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LIHI CERTIFICATION HANDBOOK

-- PART VII -- 
CERTIFICATION QUESTIONNAIRE
**  PLEASE SUBMIT THIS QUESTIONNAIRE IN WORD FORMAT **

	Background Information
	

	1)
Name of the Facility as used in the FERC license/exemption.

	The Gilman Hydroelectric Project

	2)
Applicant’s name, contact information and relationship to the Facility.  If the Applicant is not the Facility owner/operator, also provide the name and contact information for the Facility owner and operator.


	Hydro Management Group, LLC 
 as agent for Ampersand Gilman Hydro LP (owner)
c/o Essex Hydro Associates, L.L.C

55 Union Street, 4th Floor

Boston, MA 02108

ATTN: Stephen Hickey

tel: (617) 367-0032     email: sjh@essexhydro.com



	3)
Location of Facility including (a) the state in which Facility is located; (b) the river on which Facility is located; (c) the river-mile location of the Facility dam; (d) the river’s drainage area in square miles at the Facility intake; (e) the location of other dams on the same river upstream and downstream of the Facility; and (f) the exact latitude and longitude of the Facility dam.


	(a) Essex County, VT; Coos County, NH
(b) Connecticut River

(c) River Mile 300
(d) 1,514 square miles
(e) see attached appendix 3-2

(f) Lat. 44°24'35.85"N, Long. 71°43'1.96"W

	4)
Installed capacity.


	4.85MW

	5)
Average annual generation.


	25 GWh

	6)
Regulatory status.


	FERC License Project No. 2392 dtd April 13, 1994 (see Appendix 1-1)

	7)
Reservoir volume and surface area measured at the normal maximum operating level. 

	A reservoir having an area of 130 acres, a storage capacity of 705 acre-feet, and a normal water

surface elevation of 833.3 feet USGS

	8)
Area occupied by non-reservoir facilities (e.g., dam, penstocks, powerhouse). 

	Roughly 1 acre

	9)
Number of acres inundated by the Facility.


	Approximately 290

	10)
Number of acres contained in a 200-foot zone extending around entire reservoir.

	Approximately 97 acres

	11)
Contacts for Resource Agencies and non-governmental organizations 


	See Appendix 2

	12)
Description of the Facility, its mode of operation (i.e., peaking/run of river) and photographs, maps and diagrams.


	See Appendix 3

	Questions for “New” Facilities Only: 

If the Facility you are applying for is “new” (i.e., an existing dam that added or increased power generation capacity after August of 1998) please answer the following questions to determine eligibility for the program 


	N/A

	13)  When was the dam associated with the Facility completed? 
	N/A

	14)  When did the added or increased generation first generate electricity? If the added or increased generation is not yet operational, please answer question 18 as well. 
	N/A

	15)  Did the added or increased power generation capacity require or include any new dam or other diversion structure?  
	N/A

	16)  Did the added or increased capacity include or require a change in water flow through the facility that worsened conditions for fish, wildlife, or water quality (for example, did operations change from run-of-river to peaking)?


	N/A

	17 (a)  Was the existing dam recommended for removal or decommissioning by resource agencies, or recommended for removal or decommissioning by a broad representation of interested persons and organizations in the local and/or regional community prior to the added or increased capacity? 
  (b) If you answered “yes” to question 17(a), the Facility is not eligible for certification, unless you can show that the added or increased capacity resulted in specific measures to improve fish, wildlife, or water quality protection at the existing dam.  If such measures were a result, please explain.

	N/A

	18 (a) If the added or increased generation is not yet operational, has the increased or added generation received regulatory authorization (e.g., approval by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission)? If not, the facility is not eligible for consideration; and 

(b)   Are there any pending appeals or litigation regarding that authorization?  If so, the facility is not eligible for consideration. 


	N/A

	
	
	

	A.   Flows
	PASS
	FAIL

	1) Is the Facility in Compliance with Resource Agency Recommendations issued after December 31, 1986 regarding flow conditions for fish and wildlife protection, mitigation and enhancement (including in-stream flows, ramping and peaking rate conditions, and seasonal and episodic instream flow variations) for both the reach below the tailrace and all bypassed reaches?


	YES 

See Appendix A and

Appendix B
	

	2)  If there is no flow condition recommended by any Resource Agency for the Facility, or if the recommendation was issued prior to January 1, 1987, is the Facility in Compliance with a flow release schedule, both below the tailrace and in all bypassed reaches, that at a minimum meets Aquatic Base Flow standards or “good” habitat flow standards calculated using the Montana-Tennant method?  


	N/A
	

	3)   If the Facility is unable to meet the flow standards in A.2., has the Applicant demonstrated, and obtained a letter from the relevant Resource Agency confirming that demonstration, that the flow conditions at the Facility are appropriately protective of fish, wildlife, and water quality?  


	YES = Pass, go to B
	

	
	
	

	B. Water Quality
	PASS
	FAIL

	1) Is the Facility either:

a) In Compliance with all conditions issued pursuant to a Clean Water Act Section 401 water quality certification issued for the Facility after December 31, 1986? Or

b) In Compliance with the quantitative water quality standards established by the state that support designated uses pursuant to the federal Clean Water Act in the Facility area and in the downstream reach?


	YES = Go to B2

A letter will be provided from the NH DES after completion of a water quality assessment program btw June-Sept 2012
	

	2)    Is the Facility area or the downstream reach currently identified by the state as not meeting water quality standards (including narrative and numeric criteria and designated uses) pursuant to Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act?


