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Revolution Wind Farm and Revolution Wind Export Cable Project Final 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.

BOEM is completing the MOA in consultation with consulting parties under NHPA Section 106 and with
opportunity for public review of draft iterations of the MOA as presented in this appendix of the Draft
EIS and the Final EIS. This draft MOA includes stipulations, measures for resolving adverse effects, and
treatment plans and other attachments. The MOA will be finalized through this consultation process and
posted for public access after completion of the Final EIS and before a 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 places (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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1 Introduction

The Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) is reviewing the construction and operations plan
(COP) prepared by Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc. (vhb) (2023) for the Revolution Wind Farm (RWF) and
Revolution Wind Export Cable (RWEC) Project (the Project). The RWF is located in the Rhode Island-
Massachusetts Wind Energy Area (RI/MA WEA), and the RWEC connects to Rhode Island (RI).

BOEM has made a Finding of Adverse Effect (Finding) for the Project pursuant to Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) (54 USC 306108), the implementing regulations for the
Section 106 process (“Protection of Historic Properties” 36 CFR Part 800). BOEM has determined the
Project would adversely affect National Historic Landmarks (NHLs) and, in compliance with Section
110(f) of the NHPA (54 USC 306107) BOEM, to the maximum extent possible, conducted early planning
and actions as may be necessary to minimize harm to the NHLs. This Finding documents potential effects
to historic properties in marine, terrestrial, and above ground historical contexts, including the NHLs. As
defined in 36 CFR 800.16(1)(1), “Historic property means any prehistoric [or pre-contact] or historic
district, site, building, structure, or object included in, or eligible for inclusion in, the National Register of
Historic Places [NRHP] maintained by the Secretary of the Interior.” The term historic property includes
all NHLs as well as properties of traditional religious and cultural importance to Tribal Nations that are
eligible for NRHP listing (36 CFR 800.16(1)(1)). Historic properties include “properties formally
determined as such in accordance with regulations [in 36 CFR 63] of the Secretary of the Interior and all
other properties that meet the National Register criteria” (36 CFR 800.16(1)(2)).

11 Marine Cultural Resources

In the COP, Revolution Wind, LLC (Revolution Wind) has identified 32 marine cultural resources in the
Project’s area of potential effects (APE) that are of archaeological interest. Based on potential
connections to significant historical events and on the important information these resources could
provide, BOEM is treating these 32 resources as eligible for listing in the NRHP and, therefore, as historic
properties. These marine cultural resources consist of 19 potential submerged archaeological marine
resources, designated as shipwrecks/possible historic shipwrecks; although, they may also include other
sunken crafts and structures. The 32 resources further consist of 13 geomorphic features, also referred to
as ancient submerged landforms (ASLFs), that are of importance to Tribal Nations as well as being of
potential archaeological significance. The COP indicates that all 19 shipwrecks/possible historic
shipwrecks would be avoided with sufficient buffers by all proposed activities that are part of the Project
and, as a result, there would be no effects to these potential historic properties (SEARCH, Inc. [SEARCH]
2023). Nine of the 13 ASLFs on the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) and in RI state waters (Table 1) are not
determined fully avoidable by physical disturbance from Project construction activities and, as a result,
BOEM has determined these nine would be adversely affected.

Table 1. Historic Properties, Consisting of Ancient Submerged Landforms (Geomorphic Features),
Adversely Affected by the Project

Geomorphic Feature ID Location |Description
Target-21 RWEC (RI)
Target-22 RWEC (RI) |
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Geomorphic Feature ID Location Description
Target-23 RWEC (OCS)

Target-24 RWF (OCS)

Target-25 RWF (OCS)

Target-26 RWF (OCS)

Target-28 RWF (OCS)

Target-29 RWEC (RI)

Target-30 RWEC (RI)

Source: SEARCH (2023:Table 4-2). Mapped ASLF extents and locations (SEARCH 2023) contain material that meets the criteria
for confidentiality under Section 304 of the NHPA and are not publicly distributed.

1.2 Terrestrial Cultural Resources

In the COP, Revolution Wind identified four archaeological sites not fully avoidable in the construction
of onshore Project components. BOEM has determined that two of the archaeological sites (Table 2) are
historic properties and would be adversely affected by onshore substation (OnSS) development.

Table 2. Historic Properties, Consisting of Terrestrial Cultural Resources, Adversely Affected by the
Project

|Terrestr|al CuIturaI Resources |Port|on of Project |Descr|pt|on

Source: Forrest and Waller (2023)

Archaeological
Archaeological

1.3 Above Ground Historic Properties

In the COP, the offshore Historic Resources Visual Effects Analysis (HRVEA) (EDR 2023; Revolution
Wind 2022a) identified 451 above ground historic properties in the APE. The onshore HRVEA (EDR
2021a) identified 80 above ground historic properties and found two of these to be in the APE. Quonset
Point Historic Naval Air station was addressed in both HRVEAs (EDR 2021a, 2023). The above ground
historic properties range from individual structures to complex sites, historic districts, and Traditional
Cultural Places (TCPs) that are within the viewshed of offshore and onshore Project facilities. BOEM has
determined that offshore Project facilities would adversely affect 101 historic properties in RI and
Massachusetts (MA) (Table 3) by introducing visual impacts from the Project wind turbine generators
(WTGs) and offshore substations (OSSs).

