
MEMORANDUM   Maine Natural Areas Program 

  Department of Agriculture, Conservation and Forestry 
  State House Station #177, Augusta, Maine 04333 
 

Date:   May 5, 2023 

To:   Tim Carr, LUPC 

From:   Lisa St. Hilaire, MNAP Information Manager 

Re:   Rare and exemplary botanical features: ZP 799A, Wolfden Mt. Chase LLC Rezoning to D‐
PD Subdistrict for the Pickett Mountain Metallic Mineral Mine, T6 R6 WELS, Maine. 

 

I have searched the Maine Natural Areas Program's Biological and Conservation Data System 
files for rare or unique botanical features in the vicinity of the proposed site in response to your 
request received May 3, 2023 for our agency’s comments on the project.  

According to our current information, there are no rare botanical features that will be disturbed 
within the project site.  

This finding is available and appropriate for preparation and review of environmental 
assessments, but it is not a substitute for on‐site surveys.  Comprehensive field surveys do not 
exist for all natural areas in Maine, and in the absence of a specific field investigation, the Maine 
Natural Areas Program cannot provide a definitive statement on the presence or absence of 
unusual natural features at this site.  You may want to have the site inventoried by a qualified 
field biologist to ensure that no undocumented rare features are inadvertently harmed. 

The Maine Natural Areas Program is continuously working to achieve a more comprehensive 
database of exemplary natural features in Maine.  We welcome the contribution of any 
information collected if a site survey is performed.   

Thank you for using the Maine Natural Areas Program in the environmental review process.  
Please do not hesitate to contact our office if you have further questions about the Natural 
Areas Program or about rare or unique botanical features at this site. 



Tribal Historic Preservation Office 
Passamaquoddy Tribe 

PO Box 159 Princeton, Me. 04668 
207‐214‐4051 

 

May 9, 2023 

 
State of Maine 
Land Use Planning Commission 
18 Elkins Lane 
Augusta, Maine  04333 
 

Re:  Pickett Mountain Mine Rezoning Application, ZP 779A – Wolfden Mt. Chase LLC 
 
 

Dear Stacie; 

The Passamaquoddy THPO has reviewed the following applications regarding the historic 

properties and significant religious and cultural properties in accordance with NHPA, NEPA, 

AIRFA, NAGPRA, ARPA, Executive Order 13007 Indian Sacred Sites, Executive Order 13175 

Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments, and Executive Order 12898 

Environmental Justice.  

The Project listed above will need a detailed archeological survey of the project footprint and 

on any new road construction. We recommend a qualified archeologist review this proposal and 

conduct a ground survey. One of the problems we have seen over the years is that dust from a 

mining operation does impact water and surrounding land which can have any impact on 

cultural and historical concerns of the Passamaquoddy Tribe.  Should buried artifacts, human 

remains, cultural sites or ground features be unexpectedly unearthed during ground disturbing 

activities, all construction should immediately cease and the resources be examined by a 

professional archaeologist. Additionally, all appropriate authorities‐including all pertinent tribal 

entities should be notified. 

Sincerely; 

Donald Soctomah 
Soctomah@gmail.com 
THPO 
Passamaquoddy Tribe 
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INTERDEPARTMENTAL MEMORANDUM  

 

MAINE GEOLOGICAL SURVEY, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,  CONSERVATION 

AND FORESTRY 

9 3  STATE HO US E STAT IO N ,  AUG UST A,  ME 0 4 3 3 3 -0 093 ,  (2 0 7 )  2 8 7 -2 80 1  

DATE: 06/15/2023 

TO: TIM CARR, SENIOR PLANNER, LUPC  

CC: HENRY N. BERRY, IV, SENIOR GEOLOGIST; RYAN GORDON, HYDROGEOLOGIST  

FROM: STEPHEN M. DICKSON, PH.D., STATE GEOLOGIST, MGS 

RE: REZONING FOR THE PICKETT MOUNTAIN METALLIC MINE, T6 R6 WELS, PENOBSCOT 

COUNTY 

After a review of the above project, as presented to us, and consideration of our agency’s 

standards, programs, and responsibilities, the following comments are submitted to the Land Use 

Planning Commission. 

