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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 47 tege 162
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION <96

Central Maine Power Company Project No.. .2528-002 -
alne

ORDER ISSUING NEW LICENSE
Major Project

{1ssued June 29, 1989)

The Central Maine Fower Company {CMP/applicant) has filed an
application for new license urder Part I of the Federal Power Act
(Act) to construct, operate and maintain the Cataract Hydro
Project, located in York County, Maine, on the Saco River, a
navigable waterway of the United States. 1/ The license for the
project, which was issued on August 20, 1968, with an effective
date of January 1, 1938, expired on December 31, 1987. The
project is presently being operated under an annual license.

Notice of the application has been published. The comments
filed by agencies and individuals have been fully considered in
determining whether to issue this license. A timely motion to
intervene was filed August 14, 1986, by the Maine Department of
Environmental Protection to become a party to any subsequent
proceedings. On May 11, 1988, the Saco River Salmcn Club,
American Rivers, Inc., the North Conway Chapter of Trout
Unlimited, the Natural Resources Council of Maine, and Trout
Unlimited (movants) filed a motion to intervene citing the need
for a comprehensive fish passage plan for the Saco River. The
Commission, by order dated August 3, 1988, denied the petiticn
because it was untimely and the movants' interest were determined
Lo be adeguately represented by cother parties to the proceeding.

The motions to intervene and comments filed by agencies and
individuals have been fully considered and discussed on pages 3-4
of the environmental assessment (EA) attached to the order.

Comprehensive Plens

The amendments to Sections 4 (e} and 10(a) (2) of the Federal
Power Act (Act) made by the Electric Consumers Prot=ction Act
(ECPA) reinforced the Commissions pre-ECPA responsibility to
consider and balance; aspects of the public interest in
determining whether, and under what conditions, a hydroelectric
license should be issued. Thus, in considering the Cataract
Project examined in the EA and recommendations of the EA, all
public interest considerations must be balanced and weighed and
equal consideration must be given to the purposes specified in
Section 4(e) of the Act, including the improvement and
utilization of water power development and the protection,
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mitigation, and enhancement of fish and wildlife resources in the
Saco River.

As discussed in the EA, section I., the project would
generate 50,5 gigawatts (GWh) of electrical energy per year. The
project also provides for long-term energy conservation and
displacement of fossil-fueled electric power plant generation for
the betterment of air quality and the conservation o1 fossil
fuels.

The EA on the Cataract Project evaluates the efrects of
project operation on the environmental resources of the project
area and provides a discussion of mitigative measures that should
be implemented to protect and enhance these environmental
resources. The mitigative measures include: (1) minimum flows;
(2) measures to provide and monitor upstream and downstreaa fish
passage; (3) modification of the headpond drawdown regime; (4)
measures to monitor recreational use at the project and provide
additional boat access; and (5) measures to protect cultural
resources. '

The beneficial effects on the environment that result from
the development cof this project would be associated with the
requirement for the licensee to construct and operate upstream
and downstream fish passage facilities, maintain boating access
and provide a non-polluting source of electrical power which
derive the energy from a renewable source.

Finally, staff believes that the project as conditioned
would be best adapted to a comprehensive plan pursuant to Section
10(a) of the Act for improving a waterway and would provide for
adequate protection, mitigation, and enhancement of fish and
wiidlife pursuant to Section 10(j) of the Act.

Alternatives to issuing a new license for the Cataract -
Project were also considered by the staff. These alternatives
include denial of a license and various actions which would lead
to removal of the project. Staff concluded that removal of the
project would have significant environmental effects and is not
the recommended alternative for two reasons: (1) the :
environmental effects of continued operation of the project would
be minor; ard /2) the electricity generated from a renewable
resource would be sold to CM¢P customers, thus reducing the use of
existing fossil-fueled, steam-electric generating plants and
nuclear generating plants.

Section 10(a) (2) of the Act also requires the Commission to
consider the extent to which a project is consistent with federal
or state comprehensive plans (where they exist) for improving,
developing, or conserving a waterway or waterways affected by the
project.
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Under section 10(a)(2), federal and state agencies filed
three comprehensive plans that address various resources in
Maine. The staff reviewed three plans, all of which where
relevant to this project.2/ No conflicts were found.

Based upon a review of the agency and public comments filed
in this proceeding, and on the staff's indepennuent analysis, the
Cataract Hydroelectric Project is bast adapted to a comprehensive .
plan ror the Sacc River. e

Recommendations of Fed t i dlife Agencie

Section 10(j) of the Act requires the Commission to incluvde
license cenditions, based on recommendations of federal and scate
fish and wildlife agencies, for the protection, mitigation, and
enhancement of fish and wildlife. In the EA for the Catarzct '
Hydroelectric Project attached to and made part of this license,
the staif addresses the concerns of the federal and state fish
and wildlife agencies, and makes recommendations consistent with
those of the agencies.

ECPA FINDINGS

Section 10(a) (2) (C) and Section iS5(a) of the Act, as amended
by ECPA, require the Commission to consider, in writing, the
following factors in issuing new licenses.

Consumption Efficiency Improvement Preogram (Section 10(a) (2) (c))

The applicant has responded to the request of FERC for
information concerning the uvtility's on-going and planned
programs designed to improve the end-use consumption efficiency
of electricity's and to reduce the peak demand for capacity in
the applicant's service area. The applicant's responses includes
two reports which are currently on file with the Maine Public
Utilities Commission and which are dated March 1986. One of
these reports is entitled, "Energy Management Study, Strategy
Phase, Central Maine Power Company." The other is entitled
"Energy Management Programs, Services and Plans for 1985-1986,
Centr>1l Maine Power Company."

These reports illustrate that the applicant has studied and
implemented those programs which are designed to conserve
electric energy and to reduce the need for additional generating

2/ The Saco River: a Plan for Recreational Management, October
1983, Southern Maine Regional Planning Commission; State of
Maine Comprehensive Rivers Management Plan, May 1987, Maine
State Planning Oifice; Strategic Plan for Management of
Atlantic Salmon in the State of Maine, July 1984, Maine
Atlantic Sea-Run Salmon Commission.
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resources. The programs include a broad and comprehensive range
of practices which have in most cases, been found to be cost-
effective throughout the riatioui. The reports give description of
the various programs and, what is most important, give
quantitative data on the benefits of their implementation.

The staff also requested the Maine Public Utilities
comnission's "published policies, restrictions and requirements"
relatina £z energy conservation and load management. Staff
received under novering letter dated February 26, 1987, a copy of
Section 6 of the '“Annual Report of the Maine Public Utilities
commission." The report is dated February 2, 1987, and Section 6
is entitled "Conservation Programs." This Section discusses
energy conservation and load management programs of four
investor-owned Maine electric utilities, including those of the
applicant. The discussion of the applicant's programs is an
abbreviated version of the progrum information contained in the
two reports submitted by the applicant cited above. No adverse
criticisms of the applicant's programs are given by the Maine
Public Utilities Commission.

Staff concludes that the above cited reports show clearly
that the applicant recognizes the substantial benefits which
accrue to the utility and to the utility's customers
(residential, commercial and industrial) as a result of
implementing cost-effective resource and energy management
programs. Further, staff concludes, based on a review of the
above-cited documents that the applicant has made a good-faith
effort to conserve electricity, to reduce the need for additional
generating capacity and to comply with the objectives of Section
10(a) {2) (C) of the Federal Power Act as revised by the Electric
Consumers Protection Act of 1986.

The plans and abilities of the applicant to comply with the
articles, terms, and conditions of any license issued to it and

other applicable provisions of Part I of the FPA (Section
15(a) (2} (A)) .

The CMP states that, since obtaining the existing license,
it has been committed to meeting the requirements of all the
articles, terms, and conditions of the existing license. The CMP
maintains that its past performance, in conjunction with its
future operations and maintenance plans, and its record of
compliance with the requirements of the jurisdictional agencies,
demonstrate that it is committed to meeting the future
requirements for the continued operation of
the project. :

Staff's review of the compliance record of the CMP
substantiates that the CMP has complied in a good faith manner
with all articles, terms, and conditions of its existing license.
Also, it appears that the CMP has the financial and personnel
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resources necessary to fulfill jits obligations under the license
and Part I of the FPA. Pased on the above, and in cornisideration
of the reguirements of the new license, staff concludes that the
CMP will be able to compiy with :he terms and conditions of the
new license and other provisions of Part I of the FPA.

The plans of the applicant to manage, c¢perate and maintain the
project safely (Secta.on 15(a){2)(B))

The CMP states that it is operating the generating
facilities with a foremost concern for the safety of its
employees and the public. Records indicate that there has never
been an employee fatality associated with the project's
operations. Also, there has b2en no injury or death to any
member of the public within the project roundary. The CMP has
adopted an official safety code based on its operating
experience, and this code is continually update<. The project
is, and will continue to be, operated run-of-the-river which
ccuses no extreme fluctuations, thus posing no project-caused
hazard for fishermen and boaters. Th= TP has prepared an
emargency action plan with a ncotification procedure to the public
in case of a potential threat to life or property downstream.

According to the CMP "Report on the Condition of Concrete at
Cataract Hydro Staticn", dated December 1986, the CMP is
providing a continuous surveililiance program to monitor cracking
of concrete structures caused by the alkali-silicate reactivity
in combination with severe environmental conditions. The CMP is
providing repair and naintenance of cracks as required. The CMP
states that the maintenance program is manageable, and none of it
involves a threat to the safety or structural integrity of the
facility. The CMP also states that there is no evidence of
structural distress or damace caused by loads on concrete
structures, and that none of the visikle concrete deterioration
indicates any lessening of the facility's ability to carry the
loads for which it was designeg.

Based upon staff's review of the specific information
provided by the CMP on various aspects of the project that affect
public safety, inspection reports by the Commission's Regional
Director, and independent consultant reports <iisd under Part 12
of our regulations, 18 C.I'.R. Part 12 (1%37), staff concludes
that the CMP's plans to menage, operate, and naintain the project
safely, are adeguate.

The plans and abilities of the applicant to operate and maintain
the project in a manner most likelv to provide efficient and

reliable electric service (Section 15(fa}(2)(C))

The CMP states that the addition of the two generating units
(rated 480 kW and 420 kW), purchased in 1983, to the licensed
project (6,650 kW), will provide great~c¢ flexibility in
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maximizing total project output. The additional units (West
Channel units) will operate in conjunction with the 6,650-kW East
Channel unit. The East Channel turbine is a Kaplan design
providing high efficiency over a wide range of flows. It will
usually be base-loaded with the West Channel units picking up
additional flows exceeding the East Channel unit's capacity.

The CMP coordinates the operation of the Cataract Project
with the Skeleton Project (FERC No. 2527), located 9.3 miles
upstream from the Bradbury and Springs dams. Skeleton controls
the inflow to the Bradbury-Springs reservoir. The poundage
available in the Skeleton impoundment (23,000 acre-feet) allows
for regulation of flows when the river is flowing at rates below
the installed turbine capacity. Releases of water are
concentrated during the system's heavy load periods to maximize
generation during high electrical demand.

The plant is operated in an automatic mode in a manner that
maximizes generating efficiency. Maintenance upkeep has included
upgrading electrical systems and repairs to the project works.

Operations of the Cataract Project enables the CMP to reduce
the loading of its transmission lines and the substation, serving
to reduce transmission losses. The hydroelectric plants provide
low-cost generating in the CMP's system, and these benefits are
expected to increase in the future because of the escalation of
fuel costs,

Based on the above considerations, review of the operation
inspection reports by the Regional Digector, the CMP's past
performance, and future plans to operate the project, staff
concludes that the project is, and under the new license will
continue to be, operated and maintained in an efficient and
reliable manner.

The need of the applicant over the short _and long term for the
electricity generated by the project to serve its customers
(Section 15(a) (2} (D)) '

The applicant has operated the existing Cataract East
Channel Project since 1938. The Commission issued a license for
this project on hugust 20, 1968, with an effective date cf
January 1, 1938, and a termination date of Becember 31, 1987.
Since 1938, when the East Channel Prcject became operational, the
total net output has been utilized by the applicant to serve its
customers.

In 1983, the applicant purchased water rights and two
additional generating units at the West Channel facility located
cn the Factory Island. The two generator sets were formerly
owned by NKL Tanning, Inc. and have a combined capacity rating of
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approximately 900 kilowatts. The land and water rights were
previously owned by the Maine Guarantee Authority.

On April 4, 1986, the applicant filed a revised application
for a new 50-year license for Project No. 2528. As proposed in
the revised application, the applicant plans toc incorporate the
two recently purchased NKL generators into the new license. The
total average energy output of Project No. 2528 would increase to
approximately 50,500,000 kilowatthours per year.

The need for the electricity generated by Project No. 2528
to serve the applicant's customer over the short and long terns
has been adequately established by the fact that the applicant's
customers have been relying upon the zutput of the East Channel
facility for mecre than fifty years and upon the output of the

. West Channel facility for more than five years, as low-cost non-

pelluting sources of reliable power which derive their primary
energy from renewable rescurces.

According to CMP's FERC Form One response, the combined net
energy output from the West Channel and East Channel facilities,
as operated by CMP, was 42,426,908 kilowatthours in the calendar
year 1987.

The applicant's existing and planned transmission services
(Section 35(a)(2)(E))

If the applicant is issued a new license, no changes to
the existing transmission system, its operation, or operating
characteristics are needed. Staff concludes the transmission
services are adeguate.

Whether the plans of the applicant will be achizved, to the
greatest extent possible, in a cost effective manner (Section
15(a}) (2) (F)) _

With regard to the Cataract Hydro Project, the CMF
overhauled the equipment, and reduced the overall operation
expenses. CMP purchased two additional units to more fully and
efficiently utilize the site's hydraulic resources. No further
increase in capacity is planned. With the hydraulic capacity of
3,125 cfs, the CMP will adegquately utilizes the flows of the Saco
River.