Table 3. Above Ground Historic Properties Adversely Affected by the Project, in Order of Nearest
Distance to Project WTGs

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

RWF WTG

(miles)
TCP-3 I . | MA  NRHP-eligible (BOEM 6"
TCP determined)
300 Sakonnet Light Station Little Compton  Newport RI NRHP-listed resource 12.7
2
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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 135
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
474 Flanders, Ernest House, Shop, Barn Aquinnah Dukes MA MHC historic inventory site 13.8
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 141
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 Lighthouse NHL 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)
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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 154
(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/ldohn 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)

CONFIDENTIAL



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 17.1
(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 19.2
86 Puncatest Neck Historic District Tiverton Newport RI RIHPHC historic resource 19.4
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
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Survey Visually Sensitive Resource Municipality County State Property Designation Distance

ID to nearest
RWF WTG
(miles)

TCP-1 I I . MA  NRHP-eligible 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 221

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 24.6

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 25.9

449 Nobska Point Lighthouse Falmouth Barnstable MA NRHP-listed resource 28

Source: EDR (2023:Attachment A)
Notes: MHC = Massachusetts Historical Commission, RIHCPC = Rhode Island Historical Preservation & Heritage Commission.
* This TCP extends for several miles offshore, including within 6 miles of the nearest potential Project WTG offshore |Jili}
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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 2023: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.

2.1 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

7
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system (Tetra Tech 2016), which BOEM reviewed and approved (BOEM 2017). Section 106 reviews for
both the lease issuance and the approval of the SAP were conducted pursuant to the PA (BOEM 2012a).
These reviews concluded with a BOEM determination of no historic properties affected for lease
issuance, corresponding to the finding of no significant impact (FONSI), consequent to EA finalization on
June 4, 2013. NEPA review of the SAP for categorical exclusion (CATEX) documented BOEM’s finding
of no historic properties affected under Stipulation 1 of the PA, on September 21, 2016 (and for
consequent SAP approval on October 12, 2017).

2.2 Undertaking

BOEM has determined that the construction, operation, maintenance, and eventual decommissioning of
the Project is the undertaking subject to Section 106 and that the activities proposed in the COP have the
potential to affect historic properties. Detailed information about the Project, including the COP and its
appendices, can be found on BOEM’s website (see https://www.boem.gov/renewable-energy/state-
activities/revolution-wind-farm-construction-and-operations-plan-april-2021). BOEM sent those
appendices to the COP that identify cultural resources and assess historic properties to all consulting
parties on February 28, 2022.. On August 1, 2022, and simultaneous to the March 2023 release of this
Finding, BOEM sent revised versions of these appendices. These documents contain material that meets
the criteria for confidentiality under Section 304 of the NHPA. The contents of the COP, as well as its
public and confidential appendices on cultural resources, should be referred to by readers, where cited,
and are not repeated in detail by the Finding.

BOEM has elected to use NEPA substitution for the Section 106 review pursuant to 36 CFR 800.8(¢c) (see
also Advisory Council on Historic Preservation [ACHP} 2020; Council on Environmental Quality and
ACHP 2013). BOEM’s Section 106 review for this undertaking includes the identification and evaluation
of historic properties and the assessment of effects for all the action alternatives identified during the
NEPA review, in the draft environmental impact statement (EIS) for the Project (BOEM 2022a). The EIS
analyzes the impacts of the Project to the human environment and specifically to cultural resources,
including historic properties. The final EIS and Section 106 review analyze a total of 17 alternatives (A
through G and variants under four of these [C1-C2, D1-D3, E1-E2, and G1-G3]), as presented in Table
4. BOEM has identified a preferred alternative for the final EIS that would be a combination of the
alternatives analyzed in the EIS; however, this alternative would result in no changes to BOEM’s finding
adverse effect for the Project. BOEM’s final decision will be described in the record of decision (ROD).

Table 4. Description of the Alternatives Reviewed in the Environmental Impact Statement

Alternative Description

A: Under the No Action Alternative, BOEM would not approve the COP. Project

No Action construction and installation, O&M, and decommissioning would not occur, and no
Alternative additional permits or authorizations for the Project would be required. Any potential

environmental and socioeconomic impacts, including benefits, associated with the
Project as described under the Proposed Action or the Preferred Alternative, would
not occur. However, all other past and ongoing impact-producing activities would
continue... The current resource condition, trends, and impacts from ongoing
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activities under the No Action Alternative serve as the baseline against which the
direct and indirect impacts of all action alternatives are evaluated.

Over the life of the Project, other reasonably foreseeable future impact-producing
offshore wind and non—offshore wind activities would be implemented, which would
cause changes to the affected environment even in the absence of the Proposed
Action or the Preferred Alternative. The continuation of all other existing and
reasonably foreseeable future activities described in Appendix E [of the EIS]
without the Proposed Action serves as the baseline against which the cumulative
impacts of all alternatives are evaluated.