Staff of the Maine Geological Survey (MGS) reviewed parts of the application by Wolfden 

Mount Chase LLC to the Land Use Planning Commission (LUPC) to rezone parts of T6 R6 

WELS as a Planned Development subdistrict for the purposes of permitting and operating an 

underground polymetallic mine. The documents reviewed included sections of the Application 

prepared by Stantec Consulting Services Inc., dated January 18, 2023, and the Response to 

LUPC Comments of February 24, 2023, dated April 13, 2023. 

The focus of the MGS review was on the size of the rezone area, the completeness of the mine 

facilities, the logistics of the surface operation, and potential impacts to natural resources, 

including water resources. As such, the entire application was not read or reviewed by MGS 

staff. MGS specifically reviewed the following sections from the January 18, 2023 application: 

1. Executive Summary 

2. Exhibits 1-2 

3. Exhibit 6.1 

4. Exhibits 7-8 

5. Exhibit 10 

6. Exhibits 24-25 

plus, the answers in the Response to LUPC Comments of February 24, 2023 document, 

including Attachments A and B. 
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Appropriateness of New District Designation 

One of the criteria for approval of a zone change petition is whether the new designation is more 

appropriate for the management of existing resources in the affected area [LUPC Chapter 12 

Rules, Section 4B (1)(b)]. Environmentally responsible mining of metallic mineral resources is a 

goal of the CLUP, as the Application mentions. We would add that there are currently very few 

mineral deposits in Maine known to be of significant size and grade (see Metallic Mineral 

Deposits of Maine https://www.maine.gov/dacf/mgs/explore/mining/metal.pdf). Of those few, 

the Pickett Mountain polymetallic deposit stands out as most compatible with the objectives of 

the Maine Metallic Minerals Mining Act (MMMMA) which favors small, high-grade deposits 

that can be mined underground, having less potential environmental impact than large, low-

grade, surface mines. Also, one of the commodities in the deposit, zinc, is on the federal list of 

critical minerals, essential to the economic and national security of the United States. Therefore, 

in our view, it would be more appropriate management of the metallic mineral deposit to allow it 

to proceed to the permitting process as envisioned by the CLUP and regulated by the MMMMA, 

than to have it remain in the M-GM zone. 

Size of Rezone Area 

In response to the LUPC guidance (Chapter 12 Rules, Section 3) that the size of the Subdistrict 

“... shall be limited to an area necessary to reasonably conduct authorized mining ...” we observe 

that the proposed rezone area fits closely around the features shown on the conceptual plan 

(Figure 2-1). While the plan as proposed does fit within this footprint, we encourage the 

Commission to consider allowing the applicant and the DEP some room for alternative designs 

that might be indicated during the permitting process as more detailed information is obtained. 

Specifically, we note that detailed soils information and engineering designs could require 

adjustments in the positioning of certain features. It might be preferable at the zoning stage to 

allow enough space for the regulators to work than to require the applicant to return for an 

amendment. This is simply a matter of contingency as would be encountered in any major 

construction project. It is challenging to know exactly what area is “necessary” before there is an 

“authorized” mining project. 

The specific areas that we see where the existing boundary might need to be expanded slightly to 

allow redesign as more detailed information becomes available in the permitting process are: 

1. At the southwest corner of the rezone area.  The Organics Storage (26) is pressed against 

the western boundary of the rezone area. As currently designed, this is acceptable. 

However, as shown on Figure 2-6, Section G, there is not much space between the 

Organics Storage (26) and the excavation for Waste Rock Pad #2 (30). If the soils or 

engineering studies show that a more gradual slope is required for the west side of the 

https://www.maine.gov/dacf/mgs/explore/mining/metal.pdf
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waste rock pad excavation, the DEP might ask for the Organics Storage to be moved 

uphill, for example. 

2. At the south edge of the rezone area, a Proposed Access Road is shown on the 

Conceptual Site Plan (Figure 2-1) leading south from Waste Rock Storage Pad #2 (30). 

This access road appears to make an unreasonably sharp left turn onto the existing gravel 

road leading to the northeastern part of the site. Is there adequate space there to 

accommodate this turn reasonably and safely in the current footprint without affecting the 

wetland area? 

3. The northeast boundary of the rezone area, where the Security Guard Gatehouse (36) is 

located. We have some questions about the layout of the site area between the Mine 

Portal (24) and the Snow Storage Area (3). Any adjustments or additional structures in 

this area that might be indicated during the permitting process could require moving the 

northeastern boundary slightly to the northeast. 

