.S. Weather Bureau Station

Old Town and Center Roads

Old Harbor Historic District

New Shoreham Historic District
Beacon Hill Road

Capt. Welcome Dodge Sr.

Caleb W. Dodge Jr. House
Lakeside Drive and Mitchell Lane
Pilot Hill Road and Seaweed Lane
Mohegan Cottage/Everett D. Barlow House
Capt. Mark L. Potter House

Puncatest Neck Historic District

The HRVEA describes the common attributes of this historic property categorization with respect to the
visual setting of the historic properties as follows:

These above-ground historic property types often are adjacent to and offer clear views of
the ocean or are significant due to their development as residential communities. For
many above-ground historic properties of this type, a relationship with the Atlantic Ocean
is essential to their historic integrity. . . . Historic Buildings and Structures are important
elements of cultural heritage within the [APE], within the majority of examples found
along or near the shoreline . . . . While no official documentation relative to the maritime
significance of this specific above-ground historic property type is known, several
common features are mentioned across the breadth of the individual nomination forms
that may be considered as the common attributes with respect to their visual setting:

e Historic maritime (fishing and shipping) economy;
e Location along or near the water;
e Views and vistas of the Atlantic Ocean;
e Vernacular design and locally sourced materials;
e Landscape design derived from the natural environment; and
e Local historic associations. (EDR 2022a:44)
Historic buildings and structures . . . occur throughout the study area and in a variety of

local contexts. Location and orientation of such properties is critical to understanding the
nature of any associated maritime settings. Many historic houses were oriented to local

38



roadways, with the front and rear elevations parallel to the nearby road’s alignment.
Local roadways along the region’s shorelines often parallel the water’s edge and historic
homes frequently shift in orientation along such coastal roads. This variation in
orientation may strongly influence the associated views of marine waters that may form
important elements of a property’s historic setting. . . . Historic seaside villages, ports and
other districts in the study area are commonly characterized by dense development and
narrow roadways. The maritime setting for such districts is often obvious and may be
expressed through the design and orientation of homes, commercial properties and other
buildings, parks, docks, piers, and breakwaters. Depending on the specific characteristics
of each district, open ocean views may or may not be available from the majority of
historic buildings and other areas within a village. Further, marine viewsheds may
encompass limited areas due to the complexity of the shoreline and presence of points,
necks, or islands that screen views towards the open ocean. Where ocean versus bay
views are available but are tangential to the dominant aspects of maritime viewsheds,
changes to those distant ocean views may not diminish the integrity of a seaside village
or other historic district. Where ocean views are a dominant aspect of the maritime
setting, changes to such viewsheds may diminish the integrity of a historic district, even
where views are limited to immediate shoreline sections. (EDR 2022a:96-97)

4.1.3.3 Lighthouses and Navigational Aids

There are 20 lighthouses and navigational aids identified in the visual APE (Appendix B). This historic
property type, lighthouses in particular, “may be broadly defined as water-related navigation aids to
transportation and defense consisting of a light tower, featuring prominent views of the sea, and
dominance of the surrounding landscape generally shared among all the individual properties” (EDR
2022a:44).

Of the 20 historic properties of this type in the visual APE, MA contains 10, RI nine, and NY one (EDR
2022a). Of these lighthouses and navigational aids, 10 in RI and MA possess important settings and
critical views of the Project (see EDR 2022a: Attachment A) and have been determined by BOEM to be
subject to adverse effects from the offshore elements of the Project:

Aquinnah, MA
Gay Head Light

Jamestown, RI
Beavertail Light

Falmouth, MA

Nobska Point Lighthouse Little Compton, RI
Sakonnet Light Station

Gosnold, MA
Tarpaulin Cove Light Narragansett, RI
New Bedford, MA Point Judith Lighthouse

Butler Flats Light Station

Clark’s Point Light New Shoreham, RI

Block Island North Lighthouse
Block Island Southeast Lighthouse NHL
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The common attributes of this historic property type with respect to visual setting are described by EDR
(2022a:47) as follows:

e Direct physical location and/or historic functional relationship with the sea;
e FElevated and prominent views of the sea;

e Visual prominence of the surrounding landscape;

e Isolation or at least spatial dominance of the surrounding landscape; and

e Proximal relationship to shipping lanes.

Lighthouses and other historic navigation aids in the study area include properties that
were intended to serve mariners plying large areas of open water and other properties that
served specific navigation routes through the complex and treacherous waters of the
region’s bays. All of these properties have an obvious association with maritime settings,
but the scale of those settings will vary due to the conformation of the local landscape
and seas and the design and purpose of each navigation aid. (EDR 2022a:95)

4.1.3.3.1 Block Island Southeast Lighthouse National Historic Landmark

Among the identified lighthouses and navigational aids, the Block Island Southeast Lighthouse (Figure 1)
has been recognized for its importance to U.S. history as an NHL. The HRVEA describes the property as
follows.

Figure 1. Block Island Southeast Lighthouse before it was offset from the bluff edge (Stupich 1988).
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This property is located approximately 12 miles (19.3 km) south of the coast of mainland
Rhode Island, on Mohegan Bluff, on the southeast shore of Block Island, approximately
14 miles (22.5 km) from the nearest [Project] turbine. . . . Built in 1874 and fully
operational by 1875, [Southeast] Lighthouse consists of a five-story brick tower and a
two-and-a-half-story, brick duplex keeper’s residence. The duplex residence is connected
to a one-and-a half-story kitchen by a hyphen of the same height. It is a rare surviving
example of a lighthouse built during a brief period of Victorian Gothic design influence
at the U.S. Lighthouse Board and the sole surviving lighthouse of its high-style design. In
1993, the lighthouse structure and dwelling were moved approximately 250 feet (76.2 m)
back from the edge of the bluffs to prevent the loss of the above-ground historic property
to erosion. The light tower and dwelling were moved as a single mass, including the
above-ground elements of the foundations, to retain the historic fabric. The new location
preserves the historic relationship of the lighthouse with seacoast ... Block Island
Southeast Lighthouse was designated an NHL in 1995. (EDR 2022a:46)

Block Island Southeast Lighthouse NHL is listed on the NRHP under Criterion A, for its national
importance in the history of maritime transportation, and under Criterion C for the national significance of
its architecture and technology (SWCA 2021b). The maritime setting of the NHL is a key aspect of
historic integrity cited in the NHL nomination. The HRVEA found Block Island Southeast Lighthouse
NHL in particular to have high visual sensitivity within the visual APE, due to its historic location,

setting, and feeling being primarily associated with clear views of the sea and for which public use
enhances appreciation of the property’s historic use and association with the sea (EDR 2022a).
Approximately 48% (6 acres) of this approximately 134-acre historic property are within the visual APE
and would have visibility of Project WTGs and OSS (EDR 2022a:Attachement A). The visual simulations
for Block Island Southeast Lighthouse NHL are those at KOP BI-04 (day and night) in Appendix C.

Prudent and feasible alternatives to avoid adverse effects from the Project on this and other NHLs, and
planning to the maximum extent possible necessary to minimize harm to NHLs, are presented in Section
5 of this Finding.

4.1.3.4 Historic Cemeteries and Burial Grounds

There are 36 historic cemeteries and burial grounds included in the visual APE (Appendix B), consisting
of “cemeteries identified by federal, state, or local governmental agencies as having historic significance”
(EDR 2022a:47). Of the 36 historic properties of this type in the visual APE, RI contains 23 and MA 13
(EDR 2022a). RI has specific mandates for documenting historic cemeteries.

Of these, one in RI possesses important settings and critical views of the Project (see EDR
2022a:Attachment A) and has been determined by BOEM to be subject to adverse effects from the
offshore elements of the Project: Island Cemetery/Old Burial Ground in New Shoreham, on Block Island.
The Island Cemetery/Old Burial Ground would be adversely affected by the Project because of the
characteristically elevated ocean views that are maintained for this memorial resting place and the
historically maritime populous that it serves. Otherwise, the secluded nature of properties of this type and
their rare occurrence near the shoreline greatly limits visibility, and therefore effects, of the Project.
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The common attributes of this historic property type with respect to their visual setting are described as
follows:

These above-ground historic properties may be municipally owned cemeteries on public
land, small family plots on private land, or abandoned burial grounds. Historic cemeteries
are lasting memorials to the past, provide a guide to the changing values and composition
of communities in the course of their historic development. . . . Typically, cemeteries and
burial grounds are not eligible for listing in the NRHP except when they satisfy NPS
Criteria Consideration D: ‘d. A cemetery which derives its primary importance from
graves of persons of transcendent importance, from age, from distinctive design features,
or from association with historic events’. . . . [Attributes include:]

e Secluded or private setting;
e Designed landscape features;
e Graves of persons of local, state, or national significance; and

e Examples of funerary art and/or architecture (i.e., a mausoleum or above-ground
crypt). (EDR 2022a:47-48)

Where such burial grounds are located near the water they may be associated with ocean
or other maritime viewsheds, however, ocean vistas are less likely to have been a
significant consideration in the siting of such cemeteries than their larger, more formal
counterparts in the region. Where cemeteries are located within districts or other historic
settlements strongly associated with maritime settings, such burial grounds may be sited
to maintain a visual connection to the waters in order to maintain a sense of continuity
linking the departeds’ final resting places with the environment in which they lived. . . .
Maritime views from hillside cemeteries that were intentionally incorporated or framed
by landscape designs may be more sensitive to discordant modern elements than those
associated with less formal burial grounds that may not have been specifically located to
provide ocean views. (EDR 2022a:96)

4.1.3.5 Maritime Safety and Defense Facilities

There are 31 maritime safety and defense facilities included in the offshore visual APE (Appendix B),
plus one within the onshore visual APE (EDR 2021a). This property type consists of “facilities erected by
bureaus of the U.S. Department of Defense or their predecessors and share historic associations with
coastal defense” (EDR 2022a:48). Although, “These structures vary in their design and construction
materials,” they “are unified by their historic functions of rescuing and protecting maritime transportation
in the area, or for coastal defense” (EDR 2022a:48).

Of the 31 historic properties of this type in the visual APE, RI contains 20, MA nine, and NY two (EDR
2022a). Of these, 10 in RI and MA possess important settings and critical views of the Project (see EDR
2022a:Attachment A) and have been determined by BOEM to be subject to adverse effects from the
offshore elements of the Project:
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New Bedford, MA Narragansett, RI

Fort Rodman Historic District Life Saving Station at Narragansett Pier
Fort Taber Historic District Fort Varnum/Camp Varnum

Westport, MA New Shoreham, RI

Horseneck Point Lifesaving Station U.S. Coast Guard Brick House
Gooseberry Neck Observation Towers U.S. Lifesaving Station

WWII Lookout Tower — Spring Street
WWII Lookout Tower at Sands Pond

The common attributes of this historic property type with respect to their visual setting are described in
the HRVEA as follows:

The Maritime Safety and Defense Facilities within the [APE] have served to protect and
act as rescue stations for the coastal waters of Rhode Island and Massachusetts. These
above-ground historic properties were constructed as government buildings that needed
open views and access to the ocean to fulfill their functional roles and are therefore
located immediately adjacent to the coastline to facilitate direct interaction with the
water. For all aboveground historic properties of this type, a physical relationship to the
Atlantic Ocean is essential to historic integrity. . . . [Attributes include:]

e Construction commissioned by the federal government for use by a bureau of the
Department of Defense;

¢ Built for interaction between the structure and ocean-going vessels;
e Location along or near the water;
e C(lear views of the ocean, and/or direct access to the water; and

e Design includes living quarters and functional space. (EDR 2022a:49)

Historic military and maritime safety properties along the shoreline will likely be
associated with maritime settings. Aesthetic considerations in the siting of such facilities
may or may not be expressed in the design of buildings, structures, and landscapes
depending on the age and specific functions of the property. Proximity to navigation
channels, defensibility, and the presence of existing shipbuilding or repair infrastructure
in a broader maritime context may have been significant considerations in the siting of
naval facilities. Such factors may not demonstrate a significant association with open
ocean viewsheds. The study area includes several significant examples of World War II-
era defense structures, including fire control or observation towers designed to monitor
specific parts of the maritime environment. Early lifesaving stations were likewise
intended to provide for observation of marine waters in the vicinity of known hazards or
where storms posed specific risks to sea-going or coastal vessels. Lifesaving stations
were also frequently located where rescue boats or other vessels might be safely launched
under treacherous conditions. These locations may have included inlets, harbors or coves
adjacent to open waters where rescue and recovery efforts would likely be made. (EDR
2022a:96)
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4.1.3.6 Agricultural Properties

There are 48 agricultural properties included in the visual APE (Appendix B). This property type consists
of “historic farm buildings and landscapes which have retained a high degree of integrity and are
generally no longer used for their original purpose” (EDR 2022a:49).

Of the 48 historic properties of this type in the visual APE, MA contains 33 and RI 15 (EDR 2022a). Of
these agricultural properties, four in RI possess important settings and critical views of the Project (see
EDR 2022a:Attachment A) and have been determined by BOEM to be subject to adverse effects from the
offshore elements of the Project:

Little Compton, RI New Shoreham, RI
Tunipus Goosewing Farm Champlin Farm
Lewis-Dickens Farm

Middletown, RI
Bailey Farm

Although, “Generally, these above-ground historic properties do not derive their significance in any direct
way from the ocean or maritime activities” (EDR 2022a:49), the HRVEA addresses the four cases where
adverse effects would result based on the open or maritime island settings of these particular historic
properties. The common attributes of this historic property type with respect to their visual setting are
described in the HRVEA (EDR 2022a:50) as follows:

e Farmhouses;

e Barns and associated ancillary buildings;

e Large, open fields;

¢ Fieldstone walls dividing property or grazing space; and

e Locally sourced building materials.

Historic agricultural properties, including farms, farmhouses, barns and related buildings
and structures are relatively common in the study area. Many of these properties were
built between 1700 and 1850, after which agricultural economies in New England and
New York declined sharply. The historic settings for such properties typically include
open, agrarian landscapes which once may have afforded open views of the seas when
sited along the shoreline or at higher elevations within the coastal interior. Few of the
once expansive agrarian landscapes associated with the historic use of the region’s farms
survive. Some have been altered by later residential and commercial development and
many have been transformed by reforestation. Despite these changes, historic agricultural
properties remain an important part of the region’s heritage and tangible expression of
several centuries of intensive farming that transformed the landscapes throughout
southern New England and eastern Long Island. (EDR 2022a:95)
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4.1.3.7 Recreational Properties

There are 27 recreational properties included in the visual APE (Appendix B). This property type is
“defined by the role these properties served in their original functions as places for the resort tourism
economy of the late-nineteenth century to flourish” (EDR 2022a:50).

Of the 27 historic properties of this type in the visual APE, RI contains 20, MA five, and NY two (EDR
2022a). Of these recreational properties, 14 in RI and MA possess important settings and critical views of
the Project (see EDR 2022a:Attachment A) and have been determined by BOEM to be subject to adverse
effects from the offshore elements of the Project:

Aquinnah, MA Middletown, RI
Gay Head - Aquinnah Shops Area Clambake Club of Newport
Westport, MA New Shoreham, RI
Clam Shack Restaurant Hygeia House

Nathan Mott Park
Narragansett, RI Spring House Hotel
The Towers Historic District Spring Cottage

The Towers/Tower Entrance-Narragansett Casino  pfiss Abby E. Vaill/l of 2 Vaill cottages
Ocean Road Historic District
Dunes Club

Narragansett Pier MRA

Hon. Julius Deming Perkins/"Bayberry Lodge"

The common attributes of this historic property type with respect to their visual setting are described by
HRVEA as follows:

These above-ground historic properties feature beaches, casinos, restaurants, and other
buildings and structures built to entertain seasonal vacationers. They are typically located
near the shoreline or immediately adjacent to the sea, and in some cases, are the beaches
themselves. The enjoyment of, and interaction with, the sea are integral features of the
significance of these above-ground historic properties. In many cases, the beachfront,
shoreline, and adjacent ocean waters are prominent features of the historic setting due to
their close association with historic recreational activities. . . . [Attributes include:]

e Functionality designed for human interaction;
e Location along or near the water;

e Views and vistas of the Atlantic Ocean;

e Landscaped lawns and gardens; and

e Ancillary buildings, such as garages, caretaker cottages, or sheds. (EDR 2022a:50-51)

Seaside resorts, like many other shoreline recreational, commercial, and residential
properties, were often sited to take advantage of aesthetically pleasing ocean or maritime
views. Depending on location and the conformation of the local shoreline, such properties
may be associated with specific bay or cove viewsheds that include limited areas of the
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open ocean waters. Recreational activities at resorts frequently included swimming and
designated beaches where residents and visitors may have spent considerable time during
the summer months. Where these features are still present and express a tangible
association with the historic resort property, views from beaches may be as important as
views from more formal elements of the designed landscape. Likewise, historic hotels
and inns became more common elements of the region’s shoreline communities in the
late 19th century. Such properties were often sited near harbors, ferry landings, rail
stations, and public or private beaches and may be associated with similar historic
maritime settings. Views to ocean waters or the more intimate bays and coves of the
region may have been an integral part of the visitor’s motivation for staying in such
establishments. Such considerations can be expressed through the inclusion of building
and landscape features clearly intended to afford views of ocean. Older taverns and inns
in the study area may be found along the working harbors and ports and were intended to
serve the fishing, whaling, and related participants in maritime commerce. The design
and location of these properties may not show the same influence of aesthetic
considerations but will likely also retain a strong association with the waterfront and
maritime environment. (EDER 2022a:95)

4.1.3.8 Estates and Estate Complexes

There are 28 estates and estate complexes included in the visual APE (Appendix B). This property type
“consists of high-style residences, or groupings of residences, typically designed by prominent architects
of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries” (EDR 2022a:51).

Of the 28 historic properties of this type in the visual APE, RI contains 21 and MA seven (EDR 2022a).
Of' these, 11 in RI possess important settings and critical views of the Project (see EDR 2022a: Attachment
A) and have been determined by BOEM to be subject to adverse effects from offshore Project elements:

Jamestown, RI City of Newport, RI
Horsehead/Marbella Ocean Drive Historic District NHL
Bellevue Avenue Historic District NHL
Little Compton, RI The Breakers NHL
Stone HOU.SG. Inn Marble House NHL
Abbott Phillips House Ochre Point — Cliffs Historic District
R liff/Oelrichs (H H M .
Middletown. RI osecliff/Oelrichs (Hermann) House/Monroe (J
Edgar) House

The Bluff/John Bancroft Estate

Narragansett, RI

Dunmere

The common attributes of this historic property type with respect to their visual setting are described by
the HRVEA as follows:

Estates and Estate Complexes within the [visual JAPE transcend the traditional
residential above-ground historic property type in their grandeur and scale. These above-
ground historic property types often are set upon open tracts of naturalistic or stylized
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designed landscapes and are often accompanied by a variety of ancillary buildings. For
many above-ground historic properties of this type, views of the Atlantic Ocean are
essential to their historic integrity. . . . Estates and Estate Complexes are well-known as
one of the symbols of cultural heritage in Rhode Island, and the City of Newport in
particular. . . . [Attributes include:]

e Location along or near the water;

e Views and vistas of the Atlantic Ocean;

e Long driveways meant to offer views of the main house on approach;
e Landscaped lawns and gardens; and

e Ancillary buildings, such as garages, caretaker cottages, or sheds. (EDR 2022a:52)

Estates built by or for wealthy families have been part of the region’s landscapes for
centuries and many such properties are located along the shorelines. High style, architect-
designed mansions and associated landscapes are characteristic of several areas within
the study area and many such properties were sited to take advantage of ocean views. The
importance of maritime settings to these properties may be apparent in the design of
building features such as veranda, porches, and large windows facing the water or
through landscape elements and overall designs that were intended to frame specific
views towards the seas. As with many other historic property types, the conformation of
local shorelines and the specific orientation of each property may be important in
assessing the association with specific aspects or elements of each associated viewshed.
(EDR 2022a:95-96)

4.1.3.8.1 Ocean Drive Historic District National Historic Landmark

The Ocean Drive Historic District (Figure 2) is one of four of the identified estates and estate complexes
recognized for its importance to U.S. history as an NHL. The HRVEA describes this NHL as follows.

The summer homes in the Ocean Drive Historic District feature great variety in style and
opulence, ranging from Neoclassical-style mansions to early nineteenth-century farms. In
contrast to the adjacent Bellevue Avenue Historic District, however, Ocean Drive (aka
Ocean Avenue) is decidedly more bucolic and rural, with greater expanses between
structures accentuated by natural and designed landscapes. The national significance of
the Ocean Drive Historic District is derived from its architecture, which includes works
from McKim, Mead and White, John Russell Pope, and landscape architecture by
Frederick Law Olmstead [sic] . . . In 2012 an updated statement of significance was
appended to the NHL nomination which elaborated and expanded upon the initial areas
of Criterion C significance such as architecture and landscape design. The update also
addressed additional Criterion A areas of significance such as planning, and engineering
related to maritime views and design features purposefully built to interact with the
shoreline and the ocean. The updated nomination materials also included a detailed
account of the evolution of Ocean Drive as a “pleasure drive” to accompany the
development of the inland areas as an upper-income resort suburb. (EDR 2022a:140)
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Figure 2. Ocean Drive Historic District photographed from the sea (NRHP 1976).

[Olmsted’s] landscape architecture firm . . . was involved in at least two subdivisions and
15 private contract designs within the district. These designs include properties situated
on dramatic overlooks, and along Ocean Drive. Clearly this roadway was specifically
constructed to take advantage of ocean views. (EDR 2022a:140)

The Ocean Drive Historic District NHL was made up of 45 contributing properties located in an over-
1,500-acre district in a suburban/rural setting encompassing most of the peninsula southwest of the City
of Newport (SWCA 2021b). The NRHP nomination finds the district eligible under Criteria A and C in
the areas of architecture, landscape architecture, community planning, conservation, and environmental
preservation (SWCA 2021b). The NHL program focuses on the district architecture and landscape,
providing the following statement of national significance, “This large historic district... has a rugged,
informal character, as compared with the formal aspect of the Bellevue Historic District. It includes early
farms and elaborate summer homes, as well as landscapes designed by Olmsteds’ firm to accord with the
natural contours of rocky cliffs, green hills and pastures. The area was favored by 19th-century industrial
magnates and the social elite” (NPS 2012). The Ocean Drive Historic District NHL and its contributing
buildings tend to retain integrity of location, design, materials, workmanship, association, feeling, and
setting (SWCA 2021b). Approximately 15% (261 acres) of this approximately 1,756-acre historic
property are within the visual APE and would have visibility of Project WTGs and OSS (EDR
2022a:Attachement A). The visual simulations from Newport Cliff Walk at KOP AI-03 in Appendix C
best represent the views from the shorelines and NHLs at Newport, RI.
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Prudent and feasible alternatives to avoid adverse effects from the Project on this and other NHLs, and
planning to the maximum extent possible necessary to minimize harm to NHLs, are presented in Section
5 of this Finding.

4.1.3.8.2 Bellevue Avenue Historic District National Historic Landmark

The Bellevue Avenue Historic District (Figure 3) is one of four of the identified estates and estate
complexes recognized for its importance to U.S. history as an NHL. The HRVEA describes this historic
property as follows.

Figure 3. Chateau-sur-mer in the Bellevue Avenue Historic District (Boucher 1969; NRHP 1972).

Newport is one of the most spectacular assemblages of American architecture from its
beginning to our own time. There are structures in this district that could never be built
again in such close proximity, nor possessing such variety, nor by a group of such
distinguished architectural firms. This district begins with several commercial blocks
including the Casino, continues with the Gothic Revival villas, and includes the "Stick
Style" and Shingle Style and culminates in the great 19th century summer palaces of
Bellevue Avenue and Ochre Point. The list of architects embraces almost every major
designer of that time and what emerges at Newport is also a study of the development of
the taste and skill of men like Richard Upjohn, Richard Morris Hunt and McKim, Mead
and White over their professional careers.
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The Bellevue Avenue Historic District National Historic Landmark is approximately two
miles long and consists of 87 contributing properties . . . occupying several blocks along
Bellevue Avenue, from Memorial Boulevard in the north, to Block Island Sound in the
south, in the City of Newport. Spring Street and Cogshell Avenue form the western
boundary of the district, while Narragansett Bay forms the eastern boundary. From north
to south, this district features two miles of commercial blocks and villas, notably ending
in the south with the grand and palatial nineteenth-century estates of wealthy summer
residents. (EDR 2022a:A-25)

The district possesses many distinctive examples of high-style architecture. While the significance
attributed in the NRHP-nomination of the district does not explicitly reference the ocean, the views of the
ocean were essential to the planning and construction of the contributing buildings (SWCA 2021b). The
district contains contributing buildings that are also individually recognized has NHLs, specifically The
Breakers NHL and Marble House NHL. The NRHP nomination finds the district significant in the areas
of architecture, landscape architecture, and commerce (SWCA 2021b). The significance focuses on
aspects of the district that make it NRHP-eligible under Criterion C, for the embodiment of distinctive
characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, that represent the work of a master, and
possess high artistic values. Significance in the area of commerce further provides for the NRHP-
eligibility of the district under Criterion A for its relation to important events in the historic development
of Newport (SWCA 2021b). The NHL program more fully focuses on the district architecture, providing
the following statement of national significance, “An assemblage of American architecture distinguished
by the variety of styles and famous architectural firms represented, the district includes Gothic Revival
villas, Stick- and Shingle-style buildings, and great summer palaces of the late 19™ century” (NPS 2015a).
The Bellevue Avenue Historic District NHL and its contributing buildings tend to retain integrity of
location, design, materials, workmanship, association, feeling, and setting (SWCA 2021b). About 13%
(over 70 acres) of this approximately 600-acre historic property are within the visual APE and would have
visibility of Project WTGs and OSS (EDR 2022a:Attachement A). The visual simulations from Newport
Cliff Walk at KOP AI-03 in Appendix C best represent the views from the NHLs on Newport shores.

4.1.3.8.3 The Breakers National Historic Landmark

The Breakers (Figure 4) is an estate/estate complex recognized for its importance to U.S. history as an
NHL and located in the Bellevue Avenue Historic District NHL. The HRVEA describes this historic
property as follows:

The Breakers . . . is located on at Ochre Point Avenue in Newport, Rhode Island,
approximately 16 miles (25.7 km) from the nearest [Project] turbine. . . . The estate was
designed by Richard Morris Hunt and built between 1893 and 1895 for Cornelius
Vanderbilt II. It emulates a sixteenth-century, northern Italian palazzo. Elaborate facade
work and imposing mass are featured in the architecture and speak to the substantial
power and wealth of the original residents. The estate is significant for its historic
associations with America’s first architect trained at the Ecole Des Beaux-Arts, Richard
Morris Hunt, and for being the largest and perhaps most famous Newport estate built by
wealthy patrons at the turn of the twentieth century. . . . The Breakers was individually
listed in the NRHP in 1971. ... and designated an NHL in 1994. (EDR 2022a:52)

50



Figure 4. The Breakers in the Bellevue Avenue Historic District (NRHP 1971a).

The NRHP nomination finds The Breakers significant in the areas of architecture, social history, and
transportation (SWCA 2021b). The significance focuses on aspects of the historic property that make it
NRHP-eligible under Criterion C, for the embodiment of distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or
method of construction, that represent the work of a master, and possess high artistic values. Significance
in the area of social history and transportation further provides for the NRHP-eligibility of the historic
property under Criterion A for its relation to important events associated with high society in the historic
development of Newport and the social position and wealth of the Vanderbilts arriving from the railroad
industry. The NHL nomination further indicates eligibility of The Breakers under NRHP Criterion B for
significant association with Cornelius Vanderbilt II and Richard Morris Hunt (SWCA 2021b). The NHL
program focuses on architecture, providing the following statement of national significance, “The
Breakers is the architectural and social archetype of the Gilded Age, a period when members of the
Vanderbilt family were the merchant princes of American life through their prominence in the world of
finance, as patrons of the arts, and as vanguards of international society. In 1895, the year of its
completion, The Breakers was the largest, most opulent house in a summer resort considered the social
capital of America. It was built for Cornelius Vanderbilt II (1843-1899), a key figure in American
railroads, philanthropy, and fashionable society, and designed by Richard Morris Hunt ( 1827-1895), one
of the founding fathers of architecture in America” (NPS 2006). The Breakers NHL retains integrity of
location, design, materials, workmanship, association, feeling, and setting (SWCA 2021b). About 29% (5
acres) of this approximately 16-acre historic property are within the visual APE and would have visibility
of Project WTGs and OSS (EDR 2022a:Attachement A). The visual simulations from Newport Cliff
Walk at KOP AI-03 in Appendix C best represent the views from the NHLs on Newport shores.
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4.1.3.8.4 Marble House National Historic Landmark

Marble House (Figure 5) is an estate/estate complex recognized for its importance to U.S. history as an
NHL and is also located in the Bellevue Avenue Historic District NHL. Marble House is describable as
follows.

Figure 5. Marble House in the Bellevue Avenue Historic District (NRHP 1971b).

Marble House (71000025) is a three-story Neoclassical mansion located on Bellevue
Avenue in Newport. It was commissioned by William Vanderbilt, designed by famed
architect Richard Morris Hunt and constructed 1892. Built with an imposing architectural
scale and clad in Tuckahoe white marble, it is one of the stateliest mansions contributing
to the NHL-listed Bellevue Avenue Historic District. The property was individually listed
on the NRHP before the district was nominated. (SWCA 2021b:30)

The NRHP nomination finds the Marble House significant in the areas of architecture and social history
(SWCA 2021b). The significance focuses on aspects of the historic property that make it NRHP-eligible
under Criterion C, for the embodiment of distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of
construction, that represent the work of a master, and possess high artistic values. Significance in the area
of social history further provides for the NRHP-eligibility of the historic property under Criterion A for
its relation to important events in the historic development of Newport. The NHL nomination additionally
finds Marble House eligible under NRHP Criterion B for its significant associations with Alva Belmont
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and William K. Vanderbilt (SWCA 2021b). The NHL program focuses on architecture, providing the
following statement of national significance, “Inspired by the Petit Trianon (1760-1764) a garden retreat
on the grounds of Versailles, the house’s French inspired interiors were designed by Jules Allard and
Sons, of Paris. A virtual showcase of various French styles and built with seemingly endless financial
resources, the house was unparalleled in design and opulence in its day. The economic influence of the
Vanderbilts and their financial and cultural power in America were expressed in the family houses and
their patronage of American architecture. As one of the earliest of the Beaux Arts houses to appear in
America, it would influence the design of architecture thereafter. Today, Marble House is a testament to
the architectural genius of Richard Morris Hunt and the spirit of America’s ‘Gilded Age.”” (NPS 2015b).
The Marble House NHL retains integrity of location, design, materials, workmanship, association,
feeling, and setting (SWCA 2021b). About 5% (one-third acre) of this approximately 6-acre historic
property are within the visual APE and would have visibility of Project WTGs and OSS (EDR
2022a:Attachement A). The visual simulations from Newport Cliff Walk at KOP AI-03 in Appendix C
best represent the views from the NHLs on Newport shores.

4.1.3.9 Historic Battlefields

There are four historic battlefields included in the visual APE, which “consist of typically large
landscapes across which the events of historic military actions took place” and, within these, “any number
of more focused and specific points of significance may exist, while the collective significance of the
events of the battle is broader” (EDR 2022a:52).

Of the four historic properties of this type in the visual APE, MA contains three and RI one (EDR 2022a).
Of these, one historic battlefield in MA, the Westport Point Revolutionary War Properties, would be
subject to adverse effects from the Project.

The common attributes of this historic property type with respect to their visual setting are described by
the HRVEA as follows:

These types of above-ground historic properties are typically spread out over large areas,
sometimes encompassing entire town centers or portions of townships. They may include
landscapes, buildings, or water features which were integral to the outcome of the
struggles which took place in their midst. In some cases, these features have been
significantly altered from the time of the battles. . . .

[R]egarding the visual setting of battlefields with regard to their significance, as in most
cases the significance of an historic battlefield lay in their historic context and the
physical struggles that took place on them. However, there are some characteristics which
may be generally common to Historic Battlefields:

e Natural features which influenced military operations;
e Military engineering works (trenches, forts);
e Sites of engagement; and

e Corridors of movement. (EDR 2022a:53-54)
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Properties of this type are mostly inland and will only have visibility in isolated areas
within their boundaries, or in the small areas where their boundaries touch the shoreline.
The potential effects of the Project are further mitigated because the significance and
setting of these properties are characterized by terrestrial conflict, and not from pristine
views of the seascape or relationship to the ocean. (EDR 2022a:109)

4.1.3.10 Summary of the Assessment of Adverse Effects and Cumulative Effects to
Historic Properties in the Visual Area of Potential Effects

The 101 adversely affected historic properties within the visual APE for onshore and offshore
development retain their maritime setting, and that maritime setting contributes to the property’s NRHP
eligibility and continues to offer significant seaward views. These seaward views support the integrity of
the maritime setting and include vantage points with the potential for an open view from each property
toward RWF WTGs (EDR 2021b, 2022a). For historic properties where BOEM has determined the
Project would cause adverse effects, BOEM then assessed whether those effects would be additive to the
potential adverse effects of other reasonably foreseeable actions at the 101 historic properties, thereby
resulting in cumulative effects (see SWCA 2022).

BOEM reviewed the HRVEAs list of historic properties assessed as likely to be adversely affected by the
Project and all information and comments provided by consulting parties in correspondence and at
meetings to date to inform determinations of adverse effects including visual and cumulative effects.

BOEM (2022a) has determined that options to reduce the number of RWF WTGs under any action
alternative for the Project (see Table 1) would effectively minimize visual effects because there would be
fewer WTGs constructed and visible from the affected historic properties (see also Section 5). However,
none of the alternatives would completely avoid visual adverse effects for the 101 above ground historic
properties.

The cumulative effects analysis quantified the total number of WTGs from all planned future
developments theoretically visible (daytime or nighttime) within the APE (EDR 2021b). This analysis
projected that the development of additional wind farms in the RI/MA WEA would result in the
construction of nearly 1,000 WTGs (EDR 2021b, 2022a; SWCA 2022). The project would contribute
proportionally from nearly 10% to nearly 90% of the cumulative adverse effect, owing to the location and
intensity of the foreseeable build-out attributed to other offshore wind energy development activities. This
is based on full buildout of the Project (up to 100 WTGs and two offshore substations [OSS]) and all
other reasonably foreseeable offshore wind projects currently planned in the APE (modeled at 955 WTGs
and three OSSs [EDR 2021b]). The proportion of visible WTG elements added by the project ranges from
9.6 percent at _ TCP, where all modeled WTGs and OSS would
potentially be visible, to 87.2 percent at the historic U.S. Weather Bureau Station at Block Island, where
the Project WTGs would potentially be visible in greater numbers than the combination of all other future
wind farms planned in adjacent OCS lease areas (41 Project WTGs would potentially be visible there
versus six WTGs from other planned projects) (SWCA 2022). Intensity of visual impacts from WTG and
OSS development would reduce with distance from historic properties and lighting and design actions
that would be taken by Revolution Wind to minimize impacts; however, cumulative effects would not be
fully eliminated at the 101 adversely affected historic properties.
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BOEM has found that the Project would have adverse visual effects on the 101 historic properties listed in
Table 3. Per the Criteria of Adverse Effect, the undertaking would introduce visual Project elements that
diminish the integrity of these historic properties’ significant historic features. BOEM did, however,
determine that due to the distance and open viewshed, the integrity of the properties would not be so
diminished as to disqualify any of them from NRHP eligibility.

Although the HRVEA identified 350 other above ground historic properties on mainland RI and MA
within the visual APE of offshore Project components, BOEM has determined that either no effects or no
adverse effects would result at these historic properties, based on the justifications provided in the
HRVEA (see EDR 2022a:Attachment A). While their size and siting may afford many of these historic
properties some view toward the Lease Area, for some these views will not be critical to their integrity
and for others existing buildings, vegetation, and elements of the built environment result in limited,
screened views. Existing buildings and infrastructure are also often accompanied by preexisting nighttime
lighting that would reduce the visibility of farther off Project lighting. Visibility would be further
minimized based on distance between onshore historic properties and offshore Project components. With
increasing distances between historic properties and the RWF, atmospheric, environmental, and other
obscuring factors, such as fog, haze, sea spray, wave height, and normal viewer acuity, serve to further
minimize the visual intrusion posed by offshore WTGs. The ability of these 350 historic properties to
convey the significance of their architectural and social history would be unaltered by the Project.

BOEM reviewed the assessment in the HRVEAs and CHRVEA and has determined that the Project
would result in no adverse effects to any above ground historic properties identified in the visual APE
beyond the 101 historic properties identified as adversely affected in Table 3.
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5 Actions to Avoid, Minimize, or Mitigate Adverse Effects

As a requirement of COP approval, BOEM would stipulate the avoidance of historic properties identified
in the APE and not currently found to be subject to adverse effects from the Project. This includes
considering all prudent and feasible alternatives to avoid adverse effects on the NHLs, as discussed
below.

For unavoidable adverse effects to historic properties, additional minimization and mitigation measures
would be developed in consultation with the appropriate parties. This includes, to the maximum extent

possible, taking such planning and actions as may be necessary to minimize harm to any NHL that may
be directly and adversely affected by an undertaking.

Avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures would be implemented through execution of an MOA
by BOEM and the required signatories to resolve adverse effects under Section 106. Simultaneous to the
release of this Finding, BOEM is releasing its Draft Memorandum of Agreement Among the Bureau of
Ocean Energy Management, the State Historic Preservation Officers of Connecticut, Massachusetts, New
York, and Rhode Island, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation Regarding the Revolution
Wind Farm and Revolution Wind Export Cable Project for consulting party review. The MOA would be
finalized and its requirements set by BOEM under NHPA Section 106 as a condition of BOEM’s signing
the record of decision (ROD), completing the NEPA review. Avoidance, minimization, and mitigation
measures for historic properties are drafted in both the MOA and the historic property treatment plans
attached to it. Under the MOA, adverse effects from the Project to historic properties, including NHLs,
would be avoided, minimized, or mitigated in accordance with the NHPA Section 106 regulations (36

CFR 800) and in compliance with Section 110(f). The MOA also includes post-review discovery plans
for onshore and offshore cultural resources, should previously undiscovered or unimpacted historic
properties be identified. The post-review discovery plans would be implemented to assess and resolve any
inadvertent adverse effects to these historic properties. Any historic properties that are discovered post-
review, if adversely affected, would be resolved through the Section 106 consultation process detailed in
these post-review discovery plans and the MOA.

51 Alternatives Considered

BOEM used the NEPA review process to consider a range of feasible alternatives to the maximum-case
scenario of the Project’s Proposed Action. That maximum-scenario would result in construction,
operation, maintenance, and conceptual decommissioning of up to 100 WTGs and two OSS at the RWF.
Alternatives considered would reduce the number of proposed WTGs. Analyses have found that
reductions in WTG numbers will help minimize the adverse effects on above ground historic properties in
the visual APE and ASFLs in the marine APE. However, no alternative meeting the purpose and need of
Project development in the Lease Area would fully avoid adverse effects to historic properties, including
from visual impacts to NHLs.

51.1 National Historic Landmarks

As the NPS (2021) conveys, “Section 110(f) of the NHPA requires that Federal agencies exercise a higher
standard of care when considering undertakings that may directly and adversely affect NHLs. The law
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requires that agencies, ‘to the maximum extent possible, undertake such planning and actions as may be
necessary to minimize harm to such landmark.’ In those cases when an agency’s undertaking directly and
adversely affects an NHL... the agency should consider all prudent and feasible alternatives to avoid an
adverse effect on the NHL.” The implementing regulations for Section 106 of the NHPA at 36 CFR
800.10 provide special requirements for protecting NHLs and complying with the NHPA Section 110(f).

BOEM has planned and is taking action to avoid adverse effects on NHLs in accordance with NHPA
110(f) and pursuant to The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Federal Agency
Historic Preservation Programs Pursuant to the National Historic Preservation Act (NPS 2021). Under all
Project alternatives (BOEM 2021c), BOEM would avoid adverse effects to seven of the 12 NHLs in the
visual APE: the Montauk Point Lighthouse, Original U.S. Naval War College Historic District, Fort
Adams Historic District, Battle of Rhode Island Historic District, Nantucket Historic District, New
Bedford Historic District, and William Watts Sherman House. This avoidance of adverse effects would be
accomplished by taking advantage of existing obscuration, consisting of intervening factors such as
curvature of the Earth, and atmospheric and environmental factors like fog, haze, sea spray, and
intervening buildings, vegetation, and topography, which are enhanced with increasing distances between
WTGs and historic properties. In addition, BOEM reviewed other NHLs in the vicinity, including the
steamship Sabino in CT and the Newport Historic District in RI and determined these to not be in the
APE. The Sabino only travels within 35 miles of the Project on tours and the Newport Historic District
NHL, once distinguished from other adjoining historic district boundaries in the City of Newport, was
found to be across Newport Neck from the Project without open ocean views of the RWF (EDR 2022a,
2022b).

BOEM has determined that five NHLs in RI would be adversely affected by the Project: Southeast
Lighthouse on Block Island and Ocean Drive Historic District, Bellevue Avenue Historic District, The
Breakers, and Marble House at Newport. BOEM has notified the NPS (as delegate of the Secretary of the
Interior) and the ACHP of this determination with distribution of this Finding. The ACPH and NPS have
been active consulting parties on the Project since BOEM invited them to consult at the initiation of the
NHPA Section 106 process on the Project on April 6 and April 29, 2021, respectively. BOEM is fulfilling
its responsibilities to give a higher level of consideration to minimizing harm to NHLs, as required by
NHPA Section 110(f), through implementation of the special requirements outlined at 36 CFR 800.10
(BOEM 2021a).

Given the location of the lease and number of WTGs proposed, constraints on the necessary generation
capacity for the project to be feasible, and the distance of the Lease Area to the shorelines of Block Island
and Newport, BOEM determined that all feasible alternatives, including all feasible WTG layouts, would
result in adverse visual effects on these five NHLs. Because of all these factors, the only alternative that
BOEM was able to identify that avoids any Project effects on these NHLs was the no-action alternative.
In the draft EIS, BOEM (2022a) has identified alternatives that reduce the number of WTGs by from the
maximum-case scenario of the Proposed Action. While the differences between alternatives may be
variable, alternatives for reduction in WTG numbers would all reduce visual effects on the NHLs and
other adversely affected historic properties due to the fact that fewer WTGs would be constructed and
therefore visible from above ground historic properties or as likely to necessitate the physical disturbance
of ASLFs on the seafloor.
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When prudent and feasible alternatives “appear to require undue cost or to compromise the undertaking’s
goals and objectives, the agency must balance those goals and objectives with the intent of section 110(f)”
(NPS 2021). In this balancing, the NPS suggests that agencies should consider “(1) the magnitude of the
undertaking’s harm to the historical, archaeological and cultural qualities of the NHL; (2) the public
interest in the NHL and in the undertaking as proposed, and (3) the effect a mitigation action would have
on meeting the goals and objectives of the undertaking” (NPS 2021). For the Project, the magnitude of the
visual effects on the five NHLs is minimized by the distance between proposed offshore WTGs and the
onshore NHLs and other factors (such as obscuring factors) limiting views between Project WTGs and
the five NHLs. Moreover, while the undertaking would affect the historic setting of the NHLs, it would
not affect other character-defining features or aspects of the NHL’s historic integrity. The five NHLs,
should the undertaking proceed, would still illustrate their regional and national significance, and
continue to exemplify their national importance.

Through consultation, BOEM would refine minimization measures to the maximum extent feasible and
further develop mitigation measures of adverse effects that remain at the five NHLs after the application
of minimization efforts. BOEM would identify and finalize mitigation measures specific to each NHL
with the consulting parties through development of the MOA. Mitigation measures for adverse effects to
NHLSs must be reasonable in cost and not be determined using inflexible criteria, as described by the NPS
(2021). Mitigation of adverse effects to the five NHLs would meet the following requirements:

o reflect the heightened, national importance of the property and be appropriate in magnitude,
extent, nature, and location of the adverse effect;

o focus on replacing lost historic resource values with outcomes that are in the public interest, such
as through development of products that convey the important history of the property;

e comply with The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties
with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring and Reconstructing Historic Buildings
(NPS 2017).

5.1.2 Action Alternatives that Would Minimize the Adverse Effect of the Project

The Proposed Action (Alternative B) would construct, operate, maintain, and perceivably decommission
up to 100 WTGs of 8 to 12 MW each and up to two OSS; whereas, Alternative C (Habitat Alternative)
would include 64-65 WTGs, Alternative D (Transit Alternative) would include 78-93 WTGs, Alternative
E (Viewshed Alternative) would include 64-81 WTGs, and Alternative F (Higher Capacity Turbine
Alternative) would combine with any of the other action alternatives to use 14 MW WTGs within the
PDE of the 12 MW WTGs to reduce the overall numbers down to as few as 56 WTGs (see Table 4).

5.1.2.1 Minimization of Visual Adverse Effect

Reduction in WTG numbers was analyzed in the draft EIS to have the following opportunities to reduce
visual impacts to above ground historic properties, which would additionally minimize harm to NHLs.
Compared to the maximum-case scenario under the Proposed Action, Alternatives C through F could
decrease impacts to historic properties from visibility of offshore wind structures and from the
construction and installation lighting on these structures because the number of constructed WTGs and
their viewshed would be reduced in the following manners (see BOEM 2022a:Table 3.10-7).
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WTG structure and lighting visibility would be reduced from up to 100 WTGs under the Proposed Action

to:

64 or 65 WTGs (up to 35% to 36% less, respectively) under Alternative C.

78 t0 93 WTGs (up to 7% to 22% less) under Alternative D. These visual impacts under Alternative
D would remain greater than those of Alternative C. Alternative D3 would specifically remove the
closest seven WTG locations to Block Island and have an increased advantage for reducing visual
impacts on above ground historic properties on the shores of that island over other action alternatives,
except Alternative E2, which would remove even more WTGs on the Block Island side of the RWF.

64 to 81 WTGs (up to 36% to 19% less) under Alternative E. The Alternative E1 configuration, in
particular, would reduce the proximity of WTGs to Martha’s Vineyard and toward mainland RI.
Alternative E2 would remove the closest WTGs to Martha’s Vineyard and be most advantageous for
reducing WTG proximity to Block Island; however, it would not be as effective overall as Alternative
E1 for reducing WTG proximity to onshore areas. Although the distance of WTGs from Martha’s
Vineyard would increase under Alternative E specifically compared to other alternatives, the total
number of WTG impacts would remain greater than those of Alternative C and would reach the
potential lower WTG numbers and impacts of Alternative D. Alternative E is primarily focused on
setbacks of WTGs from Martha’s Vineyard and would effectively increase distances of Project WTGs
to historic properties there, especially under Alternative E1. This especially includes increased
setbacks from historic properties important to Tribal Nations at Aquinnah, inclusive of the Edwin
DeVries Vanderhoop Homestead, Gay Head Light, and Gay Head - Aquinnah Shops. Alternative E
also further increases setbacks from Newport and Block Island, including the Breakers, Marble
House, and the Ocean Drive Historic District, Bellevue Avenue Historic District, and Southeast
Lighthouse NHLs. The Alternative E setbacks for RWF WTGs would increase the distances to
historic properties at Aquinnah by between approximately 0.25 and 1 mile, at Newport and mainland
RI by approximately 4 miles, and at Block Island variably beginning at less than 1 mile and extending
to over 4 miles. Therefore, Alternative E would be more effective in reducing visual impacts from the
nearest potential WTGs to historic properties at Martha’s Vineyard, MA, and along RI shores
compared to other action alternatives but would not eliminate visual impacts to all historic properties
and would not result in fewer visible WTGs and offshore RWF lighting sources than Alternatives C
or F.

as few as 56 WTGs (up to 44% less than the maximum of 100 WTG under the Proposed Action)
under Alternative F when combined with any of the action alternatives (C1, C2, or E1) intended to
allow for the fulfillment of the existing three PPAs’ generation requirement of at least 704 MW.
These WTG impacts under Alternative F could potentially be reduced from those of the other action
alternatives, where WTG numbers are comparatively less.

Although reduced, the layout modification and construction activities proposed under Alternatives C
through F would still include the same historic properties adversely affected under the Proposed Action
and the same potential for impacts to these historic properties. Portions of all RWF WTGs would
potentially be visible from approximately most of the 101 historic properties adversely affected under the
action alternatives. All action alternatives, regardless of planned WTG numbers, would have the WTG
visibility reduced somewhat due to intervening land areas and with setback distance from the coastline.
As described, those action alternatives with the fewest WTGs and the greatest distances of setback would
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have the least degree of potential visual adverse effects on historic properties. Under Alternatives C
through F, the construction and installation of offshore Project components with lighting would have
adverse effects to historic properties, similar to those of the Proposed Action. O&M and
decommissioning of offshore Project components with lighting would have effects to historic properties
under Alternatives C through F, similar to those of the Proposed Action. Visual effects from offshore
Project components’ lighting would be removed upon completion of decommissioning.

To the potential 955 WTGs modeled in a maximum-case scenario for other future offshore wind activities
(EDR 2021b), Alternatives C through F would add visual effects from offshore WTG structure visibility
and lighting, including from navigational and aviation hazard lighting systems. The same 101 historic
properties would continue to be adversely affected by offshore structure lighting visibility in the visual
APE under Alternatives C through F as under the Proposed Action. The cumulative visual effects of
offshore structures and lighting on historic properties in the visual APE associated with Alternatives C
through F when combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable activities would be long term
and adverse, until decommissioning of the Project. However, for Alternative E, the visual proximity for
effects from offshore Project elements would specifically have increased setbacks from historic properties
at Martha’s Vineyard, MA, and the nearest shores of RI (including NHLs at Newport).