There are no projects, proposed or constructed on the Saco
River, that this project would impact, and neither state or
Federal agencies addressed flood control, navigation, water
supply or irrigation requirements related to the project in the
basin. As to the total project, the recreation resources are in
accord with the Commission’s policy on recreation and are
adequate for meeting the needs of the aresa.
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The staff concludes that the applicant's plans for continued
operation of the project will be fulfilled, to the greatest
extent possible, in a cost effective manner.

Conpliance History Pursuant to Section 15(a) (3} of the Federal
Power Act

The compliance record of the Central Maine Power Company
with the terms and conditions c¢f its existing license is
satisfactory. The licensen has made timely filings and
submittsis and has maintained all project facilities in a
satisfactory manner.

Failure to comply with the terms or conditions of this
license may subject the licensee to the enforcement and penalty
provisions of Section 31 of the Federal Power Act.

Terms of License

Section 15 of the Act, as amended by ECPA specifies that any
license issued under section 15 shall be for a term which the
Commission determines to be in the public interest, but not less
that 30 years, nor more than 50 years. This provision is
consistent with pre-ECPA Commission policy, which was to
establish 30-year terms for those projects which proposed no new
construction or capacity, 40-year terms for those projects that
proposed a moderate amount of new development, and 50-year terms
for those projects that proposed a substantial amount of new
development. 3/

The applicant proposes a moderate amount of new development
to the existing project facilities. Accordingly, the new license
for the project will be for a term of 40 years.

Summary of Findings

An EA was issued for this project. Background information,
aralysis of impacts, support for related license articles, angd
the basis for a finding of no significant impact on the
environment are contained in the EA attached to this order.
Issuance of this license is not a major federal action
significantly affecting the guality of the human environment.

The design of this project is consistent with the
engineering standards governlng dam safety. The project w111 be
safe if operated and maintained in accordance with the
requirements of this license. Analysis of related issues is
provided in the Safety and Design Assessment attached to this
order.

3/ DBee Montana Power Company, 56 F.P.C. 2008 (1976).
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The Cirector, Office of Hydropowe:s Licensing, concludes that
the proiect would not conflict with any planned or authorized
development, and would be best adapted to comprehensive
development of the waterway for beneficial public uses.

The Director orders:

(A) This license is issued to Central Maine Power Company
(licensee), for a period of 40 years, effective the first day of
the month in which this order is issued, to construct, operate
and maintain the Cataract Hydro Project. This license is subject
to the terms and conrditions of the Act, which is incorporated by
reference as part of this license, and subject to the regulations
the Commission issues under the provisions of the Act.

(B) The project consists of:

{1) All lands, to the extent of the licensee's interests in
those lands, enclosed by the project boundary shown by exhibit G:

Exhibit G- FERC No. 2528 - Showing
1 8 General Map
2 9 Detail Map - Dams and
Powerhouse Areas
3 , 10 Tiansmission Line Pian

(2) Project works consisting oi: (a) two cxisting dams the
Cataract Dam and the West Channel Dam, the Cataract Dam consists
of an overflow section a fixed crest at elevation 40 feet USGS,
four 4-foot-high and 90--foot-long flashboards, the West Channel
Dam consists of an nverflow section with a crest elevation at
40.5 feet USGS with é-foot-high flashboards; (b) both dams create
a l4-acre reservoir with a normal surface elevation of 44 feet
USGS with a storage capacity of 1.2 million cubic feet; (c) two
additional existing dams the Bradbury Dam and the Springs Danm,
the Bradbury Dam consists of two overflow section both with a
fixed crest at elevation 47.7 feet USGS and 20-inch pin-type
flashboards; (d) both dams create a 359-acre reservoir with a
normal surface elevation of 49.2 feet USGS with a storage
capacity of 31 million cubic feet; (e) an existing steel and
brick powerhouse at the Tatarvact Dam which contains one
turbine/generator with a total rated capacity of 6,650 kW; (f) a
powerhouse located near the West Channel Dam in mill building No.
1 on the Factory Island housing two turbine/generators rated at
480 kW and 420 kKW for a total rated capacity of 900 kW; (g) a new
headgate structure, a covered 600-foot-long flume, and two
penstocks, 8 feet and 12 feet in diameter, which connect the
filume with the two ecxisting units at the West Channel powerhouse; -
(h) a three-phase, 11.5-kilovelt (kV) line beginning at the 11.5-
KV terminals of the Cast Channel generator and running
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underground for about 150 yards to the 11.5-kV terminals of a
11.5/34.5-KV step-up transformer located at the applicant's
Factory Island substation; (i) three-phase, 0.6~kV underground
cable beginning at the 0.6-kV generator bus of the West Channel
facility and continuing for approximately 40 yards under the West
Channel structure to the 0.6-kV terminal of an 0.6/12-kV step-up
transformer located in a transformer vault of the facility
building; and (j) appurtenant facilities.

The project works generally described above are more
specifically shown and described by those portions of exhibits A
and F recommended for approval in the attached Safety and Design
Assessment.

(3) All of the structures, fixtures, equipment or
facilities used tc operate or maintain the project and located
within the project boundary, all portable property that may be
employed in connection with the project and located within or
outside the project boundary, and all riparian or other rights
that are necessary or appropriate in the operation or maintenance
of the project.

(C) The exhikit G described above and those sections of
exhibits A and F recommended for approval in the attached Safety
and Design Assessment are approved and made part of the license.

(D) This license is subject to the articles set forth in
Form L-4, (October 1975), entitled "Terms and Conditions of
License for Unconstructed Major Project Affecting Navigable
Waters of the United States", except article 20, and the
following additional articles:

Article 201. The licensee shall pay the United States the
following annual charge, effective the first day of the month in
which this license is issued:

For the purpose of reimbursing the United States for the
cost of acduinistration of Part I of tne Act, a reasonable
amount as determined in accordance with the provisions of
the Commission's regulations in effect from time to time.
The authorized installed capacity for that purpose is 10,060
horsepower.

Article 202. The licensee shall clear and keep clear to an
adequate width all lands along open conduits and shall dispose of
all temporary structures, unused timber, brush, refuse, or other
material unnecessary for the purposes of the project which result
from maintenance, operation, or alteration of the project works.
In addition, all trees along the periphery of project reservoirs
which mezy die during cperaticns of the project shall be removed.
211 clearing of lands and disposal of unnecessary material shall
be done with due diligence to the satisfacticn of the authorized
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representative of the Commission and in accordance with
appropriate federal, state, and local statutes and regulations.

Article 203. Pursuant to Section 10{(d) of the Act, a
specified reasonable rate of return upon the net investment in
the project shall be used for determining surplus earnings of the
project for the establishment and maintenance ot amortization
reserves. One half of the project surpius earnings, if any,
accunulated under the license, in excess of the specified rate of
return per annum on the net investment, shall be set aside in a
project amortization reserve account at the end of each fiscal
year. To the extent that there is a deficiency of project
earnings below the specified rate of return per annunm for any
fiscal year under the license, the amount of that deficiency
shall be deducted from the amount of any surplus earnings
subsequently accumulated, until absorbed. One-half of the
remaining surplus earnings, if any, cumulatively computed, shall
be set aside in the proiect amortization reserve account. The
amounts established in the project amortization reserved account
shall be maintained until further order of the Commission.

The annual specified reasonable rate of return shall be the
sum of the annual weighted costs of long-term debt, preferred
stock, and common equity, as defined below. The annual weighted
cost for each component of the reasonable rate of return is the
product of its capital ratio and cost rate. The annual capital
ratio for each component of the rate of return shall be
calculated based on an average of 13 monthly balances of amounts
properly includable in the licensee's long-term debt and
proprietary capital accounts as listed in the Commission's
Uniform System of Accounts. The cost rates for long-term debt
and preferred stock shall be their respective weighted average
costs for the year, and the cost c¢f common equity shall be the
interest rate on 10-~year government bonds(reported as the
Treasury Department's 10-year constant maturity series) computed
on the monthly average for the year in question plus four
percentage points (400 basis points).

Article 301. The licensee shall commence construction of
the project works within 2 vears from the issuance date of the
license and shall complete construction of the project within 4
years from the issuance date of the license.

Article 302. The licensee, at least 60 days prior to start
of construction, shall submit one copy to the Commission's
Regional Director, and two copies to the Director, Division of
Inspections, of the final contract drawings and specifications
for pertinent features of the project, such as water retention
structures, all necessary transmission facilities, the
powerhcuese, and water ceonveyance gstructures. The Director,
Division of Dam Safety and Inspections, may require changes in
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the plans and specifications to ensure a safe and adequate
project.

Article 303. The licensee, within 90 days of completion of
construction, shall file for approval by the Commission, revised
exhibits A, F, and G, to describe and show the project as-built.

Article 401. The licensee shall discharge from the Cataract
Hydroelectric Project, a continuous minimum flow totalling 851
cubic feet per second, as measured immediately downstream from
the project powerhouses in the Cataract and West <hannels of the
Saco River, or inflow to the reservoir, whichever is less, for
the protection and enhancement of fish and wildiife resources in
the Saco River. This flow may be temporavily modified if
required by operating emergencies beyond the control of the
licensee, and for short periods upon mutual agreement between the
jicensee and the Maine Department of Environmental Protection
(MDEP) .

" Article 402. The licensee, after consultation with the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), the Maine Department of
Environmental Protection (MDEP), and the U.S. Geological Survey,
shall develop a plan to install streamflow gauges at the upstrean
and downstream boundaries of the Cataract Procject on the Saco
River to monitor the minimum flow as required by article 401.

The plan shell include the location and design of the gauges, a
schedule for the installation of the gauges, the method of flow
data collection, and a provision for providing flow data to the
FWS and MDEP within 30 days from the date of a request from these
agencies. The plan shall be filed with the Commission for
approval within 6 months from issuance of this license and shall
include comments from the aforementioned agenzies o5n the plan.
The Commission reserves the right to require modifications to the
plan.

Article 403. The licensee, within 1 year from the date of
issuance of this license, shall file functioral design drawings
and a construction schedule to install, operate, and maintain
fish passage facilities necessary to provids efficient upstream
passage of Atlantic salnon, Americayw shad, and alewife at the
Cataract, West Channel, Springs, and Bradbury dams and downstream
passage at the Cataract and West Channel dams of the Cataract
Project. The fish passage facilities must be designed in
cooperation with the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), the
Maine Atlantic Sea Run Salmon Commission (MASRSC), the Maire
Department of Marine Resources (MDNR), the Maine Department of
Inland Fisheries and Wildlife (DIFW), and the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS). The comments and recommendations of
these agencies on the adequacy of the fish passage facilities
must be included in the filing. The licensee must file the
functional design drawings foc Commission approvai, and the
Commission reserves the right to modify the drawings and the
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schedule. The licensee must construct the facilities, as
outlined in the construction schedule, and file as-built drawings
pursuant to Article 303.

The licencee must also file a monitnring plan and a schedule
to evaluate the effectiveness of the fish passage facilities
within 1 year from the date of issuance of this license. The
monitoring plan must be designed in cooperation with the FWS, the
MASRSC, the MDMR, the DIFW, and the NMFS. The licensez must file
the monxtorlng plan, along with comments from the above-mentioned
agencies, for Commission approval. The Comnission reserves the
right to modify the plan and schedule.

The results of the monitoring plan must ke subaitted to the
Commission according to the approved schedule, along with
_.comments from the consulted agencies on the results. If the
monitoring results indicate that further measures are necessary
to effectively pass Atlantic salmon, American shad, or alewife,
the licensee shall provide, for Commission approval, m=asures
necessary to effectively pass migratory fish and a schedule for
implementing these measures. These measures shall include
structural and operational changes necessary to ensure that
migratory fish effectively pass the project.

Article 404. Authority is reserved to the Commission to
require the licensee to construct, operate, and maintain, or to
provide for the construction, operation, and maintenance of such
fishways, as may be prescribed by the Secretary of the Interior
pursuant to Section 18 of the Federal Powver Act.

Article 405. The licensee, after consultation with the
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) and the Maine Department of
Environmental Resources (MDEP), shall develop a plan and a
schedule for performing annval maintenance cleaning at the
Cataract and West Channel dams that provides for the protection
of fish resources and water guality in the Saco River. The plan
shall include alternatives to the present practice of drawdown of
the Cataract headpond, including limiting annual maintenance
drawdown, if a drawdown is shown to be necessary, to the period
from December 1 through April 1 and to a maximum duration of 36
hours in order to protect the anadromous fishery in the Saco
River. The licensee shall file the plan and schedule, along with
comments and recommendations from the FWS and the MDEP, for
Commission approval within 1 year from the issuance date of this
license. The Commission reserves the right to modify the plan
and schedule. Until such tine of approval for the plan and
schedule by the Commission, the licensee shall restrict any
drawdown maintenance cleaning to the perlod Decernber 1 through
April 1. _

e e

Article 406. The licensee, tafore sterting any
ground~disturbing activities within project boundaries, shall
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consult with the Maine State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO). 1If the licensee discovers previously unidentified
archeological or historic properties while constructing or
developing project facilities, the licensee shall stop all
ground-disturbing activities near the properties and consult with
the SHPO. In either instance, the licensee shall file a cultural
resource management plan for Commission approval.

The management plan shall be prepared by a qualified
cultural resource specialist and shall include: (1) a
description of each discovered property indicating whether it is
listed on or eligible for listing on the National Register of
Historic Places; (2) a description of the potential adverse
impacts on each discovered property; (3) proposed measures for
aveoiding or mitigating impacts; (4) a schedule for mitigating
impacts and conducting additional studies; and (5) documentation
of consultation with the SHPO.

The licensee shall not conduct ground-disturbing activities,
or resume such activities in the vicinity of a property
discovered during construction, until the plan is approved by the
Commission. The Commission may require changes to the plan.

Article 407. The licensee, after consultation with the
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, the Maine Department of
Conservation, the Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and
Wildlife, the Saco Parks and Recreation Department, and the Saco
River Corridor Commission, shall monitor recreational use of the
project area, above and below the project dams, to determine
whether existing recreational facilities are meeting recreational
needs. Monitoring studies shall begin within 5 years of the
issuance of the license and shall consist, at 2 minimum, of
annual recreation use data (using recreation days as the unit of
measure) and meetings with the consulted agencies every 5 years.