B: The construction and installation, O&M, and eventual decommissioning of a wind
Proposed Action | energy facility within the PDE and applicable mitigation measures, as described in
Alternative the COP. The Proposed Action includes up to 100 WTGs ranging in nameplate
(Proposed capacity of 8 to 12 MW sufficient to fulfill at a minimum the existing power purchase
Action) agreements (PPAs, totaling 704 MW) and up to 880 MW, the maximum capacity

identified in the PDE. The WTGs will be connected by a network of IACs; up to two
0SSs? connected by one OSS-link cable; up to two submarine export cables co-
located within a single corridor; up to two underground transmission circuits located
onshore; one onshore ICF; and one OnSS 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: The construction and installation, O&M, and eventual decommissioning of a wind
Habitat Impact energy facility within the PDE and applicable mitigation measures, as described in
Minimization the COP. To reduce impacts to complex fisheries habitats most vulnerable to
Alternative permanent and long-term impacts from the Proposed Action, however, certain WTG

positions would be eliminated 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 National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). Under this
alternative, fewer WTG locations (and potentially fewer miles of IACs) than
Alternative B would be approved by BOEM. Under this alternative, there are 5
“spare” WTGs:

e Alternative C1: This alternative allows for the fulfillment of the existing three
PPAs, which total 704 MW, while omitting WTGs in locations to maintain a
uniform east—-west/north—south grid of 1 x 1—nm spacing between WTGs.
Under this alternative, up to 35 WTGs and associated IACs would be
removed from consideration, resulting in up to 65 WTGs and associated IACs
being approved.

e Alternative C2: This alternative allows for the fulfillment of the existing three
PPAs, which total 704 MW, while omitting WTGs in locations to maintain a
uniform east west and north-south grid of 1 x 1—nm spacing between WTGs.
Under this alternative, up to 36 WTGs and associated IACs would be
removed from consideration, resulting in up to 64 WTGs and associated IACs
being approved.

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

3 Each OSS has a maximum nominal capacity of 440 MW; two OSSs are required to achieve the PPA obligations of 704 MW.

# In accordance with 30 CFR Part 585.634(C)(6), micrositing of WTG foundations may occur within a 500-ft radius around each
proposed WTG location. Micrositing of WTGs will be performed on a case-by-case basis to avoid significant seabed hazards
such as surface and subsurface boulders, as stated in the COP.
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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). Under this
alternative, fewer WTG locations (and potentially fewer miles of IACs) than
Alternative B would be approved by BOEM. Under this alternative, there are up to 6
“spare” WTGs:

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. Under this
alternative, up to 7 WTGs and associated IACs would be removed from
consideration, resulting in up to 93 WTGs and associated IACs being
approved.

e Alternative D2: Removal of the eight easternmost WTGs that overlap the 4-
nm north-south transit lane proposed by RODA. Under this alternative, up to 8
WTGs and associated IACs would be removed from consideration, resulting
in up to 92 WTGs and associated IACs being approved.

e Alternative D3: Removal of the northwest row of WTGs adjacent to the
Inbound Buzzards Bay Traffic Lane. Under this alternative, up to 7 WTGs and
associated IACs would be removed from consideration, resulting in up to 93
WTGs and associated IACs being approved.

The selection of all three alternatives (i.e., D1, D2, and D3) would eliminate up to
22 WTG locations and associated IACs, resulting in up to 78 WTGs and associated
IACs being approved 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
Surface
Occupancy to
Reduce Impacts
to Culturally-
Significant
Resources
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 the visual impacts on culturally important resources
on Martha’s Vineyard and in RIl, some WTG positions would be eliminated while
maintaining the uniform east-west and north-south 1 x 1—nm grid spacing between
WTGs. Under this alternative, fewer WTG locations (and potentially fewer miles of
IACs) than Alternative B would be approved by BOEM. Under this alternative, there
are up to 5 “spare” WTGs:

o 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 36 WTGs and
associated IACs would be removed from consideration, resulting in up to 64
WTGs and associated IACs being 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 19 WTGs and
associated IACs would be removed from consideration, resulting in up to 81
WTGs and associated IACs being approved.

Refer to EIS Appendix K for background information on the development of the
Alternative E1 and E2 layouts.
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F:
Selection of a

The construction and installation, O&M, and eventual decommissioning of a wind
energy facility implementing a higher nameplate capacity WTG (up to 14 MW) than

Higher Capacity | what is proposed in the COP. This higher capacity WTG must fall within the

Wind Turbine physical design parameters of the PDE and be commercially available to the

Generator 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.

G: The construction and installation, O&M, and eventual decommissioning of a wind

Preferred energy facility within the range of the design parameters outlined in the COP,

Alternative subject to applicable mitigation measures. The Preferred Alternative is designed to

reduce impacts to visual resources and benthic habitat and includes up to 79
possible positions for the installation of 65 WTGs with a nameplate capacity of 8-12
MW necessary to fulfill the existing PPAs (total of 704 MW) while maintaining the
uniform east—west and north—south 1 x 1—nm grid spacing between WTGs. There
are up to 14 “spare” WTG positions available for use if unforeseen siting conditions
occur necessitating relocation of any of the 65 WTGs from the planned position(s).
Two of the 65 WTGs have the flexibility to be located in 3 different spots within the
79 WTG possible positions. As a result, this alternative includes the analysis of
three layouts for installation of the 65 WTGs. This flexibility in design could allow for
further refinement for visual resources impact reduction on Martha’s Vineyard and
Rhode Island, or for habitat impact reduction in the NMFS Priority 1 area.

¢ Alternative layout G1: Allows for the fulfillment of the existing three PPAs
totaling 704 MW, while relocating 2 WTG locations from NMFS Priority 1 area
to reduce fishery and essential fish habitat impacts. Under this alternative, 35
WTGs and associated IACs would be removed from consideration, resulting in
65 WTGs and associated IACs being installed in the positions identified in
layout G1.