5.1.2.2 Minimization of Physical Effects to ASLF from Seafloor Disturbance

Alternatives C through F would involve the same types or numbers of submerged historic properties on
the seafloor at the RWF and RWEC offshore development areas as under the Proposed Action. However,
these alternatives could decrease the risk of disturbance and impacts to historic properties because the
number of constructed WTGs could be reduced and associated cable trenching could also decrease,
resulting in greater Project flexibility for avoiding these historic properties. Therefore, RWEC and RWF
WTG and IAC construction, operation, maintenance, decommissioning, and associated vessel anchoring
would result in less seafloor disturbance than is anticipated for the Proposed Action (see BOEM
2022a:Table 3.10-7).

Potential construction disturbance for WTG and OSS locations is expected to reduce from the maximum
scenario of 734.4 acres of Alternative B to 475.2-482.4 acres under Alternative C, 576-684 acres under
Alternative D, 475.2-597.6 acres under Alternative D, and as little as 417.6 acres under Alternative F
(BOEM 2022a:Table E4-1). The IAC length and acreage of disturbance between WTG would reduce
comparatively. Potential anchorage disturbance is expected to reduce from the 3,178 acres of Alternative
B t0 2,062-2,093 acres under Alternative C, 2,496-2,961 acres under Alternative D, 2,062 or 2,589 acres
under Alternative D, and as little as 1,814 acres under Alternative F (BOEM 2022a:Table E4-1).

Compared to the Prosed Action, Alternative C would place WTG locations farther from seven of the 29
historic properties in the marine APE, specifically 2.8 to 3.0 miles farther from ASLF Target-28 and
Target-27, respectively and 0.25 mile to 2.5 miles farther from shipwrecks/possible historic shipwreck
Target-02, Target-08, Target-17, Target-18, and Target-19, in order of increasing distance. Distances to
other submerged historic properties in the marine APE would not change under Alternative C.

Alternative D would decrease the risk of disturbance and impacts at one potential shipwreck (Target 04)
because the nearest WTG would be sited approximately 3.5 miles more distant from that shipwreck.
Impacts would remain the same as the Proposed Action, however, if Alternative D retains WTG
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proximity to that shipwreck. As a result, Alternative D would not have the potential to reduce potential
for adverse effects at submerged historic properties as much as Alternative C. Alternative D would also
maintain similar configurations to the Proposed Action at the other 28 ASLFs and shipwrecks/possible
historic shipwrecks in the marine APE.

Compared to the Proposed Action, the 64 WTG configuration of Alternative E1 would place WTG
locations farther from seven of the 29 ASLFs and shipwrecks/possible historic shipwrecks in the marine
APE. These seven consist of two ASLF (Target-24 and Target-26), three known shipwrecks (Target-01,
Target-06, and Target-09), and two possible historic shipwrecks (Target-07 and Target-16). Compared to
the Proposed Action, the 81 WTG configuration of Alternative E2 would place WTG locations farther
from one ASLF (Target-24) and one possible historic shipwreck (Target-09). Either configuration of
Alterative E would have more potential for adverse effects at submerged historic properties than
Alternative C but less potential for adverse effects than either Alternative D or the Proposed Action.
However, Alternative E would increase the distance of Project WTGs to a different range of submerged
historic properties than either Alternative C or Alternative D. Alternative E would result in similar effects
to the Proposed Action at the 22 to 27 historic properties in the marine APE where its configurations do
not provide farther avoidance distances.

Seafloor disturbance associated with Alternative F, which combines alternative WTG reduction options,
would result in less seafloor disturbance than is anticipated for the Proposed Action or, potentially, the
other action alternatives.

Alternatives C through F would use the same RWEC as that of the Proposed Action. These alternatives
would result in irreversible adverse effects to historic properties where seafloor disturbance would not be
avoidable at them during construction of the RWEC.

Due to the similarity in Project activities and locations, the impacts of seafloor disturbance on identified
ASLFs and shipwrecks/possible historic shipwrecks from Project operations, maintenance, and
decommissioning activities associated with Alternatives C through F would be similar to the Proposed
Action. Seafloor disturbance, including shipwrecks and ASLF, would be negligible (not adverse) during
operations and maintenance, because these activities would be restricted to areas that have been surveyed
and found to contain no marine cultural resources or that have previously experienced disturbance during
construction. Decommissioning activities would be expected to take place in previously disturbed areas
and therefore not adverse at historic properties. Overall, the reduced scale of Alternatives C through F
would result in fewer potential effects from seafloor disturbance activities than the Proposed Action.

5.2 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures

The Section 106 process requires BOEM to seek ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate the adverse effects
of the Project that would result from the undertaking. BOEM is approaching this process sequentially,
beginning with avoidance. Avoidance of adverse effects is preferred and prioritized where practicable.
BOEM would then implement minimization to reduce the adverse effect to the extent able. All adverse
effects remaining after avoidance and minimization measures would be mitigated. Mitigation measures
for historic properties, including NHLs, would be stipulated in the MOA and detailed in the historic
property treatment plans attached to the MOA. These same mitigation measures, committed to by
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Revolution Wind in the MOA and identified in COP Appendix BB — Cultural Resources Avoidance,
Minimization, and Mitigation Measures (EDR 2022c), would also be incorporated by BOEM into COP
approval.

BOEM remains in consultation with all consulting parties under Section 106 of the NHPA, including
Tribal Nations that may have concerns for properties of traditional cultural and religious significance in
the APE; State Historic Preservation Offices/Division for Historic Preservation; ACHP; NPS; and other
cooperating federal agencies, local governments, historical interest groups, and involved property owners.
BOEM will continue to consult with these parties on this Finding and the resolution of all adverse effects.
Consistent with the provisions for NEPA substitution, pursuant to 36 CFR 800.8(c)(4)(i)(A), BOEM will
codify the resolution of adverse effects through the MOA for the Project.
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APPENDIX A

Area of Potential Effects Map Figures






Figure A-1. Revolution Wind construction and operations plan proposed offshore Project elements.
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Figure A-2. Revolution Wind construction and operations plan proposed onshore Project elements.
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Figure A-3. Visual area of potential effects and visual effects assessment geographic analysis area — onshore.

A-3






APPENDIX B

Map Figures of Historic Properties in Relation to the Area of Potential
Effects

(detached — contains material that meets the criteria for confidentiality
under Section 304 of the NHPA)






APPENDIX C

Visual Simulations at the Pertinent Key Observation Points for
Adversely Affected National Historic Landmarks
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«  Photographs were not obtained from NLO1 during field review due to public access restrictions. In place of an actual photograph from this location, EDR created a virtual

three-dimensional (3D) model of the island.

Reasonably Foreseeable Projects Represented in Visual Simulation

Potential Number  Total Number of Distance to Distance to
Project Year of Development WTG Model of WTGs & OSSs WTGs & OSSsiin  Nearest Visible  Furthest Visible
Visible* Project WTG (miles) WTG (miles)
South Fork Wind Farm 2023 12 MW 12 13 24.5 28.0
Vineyard Wind North 2023 14 MW 0 69 NA NA

Key Observation Point Context

Key Observation Point Location
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Al03: Newport Cliff Walk, Newport, Rhode Island

Visual Simulation: 2023 Project Construction with Revolution

Construction added (Revolution Wind, South Fork Wind, and Vineyard

Wind North)

Simulation Size: 64" in width by 29.3" in height. Images This box should
should be viewed from a distance of 15 inches be exactly 1" long

in order to obtain the proper perspective. on the printed
panorama

Powered by

Eversource

Environmental Data

Date Taken: 7/26/2017
Time: 7:03 AM
Temperature: 59°F
Humidity: 96%

Visibility: >10 miles

Wind Direction: Calm
Wind Speed: 0 mph
Conditions Observed: Fair

Camera Information

Camera: Canon EOS 5D Mark IV
Resolution: 30.4 Megapixels
Lens Focal Length: 50 mm
Camera Height: 22.8 feet AMSL

Notes:

Key Observation Point Information

County: Newport

Town: Newport

State: Rhode Island

Location: Aquidneck Island

Latitude, Longitude: 41.45119° N, 71.31157° W
Direction of View (Center): South-Southeast (155.7°)
Field of View: 124° x 55°

Visual Resources

Landscape Similarity Zone: Maintained Recreation Area, Shoreline Residential
User Group: Local Resident, Tourist/Vacationers

Aesthetic Resource: Newport/Ocean Drive State Scenic Area, Cliff Walk National
Recreation Trail, Newport National Historic Landmark

Photosimulation Size: 64" in width by 29.3" in height. Images should be viewed from 15 inches in order to obtain the proper perspective.

 The potential number of WTGs and OSSs screened from view was calculated using a curvature of the earth model based on the distance, viewer height, and maximum

structure height. This analysis does not consider the screening effects of intervening vegetation, structures, and topography.

+  Offshore Substation location and dimensions are based on preliminary publicly available project data. Projects for which this data is not currently available, WTGs are used

for all foundation positions. OSS positions and dimensions considered in this photosimulation are subject to potential modification.

+ Nighttime photosimulations are digitally adjusted from daytime photographs. Nighttime photographs captured at each represented KOP inform the presence or lack of

existing light sources.

« The existing WTGs associated with the Block Island Wind Farm are 16.9 miles from KOP LI04. In the daytime photosimulation, the WTGs appear faint due to atmospheric

perspective commonly occurring on clear days such as the conditions illustrated in this photosimulation. In order to illustrate maximum potential visibility of the proposed

WTG, this degree of atmospheric perspective is not applied to the photosimulations.

«  Photographs were not obtained from NLO1 during field review due to public access restrictions. In place of an actual photograph from this location, EDR created a virtual

three-dimensional (3D) model of the island.

Reasonably Foreseeable Projects Represented in Visual Simulation

Potential Number  Total Number of Distance to Distance to
Project Year of Development WTG Model of WTGs & OSSs WTGs & OSSsiin  Nearest Visible  Furthest Visible
Visible* Project WTG (miles) WTG (miles)
South Fork Wind Farm 2023 12 MW 12 13 24.5 28.0
Vineyard Wind North 2023 14 MW 0 69 NA NA
Revolution Wind 2023 12 MW 102 102 15.3 33.8

Key Observation Point Context

Key Observation Point Location
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Al03: Newport Cliff Walk, Newport, Rhode Island

Visual Simulation: Full Lease Build-out Including Revolution Wind

Simulation Size: 64" in width by 29.3” in height. Images
should be viewed from a distance of 15 inches
in order to obtain the proper perspective.

This box should
be exactly 1" long
on the printed
panorama

Environmental Data

Date Taken: 7/26/2017
Time: 7:03 AM
Temperature: 59°F
Humidity: 96%

Visibility: >10 miles

Wind Direction: Calm
Wind Speed: 0 mph
Conditions Observed: Fair

Camera Information

Camera: Canon EOS 5D Mark IV
Resolution: 30.4 Megapixels
Lens Focal Length: 50 mm
Camera Height: 22.8 feet AMSL

Notes:

Key Observation Point Information

County: Newport

Town: Newport

State: Rhode Island

Location: Aquidneck Island

Latitude, Longitude: 41.45119° N, 71.31157° W
Direction of View (Center): South-Southeast (155.7°)
Field of View: 124° x 55°

Visual Resources

Landscape Similarity Zone: Maintained Recreation Area, Shoreline Residential
User Group: Local Resident, Tourist/Vacationers

Aesthetic Resource: Newport/Ocean Drive State Scenic Area, Cliff Walk National
Recreation Trail, Newport National Historic Landmark

+ Photosimulation Size: 64" in width by 29.3” in height. Images should be viewed from 15 inches in order to obtain the proper perspective.

 The potential number of WTGs and OSSs screened from view was calculated using a curvature of the earth model based on the distance, viewer height, and maximum

structure height. This analysis does not consider the screening effects of intervening vegetation, structures, and topography.

+  Offshore Substation location and dimensions are based on preliminary publicly available project data. Projects for which this data is not currently available, WTGs are used

for all foundation positions. OSS positions and dimensions considered in this photosimulation are subject to potential modification.

+ Nighttime photosimulations are digitally adjusted from daytime photographs. Nighttime photographs captured at each represented KOP inform the presence or lack of

existing light sources.

« The existing WTGs associated with the Block Island Wind Farm are 16.9 miles from KOP LI04. In the daytime photosimulation, the WTGs appear faint due to atmospheric

perspective commonly occurring on clear days such as the conditions illustrated in this photosimulation. In order to illustrate maximum potential visibility of the proposed

WTG, this degree of atmospheric perspective is not applied to the photosimulations.

«  Photographs were not obtained from NLO1 during field review due to public access restrictions. In place of an actual photograph from this location, EDR created a virtual

three-dimensional (3D) model of the island.

Reasonably Foreseeable Projects Represented in Visual Simulation

Potential Number  Total Number of Distance to Distance to
Project Year of Development WTG Model of WTGs & OSSs WTGs & OSSsiin  Nearest Visible  Furthest Visible
Visible* Project WTG (miles) WTG (miles)
South Fork Wind Farm 2023 12 MW 12 13 24.5 28.0
Vineyard Wind North 2023 14 MW 0 69 NA NA
Revolution Wind 2023 12 MW 102 102 15.3 33.8
New England Wind 2024 16 MW 9 41 46.8 48.6
Phase 1
New England Wind 2024 19 MW 37 79 46.0 51.1
Phase 2
Sunrise Wind 2024 15 MW 122 123 28.6 42.6
Mayflower Wind 2024 12 MW 0 149 NA NA
Liberty Wind 2025-2030 12 MW 0 139 NA NA
Beacon Wind 2025-2030 12 MW 0 157 NA NA
Bay State Wind 2025-2030 12 MW 100 185 37.1 445

Key Observation Point Context

Key Observation Point Location
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Al03: Newport Cliff Walk, Newport, Rhode Island

Visual Simulation: Full Lease Build-out Excluding Revolution Wind

Simulation Size: 64" in width by 29.3” in height. Images
should be viewed from a distance of 15 inches
in order to obtain the proper perspective.

This box should
be exactly 1" long
on the printed
panorama

Environmental Data

Date Taken: 7/26/2017
Time: 7:03 AM
Temperature: 59°F
Humidity: 96%

Visibility: >10 miles

Wind Direction: Calm
Wind Speed: 0 mph
Conditions Observed: Fair

Camera Information

Camera: Canon EOS 5D Mark IV
Resolution: 30.4 Megapixels
Lens Focal Length: 50 mm
Camera Height: 22.8 feet AMSL

Notes:

Key Observation Point Information

County: Newport

Town: Newport

State: Rhode Island

Location: Aquidneck Island

Latitude, Longitude: 41.45119° N, 71.31157° W
Direction of View (Center): South-Southeast (155.7°)
Field of View: 124° x 55°

Visual Resources

Landscape Similarity Zone: Maintained Recreation Area, Shoreline Residential
User Group: Local Resident, Tourist/Vacationers

Aesthetic Resource: Newport/Ocean Drive State Scenic Area, Cliff Walk National
Recreation Trail, Newport National Historic Landmark

+  Photosimulation Size: 64" in width by 29.3” in height. Images should be viewed from 15 inches in order to obtain the proper perspective.

« The potential number of WTGs and OSSs screened from view was calculated using a curvature of the earth model based on the distance, viewer height, and maximum

structure height. This analysis does not consider the screening effects of intervening vegetation, structures, and topography.

+  Offshore Substation location and dimensions are based on preliminary publicly available project data. Projects for which this data is not currently available, WTGs are used

for all foundation positions. OSS positions and dimensions considered in this photosimulation are subject to potential modification.

 Nighttime photosimulations are digitally adjusted from daytime photographs. Nighttime photographs captured at each represented KOP inform the presence or lack of

existing light sources.

« The existing WTGs associated with the Block Island Wind Farm are 16.9 miles from KOP LI04. In the daytime photosimulation, the WTGs appear faint due to atmospheric

perspective commonly occurring on clear days such as the conditions illustrated in this photosimulation. In order to illustrate maximum potential visibility of the proposed

WTG, this degree of atmospheric perspective is not applied to the photosimulations.

«  Photographs were not obtained from NLO1 during field review due to public access restrictions. In place of an actual photograph from this location, EDR created a virtual

three-dimensional (3D) model of the island.

Reasonably Foreseeable Projects Represented in Visual Simulation

Potential Number  Total Number of Distance to Distance to
Project Year of Development WTG Model of WTGs & OSSs WTGs & OSSsiin  Nearest Visible  Furthest Visible
Visible* Project WTG (miles) WTG (miles)
South Fork Wind Farm 2023 12 MW 12 13 24.5 28.0
Vineyard Wind North 2023 14 MW 0 69 NA NA
New England Wind 2024 16 MW 9 41 46.8 48.6
Phase 1
New England Wind 2024 19 MW 37 79 46.0 51.1
Phase 2
Sunrise Wind 2024 15 MW 122 123 28.6 42.6
Mayflower Wind 2024 12 MW 0 149 NA NA
Liberty Wind 2025-2030 12 MW 0 139 NA NA
Beacon Wind 2025-2030 12 MW 0 157 NA NA
Bay State Wind 2025-2030 12 MW 100 185 37.1 445

Key Observation Point Context

Key Observation Point Location




P . b Powe re d by Environmental Data Key Observation Point Information Reasonably Foreseeable Projects Represented in Visual Simulation Key Observation Point Context Key Observation Point Location
\e \’L’ L' L I o I1 Date Taken: 7/26/2017 County: Newport | Potential Number  Total Number of Distance to Distance to
Time: 7:03 AM Town: Newport Project Year of Development WTG Model of WT_G§ & 0SSs WTGs &_OSSS in  Nearest V_|S|ble Furthest \{lSlbIe
o @ rs te d & Temperature: 59°F State: Rhode Island —_ dll Wl s
’ Humidity: 96% Location: Aquidneck Island Revolution Wind 2023 12 MW 102 102 15.3 33.8
I I1 c Eve rs O U rc e Visibility: >10 miles Latitude, Longitude: 41.45119° N, 71.31157° W KA
Wind Direction: Calm Direction of View (Center): South-Southeast (155.7°)
Wind Speed: 0 mph Field of View: 124° x 55°
Conditions Observed: Fair K3
Visual Resources
Camera Information Landscape Similarity Zone: Maintained Recreation Area, Shoreline Residential v,
Camera: Canon EQOS 5D Mark IV User Group: Local Resident, Tourist/Vacationers ”
Resolution: 30.4 Megapixels Aesthetic Resource: Newport/Ocean Drive State Scenic Area, Cliff Walk National

A|03 NeWpOI’t C“ff Walk, NeWpOrt, RhOde |S|and Lens Focal Length: 50 mm Recreation Trail, Newport National Historic Landmark %,
Camera Height: 22.8 feet AMSL

Notes:

Visual Simulation: Revolution Wind Without Other Foreseeable Future

h +  Photosimulation Size: 64" in width by 29.3” in height. Images should be viewed from 15 inches in order to obtain the proper perspective.
C an g eS « The potential number of WTGs and OSSs screened from view was calculated using a curvature of the earth model based on the distance, viewer height, and maximum
structure height. This analysis does not consider the screening effects of intervening vegetation, structures, and topography.
+  Offshore Substation location and dimensions are based on preliminary publicly available project data. Projects for which this data is not currently available, WTGs are used
for all foundation positions. OSS positions and dimensions considered in this photosimulation are subject to potential modification.
 Nighttime photosimulations are digitally adjusted from daytime photographs. Nighttime photographs captured at each represented KOP inform the presence or lack of
existing light sources.
« The existing WTGs associated with the Block Island Wind Farm are 16.9 miles from KOP LI04. In the daytime photosimulation, the WTGs appear faint due to atmospheric

perspective commonly occurring on clear days such as the conditions illustrated in this photosimulation. In order to illustrate maximum potential visibility of the proposed

Simulation Size: 64" in width by 29.3” in height. Images This box should WTG, this degree of atmospheric perspective is not applied to the photosimulations.

should be viewed from a distance of 15 inches be exactly 1" long «  Photographs were not obtained from NL01 during field review due to public access restrictions. In place of an actual photograph from this location, EDR created a virtual

in order in the proper perspective. on the printed A .
in order to obtain the proper perspective panorama three-dimensional (3D) model of the island.
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Bl04: Southeast Lighthouse, New Shoreham, Rhode Island

Existing Conditions

Simulation Size: 64" in width by 29.3" in height. Images This box should
should be viewed from a distance of 15 inches be exactly 1" long

in order to obtain the proper perspective. on the printed
panorama

Environmental Data Key Observation Point Information
Date Taken: 9/10/2017 County: Washington

Time: 12:20 PM Town: New Shoreham

Temperature: 68°F State: Rhode Island

Humidity: 63% Location: Block Island

Visibility: >10 miles Latitude, Longitude: 41.15281° N, 71.55185° W
Wind Direction: Northeast Direction of View (Center): East (98.9°)

Wind Speed: 8 mph Field of View: 124° x 55°

Conditions Observed: Clear

Camera Information Visual Resources

Camera: Canon EQOS 5D Mark IV Landscape Similarity Zone: Maintained Recreation Area, Coastal Bluff
Resolution: 30.4 Megapixels User Group: Local Resident, Tourist/Vacationers

Lens Focal Length: 50 mm Aesthetic Resource: Southeast Light National Historic Landmark, Mohegan Bluffs
Camera Height: 161.1 feet AMSL Scenic Area

Notes:

+  Photosimulation Size: 64" in width by 29.3” in height. Images should be viewed from 15 inches in order to obtain the proper perspective.

« The potential number of WTGs and OSSs screened from view was calculated using a curvature of the earth model based on the distance, viewer height, and maximum
structure height. This analysis does not consider the screening effects of intervening vegetation, structures, and topography.

+  Offshore Substation location and dimensions are based on preliminary publicly available project data. Projects for which this data is not currently available, WTGs are used
for all foundation positions. OSS positions and dimensions considered in this photosimulation are subject to potential modification.

 Nighttime photosimulations are digitally adjusted from daytime photographs. Nighttime photographs captured at each represented KOP inform the presence or lack of
existing light sources.

« The existing WTGs associated with the Block Island Wind Farm are 16.9 miles from KOP LI04. In the daytime photosimulation, the WTGs appear faint due to atmospheric
perspective commonly occurring on clear days such as the conditions illustrated in this photosimulation. In order to illustrate maximum potential visibility of the proposed
WTG, this degree of atmospheric perspective is not applied to the photosimulations.

«  Photographs were not obtained from NLO1 during field review due to public access restrictions. In place of an actual photograph from this location, EDR created a virtual

three-dimensional (3D) model of the island.

Key Observation Point Context

Key Observation Point Location
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Bl04: Southeast Lighthouse, New Shoreham, Rhode Island

Visual Simulation: 2023 Project Construction (South Fork Wind and
Vineyard Wind North)

Simulation Size: 64" in width by 29.3" in height. Images This box should
should be viewed from a distance of 15 inches be exactly 1" long

in order to obtain the proper perspective. on the printed
panorama

Environmental Data

Date Taken: 9/10/2017
Time: 12:20 PM
Temperature: 68°F
Humidity: 63%

Visibility: >10 miles

Wind Direction: Northeast
Wind Speed: 8 mph
Conditions Observed: Clear

Camera Information

Camera: Canon EOS 5D Mark IV
Resolution: 30.4 Megapixels
Lens Focal Length: 50 mm
Camera Height: 161.1 feet AMSL

Notes:

Reasonably Foreseeable Projects Represented in Visual Simulation

Key Observation Point Information

County: Washington Potential Number ~ Total Number of Distance to Distance to
Town: New Shoreham Project Year of Development WTG Model of WTGs & OSSs WTGs & OSSsin ~ Nearest Visible  Furthest Visible
State: Rhode Island Visible* Project WTG (miles) WTG (miles)
Location: Block Island South Fork Wind Farm 2023 12 MW 13 13 19.0 24.0
Latitude, Longitude: 41.15281° N, 71.55185° W

Direction of View (Center): East (98.9°) Vineyard Wind North 2023 14 MW 15 69 496 537
Field of View: 124° x 55°

Visual Resources

Landscape Similarity Zone: Maintained Recreation Area, Coastal Bluff

User Group: Local Resident, Tourist/Vacationers

Aesthetic Resource: Southeast Light National Historic Landmark, Mohegan Bluffs
Scenic Area

+  Photosimulation Size: 64" in width by 29.3” in height. Images should be viewed from 15 inches in order to obtain the proper perspective.

« The potential number of WTGs and OSSs screened from view was calculated using a curvature of the earth model based on the distance, viewer height, and maximum

structure height. This analysis does not consider the screening effects of intervening vegetation, structures, and topography.

+  Offshore Substation location and dimensions are based on preliminary publicly available project data. Projects for which this data is not currently available, WTGs are used

for all foundation positions. OSS positions and dimensions considered in this photosimulation are subject to potential modification.

 Nighttime photosimulations are digitally adjusted from daytime photographs. Nighttime photographs captured at each represented KOP inform the presence or lack of

existing light sources.

« The existing WTGs associated with the Block Island Wind Farm are 16.9 miles from KOP LI04. In the daytime photosimulation, the WTGs appear faint due to atmospheric

perspective commonly occurring on clear days such as the conditions illustrated in this photosimulation. In order to illustrate maximum potential visibility of the proposed

WTG, this degree of atmospheric perspective is not applied to the photosimulations.

«  Photographs were not obtained from NLO1 during field review due to public access restrictions. In place of an actual photograph from this location, EDR created a virtual

three-dimensional (3D) model of the island.

Key Observation Point Context

Key Observation Point Location
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Bl04: Southeast Lighthouse, New Shoreham, Rhode Island

Visual Simulation: 2023 Project Construction with Revolution
Construction added (Revolution Wind, South Fork Wind, and Vineyard

Wind North)

Simulation Size: 64" in width by 29.3” in height. Images
should be viewed from a distance of 15 inches
in order to obtain the proper perspective.

This box should
be exactly 1" long
on the printed
panorama

Environmental Data

Date Taken: 9/10/2017
Time: 12:20 PM
Temperature: 68°F
Humidity: 63%

Visibility: >10 miles

Wind Direction: Northeast
Wind Speed: 8 mph
Conditions Observed: Clear

Camera Information

Camera: Canon EOS 5D Mark IV
Resolution: 30.4 Megapixels
Lens Focal Length: 50 mm
Camera Height: 161.1 feet AMSL

Notes:

Key Observation Point Information

County: Washington

Town: New Shoreham

State: Rhode Island

Location: Block Island

Latitude, Longitude: 41.15281° N, 71.55185° W
Direction of View (Center): East (98.9°)

Field of View: 124° x 55°

Visual Resources

Landscape Similarity Zone: Maintained Recreation Area, Coastal Bluff

User Group: Local Resident, Tourist/Vacationers

Aesthetic Resource: Southeast Light National Historic Landmark, Mohegan Bluffs
Scenic Area

Photosimulation Size: 64" in width by 29.3" in height. Images should be viewed from 15 inches in order to obtain the proper perspective.

 The potential number of WTGs and OSSs screened from view was calculated using a curvature of the earth model based on the distance, viewer height, and maximum

structure height. This analysis does not consider the screening effects of intervening vegetation, structures, and topography.

+  Offshore Substation location and dimensions are based on preliminary publicly available project data. Projects for which this data is not currently available, WTGs are used

for all foundation positions. OSS positions and dimensions considered in this photosimulation are subject to potential modification.

+ Nighttime photosimulations are digitally adjusted from daytime photographs. Nighttime photographs captured at each represented KOP inform the presence or lack of

existing light sources.

« The existing WTGs associated with the Block Island Wind Farm are 16.9 miles from KOP LI04. In the daytime photosimulation, the WTGs appear faint due to atmospheric

perspective commonly occurring on clear days such as the conditions illustrated in this photosimulation. In order to illustrate maximum potential visibility of the proposed

WTG, this degree of atmospheric perspective is not applied to the photosimulations.

«  Photographs were not obtained from NLO1 during field review due to public access restrictions. In place of an actual photograph from this location, EDR created a virtual

three-dimensional (3D) model of the island.

Reasonably Foreseeable Projects Represented in Visual Simulation

Potential Number  Total Number of Distance to Distance to
Project Year of Development WTG Model of WTGs & OSSs WTGs & OSSsiin  Nearest Visible  Furthest Visible
Visible* Project WTG (miles) WTG (miles)
South Fork Wind Farm 2023 12 MW 13 13 19.0 24.0
Vineyard Wind North 2023 14 MW 15 69 49.6 53.7
Revolution Wind 2023 12 MW 102 102 15.2 37.2

Key Observation Point Context

Key Observation Point Location




Powe re d by Environmental Data Key Observation Point Information Reasonably Foreseeable Projects Represented in Visual Simulation Key Observation Point Context Key Observation Point Location

P . Ay 0
\e\’L L' L I L I1 v county: Washington Potential Number  Total Number of Distance to Distance to
@ rs t e d & Time: 12:20 PM Town: New Shoreham Project Year of Development WTG Model of WTGs & OSSs  WTGs & OSSsin  Nearest Visible  Furthest Visible

Visible* Project WTG (miles) WTG (miles)

O Temperature: 68°F State: Rhode Island
’ Humidity: 63% Location: Block Island South Fork Wind Farm 2023 12 MW 13 13 19.0 24.0
I I FEversource Visibility: >10 miles Latitude, Longitude: 41.15281° N, 71.55185° W
Wind Direction: Northeast Direction of View (Center): East (98.9°) Vineyard Wind North 2023 14 MW 15 69 196 53.7
Wind Speed: 8 mph Field of View: 124° x 55°
Conditions Observed: Clear o
Revolution Wind 2023 12 MW 102 102 15.2 37.2
Camera Information Visual Resources |
SRTR. o : New England Wind 2024 16 MW 41 41 48.0 56.6
Camera: Canon EQOS 5D Mark IV Landscape Similarity Zone: Maintained Recreation Area, Coastal Bluff Phase 1 ' '
i Resolution: 30.4 Megapixels User Group: Local Resident, Tourist/Vacationers KA
Bl04: So UtheaSt nghthouse, New ShOreham, RhOde |S|and Lens Focal Length: 50 mm Aesthetic Resource: Southeast Light National Historic Landmark, Mohegan Bluffs New E,?}%':‘Q‘;W'”d 2024 19 MW 79 79 431 54.9
Camera Height: 161.1 feet AMSL Scenic Area
é’o@/
V. I S . I t F I I L B . I d t | I d . R I t W d Notes: Sunrise Wind 2024 15 MW 123 123 16.9 38.8 “
+ Photosimulation Size: 64" in width by 29.3” in height. Images should be viewed from 15 inches in order to obtain the proper perspective. , 2
, _ _ _ _ _ , Mayflower Wind 2024 12 MW 0 149 NA NA 4y,
 The potential number of WTGs and OSSs screened from view was calculated using a curvature of the earth model based on the distance, viewer height, and maximum %
structure height. This analysis does not consider the screening effects of intervening vegetation, structures, and topography.
+  Offshore Substation location and dimensions are based on preliminary publicly available project data. Projects for which this data is not currently available, WTGs are used Liberty Wind 2025-2030 12 MW 0 139 NA NA
for all foundation positions. OSS positions and dimensions considered in this photosimulation are subject to potential modification. q%@&
+ Nighttime photosimulations are digitally adjusted from daytime photographs. Nighttime photographs captured at each represented KOP inform the presence or lack of
existing light sources. Beacon Wind 2025-2030 12 MW 13 157 51.6 53.9
« The existing WTGs associated with the Block Island Wind Farm are 16.9 miles from KOP LI04. In the daytime photosimulation, the WTGs appear faint due to atmospheric 2y,
perspective commonly occurring on clear days such as the conditions illustrated in this photosimulation. In order to illustrate maximum potential visibility of the proposed . N
Simulation Size: 64" in width by 29.3” in height. Images This box should WTG, this degree of atmospheric perspective is not applied to the photosimulations. Bay State Wind 2025-2030 12 MW 183 185 330 533
should be viewed from a distance of 15 inches be exactly 1" long »  Photographs were not obtained from NLO1 during field review due to public access restrictions. In place of an actual photograph from this location, EDR created a virtual

on the printed

in order to obtain the proper perspective, panorama three-dimensional (3D) model of the island.



. Powe re y Environmental Data Key Observation Point Information Reasonably Foreseeable Projects Represented in Visual Simulation Key Observation Point Context Key Observation Point Location
‘e \’L ' L ' L I L' I1 Date Taken: 9/10/2017 County: Washington Potential Number ~ Total Number of Distance to Distance to
Time: 12:20 PM Town: New Shoreham Project Year of Development WTG Model of WTGs & OSSs WTGs & OSSsiin  Nearest Visible  Furthest Visible
. @ rs t e & Temperature: 68°F State: Rhode Island — auis el s
’ Humidity: 63% Location: Block Island South Fork Wind Farm 2023 12 MW 13 13 19.0 24.0
I I FEversource Visibility: >10 miles Latitude, Longitude: 41.15281° N, 71.55185° W
Wind Direction: Northeast Direction of View (Center): East (98.9°) Vineyard Wind North 2023 14 MW 15 69 196 53.7
Wind Speed: 8 mph Field of View: 124° x 55°
Conditions Observed: Clear |
New i’;ﬁfiﬂwmd 2024 16 MW 41 41 48.0 56.6
Camera Information Visual Resources |
ST o : New England Wind 2024 19 MW 79 79 43.1 54.9
Camera: Canon EQOS 5D Mark IV Landscape Similarity Zone: Maintained Recreation Area, Coastal Bluff Phase 2 ' '
i Resolution: 30.4 Megapixels User Group: Local Resident, Tourist/Vacationers KA
Bl04: Southeast LI g hthouse : New Shoreham : Rhode Island Lens Focal Length: 50 mm Aesthetic Resource: Southeast Light National Historic Landmark, Mohegan Bluffs Sunrise Wind 2024 15 MW 123 123 169 38.8
Camera Height: 161.1 feet AMSL Scenic Area
é’o@/
V. I S . I t F I I L B . I d t E I d . R I t W d Notes: Mayflower Wind 2024 12 MW 0 149 NA NA “
+  Photosimulation Size: 64" in width by 29.3” in height. Images should be viewed from 15 inches in order to obtain the proper perspective. _ _ B
, _ _ _ _ _ , Liberty Wind 2025-2030 12 MW 0 139 NA NA “u,
« The potential number of WTGs and OSSs screened from view was calculated using a curvature of the earth model based on the distance, viewer height, and maximum ¢
structure height. This analysis does not consider the screening effects of intervening vegetation, structures, and topography.
+  Offshore Substation location and dimensions are based on preliminary publicly available project data. Projects for which this data is not currently available, WTGs are used Beacon Wind 2025-2030 12 MW 13 157 51.6 53.9 )
for all foundation positions. OSS positions and dimensions considered in this photosimulation are subject to potential modification. 0%/@&
 Nighttime photosimulations are digitally adjusted from daytime photographs. Nighttime photographs captured at each represented KOP inform the presence or lack of
existing light sources. Bay State Wind 2025-2030 12 MW 183 185 33.0 53.3
« The existing WTGs associated with the Block Island Wind Farm are 16.9 miles from KOP LI04. In the daytime photosimulation, the WTGs appear faint due to atmospheric v,
perspective commonly occurring on clear days such as the conditions illustrated in this photosimulation. In order to illustrate maximum potential visibility of the proposed N
Simulation Size: 64" in width by 29.3” in height. Images This box should WTG, this degree of atmospheric perspective is not applied to the photosimulations.
should be viewed from a distance of 15 inches be exactly 1" long »  Photographs were not obtained from NLO1 during field review due to public access restrictions. In place of an actual photograph from this location, EDR created a virtual

on the printed

in order to obtain the proper perspective, panorama three-dimensional (3D) model of the island.
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Bl04: Southeast Lighthouse, New Shoreham, Rhode Island

Visual Simulation: Revolution Wind Without Other Foreseeable Future
Changes

Simulation Size: 64" in width by 29.3” in height. Images This box should
should be viewed from a distance of 15 inches be exactly 1" long

in order to obtain the proper perspective. on the printed
panorama

Environmental Data

Date Taken: 9/10/2017
Time: 12:20 PM
Temperature: 68°F
Humidity: 63%

Visibility: >10 miles

Wind Direction: Northeast
Wind Speed: 8 mph
Conditions Observed: Clear

Camera Information

Camera: Canon EOS 5D Mark IV
Resolution: 30.4 Megapixels
Lens Focal Length: 50 mm
Camera Height: 161.1 feet AMSL

Notes:

Key Observation Point Information Reasonably Foreseeable Projects Represented in Visual Simulation

County: Washington Potential Number  Total Number of Distance to
Town: New Shoreham Project Year of Development WTG Model of WTGs & OSSs WTGs & OSSsin  Nearest Visible

Visible* Project WTG (miles)
State: Rhode Island
Location: Block Island Revolution Wind 2023 12 MW 102 102 15.2

Latitude, Longitude: 41.15281° N, 71.55185° W

Distance to
Furthest Visible

WTG (miles)

37.2

Direction of View (Center): East (98.9°)
Field of View: 124° x 55°

Visual Resources

Landscape Similarity Zone: Maintained Recreation Area, Coastal Bluff

User Group: Local Resident, Tourist/Vacationers

Aesthetic Resource: Southeast Light National Historic Landmark, Mohegan Bluffs
Scenic Area

+  Photosimulation Size: 64" in width by 29.3” in height. Images should be viewed from 15 inches in order to obtain the proper perspective.

« The potential number of WTGs and OSSs screened from view was calculated using a curvature of the earth model based on the distance, viewer height, and maximum

structure height. This analysis does not consider the screening effects of intervening vegetation, structures, and topography.

+  Offshore Substation location and dimensions are based on preliminary publicly available project data. Projects for which this data is not currently available, WTGs are used

for all foundation positions. OSS positions and dimensions considered in this photosimulation are subject to potential modification.

 Nighttime photosimulations are digitally adjusted from daytime photographs. Nighttime photographs captured at each represented KOP inform the presence or lack of

existing light sources.

« The existing WTGs associated with the Block Island Wind Farm are 16.9 miles from KOP LI04. In the daytime photosimulation, the WTGs appear faint due to atmospheric

perspective commonly occurring on clear days such as the conditions illustrated in this photosimulation. In order to illustrate maximum potential visibility of the proposed

WTG, this degree of atmospheric perspective is not applied to the photosimulations.

«  Photographs were not obtained from NLO1 during field review due to public access restrictions. In place of an actual photograph from this location, EDR created a virtual

three-dimensional (3D) model of the island.

Key Observation Point Context

Key Observation Point Location
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BI04 Night: Southeast Lighthouse, New Shoreham, Rhode Island

Existing Conditions

Simulation Size: 64" in width by 29.3" in height. Images This box should
should be viewed from a distance of 15 inches be exactly 1" long

in order to obtain the proper perspective. on the printed
panorama

Environmental Data Key Observation Point Information

Date Taken: 9/10/2017 County: Washington

Temperature: 61°F Town: New Shoreham

Humidity: 93% State: Rhode Island

Visibility: >10 miles Location: Block Island

Wind Direction: North-Northwest Latitude, Longitude: 41.15281° N, 71.55185° W

Wind Speed: 6 mph Direction of View (Center): East (98.9°)

Conditions Observed: Fair Field of View: 124° x 55°

Camera Information Visual Resources

Camera: Canon EQOS 5D Mark IV Landscape Similarity Zone: Maintained Recreation Area, Coastal Bluff
Resolution: 30.4 Megapixels User Group: Local Resident, Tourist/Vacationers

Lens Focal Length: 50 mm Aesthetic Resource: Southeast Light National Historic Landmark, Mohegan Bluffs
Camera Height: 161.1 feet AMSL Scenic Area

Notes:

+  Photosimulation Size: 64" in width by 29.3” in height. Images should be viewed from 15 inches in order to obtain the proper perspective.
« The potential number of WTGs and OSSs screened from view was calculated using a curvature of the earth model based on the distance, viewer height, and maximum

structure height. This analysis does not consider the screening effects of intervening vegetation, structures, and topography.

+  Offshore Substation location and dimensions are based on preliminary publicly available project data. Projects for which this data is not currently available, WTGs are used

for all foundation positions. OSS positions and dimensions considered in this photosimulation are subject to potential modification.
 Nighttime photosimulations are digitally adjusted from daytime photographs. Nighttime photographs captured at each represented KOP inform the presence or lack of

existing light sources.

The existing WTGs associated with the Block Island Wind Farm are 16.9 miles from KOP LI04. In the daytime photosimulation, the WTGs appear faint due to atmospheric
perspective commonly occurring on clear days such as the conditions illustrated in this photosimulation. In order to illustrate maximum potential visibility of the proposed
WTG, this degree of atmospheric perspective is not applied to the photosimulations.

Photographs were not obtained from NLO1 during field review due to public access restrictions. In place of an actual photograph from this location, EDR created a virtual

three-dimensional (3D) model of the island.

Key Observation Point Context

Key Observation Point Location
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BI04 Night: Southeast Lighthouse, New Shoreham, Rhode Island

Visual Simulation: 2023 Project Construction (South Fork Wind and
Vineyard Wind North)

Simulation Size: 64" in width by 29.3" in height. Images This box should
should be viewed from a distance of 15 inches be exactly 1" long

in order to obtain the proper perspective. on the printed
panorama

Environmental Data

Date Taken: 9/10/2017
Temperature: 61°F

Humidity: 93%

Visibility: >10 miles

Wind Direction: North-Northwest
Wind Speed: 6 mph

Conditions Observed: Fair

Camera Information

Camera: Canon EOS 5D Mark IV
Resolution: 30.4 Megapixels
Lens Focal Length: 50 mm
Camera Height: 161.1 feet AMSL

Notes:

Reasonably Foreseeable Projects Represented in Visual Simulation

Key Observation Point Information

County: Washington Potential Number ~ Total Number of Distance to Distance to
Town: New Shoreham Project Year of Development WTG Model of WTGs & OSSs WTGs & OSSsiin  Nearest Visible  Furthest Visible
State: Rhode Island Visible* Project WTG (miles) WTG (miles)
Location: Block Island South Fork Wind Farm 2023 12 MW 13 13 19.0 24.0
Latitude, Longitude: 41.15281° N, 71.55185° W

Direction of View (Center): East (98.9°) Vineyard Wind North 2023 14 MW 0 69 NA NA
Field of View: 124° x 55°

Visual Resources

Landscape Similarity Zone: Maintained Recreation Area, Coastal Bluff

User Group: Local Resident, Tourist/Vacationers

Aesthetic Resource: Southeast Light National Historic Landmark, Mohegan Bluffs
Scenic Area

+  Photosimulation Size: 64" in width by 29.3” in height. Images should be viewed from 15 inches in order to obtain the proper perspective.

« The potential number of WTGs and OSSs screened from view was calculated using a curvature of the earth model based on the distance, viewer height, and maximum

structure height. This analysis does not consider the screening effects of intervening vegetation, structures, and topography.

+  Offshore Substation location and dimensions are based on preliminary publicly available project data. Projects for which this data is not currently available, WTGs are used

for all foundation positions. OSS positions and dimensions considered in this photosimulation are subject to potential modification.

 Nighttime photosimulations are digitally adjusted from daytime photographs. Nighttime photographs captured at each represented KOP inform the presence or lack of

existing light sources.

« The existing WTGs associated with the Block Island Wind Farm are 16.9 miles from KOP LI04. In the daytime photosimulation, the WTGs appear faint due to atmospheric

perspective commonly occurring on clear days such as the conditions illustrated in this photosimulation. In order to illustrate maximum potential visibility of the proposed

WTG, this degree of atmospheric perspective is not applied to the photosimulations.

«  Photographs were not obtained from NLO1 during field review due to public access restrictions. In place of an actual photograph from this location, EDR created a virtual

three-dimensional (3D) model of the island.

Key Observation Point Context

Key Observation Point Location
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BI04 Night: Southeast Lighthouse, New Shoreham, Rhode Island

Visual Simulation: 2023 Project Construction with Revolution

Construction added (Revolution Wind, South Fork Wind, and Vineyard

Wind North)

Simulation Size: 64" in width by 29.3” in height. Images
should be viewed from a distance of 15 inches
in order to obtain the proper perspective.

This box should
be exactly 1" long
on the printed
panorama

Environmental Data

Date Taken: 9/10/2017
Temperature: 61°F

Humidity: 93%

Visibility: >10 miles

Wind Direction: North-Northwest
Wind Speed: 6 mph

Conditions Observed: Fair

Camera Information

Camera: Canon EOS 5D Mark IV
Resolution: 30.4 Megapixels
Lens Focal Length: 50 mm
Camera Height: 161.1 feet AMSL

Notes:

Key Observation Point Information

County: Washington

Town: New Shoreham

State: Rhode Island

Location: Block Island

Latitude, Longitude: 41.15281° N, 71.55185° W
Direction of View (Center): East (98.9°)

Field of View: 124° x 55°

Visual Resources

Landscape Similarity Zone: Maintained Recreation Area, Coastal Bluff

User Group: Local Resident, Tourist/Vacationers

Aesthetic Resource: Southeast Light National Historic Landmark, Mohegan Bluffs
Scenic Area

Photosimulation Size: 64" in width by 29.3" in height. Images should be viewed from 15 inches in order to obtain the proper perspective.

 The potential number of WTGs and OSSs screened from view was calculated using a curvature of the earth model based on the distance, viewer height, and maximum

structure height. This analysis does not consider the screening effects of intervening vegetation, structures, and topography.

+  Offshore Substation location and dimensions are based on preliminary publicly available project data. Projects for which this data is not currently available, WTGs are used

for all foundation positions. OSS positions and dimensions considered in this photosimulation are subject to potential modification.

+ Nighttime photosimulations are digitally adjusted from daytime photographs. Nighttime photographs captured at each represented KOP inform the presence or lack of

existing light sources.

« The existing WTGs associated with the Block Island Wind Farm are 16.9 miles from KOP LI04. In the daytime photosimulation, the WTGs appear faint due to atmospheric

perspective commonly occurring on clear days such as the conditions illustrated in this photosimulation. In order to illustrate maximum potential visibility of the proposed

WTG, this degree of atmospheric perspective is not applied to the photosimulations.

«  Photographs were not obtained from NLO1 during field review due to public access restrictions. In place of an actual photograph from this location, EDR created a virtual

three-dimensional (3D) model of the island.

Reasonably Foreseeable Projects Represented in Visual Simulation

Potential Number  Total Number of Distance to Distance to
Project Year of Development WTG Model of WTGs & OSSs  WTGs & OSSsin  Nearest Visible Nearest Visible
Visible* Project WTG (miles) WTG (miles)
South Fork Wind Farm 2023 12 MW 13 13 19.0 24.0
Vineyard Wind North 2023 14 MW 0 69 NA NA
Revolution Wind 2023 12 MW 102 102 15.2 37.2

Key Observation Point Context

Key Observation Point Location




Powe re d by Environmental Data Key Observation Point Information Reasonably Foreseeable Projects Represented in Visual Simulation Key Observation Point Context Key Observation Point Location

P eVvO Ay O
\ \’ L ' L I I1 e e e county: Washington Potential Number  Total Number of Distance to Distance to
@ rs t e d & Temperatum: 61°F Town: New Shoreham Project Year of Development WTG Model of WTGs & OSSs  WTGs & OSSsin  Nearest Visible  Furthest Visible

Visible* Project WTG (miles) WTG (miles)

O Humidity: 93% State: Rhode Island
’ Visibility: >10 miles Location: Block Island South Fork Wind Farm 2023 12 MW 13 13 19.0 24.0
I I1 c Eve rs O U rc e Wind Direction: North-Northwest Latitude, Longitude: 41.15281° N, 71.55185° W
Wind Speed: 6 mph Direction of View (Center): East (98.9°) Vineyard Wind North 2023 14 MW 0 69 NA NA
Conditions Observed: Fair Field of View: 124° x 55°
Revolution Wind 2023 12 MW 102 102 15.2 37.2
Camera Information Visual Resources |
. o _ New England Wind
Camera; Canon EOS 5D Mark IV Landscape Similarity Zone: Maintained Recreation Area, Coastal Bluff Phase 1 2024 1o MW 4 4 480 488
i . Resolution: 30.4 Megapixels User Group: Local Resident, Tourist/Vacationers KA
B|O4 N|ght SO Uth east nghthOuse, NeW ShOFEham, RhOde ISIand Lens Focal Length: 50 mm Aesthetic Resource: Southeast Light National Historic Landmark, Mohegan Bluffs New Efr‘]%'gg‘;w'”d 2024 19 MW 58 79 43.1 50.7
Camera Height: 161.1 feet AMSL Scenic Area
Notes: Sunrise Wind 2024 15 MW 123 123 16.9 38.2 e

Visual Simulation: Full Lease Build-out Including Revolution Wind

« Photosimulation Size: 64" in width by 29.3” in height. Images should be viewed from 15 inches in order to obtain the proper perspective. , 5
Mayflower Wind 2024 12 MW 0 149 NA NA “y,

 The potential number of WTGs and OSSs screened from view was calculated using a curvature of the earth model based on the distance, viewer height, and maximum

structure height. This analysis does not consider the screening effects of intervening vegetation, structures, and topography.
+  Offshore Substation location and dimensions are based on preliminary publicly available project data. Projects for which this data is not currently available, WTGs are used Liberty Wind 2025-2030 12 MW 0 139 NA NA
for all foundation positions. OSS positions and dimensions considered in this photosimulation are subject to potential modification.

+ Nighttime photosimulations are digitally adjusted from daytime photographs. Nighttime photographs captured at each represented KOP inform the presence or lack of
existing light sources. Beacon Wind 2025-2030 12 MW 0 157 NA NA

« The existing WTGs associated with the Block Island Wind Farm are 16.9 miles from KOP LI04. In the daytime photosimulation, the WTGs appear faint due to atmospheric %,,

perspective commonly occurring on clear days such as the conditions illustrated in this photosimulation. In order to illustrate maximum potential visibility of the proposed

Bay State Wind 2025-2030 12 MW 134 185 33.0 45.0

Simulation Size: 64" in width by 29.3” in height. Images This box should WTG, this degree of atmospheric perspective is not applied to the photosimulations.

should be viewed from a distance of 15 inches be exactly 1" long «  Photographs were not obtained from NL01 during field review due to public access restrictions. In place of an actual photograph from this location, EDR created a virtual

in order to obtain the proper perspective. on the printed . .
PrOpEr persp panorama three-dimensional (3D) model of the island.