	NO = Pass


	

	3)     If the answer to question B.2 is yes, has there been a determination that the Facility does not cause, or contribute to, the violation?
	N/A

	

	
	
	

	C. Fish Passage and Protection 
	PASS
	FAIL

	1) Is the Facility in Compliance with Mandatory Fish Passage Prescriptions for upstream and downstream passage of anadromous and catadromous fish issued by Resource Agencies after December 31, 1986?


	See Appendix C:  Agency approvals will be forwarded to LIHI as Appendix C-7 and C-8 as soon as they are received

	

	2) Are there historic records of anadromous and/or catadromous fish movement through the Facility area, but anadromous and/or catadromous fish do not presently move through the Facility area (e.g., because passage is blocked at a downstream dam or the fish no longer have a migratory run)?
a) If the fish are extinct or extirpated from the Facility area or downstream reach, has the Applicant demonstrated that the extinction or extirpation was not due in whole or part to the Facility? 

b) If a Resource Agency Recommended adoption of upstream and/or downstream fish passage measures at a specific future date, or when a triggering event occurs (such as completion of passage through a downstream obstruction or the completion of a specified process), has the Facility owner/operator made a legally enforceable commitment to provide such passage?


	YES = Go to C2a

YES = Go to C2b

YES = Go to C5


	

	3)
If, since December 31, 1986: 

a)
Resource Agencies have had the opportunity to issue, and considered issuing, a Mandatory Fish Passage Prescription for upstream and/or downstream passage of anadromous or catadromous fish  (including delayed installation as described in C2a above), and

b)
The Resource Agencies declined to issue a Mandatory Fish Passage Prescription,   

c)
Was a reason for the Resource Agencies’ declining to issue a Mandatory Fish Passage Prescription one of the following: (1) the technological infeasibility of passage, (2) the absence of habitat upstream of the Facility due at least in part to inundation by the Facility impoundment, or (3) the anadromous or catadromous fish are no longer present in the Facility area and/or downstream reach due in whole or part to the presence of the Facility?  

 
	N/A 
	

	4)
If C3 was not applicable: 

a) Are upstream and downstream fish passage survival rates for anadromous and catadromous fish at the dam each documented at greater than 95% over 80% of the run using a generally accepted monitoring methodology? Or

b) If the Facility is unable to meet the fish passage standards in 4.a, has the Applicant either i) demonstrated, and obtained a letter from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service or National Marine Fisheries Service confirming that demonstration, that the upstream and downstream fish passage measures (if any) at the Facility are appropriately protective of the fishery resource, or ii) committed to the provision of fish passage measures in the future and obtained a letter from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service or the National Marine Fisheries Service indicating that passage measures are not currently warranted? 


	See Appendix C:  Agency approvals will be forwarded to LIHI as Appendix C-7 and C-8 as soon as they are received


	

	5)    Is the Facility in Compliance with Mandatory Fish Passage Prescriptions for upstream and/or downstream passage of Riverine fish?

 
	See Appendix C:  Agency approvals will be forwarded to LIHI as Appendix C-7 and C-8 as soon as they are received


	

	6)
Is the Facility in Compliance with Resource Agency Recommendations for Riverine, anadromous and catadromous fish entrainment protection, such as tailrace barriers?


	N/A = Pass, go to D
	

	
	
	

	D.  Watershed Protection
	PASS
	FAIL

	1 )  Is there a buffer zone dedicated for conservation purposes (to protect fish and wildlife habitat, water quality, aesthetics and/or low-impact recreation) extending 200 feet from the average annual high water line for at least 50% of the shoreline, including all of the undeveloped shoreline?


	
	NO = go to D2

	2 )  Has the Facility owner/operator established an approved watershed enhancement fund that: 1) could achieve within the project’s watershed the ecological and recreational equivalent of land protection in D.1,and 2) has the agreement of appropriate stakeholders and state and federal resource agencies?


	
	NO = go to D3

	3 )  Has the Facility owner/operator established through a settlement agreement with appropriate stakeholders,  with state and federal resource agencies agreement, an appropriate shoreland buffer or equivalent watershed land protection plan for conservation purposes (to protect fish and wildlife habitat, water quality, aesthetics and/or low impact recreation)?

	
	NO = go to D4

	4 ) Is the facility in compliance with both state and federal resource agencies recommendations in a license approved shoreland management plan regarding protection, mitigation or enhancement of shorelands surrounding the project?


	N/A = Pass go to E
	

	E.   Threatened and Endangered Species Protection
	PASS
	FAIL

	1) Are threatened or endangered species listed under state or federal Endangered Species Acts present in the Facility area and/or downstream reach?


	See Appendix E

	

	2)    If a recovery plan has been adopted for the threatened or endangered species pursuant to Section 4(f) of the Endangered Species Act or similar state provision, is the Facility in Compliance with all recommendations in the plan relevant to the Facility? 


	See Appendix E-2

	

	3)    If the Facility has received authorization to incidentally Take a listed species through: (i) Having a relevant agency complete consultation pursuant to ESA Section 7 resulting in a biological opinion, a habitat recovery plan, and/or (if needed) an incidental Take statement; (ii) Obtaining an incidental Take permit pursuant to ESA Section 10; or (iii) For species listed by a state and not by the federal government, obtaining authorization pursuant to similar state procedures; is the Facility in Compliance with conditions pursuant to that authorization?