Site Facilities and Operations 

The features of the site and their arrangement overall are well laid out, efficient, and logical. 

They have been situated well in consideration of the topography and wetland areas. The phased 

plan using a hoist to access the southwestern ore body is creative. That said, there are some 

details that we don’t see in the conceptual plan. 

1. How does waste rock get from the backfill plant to the mine portal? We don’t see an 

access road to the backfill plant. On Figure 2-5, Section F the backfill plant is not shown. 

From that section it would appear to be 10 feet higher than the access road. 

2. Is there a facility on site where mine waste testing and characterization will take place?  

If not, does it need to be added? 

3. How will the backfill material be “neutralized or otherwise treated to prevent 

contamination of groundwater,” as required by DEP Chapter 200 Rules? 

4. How and where will ore be loaded into the semi-tractor trailer dump trucks, from both ore 

pads? 

5. Is there a truck scales for weighing loads of ore leaving the site? 

6. There is an existing gravel road within the rezone area between the northeast and 

southwest operations areas. This road passes through a wetland area. What is the 

condition of this road? It appears to be the primary route of loaded ore trucks from Ore 

Storage Pad #2 (29) to the off-site processing facility. If it needs improvement, will it 

require a NRPA permit? 
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Impacts to Water Quantity 

The analysis of area hydrology and the general water balance of the site (Exhibit 10.5.2 and 

Table 10-1) appears to be sufficient. The precipitation and runoff modeling presented in 

Attachment 10-C also appears sufficient and reasonable. Furthermore, the two reports by Sevee 

& Maher Engineers (Attachment 10-E to the application and Attachment B to the Response to 

LUPC Comments of February 24, 2023) concerning spray irrigation, snowmaking, and changes 

to water flow timing and quantity all appear to be well-considered. On the other hand, we would 

like to see more discussion and details about anticipated uses and sources of water in the project 

area. In Attachment 10-C and in the Sevee & Maher reports, the combined wastewater volume 

resulting from mine dewatering and mining operations is estimated at 30 gallons per minute 

(15.8 million gallons per year); however, details about this estimate are lacking. Specifically, we 

have the following questions about this estimate and other uses and sources of water: 

1. How much of the estimated 15.8 MGY would be from groundwater infiltration into the 

mine, and how much from mining operations? How was the volume of groundwater 

infiltration estimated, and what is the reasonable range or uncertainty for this estimate? 

2. What is the volume of water anticipated to be used for the mining operations, and how 

was this estimate made? What are the anticipated uses of water in the underground 

workings? Potential water uses that are not thoroughly discussed include: 

a. drilling and excavation 

b. underground dust control 

c. underground equipment and vehicle washing 

3. Further uses of water on the surface and elsewhere on site are not considered at all in the 

potential volume of water requiring treatment. Would these constitute significant 

volumes, and are the water treatment systems sized appropriately to include any of these 

potential uses? Additional potential uses include: 

a. fire suppression 

b. surface dust control 

c. washing of paved surfaces 

d. washing of transport trucks 

e. exploration drilling 

4. Might the fire suppression system use PFAS or other chemical flame retardants, and is 

the water treatment system able to remove these substances if there is a use of the fire 

suppression system anywhere in the mine or on the development site? 

5. What are the anticipated sources of water to be used on-site and where will they be 

located? A potable water well is briefly mentioned for use in staff washrooms, but not 

located on the site plan, but the source of mining water is not described at all or located 

on the plan. 
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Impacts to Water Quality 

The general design of contact water treatment (holding ponds, treatment works, and treated water 

disposal), as described in Attachment 10-D, appears well-considered and appropriate, as long as 

they are designed for the appropriate volume of water produced (see questions on water uses 

above). However, the design of contact water collection is lacking in some details. For example, 

the ore and waste rock storage pads are proposed to have engineered liner and leachate collection 

systems that are described in some detail (Exhibit 2 and figures), but the design of water 

collection from other infrastructure within the “water collection area” shown on Figure 2-1 is not 

described. Specifically, we have the following questions: 

1. Will the snow storage area be underlain by an engineered liner and leachate collection 

system similar to the ore and waste rock storage pads? 