Every 5 years during the term of the license, on the license
anniversary, the licensee shall file a report with the Commission
on the monitoring results. The report shall include: (1) the
annual recreation use data; (2) a discussion of the adequacy of
the licensee's recreation facilities; (3) a discussion of the
need for additional recreation facilities at the project site:

(4) any recreation plans proposed by the licensee to accommodate
recreational needs or concerns in the project area; and

(5) documentation of agency consultation and agency comments on
this report. Any recreation plan included vith this report shall
be filed for Commissicn approval and shall consist of drawings
and descriptions of the proposed facilities or enhancements to
existing facilities, construction or implementation schedules,
cost estimates, and a statement of who will be responsible for
the construction, maintenance and operation of each proposed
facility.
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Article 408. The licensee, after consultation with the U.S.
Fish and vildlife Service (FWS), the Maine Department of
conservation (DOC), the Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and
Wildlife {DIFW), and the Saco River Corridor Commission (SRCC),
and within 3 months of the closure of the Homestead Campground
pboat launch to public use, shall file for Commission approval a
plan for the construction of a carry-in boat launch to be located
at the mid-section of the impoundment, preferably at the Route 5
bridge. The plan shall include: (1) a large-scale drawing
showing the lccation of the boat launch, parking area. and any.
other associated facilities; (2) a construction schedule; (3)
cost estimates: (4) a statement of who will be responsible for
the construction, maintenance, and operation of the facilities;
(5) documentation of agency consultation; and (6) comments from
FWS, Doc, DIFW, and SRCC on the final plan. The Commission
reserves the right to require modifications to the plan.

Article 409. (a) In accordance with the provisions of this
article, the licensee shall have the authority to grant
permission for certain types of use and occupancy of project
lands and waters and to convey certain interests in project lands
and waters for certain types of use and occupancy, without prior
Commission approval. The licensee may exercise the authority
only if the proposed use and occupancy is consistent with the
purposes of protecting and enhancing the scenic, recreational,
and other environmental values of the project. For those
purponses, the licensee shall also have continuing responsibility
to supervise and control the use and sccupancies for which it
grants permission, and to monitor the use of, and ensure
compliance with the covenants of the instrument of conveyance
for, any interests that it has conveyed, under this article. 1If
a permitted use and occupancy viclates any condition cof this
article or any other condition imposed by the licensee for
protection and enhancement of the project's scenic, recreational,
cr other environmental values, or if a covenant of a conveyance
made under the authority of this article is violated, the
licensee shall take any lawful action necessary to correct the
violation. For a permitted use or occupancy, that action
includes. if necessary, cancelling the permission to use and
occupy “he project lands and waters and requiring the removal of |
any non-complying structures and facilities. |

(b} The type of use and occupancy of prcject lands and water
for which the licensee may grant permission without prior
Conmission approval are: (1) landscape plantings, (2} non-
commercial piers, landings, boat docks, or similar structures and
facilities that can accomnodate no more than 10 watercraft at a
time and where said facility is intended to serve single-family
type dwellings; and (3) embankments, bulkheads, retaining walls,
or similar structures for erosion control to protect the existing
shoreline. To the extent feasible and desirable to protect and
enhance the project's scenic, recreational, and other
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environmental values, the licensee shall require multiple use and
cccupancy of facilities for access to project lands or waters.
The licensee shall also ensure, to the satisfaction of the
commission's authorized representative, that the use and
occupancies for which it grants permission are maintained in gcod
repair and comply with applicable state and local health and
safety requirements. Before granting permission for construction
of bulkheads or retaining walls, the licensee shall: (1) inspect
the site of the proposed construction, (2) consider whether the
planting of vegetation or the use of riprap would be adegquate to
control erosion at the site, and (3) determine that the proposed
constructi-n is needed and would not change the basic contour of
the resersoir shoreline. To implement this paragraph (b), the
licensee may, among other things, establish a program for issuing
permits for the specified types of use and occupancy of proiect
lands and waters, which may be subject to the payment of

a reasonable fee to cover the licensee's costs of administering
the permit program. The Commission reserves the right to require
the licensee to file a description of its standards, guidelines,
and procedures for implementing this paragraph (b) and to require
modification of those standards, guidelines, or procedures.

(c) The licensee may convey easements or rights-of-way
across, or leases of, project lands for: (1) replacement, :
expansion, realignment, or maintenance of bridges and rcads for
which all necessary state and federal approvals have been
obtained; (2) storm drains and water mains; (3) sewers that do
not discharge into project waters:; (4) minor access roads; (5)
telephone, gas, and electric utility distribution lines; (6) non-
project overhead electric transmission lines that do not require
erection of support structures within the project boundary: (7)
submarine, overhead, or underground major telephone distribution
cables or major electric distribution lines (69-kV or less); and
(8) water intake or pumping facilities that do not extract more
than one million gallons per day from a project reservoir. No
later than January 31 of each year, the licensee shall file three
copies of a report briefly describing for each conveyance nade
under this paragraph (c¢) during the prior calendar year, the type
of interest conveyed, the location of the lands subject to the
conveyance, and the nature of the use for which the interest was
conveyed.

(d) The licensee may convey fee title to, easements or
rights-of-way across, or leases of project lands for: (1)
construction of new bridges or roads for which all necessary
state and federal approvals have been obtained; (2) sewer or
effluent lines that discharge into project waters, for which all
necessary federal and state water quality certification or
permits have been cbtained; (3) other pipelines that cross
project lands or waters but do not discharge into project waters;
(4) non-project overhead electric transmission lines that regquire
erection of support structures within the project boundary, for
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which all necessary federal and state approvals have been
obtained; (5) private or public marinas that can accommodate no
more than 10 watercraft at a time and are located at least one-
half mile from any other private or public marina; (6)
recreational development consistent with an approved Exhibit R or
approved report on recreational resources of an Exhibit E; and
(7) other uses, if: (i) the amount of land conveyed for a
particular use is five acres or less; (ii) all of the land
conveyed is located at least 75 feet, measured horlzontally, from
the edge of the project reservoir at normal maximum surface
elevation; and (iii) no more than 50 total acres of project lands
for each project development are conveyed under this clause

(d) (7) in any calendar year. At least 45 days before conveying
any interest in project 1-nds under this paragraph {d), the
licensee must submit a leti.er to the Director, Office of
Hydropower Licensing, stating its intent to convey the interest
and briefly describing the type of interest and location of the
lands to be conveyed (a marked exhibit G or K map may be used),
the nature of the proposed use, the identity of any federal or
state agency official consulted, and any federal or state
approvals required for the proposed use. Unless the Director,
within 45 days from the flllng date, requires the licensee to
file an application for prior approval, the licensee may convey
the intended interest at the end of that period.

The follo ng additional conditions apply to any

deir paragraph (¢} or {d) of this article:

(1) Before conveying the interest, the licensee shall
consult with federal and state fish and wildlife or recreation
agencies, as appropriate, and the State Historic Preservation
Officer.

(2) Before conveying the interest, the licensee shall
determine that the proposeid use of the lands to be conveyed is
not inconsistent with any approved exhibit R or approved report
on recreational resources of an exhibit E; or, if the project
does not have an approved exhibit R or approved report on
recreational resources, that the lands to be conveyed do not have
recreational value.

(3) The instrument of conveyance must include covenants
running with the land adequate to ensure that: (i) the use of
the lands conveyed shall not endanger health, create a nuisance,
or otherwise be incompatible with overall project recreational
use; and (ii) the grantee shall take all reasonable precautions
to insure that the construction, operation, and maintenance of
structures or facilities on the conveyed lands will occur in a
manner that will protect the scenic, recreational, and
environmental values o the project.
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(4) The Commission reserves the right to require the
licensee to take reasonable remedial action to correct any
violation of the terms and conditions of this article, for the
protection and enhancement of the project's scenic, recreational,
and other environmental values.

(f) The conveyance of an interest in project lands under
this article does not in itself change the project boundaries.
The project boundaries may be changed to exclude land conveyed
under this article only upon approval of revised exhibit G or K
drawings (project boundary maps) reflecting exclusion of that
land. Lands conveyed under this article will be excluded from
the project only upon a determination that the lands are not
necessary for project purposes, such as operation and
maintenance, flowage, recreation, public access, protection of
environmental resources, and shoreline contreol, including
shoreline aesthetic values. Absent extraordinary circumstances,
proposals to exclude lands conveyed under this article from the
project shall be consolidated for consideration when revised
exhibit G or K drawings would be filed for approval for other
purposes.

{(g) The authority granted to the licensee under this
article shall not apply to any part of the public lands and
reservations of the United States included within the project
boundary.

.. (E) The licensee shall serve copies of any Commission-
filing required by this order on any entity specified in this

order to be consulted on matters related to that filing, roof
of service on these entities must accompany the filing with the
Commission.

(F) This order is issued under authority delegated to the
Director and is final unless appealed to the Commission by any
party within 39 days from the issuance date of this order.
Filing an appeal does not stay the effective date of this order
or any date specified in this order. The licensee's failure to
appeal this order shall constitute acceptancs of qpe license.

Director, Office of
Hydropower Licensing
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

YEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMIEBION
OFFICE OF HYDROPOWER LICENSING, DIVISION OF PROJECT REVIEW

cataract Hydruvelectric Project 1/
FERC Project No. 2528-003--Maine
June 9; 1989
I. APCLICATION

on April 4, 1986, the Central Maine Power Company (CMP)
filed an application for a new license for the Cataract
Hydroelectric Project, an existing major project greater than 5
megawatts (MW). The CMP supplemented its application on
January 19, 1987, June 4, 1987, November 11, 1987, April 28,
1988, and October 28, 1988. '

.The project is located on the Saco River in the cities of
ecaco and Biddeford, York County, Maine (figure 1.). The project
was constructed in 1938 and a license was issued on August 20,
1968, expiring on December 31, 1987. The CMP presently operates
on an annual license.

II. PURPOBE AND NEED FOR ACTION

A. Purpose

The existing project is providing an estimated average
annual generation of 50,500,000 kilowatthours (kWh) of electric
energy. All the power produced by the project is supplied to the
applicant's transmission and distribution system and is then
delivered to the applicant's customers. '

B. Neod for Power

The power from the project provides a substantial fraction
of the electric power needs of the applicant's customers. The
need for the electricity generated by the project to serve the
apgplicant's customers over the short- and long-terms has been
adequately established by the fact that applicant's customers
have been relying on output of the project for more than 50 years
as a low-cost, non-polluting source of reliable power which
Gerives its primary energy from a renewable resource.

1/ Due to reproduction requirements referenced figures have been
omitted.
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YII. PROPOSED PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES

R ose oject
1. ojec scripti

The project consists of the following existing facilities:
(1) cataract, West Channel, Bradbury, and Springs dams; (2) a
powerhouse, located at Cataract dan and containing a turbine-
generator unit with a capacity of 6,650 kW; (3) a powerhouse
located approximately 900 feet downstream of the West Channel dan
and containing two turbine-generator units with a total capacity
of 900 kW; (4) an intake flume; and (5) appurtenant facilities
(figure 2.). Operation of the project would continue to be
coordinated with the applicant's upstream projects.

2. Proposed Mitigative Measures

The applicant proposes to:

(1) install upstrean passage facilities at cataract and West
Channel, Bradbury and Springs dams, and downstream passage
facilities at Cataract and West channel dams to allow for passage
of Atlantic salmon, alewife, and American shad;

{2) operate in a run-of-the-river mods releaging a minimun
flow of 851 cfs or inflow, vwhichever is less, ex=zept within the
miagratory period of April 1 to December 1, when flovs sufficient

Lt Rttt 2
a8

[
for fish passage would be maintained regardless of inflows; and

(3) maintain the existing boat access sites at the southern
extremity of the Skelton project, upstream from the Cataract
Project, to ensure public access to the Cataract Project waters,
and to mzintain the spillway warning signs in gaod repair at
Springs and Bradbury dams.

B. 2lternatives to the Propased Proiect

1. Issuance of an annuzl license

Section 15(z) of the Federal Power act {hct), 16 U.S.C.
gc0s(a), provides for the issuance of annual licenses to the
prior licensee if the license expires pending the relicensing
Getermination. - Under this alternative, an anrnual license would
continue to be issued to the applicant. T~he annual license

contains the sane +erms as the expired 1icense, ‘thereby
raintaining the gtatus ouo.
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2. Federal Takeover

An alternative to issuing a new license for continued
operation of the cataract Project would be takeover of the
project by the federal government. Such action can be
recommended to Congress by the Ccepmission onr its own motion or
upon recommendation of a federal department or agency, under the
provisions of Section 14 of the Act. If the Commission
determines, after notice and opportunity for hearing, that the
United States should exercise its right to take over the project,
the Commission would submit its recommendation to Congress with
such information as it considers appropriate. No entity has
recommended Federal take over for the Cataract Project.

3. Issuance of Nonpower License

Section 15(b) of the Act, 16 U.S.C. §808 (b), authorizes the
Commission to issue a license for nNOnpower use when the
Commission "finds that in conformity with a comprehensive plan
for improving or developing a waterway or waterways for
beneficial public uses, all or part of any licensed project
should no longer be used or adapted for use for poOwer purposes."
2 license that is granted by the Commission for nonpower use ic
temporary. When the commission finds that a state, municipality,
interstate agency, or other federal agency is authorized and
willing to assume regulatory supervision of the lands and

facilities under the nonpower license and does so, the Commission
shall thereupon terminate the license.

penial ¢f the license application could lead to removal oi
power facilities and removal of all project works.

c. Alternative of No Action

No action would result in continued project operation on its
annual license. This is not a reasonable alternative. -

IV. CONSULTATION AND COMPLIANCE

L. Rhoencv Consultation

The Commission's regulations reguire prospective applicants
tc consult with the appropriate resource agencies befcre filinc a
license arplication. This prefiling consultation initiates
compliance with the Nztional Environmental pPolicy hkct, Fish and
wildlife Coordination rct, Endangered Species hCt, Rational
Historic Preservation kct, and other federal statutes. Prefiling
consultation must be complete and gocunented for the application
to be accepted. After acceptance, the Commission issues a public
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7. - notice and seeks formal comments in accordance with these
" gtatutes. All comments become part of the record and are
. considered during the staff's analysis of the proposed project.

