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d. Abstract: Central Mamne Power Company (CMP) filed applications for new licenses (relicense) for two projects on the
mainster of the Saco River. Maine. Swans Falls Corporation filed an appication for exemption for the unlicensed Swans
Falls Project. Additionally, CMP filed the Saco River Fish Passage Agreement (Agreement) which establishes a proposed
process and means to instal} fish passage faciliues at all seven manstem Saco River projects. In order to implement the
proposed Agreement, CMP has subsequently filed amendment applications fer three of the Saco River projects.

The primary environmental resource 15sues are potential impacts to and effects on: (1) water quality and guantity,
(2} fishenv resources, (3) terrestrial resources, (4) recreational resources, (5) geology and soils, (6) aesthetic resources, (7)
archeological and histonc resources, and (8) air quality. In addition, the cumulative effect 13sues of the projects are
anadromous fisheries, wetlands, recreational resources, and hydroelectnic generation.

The stafl's recommendation 15 to rehicense the Bonny Fagle and Skelton Projects as proposed with additional
resource enhancernent measures. to 1ssue an exemption for the Swans Falls Project; to approve the Agrecment; and amend
the heenses of the Bar Mills. West Buston, and Hiram Projects aflected by the Agreement.
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{ Transmttal This final environmental impact statement prepared by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission's
stafl in connection with the relicense applications {iled by Central Maine Power for the existing Bonny
Lagle Project (FEERC No. 2529) and Skelton Project (FERC No. 2527); the exemption application filed
by Swans Falls Corporation for the existing unlicensed Swans Falls Project (FERC No. 11365); and the
Fish Passage Agreement filed by Central Mamne Power for amending the licenses of Bar Mills (FERC
No 2194), West Buxton (FERC No. 253 1), and Hiram (FERC No. 2530) 1s being made available to the
public on or about August 15, 1996 as required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of
1969 and the Commussion's Regulations Implementing the NEPA (18 CFR Part 380).
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FOREWORD

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (Commission), pursuant to the Federal
Power Act (FPA)' and the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) Organization Act? is authorized to
issue licenses for up to 50 years for the construction and operation of non-federal hydroelectric
developments subject to its jurisdiction, on the necessary conditions:

[TThat the project adopted . . . shall be such as in the judgement of the Commission
will be best adapted to a comprehensive plan for improving or developing a
waterway or waterways for the use or benefit of interstate or foreign commerce,
for the improvement and utilization of water power development, for the adequate
protection , mitigation, and enhancement of 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
referred to in section 4(e) . . . .}

The Commission may require such other conditions not inconsistent with the FPA as may
be found necessary to provide for the various public interests to be served by the project.*
Compliance with such conditions during the licensing penod is required.

! 16 U.S.C. §§791(a)-825(r), as amended by the Electric Consumers Protection Act of
1986, Public Law 99-495 (1986) and the Energy Policy Act of 1992, Public Law 102-486

(1992)
2 Public Law 95-91, 91 Stat. 556 (1977)
; 16 U.S.C. §803(a).
s 16 USC §803(g).
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Located in southern Maine and New Hampshire, the Saco River drains almost 1,700
square miles at the head-of-tide in Saco, Maine. Within the mainstem of the Saco River there are
seven hydroelectric projects: six of the projects are owned by Central Maine Power Company
(CMP) and the Swans Falls Corporation (SFC) owns the remaining project, the Swans Falls
Hydroelectric Project (Swans Falls). This Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS)
evaluates the potential environmental benefits, economic costs, and environmental effects
associated with three proposed actions: (1) approval and implementation of the proposed "Saco
River Fish Passage Agreement" (Agreement), which would require amendments to the existing
licenses for CMP's Bar Mills, West Buxton, and Hiram Hydroelectric Projects; (2) relicensing the
Bonny Eagle and Skelton Hydroelectric Projects (Bonny Eagle and Skelton); and (3) issuing an
exemption for the unlicensed Swans Falls.

The Agreement is a negotiated arrangement that sets a proposed sequence and time table
regarding the development of fish passage facilities along the Saco River. For Bonny Eagle,
Skelton, and Swans Falls, the basic plan contained in the Agreement would be included in any
new license or exemption issued for these projects. For the Bar Mills, West Buxton, and Hiram
Projects, CMP filed amendment applications for the existing licenses to include proposals
contained in the Agreement.

The total energy generated at CMP's Saco River Projects is currently about 294,420 MWh
under median flow conditions. Of this total, Bonny Eagle and Skelton have an average annual
generation of about 43,632 MWh and 103,008 MWh of energy, respectively. CMP proposes
several environmental enhancements at Bonny Eagle and Skelton to include: limiting
impoundment level fluctuations, minimum flow releases, fish passage facilities, fish habitat
improvements, cultural resource protection measures, and recreation enhancements. Under
CMP's proposal, including provisions of the Agreement, cumulative energy generation of the Saco
River Projects would decrease by about 7,565 MWh annually. The Maine Department of
Environmental Protection (MDEP) is reviewing CMP's requests for Section 401 water quality
certification (WQC) for Bonny Eagle and Skelton, filed on December 1, 1995, and has not issued
the WQC for either project. We will address any WQC for Bonny Eagle and Skelton in any
Commission order issued for these projects.