	N/A = Go to E5
	

	4)    If a biological opinion applicable to the Facility for the threatened or endangered species has been issued, can the Applicant demonstrate that:

a) The biological opinion was accompanied by a FERC license or exemption or a habitat conservation plan? Or

b) The biological opinion was issued pursuant to or consistent with a recovery plan for the endangered or threatened species? Or

c) There is no recovery plan for the threatened or endangered species under active development by the relevant Resource Agency? Or

d) The recovery plan under active development will have no material effect on the Facility’s operations?


	 
	

	5)    If E.2 and E.3 are not applicable, has the Applicant demonstrated that the Facility and Facility operations do not negatively affect listed species?


	YES 

See Appendix E-2
	

	
	
	

	F.   Cultural Resource Protection
	PASS
	FAIL

	1) If FERC-regulated, is the Facility in Compliance with all requirements regarding Cultural Resource protection, mitigation or enhancement included in the FERC license or exemption?


	YES = Pass, go to G

See Appendix F
	

	2) If not FERC-regulated, does the Facility owner/operator have in place (and is in Compliance with) a plan for the protection, mitigation or enhancement of impacts to Cultural Resources approved by the relevant state or federal agency or Native American Tribe, or a letter from a senior officer of the relevant agency or Tribe that no plan is needed because Cultural Resources are not negatively affected by the Facility?


	N/A
	

	
	
	

	G.  Recreation
	PASS
	FAIL

	1) If FERC-regulated, is the Facility in Compliance with the recreational access, accommodation (including recreational flow releases) and facilities conditions in its FERC license or exemption?


	YES 

See Appendix G 
	

	2) If not FERC-regulated, does the Facility provide recreational access, accommodation (including recreational flow releases) and facilities, as Recommended by Resource Agencies or other agencies responsible for recreation?


	N/A
	

	3) Does the Facility allow access to the reservoir and downstream reaches without fees or charges?
	YES = Pass, go to H


	

	H. Facilities Recommended for Removal 
	PASS
	FAIL

	1) Is there a Resource Agency Recommendation for removal of the dam associated with the Facility?


	NO = Pass, Facility is Low Impact
	


Appendix 1

Ownership/Regulatory Status

The Gilman hydroelectric project (the “Gilman project”) presently is owned and operated by Ampersand Gilman Hydro LP, a Delaware limited partnership formed in 2008 for the purpose of owning and operating the Gilman hydroelectric project. The history of development, ownership and operation of the Gilman project has been greatly influenced by the cyclicality of the paper industry and the Gilman project’s role in supply energy to the paper mill. 
Ampersand Gilman Energy, LLC purchased the Gilman Mill, which includes the hydro project, biomass project, and paper mill, from Dalton Hydro, LLC on December 12, 2008. All hydro related assets were assigned to Ampersand Gilman Hydro, LP (“AGH”). AGH assumed operational responsibility for the Gilman project on August 1, 2008 followed by the closing of the sale in December of 2008. The FERC license for the project (FERC Project No. 2392) was transferred from Dalton Hydro, LLC to AGH on October 30, 2008. (See Appendix 1-1). 

The original FERC license for the Gilman project was issued to the Gilman Paper Company on May 17, 1965 and transferred to Georgia -Pacific Corporation on February 3, 1970. Georgia Pacific Corporation was granted operating rights for the hydro on the basis that the project output would be used to offset the electrical demand of the onsite Gilman Paper Company. Georgia -Pacific Corporation filed an application for a new License for the Gilman Project on December 27, 1988. Transfer of the annual license from Georgia Pacific Corporation to Simpson Paper (Vermont) Company was approved by Commission Order dated June 30, 1992 and a new License was issued by the FERC to Simpson Paper for the continued operation of the Gilman Project effective April 13, 1994. (See Appendix 1-2). The Gilman project was purchased by American Paper Mills of Vermont Inc. which subsequently went bankrupt and sold the Gilman project to Dalton Hydro, who entered a lease agreement with Dirigo Paper of Gilman Vermont which essentially went out of business leaving Dalton Hydro to operate the Gilman project independent of the paper mill for the first time in the history of the Gilman project.

 
Ampersand Energy Partners LLC was brought in by Dalton Hydro to manage the hydroelectric assets and acquired the project in December 2008. 
Appendix 2

Listing of Authorities/Agencies Contacted

Federal

John Warner
U.S. Fish & Wildlife 

U. S. Department of Interior

70 Commercial Street, suite 300

Concord, NH  03301-5087

(P): (603) 223-2541 - ext.15 

email: John_Warner@fws.gov
Last discussion: 03/5/2012

Will provide letter supporting application once upstream passage is installed and functional
Gregory Smith
USDA Forest Service 

99 Ranger Road

Rochester, VT  05767

(P)(802) 767-4261, ext. 513

email: gdsmith@fs.fed.us
Last discussion: 3/7/2012

Email confirmation of no jurisdiction over hydro 
Kevin Mendik
National Park Service
15 State St.
Boston, MA 02109

(P): 617-223-5299

email: Kevin_Mendik@nps.gov
Last discussion: 3/7/2012

Sent email request for comment – no response

State  VERMONT

Brian T. Fitzgerald

Streamflow Protection Coordinator

Vermont Agency of Natural Resources

Department of Environmental Conservation

Water Quality Division

103 South Main Street, 10 North

Waterbury, VT 05671-0408

(P): 802.241.3468

brian.fitzgerald@state.vt.us
Last discussion: 3/5/2012

Will provide letter supporting application once upstream passage is installed and functional
Devin Colman