The following entities commented on the application
subseguent to the public notice, which was issued on July 28,

-7 1986. .
;gmm_m&mq_em:;cx ate of lette
Maine Office of Energy Resources August 28, 1986
Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers September B, 1986
Environmental Protection Agency ' September 17, 1986
Department of the Interior October 23, 1986
Maine Department of Conservation November 3, 1986

In addition to providing comments, organizations and
individuals ray petition to intervene and become a party to any
subsequent proceedings. The following entities filed a motion to’
intervene in the proceedings.

Interveners pDate of moticn to intervene
Maine Depariment of Environmental August 11, 1986
Protection

The applicant responded to the agency comments by letter
dated January 29, 1987 and to the petition to intervene by letter

date May 25, 1988.

on May 11, 1988, the Saco River Salmon Club, American
Rivers, Inc., the North Conway Chapter of Trout Unlimited, the
Natural Resources Council of Maine, and Trout Unlimited (movanis)
filed a motion to intervene citing the need for a comprehensive
fish passage plan for the Saco River. The Ccommission, by order
dated August 3, 1988, denied the petition because it was untimely
and the movants' interests were determined to be adzquately

represented by other parties to the proceeding.

B. Weter Quality Certificz%tion

The ap;iicant reguested Section 401 water cquality
certification by letter dated January 7, 1986. The Maine
Denartment of Environmental Protection (MDEP) did not act on the
reguest for certification within 1 year of its receipt of the
request; therefore, water guality certification is considered
waived pursuant to Commission Order No. 464 (issued February 11,
1987) .

The MDEP by letter Gated February 14, 1889, stated that no
waiver of certification can be deemed .o have occurred, since the
MDEP never received & reguest for certification in accordance
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with applicable law governing filings with that agency. After
water quality certification had been deemed waived by the
Commission, CMP again iejuested certification from MDEP in a
letter dated January 26, 1989. MDEP is processing this request
for certification. As of May 24, 1989 MDEP has taken no action

on the request.

. .-V, ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYEIS

. G escripti 0 e ale

. a ive asi

The project is located between the cities of Saco and
Biddeford, Maine. The topography in the project area along the
Saco River Valley is glacially formed, of relatively liow relief.
Land use adjacent to the project area is urban. The average
temperature varies from 70 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) in June to
22°F in January. Average annual precipitation, including the
water equivalent of snow, averages about 46 inches per year. The
area's average yearly snowfall is 91 inches (Central Maine Power
Company, 1986).

The combined population of the cities of Saco and Biddeford
was 32,500 in 1980 (Central Maine Power Company, 1986} .

2. Proposed and Existing HyJdropower Development

A number of hydropower projects sites are operational in the

Saco River Basin (table 1.). Flows are used when available and
the various generating stations operate on a run-—of-river basis
guring high flows, about 40 percent of the time. Othervise,

pondage is used to regulate flows when river flow is below
instalied wheel capacity (Central Maine Power Company, 1986).

River FEPC
Dams o mile 7 Project No. -
Cataract 6 2528
West Channel
Bradbury
Springs
Skelton 16 2527
Bar Mills 19 2194
West Bb.xton 24 2531
Bonny Zagle 25 2529
Hiram 48 2530
Table 1. Dams on the Saco River (Federal Power

Commission, 1964}).
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Cumulative impacts are defined as impacts on the environment
that result from the incremental impacts of an action when added
to past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions,

, regardless of what agency Or person undertakes such other

o actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor,
but collectively significant actions taking place over a period
of time (40 CFR, Part 1508.7).

[l

cumulatively affected by multiple development within the besin.
The staff based its selection of target resources on the regional
significance and geographical distribution of the resource within
the river basin.

» target resource is an important resource that may be

Target resource

The staff has identified anadromous fish as a target
resource that could be adversely affeci.. in a cumulative manner
by multiple developments in the Saco River Basin. The staff
based its selection of target resources on the relicense
applicacica ior the Cataract Project, the written comments from
all interested parties, and river-specific reports, plans and
studies. The importance of anadromous fish as a target resource
is discussed below.

Anadromous fishes in the Saco River Basin are valuable for
their contribution to both sport and commercial fisheries. The
anadromous fishes inhabiting the Saco River include alewife,
American shad, Atlantic salmon, blueback herring, rainbow smelt,
Atlantic tomcod, mummichog, threespine stickleback, nineanine
stickleback, and striped bass (Dube, 1983). The American eel is
a catadromous fish which also occurs in the basin.

Alewife, American shad, and atlantic salmon are targeted for
restoration by the U. S. Pish and Wildlife Service (FWS), the
Ma%ne Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife (MDIFW), the
Maine Atlantic Sea Run Salmon Commission (MASRSC), and the Maine
Department of Marine Resources (MDMR) (U. S. Fish and Wildlife
Service et a2l., 1987). At present, fish passage facilities are
insufficient for passage of these fishes at the Cataract Project,
as outlined in a collective management plan for the Saco River
developed by the FWS, the MDIFW, the MASRSC, and the NDMR (U. S.
Fish and ¥ildlife Service et al., 1987). Atlantic salmon is an
important sport fish in the basin. &nrericzn shad are only taken
as incidentzl to the alewife fishery. Alewife are currently
harvested in the Cataract Project area for use as lobster bait
(U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service e= al., 1987). &ll of these
species were historically common in the Sace River Basin (Foster
and atkins, 1868), but have diminished in numbers from adverse
impacts associated with dam construction and industrial
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development in the Saco-Biddeford area {(U. S. Fish and wildlife
Service et al., 1987). Due to the efforts of federal and state
agencies to restore anadromous fish to the river and to recent
improvements in water quality, the potential for successful
anadromous fisheries in the basin has improved. However,
inadequate upstream passage and no downstream passage facilities
past dams on the Saco River continues to have an adverse
cumulative impact on-the anadromous fish resources in this river.

B. Proposed Proiject

The staff has reviewed the proposed project in relatich to
the environmental resources in the project impact area and has
concluded that there would be no relevant or material adverse
environmental impacts on geological, aesthetic, or socioeconomic
resources. Because no new land disturbing construction
activities are proposed, issuance of a new license for the
project would have no direct or indirect adverse impact on
geological, aesthetic, or socioeconomic resources. No
geological, aesthetic, or socioeconomic issues were raised by
agencies or individuals. Therefore, these resources are not
discussed below.

1. Water sources

Affected Environment: The Saco River basin drains 1700
square miles in New Hampshire and Maine and empties into the
Atlantic Ocean at Sacc and Biddeford, Maine. The river basin
originates in the White Mountains of New Eampshire and is about
75 miles long, with a maximum width of 44 miles. The Saceo River
is joined by the Ellis and Swift Rivers in New Hampchire and the
Cold River and outlet strean of Kezar Lake at a split in the Saco
River in Maine. The Saco River is later joined by the Ossipee
and Little Ossipee Rivers before flowing to the rivers mouth

below the head of tidewater at Saco and Biddeford.

The mean annual flow cf the Saco River at the Cataract
Project is 2,860 cubic feet per second (cfs). Because inflows to
the projec:i area are regulated, in part, by releases from Skelton
Darm located about 2.3 miles upstream of Cataract, minimum flows
in the project area consist of leakage from Skelton Dam (about 25
cfs). However, high flows have reached a max»imuam of 63,000 cfs.

The flow regime of the Saco River is run-of~the-river at
high discharges (about 40 percent of the time), but is regulated
at the applicant's licensed Bonny Eagle Project (FERC No. 252¢)
to provide power during peaking st lower discharges. The Skelton
Project (FERC No. 2527) re-regulates the inflow to the Cataract
Prcject. ¥hen operating, Skelton typically passes either 1,500,
3,000 or 3,800 cfs under controlled conditions. The Cataract
unit is normeally started at the same time as Skelton and is

N T R T
Y s
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usually set at the same flow rate as Skelton. Because the water
is delayed approximately 2 hours before reaching Cataract, the
springs-Bradbury Pond is drawn down about 2 feet at the beginning
of th "day and is refilled by the end of the day.

The State of Maine classifies the water of the Saco River in
the vicinity of Cataract Project ac class C in the area of the
project works and class B-2 in the major part of the headpond.
The class C designation indicates that the water quality is
satisfactory for recreational boating and fishing, and is
suitable for fish and wildlife habitat. Unless adequately
treated, however, the water is unsuitable for potable water
supplies and water contact recreation. The class B-2 designation
indicates that the water is suitable for contact recreation in
these areas. Dissolved oxygen levels generally exceed state
designated standards. Project waters generally meet state
standards, except for coliform levels, which occasionally exceed
water classification standards.

The Saco River estuary in the city of Biddeford has been
identified by the MDEP and the U. S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) as a critical water gquality problem area (Central
Maine Power Company, 1986). MDEP cites the water guality problem
as excessive numbers of ccliform bacteria in the estuary; the
excessive numbers apparently result from combined storm and
sanitary sewers and are largely limited to storm events.

There are currently two major secondary discharges and one
small primary discharge resulting in 4 million gallons per day of
effluent loading into the tidewater area downstream of the dam
(Dana Murch, Maine Department of Environmental Protection, May
29, 1984 letter to CNP).  During iow tide, there is little water
left in the estuary except for flows from the Cataract Project.
During the scheduled maintenance drawdown of the Cataract
headpond, the City of Saco's nunicipal discharge may create areas
of undiluted effluent during low tide. These effluents may also
cause a water guality impact when discharges are reduced to
leakage flows from Cataract.

Environmental Impacts and Recommendations:

2. Dreodject Operation Minimum flows

The Saco River is regulated by the Bonny Eagle Project and
re-regulated, in par:i, by the Skelton Project, located
immediately upsiream of Cataract Project. These hydropower
projects operate 1o maximize power prcduction during the peaking
hours. Because there is no significant inflow to the Saco River
between the Skelton and Cataract Projects, inflow to Cataract is
sometimes reduced to leakage from the Skelton Preject. The
existing license for the Cataract Project contains no provisions
for a rinimum flow release.
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The FWS recommends that a minimum flow of 851 cfs, or inflow
to the upstream boundary of the project, whichever is less, be
released, in sum, from the Cataract and West Channel dams. This
flow approximates the historical unrequlated median August flow
(Aquatic Base Flow) in the Cataract Project portion of the Saco
River. The FWS states that the 851 cfs would not interfere with
the current mode of -operation and would provide greater
protection of the downstream water resources. This recommended
minimun flow release would continue to result in daily water
level fluctuations in the Springs-Bradbury headpond and in the
small pond upstream of the Cataract and West Channel dams, due to
inflow fluctuations. 1In addition, flows in the Saco River
downstream of the Cataract Project would continue tc approach
zero (i.e., only leakage flows from Skelton dam) during non-

peaking hours.

The applicant has agreed to this minirpum flow recommendation
only for the anadromous fish migration period {April 1 to -
December 1, annually). The applicant also proposed to release
flows sufficient for fish passage, totaliing up to 160 cfs, at
the Cataract dams during the April 1 to December 1 fish migration
periods. Staff agrees with the fish passage flows proposed by
CMP for the protection of anadromous fishes in the Saco River,
but recommends that year-round flows be provided, as recommended
by the FWS, to maintain the biotic integrity of the estuary (see
fishery resources section). h

The applicant alsc has proposed to supply flows through the
cataract and West Channel headpond sufficient to protect water
cuality that is under the influence of industrial thermal
discharge to these waters. The applicant has agreed to provide
cooling water for a refuse incinerator to be built by the Maine
Energy Recovery Company (MERC) in the town of Biddeford. The
power plant condensers will be cooled by Saco River water taken
just above the West Channel dam. MERC is expected to utilize 138
cfs of river flows for cooling water purposes. When the project
is shutdown, 250-cfs flowage through the headpond will be
necessary to ensure proper dilution and mixing of condenser
cooling water to meet MDEP regulations concerning thermal
éischarges.

The normal operation of the Cataract Project is primarily
run-of-river with pondage, and the average outflow is egual to
the average inflow with minecr pond fluctuation. The proposed
node of operation would not change the existing flow regime of
the river, except to provide flows necessary to allow fish
passage. The licenses for the Bonny Eagle and Skelton Projects
expire in 1929¢3. In the event thet operation of these hydropower
projects are altered to release minimum flows, the run-of-the-
river operating mode of the Cataract Project would minimize the
fluctuation in river flow and would protect and enhance the water
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resources of the Saco River by wminimizing the water level
fluctuations below the dam and by reducing associated disruptions
of the fish habitat. The release of minimum flows and additional
fish passage flows would enharce the anadromous fishery in the

Saco River.

To ensure that the project is operating under the minimum
flow condition of 851 cfs or inflow, the licensee should install
streamflow gages to monitor the flows of the Saco River. The
most effective method of maintaining these recommended flows is
to measure the inflow to the project impoundment and to release
the same amount downstream of the dam when inflow is less than
851 cfs. Thus, the licensee should install a gage that measures
inflow to the upstream project boundary and a gage that measures
outflow belnw the lowernost dams. The licensee should file a
plan for Commission approval that includes the following: (1) a
schedule for installing the gage; (2) the proposed location,
design, and calibration of the gage; (3) the method of data
collection; and (4) a provision for providing the data to the FWS
and the MDEP. The gage should be operated to provide cutflow
equal to inflow except, as additional flows are necessary to
provide fish passage or to maintain temperature requirements in
the project area.

b. Water cuality

Increases in turbidity and sedimentation, with subseguent
negative effects on aguatic resources, are among the most
significant, construction-related impacts of hydroelectric
development (Rochester et al., 1984). There may be minor, short-
term increases in turbidity due to installation of the fish
passage facilities. The applicant proposes to supply flows to
the Cataract and West Channel dams to ensure dilution and mixing
of MERC condenser cooling water sufficient to meet MDEP
regulations concerning thermal discharges. There may, however,
be minor local increases in water temperature at the location of
cooling water discharges. These discharges may temporarily
increase the headponé temperature above state standards (Central
Maine Power Company, 1586).