¢ Alternative layout G2: Allows for the fulfillment of the existing three PPAs
totaling 704 MW, while relocating 2 WTG locations to reduce visual impacts on
the horizon from the Aquinnah Overlook, a culturally-important resource.
Under this alternative, 35 WTGs and associated IACs would be removed from
consideration, resulting in 65 WTGs and associated IACs being installed in the
positions identified in layout G2.

o Alternative layout G3: Allows for the fulfillment of the existing three PPAs
totaling 704 MW, while relocating 2 WTG locations closest to the shore of
Martha’s Vineyard to reduce visual impacts on culturally-important resources.
Under this alternative, 35 WTGs and associated IACs would be removed from
consideration, resulting in 65 WTGs and associated IACs being installed in the
positions identified in layout G3.

All other components of Alternative G are the same as Alternative B and include: up
to two offshore substations (OSSs) connected by an offshore substation-link cable;
up to two submarine export cables co-located within a single corridor; up to two
underground transmission circuits located onshore within a single corridor; and an
onshore substation inclusive of up to two interconnection circuits within a single
corridor connecting to the existing Davisville Substation in North Kingstown, Rhode
Island.

Refer to Appendix K for background information on the development of the
Alternative G and Alternative G1, G2 and G3 layouts.

Source: BOEM final EIS Table 2.1-1
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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:

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

o the depth and breadth of terrestrial areas potentially affected by any ground-disturbing activities,
constituting the terrestrial cultural resources portion of the APE;

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 2023).

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, Rl (BOEM 2022a). Combined, the two parallel cables’ length would be
approximately 84 miles. The RWEC would span 19 miles of the OCS and 23 miles through RI state
waters before reaching landfall (BOEM 2022a). The entire RWEC would be located within a 1,640-foot-
wide Project easement (8,349 acres) with the maximum depth of RWEC burial impact extending 13 feet

12
CONFIDENTIAL



(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 within the RWF and 18 feet for the
RWEC (SEARCH 2023).Anchoring would be limited to the RWF maximum work area and the RWEC
corridor (see Figure B-1).

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 would 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
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would impact approximately 3.1 acres; therefore, only a portion of the 16.7-acre onshore transmission
cable envelope would 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
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, 2023). 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.
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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 | N :xtcnds to above ground historic
properties in the following cities and towns (EDR 2023):

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

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

e NY—FEast 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
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, 2023).
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 APEs 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.

3.1.1 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 | EEEEEGEGEGEE
I (ot 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 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 2023:Figure 4-1). Appendix B contains sensitive historic
property location information that meets 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 JJj
-
Il cxtending to the west and southwest of the terrestrial APE (Forrest and Waller 2023). 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 ||| S EEEEEEE v ok arca
limits and along the southern margins of the landfall area (Forrest and Waller 2023).

The Public Archaeology Laboratory, Inc. (PAL) contacted the RIHPHC and the Narragansett Indian
Tribe, Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head (Aquinnah), Mashpee Wampanoag Tribe, Mashantucket (Western)
Pequot Tribal Nation, and Mohegan Tribe of Indians of Connecticut Tribal Nations to consider and
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address tribal concerns within its Phase I archaeological survey area. The archacological survey |
I ©f the terrestrial APE identified four |l archacological
resources (Forrest and Waller 2023). 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.

31.3 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 HRVEAS to assess where the effects of the Project may combine
cumulatively with those of other reasonably foreseeable offshore wind projects (SWCA 2023).

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 2023).

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 98 NRHP-listed properties, 73 historic properties that have
been determined eligible for the NRHP, 280 properties included in the RIHPHC, Massachusetts Historical
Commission (MHC), or local historic inventories but without formal determinations of NRHP eligibility
(EDR 2023). 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
2023). 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 (Figure A-5). Three
resources documented specifically due to their categorization as TCPs in MA, and where they may extend
to the OCS, consist of the | 1TCP, the GG 1 CP, and the IEEEGEG
I [ CP. These TCPs are represented by broad, complex cultural landscapes and
connected seascapes (EDR 2023). The |l TCP is NRHP listed and the || RN

I TCP and the [ | CP have previously been determined NRHP
eligible by BOEM.
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Table 5. Cultural Resources Investigations Performed by Revolution Wind in the Area of Potential Effects (Marine, Terrestrial, and Visual)

Portion of APE Report Description Key Findings/Recommendations

Offshore Marine Assessment of This MARA identified 19 shipwrecks/possible historic shipwrecks and 13 geomorphic
Archaeological marine features (ASLFs) of archaeological interest. SEARCH concluded avoidance is possible for 20
Resources archaeological of the shipwrecks/possible historic shipwrecks through a 164-foot (50-meter) buffer in
Assessment resources through radius around the extent of the identified resource. Revolution Wind has determined that
(SEARCH 2023) remote sensing it would be able to fully avoid four ASLFs (Revolution Wind 2023). Full avoidance was

technologies of the determined not feasible at the remaining nine ASLFs and further action was
marine APE recommended as necessary.*

Onshore Terrestrial Phase | This TARA identified four || NN ' chacological sites. Two of the
Archaeological archaeological sites, | NEGENNEGEGEG 1 oo I 2. were recommended eligible for the
Resources survey for the NRHP under Criteria A and D. Full avoidance of the two historic properties was
Assessment onshore components | determined not feasible and further action was recommended as necessary (Forrest and
Revolution Wind | to identify terrestrial | Waller 2023).*
Farm Project archaeological sites
Onshore Facilities
(Forrest and
Waller 2023)