Historic Preservation Review Coordinator

Vermont Division for Historic Preservation

One National Life Drive, Floor 6

Montpelier, VT  05620-0501

(P) 802-828-3043

email: Devin.Colman@state.vt.us

Last discussion: 4/23/2012

Second email request for project review
Rod Wentworth
Vermont Fish & Wildlife Department
103 South Main Street
Waterbury, VT 05671-0501
Email: rod.wentworth@state.vt.us
Phone: 802-241-3700
Last discussion: 3/7/2012
Second email request for project review - no comment
Federal “continued”

Susi von Oettingen
Endangered Species Biologist
US Fish and Wildlife Service
70 Commercial St., Suite 300
Concord, NH 03301
603-223-2541 ext. 22
Last discussion: 4/18/2012 

No impact on federally listed  T&E species
State  VERMONT “continued”
Ed O'Leary
Director of Operations
Dept. of Forests, Parks & Rec.
103 South Main Street, 9 South
Waterbury, VT 05671-0601
(P): 802-241-3683
Email: ed.oleary@state.vt.us
Last discussion: 3/8/2012 

Satisfied project permits public access for recreation purposes
Amy Alfieri 

Wildlife Specialist

Vermont Fish and Wildlife
5 Perry Street, Suite 40

Barre, VT 05641-4266
(P) 802-479-4439; email: Amy.Alfieri@state.vt.us 
Last discussion: 3/9/2012

Letter received 3/14/012 from Timothy Appleton indicating potential impact on Dwarf Wedgemussel
State  NEW HAMPSHIRE 

Carol Henderson

Fish & Wildlife Ecologist 

New Hampshire Fish and Game Department  

11 Hazen Drive

Concord, NH 03301

(P) 603-271-3511

Carol.Henderson@wildlife.nh.gov
Last discussion: 3/7/2012

Sent email request for project review
Ted Walsh, Surface Water Monitoring Coordinator
NHDES, Watershed Management Bureau
29 Hazen Drive, P.O. Box 95 
Concord, New Hampshire 03301-0095

(P) 603-271-2083
email: Ted.Walsh@des.nh.gov
Last discussion: 4/23/2012

Sent email request 3/7/2012. Discussed 4/20/2012 – DES to decide if testing is necessary for signoff
State NEW HAMPSHIRE “continued”
New Hampshire Division of Historical Resources

State Historic Preservation Office
Review and Compliance

10 Pillsbury Street 

Concord, NH 03301-3570

(P) (603) 271-3483

richard.boisvert@dcr.nh.gov
Last discussion: 3/12/2012

Sent request for project review  3/12/2012 – confirmed no historic properties affected 4/3/2012
Melissa Coppola

New Hampshire Natural Heritage Bureau
Melissa Coppola 
Environmental Information Specialist 
Division of Forest & Lands- Natural Heritage Bureau 
PO Box 1856 
Concord, NH 03302-1856 
603-271-2215 ext. 323 

Melissa.Coppola@dred.state.nh.us
Last discussion: 3/12/2012

Sent request for project review  3/12/2012 – Response received 3/16/2012 indicated potential impact on dwarf wedgemussel
Appendix 3

Project Location and Operations

The Gilman Hydro Project is located in the Village of Gilman, VT in the Town of Lunenburg, Essex County, Vermont, and in the Town of Dalton, Coos County, New Hampshire, at river mile 300 on the Connecticut River. (see Appendix 3-1) The project consists of a refurbished concrete dam, a power canal and tailrace channel, a powerhouse with one 2.25 MW generating unit, one 1.0 MW generating unit and two 0.8 MW generating units, a switching facility, a transmission line and entrance intake structures.

The boundary between Vermont and New Hampshire passes through the project so that the 2.25 MW generating unit and the 1.0 MW generating unit are located in New Hampshire, while the two 0.8 MW generating units are located in Vermont. The project 1dam is 324.5 feet wide spanning the width of the Connecticut River. In 1995 and 1996 the Simpson Paper Company, who owned and operated the site to produce paper until 1999, spent $4.7 million to refurbish the dam by replacing the existing timber crib dam structure with a concrete gravity structure and adding rubber dam crest controls to the new and existing spillways. The dam includes an overflow spillway section containing a hydraulically operated crest gate. The new concrete spillway dam has a crest elevation of 826.8 feet and repaired existing concrete dam sections have rubber dam crest controls to elevation 833.3 feet (fully inflated), the normal head pond elevation. The rubber dam body on the new dam section is 6.5 feet high and 109.5 feet long. The rubber dam body on the existing dam section is 5.0 feet high and 108.0 feet long. 
The Project is operated as a run-of-river facility, with outflow equal to inflow on an instantaneous basis, maintaining normal head pond elevation of 833.3 feet whenever possible, according to the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS). The Project incorporates a 27-foot wide hydraulic crest gate, which is operated to maintain the level of the head pond at the top of the rubber dams. The minimum flow needed to operate the Project is 130 cubic-feet per second (cfs). The maximum hydraulic capacity of the Project is 2,850 cfs. When river flows exceed this amount, it is spilled at the dam. When river flows fall below 130 cfs, such flows will also be spilled at the dam. The average gross head at the Project is approximately 24 feet from a head pond at elevation 833.3 feet to tail water at elevation 809.0 feet.