CMP annually draws down the Cataract headpond to allow for
mazintenance cleaning. This is scheduled in the sunmer to
cocrdinate with local industry vacation periods. The drawdown
has typicelly been of 2-éay duration. During this period, flows
frorm the project are reduced to about 25 cfs (leakage from
Springs and Bradbury dGams) and fish pessage downstiream of the
Springs and Bradbury cams ceases. Tnis drawdowsn results in
adverse impacts to fiches in the headpond, in the fishway, and
below the dan (see section on fishexry res Mmrces).

Because there is an estimated 4 million gallons per Gay of
effluent loading into the tidewater area below the dam, the WDEP
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is concerned that low flows into the estuary, during times of low
inflow and during the annual maintenance drawdown of the
headpond, may create areas of pure, undiluted effluent at low
tide. The FWS is also concerned that the natural salinity
conditions and the biotic integrity of the estuary may be
disrupted by these project operating conditions. MDMR has
indicated that there is significant production of shad and
alewives in the -estuary and is concerned with the effects of
saltwater intrusion on this fishery. In addition, the
simultaneous drawdown at the Skelton Project creates a period of
negligible water flow between the two projects, which may affect
the water guality of the river and the habitat of the riverine
fishes inhabiting this portion of the Saco River, The staff has
determined that the headpond drawdown results in advers=2 impacts
on water gquality, estuarine organisms, and fisheries (see fishery
resources section for proposed mitigatien).

Unavoidable Adverse Impacis:

Operation of the Cataract Project would result in some
minor, unavoidable adverse impacts. The headpond above the West
Channel dam would be subject to a minor and temporary, local
temperature increase in the cooling water mixing zone at the
effluence of the MERC refuse incinerator facility. The
construction of fish passage facilities may cause some short-term
increase in turbidity in the project area, but this minor
negative impact would be far out weighed by the beneficial impact
of fish passage installation.

3, Fishery Resources

Affected Environment: The Saco River supports numerous
resident, anadromous, and catadromous fishes. The anadromcus
species include alewife, American shad, Atlantic salmon, blueback
herring, ralnbow srelt, Atlantic tomcod, mummichog, threespine
stickleback, ninespine stickleback, and striped bass (Dube,
1983). The American eel is a catadromous fish that also utilizes
the Saco River for a portion of its life history. An active
sport fishery for striped bess, bluefish, and sea-run salmon
exists downstream of the existing Cataract Project. American
eel, alewife, and menhaden support small commercial fisheries in
the Saco River.

The series of hydropower projects and their associated head
ponds on the Saco River creaztes both lentic ané lotic habitat for
fishes. Thus, the river upstream of ratearact dam supports a
variety of recident fishes, including lake whitefish, rainbow
trout, brown trout, brook trout, lake trout, chain pickerel,
burbot, banded killifish, brook stickleback, white perch,
pumpkinseed sunfish, smallmouth bass, largemouth bass, black
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crappie, yellow perch, slimy sculpin, and several species of
suckers, bullheads, and minnows (Dube, 1983). Many of the
species are important as a recreational fishery (U.S. Fish and

Wildlife Service et al., 1987).

The Cataract Project is the lowermost hydropower project on
the Saco River, and therefore, also has an influence on estuarine
and marine fishes that occur downstream of the project, including
Atlantic menhaden, Atlantic herring, Atlantic pollock, Atlantic
silversides, bluefish, American sand lance, and Atlantic '
mackerel. According to Brad Sterl (MDMR regional biologist),
~ommercial fisheries in the mstuary include lobster, eel and soft
shell clams. "The narrows," a constriction in the river about 1
mile downstream of Cataract Project, is the upriver limit of
salinity-dependant fauna (Brad Sterl, cited in Central Maine
Power, 1986). Salinity differences in the estuary are dependant
upon rainfall, stage of tide, and hydropower operations (Central

Maine Power Company, 1986).

The FWS, MDIFW, MASRSC, and MDMR have indicated that
inadequate fish passage facilities precludes restoration of three
anadromous fishes, including alewife, American shad, and Atlantic
salmon in the Saco River. These species were historically common
in the Saco River (Foster and Atkins, 1868), but have diminished
in numbers due to the influences of dam construction and
industrial development in the Saco-Biddeford area (U. S. Fish and
wWildlife Service et al., 1987).

Historically, Atlantic salmon migrated upriver, after
negotiating the natural falls in the Saco-Biddeford area, to as
far as Hiram Falls (about 50 miles upstrear), where many were
harvested (Foster and Atkins, 186%). The Oossipee and Little
Ossipee Rivers, which flow into the Saco River, were also
utilized by these sea-run salmon. Some were able to pass Hiram
and Swan Falls to reach spawning habitat in New Hampshire (Foster
and Atkins, 1868). Dam construction along the Saco River and
industrial development, leading to a decrease in water quality,
led to the loss of this viable fishery for Atlantic salmon in the
ezarly l2th century. Stocking efforts in the late 19th century
proved unsuccessful in restoring the salmon fishery (Stilwell and

tanley, 1886). Stocking efforts in the 1870's and 1980's have
had limited success, and returning adult salmon have been
rgported as far upriver as West Buxton Dam (U.S. Fish and
wildlife Service et 2l., 1987). The MASRSC (1985) reported that
79 salmon were caught from the Saco River by rod reel in 1%585.

in assessment of the Atlantic salmon habitat in the Saco
River indicates that suitable habitat is available for
arproximately 1,492 adult atlantic salmon. An estimated 42,335
smolts could be produced in the drainage were the spawning,
nursery, and adult habitat made azccessible to Atlantic salmon by
irproved fish passage (U. S. Fish z=nd wildiife Service et al.,
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1987). Juvenile Atlantic salmon are currently stocked along the
Saco River at all CMP projects downstream of Hiram Dam. Stocking
of Atlantic salmon is anticipated to begin in the New Hampshire
portion of the drainage within the next 5 years (Central Maine
Power Company, 1888b).

American shad and alewives were historically important in
the lower Saco River. A commercial gill net fishery existed for
shad below Biddeford in the 1950's and early 1960's (Foster and
Atkins, 1869), but were eliminated due to pollution from textile
mills. MDMR has reported that American shad have reestablished a
reproducing population in the lower Saco River, although they
presently do not represent a significant fishery. Alewives also
were abundant in the Saco River, but were adversely affected by
development. There is presently a viable gill-net fishery for
alewives in the Sacc River near the Cataract Project.

Several state and federal resource agencies, principally the
MASRSC, FWS, MDIFW, and MDMR, are currently restoring anadromous '
fishes to the Saco River. The potential for restoration of
anadromous fishes in this river have recently improved due to
local improvements in water gquality. However, inadequate
upstream passage and no downstream passage facilities past dams
on the Saco River continues to have an adverse cumulative impact
on the fish resources in this river. The restoration effort
includes, in part, upgrading the existing upriver fish passage
facilities, installing downriver fish passage facilities,
increasing fishway capacities at the dams, maintaining habitat
integrity, and establishing minimum flcws. The installation and
upgrading of fish passage facilities on the Saco River is being
coordinated on a river-wide basis, whereas, establishment of
minimum flows is generally being addressed on a project-specific
basis.

Epvironmentél Impacts _and Recommendations:

2. Minimum Flows: As discussed in the Water Resources
section, the FWS recommends that a minimum flow of 851 cfs, or
inflow to the upstream boundary of the project be released, in
sum, from the Cataract and Vest Channel dams. This flow
approximates the historical unregulated median August flow
(houatic Base Flow) in the Cataract Project portion of the Saco
River. The applicant has agreed to this minimum flow
recommendation only for the anadromous fish migration period
(zpril 1 to Decerber 1, annually). Although provision of these
rinipum flows during the migration perinrd would enhance the
anadronous fishery, staff recommends that year-round flows be
provided to maintain the biotic integrity of the estuarine and
fresnhwater habitat in the Saco River downstream of the Cataract
hydropower facility.
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Th e= applicant states that the tides contrcl the water

elevati «n in the river tc the head of tide;

therefore CMP

conclud e=s that the only effect of project operation the applicant
foresee =s is in the salinity in the estuary and that the project

has no

a=ffect on the availability of aquatic habitat.

The

applica mnt further states that losses of freshwater organisms
inhabit- —ing the Saco River downstream of the cataract Project
could 1 aaturally occur during occasional winter storms when high

salinit —v water is pushed

up into the river, and therefore

conclud ==s that lack of flows into the Saco River causes no net

losses

aof organisms over that which would naturally occur

(Centxra 1 Maine Power Company, 1988a).

Tka == staff disagrees.

estuaxry

Although the quantity of water in the

pmay be primarily under tidal influence, the quality of

that wa —ter is very strongly influenced by freshwater inputs.

Change=

in freshwater inflow can alter estuarine flushing

charact <eristics and circulation patterns, and may therefore

disrupt
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the natural physical, chemical, and biological processes
the estuarine system (Department of the Army Corps of
1984). Estuaries are among the most highly productive
systems, primarily due to the pixing of fresh and salt
The riverine environment acts as a source of
a mixing zone of the different salinity waters

a "nutrient trap", allowing for high levels of primary

ivity. _

eshwater flows into estuaries enhance not only primary
ivity, but also secondary productivity, both directly and
For example, oysters are subject to greater levels
sitation and have decreased harvests when freshwater
are reduced to estuaries (Wells, 1959; 1%61; Galstoff,
The production of other estuarine species, such as
shrimp and soft shell clams, may also decrease
cantly when freshwater inputs to estuaries are reduced
, 1962; Departrent of the Army Corps of Engineers, 1984).
the Saco River downstream of the Cataract Project
1y supports an active commercial fishery for soft shell
implementation of a year-round minimum flow could enhance
nioric benefits of the estuary. Establishment of these
flows may also indirectly benefit a variety of estuarine
2nd invertebrates by maintenance of the "nutrient trap" at
+ water and freshwater interface; the high primary
ivity in this area provides food for the organisms in the
that support sport and commercial fisheries.

for about one mile downstream of the
absent of szlinity-dependent organisms
Company, 1986). Because freshwater

Ts predominate in this portion of the Saco River,

cus input of fresh water is essential for survival of
opulations. Thus, staff concludes that a minimum flow of

e Saco River,
+ Project, 1is
1 Maine Power




.ljoc'umgant Accession #: 19890703-0145 Filed Date: 06/29/1989

15

851 cfs or inflow, whichever is less, should be provided on a
year-round basis into the Saco River downstream of the Cataract
Project. The allocation of these flows among the four hydropower
facilities should be determined in consultation with the FWS and
the MDEP. These flows are to be provided to protect and enhance
the freshwater, as well as the estuarine, species inhabiting the
Saco River downstreanm of the Cataract Project.

[y
- [

E. Dr QWQQ!H )

CMP annually draws down the Cataract headpond for a period
of 3 days for maintenance cleaning. puring the drawdown, about
30 percent of the headpond area is subject to dewatering. Some
fishes may be stranded in isolated pools in the headpond and be
subject to predation, thermal stress, or poaching. Other fishes
inhabiting the headpcnd may be subject to crowding and thermal
stress, although a MDIFW Regional Biologist indicated to CMP that
no resident fish were observed in distress in the headpond
(Central Maine Power Company, 1986). CMP indicated that the
primary impact on anadromous fishes appeared to occur in the
fishway, rather than in the headpond. Atlantic salmon are
trapped in the pools of the notched weir fishway and have to be
manually removed.

Because the drawdown corresponds to migration periods for
the targeted anadromous fishes, attraction flows would be lost
during this time and the fish may bypass the Saco River estuary
or leave the estuary if they have not already ascended Cataract
dam. The lack of freshwater inflow to the estuary may also
eliminate any downstream movement and input of freshwater
organisms (fishes and invertebrates) and nutrients into the tidal
portion of the river. Freshwater organisms inhabiting the river
downstream of the Cataract Project would be eliminated due to a
sudden increase in salinity; although this may occur from
natural catastrophic events (e.g., severe storms), loss of
project flows during headpond drawdowns would cause decimation of
+the freshwater organisms inhabiting the most upstream portion of
t+he estuary at a greater freguency than would occur from natural
occurrences.

The applicant does not propose cessation of this headpond
drawdown for maintenance cleaning. CMP proposes that the fish
passage facility be closed before the drawdown and has been
willing %o ciscuss a change in the timing and duration cf the
drawdown. CMP has attempted raintenance cleaning "in the wet,"
but the technigques attempted thus far have not been very
effective in debris removal. The FWS, MDMR, MDEP, and MDIFW all
recommended that CMP utilize alternate methods of maintenance
cleaning that dc not regquire drawdown of the headpond and
cessation of flows below the project. Kestoration of rtlantic
Salmon in america (RASE) also has expressed concern over the
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adverse impacts of this drawdown on the fisheries in the project
area.

Due to the adverse impacts on anadromous and estuarine
fisheries (see above) and on water quality in the estuary (see
water quality section), the staff recommends modification of the
practice of drawing down the hr~adpond for maintenance cleaning.
The staff recommends a two-phase resolution, including an
experimental phase during which alternatives to the present
practice of drawdown of the cataract headpond (as determined
_ through consultation with the MDEP and the FWS) are identified
and evaluated, and a resolution phase during which the licensee,
the FWS, and the MDEP, develop a long-term plan for maintenance
cleaning. If necessary, CMP should be allowed maintenance
cleaning drawdowns of the headpond, but these should be limited
to the period between December 1 and April 1 to ninimize impacts
on anadromous fishes and of the shortest possible duration to
minimize impacts on water quality in the estuary. Shortening the
drawdown period to 36 hours ought to provide sufficient time to
complete the maintenance cleaning operation normally done during
3 working days.

Therefore, any license issued for the project should reguire
the licensee to develop a maintenance cleaning plan that
addresses the considerations discussed above. Further, the
licensee should restrict the practice of maintenance cleaning
drawdown to the period December 1 through April 1 and to a
duration not more than 36 hours, until such time as the plan is

approved by the Commission.