Powe re d by Environmental Data Key Observation Point Information Reasonably Foreseeable Projects Represented in Visual Simulation Key Observation Point Context Key Observation Point Location

P eVvO Ay O
\ \’ L ' L I I1 e e e county: Washington Potential Number  Total Number of Distance to Distance to
@ rs t e d & Temperatum: 61°F Town: New Shoreham Project Year of Development WTG Model of WTGs & OSSs  WTGs & OSSsin  Nearest Visible  Furthest Visible

Visible* Project WTG (miles) WTG (miles)

O Humidity: 93% State: Rhode Island
’ Visibility: >10 miles Location: Block Island South Fork Wind Farm 2023 12 MW 13 13 19.0 24.0
I I Eve rs O U rc e Wind Direction: North-Northwest Latitude, Longitude: 41.15281° N, 71.55185° W
. ] . . . ] o
Wind Speed: 6 mph Direction of View (Center): East (98.9°) Vineyard Wind North 2023 14 MW 0 69 NA NA
Conditions Observed: Fair Field of View: 124° x 55°
New England Wind 2024 16 MW 4 41 48.0 48.8
Phase 1
Camera Information Visual Resources |
ST o : New England Wind 2024 19 MW 58 79 43.1 50.7
Camera: Canon EQOS 5D Mark IV Landscape Similarity Zone: Maintained Recreation Area, Coastal Bluff Phase 2 ' '
Resolution: 30.4 Megapixels User Group: Local Resident, Tourist/Vacationers KA
Lens Focal Length: 50 mm Aesthetic Resource: Southeast Light National Historic Landmark, Mohegan Bluffs Sunrise Wind 2024 15 MW 123 123 16.9 38.2
Camera Height: 161.1 feet AMSL Scenic Area
90%'
. . Notes: Mayflower Wind 2024 12 MW 0 149 NA NA R
BI04 Night: Southeast Lighthouse, New Shoreham, Rhode Island
« Photosimulation Size: 64" in width by 29.3” in height. Images should be viewed from 15 inches in order to obtain the proper perspective. _ _ B
, _ _ _ _ _ , Liberty Wind 2025-2030 12 MW 0 139 NA NA 1y,
The potential number of WTGs and OSSs screened from view was calculated using a curvature of the earth model based on the distance, viewer height, and maximum %
VI S u al S I m u I atl O n . F u I I Lease B u I I d O Ut EXCI u d I n R eVO I Utl O n WI n d structure height. This analysis does not consider the screening effects of intervening vegetation, structures, and topography.
- g +  Offshore Substation location and dimensions are based on preliminary publicly available project data. Projects for which this data is not currently available, WTGs are used Beacon Wind 2025-2030 12 MW 0 157 NA NA
for all foundation positions. OSS positions and dimensions considered in this photosimulation are subject to potential modification. q%@&
 Nighttime photosimulations are digitally adjusted from daytime photographs. Nighttime photographs captured at each represented KOP inform the presence or lack of
existing light sources. Bay State Wind 2025-2030 12 MW 134 185 33.0 45.0
« The existing WTGs associated with the Block Island Wind Farm are 16.9 miles from KOP LI04. In the daytime photosimulation, the WTGs appear faint due to atmospheric %,

perspective commonly occurring on clear days such as the conditions illustrated in this photosimulation. In order to illustrate maximum potential visibility of the proposed

Simulation Size: 64" in width by 29.3” in height. Images This box should WTG, this degree of atmospheric perspective is not applied to the photosimulations.

should be viewed from a distance of 15 inches be exactly 1" long «  Photographs were not obtained from NL01 during field review due to public access restrictions. In place of an actual photograph from this location, EDR created a virtual

in order to obtain the proper perspective. on the printed o .
PrOpEr persp panorama three-dimensional (3D) model of the island.
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BI04 Night: Southeast Lighthouse, New Shoreham, Rhode Island

Visual Simulation: Revolution Wind Without Other Foreseeable Future
Changes

Simulation Size: 64" in width by 29.3" in height. Images This box should
should be viewed from a distance of 15 inches be exactly 1" long

in order to obtain the proper perspective. on the printed
panorama

Environmental Data

Date Taken: 9/10/2017
Temperature: 61°F

Humidity: 93%

Visibility: >10 miles

Wind Direction: North-Northwest
Wind Speed: 6 mph

Conditions Observed: Fair

Camera Information

Camera: Canon EOS 5D Mark IV
Resolution: 30.4 Megapixels
Lens Focal Length: 50 mm
Camera Height: 161.1 feet AMSL

Notes:

Key Observation Point Information Reasonably Foreseeable Projects Represented in Visual Simulation

County: Washington Potential Number  Total Number of Distance to
Town: New Shoreham Project Year of Development WTG Model of WTGs & OSSs WTGs & OSSsin  Nearest Visible

Visible* Project WTG (mil
State: Rhode Island — — nes)
Location: Block Island Revolution Wind 2023 12 MW 102 102 15.2
Latitude, Longitude: 41.15281° N, 71.55185° W

Distance to
Furthest Visible
WTG (miles)

37.2

Direction of View (Center): East (98.9°)
Field of View: 124° x 55°

Visual Resources

Landscape Similarity Zone: Maintained Recreation Area, Coastal Bluff

User Group: Local Resident, Tourist/Vacationers

Aesthetic Resource: Southeast Light National Historic Landmark, Mohegan Bluffs
Scenic Area

+  Photosimulation Size: 64" in width by 29.3” in height. Images should be viewed from 15 inches in order to obtain the proper perspective.

« The potential number of WTGs and OSSs screened from view was calculated using a curvature of the earth model based on the distance, viewer height, and maximum

structure height. This analysis does not consider the screening effects of intervening vegetation, structures, and topography.

+  Offshore Substation location and dimensions are based on preliminary publicly available project data. Projects for which this data is not currently available, WTGs are used

for all foundation positions. OSS positions and dimensions considered in this photosimulation are subject to potential modification.

 Nighttime photosimulations are digitally adjusted from daytime photographs. Nighttime photographs captured at each represented KOP inform the presence or lack of

existing light sources.

« The existing WTGs associated with the Block Island Wind Farm are 16.9 miles from KOP LI04. In the daytime photosimulation, the WTGs appear faint due to atmospheric

perspective commonly occurring on clear days such as the conditions illustrated in this photosimulation. In order to illustrate maximum potential visibility of the proposed

WTG, this degree of atmospheric perspective is not applied to the photosimulations.

«  Photographs were not obtained from NLO1 during field review due to public access restrictions. In place of an actual photograph from this location, EDR created a virtual

three-dimensional (3D) model of the island.

Key Observation Point Context

Key Observation Point Location






































































































































































MAY 23 2012

PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT
- Among
The U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Ocean Energy Management;
the State Historic Preservation Officers of Massachusetts and Rhode Island;
The Mashpee Wampanoag Tribe;
The Narragansett Indian Tribe;
The Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head (Aquinnah); and
The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation;
Regarding
the “Smart from the Start” Atlantic Wind Energy Initiative:
Leasing and Site Assessment Activities offshore Massachusetts and Rhode Islands

WHEREAS, the Energy Policy Act of 2005, Pub. L. No. 109-58, added Section
8(p)(1)C) to the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act (OCSLA), which grants the
Secretary of the Interior the authority to issue leases, easements, or rights-of-way on the
Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) for the purpose of renewable energy development,
including wind energy development. See 43 U.S.C. § 1337(p)(1)(C); and

WHEREAS, the Secretary delegated this authority to the former Minerals Management
Service (MMS), now the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM), and
promulgated final regulations implementing this authority at 30 CFR Part 585; and

WHEREAS, under the renewable energy regulations, the issuance of leases and
subsequent approval of wind energy development on the OCS is a staged
decision-making process that occurs in distinct phases: lease issuance; approval of a site
assessment plan (SAP); and approval of a construction and operation plan (COP); and

WHEREAS, BOEM is currently identifying areas that may be suitable for wind energy
leasing through collaborative, consultative, and analytical processes; and

WHEREAS, the issuance of a commercial wind energy lease gives the lessee the
exclusive right to subsequently seek BOEM approval of plans (SAPs and COPs) for the
development of the leasehold; and '

WIHEREAS, the lease does not grant the lessee the right to construct any facilities; rather,
the lease grants the lessee the right to use the leased area to develop its plans, which must
be approved by BOEM before the lessee implements them. See 30 CFR 585.600 and
585.601; and

WHEREAS, the SAP contains the lessee’s detailed proposal for the construction of a
meteorological tower and/or the installation of meteorological buoys (“site assessment
activities”) on the leasehold. See 30 CFR 585.605 - 585.618; and

WHEREAS, the lessee’s SAP must be approved by BOEM before it conducts these “site -
assessment” activities on the leasehold; and



Programmatic Agreement concerning the “Smart from the Start” Atlantic Wind Energy
Initiative: Leasing and Site Assessment Activities offshore Massachusetts
and Rhode Island

WHEREAS, BOEM may approve, approve with modification, or disapprove a lessee’s
SAP. See 30 CFR 585.613; and

WHEREAS, the COP is a detailed plan for the construction and operation of a wind
energy project on the lease. See 30 CFR 585.620-585.638; and

WHEREAS, BOEM approval of a COP is a precondition to the construction of any wind
energy facility on the OCS. See 30 CFR 585.600; and

WHEREAS, the regulations require that a lessee provide the results of surveys with its
SAP and COP for the areas affected by the activities proposed in each plan, including an
archaeological resource survey. See 30 CFR 585.610(b)(3) and 30 CFR 585.626(a)(5).
BOEM refers to surveys undertaken to acquire this information as “site characterization”
activities. See Guidelines for Providing Geological and Geophysical, Hazards, and
Archaeological Information Pursuant to 30 CFR Part 585 at:
http://www.boem.gov/Renewable-Energy-Program/Regulatory-Information/ GGARCH4-
11-2011-pdf.aspx; and

WHEREAS, BOEM has embarked upon the “Smart from the Start” Atlantic Wind
Energy Initiative for the responsible development of wind energy resources on the
Atlantic OCS; and

WHEREAS, under the “Smart from the Start” Initiative, BOEM has identified areas on
the OCS that appear most suitable for future wind energy activities offshore the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts (MA) and the State of Rhode Island (RI); and

WHEREAS these areas are located: (1) within the Rhode Island-Massachusetts Wind
Energy Area (WEA); and (2) within the MA Call area east of the Rhode Island-
Massachusetts WEA (hereafter known as “Areas”); and

WHEREAS BOEM may issue multiple renewable energy leases and approve multiple
SAPs on leases issued within these Areas; and

WHEREAS, BOEM has determined that issuing leases and approving SAPs within these
Areas constitute multiple undertakings subject to Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA; 16 U.S.C. § 470f), and its implementing regulations (36 CFR
800); and

WHEREAS, BOEM has determined that the implementation of the program is complex

as the decisions on these multiple undertakings are staged, pursuant to 36 CFR §
800.14(b); and

WHEREAS, the implementing regulations for Section 106 (36 CFR § 800) prescribe a
process that seeks to accommodate historic preservation concerns with the needs of
Federal undertakings through consultation among parties with an interest in the effects of
the undertakings, commencing at the early stages of the process; and



Programmatic Agreement concerning the “Smart from the Start” Atlantic Wind Energy
Initiative: Leasing and Site Assessment Activities offshore Massachusetts
and Rhode Island

WHEREAS, the Section 106 consultations have been initiated and coordinated with other

reviews, including the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), in accordance with
36 CFR § 800.3(b); and

WHEREAS, 36 CFR § 800.14(b)(3) provides for developing programmatic agreements
(Agreements) for complex or multiple undertakings and § 800.14(b)(1)(ii) and (v)
provide for developing Agreements when effects on historic properties cannot be fully
determined prior to approval of an undertaking and for other circumstances warranting a
departure from the normal section 106 process; and

WHEREAS, 36 CFR § 800.4(b)(2) provides for phased identification and evaluation of
historic properties where alternatives consist of large land areas, and for the deferral of
final identification and evaluation of historic properties when provided for in a
Agreement executed pursuant to 36 CFR §800.14(b); and

WHEREAS, BOEM has determined that the identification and evaluation of historic
properties shall be conducted through a phased approach, pursuant to 36 CFR §
800.4(b)(2), where the final identification of historic properties will occur after the
issuance of a lease or leases and before the approval of a SAP; and

WHEREAS, the Section 106 consultations described in this Agreement will be used to
establish a process for identifying historic properties located within the undertakings’
Areas of Potential Effects (APE) that are listed in or eligible for listing in the National
Register of Historic Places (National Register), and assess the potential adverse effects
and avoid, reduce, or resolve any such effects through the process set forth in this
Agreement; and

WHEREAS, according to 36 CFR § 800.16(1)(1) “historic property” means

any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or object included in,
or eligible for inclusion in, the National Register of Historic Places maintained by
the Secretary of the Interior. This term includes artifacts, records, and remains
that are related to and located within such properties. The term includes
properties of traditional religious and cultural importance to an Indian tribe or
Native Hawaiian organization and that meet the National Register criteria; and

WHEREAS, the APEs, as defined in 36 CFR § 800.16(d) of the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation’s (ACHP’s) regulations implementing Section 106 of the NHPA,
for the undertakings that are the subject of this Agreement, are: (1) the depth and breadth
of the seabed that could potentially be impacted by seafloor/bottom-disturbing activities
associated with the undertakings (e.g., core samples, anchorages and installation of
meteorological towers and buoys); and (2) the viewshed from which lighted
meteorological structures would be visible; and



Programmatic Agreement concerning the “Smart from the Start” Atlantic Wind Energy
Initiative: Leasing and Site Assessment Activities offshore Massachusetts
and Rhode Island

WHEREAS, BOEM has identified and consulted with the State Historic Preservation
Offices (SHPOs) for MA and RI, (collectively, “the SHPOs”); and

WHEREAS, BOEM initiated consultation in 2011 and 2012 through letters of invitation,
telephone calls, emails, meetings, webinars, and the circulation and discussion of this
Agreement in draft; and this outreach and notification included contacting over 66
individuals and entities, including federally-recognized Indian Tribes (Tribes), local
governments, SHPOs, and the public; and

WHEREAS, BOEM has initiated formal government-to-government consultation with
the following Tribes: the Mashpee Wampanoag Tribe, the Narragansett Indian Tribe, the
Shinnecock Indian Nation, and the Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head (Aquinnah); and

WHEREAS, these Tribes have chosen to consult with BOEM and participate in
development of this Agreement, in which the term Tribe refers to them, within the
meaning of 36 CFR § 800.16(m); and

WHEREAS, BOEM shall continue to consult with these Tribes to identify properties of
religious and cultural significance that may be eligible for listing in the National Register
of Historic Places (Traditional Cultural Properties or TCPs) and that may be affected by
these undertakings; and

WHEREAS, BOEM involves the public and identifies other consulting parties through
notifications, requests for comments, existing renewable energy task forces, contact with
SHPOs, NEPA scoping meetings and communications for these proposed actions; and

WHEREAS, BOEM, the SHPOs, the Mashpee Wampanoag Tribe, the Narragansett
Indian Tribe, and the Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head (Aquinnah) and the ACHP are
Signatories to this Agreement, and

WHEREAS, future submission of a COP and commercial-scale development that may or
may not occur within the Areas would be separate undertakings and considered under
future, separate Section 106 consultation(s) not under this Agreement; and

WHEREAS, BOEM requires a SAP to include the results of site characterization surveys
that will identify potential archaeological resources that could be affected by the
installation and operation of meteorological facilities. See (30 CFR § 585.611 (b)(6); and

WHEREAS, consultations conducted prior to the execution of this Agreement included
all steps in the Section 106 process up to and including consulting on the scope of
identification efforts that would be used to conduct site characterization surveys that
would identify historic properties that may be impacted by activities described in the SAP
pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.4(a); and

WHEREAS, these consultations resulted in recommendations to BOEM that the
following items should be added to leases issued within the Areas, both to ensure that
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historic properties that may be impacted by activities described in the SAP are identified
through a reasonable and good faith effort (§ 800.4(b)(1)), and also to ensure that
properties identified through the geophysical surveys are not impacted by geotechnical
sampling:

The lessee may only conduct geotechnical (sub-bottom) sampling activities in
areas of the leasehold in which an analysis of the results of geophysical surveys
has been completed for that area. The geophysical surveys must meet BOEM’s
minimum standards (see Guidelines for Providing Geological and Geophysical,
Hazards, and Archaeological Information Pursuant to 30 CFR Part 285 at
http://www.boem.gov/Renewable-Energy-Program/Regulatory-
Information/GGARCH4-11-2011-pdf.aspx), and the analysis must be completed
by a qualified marine archaeologist who both meets the Secretary of the Interior's
Professional Qualifications Standards (48 FR 44738- 44739) and has experience
analyzing marine geophysical data. This analysis must include a determination
whether any potential archaeological resources are present in the area and the
geotechnical (sub-bottom) sampling activities must avoid potential
archaeological resources by a minimum of 50.0 meters (m; 164.0 feet). The
avoidance distance must be calculated from the maximum discernible extent of
the archaeological resource. In no case may the lessee’s actions impact a
potential archaeological resource without BOEM’s prior approval;

NOW, THEREFORE, BOEM, the ACHP, the SHPOs, Tribes, and the other concurring
parties (the Parties), agree that Section 106 consultation shall be conducted in accordance
with the following stipulations in order to defer final identification and evaluation of
historic properties.

STIPULATIONS

L. SAP Decisions. Before making a decision on a SAP from a lessee, BOEM will
treat all potential historic properties identified as a result of site characterization
studies and consultations as historic properties potentially eligible for inclusion on
the National Register and avoid them by requiring the lessee to relocate the
proposed project, resulting in a finding of No historic properties affected (36 CFR
§ 800.4(d)(1)). If a potential historic property is identified, and the lessee chooses
to conduct additional investigations, and:

A. If additional investigations demonstrate that a historic property does not exist,
then BOEM will make a determination of No historic properties affected and
follow 36 CFR § 800.4(d)(1).
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II.

I1I.

IV.

B. If additional investigations demonstrate that a historic property does exist and
may be affected, BOEM will evaluate the historic significance of the property,
in accordance with 800.4(c); make a determination of Historic properties
affected and follow 36 CFR § 800.4(d)(2); and resolve any adverse effects by
following 800.5.

Tribal Consultation. BOEM shall continue to consult with the Tribes throughout
the implementation of this Agreement in a government-to-government manner
consistent with Executive Order 13175, Presidential memoranda, and any
Department of the Interior policies, on subjects related to the undertakings.

Public Participation

A. Because BOEM and the Parties recognize the importance of public
participation in the Section 106 process, BOEM shall continue to provide
opportunities for public participation in Section 106-related activities, and
shall consult with the Parties on possible approaches for keeping the public
involved and informed throughout the term of the Agreement.

B. BOEM shall keep the public informed and may produce reports on historic
properties and on the Section 106 process that may be made available to the
public at BOEM’s headquarters, on the BOEM website, and through other
reasonable means insofar as the information shared conforms to the
confidentiality clause of this Agreement (Stipulation I'V).

Confidentiality. Because BOEM and the Parties agree that it is important to
withhold from disclosure sensitive information such as that which is protected by
NHPA Section 304 (16 U.S.C. § 470w-3) (e.g., the location, character and
ownership of an historic resource, if disclosure would cause a significant invasion
of privacy, risk harm to the historic resources, or impede the use of a traditional
religious site by practitioners), BOEM shall:

A. Request that each Party inform the other Parties if, by law or policy, it is
unable to withhold sensitive data from public release.

B. Arrange for the Parties to consult as needed on how to protect such
information collected or generated under this Agreement.

C. Follow, as appropriate, 36 CFR 800.11(c) for authorization to withhold
information pursuant to NHPA Section 304, and otherwise withhold sensitive
information to the extent allowable by laws including the Freedom of
Information Act, 5 U.S.C. § 552, through the Department of the Interior
regulations at 43 CFR Part 2.
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D. Request that the Parties agree that materials generated during consultation be
treated by the Parties as internal and pre-decisional until they are formally
released, although the Parties understand that they may need to be released by
one of the Parties if required by law.

V. Administrative Stipulations
A. In coordinating reviews, BOEM shall follow this process:

1. Standard Review: The Parties shall have a standard review period of
thirty (30) calendar days for commenting on all documents which are
developed under the terms of this Agreement, from the date they are sent
by BOEM.

2. Expedited Request for Review: The Parties recognize the time-sensitive
nature of this work and shall attempt to expedite comments or concurrence
when BOEM so requests. The expedited comment period shall not be less
than fifteen (15) calendar days from the date BOEM sends such a request.

3. If a Party cannot meet BOEM’s expedited review period request, it shall
notify BOEM in writing within the fifteen (15) calendar day period. If a
Party fails to provide comments or respond within the time frame
requested by BOEM (either standard or expedited), then BOEM may
proceed as though it has received concurrence from that Party. BOEM
shall consider all comments received within the review period.

4. All Parties will send correspondence and materials for review via
electronic media unless a Party requests, in writing, that BOEM transmit
the materials by an alternate method specified by that Party. Should
BOEM transmit the review materials by the alternate method, the review
period will begin on the date the materials were received by the Party, as
confirmed by delivery receipt.

5. MA and RI SHPO Review Specifications: All submittals to the MA and
RI SHPOs shall be in paper format and shall be delivered to the MA and
RI SHPOs’ offices by US Mail, by a delivery service, or by hand. Plans
and specifications submitted to the MA and RI SHPOs shall measure no
larger than 11" x 17" paper format (unless another format is specified in
consultation). The MA and RI SHPOs shall review and comment on all
adequately documented project submittals within 30 calendar days of
receipt unless a response has been requested within the expedited review
period specified in Stipulation V.A.2.
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6. Each Signatory shall designate a point of contact for carrying out this
Agreement and provide this contact’s information to the other Parties,
updating it as necessary while this Agreement is in force. Updating a
point of contact alone shall not necessitate an amendment to this
Agreement.

B. Dispute Resolution. Should any Signatory object in writing to BOEM
regarding an action carried out in accordance with this Agreement, or lack of
compliance with the terms of this Agreement, the Signatories shall consult to
resolve the objection. Should the Signatories be unable to resolve the
disagreement, BOEM shall forward its background information on the dispute
as well as its proposed resolution of the dispute to the ACHP. Within 45
calendar days after receipt of all pertinent documentation, the ACHP shall
either: (1) provide BOEM with written recommendations, which BOEM shall
take into account in reaching a final decision regarding the dispute; or (2)
notify BOEM that it shall comment pursuant to 36 CFR 800.7(c), and proceed
to comment. BOEM shall take this ACHP comment into account, in
accordance with 36 CFR 800.7(c)(4). Any ACHP recommendation or
comment shall be understood to pertain only to the subject matter of the
dispute; BOEM’s responsibility to carry out all actions under this Agreement
that are not subjects of dispute shall remain unchanged.

C. Amendments. Any Signatory may propose to BOEM in writing that the
Agreement be amended, whereupon BOEM shall consult with the Parties to
consider such amendment. This Agreement may then be amended when
agreed to in writing by all Signatories, becoming effective on the date that the
amendment is executed by the ACHP as the last Signatory.

D. Adding Federal Agencies. In the event that another Federal agency believes it
has Section 106 responsibilities related to the undertakings which are the
subject of this Agreement, that agency may attempt to satisfy its Section 106
responsibilities by agreeing in writing to the terms of this Agreement and
notifying and consulting with the SHPOs and the ACHP. Any modifications
to this agreement that may be necessary for meeting that agency’s Section 106
obligations shall be considered in accordance with this Agreement.

E. Adding Concurring Parties. In the event that another party wishes to assert its
support of this Agreement, that party may prepare a letter indicating its
concurrence, which BOEM will attach to the Agreement and circulate among
the Signatories.

F. Term of Agreement. The Agreement shall remain in full force until BOEM
makes a final decision on the last SAP submitted under a lease issued under
this portion of the “Smart from the Start” initiative, or for ten (10) years from
the date the Agreement is executed, defined as the date the last signatory
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signs, whichever is earlier, unless otherwise extended by amendment in
accordance with this Agreement.

G. Termination.

1. If any Signatory determines that the terms of the Agreement cannot or are
not being carried out, that Party shall notify the other Signatories in
writing and consult with them to seek amendment of the Agreement. If
within sixty (60) calendar days, an amendment cannot be made, any
Signatory may terminate the Agreement upon written notice to the other
Signatories.

2. If termination is occasioned by BOEM’s final decision on the last SAP
contemplated under this portion of the “Smart from the Start” Initiative,
BOEM shall notify the Parties and the public, in writing.

H. Anti-Deficiency Act. Pursuant to 31 U.S.C. § 1341(a)(1), nothing in this
Agreement shall be construed as binding the United States to expend in any
one fiscal year any sum in excess of appropriations made by Congress for this
purpose, or to involve the United States in any contract or obligation for the
further expenditure of money in excess of such appropriations.

I. Existing Law and Rights. Nothing in this Agreement shall abrogate existing
laws or the rights of any consulting party or agency party to this Agreement.

J.  Compliance with Section 106. Execution and implementation of this
Agreement evidences that BOEM has satisfied its Section 106 responsibilities
for all aspects of these proposed undertakings by taking into account the
effects of these undertakings on historic properties and affording the ACHP a
reasonable opportunity to comment with regard to the undertakings.
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Date: 5/9?3’/0{

Maureen A. Bornholdt
Program Manager, Office of Renewable Energy Programs
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management
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Figure 1. Revolution Wind construction and operations plan proposed offshore Project elements.



Figure 2. Revolution Wind construction and operations plan proposed onshore Project elements.



Figure 3. Visual area of potential effects and visual effects assessment geographic analysis area — onshore.










































ABSTRACT

Federal Undertaking:  Revolution Wind Farm and Revolution Wind Export Cable Project

Location: Outer Continental Shelf and Rhode Island State Waters
Federal and
State Agencies: Bureau of Ocean Energy Management

National Park Service

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Massachusetts Historical Commission

Rhode Island Historical Preservation & Heritage Commission
New York Historic Preservation Office

Connecticut Historic Preservation Office

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

Regulatory Process: National Environmental Policy Act
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
Section 110(f) of the National Historic Preservation Act

Purpose: This draft, applicant-proposed Historic Property Treatment Plan provides
background data, historic property information, and detailed steps that will be
implemented to carry out mitigation actions to resolve potential adverse effects
preliminarily identified by the applicant in the Historic Resources Visual Effects
Analysis — Revolution Wind Farm, dated November 2021 for the Revolution Wind
Project.

Potential Adverse Visual

Effect Finding for: Ancient Submerged Landforms, Outer Continental Shelf and Rhode Island State
Waters

Submitted By: Revolution Wind, LLC

Date: July 2022
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LIST OF ACRONYMS

ACHP Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
ADLS Aircraft Detection Lighting System

ASLF Ancient Submerged Landforms

BOEM Bureau of Ocean Energy Management
CFR Code of Federal Regulations

cop Construction and Operations Plan

EDR Environmental Design and Research, D.P.C.
FEIS Final Environmental Impact Statement

FR Federal Register

HPTP Historic Property Treatment Plan

MARA Marine Archaeological Resources Assessment
MOA Memorandum of Agreement

NHPA National Historic Preservation Act of 1966
NRHP National Register of Historic Places

OCS Outer Continental Shelf

RFP Request for Proposals

ROD Record of Decision

RWEC Revolution Wind Export Cable

RWEF Revolution Wind Farm

SOl Secretary of the Interior

WTG Wind Turbine Generator
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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This draft applicant-proposed Historic Property Treatment Plan (HPTP) for Ancient Submerged Landforms
(ASLF), which are recommended as eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)
(the historic properties) provides background data, historic property information, and detailed steps that
will be implemented to carry out mitigation actions to resolve potential adverse effects preliminarily
identified by the applicant in the Marine Archaeological Resources Assessment (MARA), dated July 2021
(SEARCH, 2021) for the Revolution Wind Farm (RWF) and Revolution Wind Export Cable (RWEC) Project
(collectively, the Undertaking). Revolution Wind LLC (Revolution Wind) is providing this draft HPTP prior to
the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) making findings of adverse effect for the Undertaking
under the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), and finalization of this draft HPTP remains subject to
BOEM's final finding of adverse effect for the historic properties.

BOEM will use the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) substitution process to fulfill its Section 106
obligations as provided for in the NHPA implementing regulations (36 CFR § 800.8(c)), and BOEM has
notified the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), State Historic Preservation Officers, and
consulting parties of BOEM's decision to use this process. Revolution Wind has provided this draft HPTP to
BOEM for inclusion in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for review by consulting parties to
provide meaningful input on the resolution of adverse effects to and form(s) of implementing mitigation at
the historic properties. This draft HPTP describes the applicant-proposed mitigation measures to resolve
potential adverse effects on historic properties and proposes the implementation steps and timeline for
actions. The mitigation measures are based on the evaluations and outreach performed by Revolution Wind
prior to the issuance of the DEIS. Revolution Wind anticipates the HPTP documents will undergo revision
and refinement in consultation with the Massachusetts State Historic Preservation Officer, the Rhode Island
State Historic Preservation Officer, the ACHP, and/or other consulting parties throughout the NEPA
substitution process. If BOEM makes a finding of adverse effect for the historic properties, it is anticipated
that the mitigation measures described herein (and further refined through consultation with applicable
parties) will be included in the Record of Decision (ROD) and/or Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) issued
in accordance with 40 CFR parts 1500-1508, and 36 CFR §§ 800.8, 800.10.

The timeline for implementation of the mitigation measures will be determined in consultation with parties
that demonstrated interest in the affected historic properties (hereafter, Participating Parties) based on the
agreed upon mitigation measures described in the final version of this HPTP. This HPTP will be reviewed by
and further developed in consultation with Participating Parties concurrent with BOEM's NEPA substitution
schedule™ for RWF, which is currently anticipated to include the following:

e May 3, 2022 to July 1, 2022 - Distribution of the Finding of Effect document, on historic properties,
to consulting parties (to occur between).

e May 3, 2022 to August 1, 2022 - 30-day comment period on the Finding of Effect document (to
occur between).

" The timeline is subject to change and is based on current available information.
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e September 2, 2022 - Distribution of the Draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) and the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) to consulting parties.

e September 2, 2022 to October 17, 2022 - 45-day comment period by consulting parties on the
MOA and DEIS

e October 18, 2022 to December 19, 2022 — Distribution of the revised MOA to consulting parties
(to occur between).

e October 18, 2022 to January 19, 2023 - 30-day comment period on the revised MOA (to be
determined for a 30-day period between).

e December 2022 to February 2023 — Distribution of the revised MOA to consulting parties (to
occur between).

e December 2023 to March 2023 - 30-day comment period on the revised MOA (to be determined
for a 30-day period between).

o February 2023 to April 2023 - Distribution of the Final MOA to consulting parties (to occur
between).

e March 2023 to June 2, 2023 - 30-day signing period for consulting parties (to begin no later than
a date between).

e June 2, 2023 - Release of Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).

e June 2, 2023 to July 3, 2023 - 30-day review period for the FEIS.

e July 7, 2023 — NEPA Record of Decision (ROD) issued by BOEM.

This draft HPTP is organized into the following sections:

e Section 1.0, Introduction, outlines the content of this HPTP.

e Section 2.0, Cultural Resources Regulatory Context, briefly summarizes the Undertaking while
focusing on cultural resources regulatory contexts (federal, tribal, state, and local, including
preservation restrictions), identifies the historic properties discussed in this HPTP that will be
adversely affected by the Undertaking, and summarizes the pertinent provisions and attachments
of the Historic Resources Visual Effects Analysis — Revolution Wind Farm (EDR, 2021) and Revolution
Wind Farm Construction and Operations Plan (COP; Revolution Wind, 2021) that guided the
development of this document.

e Section 3.0, Existing Conditions and Historic Significance, provides a physical description of the
historic properties included in this HPTP. Set within its historic context, the applicable NRHP criteria
for the historic properties are discussed with a focus on the contribution of a maritime visual setting
to its significance and integrity.

e Section 4.0, Mitigation Measures, presents specific steps to carry out the applicant-proposed
mitigation actions identified in the COP or alternative measures developed through stakeholder
engagement meetings to date. The mitigation action includes a detailed description, intended
outcome, methods, standards, and requirements for documentation. The mitigation action details
may be revised, based on feedback gathered during the process.
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e Section 5.0, Implementation, establishes the process for executing mitigation actions at the
historic properties, as identified in Section 4.0 of this HPTP. For each/the action, organizational
responsibilities are outlined, a timeline is provided, and regulatory reviews are listed.

e Section 6.0, References, is a list of works cited in this HPTP.

Historic Property Treatment Plan
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2.0 BACKGROUND INFORMATION

2.1 Project Overview: Revolution Wind Farm and Revolution Wind Export Cable

The Undertaking is a wind-powered electric generating facility composed of up to 100 wind turbine
generators (WTGs) and associated foundations, two offshore substations, and inter-array cables connecting
the WTGs and the offshore substations (see Figure 2.1-1). The WTGs, offshore substations, array cables, and
substation interconnector cables would be located on the Outer Continental Shelf approximately 15 nautical
miles (18 statute miles) southeast of Point Judith, Rhode Island, approximately 13 nautical miles (15 statute
miles) east of Block Island, Rhode Island, approximately 7.5 nautical miles (8.5 statute miles) south of
Nomans Land Island National Wildlife Refuge (uninhabited island), and between approximately 10 to 12.5
nautical miles (12 to 14 statute miles) south/southwest of varying points of the Rhode Island and
Massachusetts coastlines (62 FR 33708). In addition, two submarine export cables located in both federal
waters and Rhode Island State territorial waters, will connect the offshore substation to the electrical grid.
The proposed interconnection location for the Undertaking is the existing Davisville Substation, which is
owned and operated by The Narragansett Electric Company d/b/a National Grid and located in North
Kingstown, Rhode Island. The visible offshore components of the operational Undertaking will be located
on Lease OCS-A 0486 in water depths ranging from approximately 108 to 125 feet.
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2.2 Section 106 and Section 110(f) of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)

The regulations at 36 CFR § 800.8 provide for use of the NEPA process to fulfill a federal agency’s NHPA
Section 106 review obligations in lieu of the procedures set forth in 36 CFR § 800.3 through 800.6. Under
these provisions, issuance of an ROD and implementation of relevant conditions will resolve adverse effects
to historic properties caused by the Undertaking, including to National Historic Landmarks for which BOEM
must provide a higher standard of care, as required by Section 110(f) of the NHPA.

The measures to avoid and minimize adverse effects to identified historic properties are described in the
Marine Archaeological Resource Assessment. This HPTP describes the applicant-proposed treatment plans
to resolve the remaining adverse effects after application of the above-referenced measures. The mitigation
measures reflect a refinement of the conceptual mitigation framework proposed by Revolution Wind (see
Appendix BB in the COP).

All activities implemented under this HPTP will be conducted in accordance with any conditions imposed
by BOEM in its ROD and with applicable local, state, and federal regulations and permitting requirements.
Responsibilities for specific compliance actions are described in further detail in Section 5.2, Organizational
Responsibilities.

2.3 Participating Parties

BOEM initiated consultation under Section 106 with invitations to consulting parties on April 30, 2021. BOEM
hosted the first Section 106-specific meeting with consulting parties on December 17, 2021, and Revolution
Wind anticipates that BOEM will hold additional meetings pursuant to Sections 106 and 110(f) of the NHPA
and in accordance with 36 CFR 800.8.

Following BOEM initial Section 106 meeting with consulting parties, Revolution Wind held stakeholder
outreach meetings (see Section 5.3) to review conceptual mitigation measures for the historic properties
and invited the following parties:

e Mashantucket Pequot Tribal Nation;

e Mohegan Tribe of Indians;

e Narragansett Indian Tribe;

e Shinnecock Indian Nation;

e Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head (Aquinnah);

e Mashpee Wampanoag Tribe; and

e Historical Chappaquiddick Tribe of the Wampanoag Nation.

Revolution Wind anticipates the above-listed parties and any subsequently identified parties will participate
in the finalization of this HPTP through BOEM's Section 106 consultation process.
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Figure 3.1-1. Historic Property Location

(map detached:
contains material that meets the criteria for confidentiality under Section 304 of the NHPA)
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—‘As currently designed, WTG foundations will not be sited within Target-
28 and nearly the entire feature falls below the anticipated maximum vertical extent of impact (i.e. 4.6 m
[15 ft]) associated with installation of the IACs. Preservation of potentially intact alluvial deposits that could
be disturbed by IAC construction are limited to the extreme eastern and southwestern margins of the
feature. Avoidance of Target 28 is likely feasible.

3.2.2 Historic Context

Based on radiocarbon data collected for the MARA analyses and detailed reconstructions of the
paleolandscapes within the APE, the identified ASLF included in this treatment plan are associated with
terminal Pleistocene era incisions of the former Glacial Lake Rhode Island basin following drainage of the
former pro-glacial lake by approximately 15,500 cal. B.P. Drainage of the lake occurred when a sediment
dam between Block Island and Cox Ledge was breached, causing catastrophic flooding on the portions of
the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) southwest of Revolution Wind and extensive erosion of the former lake
bottom in the area of the RWF and southern sections of the RWEC (Cacciopolli, 201 5).'

direct evidence of human use of these locations has been recovered, but the settings of each are consistent
with terrestrial locations used by indigenous peoples in the northeastern United States after 13,000 cal. B.P.

L]

Current models for Paleoindian settlement and subsistence
patterns indicate people living in the region between approximately 13,000 and 11,000 years ago were
highly mobile. Reported Paleoindian site locations occur in a wide range of environmental

d
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e Third-party laboratory analyses, including micro- and macro-faunal analyses, micro- and macro-
botanical analyses, radiocarbon dating of organic subsamples, and chemical analyses for potential
indirect evidence of indigenous occupations;

e Temporary curation of archival core sections

e Draft reports for review by participating parties;

e Final reporting; and

e Public or professional presentations summarizing the results of the investigations, developed with
the consent of the consulting tribes.

4.1.1.3 Methodology

Revolution Wind will conduct the Preconstruction Geoarchaeology in consultation with the participating
parties. The research, analyses, and interpretations are intended to be a collaborative effort with the
consulting tribes. The research will be conducted in collaboration with the consulting Native American
tribes, who will be invited by Revolution Wind to series of working sessions to:

e Review existing data;

e Develop specific research questions addressing the tribes’ interests in the ASLF;
e Select candidate coring locations;

e Split, document, and sample recovered vibracores in the laboratory;

e Review analytic results and preliminary interpretations; and

e Review draft reporting.

Vibracores placed within the affected sections of each ASLF will extend a maximum depth of approximately
20 feet (6 meters) below the sea floor. The cores will be cut on the survey vessel into approximately 1-
meter-long sections and sealed to minimize the risk of environmental contamination. The core segments
will be logged on the survey vessel and a chain of custody will be maintained to ensure all samples are
accounted for and that all samples are transferred to the laboratory for geoarchaeological analyses. Once
the core segments are transferred to the Qualified Marine Archaeologist, Revolution Wind will invite tribal
representatives to participate in the splitting, documentation, and subsampling of each core. Each core
segment will be split longitudinally into working and archival halves. Subsamples collected from working
halves for specific third-party analyses will be packaged in a manner appropriate to the specific analysis for
which they are intended. Archival halves will be sealed and stored horizontally on shelves or racks in a
climate-controlled facility for at least one year following completion of laboratory analyses. Revolution Wind
will prioritize reasonable access to archival core segments by Consulting Parties when selecting the storage
facility. All samples collected from the working halves will be submitted to third party laboratories within
approximately 6 months of core transfer to the Qualified Marine Archaeologist facilities.

Revolution Wind will prepare a presentation of the preliminary results and interpretations for discussion
with the Tribes (see work session schedule above). Revolution Wind will consider the Tribes’ comments and
suggestions when preparing the draft reports and will seek to resolve any disagreements among the parties
through supplemental consultations prior to preparing the draft reports.
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Revolution Wind will submit the draft reports to the participating parties for review and comment.
Revolution Wind will consider all comments received when developing the final reports. Final digital copies
of the completed reports will be provided to all participating parties. Hard copies of the final reports will be
submitted to the State Historic Preservation Officers, tribes or other parties upon request.

Following the one-year retention period, Revolution Wind will offer transfer of the archival core segments
to the Consulting Tribes, SHPOs and related state agencies, and regional research institutions with an
interest in and capacity to conduct further analyses. Revolution Wind currently anticipates research
institutions with potential interests/capacities to include the University of Rhode Island, University of
Connecticut, and Eastern Connecticut State University. Revolution Wind will notify the Consulting Parties of
its intent to transfer archival core segments to any party at least 45 days prior to initiating such transfer and
will consider any comments provided by Consulting Parties before proceeding. If no external parties agree
to accept the archival core segments, Revolution Wind will water-screen the retained segments to identify
and collect potential physical evidence of ancient Native American activity at the ASLFs. In such
circumstances, Revolution Wind will prepare a technical memorandum summarizing the results of the
archival core segment processing and analyses and submit that memorandum to the Consulting Parties.

4.1.1.4 Standards

The Preconstruction Geoarchaeology effort will be conducted in accordance with BOEM's Guidelines for
Providing Archaeological and Historic Property Information Pursuant to 30 CFR Part 585 (May 2020). The
qualified professional archaeologists leading the research will meet the SOI professional qualification
standards for archeology (62 FR 33708) and BOEM's standards for Qualified Marine Archaeologists.

4.1.1.5 Documentation

The following documentation is to be provided for review by Participating Parties:

e Draft Tribal Audience Report;

e Draft Technical Report;

e Final Tribal Audience Report;

e Final Technical Report; and

e Draft Public or Professional Presentations.

4.1.1.6 Funds and Accounting

Revolution Wind will be responsible for funding and implementation of this mitigation measure.

4.1.2 Open-Source GIS and Story Maps

4121 Purpose and Intended Outcome

This mitigation measure will consist of the compilation and transfer of relevant geophysical, geotechnical,
and geoarchaeological datasets pertaining to the ASLF to a non-proprietary GIS system for use by Native
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4.1.2.3 Methodology

Revolution Wind will develop the GIS in consultation with the Participating Parties. At least one work session
will be scheduled to refine specific functionality of interest to the Tribes. That session will be conducted
after the preliminary data analyses for the Preconstruction Geoarchaeology effort has been completed. This
will allow for a more focused walk-through of the data and options for organizing and integrating different
datasets. Revolution Wind will request from the Tribes details on any existing open-source GIS systems
currently in use by each Tribe to minimize any issues with data integration or interoperability. Once the
work session has been conducted Revolution Wind will proceed with development of the GIS, taking into
account the Tribes’ comments and suggestions. The draft GIS system will be shared with the Tribes in a
training session that presents the functions of the GIS and familiarizes the tribal representatives with the
interfaces, data organization, and any custom features developed to enhance useability. Revolution Wind
will consider any feedback from the Tribes on the draft GIS before proceeding with finalizing the system
design and implementation. Revolution Wind will provide the GIS to the Tribes by physical storage media
or as a secure digital file transfer, as appropriate to each Tribes IT infrastructure and preference. Revolution
Wind does not intend to be responsible for the upkeep of the GIS database.

Story Map content will be developed with the consulting Tribes through one or more scheduled work
sessions. Potential options for content intended for youth audiences, tribal governments, and/or general
tribal membership will be discussed to refine the conceptual framework and develop draft Story Maps for
review by the Tribes. Revolution Wind will consider all comments and feedback provided by the Tribes when
preparing the final Story Maps.

4.1.2.4 Standards

The GIS developed under this measure will be free to use and free to modify by the tribes. To the extent
feasible, all data will be provided in formats that allow for interoperability with other GIS platforms that the
tribes may use. All datasets incorporated in the GIS will comply with Federal Geographic Data Committee
data and metadata standards.

4.1.2.5 Documentation

Revolution Wind will provide draft descriptions and documentation of the GIS for review by the Participating
Parties and will provide a description of the draft Story Maps to the consulting Tribes following the initial
working sessions.

The following documentation is to be provided for review by Participating Parties:

e Draft Description of the GIS with appropriate schema, data organization, and custom
reports/queries;

e Draft Story Map descriptions with details on content, formatting, and intended audiences; and

e Final Technical Description of the GIS with schema, data organization, and custom reports/queries.
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4.1.2.6 Funds and Accounting

Revolution Wind will be responsible for funding and implementation of this mitigation measure.
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5.0 IMPLEMENTATION

5.1 Timeline

The timeline for implementation of the mitigation measures will be determined in consultation with the
Participating Parties based on the agreed upon mitigation measures described in the final version of this
HPTP. This HPTP will be reviewed by and further developed in consultation with Participating Parties
concurrent with BOEM’'s NEPA Substitution schedule for Revolution Wind Farm, which is currently
anticipated to include the following:

e May 3, 2022 to July 1, 2022 - Distribution of the Finding of Effect document, on historic properties,
to consulting parties (to occur between);?

e May 3, 2022 to August 1, 2022 - 30-day comment period on the Finding of Effect document (to
occur between);

o September 2, 2022 - Distribution of the Draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) and the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) to consulting parties;

e September 2, 2022 to October 17, 2022 - 45-day comment period by consulting parties on the
MOA and DEIS;

e October 18, 2022 to December 19, 2022 - Distribution of the revised MOA to consulting parties
(to occur between);

e October 18, 2022 to January 19, 2023 - 30-day comment period on the revised MOA (to be
determined for a 30-day period between);

o December 2022 to February 2023 - Distribution of the revised MOA to consulting parties (to
occur between);

e December 2023 to March 2023 - 30-day comment period on the revised MOA (to be determined
for a 30-day period between);

e February 2023 to April 2023 - Distribution of the Final MOA to consulting parties (to occur
between);

e March 2023 to June 2, 2023 - 30-day signing period for consulting parties (to begin no later than
a date between);

e June 2, 2023 - Release of Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS);

e June 2, 2023 to July 3, 2023 - 30-day review period for the FEIS;

e July 7, 2023 — NEPA Record of Decision (ROD) issued by BOEM;

The final version of this HPTP included in the FEIS will include a timeline for implementation of the
final/agreed upon mitigation measures described herein. It is anticipated that the mitigation measure
identified in Section 4.0 will commence within 2 years of the execution of the MOA unless otherwise agreed
by the consulting parties and accepted by BOEM. Per Section 4.0, the Participating Parties will have a
minimum of 30-days to review and comment on all draft reports or other work products developed for this
HPTP. Revolution Wind assumes that the proposed scope of work will be completed within 5 years of the

2 The timeline is subject to change and is based on current available information.
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execution of the MOA unless a different timeline is agreed upon by consulting parties and accepted by
BOEM.

5.2 Organizational Responsibilities
5.2.1 Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM)

BOEM remains responsible for making all federal decisions and determining compliance with Section 106.
BOEM has reviewed this HPTP to ensure, at minimum, it includes the content required.

e BOEM remains responsible for making all federal decisions and determining compliance with
Section 106;

e BOEM, in consultation with the Participating Parties, will ensure that mitigation measures
adequately resolve adverse effects, consistent with the NHPA;

e BOEM must accept the final HPTP before Revolution Wind may commence any of the actions
included in the HPTP;

e BOEM will be responsible for sharing the annual summary report with Participating Parties; and

e BOEM is responsible for consultation related to dispute resolution.

5.2.2 Revolution Wind, LLC

Revolution Wind will be responsible for the following:

e Considering the comments provided by the Participating Parties in the development of this HPTP;

e Funding the mitigation measures specified in Section 4.0;

e Completion of the scope/s of work in Section 4.0;

e Ensuring all Standards in Section 4.0 are met;

e Providing the Documentation in Section 4.0 to the Participating Parties for review and comment;

e Annual Reporting to BOEM; and

e Revolution Wind will be responsible for ensuring that all work that requires consultation with Tribal
Nations are performed by professionals who have demonstrated professional experience
consulting with federally recognized Tribes.

5.2.3 Other Parties, as Appropriate

Revolution Wind does not anticipate additional consulting parties, should any be determined, this will be
updated.

5.3 Participating Party Consultation

Revolution Wind has provided this draft HPTP to BOEM for inclusion in the DEIS for review by Participating
Parties to provide meaningful input on the resolution of adverse effects to and form(s) of implementing
mitigation at the historic properties. As part of the development of this draft HPTP, Revolution Wind has
conducted targeted outreach with the Participating Parties identified in Section 2.3. As of July 2022, this
outreach has included the following:
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e Stakeholder Consultation Meeting to Review Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures for
the Revolution Wind Farm — Marine Archaeological Resources, January 24, 2022; and

e Stakeholder Consultation Meeting to Review Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures for
the Revolution Wind Farm — Marine Archaeological Resources, February 9, 2022.

Participating Parties will be provided opportunity for review and comment on the HPTP concurrent with
BOEM's anticipated NEPA Substitution schedule for Revolution Wind Farm (see Section 5.1). It is anticipated
that subsequent coordination to further refine the HPTP may include meetings, conference calls, HPTP draft
reviews and document exchanges, or similar means of communication of information. BOEM will be invited
to participate in these consultations between Revolution Wind and the Participating Parties regarding
revision and refinement of this HPTP, should it choose.
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2.2 Section 106 and Section 110(f) of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)

The regulations at 36 CFR § 800.8 provide for use of the NEPA process to fulfill a federal agency’s NHPA
Section 106 review obligations in lieu of the procedures set forth in 36 CFR § 800.3 through 800.6. Under
these provisions, issuance of an ROD and implementation of relevant conditions will resolve adverse effects
to historic properties caused by the Undertaking, including to National Historic Landmarks for which BOEM
must provide a higher standard of care, as required by Section 110(f) of the NHPA.

The measures to avoid and minimize adverse effects to identified historic properties are described in the
COP (Section 4.4.1.3 and Appendix BB). This HPTP describes the applicant-proposed treatment plans to
resolve the remaining adverse effects after application of the above-referenced measures. The mitigation
measures reflect a refinement of the conceptual mitigation framework proposed by Revolution Wind (see
Appendix BB in the COP).