The Project impoundment at normal pond condition extends approximately 209 miles upstream of the dam to a point just above the confluence of the Johns River, at normal pond condition; the maximum surface area of the impoundment is approximately 130 acres at an elevation of 833.3 feet (USGS). The gross storage capacity at normal pond condition is estimated to be approximately 705 acre-feet, with an average depth of approximately 5.4 feet. The Project powerhouse is located at the northern Vermont end of the dam on the right bank of the Connecticut River and was originally constructed as a ground wood mill. The powerhouse has a substructure of mass concrete with integral water intake draft tubes. The superstructure is of brick construction with steel-frame and timber-frame construction. Project controls and mechanical equipment are located inside the powerhouse. 
There are four turbines at the Project; the turbine units are numbered 1 through 4, from south to north. Wheel No. 1 is a horizontal tube turbine installed in 1985 and 1986. Wheels Nos. 2, 3 and 4 are contained in turbine pits, each approximately 20 feet wide. Wheel No.2 is a vertical single-regulated propeller turbine with adjustable wicket gates. Wheels Nos. 3 and 4 are horizontal Francis turbines. The combined installed capacity of the Turbine Generators is 4.85 MW. Generators No. 2, 3 and 4 are direct connected to the turbines; Generator No.1 utilizes a speed increaser, allowing the generator to turn at 900 rpm while the turbine turns at 150 rpm. The Project is both manually and automatically operated. The water wheel and Generator No.1, installed in 1985 and 1986, are automatically controlled. The three other turbines and generators (Nos. 2, 3 and 4) are manually controlled.

. 
Appendix A

Description of Project Flows
River flow History 

The Connecticut River is the largest and longest river in New England. It flows roughly south, starting from the Fourth Connecticut Lake in New Hampshire. After flowing through the remaining Connecticut Lakes and Lake Francis, it defines the border between the states of New Hampshire and Vermont. The river then flows through the fertile Pioneer Valley of western Massachusetts and past Springfield, the most populous city on the river. Four miles south of Springfield, the river enters Connecticut, and veers southeastward and ultimately discharges into the Long Island Sound at Old Saybrook and Old Lyme, Connecticut. The Connecticut River has a total length of 407 miles, and a drainage basin extending over 11,250 square miles. The mean freshwater discharge into Long Island Sound is 19,600 cubic feet per second.
The drainage area of the Connecticut River at the project site is 1,514 square miles. The mean annual discharge is 2,195 cfs with a minimum and maximum historical discharge of 115 cfs in 1937 and 48,300 cfs in 1936, respectively. Total flow capacity of the turbines at the Gilman site (2,850 cfs) is exceeded 28 percent of the time. Flow parameters, including the following, are based on USGS records for hydrologic gauging station No. 01131500, which is located in the Connecticut River approximately 1,200 feet below the Gilman dam:

high flow: approx 6,750 cfs; flow parameter: flow exceeded 10% of the time

low flow: approx 750 cfs; flow parameter: flows exceeded 90% of the time.

7Q10 flow: 373 cfs (the 7Q10 flow refers to the minimum 7-day average flow rate expected to occur once every 10 years.

The dam creates a shallow 130-acre impoundment 2.9 miles long and 375 feet wide. With a 5.4-foot average depth.

Pursuant to the requirements of its license and the terms of the water quality certificates issued by the New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services and the Vermont Agency of Natural Resources in order to maintain aquatic habitat conditions in the Connecticut River as being suitable for fish restoration, instantaneous flows below the project tailrace are maintained equivalent to instantaneous inflows to the impoundment. The pond level is maintained at or within six inches of the top of the flashboards at all times except where circumstances beyond the control of Ampersand Gilman Hydro instream, such as the loss of flashboards. Under such circumstances, a minimum flow of 757 cfs, or instantaneous project inflow, if less, is maintained below the tailrace until normal project operations are restored. There is no impoundment cycling for generation.  In order to protect water quality, a minimum instantaneous flow of 210 cfs is spilled at the dam during the period June 1 through October 15, whenever instantaneous inflow to the project is 1,000 cfs or less. When the project is not operating, all inflows are spilled at the dam. (see Appendix 1-2). 

Appendix B

Water Quality

As part of its application to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (the “FERC”) for relicensing of the Gilman hydroelectric project dated December 27, 1988, Georgia Pacific Corporation applied for and received water quality certificates from the Vermont Department of Environmental Conservation issued July 28, 1989 and the New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services issued November 20, 1992. (see Appendix B-1 and B-2)The water quality certificate issued by the Vermont Department of Environmental Conservation was subsequently amended on February 17, 1994 after a decision was issued by the United States Supreme Court restricting the Vermont Department of Environmental Conservation’s right to justify a spill condition of 210 cfs from June 1 to October 15 for aesthetic reasons only. The amended water quality certificate obligates Ampersand Gilman Hydro, the project licensee to spill 210 cfs from June 1 to October 15 when instantaneous inflow to the project is 1,000 cfs or less. (see Appendix B-1) 

The Water Quality Certificate issued by the New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services (“NHDES”) on November 20, 1992 and reissued December 18, 1992 to correct the project name contained the following conditions:

1) The following water quality monitoring program must be enacted the first summer following FERC licensing and must continue for three consecutive years. It will be determined by NHDES after assessing three years of data whether sampling will continue.

a. Dissolved oxygen and water temperature must be monitored at three stations on the Connecticut River; 1) upstream of the Gilman impoundment, 2) at three depths in the impoundment (surface, bottom, and mid-depth), and 3) downstream of the tailrace. Station locations will be specified by DES-WSPCD.

b. Monitoring must occur once each month during a non-rain condition for a three day period during the following months: July, August, and September. Samples will be collected between 0500 and 0800 daily.

c. Equipment calibration and quality control measures must be followed to assure adequate reporting.

d. Monitoring events will be conducted under as close to limiting water conditions as possible (water temperature 18°C or greater and river flows less than 1000 cfs). Sampling flows must be documented.

e. Water quality monitoring and QA/QC results must be reported on an annual basis and a yearly summary report must be submitted to DES-WSPCD.