. Fish passage

Anadromous fish have historically inhabited the Saco River
upstream of the Cataract Project. american shad, alewives,
blueback herring, and 2Atlantic salmon currently reproduce in the
Saco River, but all species except Atlantic salmon are restricted
to the lower reaches of the Saco River downstream of the Cataract
facility. . Atlantic salmon inhabit the Saco River only as far
upstream as the West Buxton dam (U. 5. Fish and Wildlife Service
et al., 19&7).

The Department of the In%terior, by letter dated October 14,
1987, reserved the authority to prescribe conditions pursuant to
section 18 of the Federal Power Act to ensure that upstream and
downstrean fish passage facilities are provided at the project.l/

i/ Section 18 of the Act provides: "The Commission shall
require construction, meintenance, and operaticn by a licensee at
its own expense of... such fishways as may be prescribed by the

Secretary c¢f the Interior or the Secretary of Commerce as
appropriate.™
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Subsequently, after extensive consultation, which included a
number of agencies, the FWS concurred with CMP's fish passage
proposals, discussed below. Therefore, articles contained in any
license issued for the Cataract Project would reguire
construction of fish passage facilities at such time as Interior

prescribes.
Atlantic Salmon-

Existing fish passage facilities at the cataract Project
consist of a single notched weir and orifice fishway at the West
Channel dam. The FWS, the MDIFW, the MASRSC, and the MDMR have
identified fish passage facilities at the Cataract Project dams
as being inadequate for Atlantic sea-run salmon, American shad,
and alewives (U. §. Fish and wildlife service et al., 1%87).
Atlantic salmon presently utilize this fishway, in limited
numbers, when river conditions make it accessible. Some salmon
are able to jump about 5 feet over the Springs and Bradbury dams
when water is spilling over the flashboards, and may swim over
the gates at lower water levels (Central Maine Power Company,
1986), but these are inefficient methods of fish passage.

The FWS, MDMR, MASRSC, and MDIFW recommend installation of
state-of-the-art upstream fish passage facilities at the Cataract
and West Channel, Springs and Bradbury dams. Trapping and
trucking of Atlantic salmon from downstream of the Cataract
Project in the Saco River was considered as an option for fish
passage at these dams, but was rejected due to the handling
sensitivity of this species as it passes from salt to freshwater:
this method of fish passage also would have precluded the
possibility of angling for Atlantic salmon between the Cataract
and Skelton Projects. The recommended facilities include new
Denil fish ladders for the West Channel, Springs, and Bradbury
dams, and a new fish lift for the Cataract dar. The applicant
has agreed to install upstream fish passage facilities at all
four dams associated with the Cataract Project, as recommended by
the FWS. Until these facilities are completed, the Cataract
Project would continue to impede Aktlantic szlmon passage and use
of the spawning and rearing habitat upstream of the project in
the Saco River.

No downstreum fish passage facilities to protect atlantic
salmon moving downstrear currently exist at any of the Cataract
Project dams. Downstream migration at the Springs and Bradbury
dams is acconplished by passing f£ish over the gates, over the
flash boards, or through notches in the flash boards. There is
no hydroelectric generation at these dams, and therefore, no
possibility of entrainment. There is spillage at the Cataract
Prcject dams during most of the Atlantic salmen outmigration
pericd (Central Mzine Power Company, 1986). Atlantic salmon may,
however, be subject to injury or mortality if they become
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entrained within the project turbines at the Cataract and West
Channel dams, the lower two dams in the Cataract Project.

The FWS, MDMR, MASRSC, and MDIFW recommend the installation
of downstream fish passage facilities at the Cataract and West
channel dams. CMP has agreed to install downstream fish passage
facilities. The final design of these facilities has not been
developed, but have ‘been conceptually agreed upon between the

agencies and the applicant. The agencies and applicant agree
that the upper two dams in the cataract Project (i.e., Springs
and Bradbury) do not impede downstream fish passage, and
therefore, downstream fish passage facilities are not needed.

The staff agrees that fish passage facilities are only essential
at the Cataract and West Channel dams

Because the Cataract Project is the most downstrean
hydroelectric project on the Saco River, efficient upstrean and
downstream passage facilities at the cataract and West Channel
dams and upstream passage at the Springs and Bradbury dams are
essential to restoration of the anadromous run of Atlantic
salmon, in the Saco River and its tributaries. Therefore, to
reduce the project's impacts on the Atlantic salmon resources in
the Sacc River Basin, the licensee should construct and install
upstream fish passage facilities at all four dams asscciated with
the Cataract Project and downstream fish passage facilities at
the Cataract and West Channel dams, as recomnended by the FWS.
After consulting with the resource agencies, the licensee shoulgd
£ile a plan and a schedule to construct, operate, and maintain
upstream and downstream fish passage facilities at the Cataract
Project

Flows sufficient to operate the fish passage facilities and
to at*ract anadromous fishes to the passage facilities must be
provided. The applicant proposes that a minimum flow of about 30
cfs be released from the West Channel éam and about 100 cfs (plus
any remaining inflow) be relezsed from the Cataract dam during
anadromous fish migration, regardless of inflows. Tne MASRSC
considers the fish migration period to be between April 1 and
December 1, annually. The applicant also proposes to provide an
=dditional 30 cfs to the West Channel when the NKL units are
operating and for three hours after the project is shutdown
during the upstream migration period, ac recommended by the F¥5.
vost of the flow would be passed at the Cataract dam in oxder to
concentrate anadromous £ish at the entrance to the Cataract fish
passage facilities. A ccnsistent flow from the project during
the migration period would imnrove £ish passage efficiency. The
s-aff recommends that flows sufficient for effective and '
efficient fish passage, as deterrined +hrough consultation with
thg FWS and through the monitoring and evzluation progranm
(éiscussed below), be provided to protect and enhance the
anadromous fishery in the Saco River.
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The applicant proposes to bear all responsibilities for
construction, operation, monitoring, and evaluation of the
effectiveness of the fish passage facilitiss. CMP (1988a)
devised an outline for a monitoring plan tc evaluate the
effectiveness of the fish passage facilities and operations of
these facilities. A planning team, including representatives
from CMP, FWS, MASRSC, MDIFW, and MDMR, would establish the
methods and goals of-the monitoring program. A development team
would address experimental details and prepare study protocols to
meet these established goals. A principal scientist from the
development team would report the monitoring progress to members
of the planning team. Reports would be subnitted to the
Commission at 5 year intervals, for a minimum of 15 years after
issuance of the license. These reports would detail the progress
of fish restoration in the Saco River and the results of the
monitoring and evaluation studies. :

Monitoring of fish passage facilities would provide wvaluable
information to the licensee, the resource agencies, and the
commission regarding the adeguacy of the facilities to pass
nigrating fish upstream of the dams in the Cataract Project under
a variety of flow regimes. Therefore, to cdetermine the
effectiveness of the upstream and downstream iish passage
facilities to protect migrating salmon, the licensee should
monitor the levels of fish injury and mortality occurring at the
project. If monitoring indicates that the fish passage
facilities do not pass Atlantic salmon efficiently ox cause
unreasonable delays, the licensee should implement additional
measures to reduce these migratory delays and should file a plan
and a schedule to implement these additional measures.

Clupeids

some clupeids, including alewife, American shad, and
bluszback herring, currently reproduce in the lower reaches of the
Saco River. None of these species pass upstream of the Cataract
Project dams cue to insufficient fish passage facilities. Little
is known about the blueback herring population in the Saco River.
imerican shad do not constitute a significant resource, only
being taken as an incidental catch to the zlewife fishery.
However, an active gill net fishery does exist fcr alewife
Gownstrear of the Cataract Project in the Saco River. Alewives
are sold commercially as lobster bait.

The FWS, MDMR, MDIFW, and MASRSC presently have management
plans tc restore hmerican shad to their historical range,
including the Saco River between Cataract and Hiram (FERC No.
2530) Projects. Utilization of this habitat would provide for a
spawning escapement cf an estimated 104,500 adult hmerican shad
and production c¢f between 6.6 to 10.7 rilliion juvenliles. During
the next 15 years, the MDMR plans to release kmerican shad above
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the lower 2 dams of the Cataract Project (Central Maine Power
Company, 1988b).

Until the upstream fish passage facilities are completed,
the clupeids will be trapped from the Saco River downstream from
the Cataract Project and transported to upstream locations.

After completion of the "ish passage facilities at Cataract,
trapping and trucking of clupeids will continue to distribute
these fishes to those portions of the Saco River upstream fron
the Cataract Project which would otherwise be unaccessible due to
inadecuate fish passage facilities. The applicant proposes to
pear =11 costs of transporting or passing fish above the dams
associated with the Cataract Project.

The management plan for alewives is to restore them to the
Saco River between Cataract and Bar Mills dam (FERC No. 2194) .
Wwith installation of efficient fish passage facilities, an
estimated 214,670 spawning adults could use the upstream habitat
in the Saco River, witn a return to the river of between 0.7 and - -
1.4 million alewives (U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service et al.,
1987). During the next 15 years, the MDMR, at the expense of
CMP, plans to release up to 15,000 adult alewives above the West
Channel dam and up to 17,000 alewives in the Skelton impoundment.
Restoration of the clupeids would be accomplished using residual
stocks which currently exist below the Cataract Project in the
Saco River.
. The fish passage facilities proposed for Atlantic salmon at
the cataract dams would also be designed to provide for upstream
and downstream passage of clupeids. After these fish passage
facilities are operational, growth in the runs of clupeids is
expected to occur through natural upstream expansion, especially
in the region beyond Skelton dar when proposed fish passage
facilities become operaticnal at Skelton. Plans for upstreanm
trucking of adults by MDMR at the lowermost dams would accelerate
restoration of these species in the Saco River.

é. cumulative Impacts on Anadromous Fish

The existing flows and fish passage facilities at the
Cataract Project contribute to adverse cunulative impacts because
they do not proviéde efficient upstrean or downstream passage of
anadromous fish, principally Atlantic salmon, American shad, and
alewife. -

Providing safe, efrficient, upstreamr passage of anadromous
fishes a2t the Catazract and West Channel and Springs and Bradbury
dams would reduce the adverse curulative impacts to the fishery
resources of the Saco River. fficient fish passage would also
raye aveilable the spawning and nursery areas in rivers that flow
into the Saco River,
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cataract's existing upstrearn fish passage facilities are
inadequate, and downstream passage are needed for the lower two
dams. The river flow at the project is predominantly controlled
by hydropower operations at the Bonny Eagle and Skelton Projects.
Presently, flows in the Saco River are cyclically reduced
upstream of the Catzract Project by peaking at these two upstream
projects. These reductions cause insses of attraction flows for
anadromous fishes and insufficient flows for fish passage at the
hydropower projects that presently have fish passage facilities
(Only Catavract and Skelton Projects on the Saco River presently
have upstream passage facilities, and these are inadeguate for
efficient fish passage; U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service et al.,
1987). Bonny Eagle controls flows for all of the downstream
hydropower developments, including (in descending order) West
Buxton (FERC No. 2531), Bar Mills, Skelton, and the four dams at
Cataract. West Buxton was recently relicensed with a license
condition providing for run-of-the-river operation. Bar Mills
operates as run-of-the-river, and its license expires in 2005.
" The two projectis that influence the flov regime at Catarzct, .
Bonny Eagle and Skelton have licenses that expire in 1993. Thus,
any major changes in the flow regime at Cataract would be subject
to changes addressed in the relicensing process for these two
projects.

CMP has addressed the problem of inadequate fish passage
facilities in the Saco River Basin by working with the FWS,
MASRSC, MDIFW, and MDMR to develop a plan for evaluating and
installing appropriate fish passage facilities at each of their
hydropower developments between cataract and Hiram (just upsiream
of the Bonny Eagle davelopment). The agencies propose upstream
fish passage facilities at Cataract 2 years' post-licensing, and
at Skelten in the year 2005, Bar Mills in 2006, West Buxton in
2007, Bonny Eagle in 2008, and Hiram in 2010. CMP proposes to
develop upstream fish passage facilities according to the
schedule recommended by the agencies for the Cataract and Skelton
Projects, but with a 2 year delay be+ween development at projects
upstream of Skelton. Construction of downstream passage
facilities would occur concurrently with construction of upstrean
fish passage facilities at Cataract. Downstream fish passage at
hydropower facilities between Skelton and Bonny Eagle would occur
+he following vear (Central Maine Powexr Cecmpany, 1988b) .

The agencies have agreed to continue stocking efforts of
anadromous fishes in the Saco River Basin. These measures,
combined with the installation of efficient Iish passagde
facilities and the provision of rinimum flows, as proposed by
CKP, would substantizlly enhance the anadromous fishery of the
pasin, and begin to open the corridor of anacdromous fish passage

through Maine and to the New Hampshire portion of the Saco River.

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts: Until new fish passage
facilities are operational, the project would reauce the
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efficiency nf Atlantic salmon passage and prevent clupeid
passage. Installation of the fish passage facilities and
provision of flows through these facilities would improve passage
of anadremous fishes; however, some upstream migrating fish would
experience delayed migration. Because fish passage facilities
are never 100 percent effective, some small percentage of fishes
may still be lost to entrainment within the project facilities,
even with the recommended downstream fish passage facilities
operating.

There may be a minor decrease in fish habitat during water
level fluctuations of the Springs-Bradbury headpond caused by the
Cataract Project following the generation schedule of the Skelton
Project. The headpond fluctuation of approximately 2 feet may
cause losses of small amcunts of viable fish habitat in the
headpond.

Affected Environment: The proposed project is located
within the northern hardwoods forest region. Common donminant
species within the region are sugar maple, beech, hemlock, white
birch, and yellow birch (Kuechler, 1964).

The land in the immediate area of the project's facilities,
dams and powerhouses, 1is urban-industrial supporting sparse

3

vegetation. The project's impoundment extends 9.3 miles upstream
ana is bordered by forest, field, and wetlands (Central Maine
Power Company, 1986}).