All activities implemented under this HPTP will be conducted in accordance with any conditions imposed
by BOEM in its ROD and with applicable local, state and federal regulations and permitting requirements.
Responsibilities for specific compliance actions are described in further detail in Section 5.2, Organizational
Responsibilities.

2.2.1 Municipal Regulations

Before implementation, any on-site mitigation measures will be coordinated with local municipalities and
commissions to obtain approvals, as appropriate. These may include, but are not limited to building permits,
zoning, land use, planning, historic commissions, and design review boards. Additional information
regarding compliance with local requirements appears in Section 5.0, Implementation.

2.2.2 Preservation Easements and Restrictions

Preservation easements and restrictions protect significant historic, archaeological, or cultural resources.
The State of Massachusetts preservation restrictions are outlined in Massachusetts General Law Chapter
184, Sections 31-33.

dditional information regarding

compliance with extant preservation restrictions appears in Section 5.0, Implementation.

2.3 Participating Parties

BOEM initiated consultation under Section 106 with invitations to consulting parties on April 30, 2021. BOEM
hosted the first Section 106-specific meeting with consulting parties on December 17, 2021, and Revolution
Wind anticipates that BOEM will hold additional meetings pursuant to Sections 106 and 110(f) of the NHPA
and in accordance with 36 CFR 800.8.
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40 MITIGATION MEASURES

Mitigation measures at these historic properties are detailed in this section. These applicant-proposed
mitigation measures were developed on behalf of Revolution Wind by individuals who met Secretary of the
Interior Qualifications Standards for History, Architectural History and/or Architecture (62 FR 33708) and are
appropriate to fully address the nature, scope, size, and magnitude of adverse effects including cumulative
effects caused by the Project, NRHP-qualifying characteristics of each historic property that would be
affected. These mitigation measures also include actions to respond to some reasonably foreseeable
hazards unrelated to the Project that pose risks to the long-term preservation of affected historic properties,
such as climate change. Revolution Wind has prepared this draft HPTP for inclusion in the DEIS and

subsequent review, revision and refinement by consulting parties.

4.11 Purpose and Intended Outcome

he mitigation
measure would improve
virtual interpretative or physical exhibits. The
measure would also provide funding

to enhance stewardship of critical cultural

resources.

4.1.2 Scope of Work

The scope of work will consist of the following:

¢ Identification of appropriate printed and/or digital media for interpretative exhibits;
* Archival research on the history, development, and historical/cultural significance ||| | | Gz

-’
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4.36 Funds and Accounting

Funding amounts will be determined following BOEM's release of their findings of adverse effects and
consulting party review of the draft HPTP and the DEIS. The final version of the HPTP will include specifics
concerning funding amounts and the mechanisms for funding the mitigation measures.

4.4 Archaeological and Cultural Sites Data Compilation

4.41 Purpose and Intended Outcome

he measure would

provide for a systematic update of existing Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC)-maintained
resource inventories for sites associated with the affected TCP. A historic context for the TCP, drawing upon
a NRHP-nomination prepared by others, would be developed to integrate newly compiled information and

enhance- stewardship efforts.

The intended outcome of this measure is an updated open-source GIS inventory of archaeological/cultural
sites that contribute to the significance of the TCP and a companion
historic context that assists- in prioritizing preservation and stewardship efforts. Where feasible,
the inventory will include updated information on the existing conditions of contributing resources.

4.42 Scope of Work

The scope of work will consist of the following:

e Collection and review of existing documentation of contributing resources to the
TCP;
e Coordination with the parties preparing the NRHP nomination for the TCP to verify resource
inventory;
e Field visits and photo-documentation, as feasible, to document existing conditions at contributing
archaeological and cultural resources within the TCP;
Field visits and documentation will be coordinated with the parties preparing the NRHP
nomination to avoid duplicative efforts.
¢ Development of one or more historic contexts for interpretation of contributing resources in
alignment with the draft NRHP nomination;
e Preparation and submittal of revised MHC archaeological site forms or comparable documentation
for non-archaeological resources to MHG;
e Preparation of GIS data in an open-source format suitable for incorporation in- existing
GIS infrastructure;
e Submittal of draft historic context(s) and inventory forms to Participating Parties for review and

comment; and
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ABSTRACT

Federal Undertaking:  Revolution Wind Farm and Revolution Wind Export Cable Project

Location: Outer Continental Shelf and Rhode Island
Federal and
State Agencies: Bureau of Ocean Energy Management

National Park Service

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Massachusetts Historical Commission

Rhode Island Historical Preservation & Heritage Commission
New York Historic Preservation Office

Connecticut Historic Preservation Office

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

Regulatory Process: National Environmental Policy Act
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
Section 110(f) of the National Historic Preservation Act

Purpose: This draft, applicant-proposed Historic Property Treatment Plan provides
background data, historic property information, and detailed steps that will be
implemented to carry out mitigation actions to resolve potential adverse effects
preliminarily identified by the applicant in the Historic Resources Visual Effects
Analysis — Revolution Wind Farm, dated July 2022 for the Revolution Wind Project.

Potential Adverse Visual

Effect Finding for: Salters Point
Submitted By: Revolution Wind, LLC
Date: July 2022
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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This draft applicant-proposed Historic Property Treatment Plan (HPTP) for Salters Point, which has been
determined by the Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC) to be eligible for listing on the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) (the historic property) provides background data, historic property
information, and detailed steps that will be implemented to carry out mitigation actions to resolve potential
adverse effects preliminarily identified by the applicant in the Historic Resources Visual Effects Analysis —
Revolution Wind Farm, dated November 2021 (HRVEA; EDR, 2022) for the Revolution Wind Farm (RWF) and
Revolution Wind Export Cable Project (collectively, the Undertaking). Revolution Wind LLC (Revolution
Wind) is providing this draft HPTP prior to the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) making
findings of adverse effect for the Undertaking under the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA),
and finalization of this draft HPTP remains subject to BOEM's final finding of adverse effect for the historic

property.

BOEM will use the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) substitution process to fulfill its Section 106
obligations as provided for in the NHPA implementing regulations (36 CFR § 800.8(c)), and BOEM has
notified the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), State Historic Preservation Officers, and
consulting parties of BOEM's decision to use this process. Revolution Wind has provided this draft HPTP to
BOEM for inclusion in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for review by consulting parties to
provide meaningful input on the resolution of adverse effects to and form(s) of implementing mitigation at
the historic property. This draft HPTP describes the applicant-proposed mitigation measures to resolve
potential adverse effects on historic properties and proposes the implementation steps and timeline for
actions. The mitigation measures are based on the evaluations and outreach performed by Revolution Wind
prior to the issuance of the DEIS. Revolution Wind anticipates the HPTP documents will undergo revision
and refinement in consultation with the Massachusetts State Historic Preservation Officer, the Rhode Island
State Historic Preservation Officer, the ACHP, and/or other consulting parties throughout the NEPA
substitution process. If BOEM makes a finding of adverse effect for the historic property, it is anticipated
that the mitigation measures described herein (and further refined through consultation with applicable
parties) will be included in the Record of Decision (ROD) and/or Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) issued
in accordance with 40 CFR parts 1500-1508, and 36 CFR §§ 800.8, 800.10.

The timeline for implementation of the mitigation measures will be determined in consultation with parties
that demonstrated interest in the affected historic property (hereafter, Participating Parties) based on the
agreed upon mitigation measures described in the final version of this HPTP. This HPTP will be reviewed by
and further developed in consultation with Participating Parties concurrent with BOEM's NEPA substitution
schedule’ for RWF, which is currently anticipated to include the following:

e May 3, 2022 to July 1, 2022 - Distribution of the Finding of Effect document, on historic properties,
to consulting parties (to occur between).

e May 3, 2022 to August 1, 2022 - 30-day comment period on the Finding of Effect document (to
occur between).

" The timeline is subject to change and is based on current available information.
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e September 2, 2022 - Distribution of the Draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) and the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) to consulting parties.

e September 2, 2022 to October 17, 2022 - 45-day comment period by consulting parties on the
MOA and DEIS

e October 18, 2022 to December 19, 2022 — Distribution of the revised MOA to consulting parties
(to occur between).

e October 18, 2022 to January 19, 2023 - 30-day comment period on the revised MOA (to be
determined for a 30-day period between).

e December 2022 to February 2023 — Distribution of the revised MOA to consulting parties (to
occur between).

e December 2023 to March 2023 - 30-day comment period on the revised MOA (to be determined
for a 30-day period between).

o February 2023 to April 2023 - Distribution of the Final MOA to consulting parties (to occur
between).

e March 2023 to June 2, 2023 - 30-day signing period for consulting parties (to begin no later than
a date between).

e June 2, 2023 - Release of Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).

e June 2, 2023 to July 3, 2023 - 30-day review period for the FEIS.

e July 7, 2023 — NEPA Record of Decision (ROD) issued by BOEM.

This draft HPTP is organized into the following sections:

e Section 1.0, Introduction, outlines the content of this HPTP.

e Section 2.0, Cultural Resources Regulatory Context, briefly summarizes the Undertaking while
focusing on cultural resources regulatory contexts (federal, tribal, state, and local, including
preservation restrictions), identifies the historic property discussed in this HPTP that will be
adversely affected by the Undertaking, and summarizes the pertinent provisions and attachments
of the HRVEA (EDR, 2022) and Revolution Wind Farm Construction and Operations Plan (COP;
Revolution Wind, 2021) that guided the development of this document.

e Section 3.0, Existing Conditions, Historic Significance, and Maritime Setting, provides a
physical description of the historic property included in this HPTP. Set within its historic context,
the applicable NRHP criteria for the historic property are discussed with a focus on the contribution
of a maritime visual setting to its significance and integrity.

e Section 4.0, Mitigation Measures, presents specific steps to carry out the applicant-proposed
mitigation actions identified in the COP or alternative measures developed through stakeholder
engagement meetings to date. The mitigation action includes a detailed description, intended
outcome, methods, standards, and requirements for documentation. The mitigation action details
may be revised, based on feedback gathered during the process.
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e Section 5.0, Implementation, establishes the process for executing mitigation actions at the
historic property, as identified in Section 4.0 of this HPTP. For each/the action, organizational
responsibilities are outlined, a timeline is provided, and regulatory reviews are listed.

e Section 6.0, References, is a list of works cited in this HPTP.
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2.0 BACKGROUND INFORMATION

2.1 Project Overview: Revolution Wind Farm and Revolution Wind Export Cable

The Undertaking is a wind-powered electric generating facility composed of up to 100 wind turbine
generators (WTGs) and associated foundations, two offshore substations, and inter-array cables connecting
the WTGs and the offshore substations (see Figure 2.1-1). The WTGs, offshore substations, array cables, and
substation interconnector cables would be located on the Outer Continental Shelf approximately 15 nautical
miles (18 statute miles) southeast of Point Judith, Rhode Island, approximately 13 nautical miles (15 statute
miles) east of Block Island, Rhode Island, approximately 7.5 nautical miles (8.5 statute miles) south of
Nomans Land Island National Wildlife Refuge (uninhabited island), and between approximately 10 to 12.5
nautical miles (12 to 14 statute miles) south/southwest of varying points of the Rhode Island and
Massachusetts coastlines (Federal Register, 2021). In addition, two submarine export cables located in both
federal waters and Rhode Island State territorial waters, will connect the offshore substation to the electrical
grid. The proposed interconnection location for the Undertaking is the existing Davisville Substation, which
is owned and operated by The Narragansett Electric Company d/b/a National Grid and located in North
Kingstown, Rhode Island. The visible offshore components of the operational Undertaking will be located
on Lease OCS-A 0486 in water depths ranging from approximately 108 to 125 feet.

Figure 2.1-1. Project Location
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2.2 Section 106 and Section 110(f) of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)

The regulations at 36 CFR § 800.8 provide for use of the NEPA process to fulfill a federal agency’s NHPA
Section 106 review obligations in lieu of the procedures set forth in 36 CFR § 800.3 through 800.6. Under
these provisions, issuance of an ROD and implementation of relevant conditions will resolve adverse effects
to historic properties caused by the Undertaking, including to National Historic Landmarks for which BOEM
must provide a higher standard of care, as required by Section 110(f) of the NHPA.

The measures to avoid and minimize adverse effects to identified historic properties are described in the
COP (Section 4.4.1.3 and Appendix BB). This HPTP describes the applicant-proposed treatment plans to
resolve the remaining adverse effects after application of the above-referenced measures. The mitigation
measures reflect a refinement of the conceptual mitigation framework proposed by Revolution Wind (see
Appendix BB in the COP).

All activities implemented under this HPTP will be conducted in accordance with any conditions imposed
by BOEM in its ROD and with applicable local, state and federal regulations and permitting requirements.
Responsibilities for specific compliance actions are described in further detail in Section 5.2, Organizational
Responsibilities.

2.2.1 Municipal Regulations

Before implementation, any on-site mitigation measures will be coordinated with local municipalities and
commissions to obtain approvals, as appropriate. These may include, but are not limited to building permits,
zoning, land use, planning, historic commissions, and design review boards. Additional information
regarding compliance with local requirements appears in Section 5.0, Implementation.

2.3 Participating Parties

BOEM initiated consultation under Section 106 with invitations to consulting parties on April 30, 2021. BOEM
hosted the first Section 106-specific meeting with consulting parties on December 17, 2021, and Revolution
Wind anticipates that BOEM will hold additional meetings pursuant to Sections 106 and 110(f) of the NHPA
and in accordance with 36 CFR 800.8.

Following BOEM initial Section 106 meeting with consulting parties, Revolution Wind held stakeholder
outreach meetings (see Section 5.3) to review conceptual mitigation measures for the historic property and
invited the following parties:

e The Town of Dartmouth
e The Massachusetts Historical Commission.?

Revolution Wind anticipates the above-listed parties and any subsequently identified parties will participate
in the finalization of this HPTP through BOEM's Section 106 consultation process.

2 MHC was invited to attend stakeholder outreach meetings regarding historic properties in Massachusetts; however, MHC has not
participated in outreach meetings for Revolution Wind.

Historic Property Treatment Plan
Salters Point, Town of Dartmouth, Bristol County, Massachusetts 5



Historic Property Treatment Plan
Salters Point, Town of Dartmouth, Bristol County, Massachusetts






3.2 Maritime Setting

For the purposes of this analysis and assessment, views of marine waters are considered critical aspects of
maritime settings. The influence of the marine environment and related human activities on historical
development patterns is extensive and may be expressed in areas without direct lines of sight to the sea.
Although these types of setting may contribute to the significance of historic properties, they would not be
subject to alteration as a result of the proposed undertaking and are not considered further in this report.

Salters Point is considered within the historic property type defined in the HRVEA as “Historic Buildings and
Structures” includes buildings and associated properties historically used as residences (in some instances
their current use may be commercial, municipal, institutional, or otherwise non-residential) and is the largest
grouping of above-ground historic properties within the PAPE. Historic Buildings and Structures within the
PAPE consist mostly of vernacular residences, or groupings of residences, although this above-ground
historic property type also includes historic parks and stone markers. The overall character of these
individual above-ground historic properties and districts is residential or intended for public enjoyment, as
opposed to the grand mansions and summer “cottages” built by wealthy industrialist families that typified
the Estates and Estate Complexes property type. These above-ground historic properties are typically listed
due to each resource’s unique significance or the combined significance of the resources forming an historic
district, and usually qualify under National Register Criteria A and C. These factors are shared among the
resource to a degree which justifies their grouping as an above-ground historic property type.

Location and orientation of such properties is critical to understanding the nature of any associated
maritime settings. Many historic houses were oriented to local roadways, with the front and rear elevations
parallel to the nearby road’'s alignment. Local roadways along the region’s shorelines often parallel the
water's edge and Historic Buildings frequently shift in orientation along such coastal roads. This variation in
orientation may strongly influence the associated views of marine waters that may form important elements
of a property’s historic setting.

3.3 Salters Point

3.31 Physical Description and Existing Conditions

Salters Point is located at the southern end of Smith Neck Road and is physically defined by a stone wall
with a sign indicating it is private property at the intersection of Smith Neck and Mishaum Point Roads.
Within the boundaries of the district are Buzzard’s Bay Avenue, Ocean Avenue, Gosnold Avenue, Barn Way,
Riley Street and Naushon Avenue. Salters Point, as it currently stands, was developed as a resort community
between c. 1890 and c. 1910.

3.3.2 Historic Context

Historically, Salters Point was a farm known as “"Southern most farm” or “Salt House Point Farm” (Weinstein,
1983). Two of the properties associated with Benjamin Smith’s Salt House Point Farm remain, 108 and 116
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Ocean Avenue. In addition, as Dartmouth had a strong salt industry during the eighteenth century, a salt
works was located on Salters Point in the early eighteenth century (MHC, 1981).

In the 1890s, a group from New Bedford, Massachusetts purchased 77 acres on Salters Point to develop a
summer resort colony. Roads within the point were developed and lots were defined. According to the MHC
Form, the developers established rules that the new owners had to follow, including each lot could have
only one structure, “indoor earth closets or privies were required and no liquor could be made or sold on
the premises.” The majority of residences were constructed in the Colonial Revival style. As a resort, Salters
Point had a casino, bowling alley, tennis courts, a yacht club, and a nine-hole golf course (Weinstein, 1983).

The Salters Point Inn was constructed in 1900 and had 20 bedrooms. The farmhouse located at 108 Ocean
Avenue was used as an annex to the Inn (Melhuish, 2010). The Inn was a gathering place for the residents
of Salters Point, many of whom would eat in the dining room regularly. The Inn was demolished in 1946
(Weinstein, 1983).

Nine properties within the boundaries of Salters Point have individual MHC Inventory Forms: the Smith
Family Cemetery, 61 Naushon Avenue, the Benjamin Smith/Giles Smith House, the Alvin F. Waite/James T.
Smith House at 116 Ocean Avenue, the Alvin F. Waite/James T. Smith House at 124 Ocean Avenue, the
Frederick H. Wilks House, the George Bartlett House, the Lydia A. Payne House, and the Salters Point Water
Corporation Building. The buildings were constructed between circa 1680 and circa 1900, with the oldest
being part of the original farm and the latest built as part of the Salters Point resort.

3.3.3 NRHP Criteria and the Maritime Visual Setting

Salters Point is significant under Criterion A as a designed summer resort colony on the Massachusetts
coastline and Criterion C for its Colonial Revival style architecture. Its role as an eighteenth-century
farmstead and salt works are also important aspects of the district’s significance.

Salters Point The is sited on the eastern side of the Salters Point peninsula with prominent views of eastern
Buzzards Bay and the Elizabeth Islands. The district is visually and historically linked to the maritime
environment through recreation and aesthetic considerations that contributed to its development.
Although some screening of the ocean horizon in the direction of Rhode Island Sound is provided by
Mishaum Point to the southwest, open views towards the southern portions of the Project are expected.

Historic Property Treatment Plan
Salters Point, Town of Dartmouth, Bristol County, Massachusetts 9



4.0 MITIGATION MEASURES

Mitigation measures at the historic property are detailed in this section. These applicant-proposed
mitigation measures were developed on behalf of Revolution Wind by individuals who met Secretary of the
Interior's Professional Qualifications Standards (36 CFR Part 61) and are appropriate to fully address the
nature, scope, size, and magnitude of adverse effects including cumulative effects caused by the Project,
NRHP-qualifying characteristics of each historic property that would be affected. These mitigation measures
also include actions to respond to some reasonably foreseeable hazards unrelated to the Project that pose
risks to the long-term preservation of affected historic properties, such as climate change. Revolution Wind
has prepared this draft HPTP for inclusion in the DEIS and subsequent review, revision and refinement by
consulting parties.

4.1 Historic Context for Summer Cottage/Resort Development
4.11 Purpose and Intended Outcome

As stated above, similarly, to other coastal communities in the region, in the late nineteenth century and
through the twentieth century, summer cottages, resorts, and summer colonies began to develop in
Dartmouth. These areas were attractive to the upper class for their proximity to Boston and New York and
their locations on the water. The rapid rise of local and regional industries, urbanization, and ease of
transportation by steam trains and ships in the late nineteenth century was associated with a new leisure
class in New England. Scenic coastal enclaves and villages attracted families whose wealth may have been
derived from the region's cities, but who sought escape from dense urban centers. Numerous communities
developed to cater the recreational and social needs of wealthy families along the shores of Buzzards Bay,
Narragansett Bay, and the coastal islands

The purpose of this mitigation measure is to develop a regional context/history of the development of
summer cottages, colonies, and resorts on the Rhode Island and Massachusetts coastlines in the late-
nineteenth and early-twentieth centuries. The report will include: a brief history of each municipality,
focusing on the built environment; an in-depth analysis of the neighborhoods/areas that became summer
resorts/colonies; the social and economic impacts of the development; the changes in the built environment
of the municipalities; and other related topics.

The intent of this report is to document this important movement in New England history, which changed
the cultural, economic, and landscape of Rhode Island and Massachusetts. The report will be completed in
coordination with all relevant stakeholders and the final report will be distributed to the municipalities and
SHPOs.

4.1.2 Scope of Work

The scope of work will consist of the following:
e Conduct archival research;
e |dentify and consult with relevant stakeholders and the Participating Parties;
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e Develop a draft report to be distributed to the Participating Parties for review and comment; and
e Develop a final report, addressing the comments received, to be distributed to the Participating
Parties.

4.1.3 Methodology

Revolution Wind will release a request for proposals (RFP) for consultant services for the scope of work and
select a consultant to perform the scope of work listed in Section 4.1.2. The consultant should have a
demonstrated knowledge and experience in developing historic contexts focusing on changes in the social,
economic, and built environment and a knowledge of the history of New England. A draft of the report will
be distributed to the Participating Parties for review and comment. A final report will be produced by the
consultant that incorporates any comments and additional information provided by the Participating Parties
and will be distributed to the Participating Parties.

41.4 Standards

The exhibit will conform to the following standards:

e The Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualifications Standards (36 CFR Part 61), as applicable;
e RIHPHC guidance;
e MHC guidance;

41.5 Documentation

The following documentation is to be provided for review by Participating Parties:

° Request for Proposals (RFP);

o Proposals by qualified consultants in response to the RFP;
e  Preliminary draft report; and

e  Final report.

4.1.6 Funds and Accounting

Funding amounts will be determined following BOEM's release of their findings of adverse effects and
consulting party review of the draft HPTP and the DEIS. The final version of the HPTP will include specifics
concerning funding amounts and the mechanisms for funding the mitigation measures.

Historic Property Treatment Plan
Salters Point, Town of Dartmouth, Bristol County, Massachusetts 11



5.0 IMPLEMENTATION

5.1 Timeline

The timeline for implementation of the mitigation measures will be determined in consultation with the
Participating Parties based on the agreed upon mitigation measures described in the final version of this
HPTP. This HPTP will be reviewed by and further developed in consultation with Participating Parties
concurrent with BOEM's NEPA substitution schedule? for RWF, which is currently anticipated to include the
following:

e May 3, 2022 to July 1, 2022 - Distribution of the Finding of Effect document, on historic properties,
to consulting parties (to occur between).

e May 3, 2022 to August 1, 2022 — 30-day comment period on the Finding of Effect document (to
occur between).

e September 2, 2022 — Distribution of the Draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) and the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) to consulting parties.

e September 2, 2022 to October 17, 2022 - 45-day comment period by consulting parties on the
MOA and DEIS

e October 18, 2022 to December 19, 2022 - Distribution of the revised MOA to consulting parties
(to occur between).

e October 18, 2022 to January 19, 2023 - 30-day comment period on the revised MOA (to be
determined for a 30-day period between).

e December 2022 to February 2023 - Distribution of the revised MOA to consulting parties (to
occur between).

e December 2023 to March 2023 - 30-day comment period on the revised MOA (to be determined
for a 30-day period between).

e February 2023 to April 2023 - Distribution of the Final MOA to consulting parties (to occur
between).

e March 2023 to June 2, 2023 - 30-day signing period for consulting parties (to begin no later than
a date between).

e June 2, 2023 - Release of Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).

e June 2, 2023 to July 3, 2023 - 30-day review period for the FEIS.

e July 7, 2023 — NEPA Record of Decision (ROD) issued by BOEM.

The final version of this HPTP included in the FEIS will include a timeline for implementation of the
final/agreed upon mitigation measures described herein. It is anticipated that the mitigation measure
identified in Section 4.0 will commence within 2 years of the execution of the MOA unless otherwise agreed
by the consulting parties and accepted by BOEM. Per Section 4.0, the Participating Parties will have a
minimum of 30-days to review and comment on all draft reports or other work products developed for this
HPTP. Revolution Wind assumes that the proposed scope of work will be completed within 5 years of the

3 The timeline is subject to change and is based on current available information.
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execution of the MOA unless a different timeline is agreed upon by consulting parties and accepted by
BOEM.

5.2 Organizational Responsibilities
5.2.1 Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM)

BOEM remains responsible for making all federal decisions and determining compliance with Section 106.
BOEM has reviewed this HPTP to ensure, at minimum, it includes the content required.

e BOEM remains responsible for making all federal decisions and determining compliance with
Section 106;

e BOEM, in consultation with the Participating Parties, will ensure that mitigation measures
adequately resolve adverse effects, consistent with the NHPA;

e BOEM must accept the final HPTP before Revolution Wind may commence any of the actions
included in the HPTP;

e BOEM will be responsible for sharing the annual summary report with Participating Parties; and

e BOEM is responsible for consultation related to dispute resolution.

5.2.2 Revolution Wind, LLC

Revolution Wind will be responsible for the following:

e Considering the comments provided by the Participating Parties in the development of this HPTP;

e Funding the mitigation measures specified in Section 4.0;

e Completion of the scope/s of work in Section 4.0;

e Ensuring all Standards in Section 4.0 are met;

e Providing the Documentation in Section 4.0 to the Participating Parties for review and comment;

e Annual Reporting to BOEM; and

e Revolution Wind will be responsible for ensuring that all work that requires consultation with Tribal
Nations are performed by professionals who have demonstrated professional experience
consulting with federally recognized Tribes.

5.2.3 Other Parties, as Appropriate

Revolution Wind does not anticipate additional consulting parties, should any be determined, this will be
updated.

5.3 Participating Party Consultation

Revolution Wind has provided this draft HPTP to BOEM for inclusion in the DEIS for review by Participating
Parties to provide meaningful input on the resolution of adverse effects to and form(s) of implementing
mitigation at the historic property. As part of the development of this draft HPTP, Revolution Wind has
conducted targeted outreach with the Participating Parties identified in Section 2.3. As of July 2022, this
outreach has included the following
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e Stakeholder Consultation Meeting to Review Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures for
the Revolution Wind Farm — Massachusetts Historic Properties, February 10, 2022.

Participating Parties will be provided opportunity for review and comment on the HPTP concurrent with
BOEM's anticipated NEPA substitution schedule for Revolution Wind Farm (see Section 5.1). It is anticipated
that subsequent coordination to further refine the HPTP may include meetings, conference calls, HPTP draft
reviews and document exchanges, or similar means of communication of information. BOEM will be invited
to participate in these consultations between Revolution Wind and the Participating Parties regarding

revision and refinement of this HPTP, should it choose.
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ABSTRACT

Federal Undertaking:  Revolution Wind Farm and Revolution Wind Export Cable Project

Location: Outer Continental Shelf and Rhode Island
Federal and
State Agencies: Bureau of Ocean Energy Management

National Park Service

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Massachusetts Historical Commission

Rhode Island Historical Preservation & Heritage Commission
New York Historic Preservation Office

Connecticut Historic Preservation Office

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

Regulatory Process: National Environmental Policy Act
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
Section 110(f) of the National Historic Preservation Act

Purpose: This draft, applicant-proposed Historic Property Treatment Plan provides
background data, historic property information, and detailed steps that will be
implemented to carry out mitigation actions to resolve potential adverse effects
preliminarily identified by the applicant in the Historic Resources Visual Effects
Analysis — Revolution Wind Farm, dated November 2021 for the Revolution Wind
Project.

Potential Adverse Visual

Effect Finding for: 744 Sconticut Neck Road
Submitted By: Revolution Wind, LLC
Date: July 2022
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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This draft applicant-proposed Historic Property Treatment Plan (HPTP) for 744 Sconticut Neck Road, which
has been determined by the Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC) to be eligible for listing on the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) (the historic property) provides background data, historic
property information, and detailed steps that will be implemented to carry out mitigation actions to resolve
potential adverse effects preliminarily identified by the applicant in the Historic Resources Visual Effects
Analysis — Revolution Wind Farm, dated July 2022 (HRVEA; EDR, 2022) for the Revolution Wind Farm (RWF)
and Revolution Wind Export Cable Project (collectively, the Undertaking). Revolution Wind LLC (Revolution
Wind) is providing this draft HPTP prior to the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) making
findings of adverse effect for the Undertaking under the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA),
and finalization of this draft HPTP remains subject to BOEM's final finding of adverse effect for the historic

property.

BOEM will use the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) substitution process to fulfill its Section 106
obligations as provided for in the NHPA implementing regulations (36 CFR § 800.8(c)), and BOEM has
notified the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), State Historic Preservation Officers, and
consulting parties of BOEM's decision to use this process. Revolution Wind has provided this draft HPTP to
BOEM for inclusion in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for review by consulting parties to
provide meaningful input on the resolution of adverse effects to and form(s) of implementing mitigation at
the historic property. This draft HPTP describes the applicant-proposed mitigation measures to resolve
potential adverse effects on historic properties and proposes the implementation steps and timeline for
actions. The mitigation measures are based on the evaluations and outreach performed by Revolution Wind
prior to the issuance of the DEIS. Revolution Wind anticipates the HPTP documents will undergo revision
and refinement in consultation with the Massachusetts State Historic Preservation Officer, the Rhode Island
State Historic Preservation Officer, the ACHP, and/or other consulting parties throughout the NEPA
substitution process. If BOEM makes a finding of adverse effect for the historic property, it is anticipated
that the mitigation measures described herein (and further refined through consultation with applicable
parties) will be included in the Record of Decision (ROD) and/or Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) issued
in accordance with 40 CFR parts 1500-1508, and 36 CFR §§ 800.8, 800.10.

The timeline for implementation of the mitigation measures will be determined in consultation with parties
that demonstrated interest in the affected historic property (hereafter, Participating Parties) based on the
agreed upon mitigation measures described in the final version of this HPTP. This HPTP will be reviewed by
and further developed in consultation with Participating Parties concurrent with BOEM's NEPA substitution
schedule’ for RWF, which is currently anticipated to include the following:

e May 3, 2022 to July 1, 2022 - Distribution of the Finding of Effect document, on historic properties,
to consulting parties (to occur between).

e May 3, 2022 to August 1, 2022 - 30-day comment period on the Finding of Effect document (to
occur between).

" The timeline is subject to change and is based on current available information.
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e September 2, 2022 - Distribution of the Draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) and the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) to consulting parties.

e September 2, 2022 to October 17, 2022 — 45-day comment period by consulting parties on the
MOA and DEIS

e October 18, 2022 to December 19, 2022 — Distribution of the revised MOA to consulting parties
(to occur between).

e October 18, 2022 to January 19, 2023 - 30-day comment period on the revised MOA (to be
determined for a 30-day period between).

e December 2022 to February 2023 — Distribution of the revised MOA to consulting parties (to
occur between).

e December 2023 to March 2023 - 30-day comment period on the revised MOA (to be determined
for a 30-day period between).

o February 2023 to April 2023 - Distribution of the Final MOA to consulting parties (to occur
between).

e March 2023 to June 2, 2023 - 30-day signing period for consulting parties (to begin no later than
a date between).

e June 2, 2023 - Release of Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).

e June 2, 2023 to July 3, 2023 - 30-day review period for the FEIS.

e July 7, 2023 — NEPA Record of Decision (ROD) issued by BOEM.

This draft HPTP is organized into the following sections:

e Section 1.0, Introduction, outlines the content of this HPTP.

e Section 2.0, Cultural Resources Regulatory Context, briefly summarizes the Undertaking while
focusing on cultural resources regulatory contexts (federal, tribal, state, and local, including
preservation restrictions), identifies the historic property discussed in this HPTP that will be
adversely affected by the Undertaking, and summarizes the pertinent provisions and attachments
of the HRVEA (EDR, 2022) and Revolution Wind Farm Construction and Operations Plan (COP;
Revolution Wind, 2021) that guided the development of this document.

e Section 3.0, Existing Conditions, Historic Significance, and Maritime Setting, provides a
physical description of the historic property included in this HPTP. Set within its historic context,
the applicable NRHP criteria for the historic property are discussed with a focus on the contribution
of a maritime visual setting to its significance and integrity.

e Section 4.0, Mitigation Measures, presents specific steps to carry out the applicant-proposed
mitigation actions identified in the COP or alternative measures developed through stakeholder
engagement meetings to date. The mitigation action includes a detailed description, intended
outcome, methods, standards, and requirements for documentation. The mitigation action details
may be revised, based on feedback gathered during the process.
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e Section 5.0, Implementation, establishes the process for executing mitigation actions at the
historic property, as identified in Section 4.0 of this HPTP. For each/the action, organizational
responsibilities are outlined, a timeline is provided, and regulatory reviews are listed.

e Section 6.0, References, is a list of works cited in this HPTP.
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2.0 BACKGROUND INFORMATION

2.1 Project Overview: Revolution Wind Farm and Revolution Wind Export Cable

The Undertaking is a wind-powered electric generating facility composed of up to 100 wind turbine
generators (WTGs) and associated foundations, two offshore substations, and inter-array cables connecting
the WTGs and the offshore substations (see Figure 2.1-1). The WTGs, offshore substations, array cables, and
substation interconnector cables would be located on the Outer Continental Shelf approximately 15 nautical
miles (18 statute miles) southeast of Point Judith, Rhode Island, approximately 13 nautical miles (15 statute
miles) east of Block Island, Rhode Island, approximately 7.5 nautical miles (8.5 statute miles) south of
Nomans Land Island National Wildlife Refuge (uninhabited island), and between approximately 10 to 12.5
nautical miles (12 to 14 statute miles) south/southwest of varying points of the Rhode Island and
Massachusetts coastlines (Federal Register, 2021). In addition, two submarine export cables located in both
federal waters and Rhode Island State territorial waters, will connect the offshore substation to the electrical
grid. The proposed interconnection location for the Undertaking is the existing Davisville Substation, which
is owned and operated by The Narragansett Electric Company d/b/a National Grid and located in North
Kingstown, Rhode Island. The visible offshore components of the operational Undertaking will be located
on Lease OCS-A 0486 in water depths ranging from approximately 108 to 125 feet.

Figure 2.1-1. Project Location
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2.2 Section 106 and Section 110(f) of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)

The regulations at 36 CFR § 800.8 provide for use of the NEPA process to fulfill a federal agency’s NHPA
Section 106 review obligations in lieu of the procedures set forth in 36 CFR § 800.3 through 800.6. Under
these provisions, issuance of an ROD and implementation of relevant conditions will resolve adverse effects
to historic properties caused by the Undertaking, including to National Historic Landmarks for which BOEM
must provide a higher standard of care, as required by Section 110(f) of the NHPA.

The measures to avoid and minimize adverse effects to identified historic properties are described in the
COP (Section 4.4.1.3 and Appendix BB). This HPTP describes the applicant-proposed treatment plans to
resolve the remaining adverse effects after application of the above-referenced measures. The mitigation
measures reflect a refinement of the conceptual mitigation framework proposed by Revolution Wind (see
Appendix BB in the COP).

All activities implemented under this HPTP will be conducted in accordance with any conditions imposed
by BOEM in its ROD and with applicable local, state and federal regulations and permitting requirements.
Responsibilities for specific compliance actions are described in further detail in Section 5.2, Organizational
Responsibilities.

2.2.1 Municipal Regulations

Before implementation, any on-site mitigation measures will be coordinated with local municipalities and
commissions to obtain approvals, as appropriate. These may include, but are not limited to building permits,
zoning, land use, planning, historic commissions, and design review boards. Additional information
regarding compliance with local requirements appears in Section 5.0, Implementation.

2.3 Participating Parties

BOEM initiated consultation under Section 106 with invitations to consulting parties on April 30, 2021. BOEM
hosted the first Section 106-specific meeting with consulting parties on December 17, 2021, and Revolution
Wind anticipates that BOEM will hold additional meetings pursuant to Sections 106 and 110(f) of the NHPA
and in accordance with 36 CFR 800.8.

Following BOEM initial Section 106 meeting with consulting parties, Revolution Wind held stakeholder
outreach meetings (see Section 5.3) to review conceptual mitigation measures for the historic property and
invited the following parties:

e The Town of Fairhaven
e The Massachusetts Historical Commission.?

2 MHC was invited to attend stakeholder outreach meetings regarding historic properties in Massachusetts; however, MHC has not
participated in outreach meetings for Revolution Wind.
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Revolution Wind anticipates the above-listed parties and any subsequently identified parties will participate
in the finalization of this HPTP through BOEM's Section 106 consultation process.
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3.2 Maritime Setting

For the purposes of this analysis and assessment, views of marine waters are considered critical aspects of
maritime settings. The influence of the marine environment and related human activities on historical
development patterns is extensive and may be expressed in areas without direct lines of sight to the sea.
Although these types of setting may contribute to the significance of historic properties, they would not be
subject to alteration as a result of the proposed undertaking and are not considered further in this report.

744 Sconticut Neck Road is considered within the historic property type defined in the HRVEA as “Historic
Buildings and Structures” includes buildings and associated properties historically used as residences (in
some instances their current use may be commercial, municipal, institutional, or otherwise non-residential)
and is the largest grouping of above-ground historic properties within the PAPE. Historic Buildings and
Structures within the PAPE consist mostly of vernacular residences, or groupings of residences, although
this above-ground historic property type also includes historic parks and stone markers. The overall
character of these individual above-ground historic properties and districts is residential or intended for
public enjoyment, as opposed to the grand mansions and summer “cottages” built by wealthy industrialist
families that typified the Estates and Estate Complexes property type. These above-ground historic
properties are typically listed due to each resource’s unique significance or the combined significance of
the resources forming an historic district, and usually qualify under National Register Criteria A and C. These
factors are shared among the resource to a degree which justifies their grouping as an above-ground
historic property type.

Location and orientation of such properties is critical to understanding the nature of any associated
maritime settings. Many historic houses were oriented to local roadways, with the front and rear elevations
parallel to the nearby road’s alignment. Local roadways along the region’s shorelines often parallel the
water's edge and Historic Buildings frequently shift in orientation along such coastal roads. This variation in
orientation may strongly influence the associated views of marine waters that may form important elements
of a property’s historic setting.

3.3 744 Sconticut Neck Road
3.31 Physical Description and Existing Conditions

744 Sconticut Neck Road, also known as 736 Sconticut Neck Road, is located on the west side of Sconticut
Road overlooking Buzzards Bay on Sconticut Neck in Fairhaven, Massachusetts. The building is a two-and-
a-half story, shingle-clad, stone foundation, four-square colonial revival style residence built circa 1910. A
veranda appears to wrap around three sides of the building and three hipped dormers extend from the roof
on the eastern, southern and western sides.

Per aerial and topographic map review as well as the Town of Fairhaven Property Records, the property
currently has four outbuildings, at least one was constructed circa 1920 (Patriot Properties, 2022). A carriage
house/garage is located at the rear of the property can has a hipped dormer, two garage doors, a cupola,
and living space. A second carriage house/garage is located behind the house and the main building has a

Historic Property Treatment Plan
744 Sconticut Neck Road, Fairhaven, Bristol County, Massachusetts 8



hipped dormer, two garage doors, a cupola, and living space. A one-story addition is located off the western
elevation. Two smaller structures are located to the south of the existing pool.

3.3.2 Historic Context

In the mid-to-late 1870s, resort development began along Sconticut Neck due to the town’s location as a
suburb of New Bedford (MHC, 1981). Sconticut Neck's location between Buzzards Bay and Nasketucket Bay
made this formerly sparsely developed area a prime location for summer homes. A review of available
historic and topographic maps indicates that the majority of buildings along Sconticut Neck Road were not
constructed until the early twentieth century, and there has been relatively little development over the past
century, preserving the predominantly rural character.

3.3.3 NRHP Criteria and the Maritime Visual Setting

The property at 744 Sconticut Neck Road appears to meet NRHP Criteria C as an early-twentieth-century
residence and outbuildings associated with the history and development of Sconticut Neck. The house is a
largely unmodified, representative example of an early-twentieth-century four-square residence with an
intact agricultural and maritime context in the region. 744 Sconticut Neck Road is sited on the west side of
Sconticut Neck between Buzzards Bay and Nasketucket Bay on a flat, open plot of land with open views
towards the western sections of Buzzards Bay and portions of Rhode Island Sound, beyond.
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4.0 MITIGATION MEASURES

Mitigation measures at the historic property are detailed in this section. These applicant-proposed
mitigation measures were developed on behalf of Revolution Wind by individuals who met Secretary of the
Interior's Professional Qualifications Standards (36 CFR Part 61) and are appropriate to fully address the
nature, scope, size, and magnitude of adverse effects including cumulative effects caused by the Project,
NRHP-qualifying characteristics of each historic property that would be affected. These mitigation measures
also include actions to respond to some reasonably foreseeable hazards unrelated to the Project that pose
risks to the long-term preservation of affected historic properties, such as climate change. Revolution Wind
has prepared this draft HPTP for inclusion in the DEIS and subsequent review, revision and refinement by
consulting parties.

4.1 Historic Context for Summer Cottage/Resort Development
4.11 Purpose and Intended Outcome

As stated above, similarly, to other coastal communities in the region, in the late nineteenth century and
through the twentieth century, summer cottages, resorts, and summer colonies began to develop in
Fairhaven. These areas were attractive to the upper class for their proximity to Boston and New York and
their locations on the water. The rapid rise of local and regional industries, urbanization, and ease of
transportation by steam trains and ships in the late nineteenth century was associated with a new leisure
class in New England. Scenic coastal enclaves and villages attracted families whose wealth may have been
derived from the region's cities, but who sought escape from dense urban centers. Numerous communities
developed to cater the recreational and social needs of wealthy families along the shores of Buzzards Bay,
Narragansett Bay, and the coastal islands

The purpose of this mitigation measure is to develop a regional context/history of the development of
summer cottages, colonies, and resorts on the Rhode Island and Massachusetts coastlines in the late-
nineteenth and early-twentieth centuries. The report will include: a brief history of each municipality,
focusing on the built environment; an in-depth analysis of the neighborhoods/areas that became summer
resorts/colonies; the social and economic impacts of the development; the changes in the built environment
of the municipalities; and other related topics.

The intent of this report is to document this important movement in New England history, which changed
the cultural, economic, and landscape of Rhode Island and Massachusetts. The report will be completed in
coordination with all relevant stakeholders and the final report will be distributed to the municipalities and
SHPOs.

4.1.2 Scope of Work

The scope of work will consist of the following:
e Conduct archival research;
e |dentify and consult with relevant stakeholders and the Participating Parties;
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e Develop a draft report to be distributed to the Participating Parties for review and comment; and
e Develop a final report, addressing the comments received, to be distributed to the Participating
Parties.

4.1.3 Methodology

Revolution Wind will release a request for proposals (RFP) for consultant services for the scope of work and
select a consultant to perform the scope of work listed in Section 4.1.2. The consultant should have a
demonstrated knowledge and experience in developing historic contexts focusing on changes in the social,
economic, and built environment and a knowledge of the history of New England. A draft of the report will
be distributed to the Participating Parties for review and comment. A final report will be produced by the
consultant that incorporates any comments and additional information provided by the Participating Parties
and will be distributed to the Participating Parties.

41.4 Standards

The exhibit will conform to the following standards:

e The Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualifications Standards (36 CFR Part 61), as applicable;
e RIHPHC guidance;
e MHC guidance;

41.5 Documentation

The following documentation is to be provided for review by Participating Parties:

° Request for Proposals (RFP);

o Proposals by qualified consultants in response to the RFP;
e  Preliminary draft report; and

e  Final report.

4.1.6 Funds and Accounting

Funding amounts will be determined following BOEM's release of their findings of adverse effects and
consulting party review of the draft HPTP and the DEIS. The final version of the HPTP will include specifics
concerning funding amounts and the mechanisms for funding the mitigation measures.
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5.0 IMPLEMENTATION

5.1 Timeline

The timeline for implementation of the mitigation measures will be determined in consultation with the
Participating Parties based on the agreed upon mitigation measures described in the final version of this
HPTP. This HPTP will be reviewed by and further developed in consultation with Participating Parties
concurrent with BOEM's NEPA substitution schedule? for RWF, which is currently anticipated to include the
following:

e May 3, 2022 to July 1, 2022 - Distribution of the Finding of Effect document, on historic properties,
to consulting parties (to occur between).

e May 3, 2022 to August 1, 2022 — 30-day comment period on the Finding of Effect document (to
occur between).

e September 2, 2022 - Distribution of the Draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) and the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) to consulting parties.

e September 2, 2022 to October 17, 2022 - 45-day comment period by consulting parties on the
MOA and DEIS

e October 18, 2022 to December 19, 2022 - Distribution of the revised MOA to consulting parties
(to occur between).

e October 18, 2022 to January 19, 2023 - 30-day comment period on the revised MOA (to be
determined for a 30-day period between).

e December 2022 to February 2023 - Distribution of the revised MOA to consulting parties (to
occur between).

e December 2023 to March 2023 - 30-day comment period on the revised MOA (to be determined
for a 30-day period between).

e February 2023 to April 2023 - Distribution of the Final MOA to consulting parties (to occur
between).

e March 2023 to June 2, 2023 - 30-day signing period for consulting parties (to begin no later than
a date between).

e June 2, 2023 - Release of Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).

e June 2, 2023 to July 3, 2023 - 30-day review period for the FEIS.

e July 7, 2023 — NEPA Record of Decision (ROD) issued by BOEM.

The final version of this HPTP included in the FEIS will include a timeline for implementation of the
final/agreed upon mitigation measures described herein. It is anticipated that the mitigation measure
identified in Section 4.0 will commence within 2 years of the execution of the MOA unless otherwise agreed
by the consulting parties and accepted by BOEM. Per Section 4.0, the Participating Parties will have a
minimum of 30-days to review and comment on all draft reports or other work products developed for this
HPTP. Revolution Wind assumes that the proposed scope of work will be completed within 5 years of the

3 The timeline is subject to change and is based on current available information.
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execution of the MOA unless a different timeline is agreed upon by consulting parties and accepted by
BOEM.

5.2 Organizational Responsibilities
5.2.1 Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM)

BOEM remains responsible for making all federal decisions and determining compliance with Section 106.
BOEM has reviewed this HPTP to ensure, at minimum, it includes the content required.

e BOEM remains responsible for making all federal decisions and determining compliance with
Section 106;

e BOEM, in consultation with the Participating Parties, will ensure that mitigation measures
adequately resolve adverse effects, consistent with the NHPA;

e BOEM must accept the final HPTP before Revolution Wind may commence any of the actions
included in the HPTP;

e BOEM will be responsible for sharing the annual summary report with Participating Parties; and

e BOEM is responsible for consultation related to dispute resolution.

5.2.2 Revolution Wind, LLC

Revolution Wind will be responsible for the following:

e Considering the comments provided by the Participating Parties in the development of this HPTP;

e Funding the mitigation measures specified in Section 4.0;

e Completion of the scope/s of work in Section 4.0;

e Ensuring all Standards in Section 4.0 are met;

e Providing the Documentation in Section 4.0 to the Participating Parties for review and comment;

e Annual Reporting to BOEM; and

e Revolution Wind will be responsible for ensuring that all work that requires consultation with Tribal
Nations are performed by professionals who have demonstrated professional experience
consulting with federally recognized Tribes.

5.2.3 Other Parties, as Appropriate

Revolution Wind does not anticipate additional consulting parties, should any be determined, this will be
updated.

5.3 Participating Party Consultation

Revolution Wind has provided this draft HPTP to BOEM for inclusion in the DEIS for review by Participating
Parties to provide meaningful input on the resolution of adverse effects to and form(s) of implementing
mitigation at the historic property. The proposed mitigation measures were developed by Revolution Wind.
As part of the development of this HPTP, Revolution Wind anticipates conducting targeted outreach with
the Participating Parties identified in Section 2.3.
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Participating Parties will be provided opportunity for review and comment on the HPTP concurrent with
BOEM's anticipated NEPA substitution schedule for Revolution Wind Farm (see Section 5.1). It is anticipated
that subsequent coordination to further refine the HPTP may include meetings, conference calls, HPTP draft
reviews and document exchanges, or similar means of communication of information. BOEM will be invited
to participate in these consultations between Revolution Wind and the Participating Parties regarding
revision and refinement of this HPTP, should it choose.
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ABSTRACT

Federal Undertaking: ~ Revolution Wind Farm and Revolution Wind Export Cable Project

Location: Outer Continental Shelf and Rhode Island
Federal and
State Agencies: Bureau of Ocean Energy Management

National Park Service

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Massachusetts Historical Commission

Rhode Island Historical Preservation & Heritage Commission
New York Historic Preservation Office

Connecticut Historic Preservation Office

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

Regulatory Process: National Environmental Policy Act
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
Section 110(f) of the National Historic Preservation Act

Purpose: This draft, applicant-proposed Historic Property Treatment Plan provides
background data, historic property information, and detailed steps that will be
implemented to carry out mitigation actions to resolve potential adverse effects
preliminarily identified by the applicant in the Historic Resources Visual Effects
Analysis — Revolution Wind Farm, dated November 2021 for the Revolution Wind

Project.
Potential Adverse Visual
Effect Finding for: The Fort Taber Historic District and the Fort Rodman Historic District
Submitted By: Revolution Wind, LLC
Date: July 2022
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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This draft applicant-proposed Historic Property Treatment Plan (HPTP) for the Fort Taber Historic District,
which is listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and the Fort Rodman Historic District,
which has been determined by the Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC) to be eligible for listing on
the NRHP (hereinafter, the historic properties) provides background data, historic property information, and
detailed steps that will be implemented to carry out mitigation actions to resolve potential adverse effects
preliminarily identified by the applicant in the Historic Resources Visual Effects Analysis — Revolution Wind
Farm, dated July 2022 (HRVEA; EDR, 2022) for the Revolution Wind Farm (RWF) and Revolution Wind Export
Cable Project (collectively, the Undertaking). Revolution Wind LLC (Revolution Wind) is providing this draft
HPTP prior to the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) making findings of adverse effect for the
Undertaking under the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA), and finalization of this draft HPTP
remains subject to BOEM's final finding of adverse effect for the historic properties.