On August 11, 1994, pursuant to Articles 403 and 404 of the new FERC License for the Gilman project, Simpson Paper (Vermont) Company filed a final minimum flow release plan, water quality management plan, and run-of-river management plan for approval by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. (see Appendix B-3) Incorporated into the plans were comments from the Vermont Agency of Natural Resources and the New Hampshire Fish and Game Department. The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission issued an Order Approving and Modifying the Water Quality Management Plan dated August 31, 1994. (see Appendix B-4)  In its approval, the FERC required the project to monitor DO concentrations and water temperature in accordance with the requirements set out in the amended water quality certificated issued by the New Hampshire Department of Environmental Resources, dated November 20, 1992. (see Appendix B-2)
In 2003, after five years of successful water quality testing, the New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services determined that Ampersand Gilman Hydro could limit its future water quality testing to only those periods of time when the Connecticut River demonstrated a sustained flow below 600cfs. (see Appendix B-5) Flows in the Connecticut River have remained above 600 cfs since the issuance of the letter and thus there has not been a requirement for additional testing since 2003.

In order to satisfy to condition B-1(a) of the LIHI criteria, Ampersand Gilman Hydro requested confirmation from the New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services that the Project is not causing or contributing to violations of state water quality standards. Ampersand Gilman Hydro was informed that NHDES will only comment on data that is less than five years old. As such, Ampersand Gilman Hydro is currently working with Mr. Ted Walsh, Surface Water Monitoring Coordinator for the New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services, to develop and implement a testing program to confirm that the Gilman Project is not causing or contributing to violations of state water quality standards (see Appendix B-6). Testing will begin in 2012 and all required testing is expected to be completed by September 30, 2012. The results will be forwarded to the Low Impact Hydropower Institute along with a letter from NH DES upon receipt.

Appendix C

Fish Passage and Protection

Condition C of the July 28, 1989, water quality certification issued by the Vermont Department of Environmental Conservation under 33 U.S.C. §3141 for the Gilman Hydroelectric Project contains a provision for instituting downstream fish passage upon a request by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the Vermont Department of Fish and Wildlife. (See Appendix B-1) On January 31, 2007 the Fish and Wildlife Service made such a request. The Vermont Department of Fish and Wildlife concurred with the January 31 request by Fish and Wildlife. On January 5, 2007 the Department of Environmental Conservation formally requested on behalf of the Vermont Agency of Natural Resources, which includes the Vermont Department of Fish and Wildlife, that Dalton Hydro, LLC move forward with the design and construction of downstream passage facilities under the provision of the water quality certification. (see Appendix C-1)
Functional facilities were required to be in place and operational for spring outmigration of Atlantic salmon in 2008. Per the certification, the design plans and operational schedule were subject to approval by both the Fish and Wildlife Service and the Vermont Department of Fish and Wildlife and must be filed with the Vermont Department of Environmental Conservation for record, along with approval letters, before the start of construction. (See Appendix C-2(a), C-2(b) and C-2(c) for a complete history of all fish passage communications with the agencies to date.) (See Appendix C-3 for an abbreviated timeline of the discussions)
Favorable habitat for the federally listed dwarf wedge mussel was discovered at the Gilman project during a construction feasibility review. As such, Dalton Hydro requested a received a one year extension to perform biological surveys of the endangered species. On April 2, 2008 and April 30, 2008, respectively, the Vermont Department of Environmental Conservation and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission granted Dalton Hydro’s Request for a one year extension until April 1, 2009.


On April 15, 2009 Ampersand Gilman Hydro successfully opened interim fish passage facilities with 60cfs of flow, an inlet trash rack and a downstream plunge pool. Ampersand Gilman Hydro requested construction permits from the Vermont Agency of Natural Resources, the United States Army Corps of Engineers and continued discussion with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service about design modifications to reduce the intake velocities at the trash rack inlet. On August 17, 2009 the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission granted an extension of time request by Ampersand Gilman Hydro to have downstream fish passage installed by April 1, 2010. This request was similarly approved by both the United States Fish and Wildlife Service and the Vermont Agency of Natural Resources. 


AGH continued its discussions with the agencies regarding the most effective form of downstream passage without a general consensus being reached regarding the proper design. On February 5, 2010, AGH submitted a request to the agencies with the copy to the FERC, requesting an extension of time based on the number of steps which remain to work through the final design phase, get approval of all the stake holders and FERC, and the construction implementation. Due to the additional time necessary to complete the design steps, hardware purchase and installation, a letter was sent to VT DEC requested extension of time to have the downstream passage installed and requested approval to continue operating the interim downstream passage system installed in 2009. The unique features of the Gilman project have moved from major cofferdam requirements to a simple passage alternative. 

Due to the difficulty of fitting a passage design into the existing powerhouse inlet, AGH had to perform many computer models which resulted in even more design options to review. The design difficulty delayed approval by VTDEC, USF&W and other agencies. On November 16, 2009 FERC granted approval of AGH’s extension of time request to have the downstream passage operational by April 1, 2011. On March 29, 2010 the Vermont Department of Environmental Conservation approved the extension of time request to April 1, 2011 and USFWS approved the plan subject to Ampersand moving ahead on the downstream passage design, structural review and cutting the larger downstream passage hole for the 2011 passage season; increasing the depth of the barrier curtain and tag testing the week of June 2011. 