2. What methods will be used to reduce or eliminate the infiltration of contact water through 

roads, lots, ditches, etc., that are not designed with liners within the “water collection 

area”? 

3. How will water be collected from other surfaces and structures within the “water 

collection area,” including road ditches, lots, and buildings such as the maintenance shop, 

equipment fueling, backfill plant, etc.? 

4. From the standpoint of potential environmental impact, we would assign all water in the 

rezone area to either contact water or non-contact water. We consider the water in the 

“water collection area” to be contact water because it has been exposed to mine truck 

traffic, backfill processing, and loading or unloading ore or waste rock. Are there areas 

where ore or waste rock will be loaded or unloaded that are outside the “water collection 

areas” indicated on the conceptual site plan (Figure 2-1)? 

Miscellaneous Questions 

1. Exhibit 6.1.9 shows a bedrock map taken from the 1:500,000 Bedrock Geologic Map of 

Maine. There is a more detailed 1:62,500 scale map available from the U.S. Geological 

Survey (Ekren and Frischknecht, 1967). This is a technical point, but not a significant 

issue, since the applicant has conducted more recent detailed bedrock mapping as 

presented in Figure 7.4 of the Preliminary Economic Assessment. 

2. Attachment 10-B reports the results of seven samples that were analyzed for acid-

generating potential. What are the locations of the samples? 

3. What will become of the Low-Grade Ore? 





AMANDA E. BEAL 
COMMISSIONER 

JANET T. MILLS 
GOVERNOR 

STACIE R. BEYER 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

STATE OF MAINE 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, CONSERVATION & FORESTRY 

LAND USE PLANNING COMMISSION 
22 SHS, 18 ELKINS LANE 

AUGUSTA, MAINE 04333-0022 
 
 
 

PHONE: 207-287-2631    www.maine.gov/acf PHONE: 207-287-7439 

REQUEST FOR REVIEW AND COMMENT ON PENDING APPLICATION 

Date:  May 3, 2023   Permit #: ZP 779A           Tr#: __54022_       Analyst: Tim Carr  

Applicant: _Wolfden Mt. Chase, LLC______________________ Location: __T6 R6 WELS_________  

Project:   Rezoning to D-PD Subdistrict for the Pickett Mountain Metallic Mineral Mine ______ 
 
 
Special Notes:  This is an application for a zone change that would allow the  

Applicant to move forward to the permitting stage.  If the zone change is approved by   

the Commission, DEP would be the lead agency for permitting and LUPC would have a  

certifying role.  Links to the petition, supporting materials, and references are attached. 
 
 
Please use this form to submit comments & recommendations regarding the petition.  Those indicated below have 
been requested to review this petition. 

 Bureau of Parks and Lands, SHS #22 
Attn.: Outdoor Recreation, Rex Turner  

Maine Forest Service 
Attn.:  Patty Cormier 

 DEP, SHS #17 or 312 Canco Rd. Portland, ME 04103 
Attn.:  Mining Review, Mark Stebbins and Mike Clark  

Natural Areas Program, SHS #93 
Attn.:  Lisa St. Hilaire 

 DEP, SHS #17 
Attn.:  Groundwater Review, John Hopeck  

State Geologist, NRIMC, SHS #22 
Attn.:  Stephen Dickson 

 DEP, SHS #17 
Attn.:  Surface Water Review, Tom Danielson  

DOT, Traffic, SHS #16 
Attn.:  Steve Landry 

 DEP, SHS #17 
Attn.:  Waste Water Treatment, Gregg Wood  

Penobscot County Commissioners 
Attn: George Buswell 

 DEP, SHS #17 
Attn.:  Air Quality Review, Jeff Crawford  

DEP, SHS #17 
Attn.:  Engineering Review, Ken Libbey 

 DEP, 106 Hogan Road, Bangor 
Attn.:  Solid Waste Review, Karen Knuuti 

 
 

 Historic Preservation Commission, SHS #65 
Attn.:  Art Spiess 

 
 

 DIF&W, SHS #41 (email: IFWEnvironmentalreview@maine.gov) 
Attn.:  John Perry, Environmental Review Coordinator 

 
 

 

 
After review of the petition and consideration of the proposal’s probable impacts, we have: 

 No comments on the proposal    Comments on the proposal are attached 
 
Comments (attach additional pages as necessary): 
 