BOEM will use the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) substitution process to fulfill its Section 106
obligations as provided for in the NHPA implementing regulations (36 CFR § 800.8(c)), and BOEM has
notified the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), State Historic Preservation Officers, and
consulting parties of BOEM's decision to use this process. Revolution Wind has provided this draft HPTP to
BOEM for inclusion in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for review by consulting parties to
provide meaningful input on the resolution of adverse effects to and form(s) of implementing mitigation at
the Historic Property. This draft HPTP describes the applicant-proposed mitigation measures to resolve
potential adverse effects on historic properties and proposes the implementation steps and timeline for
actions. The mitigation measures are based on the evaluations and outreach performed by Revolution Wind
prior to the issuance of the DEIS. Revolution Wind anticipates the HPTP documents will undergo revision
and refinement in consultation with the Massachusetts State Historic Preservation Officer, the Rhode Island
State Historic Preservation Officer, the ACHP, and/or other consulting parties throughout the NEPA
substitution process. If BOEM makes a finding of adverse effect for the historic properties, it is anticipated
that the mitigation measures described herein (and further refined through consultation with applicable
parties) will be included in the Record of Decision (ROD) and/or Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) issued
in accordance with 40 CFR parts 1500-1508, and 36 CFR §§ 800.8, 800.10.

The timeline for implementation of the mitigation measures will be determined in consultation with parties
that demonstrated interest in the affected historic properties (hereafter, Participating Parties) based on the
agreed upon mitigation measures described in the final version of this HPTP. This HPTP will be reviewed by
and further developed in consultation with Participating Parties concurrent with BOEM's NEPA substitution
schedule’ for RWF, which is currently anticipated to include the following:

e May 3, 2022 to July 1, 2022 - Distribution of the Finding of Effect document, on historic properties,
to consulting parties (to occur between).

e May 3, 2022 to August 1, 2022 - 30-day comment period on the Finding of Effect document (to
occur between).

" The timeline is subject to change and is based on current available information.
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e September 2, 2022 - Distribution of the Draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) and the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) to consulting parties.

e September 2, 2022 to October 17, 2022 - 45-day comment period by consulting parties on the
MOA and DEIS

e October 18, 2022 to December 19, 2022 — Distribution of the revised MOA to consulting parties
(to occur between).

e October 18, 2022 to January 19, 2023 - 30-day comment period on the revised MOA (to be
determined for a 30-day period between).

e December 2022 to February 2023 — Distribution of the revised MOA to consulting parties (to
occur between).

e December 2023 to March 2023 - 30-day comment period on the revised MOA (to be determined
for a 30-day period between).

e February 2023 to April 2023 - Distribution of the Final MOA to consulting parties (to occur
between).

e March 2023 to June 2, 2023 - 30-day signing period for consulting parties (to begin no later than
a date between).

e June 2, 2023 - Release of Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).

e June 2, 2023 to July 3, 2023 - 30-day review period for the FEIS.

e July 7, 2023 — NEPA Record of Decision (ROD) issued by BOEM.

This draft HPTP is organized into the following sections:

e Section 1.0, Introduction, outlines the content of this HPTP.

e Section 2.0, Cultural Resources Regulatory Context, briefly summarizes the Undertaking while
focusing on cultural resources regulatory contexts (federal, tribal, state, and local, including
preservation restrictions), identifies the historic properties discussed in this HPTP that will be
adversely affected by the Undertaking, and summarizes the pertinent provisions and attachments
of the HRVEA (EDR, 2022) and Revolution Wind Farm Construction and Operations Plan (COP;
Revolution Wind, 2021) that guided the development of this document.

e Section 3.0, Existing Conditions, Historic Significance, and Maritime Setting, provides a
physical description of the historic properties included in this HPTP. Set within its historic context,
the applicable NRHP criteria for the historic properties are discussed with a focus on the
contribution of a maritime visual setting to its significance and integrity.

e Section 4.0, Mitigation Measures, presents specific steps to carry out the applicant-proposed
mitigation actions identified in the COP or alternative measures developed through stakeholder
engagement meetings to date. The mitigation action includes a detailed description, intended
outcome, methods, standards, and requirements for documentation. The mitigation action details
may be revised, based on feedback gathered during the process.
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e Section 5.0, Implementation, establishes the process for executing mitigation actions at the
historic properties, as identified in Section 4.0 of this HPTP. For each/the action, organizational
responsibilities are outlined, a timeline is provided, and regulatory reviews are listed.

e Section 6.0, References, is a list of works cited in this HPTP.
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2.0 BACKGROUND INFORMATION
2.1 Project Overview: Revolution Wind Farm and Revolution Wind Export Cable

The Undertaking is a wind-powered electric generating facility composed of up to 100 wind turbine
generators (WTGs) and associated foundations, two offshore substations, and inter-array cables connecting
the WTGs and the offshore substations (see Figure 2.1-1). The WTGs, offshore substations, array cables, and
substation interconnector cables would be located on the Outer Continental Shelf approximately 15 nautical
miles (18 statute miles) southeast of Point Judith, Rhode Island, approximately 13 nautical miles (15 statute
miles) east of Block Island, Rhode Island, approximately 7.5 nautical miles (8.5 statute miles) south of
Nomans Land Island National Wildlife Refuge (uninhabited island), and between approximately 10 to 12.5
nautical miles (12 to 14 statute miles) south/southwest of varying points of the Rhode Island and
Massachusetts coastlines (62 FR 33708). In addition, two submarine export cables located in both federal
waters and Rhode Island State territorial waters, will connect the offshore substation to the electrical grid.
The proposed interconnection location for the Undertaking is the existing Davisville Substation, which is
owned and operated by The Narragansett Electric Company d/b/a National Grid and located in North
Kingstown, Rhode Island. The visible offshore components of the operational Undertaking will be located
on Lease OCS-A 0486 in water depths ranging from approximately 108 to 125 feet.

Figure 2.1-1. Project Location
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2.2 Section 106 and Section 110(f) of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)

The regulations at 36 CFR § 800.8 provide for use of the NEPA process to fulfill a federal agency’s NHPA
Section 106 review obligations in lieu of the procedures set forth in 36 CFR § 800.3 through 800.6. Under
these provisions, issuance of an ROD and implementation of relevant conditions will resolve adverse effects
to historic properties caused by the Undertaking, including to National Historic Landmarks (NHLs) for which
BOEM must provide a higher standard of care, as required by Section 110(f) of the NHPA.

The measures to avoid and minimize adverse effects to identified historic properties are described in the
COP (Section 4.4.1.3 and Appendix BB). This HPTP describes the applicant-proposed treatment plans to
resolve the remaining adverse effects after application of the above-referenced measures. The mitigation
measures reflect a refinement of the conceptual mitigation framework proposed by Revolution Wind (see
Appendix BB in the COP).

All activities implemented under this HPTP will be conducted in accordance with any conditions imposed
by BOEM in its ROD and with applicable local, state and federal regulations and permitting requirements.
Responsibilities for specific compliance actions are described in further detail in Section 5.2, Organizational
Responsibilities.

2.21 Municipal Regulations

Before implementation, any on-site mitigation measures will be coordinated with local municipalities and
commissions to obtain approvals, as appropriate. These may include, but are not limited to building permits,
zoning, land use, planning, historic commissions, and design review boards. Additional information
regarding compliance with local requirements appears in Section 5.0, Implementation.

2.3 Participating Parties

BOEM initiated consultation under Section 106 with invitations to consulting parties on April 30, 2021. BOEM
hosted the first Section 106-specific meeting with consulting parties on December 17, 2021, and Revolution
Wind anticipates that BOEM will hold additional meetings pursuant to Sections 106 and 110(f) of the NHPA
and in accordance with 36 CFR 800.8.

Following BOEM initial Section 106 meeting with consulting parties, Revolution Wind held stakeholder
outreach meetings (see Section 5.3) to review conceptual mitigation measures for the historic property and
invited the following parties:

e The City of New Bedford
e The Massachusetts Historical Commission.?

2 MHC was invited to attend stakeholder outreach meetings regarding historic properties in Massachusetts; however, MHC has not
participated in outreach meetings for Revolution Wind.
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Revolution Wind anticipates the above-listed party and any subsequently identified parties will participate
in the finalization of this HPTP through BOEM's Section 106 consultation process.
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In Sections 3.3. and 3.4, each historic property is described both physically and within its historic context,
with a focus on the contribution of a maritime visual setting to the property’s significance and integrity.

3.2 Maritime Setting

For the purposes of this analysis and assessment, views of marine waters are considered critical aspects of
maritime settings. The influence of the marine environment and related human activities on historical
development patterns is extensive and may be expressed in areas without direct lines of sight to the sea.
Although these types of setting may contribute to the significance of historic properties, they would not be
subject to alteration as a result of the proposed undertaking and are not considered further in this report.

The historic properties identified in this HPTP are included in the property type defined in the HRVEA as
“Maritime Safety and Defense Facilities” within the PAPE consists entirely of facilities erected by bureaus of
the U.S. Department of Defense or their predecessors and share historic associations with coastal defense.
These structures vary in their design and construction materials but are unified by their historic functions of
rescuing and protecting maritime transportation in the area, or for coastal defense.

Historic military and maritime safety properties along the shoreline will likely be associated with maritime
settings. Aesthetic considerations in the siting of such facilities may or may not be expressed in the design
of buildings, structures, and landscapes depending on the age and specific functions of the property.
Proximity to navigation channels, defensibility, and the presence of existing shipbuilding or repair
infrastructure in a broader maritime context may have been significant considerations in the siting of naval
facilities. Such factors may not demonstrate a significant association with open ocean viewsheds. The study
area includes several significant examples of World War Il-era defense structures, including fire control or
observation towers designed to monitor specific parts of the maritime environment. Early lifesaving stations
were likewise intended to provide for observation of marine waters in the vicinity of know hazards or where
storms posed specific risks to sea-going or coastal vessels. Lifesaving stations were also frequent located
where rescue boats or other vessels might be safely launched under treacherous conditions. These locations
may have included inlets, harbors or coves adjacent to open waters where rescue and recovery efforts would
likely be made.

3.3 The Fort Taber Historic District

3.31 Physical Description and Existing Conditions

The Fort Taber Historic District is located in the southern portion of New Bedford, Massachusetts on the
banks of Buzzards Bay and encompasses approximately 16.5 acres and consists of six contributing structures
and five-gun batteries on a 10-acre site. The main structure, Fort Taber, is a seven-sided masonry fort with
an interior martial courtyard. The NRHP-listed District is located at the southernmost point of a peninsula
(Clark’s Point) and is bound to the south and east by Buzzards Bay, to the west by Clark’s Cove, and to the
north by Fort Rodman and public properties. The main roads located near the district are Rodney French
Boulevard and Brock Avenue, which are located to the north of the district. At the time of its designation,
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the Fort Taber District was solely comprised of military structures. Structures included a fort (Fort
Taber/Rodman) and five major gun emplacements, or batteries (Butler, 1973).

Much of the surrounding area is comprised of public properties and includes a park and associated parking
lot, a beach, a wharf, a wastewater treatment plant, Fort Taber/Rodman, and structures associated with the
University of Massachusetts Dartmouth. The topography within the district is very low (5 to 10 feet above
mean sea level) as it is situated on a sea-level plain along Buzzards Bay. The landscape is slightly built up
and at a higher elevation to the north of the district, within the wastewater treatment plant. Relatively young
deciduous trees and pine trees are sparsely scattered throughout the district and surrounding area. Current
uses of the district and surrounding area appear to be associated with recreation and public works.

3.3.2 Historic Context

The original fortifications in the Fort Taber District were constructed during the American Revolution and
consisted of a series of earthworks mounted with cannons. Despite a British raid in 1778 demonstrating the
vulnerability of the port, no improvements or modifications were made until the late 1850s, prior to the Civil
War (Fort Taber/Fort Rodman Historical Association, 2021; Butler, 1973). In September 1857, the federal
government purchased the Edward Wing Howland farm on Clark’s Point for the project. The fort was
constructed of granite and designed by Major Richard Delafield, who was assisted in the construction by
future Confederate general Robert E. Lee. However, before the granite fort was completed the Civil War
began. To provide some defenses, an earthwork fort was constructed to the west of the granite fort. The
temporary earthwork fort, named Fort Taber, was completed in 1861 and mounted with brass and iron
cannons (Fort Taber/Fort Rodman Historical Association, 2021; Butler, 1973).

By the spring of 1863, the granite-constructed Fort Taber consisted of a seven-sided structure with a five-
sided interior courtyard. It was three stories high with five interior rooms. The third story, however, was
never completed, with the unused granite blocks being used for the nearby seawall. Four of the interior
rooms were utilized for artillery deployment and ammunition storage, while the fifth was utilized as a
barracks (Fort Taber/Fort Rodman Historical Association, 2021; Butler, 1973).

Construction of the fort ceased in 1871 following the Civil War, with the fort remaining vacant until 1892,
when the City of New Bedford petitioned the War Department for use of the property. The request was
granted, and Fort Taber became Marine Park, albeit for a short time. A few years later, in 1898, with the
onset of the Spanish American War, the fort was once again utilized by the War Department, rehabilitated,
and renamed Fort Rodman in honor of a Massachusetts soldier killed during the Civil War. From 1898 to
1901, during the Endicott Period (1886-1905), five-gun emplacements were constructed to add to the
defenses. These guns included Batteries Barton, Craig, Cross, Gaston, and Walcott, all of which are standing
today. All five of the gun emplacements were constructed of a reinforced concrete and faced with earth and
had steel and iron hardware (Fort Taber/Fort Rodman Historical Association, 2021; Butler, 1973).

Additional improvements were made throughout the first half of the twentieth century, including the
construction of an additional gun emplacement (Battery Milliken). However, by 1947 the federal
government declared the fort obsolete as a defense installation. While the fort was not used as an active
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coastal defensive station, the fort provided an area for Army Reserve training until the end of the Vietnam
War. Afterwards, the remains of the original Fort Taber (earthwork fort), its associated batteries, and Fort
Taber/Rodman were partially sold to the City of New Bedford for educational and park purposes. During
the 1970s, interest in restoration of the fort increased and culminated with the creation of the Fort Taber
Society (known as the “Friends of Fort Taber”). Since the 1970s, several improvements occurred to the
district and surrounding area including the creation of the Fort Taber Historical Association, Fort Taber Park,
and a museum dedicated to Fort Taber's history. Currently, the primary use of the district is as a military
museum and park (Fort Taber/Fort Rodman Historical Association, 2021; Butler, 1973).

3.3.3 NRHP Criteria and the Maritime Visual Setting

The Fort Taber Historic District was originally listed on the NRHP in 1973 and included Fort Taber/Rodman
and the five Endicott Period batteries. According to the NRHP Inventory Nomination Form, the district meets
NRHP Criterion C as “representative of American coastal fortifications from the Revolutionary period
through the mid-twentieth century. Fort Taber itself is an example of the forts constructed in the
northeastern United States during the Civil War and remains in a remarkable state of preservation” (Butler,
1973). The fort was designed by Major Richard Delafield, whose design became the standard for American
coastal fortifications from 1861 to 1880. Other architecturally significant components of the fort listed on
the NRHP Inventory Form included the “Totten-class” embrasures, believed to be the only example of this
class of gunport in the New England region.

The NRHP Inventory Nomination Form also details significant events and people associated with the fort
and district, meeting NRHP Criteria A and B. As stated in the previous section, Major Delafield was assisted
in the construction of the fort by General Robert E. Lee, who led the Confederate forces during the Civil
War. In addition, during the Civil War, New Bedford'’s “Great Stone Fleet,” which assembled at Fort Taber,
dealt a severe blow to the Confederacy in 1861 and 1862 with its blockade of the entrances to the Charleston
and Savannah Harbors. According to the NRHP Inventory Nomination Form (Butler, 1973), “a planned
retaliatory attack by the Confederate Shenandoah failed only because the ship could not pass Fort Taber's
guns to enter New Bedford Harbor.”

The district derives historic significance from its seaside location and maritime visual setting, as the location
specifically relied on its coastal setting and maritime view in order to provide defenses.

3.4 The Fort Rodman Historic District

3.41 Physical Description and Existing Conditions

The Fort Rodman Historic District is in the southern portion of New Bedford, Massachusetts on the banks
of Buzzards Bay and encompasses approximately 47 acres. The district encompasses structures not included
within the Fort Taber District, discussed previously. Similarly, thedDistrict is located at the southernmost
point of a peninsula (Clark’s Point) and is bound to the south and east by Buzzards Bay, to the west by
Clark’s Cove, and to the north by Fort Rodman and public properties. The main roads located near the
historic property are Rodney French Boulevard and Brock Avenue, which are located to the north. At the
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time of its designation, the Fort Rodman Historic District consisted of 47 properties, and included military
structures associated with Fort Taber/Rodman constructed during the twentieth century (Seasholes, 1989).

Much of the surrounding area is comprised of public properties and includes a park and associated parking
lot, a beach, a wharf, a wastewater treatment plant, and structures associated with the University of
Massachusetts Dartmouth. The majority of the topography is very low (5-10 feet above mean sea level) as
the district is situated on a sea-plain along Buzzards Bay. However, the landscape is slightly built up and at
a higher elevation to the north, near the wastewater treatment plant. Relatively young deciduous trees and
pine trees are sparsely scattered throughout the surrounding area. Current uses of the surrounding area
appear to be associated with recreation and public works.

3.4.2 Historic Context

For the purposes of this historic context, the discussion will focus on the history of Fort Taber/Rodman
otherwise not discussed in Section 3.3.2. This includes structures not included within the Fort Taber District
(i.e., the Endicott-Taft Period buildings, the World War Il buildings, and Battery Milliken).

By the end of the nineteenth century, additional batteries were constructed at Fort Taber/Rodman during
the Endicott Period (1886-1905). These included Batteries Barton, Craig, Cross, Gaston, and Walcott, which
are included within the Fort Taber District. The installation of these batteries necessitated the construction
of housing and other structures for the men who manned the guns. By 1901, construction had begun on a
number of new buildings, including officer's quarters, non-commissioned officer's quarters, barracks, an
administration building, a fire apparatus building, guardhouse, bake house, storehouses, and a hospital. As
of the writing of the Architectural Inventory Form in 1989 (Seasholes, 1989), six of these structures were still
standing and included one officer's quarter, a non-commissioned officer's quarter, a bake house, two
storehouses, and the fire apparatus building.

In 1906, William Howard Taft, then Secretary of War, headed a coastal defense review board and
recommended the installation of additional facilities. These facilities included searchlights, power plants,
lighting, and fire control systems. As a result, the construction of an additional battery was completed in
1921 (Milliken). From 1917 to 1918, additional construction spurred by World War | occurred at the fort.
Twenty-three new structures were constructed and included barracks, mess halls, a tool house, and one
shelter for searchlight detail. None of the buildings from the World War | era survived other than a radio
shack (Seasholes, 1989).

Following World War |, Charles L. Gibbs, U. S. Congressman for New Bedford, wrote to the Secretary of War
requesting that Fort Taber/Rodman be converted into a public park. However, it was determined that Fort
Taber/Rodman would remain a military reservation. While the fort was included on a list of surplus bases in
1926 and a proposal was submitted to demolish the granite fort in 1935, the Secretary of War maintained
that the reservation “includes one of the most important seacoast defenses in the First Corps Area” and was
needed for occupation by a garrison in case of war. The onset of World War Il entered Fort Taber/Rodman
into a new phase of its history (Seasholes, 1989).
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Troops, housed in temporary wood barracks, arrived at Fort Taber/Rodman in 1940. Construction of the 700
series buildings (the first generation of World War |l standardized plans) began in late 1940 and was
completed in early 1941. The buildings were located northeast of the fort, in an open area surrounded by
the Endicott Period buildings. A new street grid was laid out and buildings were arranged on it in company
blocks. Each block at Fort Taber/Rodman consisted of three barracks, one mess hall, one company
administration (supply) building, and one company day (recreation) room. A total of five blocks were
constructed at the fort. As of the Architectural Inventory Form (Seasholes, 1989), none of the blocks were
complete. In addition to the company buildings, the World War Il structures at the fort included an officers’
quarters, recreation building, post exchange, hospital ward, and other support buildings. Major alterations
were also made to Battery Milliken in response to the possibility of air attacks. The updates were completed
in 1942 (Seasholes, 1989).

After World War |l the base was declared surplus and was deactivated. The guns were removed and
salvaged. While the fort was not used for active coastal defense, the facility was utilized as a training center
for Army Reserves through the end of the Vietnam War. During the 1960s, additional structures were
constructed, with some utilized by the Jobs Corp. In 1973, the City of New Bedford acquired all of Fort
Taber/Rodman except for the section that was still the Army base. The World War Il buildings were then
used by various city-run programs. Today, most of the former military reservation is a public park (Seasholes,
1989; Fort Taber/Fort Rodman Historical Association, 2021).

3.4.3 NRHP Criteria and the Maritime Visual Setting

The Fort Rodman District is an NRHP-eligible district and appears to meet NRHP Criteria A and C. At the
time the historic property was recorded, it included 47 historic resources. According to the Architectural
Inventory Form (Seasholes, 1989:8), the “standing structures at Fort Rodman reflect almost every period of
coastal fortifications and Army construction from the Civil War through World War Il and are thus an
important, if not unique, set of buildings.” In addition, the historic property is an important part of the
"development of American coastal fortifications from the Revolutionary period through the mid-twentieth
century,” thus contributing to the nearby Fort Taber National Register District.

The Endicott Period buildings were considered well preserved and consisted of an unusual collection of
frame buildings built according to standardized Army plans. According to the Architectural Inventory Form
(Seasholes, 1989), Battery Milliken, constructed in 1921 and updated during World War I, was one of only
nine such batteries in New England and one of only three for 12-inch guns. While the World War Il buildings
were not quite as intact as the Endicott Period structures, they did comprise the largest number of standing
structures within the military reservation and contained several significant architectural components. For
example, the World War Il era buildings had good examples of the 700 series structures and “World War I
Temporary” style structures. In addition, several structures were one of only several surviving examples of
their types, such as the post exchange. Because the structures were related to the coastal fortifications built
at the time, the buildings were considered contributing to the Fort Taber National Register District.
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The district, as a whole, derives historic significance from its seaside location and maritime visual setting, as
the location specifically relied on its coastal setting in order to provide defenses.
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4.0 MITIGATION MEASURES

Mitigation measures at the historic properties are detailed in this section. These applicant-proposed
mitigation measures were developed on behalf of Revolution Wind by individuals who meet the Secretary
of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards (36 CFR Part 61) and are appropriate to fully address
the nature, scope, size, and magnitude of adverse effects including cumulative effects caused by the Project,
NRHP-qualifying characteristics of each historic property that would be affected. These mitigation measures
also include actions to respond to some reasonably foreseeable hazards unrelated to the Project that pose
risks to the long-term preservation of affected historic properties, such as climate change. Revolution Wind
has prepared this draft HPTP for inclusion in the DEIS and subsequent review, revision and refinement by
consulting parties.

4.1 Implementation of Rehabilitation Plans and/or Universal Access
4.11 Purpose and Intended Outcome

The purpose of this HPTP is to provide funding for the next phase of the 2073 Architectural/Structural
Assessment & Feasibility Study for Universal Access, which includes a conditions assessment and
recommendations for repairs and rehabilitation of the historic properties (Bargmann et al., 2013). The exact
scope of work will be determined in consultation with the Participating Parties according to the priorities
outlined in the plan. The intended outcome of this HPTP is to provide funding to ensure the long-term
preservation of these two historic properties and to enable all visitors to be able to enjoy the properties.

4.1.2 Scope of Work

The scope of work will be determined in consultation with the Participating Parties based on the priorities
outlined in the 2073 Architectural/Structural Assessment & Feasibility Study for Universal Access and previous
work completed. Prior to any work commencing, photographic and written documentation of the existing
condition will be recorded and distributed to the Participating Parties. Upon completion of the work, as-
built documentation, including photographs will be completed and distributed to the Participating Parties.

4.1.3 Methodology

Revolution Wind will release a request for proposals (RFP) for consultant services and select a consultant to
perform the scope of work. Existing conditions will be documented and photographed. Drawings and
specifications supporting the scope of work will be developed in compliance with applicable standards (see
Section 4.1.4) and distributed to the Participating Parties for review and comment. Final plans and
specifications will be developed incorporating any comments from the Participating Parties. The project will
require the mobilization of a qualified contractor that is experienced in the repair and rehabilitation of
historic properties. As-built documentation, including photographs will be developed and distributed to the
Participating Parties upon completion of the project.
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4.1.4

Standards

The mitigation measure will comply with following standards:

4.1.5

Town of New Bedford Historical Commission;
Town of New Bedford Planning and Zoning; and

The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR 68).

Documentation

The following documentation is to be provided for review by the Participating Parties:

4.1.6

RFPs;

Proposals by qualified consultants in response to the RFP;
Photographs and documentation of existing conditions;
Draft plans and specifications;

Final plans and specifications; and

As-built documentation and photography, as applicable.

Funds and Accounting

Funding amounts will be determined following BOEM's release of their findings of adverse effects and

consulting party review of the draft HPTP and the DEIS. The final version of the HPTP will include specifics

concerning funding amounts and the mechanisms for funding the mitigation measures.
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5.0 IMPLEMENTATION

5.1 Timeline

The timeline for implementation of the mitigation measures will be determined in consultation with the
Participating Parties based on the agreed upon mitigation measures described in the final version of this
HPTP. This HPTP will be reviewed by and further developed in consultation with Participating Parties
concurrent with BOEM's NEPA substitution schedule? for RWF, which is currently anticipated to include the
following:

e May 3, 2022 to July 1, 2022 - Distribution of the Finding of Effect document, on historic properties,
to consulting parties (to occur between).

e May 3, 2022 to August 1, 2022 — 30-day comment period on the Finding of Effect document (to
occur between).

e September 2, 2022 — Distribution of the Draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) and the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) to consulting parties.

e September 2, 2022 to October 17, 2022 - 45-day comment period by consulting parties on the
MOA and DEIS

e October 18, 2022 to December 19, 2022 - Distribution of the revised MOA to consulting parties
(to occur between).

e October 18, 2022 to January 19, 2023 - 30-day comment period on the revised MOA (to be
determined for a 30-day period between).

o December 2022 to February 2023 - Distribution of the revised MOA to consulting parties (to
occur between).

e December 2023 to March 2023 - 30-day comment period on the revised MOA (to be determined
for a 30-day period between).

e February 2023 to April 2023 - Distribution of the Final MOA to consulting parties (to occur
between).

e March 2023 to June 2, 2023 - 30-day signing period for consulting parties (to begin no later than
a date between).

e June 2, 2023 - Release of Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).

e June 2, 2023 to July 3, 2023 - 30-day review period for the FEIS.

e July 7, 2023 — NEPA Record of Decision (ROD) issued by BOEM.

The final version of this HPTP included in the FEIS will include a timeline for implementation of the
final/agreed upon mitigation measures described herein. It is anticipated that the mitigation measure
identified in Section 4.0 will commence within 2 years of the execution of the MOA unless otherwise agreed
by the consulting parties and accepted by BOEM. Per Section 4.0, the Participating Parties will have a
minimum of 30-days to review and comment on all draft reports or other work products developed for this
HPTP. Revolution Wind assumes that the proposed scope of work will be completed within 5 years of the

3 The timeline is subject to change and is based on current available information.

Historic Property Treatment Plan

The Fort Taber Historic District and the Fort Rodman Historic District

City of New Bedford, Bristol County, Massachusetts 16



execution of the MOA unless a different timeline is agreed upon by consulting parties and accepted by
BOEM.

5.2 Organizational Responsibilities
5.2.1 Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM)

BOEM remains responsible for making all federal decisions and determining compliance with Section 106.
BOEM has reviewed this HPTP to ensure, at minimum, it includes the content required.

e BOEM remains responsible for making all federal decisions and determining compliance with
Section 106;

e BOEM, in consultation with the Participating Parties, will ensure that mitigation measures
adequately resolve adverse effects, consistent with the NHPA;

e BOEM must accept the final HPTP before Revolution Wind may commence any of the actions
included in the HPTP;

e BOEM will be responsible for sharing the annual summary report with Participating Parties; and

e BOEM is responsible for consultation related to dispute resolution.

5.2.2 Revolution Wind, LLC

Revolution Wind will be responsible for the following:

e Considering the comments provided by the Participating Parties in the development of this HPTP;

e Funding the mitigation measures specified in Section 4.0;

e Completion of the scope/s of work in Section 4.0;

e Ensuring all Standards in Section 4.0 are met;

e Providing the Documentation in Section 4.0 to the Participating Parties for review and comment;

e Annual Reporting to BOEM; and

e Revolution Wind will be responsible for ensuring that all work that requires consultation with Tribal
Nations are performed by professionals who have demonstrated professional experience
consulting with federally recognized Tribes.

5.2.3 Other Parties, as Appropriate

Revolution Wind does not anticipate additional consulting parties, should any be determined, this will be
updated.

53 Participating Party Consultation

Revolution Wind has provided this draft HPTP to BOEM for inclusion in the DEIS for review by Participating
Parties to provide meaningful input on the resolution of adverse effects to and form(s) of implementing
mitigation at the historic properties. As part of the development of this draft HPTP, Revolution Wind has
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conducted targeted outreach with the Participating Parties identified in Section 2.3. As of July 2022, this
outreach has included the following:

e Stakeholder Consultation Meeting to Review Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures for
the Revolution Wind Farm — Massachusetts Historic Properties, February 10, 2022.

Participating Parties will be provided opportunity for review and comment on the HPTP concurrent with
BOEM's anticipated NEPA substitution schedule for Revolution Wind Farm (see Section 5.1). It is anticipated
that subsequent coordination to further refine the HPTP may include meetings, conference calls, HPTP draft
reviews and document exchanges, or similar means of communication of information. BOEM will be invited
to participate in these consultations between Revolution Wind and the Participating Parties regarding
revision and refinement of this HPTP, should it choose.
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ABSTRACT

Federal Undertaking:  Revolution Wind Farm and Revolution Wind Export Cable Project

Location: Outer Continental Shelf and Rhode Island
Federal and
State Agencies: Bureau of Ocean Energy Management

National Park Service

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Massachusetts Historical Commission

Rhode Island Historical Preservation & Heritage Commission
New York Historic Preservation Office

Connecticut Historic Preservation Office

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

Regulatory Process: National Environmental Policy Act
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
Section 110(f) of the National Historic Preservation Act

Purpose: This draft, applicant-proposed Historic Property Treatment Plan provides
background data, historic property information, and detailed steps that will be
implemented to carry out mitigation actions to resolve potential adverse effects
preliminarily identified by the applicant in the Historic Resources Visual Effects
Analysis — Revolution Wind Farm, dated July 2022 for the Revolution Wind Project.

Potential Adverse Visual

Effect Finding for: The Gooseberry Neck Observation Towers
The Gooseneck Causeway
The Westport Harbor Historic District
The Westport Point Historic District
The Westport Point Local Historic District
Westport Point Revolutionary War Properties
Horseneck Point Lifesaving Station
Clam Shack Restaurant
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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This draft applicant-proposed Historic Property Treatment Plan (HPTP) for the Gooseberry Neck
Observation Towers, which is a Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC) Historic Inventory Site; the
Gooseneck Causeway, which is a MHC Historic Inventory Site; the Westport Harbor Historic District; which
is a MHC Historic Inventory Site, the Westport Point Historic District, which has been determined by MHC
to be eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP); Horseneck Point Lifesaving
Station, which is a MHC Historic Inventory Site; and Clam Shack Restaurant, which is a MHC Historic
Inventory Site, (hereinafter, the historic properties) provides background data, historic property information,
and detailed steps that will be implemented to carry out mitigation actions to resolve potential adverse
effects preliminarily identified by the applicant in the Historic Resources Visual Effects Analysis — Revolution
Wind Farm, dated July 2022 (HRVEA; EDR, 2022) for the Revolution Wind Farm (RWF) and Revolution Wind
Export Cable Project (collectively, the Undertaking). Revolution Wind LLC (Revolution Wind) is providing this
draft HPTP prior to the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) making findings of adverse effect for
the Undertaking under the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA), and finalization of this draft
HPTP remains subject to BOEM's final finding of adverse effect for the historic properties.

BOEM will use the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) substitution process to fulfill its Section 106
obligations as provided for in the NHPA implementing regulations (36 CFR § 800.8(c)), and BOEM has
notified the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), State Historic Preservation Officers, and
consulting parties of BOEM's decision to use this process. Revolution Wind has provided this draft HPTP to
BOEM for inclusion in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for review by consulting parties to
provide meaningful input on the resolution of adverse effects to and form(s) of implementing mitigation at
the historic properties. This draft HPTP describes the applicant-proposed mitigation measures to resolve
potential adverse effects on historic properties and proposes the implementation steps and timeline for
actions. The mitigation measures are based on the evaluations and outreach performed by Revolution Wind
prior to the issuance of the DEIS. Revolution Wind anticipates the HPTP documents will undergo revision
and refinement in consultation with the Massachusetts State Historic Preservation Officer, the Rhode Island
State Historic Preservation Officer, the ACHP, and/or other consulting parties throughout the NEPA
substitution process. If BOEM makes a finding of adverse effect for the historic properties, it is anticipated
that the mitigation measures described herein (and further refined through consultation with applicable
parties) will be included in the Record of Decision (ROD) and/or Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) issued
in accordance with 40 CFR parts 1500-1508, and 36 CFR §§ 800.8, 800.10.

The timeline for implementation of the mitigation measures will be determined in consultation with parties
that demonstrated interest in the affected historic properties (hereafter, Participating Parties) based on the
agreed upon mitigation measures described in the final version of this HPTP. This HPTP will be reviewed by
and further developed in consultation with Participating Parties concurrent with BOEM's NEPA substitution
schedule for RWF, which is currently anticipated to include the following:

" The timeline is subject to change and is based on current available information.
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e May 3, 2022 to July 1, 2022 - Distribution of the Finding of Effect document, on historic properties,
to consulting parties (to occur between).

e May 3, 2022 to August 1, 2022 - 30-day comment period on the Finding of Effect document (to
occur between).

e September 2, 2022 - Distribution of the Draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) and the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) to consulting parties.

e September 2, 2022 to October 17, 2022 - 45-day comment period by consulting parties on the
MOA and DEIS

e October 18, 2022 to December 19, 2022 - Distribution of the revised MOA to consulting parties
(to occur between).

e October 18, 2022 to January 19, 2023 - 30-day comment period on the revised MOA (to be
determined for a 30-day period between).

e December 2022 to February 2023 - Distribution of the revised MOA to consulting parties (to
occur between).

e December 2023 to March 2023 - 30-day comment period on the revised MOA (to be determined
for a 30-day period between).

e February 2023 to April 2023 - Distribution of the Final MOA to consulting parties (to occur
between).

e March 2023 to June 2, 2023 - 30-day signing period for consulting parties (to begin no later than
a date between).

e June 2, 2023 - Release of Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).

e June 2, 2023 to July 3, 2023 - 30-day review period for the FEIS.

e July 7, 2023 — NEPA Record of Decision (ROD) issued by BOEM.

This draft HPTP is organized into the following sections:

e Section 1.0, Introduction, outlines the content of this HPTP.

e Section 2.0, Cultural Resources Regulatory Context, briefly summarizes the Undertaking while
focusing on cultural resources regulatory contexts (federal, tribal, state, and local, including
preservation restrictions), identifies the historic properties discussed in this HPTP that will be
adversely affected by the Undertaking, and summarizes the pertinent provisions and attachments
of the HRVEA (EDR, 2022) and Revolution Wind Farm Construction and Operations Plan (COP;
Revolution Wind, 2021) that guided the development of this document.

e Section 3.0, Existing Conditions, Historic Significance, and Maritime Significance, provides a
physical description of the historic properties included in this HPTP. Set within its historic context,
the applicable NRHP criteria for the historic properties are discussed with a focus on the
contribution of a maritime visual setting to its significance and integrity.

e Section 4.0, Mitigation Measures, presents specific steps to carry out the applicant-proposed
mitigation actions identified in the COP or alternative measures developed through stakeholder
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engagement meetings to date. The mitigation action includes a detailed description, intended
outcome, methods, standards, and requirements for documentation. The mitigation action details
may be revised, based on feedback gathered during the process.

e Section 5.0, Implementation, establishes the process for executing mitigation actions at the
historic properties, as identified in Section 4.0 of this HPTP. For each/the action, organizational
responsibilities are outlined, a timeline is provided, and regulatory reviews are listed.

e Section 6.0, References, is a list of works cited in this HPTP.
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2.0 BACKGROUND INFORMATION
2.1 Project Overview: Revolution Wind Farm and Revolution Wind Export Cable

The Undertaking is a wind-powered electric generating facility composed of up to 100 wind turbine
generators (WTGs) and associated foundations, two offshore substations, and inter-array cables connecting
the WTGs and the offshore substations (see Figure 2.1-1). The WTGs, offshore substations, array cables, and
substation interconnector cables would be located on the Outer Continental Shelf approximately 15 nautical
miles (18 statute miles) southeast of Point Judith, Rhode Island, approximately 13 nautical miles (15 statute
miles) east of Block Island, Rhode Island, approximately 7.5 nautical miles (8.5 statute miles) south of
Nomans Land Island National Wildlife Refuge (uninhabited island), and between approximately 10 to 12.5
nautical miles (12 to 14 statute miles) south/southwest of varying points of the Rhode Island and
Massachusetts coastlines (62 FR 33708). In addition, two submarine export cables located in both federal
waters and Rhode Island State territorial waters, will connect the offshore substation to the electrical grid.
The proposed interconnection location for the Undertaking is the existing Davisville Substation, which is
owned and operated by The Narragansett Electric Company d/b/a National Grid and located in North
Kingstown, Rhode Island. The visible offshore components of the operational Undertaking will be located
on Lease OCS-A 0486 in water depths ranging from approximately 108 to 125 feet.

Figure 2.1-1. Project Location
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2.2 Section 106 and Section 110(f) of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)

The regulations at 36 CFR § 800.8 provide for use of the NEPA process to fulfill a federal agency’s NHPA
Section 106 review obligations in lieu of the procedures set forth in 36 CFR § 800.3 through 800.6. Under
these provisions, issuance of an ROD and implementation of relevant conditions will resolve adverse effects
to historic properties caused by the Undertaking, including to National Historic Landmarks for which BOEM
must provide a higher standard of care, as required by Section 110(f) of the NHPA.

The measures to avoid and minimize adverse effects to identified historic properties are described in the
COP (Section 4.4.1.3 and Appendix BB). This HPTP describes the applicant-proposed treatment plans to
resolve the remaining adverse effects after application of the above-referenced measures. The mitigation
measures reflect a refinement of the conceptual mitigation framework proposed by Revolution Wind (see
Appendix BB in the COP).

All activities implemented under this HPTP will be conducted in accordance with any conditions imposed
by BOEM in its ROD and with applicable local, state and federal regulations and permitting requirements.
Responsibilities for specific compliance actions are described in further detail in Section 5.2, Organizational
Responsibilities.

2.2.1 Municipal Regulations

Before implementation, any on-site mitigation measures will be coordinated with local municipalities and
commissions to obtain approvals, as appropriate. These may include, but are not limited to building permits,
zoning, land use, planning, historic commissions, and design review boards. Additional information
regarding compliance with local requirements appears in Section 5.0, Implementation.

2.3 Participating Parties

BOEM initiated consultation under Section 106 with invitations to consulting parties on April 30, 2021. BOEM
hosted the first Section 106-specific meeting with consulting parties on December 17, 2021, and Revolution
Wind anticipates that BOEM will hold additional meetings pursuant to Sections 106 and 110(f) of the NHPA
and in accordance with 36 CFR 800.8.

Following BOEM initial Section 106 meeting with consulting parties, Revolution Wind held stakeholder
outreach meetings (see Section 5.3) to review conceptual mitigation measures for the historic properties
and invited the following parties:

e The Town of Westport
e The Martha's Vineyard Commission
e The Massachusetts Historical Commission.2

2 MHC was invited to attend stakeholder outreach meetings regarding historic properties in Massachusetts; however, MHC has not
participated in outreach meetings for Revolution Wind.
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Revolution Wind anticipates the previously listed parties and any subsequently identified parties will
participate in the finalization of this HPTP through BOEM's Section 106 consultation process.
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Figure 3.1-1. Historic Property Locations

In Sections 3.3. through 3.10, each historic property is described both physically and within its historic
context, with a focus on the contribution of a maritime visual setting to the property’s significance and
integrity.

3.2 Maritime Setting

For the purposes of this analysis and assessment, views of marine waters are considered critical aspects of
maritime settings. The influence of the marine environment and related human activities on historical
development patterns is extensive and may be expressed in areas without direct lines of sight to the sea.
Although these types of setting may contribute to the significance of historic properties, they would not be
subject to alteration as a result of the proposed undertaking and are not considered further in this report.

The historic properties identified in this HPTP are included within the following property types as defined
in the HRVEA: “Historic Buildings and Structures,” “Recreational Properties,” "Maritime Safety and Defense
Facilities,” and "Historic Battlefields". Each property type is defined below as well as the characteristics
typical of their maritime setting.
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"Historic Buildings and Structures” includes buildings and associated properties historically used as
residences (in some instances their current use may be commercial, municipal, institutional, or otherwise
non-residential) and is the largest grouping of above-ground historic properties within the PAPE. Historic
Buildings and Structures within the PAPE consist mostly of vernacular residences, or groupings of
residences, although this above-ground historic property type also includes historic parks and stone
markers. The overall character of these individual above-ground historic properties and districts is
residential or intended for public enjoyment, as opposed to the grand mansions and summer “cottages”
built by wealthy industrialist families that typified the “Estates and Estate Complexes” property type (see
below). These above-ground historic properties are typically listed due to each resource’'s unique
significance or the combined significance of the resources forming an historic district, and usually qualify
under National Register Criteria A and C. These factors are shared among the resource to a degree which
justifies their grouping as an above-ground historic property type.

Historic Buildings and Structures not fitting within the previously described types occur throughout the
study area and in a variety of local contexts. Location and orientation of such properties is critical to
understanding the nature of any associated maritime settings. Many historic structures were oriented to
local roadways, with the front and rear elevations parallel to the nearby road’s alignment. Local roadways
along the region’s shorelines often parallel the water's edge and historic homes frequently shift in
orientation along such coastal roads. This variation in orientation may strongly influence the associated
views of marine waters that may form important elements of a property’s historic setting.

"Recreational Properties” is defined by the role these properties served in their original functions as places
for the resort tourism economy of the late-nineteenth century to flourish. These above-ground historic
properties feature beaches, casinos, restaurants, and other buildings and structures built to entertain
seasonal vacationers. They are typically located near the shoreline or immediately adjacent to the sea, and
in some cases, are the beaches themselves. The enjoyment of, and interaction with, the sea are integral
features of the significance of these above-ground historic properties. In many cases, the beachfront,
shoreline, and adjacent ocean waters are prominent features of the historic setting due to their close
association with historic recreational activities.

The same macroeconomic trends that saw the decline of the quintessential New England farm in the mid-
19th century are associated with a population shift to cities and rise in affluence for some segments of
society. Summer resorts, supported by steamships, rail transportation, and eventually, automobiles were
developed in numerous locations in the study area in the late 19th century. These resorts varied between
properties intended to serve the rising group of “upper middle income” families living in the region’s cities
to estate-like developments serving a more affluent set. Seaside resorts, like many other shoreline
recreational, commercial, and residential properties, were often sited to take advantage of aesthetically
pleasing ocean or maritime views. Depending on location and the conformation of the local shoreline, such
properties may be associated with specific bay or cove viewsheds that include limited areas of the open
ocean waters. Recreational activities at resorts frequently included swimming and designated beaches

where residents and visitors may have spent considerable time during the summer months. Where these
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features are still present and express a tangible association with the historic resort property, views from
beaches may be as important as views from more formal elements of the designed landscape. Likewise,
historic hotels and inns became more common elements of the region’s shoreline communities in the late
19th century. Such properties were often sited near harbors, ferry landings, rail stations, and public or private
beaches and may be associated with similar historic maritime settings. Views to ocean waters or the more
intimate bays and coves of the region may have been an integral part of the visitor's motivation for staying
in such establishments. Such considerations can be expressed through the inclusion of building and
landscape features clearly intended to afford views of ocean. Older taverns and inns in the study area may
be found along the working harbors and ports and were intended to serve the fishing, whaling, and related
participants in maritime commerce. The design and location of these properties may not show the same
influence of aesthetic considerations but will likely also retain a strong association with the waterfront and
maritime environment.

“Maritime Safety and Defense Facilities” consists entirely of facilities erected by bureaus of the U.S.
Department of Defense or their predecessors and share historic associations with coastal defense. These
structures vary in their design and construction materials but are unified by their historic functions of
rescuing and protecting maritime transportation in the area, or for coastal defense.

Historic military and maritime safety properties along the shoreline will likely be associated with maritime
settings. Aesthetic considerations in the siting of such facilities may or may not be expressed in the design
of buildings, structures, and landscapes depending on the age and specific functions of the property.
Proximity to navigation channels, defensibility, and the presence of existing shipbuilding or repair
infrastructure in a broader maritime context may have been significant considerations in the siting of naval
facilities. Such factors may not demonstrate a significant association with open ocean viewsheds. The study
area includes several significant examples of World War Il-era defense structures, including fire control or
observation towers designed to monitor specific parts of the maritime environment. Early lifesaving stations
were likewise intended to provide for observation of marine waters in the vicinity of know hazards or where
storms posed specific risks to sea-going or coastal vessels. Lifesaving stations were also frequent located
where rescue boats or other vessels might be safely launched under treacherous conditions. These locations
may have included inlets, harbors or coves adjacent to open waters where rescue and recovery efforts would
likely be made.

Maritime settings for historic piers, marinas, and related marine infrastructure are likely to include strong
associations with specific harbors, coves, and bays where related activities were focused, and which exerted
a significant influence on the design and construction of the historic infrastructure. The relationship of such
local settings to ocean waters and the extent to which open ocean views represent an important element
of a specific historic property’s setting will vary depending on the orientation of the shoreline and the
location of the historic property. The size and location of historic buildings and structures relative to each
other and other elements of the surrounding environment may also be important to the overall integrity of
historic maritime infrastructure.
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Historic seaside villages, ports and other districts in the study area are commonly characterized by dense
development and narrow roadways. The maritime setting for such districts is often obvious and may be
expressed through the design and orientation of homes, commercial properties and other buildings, parks,
docks, piers, and breakwaters. Depending on the specific characteristics of each district, open ocean views
may or may not be available from the majority of historic buildings and other areas within a village. Further,
marine viewsheds may encompass limited areas due to the complexity of the shoreline and presence of
points, necks, or islands that screen views towards the open ocean. Where ocean versus bay views are
available but are tangential to the dominant aspects of maritime viewsheds, changes to those distant ocean
views may not diminish the integrity of a seaside village or other historic district. Where ocean views are a
dominant aspect of the maritime setting, changes to such viewsheds may diminish the integrity of a historic
district, even where views are limited to immediate shoreline sections.

Historic battlefields, such as those associated with significant events of the Revolutionary War or War of
1812, may be associated with maritime settings. Whether this is the case would generally be determined by
the extent to which the course of events were associated with observation of waterways or whether
important actions occurred in marine contexts. Whether viewsheds associated with maritime contexts for
these properties are recognizable and can express their associations is a further consideration in assessing
whether changes to ocean views may diminish the integrity of historic battlefields.

“Historic Battlefields" within the PAPE consist of typically large landscapes across which the events of historic
military actions took place. Within these battlefield landscapes, any number of more focused and specific
points of significance may exist, while the collective significance of the events of the battle is broader.

33 The Gooseberry Neck Observation Towers
3.31 Physical Description and Existing Conditions

The Gooseberry Neck Observation Towers consist of two reinforced concrete observation platforms sited
on Gooseberry Neck, an undeveloped promontory separating Rhode Island Sound and Buzzard's Bay. The
towers are located approximately 75 feet apart, and reportedly were intended to appear as a lighthouse
complex when viewed from the water at a distance. The northwest tower is roughly two stories tall and
square in plan, with an unglazed observation opening at midpoint and an infilled or boarded-up observation
opening at an upper level. The southeast tower is taller, with several observation levels and window
openings along its height as well as a balcony-like feature below the uppermost level. Most of Gooseberry
Neck, including the observation towers, is owned by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Management and is open to the public as part of Horseneck Beach State Reservation (DCR
Massachusetts, 2012; Wertz and Sanford, 1987a).

3.3.2 Historic Context

The Gooseberry Neck Observation Towers were built by the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
in about 1942 as part of an elaborate network of coastal defenses up and down the East Coast of the United
States. At the same time, the USACE rebuilt the Gooseneck Causeway (see Section 3.3). The towers were
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used to watch for enemy activity, while additional structures on the site (not extant) disguised auditory
detection equipment (Wertz and Sanford, 1987a). A third concrete tower no longer survives. The taller of
the two remaining towers now serves as a navigational aid and its location is indicated on the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration nautical chart for the region (DCR Massachusetts, 2012).

3.3.3 NRHP Criteria and the Maritime Visual Setting

The Gooseberry Neck Observation Towers appear to meet NRHP Criterion A for their role in coastal defense
during World War Il. The towers' site was strategically selected to offer unobstructed views to Buzzard's Bay,
Rhode Island Sound, and the Atlantic Ocean. This maritime setting, along with the open, undeveloped
character of Gooseberry Neck, are integral to the towers’ historic significance.