In July of 2010 AGH completed functional designs for the fish boom, boom curtain, flow inducer attachment, and power connections and  plans for the passage system were filed with the US Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) Approval was received from the FWS and Vermont Department of Environmental Protection to lower the impoundment and cut a hole for the installation of the passage system. In January of 2011 AGH filed its final fish passage plan for review and approval with the VTDEC, USF&W and NHF&G. AGH received conditional approval of the plan from USF&W but due to delays in agency approval was forced to submit a request for an extension of time until April 15, 2012 to have the downstream passage fully functional, with approval to continue using the interim passage until that time.

On March 1, 2011 AGH received approval from VTDEC to delay the installation of the downstream passage until April 15, 2012. On March 28. On March 28, 2011 AGH filed with FERC for an Extension of Time for the installation of the Gilman Passage from April 15 2011 to April 15, 2012. On March 29, 2011 AGH filed with the FERC the final Design documents for the Gilman dam passage along with VTDEC and USF&W. On June 9, 2011 AGH received FERC approval of the fish passage design. 

On September 5 2011, AGH cut the portal hole for the downstream passage and the gate and bull nose was installed the following week. Due to delays from Hurricane Irene and delivery delays on the curtain and thrusters, on March 1, 2012 AGH filed a request with the agencies and FERC for an extension of time to implement the downstream fish passage required at the Gilman dam per Condition C of the Vermont Water Quality Certificate. During 2012 AGH made great progress with the Gilman passage as was outlined in the monthly progress reports. Namely, the 5’ X 7’ passage slot was installed along with, inlet gate, bull nose, plunge pool and fish curtain downstream anchor. Due to delays in the delivery of the approved fish passage curtain, Ampersand was forced to request a final extension of time to install operational fish passage facilities at the Gilman Dam. On April 1, 2012, Brian Fitzgerald of the Vermont Department of Environmental Conservation granted an extension of time from April 15, 2012 to September 1, 2012 to have operational passage facilities in place at the Gilman Dam. (See Appendix C-4). AGH has requested a similar extension in time from the United States Fish and Wildlife Service which it fully expects to receive and will forward to LIHI as Appendix C-5) upon receipt. 

The 5’ X 7’ permanent fish passage slot was put into operation on April 1, 2012 and the fish curtains were installed in April and May 2012. (see Appendix C-6) AGH will complete the hydraulic test of the installation ahead of any tagged fish testing for 2013. AGH has committed to make any necessary changes resulting from the hydraulic testing prior to the 2013 passage season. Tagged fish testing is scheduled for June 2013. AGH proposes to forward the final passage results with agency comments to LIHI upon receipt.

AGH will forward to LIHI the letters of approval from the United States Fish and Wildlife Service and the Vermont Department of Environmental Conservation of the fully operational fish passage as Appendix C-7 and C-8, respectively, immediately upon receipt by the Project. In the meantime, AGH requests that LIHI certify the Gilman project with the condition that successful agency testing of the fully functional downstream passage is completed in 2013 with the results forwarded to LIHI for its review. If this is not possible, AGH requests that LIHI certify the project upon receipt of the approval letters from the agencies with regards to the effectiveness of the downstream fish passage facilities installed at the Gilman dam.
Appendix D  

Description of Watershed Protection

The Connecticut River Basin (CRB) is the largest river basin in New England. Extending from the northernmost part of New Hampshire to Long Island Sound, the CRB has a maximum length in a north-south direction of approximately 280 miles and a maximum width of approximately 62 miles.  The total drainage area of the basin is 11,765 square miles.

The principle tributaries to the mainstem of the Connecticut River, by state, are the Passumpsic, White, West, Ottauquechee, and Black Rivers in Vermont; the Ammonoosuc, Mascoma, Ashuelot, and Sugar Rivers in New Hampshire; the Millers, Deerfield, Chicopee, and Westfield Rivers in Massachusetts; and the Farmington River in Connecticut.  
There are 67 licensed projects and 39 exempted projects in the CRB.  As was previously mentioned, the Gilman Project is located at river mile 300 on the main stem of the Connecticut River in the village of Gilman in the town of Lunenburg, Vermont, and in the town of Dalton, New Hampshire. The project dam is approximately 21 miles downstream of the breached Wyoming Valley (Northumberland) dam, and approximately 11 miles upstream of the Moore dam (see Appendix 3-2 ).  Licensed and exempted projects that are located on the Connecticut River within 50 miles of the Gilman Project are listed below.  (Exempted projects are indicated by an " * " after the FERC Project No.) 

               Project No.              Project name   

                  8011*                 Dodge Falls (LIHI Cert. No 42)
                  2077A                 McIndoes

                  2077B                 Comerford

                  2077C                 Moore

The topography in the CRB varies from the rugged terrain of the White Mountains in New Hampshire to the lowland floodplains of the predominant pattern in the White Mountains, the Green Mountains, the headwater sections in New Hampshire and Vermont, and the western portion of the Pioneer Valley area of Massachusetts.  The lower half of the upper CRB between the towns of Lancaster and Hanover, New Hampshire, is predominantly farm and forest land; the middle and lower CRB includes forests and small towns.  The remainder of the lower CRB is dominated by the urban-suburban centers of Springfield, Massachusetts, and Hartford, Connecticut.