 
Name & Signature:                                                  Date: June 27, 2023 
 
Reports of staff permitting decisions, can be found here:   http://www.maine.gov/dacf/lupc/reports/  

TO BE CONSIDERED, 
COMMENTS DUE BY: 

06-15-2023 
 



     
   JANET T. MILLS 
              GOVERNOR 

 

STATE OF MAINE 
DEPARTMENT OF 

INLAND FISHERIES & WILDLIFE 
353 WATER STREET 

41 STATE HOUSE STATION 
AUGUSTA ME  04333-0041                                         

                        JUDITH CAMUSO 
                                     COMMISSIONER 

 
 

PHONE: (207) 287-8000 FISH AND WILDLIFE ON THE WEB: 
www.maine.gov/ifw 

EMAIL ADDRESS: 
IFWEnvironmentalReview@maine.gov 

 

June 27, 2023 
 
Tim Carr 
Senior Planner 
Maine Land Use Planning Commission 
22 State House Station 
Augusta, Maine 04333-0022 
 
 
RE: Wolfden Mt. Chase LLC, Rezoning Request ZP 779A, Pickett Mountain Metallic Mineral Mine, T6R6 WELS  
 
 
Dear Tim, 
 
Per your request received on May 4, 2023, the Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife (MDIFW) has 
reviewed application materials related to the request by Wolfden Mt. Chase LLC to rezone 374 acres in T6R6 
WELS from a General Management (M-GN) Subdistrict to a Planned Development (D-PD) Subdistrict.  If rezoning 
is approved, Wolfden would then have the opportunity to apply for regulatory review and possible permitting of 
the proposed underground Pickett Mountain Metallic Mineral Mine.  MDIFW has provided previous reviews and 
correspondences on July 27, 2022; September 11, 2020; November 25, 2019; and participated in a site visit and 
onsite meeting on September 3, 2020, related to this project.   
 
MDIFW has previously noted potential concerns related to State listed bats and their critical habitats; 
intermittent and perennial streams; lakes and ponds; fisheries and other aquatic resources; freshwater 
wetlands; Inland Waterfowl and Wadingbird Habitats; vernal pools; and other known and potential resources of 
concern.  The September 11, 2020, correspondence (attached) provides information on fisheries, aquatic, and 
wetland resources in the area.  These resources, as well as the surface water and groundwater resources that 
supply them, are significant concerns for the agency and will be the subject of further review and 
recommendations in any future regulatory proceedings. 
 
MDIFW notes that the proposed project has undergone substantial modifications and that application materials 
suggest that significant analyses have been and are being conducted.  The applicant indicates that 129 acres of 
the 374 acres proposed for rezoning will be cleared for the project, with mine facilities, water treatment, water 
storage, and a water recharge area located within an approximately 31-acre portion of impervious development.  
The project site may also include a possible future 47-acre solar development. The applicant’s consultant 
indicates that the proposed design will avoid jurisdictional wetland, stream, and vernal pool resources. In the 
current proposed design, concentrator and tailings processing facilities will be proposed at another location to be 
determined and not located at this site. MDIFW will be interested in the location proposed for these operations. 
 
Mineral deposits are reportedly located at depths of 160-2,700 feet below surface.  Thus, the project design 
appears to allow for maintaining approximately 160 feet of overburden material beneath natural resources, 
seemingly reducing the potential for the mining activity itself to affect groundwater flows to wetland and 
aquatic resources on the surface.  This concept merits further review. 
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Application materials indicate that mined ore and waste rock will be temporarily stockpiled on impermeable, 
lined storage pads with leachate and storm water collection and treatment, including settling and reverse 
osmosis, prior to surface discharge through spray irrigation and wastewater snowmaking.  Spray 
irrigation/snowmaking discharges are proposed to be located within water recharge areas to provide 
approximately equivalent pre and post construction water budgets to offset lost surface flows to aquatic and 
wetland resources from adjacent areas altered by development.  MDIFW will be interested in more detailed 
analyses of this proposal as designs are further developed, to ensure that distributed water is free of 
contaminants from mine activities and that any adverse impacts to surface water and groundwater resources, 
fisheries, wildlife, and their critical habitats, are avoided, minimized, and, if appropriate, adequately mitigated. 
 