3.4  The Gooseneck Causeway
3.41 Physical Description and Existing Conditions

The Gooseneck Causeway, also known as the Thomas Edward Pettey Causeway, is an approximately 0.25-
mile-long stone and concrete roadway connecting Gooseberry Neck to Horseneck Beach and mainland
Massachusetts. The causeway has a long history of construction, loss, and reconstruction due its
vulnerability to nor'easters and hurricanes. Prior to construction of the first artificial causeway in 1924,
residents and visitors could cross from Horseneck Point to Gooseberry Island on a naturally elevated sand
bar. Access was limited to low tide conditions and could be perilous (WHS, 2013). The road surface is
comprised of granite blocks and the seawall of the causeway consists of stone riprap. The causeway, along
with most of Gooseberry Neck, is owned by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Management and is open to the public as part of Horseneck Beach State Reservation. The
causeway provides access to Gooseberry Neck, including a public boat launch and a gravel parking lot (DCR
Massachusetts, 2012; Wertz and Sanford, 1987b).

3.4.2 Historic Context

Gooseberry Neck was used to graze livestock from at least the early-eighteenth century, when animals were
herded at low tide along the sandbar which connected the neck to the mainland. In the early-twentieth
century, an attempt was made to subdivide Gooseberry Neck into residential lots for a summer colony
(Wertz and Sanford, 1987b). The sandbar was developed into a causeway beginning in approximately 1913,
with further improvements in about 1923. The hurricane of 1938 destroyed nearly every structure that stood
along the coast in the vicinity of Gooseberry Neck. In about 1942, the causeway was rebuilt by the USACE
to provide access for larger vehicles to the coastal defense installation on Gooseberry Neck (see Section
3.2). It was once again repaired in 1969 and 1974 (DCR Massachusetts, 2012; Wentz and Sandford, 1987b).

3.4.3 NRHP Criteria and the Maritime Visual Setting

The Gooseneck Causeway appears to meet NRHP Criterion A for its association with the development of
seaside recreation in coastal Massachusetts and for its role in coastal defense during World War Il. The
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property has unobstructed views to Buzzards Bay, Rhode Island Sound, and the Atlantic Ocean. This
maritime setting is inextricably linked with the Gooseneck Causeway'’s historic use and significance.

3.5 The Westport Harbor Historic District

3.5.1 Physical Description and Existing Conditions

The Westport Harbor Historic District is a roughly 1,300-acre district encompassing the historic village
center of Acoaxet, Richmond Pond, Cockeast Pond, and outlying rural residences along the West Branch of
the Westport River. The district contains numerous nineteenth- and early-twentieth-century residences
representing popular period styles, an Eastlake-style chapel, and several private clubs, as well as many miles
of stone walls. A handful of eighteenth-century farm residences survive, along with several eighteenth-
century cemeteries. Land use within the district is almost exclusively residential, although aerial imagery
indicates some limited ongoing agricultural activity. Newer buildings are generally in keeping with existing
development patterns, which include the use of deep setbacks, the use of forms and materials common to
vernacular coastal building traditions, and the retention of existing stone walls. The district, therefore,
conveys the feeling of a secluded vacation community (Wertz, 1987).

3.5.2 Historic Context

The area comprising the Westport Harbor Historic District was primarily agricultural in character well into
the twentieth century. In the last decades of the nineteenth century, several summer colonies began to take
shape within the Town of Westport, with the largest, known as Acoaxet, developing along the shoreline of
Rhode Island Sound near Cockeast Pond. The colony attracted factory owners and professionals from Fall
River to the north, and grew to include casinos, bathhouses, and hotels in addition to large private
“cottages.” Acoaxet continued to develop throughout the twentieth century but suffered widespread
damage in the hurricane of 1938 (Wertz, 1987; WHS, 2013).

3.5.3 NRHP Criteria and the Maritime Visual Setting

The Westport Harbor Historic District appears to meet NRHP Criteria A and C for its relationship to the
development of seaside resort communities in coastal Massachusetts, and as a collection of representative
eighteenth century farmsteads and popular nineteenth and early-twentieth century domestic architecture.
Many of the contributing properties within the historic district enjoy expansive views of Rhode Island Sound,
Buzzards Bay, and the Atlantic Ocean and were sited to take advantage of those views.

3.6  The Westport Point Historic District
3.6.1 Physical Description and Existing Conditions

The NRHP-Listed Westport Point Historic District is an approximately 86-acre district consisting of 233
contributing buildings, structures, objects, and sites located along Main Road, Valentine Lane, and Cape Bial
Lane and comprising the historic core of the coastal village of Westport Point. Within the district, Main Road
forms the primary north-south transportation route and terminates at the southern tip of Westport Point

at a small cluster of commercial buildings adjacent to a marina. Main Road is densely built with eighteenth-
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and nineteenth-century residences with uniformly shallow setbacks along much of its length, conveying the
feeling of an early-nineteenth-century port village (Wertz et. al.,, 1992).

The early history of the district is strongly associated with maritime commerce. The first town landing and
ferry were operational in the early eighteenth century, shortly following the establishment of permanent
English settlements on Westport Point (WHS, 2013). Cod was an initial focus of commercial fishing, with
vessels from Westport Harbor primarily plying the waters off Nantucket and Newfoundland in the early
eighteenth century (WHS, 2013). Yankee privateers operated from the relative seclusion of local harbors
during the Revolutionary War. Expansion of whaling in the region started in the early nineteenth century
and was associated the development of the local docks, wharves, and at least one shipyard within the
district. Few of the extant houses in the district are related to the century-long whaling economy, but several
of the existing stone wharves were likely constructed to serve the local whaling fleet (Wertz, 1992). The
enduring maritime heritage of the district is primarily expressed by the historic docks and wharves and
wharfhouses along Westport Point at the southern end of Main Road (Wertz, 1992). Fishing remains a
significant economic activity in Westport and the Westport Point Historic District, in particular. Most of the
buildings within the district are single-story to two-story wood-frame gable-roofed residences representing
vernacular interpretations of architectural styles from the late-eighteenth century through the early-
twentieth century. The historic homes of the district largely reflect a late nineteenth-century shift towards
summer residences.

3.6.2 Historic Context

Westport Point is one of several villages which developed in the Town of Westport in the eighteenth century.
By 1790, there were an estimated one dozen houses at the tip of the point. The village's protected harbor
made in an attractive location for shipbuilding, fishing, whaling, and trading activities. The Point was initially
owned by a small number of private parties, and maritime commerce was supported by docks and wharves
along Horseneck (WHS, 2013). By 1770, pressure for improved facilities led to the subdivision of properties
along the south end of Main Road and construction of both private and town-owned wharves. Buildings in
the southern portion of the historic district were residences associated with the early maritime community,
while land use in the northern part of the district was agricultural. The community experienced an economic
decline with the abandonment of whaling in the late nineteenth century; however, the growth of seaside
recreation in New England led to the construction of summer cottages at Westport Point from the 1870s
onward. Summer residents also purchased and adapted existing buildings. At the turn of the twentieth
century, educators, artists, and musicians comprised a large proportion of the summer colony. Among the
most significant changes to the district after World War Il were the demolition of a circa-1894 draw bridge
spanning the East Branch of the Westport River in 1963 (DeVeuve, 2003) and the subsequent construction
State Route 88 to the east of Main Road. The new highway and bridge allowed through traffic to the newly
created Horseneck Beach State Park to bypass the historic waterfront village (Wertz, 1992). The Westport
Point Historic District was listed in the NRHP in 1992 (Wertz, 1992). In 2006, a local Westport Point Historic
District was designated, with a larger boundary than the NRHP district.
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3.6.3 NRHP Criteria and the Maritime Visual Setting

The Westport Point Historic District meets NRHP Criteria A and C for its association with the Town of
Westport's maritime development, as an intact port village with buildings representing vernacular
interpretations of eighteenth- and nineteenth-century styles, and as a collection of summer cottage
architecture representing styles of the late-nineteenth and early-twentieth centuries. The history of the
district is intimately associated with maritime commerce and activities and is reflected in its character as a
New England seaside village. Maritime views from the southern portion of the district include waters of the
East and West Branches of the Westport River and Westport Harbor. Elevated locations supported by granite
outcrops have views that extend southward to Rhode Island Sound and the proposed wind farm. Properties
at the northern end of the district enjoy views beyond Horseneck Point to the Elizabeth Islands, Martha's
Vineyard, and the Atlantic Ocean (Wertz et. Al., 1992).

3.7  The Westport Point Local Historic District
3.71 Physical Description and Existing Conditions

There are 148 resources that contribute to the Westport Point Local Historic District. The district is located
on either side of Main Road, roughly bounded by Charles Street to the north, Main Highway to the east,
Hulda Cove and Westport Cove to the west and the East Branch Westport River to the south (Westport
Historical Commission, 2022).

3.7.2 Historic Context

The development history of the Town of Westport is similar to other towns in coastal New England. From
the beginning of its history, the majority of the town was agricultural in nature, including Westport Point.
The first farm was established in 1700 by Christopher Gifford. In 1729 a public landing was developed on
Westport Point and a ferry service was run to Horseneck Beach. By 1770 the Gifford house was the only
house on the point and additional wharves were established for the increasing whaling industry (Westport
Historical Commission, 2017).

By 1800, fifteen houses were located on Westport Point, as well as wharves, shops, a windmill, a blacksmith
shop, a distillery, and other businesses. From the 1820s to the 1840s, additional buildings were constructed
including larger homes and a post office. As in many of the coastal New England towns, in the late
nineteenth century, development of summer cottages began on Westport Point (Westport Historical
Commission, 2017).

3.7.3 NRHP Criteria and the Maritime Visual Setting

As with the NRHP-listed district, the Westport Point Local Historic District meets NRHP Criteria A and C for
its association with the Town of Westport's maritime development, as an intact port village with buildings
representing vernacular interpretations of eighteenth- and nineteenth-century styles, and as a collection of
summer cottage architecture representing styles of the late-nineteenth and early-twentieth centuries. The

history of the district is intimately associated with maritime commerce and activities and is reflected in its
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character as a New England seaside village. Maritime views from the southern portion of the district include
waters of the East and West Branches of the Westport River and Westport Harbor. Elevated locations
supported by granite outcrops have views that extend southward to Rhode Island Sound and the proposed
wind farm. Properties at the northern end of the district enjoy views beyond Horseneck Point to the
Elizabeth Islands, Martha's Vineyard, and the Atlantic Ocean (Wertz et. al.,, 1992).

3.8  The Westport Point Revolutionary War Properties
3.8.1 Physical Description and Existing Conditions

The Westport Point Revolutionary War Properties district extends from the southern end of Westport Point,
across Westport Harbor (including Whites Flat and Cory’s Island), to the western end of Horseneck Point.
As stated above, Westport Point was a seaport village and developed into a summer colony in the mid-to-
late nineteenth century.

3.8.2 Historic Context

Westport Harbor and Westport Point was a privateering center during the Revolutionary War. During the
Revolutionary War, sailors who previously worked on whaling, merchant, and fishing vessels became
privateers. For the most part, the privateer’s vessels were built outside of Westport. The natural protection
of Westport Harbor as well as the narrow channels, islands, and sandbars, made it difficult for large British
ships to navigate the harbor; however, the smaller privateer vessels could easily maneuver and remain
hidden. The British attacked Westport from the water and did not make landfall (Ford, 2001).

3.8.3 NRHP Criteria and the Maritime Visual Setting

The Westport Point Revolutionary War Properties district is significant under Criterion A for the role the
area played in protecting the Massachusetts coastline from the British during the Revolutionary War. It's
significance is directly tied to its maritime setting and its location on Westport Harbor. The properties on
Westport Point have views beyond Horseneck Point to the Elizabeth Islands, Martha’s Vineyard, and the
Atlantic Ocean and Horseneck Point has unobstructed views of the ocean (Wertz et. al., 1992).

3.9 The Horseneck Point Lifesaving Station
3.9.1 Physical Description and Existing Conditions

The Horseneck Point Lifesaving Station Is located at 241 East Beach Road at the intersections of East and
West Beach Roads and Gooseberry Causeway. The building is a 32-foot by 16-foot, wood frame, post and
beam building constructed in 1888 as the 69 lifesaving station constructed by the Massachusetts Humane
Society. Barn-style swinging doors are located on the main, eastern, fagade and one central window on each
of the northern and southern elevations and a vented cupola is located in the center of the roof. The building
has been relocated from its original location at the entrance to Westport Harbor at the western end of
Horseneck Beach (Flair and Gillespie, 2011).
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3.9.2 Historic Context

The Horseneck Point Lifesaving Station was one of the last lifesaving stations built by the Massachusetts
Human Society. Its location at the entrance to the harbor was chosen as it was a dangerous location to
launch a boat due to the water's current and existing jetty. In 1898 the building was moved to its current
location and was discontinued in 1913. In the 1920s, the building was used as a restaurant and a porch and
dormers were added. The restaurant closed in 1966 and was eventually used as a residence and then
purchased by the State of Massachusetts and is currently a museum (Flair and Gillespie, 2011).

3.9.3 NRHP Criteria and the Maritime Visual Setting

The Horseneck Point Lifesaving Station is eligible for listing on the NRHP under Criterion A as an extant
example of a lifesaving station constructed by the Massachusetts Humane Society. Although the building
had been altered in the past, it has been restored to its original design.

As a former lifesaving station, the building intrinsically has a strong maritime setting, both in its original and
current location. Lifesaving stations were constructed to be able to help sailors along treacherous coastlines.
Lifesaving stations were manned and had lifeboats and other safety equipment. The building is located on
Horseneck Point with views of the Atlantic Ocean to the west, south and east.

310 The Clam Shack
3.10.1 Physical Description and Existing Conditions

The Clam Shack Restaurant is located at 241 East Bach Road on the same parcel as the Horseneck Point
Lifesaving Station described above. The building was constructed in 1940 and is a triangular-shaped
building built by Ali Alberdeen to be used as a clam shack restaurant. The roof is an almost sweeping,
pagoda-like Shape. A door is located centrally on the southeaster elevation with double one-over-one
windows on either side. The main entrance is located on the southern facade which is little more than double
doors. Two windows are located on the western elevation and a door is centered on the northern elevation.
Originally, a take-out window was in the current location of the two doors on the southern facade (Falir,
2011).

3.10.2 Historic Context

Beginning in the mid-to-late nineteenth century and continuing to today, Westport has been a popular
destination for summer vacations. Seafood stands and clam shacks were opened throughout New England
coastal towns in the early twentieth century. The Clam Shack Restaurant’s location on Horseneck Point at
the intersections of East and West Beach Roads and Gooseberry Causeway on East Horseneck Beach is an
ideal location for a clam shack. In 1966 the restaurant closed was eventually used as a residence and then
purchased by the State of Massachusetts and is currently the visitors center for the Westport Fisherman's
Association (Flair, 2011).
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3.10.3 NRHP Criteria and the Maritime Visual Setting

The Clam Shack Restaurant is eligible for listing on the NRHP under Criterion A as an extant example of an
early clam shack restaurant as well as Criterion C for its unique architectural design and shape.

The building has a strong maritime setting and is located on Horseneck Point with views of the Atlantic
Ocean to the west, south and east.
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4.0 MITIGATION MEASURES

Mitigation measures at the historic properties are detailed in this section. These applicant-proposed
mitigation measures were developed on behalf of Revolution Wind by individuals who met the Secretary of
the Interior's Professional Qualifications Standards (36 CFR Part 61) and are appropriate to fully address the
nature, scope, size, and magnitude of adverse effects including cumulative effects caused by the Project,
NRHP-qualifying characteristics of each historic property that would be affected. These mitigation measures
also include actions to respond to some reasonably foreseeable hazards unrelated to the Project that pose
risks to the long-term preservation of affected historic properties, such as climate change. Revolution Wind
has prepared this draft HPTP for inclusion in the DEIS and subsequent review, revision and refinement by
consulting parties.

41 Historic Maritime Infrastructure Survey
4.11 Purpose and Intended Outcome

The Town of Westport 2016 Master Plan identifies the desire for residents, school-aged children, and visitors
to have a greater understanding of the town's significant historic and cultural resources (Town of Westport,
2016). The purpose of this mitigation measure is to provide funding to survey and document maritime
heritage resources including historic wharves, docks, buildings, and other infrastructure associated with the
historic properties identified in this HPTP. The survey will include a focused historic context for the
interpretation and evaluation of resources contributing to each district’s significance in historic maritime
defense, fishing, whaling, and related industries. The updated documentation will enhance local and state
efforts to preserve elements of the historic districts that are associated with over three centuries of maritime
activity and the distinct character of the local villages and communities.

4.1.2 Scope of Work

The scope of work will consist of the following:

e Review of existing archival sources related to historic maritime infrastructure, including interviews
with local researchers and other knowledgeable parties, as applicable;

e Photography and mapping of existing conditions;

e Consultation with Participating Parties;

e Preparation of updated MHC inventory forms for individual properties or districts to be distributed
to the Participating Parties for review and comment; and

e Drafting of final survey report which will incorporate any comments received and be distributed to
the Participating Parties.

4.1.3 Methodology

Revolution Wind will release a request for proposals (RFP) for consultant services and select a consultant to
perform the scope of work listed in Section 4.1.2. The consultant selected will prepare draft MHC Inventory
Forms in consultation with the Participating Parties. The forms will be distributed to the Participating Parties
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for review and comment and a final survey will be developed incorporating any comments received. The
final survey will be distributed to the Participating Parties.

4.1.4 Standards
The project will comply with the following standards:

e The Secretary of the Interior’s Guidance on the Identification of Historic Properties (36 CFR 800.4);

e The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines — Professional Qualifications Standards, for
Archaeology, History, Architectural History and/or Architecture (62 FR 33708);

e Massachusetts Historical Commission guidance;

e The Town of Westport's Community Preservation Commission’s guidance, as applicable; and

e The Town of Westport's Cultural Council's guidance, as applicable.

41.5 Documentation

The following documentation is to be provided for review by the Participating Parties:

e Request for Proposals (RFP);

e Proposals by qualified consultants in response to the RFP;

e Preliminary draft deliverables, including photographs and maps; and
e Final deliverables.

4.1.6  Funds and Accounting

Funding amounts will be determined following BOEM's release of their findings of adverse effects and
consulting party review of the draft HPTP and the DEIS. The final version of the HPTP will include specifics
concerning funding amounts and the mechanisms for funding the mitigation measures.

4.2 Adaptive Use Guidance
4.21 Purpose and Intended Outcome

Information developed from the Historic Maritime Infrastructure Survey will provide a basis for creating
appropriate guidance on the preservation and adaptive use of historic wharves, docks, and buildings within
the Westport Harbor and Westport Point historic districts. Such guidance may include methods to retain
historic materials, finishes, and design elements while sympathetically modifying elements of
superstructures or building interiors to accommodate changing commercial needs. Maritime industries are
an important element of Westport's history, economy, and culture. Maintaining the integrity of the town'’s
historic assets while supporting economically sustainable marine commerce aligns with the town’s objective
to:

Support fishing infrastructure such as preservation of historic piers, docks, water access
and landings, as well as policies that could promote small boat building and repair, and
inputs into the marine and fishing industry (Town of Westport. 2016).
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The intended outcome of this mitigation measure is to provide context-appropriate guidance on methods
to preserve Westport's historic maritime infrastructure and appropriately adapt it to the current and future
needs of the resident communities. Maintenance of commercial fishing and associated commerce is an
effective means of retaining the local traditions and knowledge that contribute to Westport Harbor's and
Westport Points unique characters and both residents’ and visitors’ sense of place.

4.2.2 Scope of Work

The scope of work will consist of the following:

e Outreach to the Participating Parties, property-owners, planners, and representatives of the local
commercial fishing community to identify current maritime infrastructure needs and preservation
opportunities;

e Development of specific guidelines for adapting the extant historic wharves, docks, and other
infrastructure to current needs in a manner that retains historic materials, design, and character;

e Distributing the draft guidelines to the Participating Parties for review and comment; and

e The development of final report, incorporating any comments received, to be distributed to the
Participating Parties.

4.2.3 Methodology

Revolution Wind will release an RFP for consultant services for the scope of work and select a consultant to
perform the scope of work listed in Section 4.2.2. The consultant selected will consult with the Participating
Parties to prepare draft guidelines. The guidelines will be distributed to the Participating Parties for review
and comment and final guidelines will be developed incorporating any comments received. The final
guidelines will be distributed to the Participating Parties

4.2.4 Standards
The project will comply with the following standards:

e Preservation Brief 17: Architectural Character — Identifying the Visual Aspects of Historic Buildings as
an Aid to Preserving their Character (Nelson, 1988);

e The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR 68);

e The Secretary of the Interior's Guidelines for Architectural and Engineering Documentation (NPS,
2003);

e The Town of Westport's Building Department guidance and regulations, as applicable;

e The Town of Westport's Community Preservation Commission’s guidance, as applicable; and

e The Town of Westport's Cultural Council's guidance, as applicable.

4.2.5 Documentation

The following documentation is to be provided for review by the Participating Parties:
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4.2.6

Request for Proposals (RFP);

Proposals by qualified consultants in response to the RFP;
Preliminary draft deliverables, including photographs and maps; and
Final deliverables.

Funds and Accounting

Funding amounts will be determined following BOEM's release of their findings of adverse effects and
consulting party review of the draft HPTP and the DEIS. The final version of the HPTP will include specifics
concerning funding amounts and the mechanisms for funding the mitigation measures.
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5.0 IMPLEMENTATION

5.1 Timeline

The timeline for implementation of the mitigation measures will be determined in consultation with the
Participating Parties based on the agreed upon mitigation measures described in the final version of this
HPTP. This HPTP will be reviewed by and further developed in consultation with Participating Parties
concurrent with BOEM's NEPA substitution schedule? for RWF, which is currently anticipated to include the
following:

e May 3, 2022 to July 1, 2022 - Distribution of the Finding of Effect document, on historic properties,
to consulting parties (to occur between).

e May 3, 2022 to August 1, 2022 — 30-day comment period on the Finding of Effect document (to
occur between).

e September 2, 2022 — Distribution of the Draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) and the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) to consulting parties.

e September 2, 2022 to October 17, 2022 - 45-day comment period by consulting parties on the
MOA and DEIS

e October 18, 2022 to December 19, 2022 - Distribution of the revised MOA to consulting parties
(to occur between).

e October 18, 2022 to January 19, 2023 - 30-day comment period on the revised MOA (to be
determined for a 30-day period between).

e December 2022 to February 2023 - Distribution of the revised MOA to consulting parties (to
occur between).

e December 2023 to March 2023 - 30-day comment period on the revised MOA (to be determined
for a 30-day period between).

e February 2023 to April 2023 - Distribution of the Final MOA to consulting parties (to occur
between).

e March 2023 to June 2, 2023 - 30-day signing period for consulting parties (to begin no later than
a date between).

e June 2, 2023 - Release of Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).

e June 2, 2023 to July 3, 2023 - 30-day review period for the FEIS.

e July 7, 2023 — NEPA Record of Decision (ROD) issued by BOEM.

The final version of this HPTP included in the FEIS will include a timeline for implementation of the
final/agreed upon mitigation measures described herein. It is anticipated that the mitigation measure
identified in Section 4.0 will commence within 2 years of the execution of the MOA unless otherwise agreed
by the consulting parties and accepted by BOEM. Per Section 4.0, the Participating Parties will have a
minimum of 30-days to review and comment on all draft reports or other work products developed for this
HPTP. Revolution Wind assumes that the proposed scope of work will be completed within 5 years of the

3 The timeline is subject to change and is based on current available information.
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execution of the MOA unless a different timeline is agreed upon by consulting parties and accepted by
BOEM.

5.2 Organizational Responsibilities
5.2.1 Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM)

BOEM remains responsible for making all federal decisions and determining compliance with Section 106.
BOEM has reviewed this HPTP to ensure, at minimum, it includes the content required.

e BOEM remains responsible for making all federal decisions and determining compliance with
Section 106;

e BOEM, in consultation with the Participating Parties, will ensure that mitigation measures
adequately resolve adverse effects, consistent with the NHPA;

e BOEM must accept the final HPTP before Revolution Wind may commence any of the actions
included in the HPTP;

e BOEM will be responsible for sharing the annual summary report with Participating Parties; and

e BOEM is responsible for consultation related to dispute resolution.

5.2.2 Revolution Wind, LLC

Revolution Wind will be responsible for the following:

e Considering the comments provided by the Participating Parties in the development of this HPTP;

e Funding the mitigation measures specified in Section 4.0;

e Completion of the scope/s of work in Section 4.0;

e Ensuring all Standards in Section 4.0 are met;

e Providing the Documentation in Section 4.0 to the Participating Parties for review and comment;

e Annual Reporting to BOEM; and

e Revolution Wind will be responsible for ensuring that all work that requires consultation with Tribal
Nations are performed by professionals who have demonstrated professional experience
consulting with federally recognized Tribes.

5.2.3 Other Parties, as Appropriate

Revolution Wind does not anticipate additional consulting parties, should any be determined, this will be
updated.

53 Participating Party Consultation

Revolution Wind has provided this draft HPTP to BOEM for inclusion in the DEIS for review by Participating
Parties to provide meaningful input on the resolution of adverse effects to and form(s) of implementing
mitigation at the historic properties. As part of the development of this draft HPTP, Revolution Wind has
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conducted targeted outreach with the Participating Parties identified in Section 2.3. As of July 2022, this
outreach has included the following:

e Stakeholder Consultation Meeting to Review Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures for
the Revolution Wind Farm — Massachusetts Historic Properties, February 10, 2022.

Participating Parties will be provided opportunity for review and comment on the HPTP concurrent with
BOEM's anticipated NEPA substitution schedule for Revolution Wind Farm (see Section 5.1). It is anticipated
that subsequent coordination to further refine the HPTP may include meetings, conference calls, HPTP draft
reviews and document exchanges, or similar means of communication of information. BOEM will be invited
to participate in these consultations between Revolution Wind and the Participating Parties regarding
revision and refinement of this HPTP, should it choose.
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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This draft, applicant-proposed Historic Property Treatment Plan (HPTP) for 71 Moshup Trail, which is a
Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC) Inventory Site; the Leonard Vanderhoop House, which is a
MHC Inventory Site; the Edwin DeVries Vanderhoop Homestead, which is listed on the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP); the Tom Cooper House, which is an MHC Inventory Site; the Theodore Haskins
House, which is an MHC Inventory Site; 3 Windy Hill Drive, which is an MHC Inventory Site; the Gay Head —
Aquinnah Town Center Historic District, which is listed on the NRHP; the Gay Head — Aquinnah Shops, which
is an MHC Inventory Site; and the Gay Head-Aquinnah Coast Guard Station Barracks, which is an MHC
Inventory Site (hereinafter, the historic properties) provides background data, historic property information,
and detailed steps that will be implemented to carry out mitigation actions to resolve potential adverse
effects preliminarily identified by the applicant in the Historic Resources Visual Effects Analysis — Revolution
Wind Farm, dated July 2022 (HRVEA; EDR, 2022) for the Revolution Wind Farm (RWF) and Revolution Wind
Export Cable Project (collectively, the Undertaking). Revolution Wind LLC (Revolution Wind) is providing this
draft HPTP prior to the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) making findings of adverse effect for
the Undertaking under the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA). The final HPTP remains
subject to BOEM's final finding of adverse effect for the historic properties.

BOEM will use the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) substitution process to fulfill its Section 106
obligations as provided for in the NHPA implementing regulations (36 CFR § 800.8(c)), and BOEM has
notified the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), State Historic Preservation Officers, and
consulting parties of BOEM's decision to use this process. Revolution Wind has provided this draft HPTP to
BOEM for inclusion in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for review by consulting parties to
provide meaningful input on the resolution of adverse effects to and form(s) of implementing mitigation at
the historic properties. This draft HPTP describes the applicant-proposed mitigation measures to resolve
potential adverse effects on historic properties and proposes the implementation steps and timeline for
actions. The mitigation measures are based on the evaluations and outreach performed by Revolution Wind
prior to the issuance of the DEIS. Revolution Wind anticipates the HPTP documents will undergo revision
and refinement in consultation with the Massachusetts State Historic Preservation Officer, the Rhode Island
State Historic Preservation Officer, the ACHP, and/or other consulting parties throughout the NEPA
substitution process. If BOEM makes a finding of adverse effect for the historic properties, it is anticipated
that the mitigation measures described herein (and further refined through consultation with applicable
parties) will be included in the Record of Decision (ROD) and/or Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) issued
in accordance with 40 CFR parts 1500-1508, and 36 CFR §§ 800.8, 800.10.

The timeline for implementation of the mitigation measures will be determined in consultation with parties
that demonstrated interest in the affected historic property (hereafter, Participating Parties) based on the
agreed upon mitigation measures described in the final version of this HPTP. This HPTP will be reviewed by
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and further developed in consultation with Participating Parties concurrent with BOEM's NEPA substitution

schedule for RWF, which is currently anticipated to include the following:

May 3, 2022 to July 1, 2022 - Distribution of the Finding of Effect document, on historic properties,
to consulting parties (to occur between).

May 3, 2022 to August 1, 2022 — 30-day comment period on the Finding of Effect document (to
occur between).

September 2, 2022 - Distribution of the Draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) and the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) to consulting parties.

September 2, 2022 to October 17, 2022 — 45-day comment period by consulting parties on the
MOA and DEIS

October 18, 2022 to December 19, 2022 — Distribution of the revised MOA to consulting parties
(to occur between).

October 18, 2022 to January 19, 2023 - 30-day comment period on the revised MOA (to be
determined for a 30-day period between).

December 2022 to February 2023 - Distribution of the revised MOA to consulting parties (to
occur between).

December 2023 to March 2023 - 30-day comment period on the revised MOA (to be determined
for a 30-day period between).

February 2023 to April 2023 - Distribution of the Final MOA to consulting parties (to occur
between).

March 2023 to June 2, 2023 - 30-day signing period for consulting parties (to begin no later than
a date between).

June 2, 2023 - Release of Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).

June 2, 2023 to July 3, 2023 - 30-day review period for the FEIS.

July 7, 2023 — NEPA Record of Decision (ROD) issued by BOEM.

This draft HPTP is organized into the following sections:

Section 1.0, Introduction, outlines the content of this HPTP.

Section 2.0, Cultural Resources Regulatory Context, briefly summarizes the Undertaking while
focusing on cultural resources regulatory contexts (federal, tribal, state, and local, including
preservation restrictions), identifies the historic properties discussed in this HPTP that will be
adversely affected by the Undertaking, and summarizes the pertinent provisions and attachments
of the HRVEA (EDR, 2022) and Revolution Wind Farm Construction and Operations Plan (COP;
Revolution Wind, 2021) that guided the development of this document.

" The timeline is subject to change and is based on current available information.
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e Section 3.0, Existing Conditions, Historic Significance, and Maritime Setting, provides a
physical description of the historic properties included in this HPTP. Set within its historic context,
the applicable NRHP criteria for the historic properties are discussed with a focus on the
contribution of a maritime visual setting to its significance and integrity.

e Section 4.0, Mitigation Measures, presents specific steps to carry out the applicant-proposed
mitigation actions identified in the COP or alternative measures developed through stakeholder
engagement meetings to date. The mitigation action includes a detailed description, intended
outcome, methods, standards, and requirements for documentation. The mitigation action details
may be revised, based on feedback gathered during the process.

e Section 5.0, Implementation, establishes the process for executing mitigation actions at the
historic properties, as identified in Section 4.0 of this HPTP. For each/the action, organizational
responsibilities are outlined, a timeline is provided, and regulatory reviews are listed.

e Section 6.0, References, is a list of works cited in this HPTP.
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2.0 BACKGROUND INFORMATION
2.1 Project Overview: Revolution Wind Farm and Revolution Wind Export Cable

The Undertaking is a wind-powered electric generating facility composed of up to 100 wind turbine
generators (WTGs) and associated foundations, two offshore substations, and inter-array cables connecting
the WTGs and the offshore substations (see Figure 2.1-1). The WTGs, offshore substations, array cables, and
substation interconnector cables would be located on the Outer Continental Shelf approximately 15 nautical
miles (18 statute miles) southeast of Point Judith, Rhode Island, approximately 13 nautical miles (15 statute
miles) east of Block Island, Rhode Island, approximately 7.5 nautical miles (8.5 statute miles) south of
Nomans Land Island National Wildlife Refuge (uninhabited island), and between approximately 10 to 12.5
nautical miles (12 to 14 statute miles) south/southwest of varying points of the Rhode Island and
Massachusetts coastlines (62 FR 33708). In addition, two submarine export cables located in both federal
waters and Rhode Island State territorial waters, will connect the offshore substation to the electrical grid.
The proposed interconnection location for the Undertaking is the existing Davisville Substation, which is
owned and operated by The Narragansett Electric Company d/b/a National Grid and located in North
Kingstown, Rhode Island. The visible offshore components of the operational Undertaking will be located
on Lease OCS-A 0486 in water depths ranging from approximately 108 to 125 feet.

Figure 2.1-1. Project Location
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2.2 Section 106 and Section 110(f) of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)

The regulations at 36 CFR § 800.8 provide for use of the NEPA process to fulfill a federal agency’s NHPA
Section 106 review obligations in lieu of the procedures set forth in 36 CFR § 800.3 through 800.6. Under
these provisions, issuance of a ROD and implementation of relevant conditions will resolve adverse effects
to historic properties caused by the Undertaking, including to National Historic Landmarks (NHLs) for which
BOEM must provide a higher standard of care, as required by Section 110(f) of the NHPA.

The measures to avoid and minimize adverse effects to identified historic properties are described in the
COP (Section 4.4.1.3 and Appendix BB). This HPTP describes the applicant-proposed treatment plans to
resolve the remaining adverse effects after application of the above-referenced measures. The mitigation
measures reflect a refinement of the conceptual mitigation framework proposed by Revolution Wind (see
Appendix BB in the COP).

All activities implemented under this HPTP will be conducted in accordance with any conditions imposed
by BOEM in its ROD and with applicable local, state and federal regulations and permitting requirements.
Responsibilities for specific compliance actions are described in further detail in Section 5.2 — Organizational
Responsibilities.

2.21 Municipal Regulations

Before implementation, any on-site mitigation measures will be coordinated with local municipalities and
commissions to obtain approvals, as appropriate. These may include, but are not limited to building permits,
zoning, land use, planning, historic commissions, and design review boards. Additional information
regarding compliance with local requirements appears in Section 5.0, Implementation.

2.2.2 Preservation Easements and Restrictions

Preservation easements and restrictions protect significant historic, archaeological, or cultural resources.
The State of Massachusetts preservation restrictions are outlined in Massachusetts General Law Chapter
184, Sections 31-33. Any mitigation work associated with the historic properties will comply with the
conditions of all extant historic preservation easements. Additional information regarding compliance with
extant preservation restrictions appears in Section 5.0, Implementation. The MHC holds a preservation
easement on the Aquinnah Public Library/Gay Head School (a contributing building to the Gay Head —
Aquinnah Town Center Historic District) per Massachusetts General Law Chapter 184, Sections 31-33.

2.3 Participating Parties

BOEM initiated consultation under Section 106 with invitations to consulting parties on April 30, 2021. BOEM
hosted the first Section 106-specific meeting with consulting parties on December 17, 2021, and Revolution
Wind anticipates that BOEM will hold additional meetings pursuant to Sections 106 and 110(f) of the NHPA
and in accordance with 36 CFR 800.8.
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Following BOEM initial Section 106 meeting with consulting parties, Revolution Wind held stakeholder
outreach meetings (see Section 5.3) to review conceptual mitigation measures for the historic property and
invited the following parties:

e The Wampanoag Tribe of Gay-Head (Aquinnah)
e The Martha's Vineyard Commission

e The Gay Head Lighthouse Advisory Committee
e The Town of Aquinnah

e The Massachusetts Historical Commission.?

Revolution Wind anticipates these parties, and any subsequently identified parties, will participate in the
finalization of this HPTP through BOEM's Section 106 consultation process.

2 MHC was invited to attend stakeholder outreach meetings regarding historic properties in Massachusetts; however, MHC has not
participated in outreach meetings for Revolution Wind.

Historic Property Treatment Plan
Nine Historic Properties
Town of Aquinnah, Dukes County, Massachusetts 6






Gay Head-
Aquinnah Coast
Guard Station
Barracks

MHC
Historic
Inventory
Site

Town of
Aquinnah

MA

GAY.52

Private

Historic Buildings
and Structures

Figure 3.1-1. Historic Property Location

In Sections 3.3. through 3.10, each property is described both physically and within its historic context, with
a focus on the contribution of a maritime visual setting to the property’s significance and integrity.

3.2 Maritime Setting

For the purposes of this analysis and assessment, views of marine waters are considered critical aspects of

maritime settings. The influence of the marine environment and related human activities on historical

development patterns is extensive and may be expressed in areas without direct lines of sight to the sea.

Although these types of setting may contribute to the significance of historic properties, they would not be

subject to alteration as a result of the proposed undertaking and are not considered further in this

document.
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The historic properties included in this HPTP are all considered within the historic property type defined in
the HRVEA as “Historic Buildings and Structures” which includes buildings and associated properties
historically used as residences. Location and orientation of such properties is critical to understanding the
nature of any associated maritime settings. Many historic houses were oriented to local roadways, with the
front and rear elevations parallel to the nearby road’'s alignment. Local roadways along the region’s
shorelines often parallel the water's edge and historic homes frequently shift in orientation along such
coastal roads. This variation in orientation may strongly influence the associated views of marine waters that
may form important elements of a property’s historic setting. Historic commercial fishing activities were
focused along the eastern shores of Menemsha Pond, which afforded relatively sheltered harbor and access
to Vineyard Sound to the north.

Topography and landcover also play critical roles in defining both the historic settings and existing visual
settings for each historic property. Of these two factors, the latter has been generally subject to greater
change since the period of original construction and/or period of significance for many historic properties
located in the Town of Aquinnah. Mid- to late-twentieth century reforestation has transformed many of the
formerly open, agrarian lands of Martha's Vineyard and constrained local viewsheds from numerous
buildings once set on or near agricultural or pasture lands (e.g. Seccombe, 2010). The extensive agricultural
heritage in the area is now largely expressed by the stone walls constructed along former pastures, fields,
and roads and the surviving farmhouses and barns. Post-1950 residential construction has affected the
settings for a smaller number of historic properties but may have diminished the integrity of historic settings
for specific properties. The extensive forest cover affords privacy in many residential areas, but limits direct
ocean views.

The topography of Aquinnah is strongly influenced by the last glaciation. The elevated Gay Head (Aquinnah)
Cliffs along the western shoreline and the highlands in the central section of the town were formed by
deformation and upthrusting of ancient sediments as the ice advanced over the area approximately 24,000
years ago (Oldale and O'Hara, 1984). Where vegetation is absent or sparse, views towards the Project may
be available from these higher elevations. The bordering areas along the Menemsha Pond to the east and
along the southwestern shores have relatively low relief. Direct views of the ocean horizon are screened
from Menemsha Pond by the Gay Head (Aquinnah) Cliffs. In the shoreline areas along the southwestern
shores, even the commonly low tree and shrub canopies of the island may screen ground-level views of
ocean due to the limited relief.

33 71 Moshup Trail

3.31 Physical Description and Existing Conditions

71 Moshup Trail is a one-and-one-half-story vernacular residence with a gable roof and wood shingle
siding. Notable features include the semi-hexagonal tower and full-width porch on the primary (northeast
elevation). Windows are generally two-over-two wood sash, and the primary entry door is offset on the
northeast elevation. A single-story shed-roofed addition and a gabled dormer window are located on the
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southwest elevation. The building has an asphalt shingle roof and rests on a stone foundation. A gable-
roofed garage is also located on the roughly 9-acre lot.

3.3.2 Historic Context

Throughout the eighteenth century, most residential settlement was concentrated in the western and
southern parts of the present-day Town of Aquinnah, which constituted the reservation lands of the
Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head (Aquinnah). Individual residences were linked by a network of paths, and
by the mid-nineteenth century, several east-west roads connected the residential areas to the Gay Head
Light and Clay Cliffs of Aquinnah to the west and the present-day Town of Chilmark to the east (Harrington,
1998a). In the 1860s, the “District of Gay Head"” was established by the Massachusetts General Court. The
district was incorporated as the Town of Gay Head in 1870, despite the objections of the Wampanoag
residents, who viewed the town’s creation as the alienation of their lands in violation of the Federal Non-
Intercourse Act of 1790 (WTGHA, 2022). At the time, tribal members accounted for all of the town's 227
residents, and the survey and privatization of their land allowed non-tribal owners to acquire property in
the town. By 1895, at least 18 non-tribal individuals owned land in the Town of Gay Head, and that number
would increase in the following decades. The year-round (primarily Wampanoag) population declined
during the twentieth century as communal economic systems dependent on fishing and agriculture waned.
Meanwhile, visitation from off-island residents increased dramatically, and many new residences were
constructed for use as summer rentals or vacation homes (Harrington, 1998a).

The residence at 71 Moshup Trail was built in approximately 1920. Its primary elevation faces northeast,
towards a now-inaccessible extension of Old South Road which provided access to a small number of
residences in the area during the early twentieth century. The current roadway, Moshup Trail, was built in
1956, extending east from Aquinnah Circle and providing access to home sites and points of interest along
the town’s south shore (Harrington, 1998b).

3.3.3 NRHP Criteria and the Maritime Visual Setting

71 Moshup Trail appears to meet National Register Criterion C as a typical example of an early twentieth-
century residence in keeping with the characteristic scale, form, and materials of the vernacular building
tradition of coastal New England. The property's natural landscape and maritime visual setting are a key
component of its historic significance as an early-twentieth-century vernacular seaside residence.

3.4  The Leonard Vanderhoop House
3.41 Physical Description and Existing Conditions

The Leonard Vanderhoop House, located at 5 Church Street, is a one-and-one-half-story Greek Revival-
derived vernacular residence with multiple additions sited on approximately 5.6 acres. The primary volume
consists of a gable-and-ell modified (after 1998) with the addition of wall dormers. A small single-story
addition to the west has a flat roof supporting an open deck. The exterior is clad in wood shingle and the
roof is of asphalt shingle. The primary elevation faces northeast to an unpaved extension of Church Street.
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3.4.2 Historic Context

The Leonard Vanderhoop House was built in approximately 1850 and was one of several residences, along
with a school, church, and parsonage, which formed the nucleus of the Gay Head community along present-
day Old South Road during the mid-nineteenth century. Leonard L. Vanderhoop (1855-1934), the earliest
identified resident of the house, was a restaurant owner and Town Treasurer. The Vanderhoop family,
descended from Leonard’s parents William A. Vanderhoop and Beulah Salsbury, are a prominent Aquinnah
family whose members own many properties and have held key positions in the town government as well
as in the Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head (Aquinnah) (Harrington, 1998c).

In 1870, the same year that the Town of Gay Head was incorporated, the improvement of present-day State
Road by the State of Massachusetts dramatically altered the development patterns within the town. The
new road was laid out north of Old South Road along the existing path that connected Chilmark to the east
to the Gay Head Lighthouse. Nearly all of the existing buildings were subsequently moved from the older
community around Old South Road to the new center of activity around the intersection of State Road and
Church Street. By 1926 only a single unoccupied house remained at the old settlement (Harrington, 1998a).
The Leonard Vanderhoop House was relocated during this period to its current site at 5 Church Street. It
remains in the Vanderhoop family today.

3.4.3 NRHP Criteria and the Maritime Visual Setting

The Leonard Vanderhoop House has been significantly altered with the replacement of windows and doors
and the introduction of wall dormers. However, it retains its overall massing and its historic setting. The
house’s relocation after 1870 in response to changing settlement patterns contributes to its historic
significance. The Leonard Vanderhoop House appears to meet National Register Criterion A for its
association with the mid-nineteenth century settlement along Old South Road. The Vanderhoop family is
one of the most well-known families in the history of the Town of Aquinnah. The house is a Shingle-style
building, typical of the buildings located on Martha’s Vineyard, and has views to the water afforded by its
relatively high elevation on the moraine. The remaining ocean views are associated with a once more
expansive ocean viewshed that has been partially screened by reforestation.

3.5 The Tom Cooper House

3.5.1 Physical Description and Existing Conditions

The Tom Cooper House, located at 1 Sunset Lane, is a two-story residence consisting of a primary gable-
roofed volume with multiple additions sited on approximately 0.5-acre. The exterior is clad in wood shingle
and the roofs are clad in asphalt shingle. The residence appears to have been heavily remodeled in about
2005. All of the windows and doors appear to be modern replacements. Other alterations include the
addition of a hipped-roof volume atop a walk-out basement, the enlargement of the original volume with
wall dormers, and the addition of a visually prominent stone chimney.
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3.5.2 Historic Context

Sunset Lane is a short road extending south from State Road. It was developed in the early-twentieth
century, following the improvement of State Road. The Tom Cooper House was built during the last quarter
of the nineteenth century. Tom Cooper was the first known occupant of the house, during the early
twentieth century. The Cooper family operated a restaurant out of the residence in the 1920s, later
converted to an ice cream shop in the 1960s (Harrington, 1998d). The building was substantially remodeled
in approximately 2005 (Town of Aquinnah, 2022).

3.5.3 NRHP Criteria and the Maritime Visual Setting

The Tom Cooper House appears to meet National Register Criteria A and/or C for its architecture and its
role as a restaurant contributing to the development of the tourism industry in Gay Head. The natural
landscape and maritime visual setting appear to be key components that contribute to the historic
significance of the Tom Cooper House.

3.6 The Theodore Haskins House
3.6.1 Physical Description and Existing Conditions

The Theodore Haskins House, also known as the C. Adrian Vanderhoop House, located at 72 State
Road/1150 State Road, is a one-and-one-half-story Colonial Revival-derived vernacular residence consisting
of a gable-roofed main volume with multiple dormers and additions sited on approximately 1.0 acre. The
exterior has wood shingle siding and an asphalt shingle roof, atop a concrete masonry unit foundation. A
substantial brick chimney is located on the primary elevation. Windows are generally wood sash and appear
original.

3.6.2 Historic Context

The Theodore Haskins House was built in the first quarter of the twentieth century for Theodore E. Haskins,
who subsequently sold the property to C. Adrian Vanderhoop (1880-1956), a member of the prominent
Vanderhoop family of Gay Head (see Section 3.3.2). In 1957, the property was acquired by the Gentry family,
who still own it today (Harrington, 1998e; Town of Aquinnah, 2022).

3.6.3 NRHP Criteria and the Maritime Visual Setting

The Theodore Haskins House appears to meet National Register Criterion C as an intact and representative
example of an early-twentieth-century residence in keeping with the characteristic scale, form, and materials
of the vernacular building tradition of coastal New England with views to the ocean. The property is sited
along the southwestern flank of an elevated glacial moraine with slopes oriented towards the Project. The
remaining ocean views from the property are surviving elements of a once more expansive ocean viewshed
that has been diminished by post-1950 reforestation.
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3.7 3 Windy Hill Drive
3.71 Physical Description and Existing Conditions

The house at 3 Windy Hill Drive (current address, 5 Windy Hill Drive) is a two-story Colonial Revival-derived
vernacular residence with hipped roofs, wood shingle siding, and a raised basement, sited on approximately
0.5 acre. The residence was significantly remodeled in the late-twentieth- or early-twenty-first century, with
little or no historic exterior materials remaining.

3.7.2 Historic Context

The house at 3 Windy Hill Drive was built in the first quarter of the twentieth century. It was originally
accessed via a network of trails and roads which extended south from Old South Road. Windy Hill Drive is
now accessible from Moshup Trail, which was begun in 1956 to provide access to residential lots and points
of interest on the town’s south shore (Harrington, 1998f; Town of Aquinnah, 2022).

3.7.3 NRHP Criteria and the Maritime Visual Setting

The address 3 Windy Hill Drive appears to meet National Register Criterion C as an intact and representative
example of a residence in keeping with the characteristic scale, form, and materials of the vernacular
building tradition of coastal New England, and in particular Martha's Vineyard with views to the ocean. The
natural landscape and maritime visual setting appear to be key components that contribute to the historic
significance of 3 Windy Hill Drive.

3.8 The Edwin DeVries Vanderhoop Homestead

3.8.1 Physical Description and Existing Conditions

The Edwin DeVries Vanderhoop Homestead, located at 35 Aquinnah Circle, is a two-story wood-frame
vernacular residence with complex massing consisting of multiple intersecting gable roofed volumes along
with a single-story rear addition. The building has wood shingle siding, wood shingle roofing, and a granite
foundation. Windows are generally two-over-two double hung wood sash with simple wood surrounds. The
primary (north) elevation is arranged symmetrically, with two single-story entry porches flanking a two-
story gable-roofed one-bay-wide projection. A 12-footby-29-foot open terrace (built in 2005) along the
rear elevation of the of the house and provides expansive views of the ocean waters framed by the slightly
elevated sections of the cliffs to the north. The existing terrace replaced a wooden deck. The residence is
sited on an approximately 3.8-acre lot which extends southwest to the Clay Cliffs of Aquinnah and consists
of grass lawn, mown fields, and low vegetation.

The house consists of two main side-gable volumes which are offset and are each roughly the size of a
modest Cape Cod-style residence of the nineteenth century. The presence of a full basement beneath one
of the volumes and the absence of a basement beneath the other suggests that one of the volumes may
have been relocated from a previous site. Historic imagery shows that a barn and several additional
outbuildings were once located on the property but are no longer extant (Parcon et. al., 2006). A public
walking trail leads through the property to the shoreline. The property is owned by the Town of Aquinnah
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and managed as part of the 49-acre Aquinnah Headlands Preserve, while the building serves as the
Aquinnah Cultural Center and Aquinnah Wampanoag Indian Museum (MVLB, 2016; Aquinnah Cultural
Center, 2021).