The Connecticut River falls approximately 2,190 feet with the steepest section, averaging more than 30 feet per mile, occurring in the first 30 miles.  Between Gilman and East Ryegate, Vermont, the river falls 400 feet.  From East Ryegate to the head of the tidewater, eight miles upstream of Hartford, Connecticut, the slope averages slightly less than two feet per mile.  The lower 60-mile stretch of the river is tidal.  The fall of the river is highly developed for hydropower production. There are over 700 dams in the watershed.  Eleven of the 17 dams on the main stem of the Connecticut River have hydroelectric facilities.

The mountainous and relatively undeveloped character of the land surrounding the project contains a variety of visual resources.  New Hampshire Route 135 parallels the southeast side of the project impoundment, and a road maintained by the town of Lunenburg, Vermont parallels the northwest side. The watershed area formed by the Gilman project dam extends approximately 2.9 miles above the project. The reservoir shoreline consists of shallow-sloping gravel banks near the dam with loamier, steeper, and more vegetated banks further upstream; the vegetation (trees, shrubs, and grasses) provides protection against shoreline erosion. All of the land other than in the immediate vicinity of the Gilman project dam is privately owned. The east bank of the river at the Gilman project dam includes steep banks, rock outcrops, and, downstream from the dam, a rock and sand shoreline. By its nature, the topography of the watershed naturally protects fish and wildlife habitat.

Appendix E

Description of Threatened and Endangered Species Protection

A Section 7 Consultation was completed during the relicensing of the Gilman hydroelectric project in 1994 and a determination was made that  that no federally listed threatened or endangered species occur in the vicinity of the Gilman project other then occasional transient bald eagles (see Appendix 2). However, as required by this application, requests were submitted on March 9, March 16 and April 8, 2012 to the Vermont Department of Fish and Wildlife, the New Hampshire Natural Heritage Bureau and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, respectively, for a listing of all threatened and or endangered species which occur in the vicinity of the Gilman project. Responses were received from all three agencies that the site is within the historical habitat of the federally listed Alasmidonta heterodon (dwarf wedgemussel).(see Appendix E-1) An inquiry was subsequently made to the United States Fish and Wildlife Service for confirmation that project operations do not adversely impact the dwarf wedgemussel. Confirmation was received from the USFWS on April 19, 2012 confirming that the project has no historical or expected adverse impact on the species (see Appendix E-2) 

As a condition of issuance, the Gilman FERC license requires compliance with any terms and conditions that the Federal or State Fish and Wildlife agencies have determined appropriate to prevent loss of, or damage to, fish and wildlife resources. The Gilman facility (“the facility”) operates within FERC and Federal or State Fish and Wildlife Agency guidelines. The project’s license is subject to termination if the facility is found to be out of compliance. 

Appendix F

Cultural Resources

By letter dated July 8, 1985, the New Hampshire Department of Resources and Economic Development confirmed that the Gilman project was found to have “no effect” on known architectural, historical, archeological or cultural resources. (see Appendix F-1) Due to the date of the original letter, a request was submitted on March 8th, 2012 to the New Hampshire Division of Historical Resources (“NHDHR”) for an updated confirmation that there are no known historic properties affected by the project (see Appendix F-2). The NHDR confirmed in its response dated April 3, 2012 that the Gilman project has no potential to case effects to any known cultural resources in New Hampshire (see Appendix F-3). 

A request was submitted to the State of Vermont Division for Historic Preservation and a response was received back that review of hydroelectric projects is the responsibility of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (see Appendix F-4). Upon further inquiry, Devin Colman, Historic Preservation Review Coordinator indicated that in 1997, as part of an Act 250 Permit review, the determination was made that the Gilman Paper Mill was eligible for the State Register of Historic Places. (see Appendix F-5) The Gilman Paper Mill, however was never added to any State or National Register of Historic Places. (see Appendix F-6) Therefore, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission has not requested that a Programmatic Agreement or Cultural Resource Monitoring Plan be developed for the site. 

Ampersand Gilman Hydro remains in compliance with the cultural resource requirements of its FERC license and has consistently worked with the agencies to minimize its impact on the surrounding environment.

Appendix G

Recreation

As a component of the Gilman project’s application for relicensing by the FERC in 1988, the project former owners of the project developed a canoe portage plan, filed December 27, 1988, and a boat launch site plan, filed September 19, 1989, which were approved by the FERC and made part of the new FERC license issued April 13, 1994 (See Appendix 1-2).  The canoe portage plan provided for upgrading the canoe portage around Gilman dam, including signs, trail maintenance, a portage rest area, and foot access to New Hampshire State Route 135.  The boat launch site plan, consisted of leveling and surfacing the boat launch, enlarging the parking area, installing trash cans, relocating the entrance to the boat launch site, posting signs at the boat launch to limit its use to car-top and small trailer boats, and relocating the Dalton Fire Department's dry hydrant.  

The FERC required the Licensee to implement the plan within 1 year from issuance of the license and upon completion of the recreation facilities, file documentation with the Commission that all facilities approved therein were constructed as proposed.  On May 15, 1995 the Gilman project documented with the FERC that the canoe portage and boat launch improvements had been completed within the year required by its FERC license (See Appendix G-1). 

Ed O’Leary, Director of the Vermont Department of Forest Parks and Recreation confirmed by email dated March 8, 2012 that the Gilman project is in compliance with the recreational access requirements of its FERC license. (See Appendix G-2) There have been no changes in the regulatory status of the project since 2002 nor have there been any agency comments noting deficiencies in the project’s compliance with any recreational conditions contained in the documents related to the FERC Exemption and agency review of the project