Visual Visual Impact Report analyzing the | This HRVEA identified 80 above ground historic properties within 3 miles of the proposed
Assessment and viewsheds OnSS and ICF. Viewshed analyses determined that a total of two above ground historic
Historic surrounding the properties are located within the viewshed of the OnSS and ICF but are not within the
Resources Visual | O&M, OnSS, and ICF | viewshed of any of the five potential O&M facility locations. One of these historic
Effects Analysis facilities proposed properties, the Quonset Point Naval Air Station, is additionally reviewed in the offshore
Revolution Wind | for Quonset Business | HRVEA (EDR 2023). No adverse effects were found to above ground historic properties
Onshore Facilities | Park/Quonset Point from proposed onshore project components (EDR 2021a).
(EDR 2021a)

* Note: In confidential COP Appendix BB (EDR 2022b), Revolution Wind has proposed further measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse effects
from the Project to historic properties. BOEM continues 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 memorandum of agreement (MOA). BOEM has drafted
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures for historic properties in both the MOA and the historic property treatment plans (HPTPs) attached to the

MOA.
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Revolution Wind
Farm (EDR 2023)

through GIS
modeling to
determine the area
of Project visibility
and define the APE
for historic
properties sensitive
to visual effects

Portion of APE Report Description Key Findings/Recommendations

Visual Historic Report analyzing the | This HRVEA identified 451 above ground historic properties within the APE, including 12
Resources Visual | viewsheds from the NHLs and three TCPs. These historic properties were analyzed with respect to the
Effects Analysis WTGs and 0SS potential for visual effects. They were assessed according to the visibility of the offshore

Project WTGs and OSS and potential Project effect on the characteristics of historic
properties that make them eligible for NRHP listing. A total of 101 above ground historic
properties would be adversely affected by the Project under maximum potential visibility
(EDR 2023). BOEM's further analysis of these results in the CHRVEA finds that the
combined visual effects of the Project with those of other reasonably foreseeable
offshore wind projects would additionally result in cumulative adverse effects to these
101 historic properties (SWCA 2023). The 101 above ground historic properties that would
be adversely affected include five NHLs and two TCPs. Full avoidance of visual effects to
the 101 historic properties was determined not feasible and further action was
recommended as necessary in the HRVEA and CHRVEA. See * note above.

Revolution Wind
Project Updates
to Historic
Resources Visual
Effects Analysis
(Revolution Wind
2022a)

Memorandum
reviewing revisions
in 2022 to the
HRVEA, originally
drafted in 2021

This memo summarizes responses to consulting party comments resulting in the
refinement—in the HRVEA (EDR 2023)—of the precision of historic property boundaries,
the refinement of the identification and evaluation of historic properties, and the
refinement of the assessment of Project visual effects to historic properties in the APE in
relation to offshore project facilities.

Revolution Wind
Farm National
Historic
Landmarks

(EDR 2022a)

Supplemental
documentation with
added summaries of
NHLs in the APE and
visualizations of
offshore Project
facilities from NHLs

This supplemental documentation further summarizes the historic significance of the 12
NHLs identified in the APE in relation to their aspects of integrity that are connected to
sea views. Additional photographs and visualizations (i.e. simulated Project WTGs) for
each NHL are included. These visualizations include representations of the visibility of
simulated WTGs on the sea and wire-frame visualizations that indicate where WTGs
would be positioned behind obstructions, such as treescapes.

Overview of
Revisions to S106
Technical Reports
and Document
(Revolution Wind
2023)

Memorandum on
revisions in 2023 to
the TARA, MARA,
HRVEA, and historic
property treatment
plans (HPTPs)

This memo summarizes responses to consulting party comments resulting in the
refinement—in the HRVEA (EDR 2023)—of the precision of historic property boundaries,
the refinement of the identification and evaluation of historic properties, and the
refinement of the assessment of Project visual effects to historic properties in the APE in
relation to offshore project facilities.
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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 published a notice of availability of the draft EIS for the COP on September 2, 2022. As part of
this process, BOEM held a 45-day comment period and public meetings (through October 17, 2022),
providing further opportunity for engagement on issues pertinent to Section 106 review. BOEM held
public hearings on the draft EIS on September 29 and October 4—6 and 11, 2022.

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.
Consequent to BOEM drafting the Finding, BOEM additionally invited entities who may own or
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administer adversely affected historic properties and requested Revolution Wind post public notices (in
newspapers and at libraries and post offices) notifying the public and interested parties qualified to
consult under NHPA Section 106 (36 CFR 800.2). Where appropriate, public notices were posted in both
English and Spanish. The organizations BOEM invited to consult beginning in April 2021 and contacted
directly in February 2023 are listed in Table 6.