MDIFW’s preliminary desktop reviews and record searches identify known resources, but site surveys are often 
necessary to identify other important resources that have not yet been investigated but may be present in an 
area.  Locating a project in or in proximity to certain habitats can result in adverse impacts to those habitats and 
the species that utilize them and, in those situations, MDIFW will likely recommend increased siting and design 
considerations, operational measures, monitoring practices, and/or other efforts in attempt to avoid, minimize, 
and possibly mitigate for such impacts.  Resource surveys, project siting, facility design/layout, and operational 
practices are all very important steps in this process.  MDIFW provides recommendations based on known and 
reported resource information but, it is the applicant’s ultimate responsibility to ensure that its activities do not 
result in substantial detrimental impacts to resources.   
 
Based on review of the materials provided, MDIFW offers no objection at this time to Wolfden Mt. Chase LLC’s 
request to rezone 374 acres in T6R6 WELS from a General Management (M-GN) Subdistrict to a Planned 
Development (D-PD) Subdistrict.  MDIFW anticipates that any future application materials will include 
compelling information on measures to avoid or minimize adverse impacts to important natural resources such 
as, but not limited to, those noted above and in MDIFW’s previous correspondences.  Further, we anticipate that 
any regulatory proceedings will include opportunities for MDIFW to review and provide recommendations for 
the protection of important fisheries, wildlife, and critical aquatic, wetland, riparian, and terrestrial habitats, and 
that such recommendations will be appropriately considered in regulatory actions. 
 
Thank you for this opportunity.  If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact me at 
robert.d.stratton@maine.gov or (207) 287-5659. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Robert D. Stratton 
Environmental Program Manager 
Maine Department of Inland Fisheries & Wildlife 
 
cc:  Kevin Dunham, Mark Caron (MDIFW) 
   
encl: MDIFW Preliminary Resource Map (2023) 

MDIFW Fish and Wildlife Resources Review (September 11, 2020) 
 Wolfden Preliminary Stream Resources Map (2020) 
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   JANET T. MILLS 
              GOVERNOR 

 

STATE OF MAINE 
DEPARTMENT OF 

INLAND FISHERIES & WILDLIFE 
284 STATE STREET 

41 STATE HOUSE STATION 
AUGUSTA ME  04333-0041                                           

                        JUDITH CAMUSO 
                                     COMMISSIONER 

 

 

 
PHONE: (207) 287-8000 FISH AND WILDLIFE ON THE WEB: 

www.maine.gov/ifw 
EMAIL ADDRESS: 

ifw.webmaster@maine.gov 

 

September 11, 2020 

 

Ms. Stacie J. Beyer 

Planning Manager 

Maine Land Use Planning Commission 

22 State House Station,  

Augusta, Maine 04333-0022 

 

RE: Wolfden Resources Mineral Mining Rezoning Petition, T6R6 WELS; Additional Resource Information. 

 

Dear Stacie, 

 

Per your request, and as a follow up to the site visit conducted on September 3, 2020, the Maine 

Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife (MDIFW) offers the following additional observations and 

recommendations related to Wolfden Resources’ petition to rezone 528 acres in T6R6 WELS to allow for 

an application to construct a metallic mineral mine.  We appreciate the opportunity to attend the site 

visit, which was very informative and provided an opportunity to discuss resource concerns with the 

applicant and other parties present. 

 

In MDIFW’s letter of November 25, 2019, we described our agency’s focus on Rare, Threatened, and 

Endangered Species and Habitats; Significant Wildlife Habitats; and Protected Natural Resources.  Based 

on preliminary information provided, we also noted several resources for further investigation and of 

particular concern, some of which are further addressed below.  The following is in response to your 

request for additional information related to the presence, use, and concerns for potential impacts to 

natural resources in the vicinity of the proposed project. 