3.8.2 Historic Context

The Edwin DeVries Vanderhoop Homestead was built or assembled from one or more existing buildings
between 1890 and 1897. Edwin DeVries Vanderhoop (1848-1923) was one of nine children born in Gay
Head to William Adriaan Vanderhoop, a Dutch-Surinamese settler, and Beulah Salsbury, a member of the
Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head (Aquinnah). Edwin D. Vanderhoop worked as a whaling captain and served
in the Massachusetts legislature. He purchased the lot upon which his homestead stands in 1890. His widow
Mary A.C. Vanderhoop (1860-1935) inherited the homestead upon his death and the property remained in
the Vanderhoop family until 2003. In that year, the property was sold to the Marsh Hawk Land Trust and
subsequently transferred to the Town of Aquinnah, subject to conservation and preservation restrictions
(Parcon et. al.,, 2006). The building has been rehabilitated since that time.

3.8.3 NRHP Criteria and the Maritime Visual Setting

The Edwin DeVries Vanderhoop Homestead meets National Register Criteria A and C in the areas of
Architecture, Native American Ethnic Heritage, and Social History. It derives significance from its association
with the prominent Vanderhoop family of the Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head (Aquinnah), from its
association with civic and social life in the community, and as a representative example of a late-nineteenth-
century residence embodying the building traditions of coastal New England. The period of significance is
circa 1890/1897 to 1956 (Parcon et. al., 2006). The rear of the residence and surrounding areas of the
property retain views of the Atlantic Ocean to the south. The property’'s location atop the Gay Head Cliffs
and the views to the sea are integral to its historic setting.

3.9 Gay Head - Aquinnah Town Center Historic District

3.9.1 Physical Description and Existing Conditions

The Gay Head — Aquinnah Town Center Historic District is a collection of 23 contributing buildings, two
contributing objects, and five non-contributing buildings grouped near the intersection of State Road and
Church Street, at the approximate geographic center of the Town of Aquinnah. The contributing buildings
consist of historic public, semi-public, residential, and agricultural buildings related to the civic, religious,
and economic development of the Town of Aquinnah in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. The
23 contributing buildings are enumerated in Table 3.9-1.

Historic Property Treatment Plan
Nine Historic Properties
Town of Aquinnah, Dukes County, Massachusetts 14









The two contributing objects within the historic district are World War | monuments erected in 1918 and
1919 and currently located in front of the Aquinnah Town Hall. The monuments consist of bronze plaques
affixed to boulders. According to the west monument's inscription, the Town of Gay Head (Aquinnah)
contributed the “largest number of men in proportion to its population of any town in New England” to
serve in the United States armed forces during the war.

Two of the five non-contributing buildings within the historic district are part of the complex of municipal
buildings at 955 State Road. The Town Office Building (1989), east of the Town Hall, is a single-story gable-
roofed building with wood shingle siding and six-over-six windows. East of the Town Office Building, the
Fire Station (circa 1959) is a single-story gable-roofed building with wood shingle siding. Both buildings
recall the scale, form, and materials of the 1929 Town Hall. The remaining three noncontributing buildings
within the historic district are residences at 2 Jeffers Way, 44 South Road/920 State Road, and 61 South
Road/ 917 State Road, all constructed in the 1960s or later.

3.9.2 Historic Context

Throughout the eighteenth century, most residential settlement was concentrated in the western and
southern parts of the present-day Town of Aquinnah, which constituted the reservation lands of the
Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head (Aquinnah). Individual residences were linked by a network of paths, and
by the mid-nineteenth century, several east-west roads connected the residential areas to the Gay Head
Light and Clay Cliffs of Aquinnah to the west and the present-day Town of Chilmark to the east. Throughout
the late eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, the community’s population was roughly 200 (Harrington,
1998a).

The Gay Head community’s civic and religious functions primarily took place within private residences until
the mid-nineteenth century. The town'’s first and only purpose-built school building (now, the Aquinnah
Public Library) was constructed prior 1844 north of present-day Old South Road. It was used for a variety
of civic, social, and religious purposes in the years and decades before the community erected additional
public buildings, and town records show that maintenance and upgrades to the building were frequent. The
Baptist congregation of Gay Head met in the school before the Gay Head Community Baptist Church was
constructed just north of the school in 1850. Within a few years, the Massachusetts Missionary Society
supplied funding for a parsonage which was constructed in 1856 in order to attract a year-round minister
to the church. The school, church, and parsonage, along with several additional residences, formed the
nucleus of the Gay Head community along Old South Road in the mid-nineteenth century (Harrington,
1998a).

In the 1860s, the “District of Gay Head" was established by the Massachusetts General Court. The district
was incorporated as the Town of Gay Head in 1870, despite the objections of the Wampanoag residents,
who viewed the town’s creation as the alienation of their lands in violation of the Federal Non-Intercourse
Act of 1790 (WTGHA, 2022). At the time, tribal members accounted for all of the town’s 227 residents, and
the survey and privatization of their land allowed non-tribal owners to acquire property in the town. By
1895, at least 18 non-tribal individuals owned land in the Town of Gay Head, and that number would
increase in the following decades (Harrington, 1998a).
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In the same year that the Town of Gay Head was incorporated, the improvement of South Road (now, State
Road) by the State of Massachusetts dramatically altered the development patterns within the town. The
new road was laid out north of Old South Road along the existing path that connected Chilmark to the east
to the Gay Head Lighthouse. Several buildings were subsequently moved from the older community around
Old South Road to the new center of activity around the intersection of South Road and Church Street. The
school was relocated in 1878, while the church and parsonage were relocated in 1907. Several additional
residences were also moved during this period, and by 1926 only a single unoccupied house remained at
the old settlement (Harrington, 1998a).

A post office serving the new Town of Gay Head was established in 1873 and operated out of a succession
of private residences, including the Linus S. Jeffers Residence, throughout its roughly 70-year existence. The
Post Office/Residence at 980 State Road was likely constructed in the 1920s as a seasonal gift shop and
served as the post office and postmistress’ residence from the 1930s until the post office was closed during
the Second World War. The building presumably continued to serve as a residence following the post
office’s closure; however, by the late 1990s, the building had been vacant for some time (Harrington, 1998a).

There were no purpose-built town offices in Gay Head until 1929 when the current Town Hall was
constructed. Previously, town meetings had been held in the school and town officials rented space in the
nearby Linus S. Jeffers residence, which also served as a grocery store and town post office. Linus Jeffers
served on the Board of Directors of the Gay Head Improvement Association, which raised funds for the
construction of the new Town Hall. The building was designed by Vineyard Haven architect Herbert C.
Hancock. Since its construction, the building has housed many of the town’s social gatherings since it has
the largest capacity of any buildings within the town (Harrington, 1998a).

The year-round (primarily Wampanoag) population declined during the twentieth century as communal
economic systems dependent on fishing and agriculture waned. Meanwhile, visitation from off-island
increased dramatically, and many new residences were constructed for use as summer rentals or vacation
homes. A group of cottages known as the Totem Pole Inn was built during this period just east of the
intersection of State Road and Church Street. Gay Head’s town center continued to grow in order to meet
the changing community’s needs. The town was without a dedicated fire department until the fire station
was constructed to the east of the Town Hall in about 1959 or 1960; it is still in use today. The town's library
was shuffled back and forth between the school and the Town Hall multiple times over several decades
before the school closed in 1968 and the town’s children began attending larger schools in Chilmark and
Vineyard Haven. In 1975, the school was used as additional town office space while a substantial addition
was made to the Town Hall. In the same year, the school was permanently converted into the town library
and it continues to serve that function today. In the late 1980s, the town once again was in need of
additional office space, and a new town office building was built east of the existing Town Hall. Additional
alterations were made to the 1975 addition in 1992-1993 to house the town police barracks. The town’s
name was changed from Gay Head to its Wampanoag name, Aquinnah, in 1998 (Harrington, 1998a).

In general, the buildings comprising the Gay Head — Aquinnah Town Center Historic District continue to be
utilized by the community for their original purposes. While the Aquinnah Public Library no longer functions
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as a school, it continues to be a center of activity and is well cared for by the community. A large deck and
accessible ramp were recently added to the building. The Town Hall has likewise undergone maintenance
and repairs in recent years. The Gay Head Community Baptist Church is the only extant church building in
the Town of Aquinnah. The Post Office/Residence remains vacant. The Gay Head — Aquinnah Town Center
Historic District was listed in the NRHP in 1999 (nomination completed in 1998) and in 2001, the boundary
was increased to include an additional 17 contributing buildings and three noncontributing buildings
(Harrington and Friedberg, 2001).

3.9.3 NRHP/NHL Criteria and the Maritime Visual Setting

The Gay Head — Aquinnah community's historic relationship with and dependence upon maritime resources
is integral to understanding the history and development of the historic district. The Gay Head — Aquinnah
Town Center Historic District meets National Register Criteria A and C in the areas of architecture,
community planning, and Native American ethnic heritage as an intact group of civic, residential, and
religious buildings representing nineteenth- and twentieth-century settlement in the Town of Gay Head.
The district’s period of significance is circa 1850 (the construction date of the earliest building in the district,
the Aquinnah Public Library) to 1951 (50 years prior to the NRHP boundary expansion in 2001; Harrington
and Friedberg, 2001). The fire station was not included in the 1998 NRHP nomination because it had not
yet reached 50 years of age; however, it retains a high degree of integrity and could be considered a
contributing resource to the historic district. Although the library, church, and parsonage have been
relocated from their original sites, they meet Criteria Consideration B because their relocation took place
during the period of significance and was directly related to the growth of the town center and shifts in
development patterns in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. The district is sited on the
elevated highlands of a prominent moraine. The surviving ocean views are important surviving elements of
a once-more expansive pastoral maritime setting for the district.

310 Gay Head - Aquinnah Shops
3.10.1 Physical Description and Existing Conditions

The Gay Head — Aquinnah Shops are a group of nine vernacular commercial buildings clustered around a
paved walkway leading from a parking area along Aquinnah Circle to the Clay Cliffs of Aquinnah Scenic
Overlook (see Figure 3.1-1). All buildings are of similar scale, form, and materials, generally consisting of
simple rectangular volumes with gable or hipped roofs and wood-shingle siding. The buildings are sited on
two tax parcels comprising approximately 4.8 acres, which comprise the entirety of the Property. The
buildings occupy limited portions of the parcels, leaving large areas of open space consisting of low-
growing vegetation.

The brick paved walkway which forms the central spine of the Property is accessed from Aquinnah Circle
via a short flight of concrete stairs with painted wood handrails. From east to west, the buildings north of
the walkway are numbered 17, 19, 21, 23 and 25 Aquinnah Circle. The buildings south of the walkway, from
east to west, are numbered 33, 31, 29, and 27 Aquinnah Circle. The westernmost building, 27 Aquinnah
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Circle, is separated from the other buildings by an asphalt vehicle access drive which functions as an
alternative, stair-free path to the overlook.

Figure 3.10-1. Aquinnah Shops Site Map

Existing conditions and alterations since the Gay Head — Aquinnah Shops were documented in 1998
(Harrington, 1998) are described for each building:

e The building at 17 Aquinnah Circle (circa 2005) is a single-story building with a rectangular footprint,
a moderately pitched gable roof clad in wood shingles, and exterior wood shingle wall cladding.
The primary (south) elevation features a centered two-leaf entry door flanked by small windows.
This entry is accessed by a wood ramp. The east elevation has a secondary entrance. The building
does not appear in aerial imagery dated to 2001 and appears to have been completely rebuilt in
approximately 2005 (Harrington, 1998b; MassGIS, 2001, 2005).

e The building at 19 Aquinnah Circle (early- to mid-twentieth century) is a single-story building with
a rectangular footprint, a low gable roof clad in asphalt shingles, and exterior wood shingle wall
cladding. The primary (south) elevation has a deep eave overhand and features a centered two-leaf
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entry door flanked by paired one-over-one windows. The entry is raised three steps from the paved
walkway. The doors and windows have been replaced since 1998 but retain their approximate size
and position (Harrington, 1998b).

e The building at 21 Aquinnah Circle (circa 2005) is a single-story building with a rectangular footprint,
a low gable roof clad in asphalt shingles, and exterior wood shingle wall cladding. The primary
(south) elevation has three pairs of sliding service windows sheltered by an open porch. The
building appears to have been completely rebuilt in approximately 2005 and does not appear in
aerial imagery dated to 2001 (Harrington, 1998b; MassGlIS, 2001, 2005).

e The building at 23 Aquinnah Circle (circa 1950s) is a single-story building with a rectangular
footprint, a low gable roof clad in asphalt shingles, and exterior wood shingle wall cladding. The
primary (south) elevation features a centered two-leaf entry door flanked by large windows. The
entry is raised two steps form the paved walkway. The south elevation windows were replaced after
1998, when they consisted of paired three-light casement windows (Harrington, 1998b).

e The building at 25 Aquinnah Circle (circa 2013) is the smallest of the Gay Head — Aquinnah Shops
buildings and is set back farther from the walkway than 17-23 and 29-33 Aquinnah Circle. It is a
single-story building with an approximately square footprint, a low gable roof clad in wood shingle,
and exterior wood shingle or bark wall cladding. It has been completely rebuilt since 1998 and does
not appear in aerial imagery dated to 2011-2012 (Harrington, 1998b; MassGIS, 2011-2012, 2013-
2014).

e The building at 27 Aquinnah Circle (mid-twentieth century) is the largest of the Gay Head -
Aquinnah Shops buildings and occupies a separate tax parcel from the rest of the shops. It is a one-
and-one-half-story building with a roughly rectangular footprint, a low gable roof clad in asphalt
shingle, and exterior wood shingle wall cladding. It has two small shed additions and a shed dormer.
The primary (east) elevation has an entrance within an inset porch and a pair of sliding service
windows. The building houses a restaurant with indoor and outdoor seating areas, including a large
wood deck and concrete patio. It does not appear to have been altered significantly since 1998
(Harrington, 1998b).

e The building at 29 Aquinnah Circle (circa 2015) is a single-story building with a rectangular footprint,
a low gable roof clad in asphalt shingle, and exterior wood shingle wall cladding. It has been
completely rebuilt since 1998 and does not appear in aerial imagery dated to 2015 (Harrington,
1998b; Town of Aquinnah, 2022).

e The building at 31 Aquinnah Circle (mid-twentieth century; rebuilt or enlarged circa 2008) is a
single-story building with a rectangular footprint, a low gable roof clad in asphalt shingles, and
exterior wood shingle wall cladding. The primary (north) elevation has double leaf, nine-light wood
entry doors and a large fixed-sash window. The entry is raised two steps from the paved walkway.
The building has been enlarged (or rebuilt) and the north elevation has been altered since 1998,
when the entry doors were centered and flanked by two small windows (Harrington, 1998b;
MassGlS, 2005, 2008).

e The building at 33 Aquinnah Circle (circa 1950s; possibly rebuilt circa 2000) is a single-story building
with a rectangular footprint, a gable-on-hip roof clad in asphalt shingles, and exterior wood shingle
wall cladding. The primary (north) elevation has four service windows. A single-light door and a
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large window are located on the east elevation. The building has been substantially altered or
possibly rebuilt since 1998, when it had a hipped roof and an inset porch with a door on the north
elevation (Harrington, 1998b; MassGlIS, 1990s, 2001).
The buildings were observed to be in fair to good condition when they were documented in 1998
(Harrington, 1998b). The apparent rebuilding or substantial remodeling of six of the buildings since that
date, as well as the replacement of many of the remaining buildings’ windows and doors, is likely due to
the buildings’ ongoing exposure to harsh seaside conditions.

3.10.2 Historic Context

The Aquinnah Cliffs and Gay Head Light have been a tourist attraction since the nineteenth century. Several
small shops and “tepees” catering to tourists were present along the cliffs by the early twentieth century
but were relocated to the present site by the Town of Gay Head (now, the Town of Aquinnah) in order to
preserve the setting of the overlook. The earliest extant building on the site was built in the early-to-mid-
twentieth century, while the remaining buildings are believed to have been constructed from the mid-
twentieth century to the early twenty-first century. The form, scale, and materials of the buildings have been
consistent with the vernacular building traditions of coastal New England: modest in size, with low-to-
moderate gable roofs, shallow roof eaves, simple doors and windows, and shingle cladding. Historically, the
shops sold souvenir items including Wampanoag crafts and objects made from the local clay (Harrington,
1998b).

The Gay Head Cliffs, comprising 24 acres under municipal and Wampanoag trust ownership, were
designated as a National Natural Landmark by the National Park Service in 1965 (NPS, 2021). Gay Head
Cliffs, including the Gay Head — Aquinnah Shops, was designated as a District of Critical Planning Concern
by the Martha's Vineyard Commission (Dukes County). Construction within the district is subject to
limitations in order to preserve the natural, ecological, cultural, and historic resources of the district (Town
of Aquinnah, 2022). The Gay Head — Aquinnah Shops were surveyed by the Massachusetts Historical
Commission in 1998. The same year, the name of the town and its namesake cliffs were changed from Gay
Head to Aquinnah, their original Wampanoag name.

Today, the buildings are used primarily as seasonal restaurants and gift shops catering to the tourists who
visit the Clay Cliffs of Aquinnah Scenic Overlook. Many of the businesses are multigenerational family
enterprises owned by members of the Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head (Aquinnah). As of 2015, tribal
members had the right of first refusal to lease the building lots from the Town of Aquinnah (Elvin, 2015).
The buildings now appear to be under a mix of individual and tribal ownership (Town of Aquinnah, 2022).

3.10.3 NRHP/NHL Criteria and the Maritime Visual Setting

As a historic district, the Gay Head — Aquinnah Shops meet National Register Criterion A for their association
with the development of Aquinnah Cliffs as a tourist attraction during the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries. The district also meets Criterion C as a group of intact twentieth-century commercial
buildings in keeping with the characteristic scale, form, and materials of the vernacular building tradition of
coastal New England. The natural landscape and maritime visual setting of the Aquinnah Cliffs, including
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expansive views of the Atlantic Ocean, are key to understanding the Gay Head-Aquinnah Shops' historic
significance as a commercial development directly tied to seaside tourism.

311 Gay Head - Aquinnah Coast Guard Station Barracks

3.11.1 Physical Description and Existing Conditions

The Gay Head — Aquinnah Coast Guard Station Barracks is currently located at 1147 State Road. The building
is a one-and-a-half-story residential building set on a high stone foundation with stone support piers. The
building is clad in wood shingles and two shed dormers are located on the north and south rooflines. A
small, one-story addition is located to the east.

3.11.2 Historic Context

The building's exact construction date is unknown; however, it was originally a barracks located at the Coast
Guard Station near the Gay Head Light. In 1870, South Road was constructed, and multiple buildings were
relocated to the new roadway. According to the MHC Form, the Gay Head — Aquinnah Coast Guard Station
Barracks was moved to its present location after World War Il and was converted to a residence (Harrington,
1998g).

3.11.3 NRHP/NHL Criteria and the Maritime Visual Setting

As stated above, the Gay Head — Aquinnah Coast Guard Station Barracks was relocated from its original
location, thus affecting its integrity of setting; however, the building retains its integrity of materials,
workmanship, association, and design. The building is eligible for listing under Criterion A for its
association with the United States Coast Guard Station in Aquinnah.

Although the Gay Head - Aquinnah Coast Guard Station Barracks was relocated from its original maritime
setting, the building is currently sited on an elevated parcel of land with ocean views.
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4.0 MITIGATION MEASURES

Mitigation measures at these historic properties are detailed in this section. These applicant-proposed
mitigation measures were developed on behalf of Revolution Wind by individuals who meet the Secretary
of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards (36 CFR Part 61) and are appropriate to fully address
the nature, scope, size, and magnitude of adverse effects including cumulative effects caused by the Project,
NRHP-qualifying characteristics of each historic property that would be affected. These mitigation measures
also include actions to respond to some reasonably foreseeable hazards unrelated to the Project that pose
risks to the long-term preservation of affected historic properties, such as climate change. Revolution Wind
has prepared this draft HPTP for inclusion in the DEIS and subsequent review, revision and refinement by
consulting parties.

4.1 Funding for Historic Preservation and Climate Adaptation Planning
4.11 Purpose and Intended Outcome

The 2021 Dukes County Multi-Jurisdiction Hazard Mitigation Plan Update identifies the reduction in loss or
damage to cultural resources, including the eight historic properties identified in this HPTP, from natural
hazards as an overall hazard mitigation goal (MVC, 2021). Identification of historic preservation priorities
and goals within the Town and County’s hazard plan and long-range climate adaptation measures will help
preserve the character and setting of historic resources within the Town of Aquinnah while addressing
anticipated threats to historic resources and their setting from climate change.

This HPTP proposes funding for the development of a Historic Preservation and Climate Adaptation Plan
for the Town of Aquinnah which will include public engagement to identify historic preservation and climate
adaptation priorities and concerns of the local community.

4.1.2 Scope of Work

The scope of work will consist of the following:

e Review existing town and county planning documents and regulations;

e Conduct public outreach in order to identify historic preservation priorities and concerns;

e Photograph and document (e.g. map) existing conditions;

e Draft a historic preservation and climate adaptation plan for distribution to the Participating Parties
for review and comment;

e Develop a final plan to include comments from the Participating Parties; and

e Distribute the final plan to the Participating Parties.

4.1.3 Methodology

Revolution Wind will release a request for proposals (RFP) for consultant services for the scope of work and
select a consultant to perform the Scope of Work listed in Section 4.1.2. The chosen consultant should have
a demonstrated knowledge of climate change and the treatment of historic properties. Public engagement
sessions will be held to solicit comments, questions, and concerns from the residents of the Town of
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Aquinnah. The sessions will inform the preparation of the draft plan which will be distributed to the
Participating Parties for review and comment. Additional sessions should be held as necessary to allow for
public engagement. The comments shall be addressed and incorporated in the final document which will
be distributed to the Participating Parties.

41.4 Standards

The project will comply with the following standards:

e The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR 68);
e Martha's Vineyard Commission’s planning and climate change guidance, as applicable;
e Town of Aquinnah Community Preservation Committee guidance, as applicable;

e Town of Aquinnah Planning Bard Review Committee guidance, as applicable; and

e Town of Aquinnah Energy and Climate Committee guidance, as applicable.

41.5 Documentation

The following documentation is to be provided for review by Participating Parties:

e RFP;

e  Proposals by qualified consultants in response to the RFP;

e  Photography and documentation (e.g., mapping);

o Preliminary draft of the historic preservation and climate adaptation plan, including photographs
and maps; and

e  Final plan.

4.1.6  Funds and Accounting

Funding amounts will be determined following BOEM's release of their findings of adverse effects and
consulting party review of the draft HPTP and the DEIS. The final version of the HPTP will include specifics
concerning funding amounts and the mechanisms for funding the mitigation measures.

4.2 Funding for Energy Efficiency Improvements to the Town Hall
4.2.1 Purpose and Intended Outcome

The purpose of this mitigation measure is to fund energy efficiency improvements to the Town Hall, a
contributing resource to the Aquinnah Town Center Historic District. During Revolution Wind's Stakeholder
Meeting with the Martha's Vineyard Commission to discuss this draft HPTP on February 1, 2022, the
Martha's Vineyard Commission stated that energy efficiency and preservation of the Aquinnah Town Hall
are important priorities. The intended outcome of this HPTP is to increase the energy efficiency and to help
ensure the long-term preservation of this historic property.

4.2.2 Scope of Work

The scope of work will consist of the following:
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e Review existing town and county planning documents and regulations;

e Review existing energy efficiency guidance, including resources from the National Park Service's
Technical Preservation Services and the National Trust for Historic Preservation;

e Photograph and document (e.g., map) existing conditions;

e Develop draft plans and specifications;

e Consult with Participating Parties;

e Develop draft plans and specifications to be distributed to the Participating Parties for review and
comment;

e Develop a final plans and specifications to include comments from the Participating Parties;

e Distribute the final plans and specifications to the Participating Parties;

¢ Implement the improvements; and

e Develop as-built documentation to be distributed to the Participating Parties.

4.2.3 Methodology

Revolution Wind will release an RFP for consultant and contracting services for the scope of work and select
a consultant to perform the Scope of Work listed in Section 4.2.2. The preferred consultants and contractors
will have experience in developing energy efficiency plans for historic buildings. The draft and final plans
and specifications will be developed in consultation with the Participating Parties.

4.2.4 Standards

The project will comply with following standards:

e The Town of Aquinnah Building Code, as applicable;

e The Town of Aquinnah Energy and Climate Committee guidance, as applicable;

e The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation (36 CFR 67.7); and

e National Park Service's Improving Energy Efficiency in Historic Buildings Preservation Brief 3.

4.2.5 Documentation

The following documentation is to be provided for review by Participating Parties:

e RFPs;

e Proposals by qualified consultants in response to the RFP.
e Preliminary draft plans and specifications;

e Final plans and specifications; and

e As-built documentation including photographs.

4.2.6 Funds and Accounting

Funding amounts will be determined following BOEM's release of their findings of adverse effects and
consulting party review of the draft HPTP and the DEIS. The final version of the HPTP will include specifics
concerning funding amounts and the mechanisms for funding the mitigation measures.
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43 Complete Identified Needs from the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Compliance
Plan

4.31 Purpose and Intended Outcome

The Aquinnah Circle and the Gay Head — Aquinnah Shops Area is identified in the Town of Aquinnah’s 2019
Community Preservation Committee Plan as important to Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head (Aquinnah)
members, town residents, and visitors (Town of Aquinnah, 2019). The purpose of this mitigation measure is
to complete the next phase of work identified in the proposed Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
Compliance Plan for the Aquinnah Circle and the Gay Head — Aquinnah Shops Area (the ADA Compliance
Plan) which is expected to be completed in the near future. The intended outcome of this measure is to
ensure all visitors are able to access and enjoy the Gay Head — Aquinnah Shops. Revolution Wind discussed
this proposed measure at the stakeholder meeting on February 18, 2022.

4.3.2 Scope of Work

The scope of work will consist of the following:

e Review the ADA Compliance Plan;

e Photograph and document existing conditions;

e Consult with Participating Parties;

e Develop draft plans and specifications to be distributed to the Participating Parties for review and
comment;

e Develop final plans and specifications to include comments from the Participating Parties;

e Distribute the final plans and specifications to the Participating Parties;

¢ Implement the improvements; and

e Develop as-built documentation to be distributed to the Participating Parties.

4.3.3 Methodology

Revolution Wind will release an RFP for consultant and contracting services for the scope of work and select
a consultant to perform the Scope of Work listed in Section 4.3.2. The preferred consultants and contractors
will have experience in ADA Compliance and historic properties. The draft and final plans and specifications
will be developed in consultation with the Participating Parties. Prior to any work, existing condition
documentation, including photographs will be completed and distributed to the Participating Parties. The
project will be implemented according to the final plans. At the completion of the project, as-built
documentation, including photographs will be distributed to the Participating Parties.
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4.3.4 Standards

The rehabilitation will comply with the following standards:

4.35

Town of Aquinnah, MA Building Code, as applicable;

Martha's Vineyard Commission’s planning guidance, as applicable;

ADA;

The Massachusetts Office on Disability Guidelines as applicable; and

The Secretary of the Interior's Standards and Guidelines for Rehabilitation (36 CFR 68).

Documentation

The following documentation is to be provided for review by Participating Parties:

4.3.6

Photographs and documentation of existing conditions;

RFPs;

Proposals by qualified consultants in response to the RFP.

Preliminary draft of the construction plans including schedule, cost, and specifications to be
distributed to the Participating Parties;

Final construction plan to be distributed to the Participating Parties; and

As-built documentation including photographs.

Funds and Accounting

Funding amounts will be determined following BOEM's release of their findings of adverse effects and
consulting party review of the draft HPTP and the DEIS. The final version of the HPTP will include specifics

concerning funding amounts and the mechanisms for funding the mitigation measures.
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5.0 IMPLEMENTATION

5.1 Timeline

The timeline for implementation of the mitigation measures will be determined in consultation with the
Participating Parties based on the agreed upon mitigation measures described in the final version of this
HPTP. This HPTP will be reviewed by and further developed in consultation with Participating Parties
concurrent with BOEM's NEPA substitution schedule? for RWF, which is currently anticipated to include the
following:

e May 3, 2022 to July 1, 2022 - Distribution of the Finding of Effect document, on historic properties,
to consulting parties (to occur between).

e May 3, 2022 to August 1, 2022 - 30-day comment period on the Finding of Effect document (to
occur between).

o September 2, 2022 - Distribution of the Draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) and the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) to consulting parties.

e September 2, 2022 to October 17, 2022 - 45-day comment period by consulting parties on the
MOA and DEIS

e October 18, 2022 to December 19, 2022 - Distribution of the revised MOA to consulting parties
(to occur between).

e October 18, 2022 to January 19, 2023 - 30-day comment period on the revised MOA (to be
determined for a 30-day period between).

e December 2022 to February 2023 - Distribution of the revised MOA to consulting parties (to
occur between).

e December 2023 to March 2023 - 30-day comment period on the revised MOA (to be determined
for a 30-day period between).

o February 2023 to April 2023 - Distribution of the Final MOA to consulting parties (to occur
between).

e March 2023 to June 2, 2023 - 30-day signing period for consulting parties (to begin no later than
a date between).

e June 2, 2023 - Release of Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).

e June 2, 2023 to July 3, 2023 - 30-day review period for the FEIS.

e July 7, 2023 — NEPA Record of Decision (ROD) issued by BOEM.

The final version of this HPTP included in the FEIS will include a timeline for implementation of the
final/agreed upon mitigation measures described herein. It is anticipated that the mitigation measure
identified in Section 4.0 will commence within 2 years of the execution of the MOA unless otherwise agreed
by the consulting parties and accepted by BOEM. Per Section 4.0, the Participating Parties will have a
minimum of 30 days to review and comment on all draft reports or other work products developed for this

3 The timeline is subject to change and is based on current available information.
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HPTP. Revolution Wind assumes that the proposed scope of work will be completed within 5 years of the
execution of the MOA unless a different timeline is agreed upon by consulting parties and accepted by
BOEM.

5.2 Organizational Responsibilities

5.2.1 Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM)

BOEM remains responsible for making all federal decisions and determining compliance with Section 106.
BOEM has reviewed this HPTP to ensure, at minimum, it includes the content required:

e BOEM remains responsible for making all federal decisions and determining compliance with
Section 106;

e BOEM, in consultation with the Participating Parties, will ensure that mitigation measures
adequately resolve adverse effects, consistent with the NHPA;

e BOEM must accept the final HPTP before Revolution Wind may commence any of the actions
included in the HPTP;

e BOEM will be responsible for sharing the annual summary report with Participating Parties; and

e BOEM is responsible for consultation related to dispute resolution.

5.2.2 Revolution Wind, LLC

Revolution Wind will be responsible for the following:

e Considering the comments provided by the Participating Parties in the development of this HPTP;

e Funding the mitigation measures specified in Section 4.0;

e Completion of the scope/s of work in Section 4.0;

e Ensuring all Standards in Section 4.0 are met;

e Providing the Documentation in Section 4.0 to the Participating Parties for review and comment;

e Annual Reporting to BOEM; and

e Revolution Wind will be responsible for ensuring that all work that requires consultation with Tribal
Nations are performed by professionals who have demonstrated professional experience
consulting with federally recognized Tribes.

5.2.3 Other Parties, as Appropriate

Revolution Wind does not anticipate additional consulting parties, should any be determined, this will be
updated.

53 Participating Party Consultation

Revolution Wind has provided this draft HPTP to BOEM for inclusion in the DEIS for review by Participating
Parties to provide meaningful input on the resolution of adverse effects to and form(s) of implementing
mitigation at the historic properties. As part of the development of this draft HPTP, Revolution Wind has
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conducted targeted outreach with the Participating Parties identified in Section 2.3. As of July 2022, this
outreach has included the following:

e Stakeholder Consultation Meeting to Review Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures for
the Revolution Wind Farm — Town of Aquinnah Historic Properties, February 1, 2022; and

e Follow-up to the Stakeholder Consultation Meeting to Review Avoidance, Minimization, and
Mitigation Measures for the Revolution Wind Farm — Town of Aquinnah Historic Properties,
February 1, 2022 with the Martha’s Vineyard Commission, March 18, 2022.

Participating Parties will be provided opportunity for review and comment on the HPTP concurrent with
BOEM's anticipated NEPA substitution schedule for Revolution Wind Farm (see Section 5.1). It is anticipated
that subsequent coordination to further refine the HPTP may include meetings, conference calls, HPTP draft
reviews and document exchanges, or similar means of communication of information. BOEM will be invited
to participate in these consultations between Revolution Wind and the Participating Parties regarding

revision and refinement of this HPTP, should it choose.
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ABSTRACT

Federal Undertaking:  Revolution Wind Farm and Revolution Wind Export Cable Project

Location: Outer Continental Shelf and Rhode Island
Federal and
State Agencies: Bureau of Ocean Energy Management

National Park Service

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Massachusetts Historical Commission

Rhode Island Historical Preservation & Heritage Commission
New York Historic Preservation Office

Connecticut Historic Preservation Office

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

Regulatory Process: National Environmental Policy Act
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
Section 110(f) of the National Historic Preservation Act

Purpose: This draft, applicant-proposed Historic Property Treatment Plan provides
background data, historic property information, and detailed steps that will be
implemented to carry out mitigation actions to resolve potential adverse effects
preliminarily identified by the applicant in the Historic Resources Visual Effects
Analysis — Revolution Wind Farm, dated November 2021 for the Revolution Wind

Project.
Potential Adverse Visual
Effect Finding for: The Gay Head Lighthouse
Submitted By: Revolution Wind, LLC
Date: July 2022
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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This draft applicant-proposed Historic Property Treatment Plan (HPTP) for the Gay Head Lighthouse, which
is listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) (the Historic Property) provides background data,
historic property information, and detailed steps that will be implemented to carry out mitigation actions
to resolve potential adverse effects preliminarily identified by the applicant in the Historic Resources Visual
Effects Analysis — Revolution Wind Farm, dated July 2022 (HRVEA; EDR, 2022) for the Revolution Wind Farm
(RWF) and Revolution Wind Export Cable Project (collectively, the Undertaking). Revolution Wind LLC
(Revolution Wind) is providing this draft HPTP prior to the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM)
making findings of adverse effect for the Undertaking under the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966
(NHPA), and finalization of this draft HPTP remains subject to BOEM's final finding of adverse effect for the
historic property.

BOEM will use the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) substitution process to fulfill its Section 106
obligations as provided for in the NHPA implementing regulations (36 CFR § 800.8(c)), and BOEM has
notified the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), State Historic Preservation Officers, and
consulting parties of BOEM's decision to use this process. Revolution Wind has provided this draft HPTP to
BOEM for inclusion in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for review by consulting parties to
provide meaningful input on the resolution of adverse effects to and form(s) of implementing mitigation at
the historic property. This draft HPTP describes the applicant-proposed mitigation measures to resolve
potential adverse effects on historic properties and proposes the implementation steps and timeline for
actions. The mitigation measures are based on the evaluations and outreach performed by Revolution Wind
prior to the issuance of the DEIS. Revolution Wind anticipates the HPTP documents will undergo revision
and refinement in consultation with the Massachusetts State Historic Preservation Officer, the Rhode Island
State Historic Preservation Officer, the ACHP, and/or other consulting parties throughout the NEPA
substitution process. If BOEM makes a finding of adverse effect for the historic property, it is anticipated
that the mitigation measures described herein (and further refined through consultation with applicable
parties) will be included in the Record of Decision (ROD) and/or Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) issued
in accordance with 40 CFR parts 1500-1508, and 36 CFR §§ 800.8, 800.10.

The timeline for implementation of the mitigation measures will be determined in consultation with parties
that demonstrated interest in the affected historic property (hereafter, Participating Parties) based on the
agreed upon mitigation measures described in the final version of this HPTP. This HPTP will be reviewed by
and further developed in consultation with Participating Parties concurrent with BOEM's NEPA substitution
schedule for RWF, which is currently anticipated to include the following:

e May 3, 2022 to July 1, 2022 - Distribution of the Finding of Effect document, on historic properties,
to consulting parties (to occur between).

e May 3, 2022 to August 1, 2022 - 30-day comment period on the Finding of Effect document (to
occur between).

" The timeline is subject to change and is based on current available information.
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e September 2, 2022 - Distribution of the Draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) and the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) to consulting parties.

e September 2, 2022 to October 17, 2022 - 45-day comment period by consulting parties on the
MOA and DEIS

e October 18, 2022 to December 19, 2022 — Distribution of the revised MOA to consulting parties
(to occur between).

e October 18, 2022 to January 19, 2023 - 30-day comment period on the revised MOA (to be
determined for a 30-day period between).

e December 2022 to February 2023 — Distribution of the revised MOA to consulting parties (to
occur between).

e December 2023 to March 2023 - 30-day comment period on the revised MOA (to be determined
for a 30-day period between).

o February 2023 to April 2023 - Distribution of the Final MOA to consulting parties (to occur
between).

e March 2023 to June 2, 2023 - 30-day signing period for consulting parties (to begin no later than
a date between).

e June 2, 2023 - Release of Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).

e June 2, 2023 to July 3, 2023 - 30-day review period for the FEIS.

e July 7, 2023 — NEPA Record of Decision (ROD) issued by BOEM.

This draft HPTP is organized into the following sections:

e Section 1.0, Introduction, outlines the content of this HPTP.

e Section 2.0, Cultural Resources Regulatory Context, briefly summarizes the Undertaking while
focusing on cultural resources regulatory contexts (federal, tribal, state, and local, including
preservation restrictions), identifies the historic property discussed in this HPTP that will be
adversely affected by the Undertaking, and summarizes the pertinent provisions and attachments
of the HRVEA (EDR, 2022) and Revolution Wind Farm Construction and Operations Plan (COP;
Revolution Wind, 2021) that guided the development of this document.

e Section 3.0, Existing Conditions, Historic Significance, and Maritime Setting, provides a
physical description of the historic property included in this HPTP. Set within its historic context,
the applicable NRHP criteria for the historic property are discussed with a focus on the contribution
of a maritime visual setting to its significance and integrity.

e Section 4.0, Mitigation Measures, presents specific steps to carry out the applicant-proposed
mitigation actions identified in the COP or alternative measures developed through stakeholder
engagement meetings to date. The mitigation action includes a detailed description, intended
outcome, methods, standards, and requirements for documentation. The mitigation action details
may be revised, based on feedback gathered during the process.
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e Section 5.0, Implementation, establishes the process for executing mitigation actions at the
historic property, as identified in Section 4.0 of this HPTP. For each/the action, organizational
responsibilities are outlined, a timeline is provided, and regulatory reviews are listed.

e Section 6.0, References, is a list of works cited in this HPTP.
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2.0 BACKGROUND INFORMATION
2.1 Project Overview: Revolution Wind Farm and Revolution Wind Export Cable

The Undertaking is a wind-powered electric generating facility composed of up to 100 wind turbine
generators (WTGs) and associated foundations, two offshore substations, and inter-array cables connecting
the WTGs and the offshore substations (see Figure 2.1-1). The WTGs, offshore substations, array cables, and
substation interconnector cables would be located on the Outer Continental Shelf approximately 15 nautical
miles (18 statute miles) southeast of Point Judith, Rhode Island, approximately 13 nautical miles (15 statute
miles) east of Block Island, Rhode Island, approximately 7.5 nautical miles (8.5 statute miles) south of
Nomans Land Island National Wildlife Refuge (uninhabited island), and between approximately 10 to 12.5
nautical miles (12 to 14 statute miles) south/southwest of varying points of the Rhode Island and
Massachusetts coastlines (62 FR 33708). In addition, two submarine export cables located in both federal
waters and Rhode Island State territorial waters, will connect the offshore substation to the electrical grid.
The proposed interconnection location for the Undertaking is the existing Davisville Substation, which is
owned and operated by The Narragansett Electric Company d/b/a National Grid and located in North
Kingstown, Rhode Island. The visible offshore components of the operational Undertaking will be located
on Lease OCS-A 0486 in water depths ranging from approximately 108 to 125 feet.

Figure 2.1-1. Project Location
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2.2 Section 106 and Section 110(f) of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)

The regulations at 36 CFR § 800.8 provide for use of the NEPA process to fulfill a federal agency’s NHPA
Section 106 review obligations in lieu of the procedures set forth in 36 CFR § 800.3 through 800.6. Under
these provisions, issuance of an ROD and implementation of relevant conditions will resolve adverse effects
to historic properties caused by the Undertaking, including to National Historic Landmarks for which BOEM
must provide a higher standard of care, as required by Section 110(f) of the NHPA.

The measures to avoid and minimize adverse effects to identified historic properties are described in the
COP (Section 4.4.1.3 and Appendix BB). This HPTP describes the applicant-proposed treatment plans to
resolve the remaining adverse effects after application of the above-referenced measures. The mitigation
measures reflect a refinement of the conceptual mitigation framework proposed by Revolution Wind (see
Appendix BB in the COP).

All activities implemented under this HPTP will be conducted in accordance with any conditions imposed
by BOEM in its ROD and with applicable local, state and federal regulations and permitting requirements.
Responsibilities for specific compliance actions are described in further detail in Section 5.2 — Organizational
Responsibilities.

2.2.1 Municipal Regulations

Before implementation, any on-site mitigation measures will be coordinated with local municipalities and
commissions to obtain approvals, as appropriate. These may include, but are not limited to building permits,
zoning, land use, planning, historical commissions, and design review boards. Additional information
regarding compliance with local requirements appears in Section 5.0, Implementation.

2.2.2 Preservation Easements and Restrictions

Preservation easements and restrictions protect significant historic, archaeological, or cultural resources.
The State of Massachusetts preservation restrictions are outlined in Massachusetts General Law Chapter
184, Sections 31-33. The Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC) holds a Historic Preservation
Restriction and the United States Coast Guard (USCG) holds an Aid to Navigation Easement on the historic
property per 10 USC 2668 Easements for Rights of Way. Any mitigation work associated with the historic
property will comply with the conditions of all extant historic preservation easements. Additional
information regarding compliance with extant preservation restrictions appears in Section 5.0,
Implementation.

2.3 Participating Parties

BOEM initiated consultation under Section 106 with invitations to consulting parties on April 30, 2021. BOEM
hosted the first Section 106-specific meeting with consulting parties on December 17, 2021, and Revolution
Wind anticipates that BOEM will hold additional meetings pursuant to Sections 106 and 110(f) of the NHPA
and in accordance with 36 CFR 800.8.
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Following BOEM initial Section 106 meeting with consulting parties, Revolution Wind held stakeholder
outreach meetings (see Section 5.3) to review conceptual mitigation measures for the historic property and
invited the following parties:

e The Wampanoag Tribe of Gay-Head Aquinnah
e The Martha's Vineyard Commission

e The Gay Head Lighthouse Advisory Committee
e The Town of Aquinnah

e The Massachusetts Historical Commission.?

Revolution Wind anticipates the above-listed parties and any subsequently identified parties will participate
in the finalization of this HPTP through BOEM's Section 106 consultation process.

2 MHC was invited to attend stakeholder outreach meetings regarding historic properties in Massachusetts; however, MHC has not
participated in outreach meetings for Revolution Wind.
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In Section 3.3, the historic property is described both physically and within its historic context, with a focus
on the contribution of a maritime visual setting to the property’'s significance and integrity.

3.2 Maritime Setting

For the purposes of this analysis and assessment, views of marine waters are considered critical aspects of
maritime settings. The influence of the marine environment and related human activities on historical
development patterns is extensive and may be expressed in areas without direct lines of sight to the sea.
Although these types of setting may contribute to the significance of historic properties, they would not be
subject to alteration as a result of the proposed undertaking and are not considered further in this report.

The Gay Head Lighthouse is considered within the HRVEA as historic property type “Lighthouses and
Navigational Aids” which is defined by the historic associations with water-related transportation and
defense, prominent views of the sea and dominance of the surrounding landscape, and common
architectural forms. These structures present themselves as prominent and iconic features on the coastal
landscape, possess elevated views of the ocean horizon, and are sited specifically for those elevated views.

Lighthouses and other historic navigation aids in the study area include properties that were intended to
serve mariners plying large areas of open water and other properties that served specific navigation routes
through the complex and treacherous waters of the region’s bays. All of these properties have an obvious
association with maritime settings, but the scale of those settings will vary due to the conformation of the
local landscape and seas and the design and purpose of each navigation aid.

33 The Gay Head Lighthouse

3.31 Physical Description and Existing Conditions

Sited on 1.35 acres off Aquinnah Circle at the southwestern point of the Town of Aquinnah, the conical 1856
brick lighthouse sits just east of clay cliffs which overlook Devil's Bridge rocks. The lighthouse marks the
entrance to Vineyard Sound from the south. In 2015, the structure was relocated 134 feet from its original
location, away from the cliffs due to erosion concerns (Gay Head Lighthouse, 2018). The structure was placed
on a new granite sub-foundation, at the same elevation as its original location (Unnamed, 2015).

The red brick tower shaft houses interior stairs and measures 17.5 feet in diameter and 45.7 feet in height
(DiStefano, 1981). A mid-level balcony, corresponding to the interior lamp room, rests on a sandstone
entablature and has iron railings. The glazed lens room with black iron structure contains the optic and sits
atop the masonry with its own iron balcony (Tait, 1987). The lens room is enclosed by an iron roof with
ventilator and lightning rod. A series of square four-pane windows perforate the building envelope at
various heights around the circumference of the lighthouse. Recent improvements include replacement iron
railings that match the original set, and repair to masonry damage where the lens room and balcony meet
the brick (Gay Head Lighthouse, 2018).

Following the relocation of the Gay Head Lighthouse in 2015, cliff erosion was no longer the biggest threat
to the structure. Due to age and maritime siting, the poor condition of the Gay Head Lighthouse building
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materials is currently posing the largest risk to its long-term survival. The curtain wall of the lens room, as
well as brick, sandstone, and mortar all display signs of deterioration (Gay Head Lighthouse, 2018).

3.3.2 Historic Context

The extant circa 1856 Gay Head Lighthouse is the second lighthouse on this site, a replacement for the
original wood structure authorized in 1799 by President John Adams (DiStefano, 1981). By 1854, the original
structure was being confused with the Sankay Light on Nantucket, resulting in a shipwreck. As a response
to the tragedy, Congress allocated $30,000 for a new brick lighthouse, a first-order Fresnel lens from France,
and a keeper's residence (demolished circa 1961). Caleb King of Boston constructed the new Gay Head
Lighthouse and keeper's house using brick from the nearby Chilmark Brick Works. The lighthouse's
reopening in 1856 was well publicized and tours opened to the public shortly thereafter (Gay Head
Lighthouse, 2018).

Between 1856 and 1952 the Fresnel lens served as the lighthouse beacon, under the care of 18 principal
keepers and 10 assistant keepers. The first Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head (Aquinnah) member to serve as
the Gay Head Lighthouse Keeper was Charles W. Vanderhoop, Sr. who served in that position from 1930-
1933 (Gay Head Lighthouse, 2018). Following the introduction of electricity and an upgraded optic at the
lighthouse, the USCG donated the Fresnel lens to the Martha's Vineyard Museum, and the keeper’'s house
was demolished. With a fully automated beacon, the USCG began its operation of the Gay Head Lighthouse
in 1956.

Under USCG stewardship, and with insufficient funds for maintenance, the condition of the Gay Head
Lighthouse began its slow decline in the 1960s, continuing into the early 1980s. In 1984, Congressional
hearings to save the Gay Head Lighthouse from demolition resulted in the licensure of a 35-year lease to
the Vineyard Environmental Research Institute (VERI) who were given control of the management and
maintenance of the property (Gay Head Lighthouse, 2018). The USCG continued to operate the navigational
aid beacon through an access easement (see Section 2.2.2). VERI commenced fundraising activities to make
repairs and re-open the lighthouse to the public, which was done in 1986, 30 years after its closure. Once
again keepers and assistant keepers were appointed, including Charles Vanderhoop, Jr. who was born in
the keeper's house. In 1994, VERI transferred its license to the Martha’s Vineyard Museum, and in 2009 the
Museum provided President Barack Obama a private tour of the property with his family (Gay Head
Lighthouse, 2018).

Though cliff erosion was a decades-old problem at the Gay Head Lighthouse, it became an increased threat
in 2010 when a portion of the perimeter fence tumbled down the cliff face. By 2012, the Save the Lighthouse
Committee was formed to research options for the continued safety of the structure, including a potential
relocation which was determined to be the solution. In 2013, the Gay Head Lighthouse was featured on the
National Trust of Historic Preservation’s list of 11 Most Endangered Places. Its inclusion on the list put in
motion a years-long fundraising campaign for its relocation by International Chimney Corporation who
recommended it occur no later than 2015. With funding in place, the move began on May 28, 2015, and
finished on May 30, 2015, with the Gay Head Lighthouse's safety assured for another century (Gay Head
Lighthouse, 2018).
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The Town of Aquinnah filed for ownership of the property in 2015, as it was determined to be excess to the
needs of the UCSG (General Services Administration, 2013). The deed to the town included a preservation
easement and access restrictions, described in Section 2.2.2. The Gay Head Lighthouse Advisory Committee
is a municipal department board which manages the property.

3.3.3 NRHP Criteria and the Maritime Visual Setting

In 1987, the Gay Head Lighthouse was listed on the NRHP as part of the Lighthouses of Massachusetts
Thematic Resources Area (DiStefano, 1981). At the time of construction, it was considered one of the ten
most important lights on the Atlantic Coast and contained one of the country's first Fresnel lenses. The Gay
Head Lighthouse is significant under Criterion A as a historic maritime structure and aid to navigation. It is
also significant under Criterion C as an outstanding example of nineteenth-century maritime architecture
(Tait, 2017).

The site chosen for the lighthouse’s 2015 relocation was consistent with the setting of the original, thereby
allowing for the continued integrity of “association, setting, feeling and relationship to the Gay Head cliffs
and to the ocean as an aid to navigation” (Unnamed, 2015). Therefore, the Gay Head Lighthouse continued
to be NRHP-listed during and following its relocation. Since that time, physical improvements have been
consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s (SOI) Standards (36 CFR 68) which have allowed the structure
to retain integrity of materials, workmanship, and design.