Table 6. Parties Invited to Participate in 106 Consultation

Participants in the Section 106 Process

Invited Consulting Parties

SHPOs and state agencies

Connecticut State Historic Preservation Office

Connecticut Department of Economic and Community Development

RIHPHC

New York State Division for Historic Preservation

MHC

Massachusetts Board of Underwater Archaeological Resources

Massachusetts Commissioner on Indian Affairs

Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management

Federal agencies

National Park Service (NPS)

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration — Habitat and
Ecosystem Services Division

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New England District

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District

Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Navy for
Environment (DASN(E))

Chief of Naval Operations, Installations Division

Naval Facilities Engineering Systems Command Headquarters—
Cultural Resources

Naval History and Heritage Command — Underwater Archaeology
Branch

Bureau of Safety and Environmental Enforcement

U.S. Department of Defense - Office of the Deputy Assistant
Secretary of Defense (Environment), Environmental Compliance and
Planning

U.S. Department of Defense - Office of the Assistant Secretary of
Defense for Sustainment

ACHP

U.S. Coast Guard -Sector SE New England

U.S. Coast Guard - Marine Transportation Systems (CG-5PW)

U.S. Coast Guard — First Coast Guard District
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Participants in the Section 106 Process

Invited Consulting Parties

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Environmental Protection Agency

Federal Aviation Administration

Federally recognized Tribal Nations

Mashpee Wampanoag Tribe

Shinnecock Indian Nation

Mashantucket (Western) Pequot Tribal Nation

Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head (Aquinnah)

Mohegan Tribe of Indians of Connecticut

Narragansett Indian Tribe

Delaware Tribe of Indians

The Delaware Nation

Non-federally recognized Tribal Nations

Chappaquiddick Tribe of Wampanoag Nation

The Golden Hill Paugussett

Eastern Pequot Tribal Nation

Schaghticoke Tribal Nation

Unkechaug Nation

Local governments

Cape Cod Commission

City of Newport

County of Dukes (MA)

Town of Charlestown

Town of East Hampton

Town of Middletown

Town of Nantucket

Nantucket Planning and Economic Development Commission

Town of Narragansett

Town of North Kingstown

City of Cranston

City of East Providence

City of Fall River

City of New Bedford

City New Bedford Historical Commission

City of Providence

City of Rehoboth

City of Taunton
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Participants in the Section 106 Process

Invited Consulting Parties

County of Barnstable (MA)

County of Bristol (MA)

County of Plymouth (MA)

County of Suffolk (NY)

Town of Acushnet

Town of Aquinnah

Town of Barnstable

Town of Barrington

Town of Berkley

Town of Bourne

Town of Bristol

Town of Chilmark

Town of Coventry

Town of Dartmouth

Town of Dighton

Town of East Greenwich

Town of Edgartown

Town of Exeter

Town of Fairhaven

Town of Falmouth

Town of Freetown

Town of Gosnold

Town of Griswold

Town of Groton

Town of Hopkinton

Town of Jamestown

Town of Johnston

Town of Lakeville

Town of Ledyard

Town of Little Compton

Town of Marion

Town of Mashpee

Town of Mattapoisett

Town of Middleborough
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Participants in the Section 106 Process

Invited Consulting Parties

Town of Nantucket

Town of New Shoreham

Town of North Stonington

Town of Oak Bluffs

Town of Portsmouth

Town of Richmond

Town of Rochester

Town of Sandwich

Town of Scituate

Town of Seekonk

Town of Somerset

Town of South Kingstown

Town of South Kingstown Historic District Commission

Town of Southold

Town of Stonington

Town of Swansea

Town of Tisbury

Town of Tiverton

Town of Tiverton Historic Preservation Advisory Board

Town of Voluntown

Town of Wareham

Town of Warren

Town of Warwick

Town of West Greenwich

Town of West Tisbury

Town of West Tisbury Historic District Commission

Town of West Warwick

Town of Westerly

Town of Westport

Town of Westport Historical Commission

Non-governmental organizations or groups

Alliance to Protect Nantucket Sound

Balfour Beatty Communities

Beavertail Lighthouse Museum Association

Block Island Historical Society
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Participants in the Section 106 Process Invited Consulting Parties

Bristol Historical and Preservation Society

Butler Flats Lighthouse (Mass Light Ltd)

Clambake Club of Newport

Cuttyhunk Historical Society

East Greenwich Historic Preservation Society

Friends of Sakonnet Light

Gay Head Lighthouse Advisory Committee

Martha's Vineyard Commission

Montauk Historical Society

Newport Historical Society

Newport Restoration Foundation

Norman Bird Sanctuary

Preservation Massachusetts

Rhode Island Historical Society

Salve Regina University

Southeast Lighthouse Foundation

The Preservation Society of Newport County

Revolution Wind (lessee)

Entities that responded to BOEM’s invitation to consult or were subsequently made known to BOEM and
added as consulting parties are listed in Table 7.

Table 7. Consulting Parties Participating in 106 Consultation

Participants in the Section 106 Process Participating Consulting Parties

SHPOs and state agencies Connecticut State Historic Preservation Office

Connecticut Department of Economic and Community Development

RIHPHC

New York State Division for Historic Preservation

MHC

Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management

Federal agencies NPS

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New England District

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District

Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Navy for
Environment (DASN(E))
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Participants in the Section 106 Process

Participating Consulting Parties

Chief of Naval Operations, Installations Division

Naval Facilities Engineering Systems Command Headquarters—
Cultural Resources

Naval History and Heritage Command — Underwater Archaeology
Branch

U.S. Department of Defense - Office of the Deputy Assistant
Secretary of Defense (Environment), Environmental Compliance and
Planning

U.S. Department of Defense - Office of the Assistant Secretary of
Defense for Sustainment