Most of the impoundment is bordered by riparian forest
dominated by red oak, silver maple, and red maple. Other common
tree species include black ash, basswood, box elder, elm,
hemlock, shagbark hickory, trembling aspen, white birch, gray
birch, white pine, and willow. Agricultural fields border much
of the forest in the area (Central Maine Power Company, 1986).

Three wetlands on the MDIFW Inventory occur in or adjacent
to the project's impounsaent. They are characterized as follows
(Central Maine Power Company, 1286):

(1) open freshwater, 29 percent open water, dominated by
alder, rushes, pickerel weed, wapato, and willows;

(2) shallow freshwater marsh, 50 percent open water,
dominated by sedges, rushes, yellow water lily, pickerel weed,
wapato, and willow; and

(3) deep freshwater wmersh, 30 percent open water, dominated
by duck weed, yellow water lily, pickerel weed, wapato, willow
and cattail.
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The forest and fields bordering the impoundment provide

habitat for eastern gray squirrel, grey fox, red fox, white-
tailed deer, fisher, lcngtailed weasel, short-tailed wveasel,
snowshoe hare, woodcock, ring-necked pheasant, and ruffed grouse

(Central Maine Power Company, 19854).

The project's.impoundment and associated wetlands provide
habitat for beaver, mink, muskrat, river otter, black duck,
Canada gocse, great blue heron, green heron, mallard, wood duck,

and shorebirds.

The FWS, by letter dated May 4, 1984 (Gordon E. Beckett,
Supervisor, New England Field Office), says that except for
occasional transients, no endangered or threatened species are
known to exist in the project impact area.

Environmental Impacts and Recommendations: No construction

that would affect terrestrial resources is proposed. There axg
no on going impacts from the project on terrestrial resources.
Changes in project operation affecting headpond drawdown would
not affect terrestrial resources.

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts: None.

4, Cultural rescurces

Affected environment: There are 11 sites in the Saco-
Biddeford area listed in the National Register of Historic
Places. The mill buildings on Factory Island, adjacent to the
prroject powerhouses, are eligible for listing on the National
Register. Further, there are probably archeological sites dating
from 1630, when the area was first settled, mostly along the
southern bank of the river (Central Maine Power Company, 1986;
Maine State Historic Preservation Officer's letter dated

August 2, 1984).

Environmental Impacts and Recommendations: The Maine State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) recommends that continued
operation of this project would have no effect on any structure,
site, building, district, or object listid on or eligible for
listing on the National Register (letter dated February 25,
1986).

Every reasoneble effort has been made to determine whether
there are Kational Register or eligible properties in the project
area, whether they would be affected by the project, and whether
the effect would be adverse. Despite these efforts, there
remains a remote possibility for affecting Kational Register and
eligible properties. ——. R
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First, there is still the possibility that there could be
significant undiscovered properties in the project area. If
there are, they could be exposed to an adverse impact potential
should there be further development.

Second, the staff's effect determination is based on the
project design and locatl ion, as reported in the application and
in the applicant's.subsequent filings. The staff presumes the
project and project operations described in these documents is
accurate. But, facility designs sometimes continue to evolve
2uring the licensing process, and even after licensing. If the
licensee changes the design or the location of any propesal after
a2 license has been issued, regardless why, it invalidates the
staff-effect determination for the project.

The Advisory Council on Histeric Preservation's regulations,
36 CFR at 800.11 =-- Properties discovered during implementation
of an undertaking -- addresses both of these peints, and provides
guidance for the Commission to follow with respect to each of
them. The Commission staff has found it necessary to adapt these

rules for its licensing process in the following way:

"When [a licensee] finds after beginning to carry out
the undertaking that the undertaking will affect a
previously urnidentified property that may be eligible
for inclusion in the National Register, or affect a
known historic property in an unanticipated manner ,"

the licensee shail give the Commiscion the information
it needs to comply with the Advisory Council's
regulations.

1f the licensee finds properties during any construction, it
should not do anything that would harm the property. If it has
not started work that could harm the property, it should not
start it; if it has started, it should stop. The licensee should
+ake the following actions: (a) consult with the SEPO; (b) based
on consultations with the SHPO, prepare a plan describing the
appropriate course of action and a schedule for carrying it out;
(c) file the plan for Commission approval; (d) take the necessary
steps to protect the discovered properties from further impact
until notified by the Commission that all of these requirements
have been satisfied.

T¢ +he licensee decides to censtruct facilities, either in a
way or in a place different from the project description (a) in
the applicaticn and in subksequent £ilings: (b) the Commission
staff analyzed for environmental impact potential, and (c) the
SEPO and other agencies commented on, the licensee should consult
with the £HPO about the changes. The licensee's changed project
design or location of project structures right vaffect a
previonsly unidentified property that may be eligible, or a known
historic property in an unanticipated manner.™ o
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Under these circumstances the licensee should not carry out
ite decision to change the project until it has completed the
following steps: (a) consulted with SHPO: (b) based on-
consultation with SHPO, prepared a plan describing the
appropriate course of action and a schedule for carrying it out;
(c) filed the plan for Commission approval; (d) done nothin~ else
that could affect National Register or eligible properties until
the Commission tells the licensee that it has satisfied these

requirements.

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts: None.

5. Recreation and Other Land and Water Uses

Affected Environment:

The Saco River, between Conway, New Hampshire and Hiram,
Maine, is a popular recreational river. Canoeing, fishing, and
camping are the primary activities. Recreational activity in
this 43-mile stretch is considered intensive, and often described
as overused. This section of the river is regarded as Maine's
highest priority smooth-water, canoe-touring river. Between
Bartlett, New Hampshire, and Boany Eagle Dam in Hollis, Maine,
the river received 90,240 user days of canoeing use during the
summer of 1581 (Scuthern Maine Regional Planning Commission,
1983).

The project area is located downstrear from the heavily used
section of the river, yet it also receives ample canoceing,
boating, and fishing use. Access to the river is evenly spaced
2long the 9 miles of the project’'s head ponds, beginning just
downstream of Skelton dam. Land between access points is
privately owned and often posted with "no trespassing® signs.

Available public access sites on the project impoundment
include a site at the applicant's Skelton dam, a commercial
campground, an undeveloped access at the Route 5 highway bridge,
2n undeveloped canoe access 2t a bridge crossing Swan Pond Brook, -
Rotary Municipal Park (Biddefeord), Diamond Riverside Municipal
Fark (Saco), and Jubilee Park, leased to the city of Saco by *the
applicant. Canoe access is available at all locations except
Jubilee Park. Boat launch faciiities are available at the
Skelton Project, the commercial czmpground, Rotary Park, and
Diamond Riverside Park. - Other facilities available at the above
par¥s include swimning beaches, picnic areas, playgrounds, and a
ski slope. Primitive camping is allowed with permission from the
applicant on land within the Skelton Project adjacent to the
Cztaract headpond. There is no boating access to the river
between the Springs-Bradbury dams and the Cataract-West Channel
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dams. Signs warning beoaters of the Springs and Bradbury dams
have been erected in the impoundment.

The shoreline areas bordering the Cataract dam tailrace area
are open to public access for fishing. The applicant owns
property on both shores and parking is available in the vicinity
of each site. Other potential fishing access areas near the dam
are owned by or leased to Island Associates for the construction
of a residential, commercial, and recreational complex.

The tidewater portion of the Saco River begins at the -
tailrace of the Cataract dam and the West Channel dam. Boat
launching facilities below the project include a private yacht
ciub and three public facilities (two require a small fee).

Water-skiing takes place in the lower reaches cf the
impoundment, below Swan Pond Brook. Above the confluence with
Swan Pond Brook, the Saco River is narrower, swifter, less
suitable for power boats than for canoes. Conflicts between
canoeists and power boaters do arise in the middle section of the
impoundment.

Bank fishing is popular in both the impoundments and below
the project in the estuary. Fishing pressure is expected to
increase with the restoration of anadromous fish to the river.

According to the 1983 Maine Assessment and Policy Plan for
outdoor Recreation, the town of Saco has 17 public parks, in
addition tc Ferry Beach State Park which offers a swimming beach,
picric areas, and trails. Bidderford has 12 public parks (Central
Maine Power Company, 1986).

The project facilities, except for Springs and Bradbury
dams, are located on Factory Island, a highly developed
industrizl site within the urban centers of Saco and Biddeford.
Lands along the river and reserveir in the project vicinity are
used for agriculture, residential development, recreation,
commercial, and industrial purposes, with the industrial areas
located at the lower end of the project. The Saco River is used
for recreation and hydroelectric power generation in the project
ared.

Environnental Issuss and Recommendations.

2. Recreational access for boating: Recreational boating
access zlong the project impoundment is currently acdegquate.
However, possible population increases, increasing recreational
use in the lower Saco River, and the possible loss of some
privately owned recreational access sites may make additional
access necessary in the future.
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FWS, DOC, and DIFW state that trailered boat access Xs

adequate at the upper and lower ends of the project impouwuradrent

and that the existing carry-in boat access available at tIae

Homestead Campground is adequate for the middle portion o X the

impoundment. However, should this access become unavailalXole for

public use at a reasonable fee at some future date, CMP =sXaould
provide for similar carry-in boat access at an alternative
location approximately midway up the impoundment (lettexr Xrom
Vernon B. Lang, Acting Supervisor, New England Area, v.s. Fish
and Wildlife Service, Concord, Rew Hampshire, April 1%, 2 =87;
letter from Craig W. Ten Broeck, Maine Rivers Coordinatoxr ., Maine
Department of Conservation, Augusta, Maine, March 17, 198 9;
letter from Norman E. Trask, Deputy Commissioner, Maine
Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife, Augusta, Mai xme,
april 13, 1987). Furthermore, FWS suggests that CMP mon i tor the
conditions of existing launching facilities and assist wiTh
maintenance, assume ownership, or provide new sites shoul < the
need arise during the term cf the new license. Saco Park = and
Recreation Department (SPR) concurs with the need to moni tor
river access and recreational use (letter from Susan C. S3¥oath,
Saco Parks and Recreation Department, Saco, Maine, March 225,
1987). Saco River Corridor Commission (SRCC) states that it may,
at this time, be unwise to develop additional boat acces= sites

on the lower Saco River in the project area due t~ past X eports

of use conflicts, particularly between canceists and powe x boat
users {letter from Margaret M. Roy, Executive Director, S a&aco

ol P o e P R

River Corridor Commission, Cornish, Maine, March 25, 1987 ).

CMP proposes to maintain the boat launch at the Skel ton
Project to ensure adequate boating access in the upper re aches of
_ the Cataract impoundment. In response to agency recommerydciations

for recreational monitoring, the applicant explains that &
standard article is typically included in the project 1lic ense
which reserves to the Commission the authority to prescri e -

appropriate action by the licensee when additional recreaz: tional
needs become apparent (Central Maine Power Company, 1987 ).

The population in the area zlong the lower Saco Rive x is
increasing. The population of York County increased 5.6 percent
between 1980 and 1985 (Parkin and Giffen, 1987). Recreat- donal
use of tha upper Saco River is reaching levels described as
overused. The number of canoeists and campers using the  Saco
River is increasing very rapidly (Scuthern Mazine Regiona L
Pianning Commission, 1983). An important recreational ac cess

site in the project area is proviced by & Frivaite COmmeIr & ia
enterprise, and, therefore, the future existence of this site is
not ensured. Based on these conditions, the existing

recreational environment is unstable. Therefore, it is 3 wportant
that the recreational environment be reviewed periodical l ¥ in
order to detect and respond Lo new recreational needs anc
concerns.
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The standard license article referred to by CMP, reserves to
the Commission the authority to prescribe appropriate action by
the licensee when additional recreational needs become apparent.
However, this article is designed to respond to unforseen changes
in recreational needs and places the burden for recognizing
recreational needs on resource agencies. The staff concurs with
the FWS and thr~ SPR that to ensure the necessary periodic review
of recreational) needs in the project area, the licensee should,
after consultation with FWS, DOC, DIFW, SPR, and SRCC monitor
recreational resources in the project area, and provide a plan
for providing new or enhancing existing recreational facilities
should the need arise. Furthermore, the licensee should provide
a2 carry-in boat launch area at the mid-section of the
impoundment, preferably adjacent to the Route 5 bridge, if the
existing access at the campground beconmes unavailable for public
use,

b. Recreational access below project for fishing: Fishing
access downstream of the Cataract and West Channel dams may be
inadequate for current use, as well as for the possible increased
future use resulting from the restoration of anadromous fish to
the river.

DIFW and FWS recommend the maintenance of bank fishing
opportunities below Cataract dam. - Much of the available land is
not under CMP's control as it is owned or leased by Island
Associates. DIFW suggests that CMP work with Island Associates
and the city of Sace te maintain a "common area" at the tip of
Factory Island (letter from Norman E. Trask, Deputy Commissioner,
Maine Department Inland Fisheries and wWildlife, Augusta, Maine,
April 13, 1987). FWS suggesis that CMP examine the adequacy of
existing and potential shore fishing access and parking in thé
area below Cataract dam, and provide any needed improvements
during the term of the license (letter from Vernon B. Lang,
Acting Supervisor, New England Aresz, Unites States Fish and
Wilélife Service, Concord, New Hampshire, April 1i5, 1987).

CKP states that existing downstream fishing access is
adeguate for current use, and would =2-commodate the anticipated
increases in fishing use due to the restoration of anadromous
fish {Centrel Mzine Power Conmpany, 1986) .

There is bank fishing access below the Cataract éam on bot

sides of the channel. Two parking areas are available and
informel trails lead from tne parking areas to the bank £ighin
areas below the dam. The existing bank fishing access is not

used to capacity, andé can withstand scone increase in use. _
Furthermore, additional recreational facilities, to be located at
the end of Factory Island, are planned by Island Zssocliates to
include a waterfront walkway, two waterfront parks, and private
and public marinas (Central Maine Power Company, 1987b).

Elthough the "common area" recomnendec by the DIFW might enhance
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recreational opportunities near the project, current access is
adequate and no further access is required at this time.