As stated above, the Gay Head Light is located on the Gay Head Cliffs and “marks the Devil's Bridge rocks,
the shoals of the south shore of the island and the entrance to Vineyard Sound from Buzzard's Bay" (Tait,
2017). Devil's Bridge extends over a mile from the cliffs and has been the site of numerous accidents. In
1838 the lighthouse was replaced, and the new light could be seen for more than 20 miles (D'Entremont,
2021). The need for a lighthouse at this location is evident, and despite the powerful and long-distance
light, due to Devil's Bridge and the strong currents, shipwrecks continued to occur. The setting of the Gay
Head Light is intrinsically linked to the water with its location high on the Gay Head Cliffs, marking Vineyard
Sound and the Atlantic Ocean.
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4.0 MITIGATION MEASURES

Mitigation measures at the historic property are detailed in this section. These applicant-proposed
mitigation measures were developed on behalf of Revolution Wind by individuals who meet the Secretary
of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards (36 CFR Part 61) and are appropriate to fully address
the nature, scope, size, and magnitude of adverse effects including cumulative effects caused by the Project,
NRHP-qualifying characteristics of each historic property that would be affected. These mitigation measures
also include actions to respond to some reasonably foreseeable hazards unrelated to the Project that pose
risks to the long-term preservation of affected historic properties, such as climate change. Revolution Wind
has prepared this draft HPTP for inclusion in the DEIS and subsequent review, revision and refinement by
consulting parties.

4.1 Historic Rehabilitation of the Gay Head Lighthouse
4.11 Purpose and Intended Outcome

In consultation with the Town of Aquinnah and the Gay Head Lighthouse Advisory Board, this mitigation
measure will help fund the next phase of rehabilitation at the Gay Head Lighthouse. As discussed at the
Revolution Wind stakeholder meetings on February 1, 15 and 18, 2022. The Gay Head Lighthouse Advisory
Board, a municipal board in the Town of Aquinnah, has commissioned a report identifying preservation and
restoration needs for the lighthouse. The intended outcome is to ensure the long-term preservation of the
lighthouse by completing physical repairs and/or restoration of the historic building materials according to
the priorities identified by the report.

4.1.2 Scope of Work

The scope of work will be determined by the previously referenced report and in consultation with the
Participating Parties. Prior to any work commencing, photographic and written documentation of the
existing conditions will be recorded.

4.1.3 Methodology

Revolution Wind will release a request for proposals for consultant services and select a consultant to
perform the scope of work. Drawings and specifications supporting the scope of work (see Section 4.1.2)
will be developed in compliance with applicable standards (see Section 4.1.4). The project will require the
mobilization of a qualified contractor that is experienced in the repair and restoration of historic lighthouses.

4.1.4 Standards
The scope of work will comply with following standards:
e Town of Aquinnah, MA Building Code;

e Martha's Vineyard Commission planning guidance, as applicable;
e Preservation Restriction (MGL Chapter 184, Section 31-33);
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4.1.5

United States Coast Guard Aid to Navigation (ATON) Access Easement (U. S. Department of
Homeland Security and U. S. Coast Guard, 2005);

The Town of New Shoreham Building, Zoning, Land Use & Planning guidance and regulations;
The Town of New Shoreham Historic District Commission;

United States Coast Guard Aid to Navigation (ATON) Access Easement (U. S. Department of
Homeland Security and U. S. Coast Guard, 2005);

Preservation Brief 17: Architectural Character — Identifying the Visual Aspects of Historic Buildings as
an Aid to Preserving their Character (Nelson, 1988);

Preservation Brief 47: Maintaining the Exterior of Small and Medium Size Historic Buildings;
National Register Bulletin 34: Guidelines for Evaluating and Documenting Historic Aids to Navigation;
Historic Lighthouse Preservation Handbook;

IALA-AISM Lighthouse Conservation Manual;

Preservation Restriction (RIGL Title 42, Section 42-45-9); and

The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR 68);

The Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualifications Standards (36 CFR Part 61), as applicable;
The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR 68); and

The Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualifications Standards (36 CFR Part 61), as applicable.

Documentation

The following documentation is to be provided for review by the Participating Parties:

4.1.6

Proposed scopes of work including draft text, project plans, and design specifications;
Photographic and written documentation of existing conditions;

Draft specifications and construction drawings to be distributed to the Participating Parties for
review and comment;

Final Specifications and construction drawings to be distributed to the Participating Parties for
review and comment; and

A Summary Report of the work completed including photographs and as-built documentation to
be distributed to the Participating Parties.

Funds and Accounting

Funding amounts will be determined following BOEM's release of their findings of adverse effects and

consulting party review of the draft HPTP and the DEIS. The final version of the HPTP will include specifics

concerning funding amounts and the mechanisms for funding the mitigation measures.
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5.0 IMPLEMENTATION

5.1 Timeline

The timeline for implementation of the mitigation measures will be determined in consultation with the
Participating Parties based on the agreed upon mitigation measures described in the final version of this
HPTP. This HPTP will be reviewed by and further developed in consultation with Participating Parties
concurrent with BOEM's NEPA substitution schedule?® for RWF, which is currently anticipated to include the
following:

e May 3, 2022 to July 1, 2022 - Distribution of the Finding of Effect document, on historic properties,
to consulting parties (to occur between).

e May 3, 2022 to August 1, 2022 — 30-day comment period on the Finding of Effect document (to
occur between).

e September 2, 2022 - Distribution of the Draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) and the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) to consulting parties.

e September 2, 2022 to October 17, 2022 - 45-day comment period by consulting parties on the
MOA and DEIS

e October 18, 2022 to December 19, 2022 - Distribution of the revised MOA to consulting parties
(to occur between).

e October 18, 2022 to January 19, 2023 - 30-day comment period on the revised MOA (to be
determined for a 30-day period between).

e December 2022 to February 2023 - Distribution of the revised MOA to consulting parties (to
occur between).

e December 2023 to March 2023 - 30-day comment period on the revised MOA (to be determined
for a 30-day period between).

e February 2023 to April 2023 - Distribution of the Final MOA to consulting parties (to occur
between).

e March 2023 to June 2, 2023 - 30-day signing period for consulting parties (to begin no later than
a date between).

e June 2, 2023 - Release of Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).

e June 2, 2023 to July 3, 2023 - 30-day review period for the FEIS.

e July 7, 2023 — NEPA Record of Decision (ROD) issued by BOEM.

The final version of this HPTP included in the FEIS will include a timeline for implementation of the
final/agreed upon mitigation measures described herein. It is anticipated that the mitigation measure
identified in Section 4.0 will commence within 2 years of the execution of the MOA unless otherwise agreed
by the consulting parties and accepted by BOEM. Per Section 4.0, the Participating Parties will have a
minimum of 30-days to review and comment on all draft reports or other work products developed for this
HPTP. Revolution Wind assumes that the proposed scope of work will be completed within 5 years of the

3 The timeline is subject to change and is based on current available information.
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execution of the MOA unless a different timeline is agreed upon by consulting parties and accepted by
BOEM.

5.2 Organizational Responsibilities
5.2.1 Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM)

BOEM remains responsible for making all federal decisions and determining compliance with Section 106.
BOEM has reviewed this HPTP to ensure, at minimum, it includes the content required.

e BOEM remains responsible for making all federal decisions and determining compliance with
Section 106;

e BOEM, in consultation with the Participating Parties, will ensure that mitigation measures
adequately resolve adverse effects, consistent with the NHPA;

e BOEM must accept the final HPTP before Revolution Wind may commence any of the actions
included in the HPTP;

e BOEM will be responsible for sharing the annual summary report with Participating Parties; and

e BOEM is responsible for consultation related to dispute resolution.

5.2.2 Revolution Wind, LLC

Revolution Wind will be responsible for the following:

e Considering the comments provided by the Participating Parties in the development of this HPTP;

e Funding the mitigation measures specified in Section 4.0;

e Completion of the scope/s of work in Section 4.0;

e Ensuring all Standards in Section 4.0 are met;

e Providing the Documentation in Section 4.0 to the Participating Parties for review and comment;

e Annual Reporting to BOEM; and

e Revolution Wind will be responsible for ensuring that all work that requires consultation with Tribal
Nations are performed by professionals who have demonstrated professional experience
consulting with federally recognized Tribes.

5.2.3 Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC)

The scope of work will be submitted to the MHC under the terms of the Preservation Restriction.

5.2.4 Massachusetts State Historic Preservation Officer

The scope of work will be submitted to the Massachusetts State Historic Preservation Officer for compliance
with the SOI Standards for Rehabilitation (36 CFR 68).
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5.2.5 United States Coast Guard (USCG)

The scope of work will be submitted to the USCG for review to confirm that it complies with the terms of
the ATON Access Easement.

5.2.6  Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head (Aquinnah)

The Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head (Aquinnah) may, at their sole discretion, participate in consultations for
the development and finalization of the HPTP in recognition of the traditional cultural and religious
significance of the historic property to the Tribe.

5.2.7 Other Parties, as Appropriate

Revolution Wind does not anticipate additional consulting parties, should any be determined, this will be
updated.

53 Participating Party Consultation

Revolution Wind has provided this draft HPTP to BOEM for inclusion in the DEIS for review by Participating
Parties to provide meaningful input on the resolution of adverse effects to and form(s) of implementing
mitigation at the historic property. As part of the development of this draft HPTP, Revolution Wind has
conducted targeted outreach with the Participating Parties identified in Section 2.3. As of July 2022, this
outreach has included the following:

e Stakeholder Consultation Meeting to Review Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures for
the Revolution Wind Farm — Town of Aquinnah, February 1, 2022;

e Stakeholder Consultation Meeting to Review Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures for
the Revolution Wind Farm — Gay Head Lighthouse, February 15, 2022;

e Follow-up to the Stakeholder Consultation Meeting to Review Avoidance, Minimization, and
Mitigation Measures for the Revolution Wind Farm — Town of Aquinnah Historic Properties,
February 1, 2022, with the Martha's Vineyard Commission, March 18, 2022; and

e Follow-up to the Stakeholder Consultation Meeting to Review Avoidance, Minimization, and
Mitigation Measures for the Revolution Wind Farm — Town of Aquinnah, July 1, 2022 with the
Martha’s Vineyard Commission, March 18, 2022.

Participating Parties will be provided opportunity for review and comment on the HPTP concurrent with
BOEM's anticipated NEPA substitution schedule for Revolution Wind Farm (see Section 5.1). It is anticipated
that subsequent coordination to further refine the HPTP may include meetings, conference calls, HPTP draft
reviews and document exchanges, or similar means of communication of information. BOEM will be invited
to participate in these consultations between Revolution Wind and the Participating Parties regarding
revision and refinement of this HPTP, should it choose.

Historic Property Treatment Plan
The Gay Head Lighthouse, Town of Aquinnah, Dukes County, Massachusetts 15



6.0 REFERENCES

Code of Federal Regulations (CFR). 2021a. 36 CFR 800 — Protection of Historic Properties [incorporating
amendments effective December 15, 2021]. Available at https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-36/chapter-
Vlll/part-800. Accessed December 21, 2021.

CFR. 2021b. 36 CFR 61.4I(1) — Procedures for State, Tribal, and Local Government Historic Preservation
Programs  [incorporating  amendments  effective  December 15~ 2021].  Available at
https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-36/chapter-l/part-61#p-61.4(e)(1). Accessed December 21, 2021.

CFR.2021c. 36 CFR 65.2(c)(2) — National Historic Landmarks Program — Effects of Designation [incorporating
amendments effective December 15, 2021]. Available at https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-36/chapter-
|/part-65#p-65.2(c)(2). Accessed December 21, 2021.

CFR. 2021d. 36 CFR 68 — Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Buildings.
National Archives and Records  Administration. Washington, D.C.  Available at
https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-36/chapter-I/part-68. Accessed December 16, 2021.

CFR. 2022. 40 CFR 1500 — National Environmental Policy Act Implementing Regulations. Available at
https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-40/chapter-V/subchapter-A. Accessed January 7, 2022.

D’Entremont, Jeremy. 2021. History of Gay Head Light, Martha’s Vineyard, Massachusetts. New England
Lighthouses: A Virtual Guide. Available http://www.newenglandlighthouses.net/gay-head-light-
history.html. Accessed January 2022.

DiStefano, Victoria. 1981. Gay Head Light. Massachusetts Lighthouse Information Form. Massachusetts
Historical Commission. Boston, MA.

Environmental Design & Research, Landscape Architecture, Engineering & Environmental Services, D.P.C.
(EDR). 2022. Historic Resources Visual Effects Analysis, Revolution Wind Farm. Syracuse, NY. July 2022.

Federal Register. 1997. 62 FR 33708 — The Secretary of the Interior's Historic Preservation Professional
Qualifications Standards. Office of the Federal Register, National Archives and Records Administration.
Washington, D.C. Available at https://www.govinfo.gov/app/details/FR-1997-06-20/97-16168. Accessed
December 21, 2021.

Gay Head Lighthouse. 2018. About the Lighthouse. Available at http://www.gayheadlight.org/about-the-
lighthouse/. Accessed December 21, 2021.

General Services Administration. 2013. Notice of Availability. Department of Homeland Security. Washington
D.C. Available at https://www.nps.gov/maritime/nhlpa/noa/2013/GayHeadNOAFactSheet.pdf. Accessed
December 21, 2021.

Martha’s Vineyard Commission. 2022. DCPCs. Available at https://www.mvcommission.org/dcpcs. Accessed
January 21, 2021.

Historic Property Treatment Plan
The Gay Head Lighthouse, Town of Aquinnah, Dukes County, Massachusetts 16



Revolution Wind, LLC. 2021. Construction and Operations Plan for the Revolution Wind Farm and Revolution
Wind  Export Cable  Project. Available at  https://www.boem.gov/renewable-energy/state-
activities/revolution-wind-farm-construction-and-operations-plan-april-2021. Accessed January 12, 2022.

Tait, Anne. 1987. Gay Head Light: Lighthouses of Massachusetts Thematic Group Nomination. Massachusetts
Historical Commission. Boston, MA.

United States Code. 2016. Title 54 - National Historic Preservation Act [as amended through December 16,
2016]. Available at https://www.achp.gov/sites/default/files/2018-06/nhpa.pdf. Accessed December 21,
2021.

United States (U. S.) Department of Homeland Security and United States (U.S.) Coast Guard. 2005. Aids to
Navigation Manual Administration. Available at https://media.defense.gov/2017/Mar/29/2001724016/-1/-
1/0/CIM 16500 7A.PDF. Accessed February 22, 2022.

Unnamed. 2015. Technical Amendment to the Gay Head Light National Register of Historic Places Nomination
Form. United States Department of the Interior. Washington, D.C.

Historic Property Treatment Plan
The Gay Head Lighthouse, Town of Aquinnah, Dukes County, Massachusetts 17






Applicant-Proposed Draft — Subject to Review by BOEM and Consulting Parties

Draft Historic Property Treatment Plan
for the

Revolution Wind Farm

Capt. Samuel Hancock - Capt. West Mitchell House
Russell Hancock House

Ernest Flanders House, Shop, and Barn

Simon Mayhew House

Flaghole

Town of Chilmark, Dukes County, Massachusetts

Submitted to:

Bureau of Ocean Energy Management
U.S. Department of the Interior
Prepared for:

Revolution Wind, LLC
https://revolutionwind.com/

Prepared by:

Environmental Design & Research, D.P.C.
217 Montgomery Street, Suite 1100
Syracuse, New York 13202
www.edrdpc.com

July 2022



ABSTRACT

Federal Undertaking:  Revolution Wind Farm and Revolution Wind Export Cable Project

Location: Outer Continental Shelf and Rhode Island
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State Agencies: Bureau of Ocean Energy Management

National Park Service

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Massachusetts Historical Commission

Rhode Island Historical Preservation & Heritage Commission
New York Historic Preservation Office

Connecticut Historic Preservation Office

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

Regulatory Process: National Environmental Policy Act
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
Section 110(f) of the National Historic Preservation Act

Purpose: This draft, applicant-proposed Historic Property Treatment Plan provides
background data, historic property information, and detailed steps that will be
implemented to carry out mitigation actions to resolve potential adverse effects
preliminarily identified by the applicant in the Historic Resources Visual Effects
Analysis — Revolution Wind Farm, dated July 2022 for the Revolution Wind Project.
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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This draft, applicant-proposed Historic Property Treatment Plan (HPTP) for the Capt. Samuel Hancock -
Capt. West Mitchell House, which was determined by the Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC) to
be eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP); Russell Hancock House, which is a
MHC Historic Inventory Property; Simon Mayhew House, which is a MHC Historic Inventory Property;
Flaghole, which is a MHC Historic Inventory Property; and the Ernest Flanders House, Shop and Barn, which
is a MHC Historic Inventory Property, (the historic properties), provides background data, historic property
information, and detailed steps that will be implemented to carry out mitigation actions to resolve potential
adverse effects preliminarily identified by the applicant in the Historic Resources Visual Effects Analysis —
Revolution Wind Farm, dated July 2022 (HRVEA; EDR, 2022) for the Revolution Wind Farm (RWF) and
Revolution Wind Export Cable Project (collectively, the Undertaking). Revolution Wind LLC (Revolution
Wind) is providing this draft HPTP prior to the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) making
findings of adverse effect for the Undertaking under the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA),
and finalization of this draft HPTP remains subject to BOEM's final finding of adverse effect for the historic
properties.

BOEM will use the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) substitution process to fulfill its Section 106
obligations as provided for in the NHPA implementing regulations (36 CFR § 800.8(c)), and BOEM has
notified the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), State Historic Preservation Officers, and
consulting parties of BOEM's decision to use this process. Revolution Wind has provided this draft HPTP to
BOEM for inclusion in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for review by consulting parties to
provide meaningful input on the resolution of adverse effects to and form(s) of implementing mitigation at
the historic properties. This draft HPTP describes the applicant-proposed mitigation measures to resolve
potential adverse effects on historic properties and proposes the implementation steps and timeline for
actions. The mitigation measures are based on the evaluations and outreach performed by Revolution Wind
prior to the issuance of the DEIS. Revolution Wind anticipates the HPTP documents will undergo revision
and refinement in consultation with the Massachusetts State Historic Preservation Officer, the Rhode Island
State Historic Preservation Officer, the ACHP, and/or other consulting parties throughout the NEPA
substitution process. If BOEM makes a finding of adverse effect for the historic properties, it is anticipated
that the mitigation measures described herein (and further refined through consultation with applicable
parties) will be included in the Record of Decision (ROD) and/or Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) issued
in accordance with 40 CFR parts 1500-1508, and 36 CFR §§ 800.8, 800.10.

The timeline for implementation of the mitigation measures will be determined in consultation with parties
that demonstrated interest in the affected historic properties (the Participating Parties) based on the agreed
upon mitigation measures described in the final version of this HPTP. This HPTP will be reviewed by and
further developed in consultation with Participating Parties concurrent with BOEM's NEPA substitution
schedule for RWF, which is currently anticipated to include the following:

" The timeline is subject to change and is based on current available information.
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e May 3, 2022 to July 1, 2022 - Distribution of the Finding of Effect document, on historic properties,
to consulting parties (to occur between).

e May 3, 2022 to August 1, 2022 - 30-day comment period on the Finding of Effect document (to
occur between).

e September 2, 2022 - Distribution of the Draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) and the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) to consulting parties.

e September 2, 2022 to October 17, 2022 - 45-day comment period by consulting parties on the
MOA and DEIS

e October 18, 2022 to December 19, 2022 - Distribution of the revised MOA to consulting parties
(to occur between).

e October 18, 2022 to January 19, 2023 - 30-day comment period on the revised MOA (to be
determined for a 30-day period between).

e December 2022 to February 2023 - Distribution of the revised MOA to consulting parties (to
occur between).

e December 2023 to March 2023 - 30-day comment period on the revised MOA (to be determined
for a 30-day period between).

e February 2023 to April 2023 - Distribution of the Final MOA to consulting parties (to occur
between).

e March 2023 to June 2, 2023 - 30-day signing period for consulting parties (to begin no later than
a date between).

e June 2, 2023 - Release of Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).

e June 2, 2023 to July 3, 2023 - 30-day review period for the FEIS.

e July 7, 2023 — NEPA Record of Decision (ROD) issued by BOEM.

This draft HPTP is organized into the following sections:

e Section 1.0, Introduction, outlines the content of this HPTP.

e Section 2.0, Cultural Resources Regulatory Context, briefly summarizes the Undertaking while
focusing on cultural resources regulatory contexts (federal, tribal, state, and local, including
preservation restrictions), identifies the historic properties discussed in this HPTP that will be
adversely affected by the Undertaking, and summarizes the pertinent provisions and attachments
of the HRVEA (EDR, 2022) and Revolution Wind Farm Construction and Operations Plan (COP;
Revolution Wind, 2021) that guided the development of this document.

e Section 3.0, Existing Conditions, Historic Significance, and Maritime Setting, provides a
physical description of the historic properties included in this HPTP. Set within its historic context,
the applicable NRHP criteria for the historic properties are discussed with a focus on the
contribution of a maritime visual setting to its significance and integrity.

e Section 4.0, Mitigation Measures, presents specific steps to carry out the applicant-proposed
mitigation actions identified in the COP or alternative measures developed through stakeholder
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engagement meetings to date. The mitigation action includes a detailed description, intended
outcome, methods, standards, and requirements for documentation. The mitigation action details
may be revised, based on feedback gathered during the process.

e Section 5.0, Implementation, establishes the process for executing mitigation actions at the
historic properties, as identified in Section 4.0 of this HPTP. For each/the action, organizational
responsibilities are outlined, a timeline is provided, and regulatory reviews are listed.

e Section 6.0, References, is a list of works cited in this HPTP.
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2.0 BACKGROUND INFORMATION

2.1 Project Overview: Revolution Wind Farm and Revolution Wind Export Cable

The Undertaking is a wind-powered electric generating facility composed of up to 100 wind turbine
generators (WTGs) and associated foundations, two offshore substations, and inter-array cables connecting
the WTGs and the offshore substations (see Figure 2.1-1). The WTGs, offshore substations, array cables, and
substation interconnector cables would be located on the Outer Continental Shelf approximately 15 nautical
miles (18 statute miles) southeast of Point Judith, Rhode Island, approximately 13 nautical miles (15 statute
miles) east of Block Island, Rhode Island, approximately 7.5 nautical miles (8.5 statute miles) south of
Nomans Land Island National Wildlife Refuge (uninhabited island), and between approximately 10 to 12.5
nautical miles (12 to 14 statute miles) south/southwest of varying points of the Rhode Island and
Massachusetts coastlines (62 FR 33708). In addition, two submarine export cables located in both federal
waters and Rhode Island State territorial waters, will connect the offshore substation to the electrical grid.
The proposed interconnection location for the Undertaking is the existing Davisville Substation, which is
owned and operated by The Narragansett Electric Company d/b/a National Grid and located in North
Kingstown, Rhode Island. The visible offshore components of the operational Undertaking will be located
on Lease OCS-A 0486 in water depths ranging from approximately 108 to 125 feet.

Figure 2.1-1. Project Location
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2.2 Section 106 and Section 110(f) of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)

The regulations at 36 CFR § 800.8 provide for use of the NEPA process to fulfill a federal agency’s NHPA
Section 106 review obligations in lieu of the procedures set forth in 36 CFR § 800.3 through 800.6. Under
these provisions, issuance of an ROD and implementation of relevant conditions will resolve adverse effects
to historic properties caused by the Undertaking, including to National Historic Landmarks for which BOEM
must provide a higher standard of care, as required by Section 110(f) of the NHPA.

The measures to avoid and minimize adverse effects to identified historic properties are described in the
COP (Section 4.4.1.3 and Appendix BB). This HPTP describes the applicant-proposed treatment plans to
resolve the remaining adverse effects after application of the above-referenced measures. The mitigation
measures reflect a refinement of the conceptual mitigation framework proposed by Revolution Wind (see
Appendix BB in the COP).

All activities implemented under this HPTP will be conducted in accordance with any conditions imposed
by BOEM in its ROD and with applicable local, state and federal regulations and permitting requirements.
Responsibilities for specific compliance actions are described in further detail in Section 5.2 — Organizational
Responsibilities.

2.21 Municipal Regulations

Before implementation, any on-site mitigation measures will be coordinated with local municipalities and
commissions to obtain approvals, as appropriate. These may include, but are not limited to building permits,
zoning, land use, planning, historic commissions, and design review boards. Additional information
regarding compliance with local requirements appears in Section 5.0, Implementation.

2.3 Participating Parties

BOEM initiated consultation under Section 106 with invitations to consulting parties on April 30, 2021. BOEM
hosted the first Section 106-specific meeting with consulting parties on December 17, 2021, and Revolution
Wind anticipates that BOEM will hold additional meetings pursuant to Sections 106 and 110(f) of the NHPA
and in accordance with 36 CFR 800.8.

Following BOEM initial Section 106 meeting with consulting parties, Revolution Wind held stakeholder
outreach meetings (see Section 5.3) to review conceptual mitigation measures for the historic property and
invited the following parties:

e The Town of Chilmark
e The Martha's Vineyard Commission
e The Massachusetts Historical Commission.?

2 MHC was invited to attend stakeholder outreach meetings regarding historic properties in Massachusetts; however, MHC has not
participated in outreach meetings for Revolution Wind.
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Revolution Wind anticipates these parties and any subsequently identified parties will participate in the
finalization of this HPTP through BOEM's Section 106 consultation process.
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Figure 3.1-1. Historic Property Locations

In Sections 3.3. through 3.6, each historic property is described both physically and within its historic context,
with a focus on the contribution of a maritime visual setting to the property’s significance and integrity.

3.2 Maritime Setting

For the purposes of this analysis and assessment, views of marine waters are considered critical aspects of
maritime settings. The influence of the marine environment and related human activities on historical
development patterns is extensive and may be expressed in areas without direct lines of sight to the sea.
Although these types of setting may contribute to the significance of historic properties, they would not be
subject to alteration as a result of the proposed undertaking and are not considered further in this report.

The historic properties included in this HPTP are included in the historic property type defined in the HRVEA
as the "Historic Buildings and Structures” includes buildings and associated properties historically used as
residences (in some instances their current use may be commercial, municipal, institutional, or otherwise
non-residential) and is the largest grouping of above-ground historic properties within the PAPE. Historic
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Buildings and Structures within the PAPE consist mostly of vernacular residences, or groupings of
residences, although this above-ground historic property type also includes historic parks and stone
markers. The overall character of these individual above-ground historic properties and districts is
residential or intended for public enjoyment, as opposed to the grand mansions and summer “cottages”
built by wealthy industrialist families that typified the Estates and Estate Complexes property type. These
above-ground historic properties are typically listed due to each resource’s unique significance or the
combined significance of the resources forming an historic district, and usually qualify under National
Register Criteria A and C. These factors are shared among the resource to a degree which justifies their
grouping as an above-ground historic property type.

Location and orientation of such properties is critical to understanding the nature of any associated
maritime settings. Many historic houses were oriented to local roadways, with the front and rear elevations
parallel to the nearby road’s alignment. Local roadways along the region’s shorelines often parallel the
water's edge and Historic Buildings frequently shift in orientation along such coastal roads. This variation in
orientation may strongly influence the associated views of marine waters that may form important elements
of a property’s historic setting.

33 The Captain Samuel Hancock — Captain West Mitchell House

3.31 Physical Description and Existing Conditions

The Captain Samuel Hancock - Captain West Mitchell House, also known as the Mayhew-Hancock-Mitchell
House, is a one-and-one-half-story Cape Cod-style house clad in shingles located on Quansoo Road in
Chilmark, Massachusetts. The house is surrounded by open meadow and salt marshes and situated in an
open field overlooking Tisbury Great Pond to the east and Black Point Pond to the south and west. The
building features an L-shaped plan and sits on a stone foundation. Its side-gabled roof is clad in asphalt
shingles from which two interior chimneys rise. The house has little-to-no architectural ornamentation.
Fenestration includes two-over-two, six-over-six, and six-over-nine, double-hung windows set in plain
surrounds. Doors feature rough vertical boards and latches. A flat-roofed porch is located on the south
elevation. The oldest section of the house was built with wattle-and-daub walls, which, according to Adam
Moore of the Sheriff's Meadow Foundation, only a few houses in the country still exhibit the technique
today. The house is sited on the 146-acre Quansoo Farm, which is owned by the Sheriff's Meadow
Foundation. A public walking trail at the site is maintained by the Martha’s Vineyard Land Bank Commission.
Future uses of the property may be as an educational center with educational programs set up through the
Martha’s Vineyard Museum (Acruti and Otterson 1998a; Elvin 2017).

3.3.2 Historic Context

The construction date of the Capt. Samuel Hancock - Capt. West Mitchell House is relatively unknown, with
recent estimates ranging from 1656 to 1740, to as late as 1793. Original theories of the house (Arcuti and
Otteson, 1998a) associate it with the Mayhew family, with some portions of the building being built by
Reverend Thomas Mayhew, Jr. as a dwelling house for his family, or as a Wampanoag meeting house. Henry
E. Scott, Jr. (1981) suggested that the western section of the main block of the Hancock-Mitchell House was
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the original part, making a one or two room house. Based on this, the house was thought to date between
1654 (when Mayhew was given permission to build the house) and 1657 (when Mayhew died). According
to Arcuti and Otteson (1998a), the Mayhew family resided in the house beginning in the mid-seventeenth
century. It was also unclear if Thomas Mayhew, Jr.'s son, John Mayhew, made some building alterations or
if a new house was constructed in place of the original house. Eventually, ownership of the house passed to
John Mayhew'’s granddaughter, Deborah Mayhew Norton, who married Russell Hancock in 1766.

The Hancock family continued to expand the house, adding the rear ell during the early nineteenth century
and enlarging the house to a full house. This circa 1836 expansion was likely executed by Captain Samuel
Hancock, who operated the property as a farm. Later descendants of the Hancock family married into the
Mitchell family. One of these descendants, Captain West Mitchell, captained one of the dozens of ships
stranded in the Arctic Ocean in the Whaling Disaster of 1871. Descendants of the Mitchell family occupied
the house until the 1980s. A major exterior restoration was completed in 2017 and included new cedar
shingles, white-painted doors and windows, and a new bulkhead. The goal of the restoration was to restore
it to its appearance in the first half of the nineteenth century, when it was owned by Captain Samuel Hancock
(Arcuti and Otteson, 1998a; Elvin, 2017).

However, according to Richard L. Burt (2009), the original John Mayhew house was located near the
Tiasquam River close to the village of West Tisbury, which was discovered by Burt in the 1970s. According
to Burt (2009), a house is not mapped where the Hancock-Mitchell House now stands on the 1781
DesBarres’ map, whereas other houses from this period were easily identified. Burt's deed research
suggested that the first owner and builder of the Hancock-Mitchell House was James Hancock who bought
the property in 1792. James Hancock was the son of Russell Hancock and Deborah Mayhew Norton. Oral
histories from the late nineteenth century claim that Mrs. West Mitchell claimed that "her people had
bought the place from the Mayhews before 1800 and it was a very old house at the time.” Burt theorizes
that this information is the basis for assigning the original owners to the Mayhews. He also makes room for
the possibility that James Hancock purchased the older section of the house from the Mayhew family and
moved it to its present location, as the Tiasquam River house originally built by John Mayhew does not
appear to have been used as a residence after 1750. According to Burt (2009), “Additional research of the
records and a thorough evaluation of the old farmhouse structure at Quansoo and its site will hopefully
yield additional information on the origin and antiquity of this interesting old house.”

3.3.3 NRHP Criteria and the Maritime Visual Setting

The property appears to satisfy NRHP eligibility Criteria A and C due to its association with the development
of Martha's Vineyard in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. In addition, the house is an extant
example of the Cape Cod Style of architecture and one of the oldest surviving houses on the island. The
property has a significant maritime setting.
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34 The Russell Hancock House
3.41 Physical Description and Existing Conditions

The Russell Hancock House is a one-and-one-half-story Greek Revival-style house located at 146 Quenames
Road. The house features a rectangular footprint with a side ell and rests on a granite foundation. The main
block and side ell each have four bays wide with an off-center doorway. The side-gabled roof is clad in
asphalt shingles and features two flat-roofed dormers on the main block’s facade. An oriel window projects
from the east elevation. The main entrance features a wide rectangular wood surround evocative of Greek
Revival-style architectural detailing. The property is located on a rise in topography north of Quenames
Cove and the Atlantic Ocean (Arcuti and Otteson, 1998b).

3.4.2 Historic Context

The Russell Hancock House was constructed circa 1842. The property’s namesake was a local businessman
and civic leader who was involved in whaling, farming, and carpentry. He was active in the Chilmark
Methodist Church and was listed in the town directories of 1897, 1907, and 1911 as a farmer. His son,
Herbert C. Hancock, was born in the house and founded a local contracting business in 1914 (Arcuti and
Otteson, 1998b).

3.4.3 NRHP Criteria and the Maritime Visual Setting

The property appears to satisfy NRHP eligibility Criterion C, for being architecturally significant as an extant
example of the Greek Revival Style. The property has a significant maritime setting and views to the ocean.

3.5 The Ernest Flanders House, Shop, and Barn

3.5.1 Physical Description and Existing Conditions

The Ernest Flanders House is a c. 1840 one-and-one-half story, side-gabled Cape Cod form house with
Federal style details. The main block consists of a five-bay by three-bay arrangement with a rear ell.
Windows are six-by-six double-hung sash (Arcuti and Otteson, 1998b). The house rests on an ashlar block
foundation of granite. West of the house is the small one-story, side-gabled shop with a door on the north
elevation. To the west of the shop sets the larger, two-story barn, with large sliding door on the north
elevation and shed-roof garage addition on the east elevation. The buildings are sited in the highlands east
of Menemsha Pond.

3.5.2 Historic Context

The house, shop, and barn are associated with Ernest and Allen Flanders, both fishermen. The brothers lived
on the property through the earliest years of the twentieth century when Allen Flanders moved to his
mother's former home. Ernest Flanders also served as Town Treasurer for Chilmark.
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3.5.3 NRHP Criteria and the Maritime Visual Setting

The property, as a whole and inclusive of all three historic buildings, appears to meet NRHP eligibility
Criterion A for its representation of the evocative vernacular homes and outbuildings scaled to Martha's
Vineyard compressed landscapes and for its association with the distinctive mixed agrarian/maritime
economies of Martha's Vineyard and, particularly, the areas bordering Menemsha Pond. The house may
also meet Criterion C for its well-preserved Federal Period architectural details, including an elegant
doorway and flared window architraves (Arcuti and Otteson, 1998b). The siting of the property on an
elevated hillside overlooking Menemsha Pond is important to its historic setting and proximity of the
property to the docks of Menemsha Pond was likely a factor in its construction by the Flanders brothers.

3.6 The Simon Mayhew House
3.6.1 Physical Description and Existing Conditions

The Simon Mayhew House is a one-and-a-half-story Cape Cod-style residence located in the neighborhood
of Nashaquitsa. The setting consists of open, rolling fields overlooking the ocean. The house contains a
side-gabled roof clad in wood shingles in the Federal architectural style. The house has a rectangular plan
featuring two side ells and is five bays wide by three bays deep. Fenestration includes twelve-over-twelve
double-hung windows, and a bay window projecting from the east elevation. The house sits on a stone
foundation with a wood shingle roof and siding and encompasses 15.5 acres. The property has a stone
structure, locally known as “The Cromlech,” which consists of a series of large stones placed on edge in a
semi-circular fashion and capped by a large, flat stone. Local myths associate it with possibly early Norse
visitors to North America (Arcuti and Otteson 1998c).

3.6.2 Historic Context

The house was likely constructed circa 1780 by Simon Mayhew, an early settler of Chilmark. Note that this
Simon Mayhew is not to be confused with the Simon Mayhew who built the house known as "Flaghole"
(Section 3.6). The Simon Mayhew House was possibly built by his son of the same name. The property has
been relatively unaltered since its original construction (Arcuti and Otteson, 1998c).

3.6.3 NRHP Criteria and the Maritime Visual Setting

The property appears to satisfy NRHP eligibility Criterion C, for being architecturally significant as an extant
example of the late eighteenth century Colonial Cape style. The maritime setting is a character-defining
feature of this property. The property has a significant maritime setting and views to the ocean.

3.7 Flaghole - Vincent, James House
3.71 Physical Description and Existing Conditions

The Flaghole — Vincent, James House, historically called the Simon Mayhew House, is a one-story Cape Cod-
style house located on 13.8 acres in the neighborhood of Nashaquitsa. The setting is rural, and the house
is located on a rise on open land that slopes to the ocean. The house is a Colonial-Style house with a side-
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gabled roof clad in asphalt shingles and a stone foundation. The house features a smaller one-story addition
projecting on the northeast corner. A central chimney rises from the roof ridge. The south-facing fagade
features a door with a five-pane toplight. Fenestration consists of six-over-six double-hung windows. The
house is surrounded by stone walls into which a peat house once was incorporated into the west of the
house. The remains of the peat house consist of an uncovered rectangle of stones with a wooden roof and
measures approximately 4 or 5 feet high (Arcuti and Otteson, 1998e).

3.7.2 Historic Context

The house was likely constructed circa 1707 by Simon Mayhew, an early settler of Chilmark. Simon’s third
son, Samuel, inherited the property in 1791, who then left it to two of his sons, John and Jethro. James
Mayhew, son of John, inherited the place in 1825. The house was eventually sold to Ethel Blackwell Robinson,
who in turn sold it to Dr. Irving and Elizabeth Clark of Worcester in 1938. As of 1998 and the time of the
MHC recordation, the house remained in the Clark family. Originally a half house, a “one-quarter” addition
was added in the nineteenth century (Arcuti and Otteson, 1998e).

3.7.3 NRHP Criteria and the Maritime Visual Setting

The property appears to satisfy NRHP eligibility Criterion C, for being architecturally significant as an extant
example of the Cape Cod Style. The property has a significant maritime setting as it overlooks Squibnocket
Pond and may have some views of the Atlantic Ocean from portions of the property.
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4.0 MITIGATION MEASURES

Mitigation measures at the historic properties are detailed in this section. These applicant-proposed
mitigation measures were developed on behalf of Revolution Wind by individuals who meet the Secretary
of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards (36 CFR Part 61) and are appropriate to fully address
the nature, scope, size, and magnitude of adverse effects including cumulative effects caused by the Project,
NRHP-qualifying characteristics of each historic property that would be affected. These mitigation measures
also include actions to respond to some reasonably foreseeable hazards unrelated to the Project that pose
risks to the long-term preservation of affected historic properties, such as climate change. Revolution Wind
has prepared this draft HPTP for inclusion in the DEIS and subsequent review, revision and refinement by
consulting parties.

4.1 Hazard Mitigation Plan for Historic Properties
4.11 Purpose and Intended Outcome

The Dukes County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan identifies the reduction in the loss of cultural
resources, including the four historic properties identified in this HPTP, as a Community (County-wide)
Mitigation Goal (MVC, 2021). The intended outcome of this mitigation measure is to provide funding that
will assist the Town of Chilmark to “protect and preserve irreplaceable cultural resources” from the threats
posed by flooding, storm damage, and fire through the development of a hazard mitigation plan for historic
properties (MVC, 2021). The plan may also include an update of the historic properties inventory per the
goals of the 2000-2003 Town of Chilmark Master Plan Supplement.

4.1.2 Scope of Work

The scope of work will consist of the following:

e Review of existing town and county planning and hazard mitigation documents, guidance. and
regulations;

e Review of existing historic properties inventory;

e Photographs and documentation of existing conditions;

e Public engagement to discuss town-wide historic preservation priorities;

e Development of an updated historic property inventory, if required;

e Distribution of the updated historic property inventory to the Participating Parties, if warranted;

e Drafting of a town historic property-specific hazard mitigation plan;

e Distribution of the draft plan to the Participating Parties for review and comment; and

e Development of the final hazard mitigation plan to be distributed the Participating Parties.

4.1.3 Methodology

Revolution Wind will release an RFP for consultant services to perform the Scope of Work listed in Section
4.1.2. The preferred consultants will have experience in developing hazard mitigation plans for historic
properties. The consultants will engage the public and Participating Parties to develop a list of prioritized
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action items to protect and preserve historic properties. The draft and final plans will be developed in

consultation with the Participating Parties.

4.1.4

Standards

The project will comply with following standards:

4.1.5

The Town of Chilmark Planning Commission guidance, as applicable;

The Town of Chilmark Community Preservation Commission guidance, as applicable;

The Town of Chilmark Historical Commission guidance, as applicable;

Martha’s Vineyard Commission planning guidance, as applicable;

The Secretary of the Interior's Guidance on the Identification of Historic Properties (36 CFR 800.4);
and

The Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards (36 CFR Part 61), as applicable.

Documentation

The following documentation is to be provided for review by the Participating Parties:

4.1.6

RFPs;

Proposals by qualified consultants in response to the RFP; and
Photographs and documentation of existing conditions.

Draft updated historic property inventory, if required

Final updated historic property inventory, if required

Draft hazard mitigation plan; and

Final hazard mitigation plan.

Funds and Accounting

Funding amounts will be determined following BOEM's release of their findings of adverse effects and

consulting party review of the draft HPTP and the DEIS. The final version of the HPTP will include specifics

concerning funding amounts and the mechanisms for funding the mitigation measures.
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5.0 IMPLEMENTATION

5.1 Timeline

The timeline for implementation of the mitigation measures will be determined in consultation with the
Participating Parties based on the agreed upon mitigation measures described in the final version of this
HPTP. This HPTP will be reviewed by and further developed in consultation with Participating Parties
concurrent with BOEM's NEPA substitution schedule? for RWF, which is currently anticipated to include the
following:

e May 3, 2022 to July 1, 2022 - Distribution of the Finding of Effect document, on historic properties,
to consulting parties (to occur between).

e May 3, 2022 to August 1, 2022 — 30-day comment period on the Finding of Effect document (to
occur between).

e September 2, 2022 — Distribution of the Draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) and the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) to consulting parties.

e September 2, 2022 to October 17, 2022 - 45-day comment period by consulting parties on the
MOA and DEIS

e October 18, 2022 to December 19, 2022 - Distribution of the revised MOA to consulting parties
(to occur between).

e October 18, 2022 to January 19, 2023 - 30-day comment period on the revised MOA (to be
determined for a 30-day period between).

e December 2022 to February 2023 - Distribution of the revised MOA to consulting parties (to
occur between).

e December 2023 to March 2023 - 30-day comment period on the revised MOA (to be determined
for a 30-day period between).

e February 2023 to April 2023 - Distribution of the Final MOA to consulting parties (to occur
between).

e March 2023 to June 2, 2023 - 30-day signing period for consulting parties (to begin no later than
a date between).

e June 2, 2023 - Release of Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).

e June 2, 2023 to July 3, 2023 - 30-day review period for the FEIS.

e July 7, 2023 — NEPA Record of Decision (ROD) issued by BOEM.

The final version of this HPTP included in the FEIS will include a timeline for implementation of the
final/agreed upon mitigation measures described herein. It is anticipated that the mitigation measure
identified in Section 4.0 will commence within 2 years of the execution of the MOA unless otherwise agreed
by the consulting parties and accepted by BOEM. Per Section 4.0, the Participating Parties will have a
minimum of 30 days to review and comment on all draft reports or other work products developed for this
HPTP. Revolution Wind assumes that the proposed scope of work will be completed within 5 years of the

3 The timeline is subject to change and is based on current available information.
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execution of the MOA unless a different timeline is agreed upon by consulting parties and accepted by
BOEM.

5.2 Organizational Responsibilities
5.2.1 Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM)

BOEM remains responsible for making all federal decisions and determining compliance with Section 106.
BOEM has reviewed this HPTP to ensure, at minimum, it includes the content required.

e BOEM remains responsible for making all federal decisions and determining compliance with
Section 106;

e BOEM, in consultation with the Participating Parties, will ensure that mitigation measures
adequately resolve adverse effects, consistent with the NHPA;

e BOEM must accept the final HPTP before Revolution Wind may commence any of the actions
included in the HPTP;

e BOEM will be responsible for sharing the annual summary report with Participating Parties; and

e BOEM is responsible for consultation related to dispute resolution.

5.2.2 Revolution Wind, LLC

Revolution Wind will be responsible for the following:

e Considering the comments provided by the Participating Parties in the development of this HPTP;

e Funding the mitigation measures specified in Section 4.0;

e Completion of the scope/s of work in Section 4.0;

e Ensuring all Standards in Section 4.0 are met;

e Providing the Documentation in Section 4.0 to the Participating Parties for review and comment;

e Annual Reporting to BOEM; and

e Revolution Wind will be responsible for ensuring that all work that requires consultation with Tribal
Nations are performed by professionals who have demonstrated professional experience
consulting with federally recognized Tribes.

5.2.3 Other Parties, as Appropriate

Revolution Wind does not anticipate additional consulting parties, should any be determined, this will be
updated.

5.3 Participating Party Consultation

Revolution Wind has provided this draft HPTP to BOEM for inclusion in the DEIS for review by Participating
Parties to provide meaningful input on the resolution of adverse effects to and form(s) of implementing
mitigation at the historic properties. As part of the development of this draft HPTP, Revolution Wind has
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conducted targeted outreach with the Participating Parties identified in Section 2.3. As of July 2022, this
outreach has included the following:

e Stakeholder Consultation Meeting to Review Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures for
the Revolution Wind Farm — Massachusetts Historic Properties, February 10, 2022.

e Follow-up to the Stakeholder Consultation Meeting to Review Avoidance, Minimization, and
Mitigation Measures for the Revolution Wind Farm — Town of Aquinnah Historic Properties,
February 1, 2022 with the Martha's Vineyard Commission, March 18, 2022.

Participating Parties will be provided opportunity for review and comment on the HPTP concurrent with
BOEM's anticipated NEPA substitution schedule for Revolution Wind Farm (see Section 5.1). It is anticipated
that subsequent coordination to further refine the HPTP may include meetings, conference calls, HPTP draft
reviews and document exchanges, or similar means of communication of information. BOEM will be invited
to participate in these consultations between Revolution Wind and the Participating Parties regarding
revision and refinement of this HPTP, should it choose.
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ABSTRACT

Federal Undertaking:  Revolution Wind Farm and Revolution Wind Export Cable Project

Location: Outer Continental Shelf and Rhode Island
Federal and
State Agencies: Bureau of Ocean Energy Management

National Park Service

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Massachusetts Historical Commission

Rhode Island Historical Preservation & Heritage Commission
New York Historic Preservation Office

Connecticut Historic Preservation Office

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

Regulatory Process: National Environmental Policy Act
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
Section 110(f) of the National Historic Preservation Act

Purpose: This draft, applicant-proposed Historic Property Treatment Plan provides
background data, historic property information, and detailed steps that will be
implemented to carry out mitigation actions to resolve potential adverse effects
preliminarily identified by the applicant in the Historic Resources Visual Effects
Analysis — Revolution Wind Farm, dated November 2021 for the Revolution Wind

Project.
Potential Adverse Visual
Effect Finding for: The Scrubby Neck Schoolhouse
Submitted By: Revolution Wind, LLC
Date: July 2022
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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This draft applicant-proposed Historic Property Treatment Plan (HPTP) for the Scrubby Neck Schoolhouse,
which has been determined by the Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC) to be eligible for listing on
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) (the historic property) provides background data, historic
property information, and detailed steps that will be implemented to carry out mitigation actions to resolve
potential adverse effects preliminarily identified by the applicant in the Historic Resources Visual Effects
Analysis — Revolution Wind Farm, dated July 2022 (HREVA; EDR, 2022) for the Revolution Wind Farm (RWF)
and Revolution Wind Export Cable Project (collectively, the Undertaking). Revolution Wind LLC (Revolution
Wind) is providing this draft HPTP prior to the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) making
findings of adverse effect for the Undertaking under the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA),
and finalization of this draft HPTP remains subject to BOEM's final finding of adverse effect for the historic

property.

BOEM will use the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) substitution process to fulfill its Section 106
obligations as provided for in the NHPA implementing regulations (36 CFR § 800.8(c)), and BOEM has
notified the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), State Historic Preservation Officers, and
consulting parties of BOEM's decision to use this process. Revolution Wind has provided this draft HPTP to
BOEM for inclusion in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for review by consulting parties to
provide meaningful input on the resolution of adverse effects to and form(s) of implementing mitigation at
the historic property. This draft HPTP describes the applicant-proposed mitigation measures to resolve
potential adverse effects on historic properties and proposes the implementation steps and timeline for
actions. The mitigation measures are based on the evaluations and outreach performed by Revolution Wind
prior to the issuance of the DEIS. Revolution Wind anticipates the HPTP documents will undergo revision
and refinement in consultation with the Massachusetts State Historic Preservation Officer, the Rhode Island
State Historic Preservation Officer, the ACHP, and/or other consulting parties throughout the NEPA
substitution process. If BOEM makes a finding of adverse effect for the historic property, it is anticipated
that the mitigation measures described herein (and further refined through consultation with applicable
parties) will be included in the Record of Decision (ROD) and/or Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) issued
in accordance with 40 CFR parts 1500-1508, and 36 CFR §§ 800.8, 800.10.

The timeline for implementation of the mitigation measures will be determined in consultation with parties
that demonstrated interest in the affected historic property (hereafter, Participating Parties) based on the
agreed upon mitigation measures described in the final version of this HPTP. This HPTP will be reviewed by
and further developed in consultation with Participating Parties concurrent with BOEM's NEPA substitution
schedule’ for RWF, which is currently anticipated to include the following:

e May 3, 2022 to July 1, 2022 - Distribution of the Finding of Effect document, on historic properties,
to consulting parties (to occur between).

e May 3, 2022 to August 1, 2022 - 30-day comment period on the Finding of Effect document (to
occur between).

" The timeline is subject to change and is based on current available information.
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e September 2, 2022 - Distribution of the Draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) and the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) to consulting parties.

e September 2, 2022 to October 17, 2022 - 45-day comment period by consulting parties on the
MOA and DEIS

e October 18, 2022 to December 19, 2022 - Distribution of the revised MOA to consulting parties
(to o