ACHP

Bureau of Safety and Environmental Enforcement

U.S. Coast Guard -Sector SE New England

U.S. Coast Guard - Marine Transportation Systems (CG-5PW)

Environmental Protection Agency

Federal Aviation Administration

Federally recognized Tribal Nations

Mashpee Wampanoag Tribe

Shinnecock Indian Nation

Mashantucket (Western) Pequot Tribal Nation

Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head (Aquinnah)

Mohegan Tribe of Indians of Connecticut

Narragansett Indian Tribe

Delaware Tribe of Indians

The Delaware Nation

Non-federally recognized Tribal Nations

Chappaquiddick Tribe of Wampanoag Nation

Unkechaug Nation

Local governments

City of Newport

County of Dukes (MA)

Town of Charlestown

Town of East Hampton

Town of Little Compton

Town of Middletown

Town of Nantucket

Nantucket Planning and Economic Development Commission

Town of Narragansett
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Participants in the Section 106 Process Participating Consulting Parties

Town of North Kingstown

Town of New Shoreham

Nongovernmental organizations or groups |Block Island Historical Society

Clambake Club of Newport

Friends of Sakonnet Light

Gay Head Lighthouse Advisory Committee

Newport Restoration Foundation

Norman Bird Sanctuary

The Preservation Society of Newport County

Rhode Island Historical Society

Salve Regina University

Southeast Lighthouse Foundation

Revolution Wind (lessee)

On January 15-17, July 21 and 27, and August 20, 2020; on March 12 and April 9 and August 2 and 13,
2021; February 3, May 2, June 1 and 2, 2022; and January 24 and February 3, 2023, BOEM met with
federally recognized Tribal Nations to simultaneously discuss multiple BOEM actions, including
BOEM’s action on Revolution Wind. Officials with the Mashpee Wampanoag Tribe, Mashantucket
(Western) Pequot Tribal Nation, and Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head (Aquinnah) have 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 (Western) 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 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
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revised MARA, offshore HRVEA, CHRVEA and accompanying documents (i.e., a memos on technical
report revisions, documentation of response to comments on historic properties assessment and analysis
reports, and an updated consultation schedule), and redistributed the previously provided TARA and the
onshore HRVEA, on August 1, 2022, and simultaneous to the release of this revised Finding in March
2023. BOEM held the third Section 106 virtual consultation meeting with consulting parties September
27,2022, reviewing the August 2022 changes to the historic properties assessment/analysis reports and
the Finding and draft MOA. On December 5, 2022, BOEM held a consultation meeting with the Town of
Aquinnah, focusing on mitigation proposals the Town provided for their historic properties. BOEM held a
consultation meeting on NHLs with consulting parties associated with the NHL review on the Project on
December 14, 2022, reviewing the 12 NHLs and the supplemental NHL documentation. Meeting
summaries and access to recordings of the meetings were made available to consulting parties following
each meeting.

In spring and fall 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. The fall
comments in 2022 included further address of the Finding, draft MOA, and draft EIS. BOEM’s responses
to all comments were provided in response-to-comment document releases with, and are reflected in, the
revised versions of the historic properties assessment/analysis reports, which were distributed to
consulting parties in August 2022 and March 2023.

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.
BOEM has scheduled a meeting with consulting parties on April 7, 2023, to further review the results of
the Finding and consult upon resolution of adverse effects and refine the MOA. BOEM plans to hold
other future consulting party meetings to finalize the MOA and complete the NHPA Section 106 process.
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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 32 historic properties within the RWF
maximum work area (SEARCH 2023). Of these, 19 are shipwrecks/possible historic shipwrecks and 13

are geomorphic features (ASLFs) of archacological interest. || NG
.|
e
|
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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 2023). 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 2023). 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 2023).

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 2023). 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 2023: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 2023). Please see the MARA for details on the methods
and results of these investigations. Although 13 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
2023: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 2023). 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 area |
I SLF's are a finite resource that G
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I 20d scrve as an archaeological and scientific source of information for
understanding the past climatic regimes, landscapes, and resources present |} I
I during ancient times. |

1 (/0 2018;
SEARCH 2023). 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 2023). 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 13 total ASLF features (Target-21 through Target-33).
Of these 13, eight are located within the RWEC corridors (Target-21, Target-22, and Target-29 through
Target-33 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 13
ASLFs are presented in Section 5 of the MARA, in detail. Of these 13targets, the MARA states explicitly:

I [he cxtent of the intact geomorphic features of

archaeological interest within the APE is minimal due to the relatively shallow impacts of

the cable installation process, wind turbine layout, post-glacial processes, and marine
transgression. (SEARCH 2023:202).

The MARA concluded that nine of the 13 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 preserved,
intact ASLFs except for the 13 identified here (SEARCH 2023: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) bsb. | N

]
N (SEARCH 2023).
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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 2023).