However, as noted above, fishing use is expected to increase when
anadromous fish are restored to the area. The level of future
use is unknown, and therefore, the future adequacy of bank-
fishing access is uncertain. For this reason, the staff concurs
with the FWS in recommending that CMP monitor the adequacy of
shore fishing access- in the east Channel below the dam and public
parking, and provide any improvements within those portions of
the project below Cataract dam as the need arises. Therefore,
the licensee, should maintain the existing bank fishing access
areas, including parking areas and trails in the area of Cataract
damn. In addition, the licensee, after consultation with FWS,
poc, DIFW, SPR, and SRCC, should ponitor recreational resources
in the project area, and provide a plan for providing new or
enhancing existing recreational facilities should the need arise.

c. Impacts to Rotary Municipal Park: Fluctuations in river
water level and flow velocity at the project impoundment can
affect use of the beach area and boat launch at Rotary Municipal
Park. The proposed project may aggravate the existing condition,
which would adversely affect useability and safety at the beach.

The DOC states that at certain times, velocity of flow has
been a problem for swimmers at the Rotary Park beach; however, it
is uncertain that the present operation of the dam contributes to
or causes the problem. The DOC is concerned that the present
tolerable conditions at the beach could be worsened by changes in
project operation. DOC recommends that, if variations in water
level or velocity are increased by the proposed project, effects
should be mitigated by modifying the Rotary Park beach zZrea, or
by providing an outdoor swimming pool if beach modification is
not feasible (letter from Richard B. Anderson, Commissioner,
Maine Department of onservation, Augusta, Maine, January 12,
1987}). However, no alteration of existing water level
fluctuation patterns that would affect Rotary Park Beach would
occur (see water resources section). Therefore, no mitigative
measures are necessary.

Unavoidable advsrse impacts: None.

C. Rlternatives to _*he Proposed Proiect

T o ™
o L=

Since no entity recommended Federal tekeover,
zlternative was not considered. Under the no action alternative,
continuing to issue annval licenses, the project would continue
to operate as it has and existing environmental impacts would
continue. However, as noted above, in section IIIC, this is not
a reasonable alternative. The remaining alternatives to the
proposed action are denial cf a new license or the issuance of 2
non-powver license.
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Pither alternative would require the applicant to cease
operation of the hydroelectric facility and to obtain replacement
power from an alternative source to meet the electric power
requirements of the applicant's customers. Replacement power
from any available alternative source would impose an additional
financial burden on the applicant's customers.

The applicant estimates that, vetween 1988 and 2027, the
cost of replacing project power would amount to $664,798,000; and
that, over the same period, the total costs of power from the
entire redeveloped Cataract Project would amount to only
$69,278,000. By subtraction, the applicant estimates denial of a
new license would cost CMP customers $595,520,000 over the period
1988 to 2027.

D. Comprehens ive Development

Sections 4(e) of the Federal Power Act (Act) states that in
deciding whether to issue a license, the Commission, in addition
to power and development purposes of the project, shall give
equal consideration to the purposes of energy conservation, of
the protection, mitigation of, damage to, and enhancement of,
fish and wildlife, of the protection of recreational
opportunities, and of the preservation of other aspects of the
environmental gquality. Further, the Act in section 10(a) states
that the project adopted shall be such that in the judgement of
the Commission will be best adapted to a comprehensive plan for

improving or developing a waterway for the use or benefit of
interstate or forcign commerce, for the improvement and
utilization of water power development, for the adedquate
pretection, utilization, and enhancement ol fish and wildlife
(including related spawning grounds and habitat), and for other
beneficial public uses, including irrigation, flood control,
water supply, and recreational and other purposes discussed in

section 4(e).

This assessment evaluates the effect of project operation
on the environmentzl rescurces of the project area and provides a
discussion of mitigative measures that should be implemented to
protect and enhance the these envircnmental resources. -
Mitigative measures include rinimun flow releases below the
Cataract Project dams, measures for upstream and downstream fish
passage, neasures to protect cultural resources prior to any
future land disturbing activities in the project area, and
construction of recreationzl facilities fo meet the public
denand. These measures represent the most comprehensive use of
the resources. '

) Based upon & review of the agency and public comments filed
in this proceeding, and on the stzff's independent analysis, the
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Cataract Hydroelectric Project is best adapted to a comprehensive
plan for the Saco River.

.  Recommended ternativ

Issuing a new license for the existing project is the
preferred alternative because electricity generated from a
renewable resource would be used, thus lessening the use of
existing fossil-fueled. steam-electric plants, and because the
propcsed mitigative measures would decrease the environmental
effects of continued project operation.

VvI. PFINDING OF NO BIGNIFICANT IMPACT

Until construction and installation of the upstream and
downstream fish passage facilities are completed, the Cataract
Project would reduce the efficiency of anadromous fish passage
and use of the spawning and rearing habitat in the Saco River.

Installation of the fish passage facilities would improve fish
passage efficiency:; however, some upstream migrating fish would
experience delayed migration. With the recommended downstream
fish passage facilities operating, sone adult and juvanile fish
would still be lost due to entrainment and impingement within the

project facilities.

On the basis of this independent environmental analysis,
issuance of a license for the project would not constitute a
major federal action significantly affecting the quality of the
human environment.
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SAFETY AND DESIGN ASSESSMENT

CATARACT HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT

FERC NO. 2528-002 - MAINE
(NEW LICENSE)

DAM_SAFETY

The Cataract Hydroelectric Project is located on the Saco
River in the cities of Biddeford and Saceo and in the towns of
Dayton and Buxton, Maine. ‘

The initial license was issued in 1968, with a termination
date of December 31, 1987. The Central Maine Power Company (CMP)
filed an application for a new license for the continued operation
of the project on December 27, 1984, and an amended application for
a new license on August 25, 1986.

The project includes four dams, the Cataract and West Channel

Dams which create a l4-acre reservoir with a storage capacity of
1.2 million cubic feet, and the Bradbury and Springs Dams which
create a 359-acre reservoir with a storage capacity of 31 million
cubic feet. The dams are owned by the applicant. The dams were
inspected by the Commission's New York Regional Office (NYRO) on
April 24, 1986. The Regional Director reported that the low hazard
dams and project structures are in sound condition. According to
the third and fourth Part 12 five—-year inspection reports, dated
October 1986 and May 1986, all structures, with the exception of

; the West Channel Spillway Section E-E, and Springs Dam Section F-F,

| are stable under all loading conditions, including the lecading from

| the probable maximum flood (PMF) of 122,000 cubic feet per second

(cfs), as analvzed under guidelines and assunmptions

accepted by the Commission. '

The West Channel Spillway Section E-E is theoretically
unstable for all discharges greater than 29,000 cfs. It is known,
however, that the existing structure has withstood greater flood
conditions many times during its life, and the flood of record
(est. 60,000 cfs) was passed without incident. It is expected that
failure of this portion of the structure would affect a relatively
small opening in the dam and that the incremental downstream impact
due to an increase in discharge during a flood would be minimal.

The Springs Dam Section F-F is theoretically unstable at less
than half PMF. It is a relatively low structure (about 12 feet
high) and the downstream effects due to its possible failure during
a major flcod would be negligible.

The starff concludes that the dams and appurtenant structures
will be safe and adequate for continued operation if the facilities
are operated and maintained in conformance with sound safety rules
and good engineering practice.
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PROJECT DESIGHN

The existing Cataract Project as currently licensed consists
of:

{A) the CATARACT DAM and POWERHOUSE located on the East
Channel of the Saco River in the City of Saco. The project works
include: (1) a nonoverflow concrete section about 116 feet long and
52 feet high; (2) a concrete powerhouse intake section about 49,25
feet wide with two openings; (3) a vertical lift Broome type gate
section about 20 teet wide and 15 feet high; (4) an overflow
spillway section about 90 feet long and 30 feet high with four-
foot-high hinged-type flashboards and crest elevation at 40 feet
m.s.1.; (5) a steel/brick powerhouse 53 feet long, 37 feet wide
and 40 feet high, housing one 6,650-kilowatt (kW) turbine- generator
unit; and (6) appurtenant fac111t1es.

{(B) the WEST CHANNEL DAM located on the West Channel of the
Saco River in the cities of Saco and Biddeford. The project works
include; (1)} a stone masonry dam section about 237.5 feet long and
7 feet high with 4-foot-high pin-type flashboards; (2) an orifice
fishway section about 16.5 feet wide; (3) a taintor gate section
about 20 feet wide and 15 feet high; (4) a spillway section about
36 feet long and 17 feet high with 4-foot-high pin-type
flashboards; and (5) a sluice gate section about 15 feet wide;

{(C) a 13.7-acre RESERVOIR with a normal surface elevation at
44 feet m.s.l. and storage capacity of 1.2 million cubic feet
created by the Cataract and West Channel dams;

(D) the BRADBURY DAM located on the Saco River in the city of
Biddeford. The project works include: (1} two concrete dam
sections, one 141 feet long, the other 38 feet long, both about 12
feet high with 20-inch pin-type flashboards, with crest elevation
at 47.7 feet m.s.l.; and (2) a gate section with a 20.25-foot-wide
and 13.5-foot-high taintor gate:

(E) the SPRINGS DAM located on the Saco River in the cities of
Biddeford and Saco. The project works include: (1) a concrete
gravity dam section about 177 feet long and 10 feet high with 18-
“inch flashboards and crest at 47.7 feet n.s.l. (2) a gate section
about 50 feet long with four openings, one closed with timber stop
lcgs, and the remaining three cpenings mounting l6-foot-wide and
11-foot~high taintor gates; and (3) a gate section about 20 feet
long with three submerged gates, each covering an opening 8 feet
wide and 6 feet high;

(F) a 359-acre RESERVOIR with a normal surface elevation at
49.2 feet m.s.l. and storage capacity of 31 mi.lion cubic feet
created by Bradbury and Springs damns.
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The existing WEST CHANNEL UNITS, purchased from the NKL
Tanning Inc. in 1983, are located on the Factory Island. The
facility incorporates: (1) a powerhouse with two turbine-generators
rated at 480 kW and 420 kW, providing a total installed capacity of
900 kW, located in vacant mill building No. . The building is
owned by GAR Properties. The licensee has a twenty year lease on
the building with provisions to extend the lease to
a tota. term equal to the term of FERC license; (2) a headgate
structure; (3) a covered flume about 600 feet long; (4) two
penstocks, B feet and 12 feet in diameter which connect the flume
with the existing units located in mill building No. 1; and (5)
appurtenant facilities.

WATER RESOURCE PLANNING

In 1983, the applicant purchased water rights and twc
additional generating units located near the existing project on
the West Channel of the Saco River. The applicant has decided to
rehabilitate the two units and incorporate them within the licensed
project. The rehabilitation would consist of overhauling both
turbines and generators, the installation of fencing along the
easterly side of the underground intake flume, and the repair of
the deck over the intake flume. The cost estimate for the
rehabilitation is $480,000. The generating capacity of the project
would be increased from 6,650 kW to 7,550 kW, and the estimated
annual generation from 46,000,000 kilowatthours (kWh) to 50,500,000
kWh. No other additional increase of capacity is planned. The
maximum hydraulic capacity is about 3,100 cfs, which is equalley or
exceeded about 36 percent of the time by the river.

The applicant is planning to install anadromous fish passage
facilities at its dams on the Saco River within the restoration/
management program. The program will inciude upstream and
downstream passages scheduled for construction between years 1990
and 2006. Operation of the proposed fish passage facilities is
estimated to decrease generation by $90,000 KWh per year.

There are no current contracts or constraints which would
affect the manner in which the project is operated other than the
future minimum flow requirement of 851 cfs during the migrating
season, which impacts energy production as indicated before.

No specific state or federal agency comments or recommenda-
tions were made addressing flood control, navigation, water supply,
or irrigation requirements in the basin.

The Presumpscot -~ Saco ~ Piscatagua River Basin Planning
Status Report includes no projects, either proposed or constructed
on the Saco River that this project would impact. The project
would not conflict with any pending applications fcr exemption,
license, or prelimirary permit.
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Based on the above, staf? concludes that the Cataract Project
adequately utilizes the available ficw and head at the site and
would not conflict with any existing or planned water resource
developments in the basin.

ECONOMIC EVALUATION

There will be no capital expenditures associated with
either the orjiginal Cataract (East Channel) units, or the
more recently acquired NKL (West Channel) units. The overhaul
of the NKL units has been completed. The cost of the overhaul
($480,000) was treated as an annual expense, to be recovered
through rates charged to CMP's customers, as authorized by
the Maine Public Utilities Commission. Current annual expenses
associated with the NKL units are lease payments of $21,000,
and annual operating, maintenance and overhead expenses of
$65,000, estimated for the year 1989. These expenses, when
divided by the additional energy production of 4,500,000 kWh,
give a unit cost of generation of about 19 mills/kWh for the
NKL units.

When the project's econcmics is analyzed as a whole,
including both East Channel and West Channel units, the
licensee calculated the overall cost of production as $335,541
in 1987 for generation of 42,426,908 kWh, or a per-unit cost of
7.9 mills/kWh. This compares with a contract cost of 54.2
mills/kWh for alternative power imported from Canada. Thus the
Cataract Project saved CMP 46.3 nills/kWh or about $1,964,000

in 1387.

Under present conditions, and at the foreseeable level of
operation and maintenance expenses, the relicensed project will
continue to be an efficient, low cost producer of electric energy
for the licensee. -
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EXHIBITS

The following portion of Exhibit A and the foilowing F
drawings should be included in the new license:

Exhibit A Pages A-1 through A-14 describing the mechanical,
electrical and transmission equipment, filed August 25, 1986.
Exhibit F FERC No.
Drawings 2528 - Description
1 1 cataract Powerhouse
and East Channel Dam
Plan, Elevation & Sections
2 2 ) Cataract Powerhouser'
" Plan & Sections
3 3 West Channel Dam
Plan & Sections
4 4 Bradbury & Springs
: Dams Plan & Sactions
5 5 NKL Powerhouse Plans
6 6 NKL Powerhouse Sections