 

Significant Wildlife Habitat, Potential for Maine Threatened Species 

It is noted that a designated Inland Waterfowl and Wading Bird Habitat (IWWH) is located on the inlet 

on the western end of Pickett Mountain Pond, adjacent to the proposed project site.  MDIFW 

anticipates receiving and reviewing additional project information in the future to ensure that there are 

no unreasonable, adverse impacts to this resource, which is a Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) 

pursuant to the Natural Resources Protection Act (38 M.R.S., §480-B.10) and SWH Rules (06-096 CMR 

335; 09-137 CMR 10).  In addition, MDIFW recommends investigation of the IWWH for presence / 

absence of shrubby cinquefoil, the host plant for the State Threatened Clayton’s copper butterfly.  Aerial 

photo interpretation suggests that the IWWH may have conditions that favor this plant and there is an 

existing population of Clayton’s copper butterflies in nearby Crystal.  The Clayton’s copper butterfly is 

currently known from only ten sites in Maine, including four in a ten square mile area of eastern 

Penobscot County in the vicinity of Lee and Springfield, and three sites in northern Piscataquis and 

eastern Aroostook Counties.  Clayton’s copper is found only in association with its larval host plant, the 

shrubby cinquefoil.  This uncommon shrub requires limestone soils and has a scattered distribution 

throughout Maine, however, there are relatively few stands large enough to support viable Clayton’s 

copper populations.  Shrubby cinquefoil is intolerant of shade and can only thrive in open areas.  It 
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typically occurs along the edge of calcareous (limestone) wetlands.  It can also be found in old fields, but 

these stands are typically short-lived because of forest succession.  All of the currently known 

occurrences for Clayton’s copper are in enriched fens and bogs, and streamside shrublands or meadows.  

Please contact MDIFW’s Reptile, Amphibian, and Invertebrate Biologist, Beth Swartz 

(beth.swartz@maine.gov, 207- 941-4476), for further guidance.  If MDIFW-approved surveys are 

conducted and indicate that shrubby cinquefoil is not present, or if it can be demonstrated that the 

Wolfden proposal will not adversely affect shrubby cinquefoil and will avoid Take or Harassment of the 

Maine Threatened Clayton’s copper butterfly, MDIFW anticipates having no concerns for this species. 

 

Bat Habitat Creation, Post-Closure 

During the September 3, 2020 site visit, we briefly explored the potential to create habitat for at-risk bat 

species as part of the post-operational site remediation plan.  As I understand it, the main underground 

portal will consist of an approximately 16-foot x 16-foot opening surrounded by a larger rock face.  

There will also be both east and west ventilation raises with approximately 10-foot x 10-foot 

openings.  Wolfden intends to fill and add concrete around the openings to prevent water intrusion 

after closure.  We briefly discussed the potential to slope and berm around the openings to discourage 

water entry and to leave gated openings as possible caves for bat hibernacula.  We also discussed the 

possibility of installing some piles of rock rubble on the closed tailings storage area as potential 

hibernacula.  These discussions were conceptual but, Wolfden expressed interest in further exploring 

the concept to determine the potential for creating viable habitat conditions while also meeting site 

closure needs.   

 

Aquatic Resources 

The proposed project site is located in the Rockabema Lake subwatershed (HUC 12), in proximity and 

west of Pickett Mountain Pond, which flows to Grass Pond, then to Mud Lake, and other waters 

downstream.  It is also east and south of the West Branch of the Mattawamkeag River, which flows to 

Pleasant Lake, Mud Lake, Duck Pond, Rockabema Lake, and other downstream resources along the West 

Branch of the Mattawamkeag River.  The watershed contains other resources including intermittent and 

perennial streams, associated riparian habitats, and freshwater wetlands, and is considered important 

for brook trout. 

 

Pickett Mountain Pond has a maximum depth of seven feet, with warm, well oxygenated water.  The 

initial fisheries survey (1958) indicated that the inlet tributary had no potential for brook trout 

spawning, rearing, or adults, and the outlet had little potential.  One trout was captured during the 

initial survey, none in subsequent samples (1996, 2004).  MDIFW Regional Fisheries Biologist Kevin 

Dunham indicates that Pickett Mountain Pond contains white sucker, fine-scale dace, red-belly dace, 

fallfish, creek chub, golden shiner, common shiner, red-breasted sunfish, black-nose dace, and pearl 

dace, and would make a great place to harvest bait fish. 