The 13 identified ASLFs are NRHP eligible at minimum for their connection to broad events within
I [istory 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 ||
I i accordance with the NRHP evaluation criteria (see SWCA 2021a). The 13
ASLF and ASLF features are individually eligible under Criterion A for their associations |l
—————————
I [ hcy arc individually eligible under Criterion D for the potential to yield
important cultural, historical, and scientific information |
N, 1 ior to 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 feeling. |

|
B /A SL Fs 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. || RN
-
|
|

N Thc 13 ASLF 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 || R R

- |
I (SWCA 2021a). The 13ASLF features in the marine APE for the Project

continue to convey these associations || G

Integrity of feeling is key to the significance of these properties || | || } I Though now
submerged, the ASLFs document the paleoclimate || though palynological,
geochemical, and other analysis points of the prehistoric natural environment. These ASLFs and ASLF

features provide well-preserved evidence of the landscape |
N (SWCA. 20212).
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|
I (SWCA 2021a). The 13 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 13 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 | IE_—_———

N 1cir 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 13ASLF 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 potentially result in adverse effects to nine of the 13 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
I [ tcrms 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). I
|

At Target-22, Target-23, Target-24, Target-26, Target-27, and Target-28, final design scenarios could
result in full avoidance of physical Project disturbance (Revolution Wind 2022b). At Target-21, Target-
29, and Target-30, adverse effects would be limited and minimized by micrositing (SEARCH 2023).
Target-25 may not be avoidable by WTG placement under the maximum case scenario, however, it could
be avoidable by alternatives where fewer than 100 WTGs would be constructed.

At Target-22, Target-23, and Target-24, complete avoidance is feasible for the RWEC, and Target 26 can
be avoided vertically if cable burial depth of 4-6 ft is maintained across the feature, as Revolution Wind
intends (Revolution Wind 2022b). At each of these four ASLFs, | NG
I (hc maximum-case scenario for the RWEC, so impacts would be limited and
could be minimized by micrositing (SEARCH 23). At Target-27, project siting would avoid its known
extent by excluding all physical Project disturbance from the ASLF feature boundary. At Target-28, WTG

placement and workspaces could be microsited to avoid ||
B (hc maximum-case scenario for the IAC (SEARCH 23).

At Target-21, Target-29, and Target-30 along the RWEC and at Target-25 along the IAC, i}

I (hc maximum-case scenario for the
RWEC. As a result, mpacts would be limited and could be minimized by micrositing (SEARCH 2023).

Target-31 is located | V1 crc anchor penetration could impact the feature;
therefore, Revolution Wind has committed to avoidance of Target-31 by establishing a no anchor zone to
avoid impacts to this feature (Revolution Wind 2023). Target-32 and Target-33 |

I v ould be physically avoided by
project impacts (Revolution Wind 2023). Although potential anchoring depths of up to 18 feet bsb also
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increase the consideration of the horizontal extent of ASLFs on portions of the RWEC, where deeper
anchor depths could occur, the potential for adverse effects to ASLFs are previously accounted for and
would not increase given Revolution Wind’s commitment to exclusion of anchoring from these ASLF
areas (Revolution Wind 2023).

41.2 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
I 2 chacological sites) within the terrestrial APE (see Table 2). Overall, the TARA identified
four M archacological resources. |G
|
.
I ([orrest and Waller

2023). I, #1 archacological site and the [N
I 2 archaeological site are eligible for NRHP listing under Criteria A and D and are

archaeologically significant (see Table 2).

I | - . . likely contains significant new information || G

#1 is eligible for
listing in the National Register under Criteria A and D. (Forrest and Waller 2023:4-24)

I /- Site may contain significant new information on ||| N

I /2 Sit is cligible for
listing in the National Register under Criteria A and D. (Forrest and Waller 2023:4-25)

Revolution Wind is committed to avoiding or minimizing impacts to these sites to the best extent feasible.
However, I 0 2s are 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 || I ! 2nd I - sitcs. These
mitigation measures would be made a requirement of the MOA for the project. | N EEEEEEEEEGE
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41.3 Assessment of Effects to Historic Properties in the Visual Area of Potential
Effects

BOEM has determined that the undertaking would 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). The remaining 64
are properties that have been determined to be eligible for the NRHP (a total of 33) or are included in the
inventories of the RIHPHC, MHC, or local entities with final determinations of NRHP eligibility pending
(atotal of 31). The 101 adversely affected above ground historic properties are coastal properties 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 also include two TCPs in MA: | I
.

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 2023: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 2023; Revolution Wind 2022a). 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 2023).

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
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indicate the total number of contributing properties, or which properties are considered to be contributing
to the significance of a given district” (EDR 2023:20). 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 2023:19)

As the HRVEA notes, the primary “potential effect resulting from the introduction of WTGs 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 2023:101).

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

e Maritime setting

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

e 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
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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 WTG

e Blade tip visibility

e  WTG Aviation light visibility

e Mid-tower aviation light visibility

e Coast Guard light visibility

e Total acreage of above-ground historic property

o 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
WTGs, due to the effect of distance, intervening vegetation and buildings/structures, as
well as the Earth’s curvature on visibility, not all of the resources would have views of
full WTGs (i.e., in which the entire WTG structure was visible). In order to provide the
most conservative level of analysis of potential Project visibility, the number of WTGs
for which WTG blade tips were visible was used in determining the number of WTGs
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 . . . above-ground 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 above-ground historic property,
these above-ground 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.
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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 2023:101-105)

Because relevant “maritime settings vary considerably among the different types of above-ground historic
properties” in the visual APE, the HRVEA grouped the historic properties where Project effects would
result by resource type and discussed them thematically (EDR 2023:101). 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;

e Lighthouses and Navigational Aids;

e Recreational Properties;

e Historic Cemeteries and Burial Grounds;

e Maritime Safety and Defense Facilities;

e Agricultural Properties;

o 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 |l and the important information they can provide regarding || N
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
2023). 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, an