 

Pleasant Lake, Mud Lake, and Grass Pond are all designated as Heritage Fish Waters.  Maine Heritage 

Fish Waters are native and wild brook trout lakes and ponds which represent unique, valuable, and 

irreplaceable ecological and angling resources.  MDIFW recognizes the unrivaled historic and economic 

importance of Maine’s wild and native brook trout resource and focuses on the conservation and 

protection of this uniquely valuable resource.  MDIFW’s primary intent for managing wild brook trout in 

lakes and ponds is the protection and conservation of these self-sustaining fisheries.  The inlets of these 

lakes originate in the West Branch of the Mattawamkeag River as well as Picket Mountain Pond, 

positioned west and east of the proposed project site, respectively.    
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MDIFW regional fisheries staff consider Pleasant Lake and Mud Lake to be some of the best brook trout 

and landlock salmon waters available in the Region.  Kevin Dunham notes, “Though the initial survey of 

the lakes in 1953 describes them as being shallow and having warm water throughout, it does go on to 

say, ‘trout and salmon seek the cool water of spring holes…’.  Pleasant Lake has an adequate amount of 

cool-water spring holes to support an excellent trout and salmon fishery.  Subsequent fishery surveys, the 

most recent conducted in June 2019, found extraordinary growth of one-year old wild brook trout 

averaging 9.1”, most of which probably took place in a cooler tributary stream.  Additionally, while the 

lake does not stratify and temperatures remain homogenous throughout the water column, dissolved 

oxygen levels also remain ideal from top to bottom.  Multiple age-classes of brook trout were captured 

during recent surveys as well, indicating year to year holdover is taking place at Pleasant and Mud 

Lakes.”  Anecdotal evidence suggests moderate angling pressure in these waters and the fisheries 

resources are protected and managed through specialized regulations.  “The landlocked salmon fishery 

is not as robust as the trout fishery, but past surveys have sampled multiple age-classes in the 7-17” size 

ranges.  While the lakes are somewhat limiting in cold-water refugia they do support healthy populations 

of salmonids (and other fish including smelt) and it is vitally important to protect the tributaries as well 

as the lakes since they contain an abundance of spawning and rearing habitat.”  

 

Merry Gallagher, MDIFW’s Native Fish Conservation Biologist, provided the attached map of preliminary 

stream resources, and noted that the orange stream lines “signify streams that are of 

medium/moderate value for wild brook trout conservation according to (MDIFW’s) recent effort to 

classify streams.”  As noted during our November 5, 2019 meeting, brook trout streams are plentiful 

throughout this region.  During surveys conducted in September 2008, one survey site indicated on the 

map yielded 16 wild brook trout, while the second site provided two wild brook trout, along with 

common shiner, black nose dace, creek chub, white sucker, and black nose shiner. 

 

MDIFW requests additional information on the proposed mining operation and associated activities to 

ensure that it will not result in unreasonable adverse impacts to these valuable resources. 

 

Streams and Wetlands 

Wolfden’s plan during the mining operation includes capturing water from runoff and infiltration on site, 

treating it to equal to or better than ambient conditions, and discharging treated water into bedrock 

aquifers.  During the September 3, 2020 site visit, MDIFW noted that intermittent and perennial streams 

and freshwater wetlands in the area are likely supplied by water from shallow features that flow 

through the overburden and less likely from bedrock sources.  MDIFW expressed concern with the 

potential for these natural resources to be adversely affected by removing water from surficial and 

shallow horizons and discharging it to bedrock aquifers.  The concern is with a potential dewatering 

and/or change in water chemistry, temperature, etc. of these natural resources that are important 

habitats by themselves as well as through their contributions to the larger resources described above.  

Also, additional information is necessary to demonstrate that the proposed mining operation and 

associated activities will not cause physical interruptions in subsurface flow patterns that supply these 

resources, even if Wolfden is able to maintain recommended undisturbed, forested buffer distances.  

During the site visit, we discussed investigating spray irrigation of the treated water to the ground 

surface during operation, allowing it to infiltrate the overburden and potentially provide flows to surface 

water resources.   However, even if this is determined feasible and beneficial, the question remains of 

potential long term/permanent effects as this practice will not be in use after operations cease.  MDIFW 

requests additional information to address concerns for potential direct and indirect impacts to surface 

and groundwater features and flow patterns that contribute to these resources.   
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We hope that this information is valuable to your process.  If you have any questions or concerns, please 

feel free to contact me at robert.d.stratton@maine.gov or (207) 287-5659.   

 

Thank you,  

 

 

 

Robert D. Stratton 

Environmental Program Manager 

Maine Department of Inland Fisheries & Wildlife 

 

Cc: Jim Connolly, Director, Bureau of Resource Management, MDIFW 
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