Swans Falls is an operating unlicensed facility located in Oxford County, Maine.
Presently, the project has a total nameplate generator capacity of 350 kilowatts (kW) and an
average annual generation of about 2,500 MWh of energy. SFC is proposing to increase the
installed rated capacity of the project from 350 to 820 kW. SFC is also proposing several
environmental enhancements to include: a run-of-river mode of operation, fish passage facilities,
a submerged berm to deflect tailrace flows, fish habitat improvements, and continued maintenance
of the canoe portage trail. The MDEP issued the WQC for Swans Falls on July 6, 1993; the
WQC includes six conditions to protect and enhance environmental resources at Swans Falls.
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In addition to the proposed actions, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commussion's staff
evaluated alternatives to the proposed actions and recommendations raised during the scoping
process The tssues addressed in this FE1S are impacts to and effects on: (1) water quality and
quantity, (2) fishery resources, (3) terrestrial resources, (4) recreational resources, (5) geology
and soils, (6) aesthetic resources, (7) archeological and histonic resources, and (8) air quality. We
also analyzed the cumulative effects of the proposed actions on anadromous fisheries, wetlands,
recreation, and hydropower generation.

Because the proposed actions involve tradeoffs between energy production and
enhancement of environmental quality, we gave equal consideration to developmental and non-
developmental values in accordance with the Federal Power Act (FPA). Based on our
independent review and evaluation of the proposed Agreement under Sections 4(e) and 10(a) of
the FPA, we recommend approving the Agreement and approving the amendments for the Bar
Mills, West Buxton, and Hiram Projects.

For Bonny Eagle and Skelton, we recommend relicensing the proposed projects with
additional staff recommended measures. Measures that we recommend in addition to CMP's
proposed measures include providing: project operation monitoring plans, additional minimum
flows, wetland enhancement, and additional recreation enhancements. Under the staff's
recommended alternative, CMP's Saco River Projects would cumulatively generate about 9,153
less MWh annually than under existing conditions.

Section 10(j) of the FPA requires the Commission to include license conditions, based on
recommendations provided by the federal and state fish and wildlife agencies for the protection of,
mitigation of adverse impacts to, and enhancement of fish and wildlife resources affected by the
project(s}. We believe that our recommendations for Bonny Eagle and Skelton are consistent
with those filed by the agencies. Further, we recommend issuing an exemption for Swans Falls
with all of the terms and conditions mandated by the state and federal resource agencies. We
independently conclude that the fish and wildlife agencies' recommended terms and conditions for
Swans Falls adequately protect all resources in the project area.

We believe our recommended alternative would be best adapted to a comprehensive plan
for the use of water power development, while concurrently protecting and enhancing
environmental resource values and uses, because: (1) implementing the proposed Agreement and
amending CMP's licenses for Bar Mills, West Buxton, and Hiram Projects would assist in the
restoration of anadromous fish along the Saco River; (2) issuing new licenses for Bonny Eagle
and Skelton would allow CMP to operate their Saco River Projects as beneficial and dependable
sources of electric energy for CMP's customers; and {3) implementing our required environmental
measures would enhance the existing resources.

XX
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1. PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION
1.1 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTIONS

The proposed actions pending before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(Commission or FERC) consist of three separate interrelated actions. The first proposed
action deals with the proposed "Saco River Fish Passage Agreement” (Agreement), which
required Central Maine Power Company (CMP) to file amendment applications for the Bar
Mills, West Buxton, and Hiram Hydroelectric Projects. The Agreement 1s a negotiated
arrangement that sets a proposed sequence and time table upon which fish passage facilities
would be developed along the Saco River mainstem. The proposed Agreement affects, either
directly or indirectly, all seven mainstem Saco River Projects that are subject to relicensing,
exemption, license amendments, or existing license conditions (see Table 1-1).

CMP filed the Agreement as an offer of settlement for Commission approval on
November 23, 1994, The Commission subsequently noticed the Agreement on December 2,
1994, Further, CMP filed license amendment applications, as stipulated in the Agreement, for
the Bar Mills, West Buxton, and Hiram Hydroelectric Projects on May 18, 1995 The
Commission must decide on approving the Agreement and decide on approving the license
amendments for the Bar Mills, West Buxton, and Hiram Projects.

The second proposed action deals with the issuance of new licenses (relicense) for the
continued operation of the Bonny Eagle Hydroelectric Project (Bonny Eagle) and the Skelton
Hydroelectric Project {Skelton). Applications for new major licenses for the existing projects
were filed by CMP, a utility, on December 17 and 18, 1991. The Commission must decide if
it's going to issue licenses to CMP for the projects and what conditions should be placed in
any licenses issued. Issuing new
licenses for the projects would
allow CMP to generate electricity
at the projects for the term of the
new licenses, making electric

Table 1-1 Mainstem Saco River hydroelectric projects
and Commission action needed (listed from downstream
to upstream) (Source: FERC, 1994).

power from a renewable resource

Commission

available to their customers. The Project Project Action Capacity
projects generate an average of Number Needed (MW)
about [46,640,000 kilowatthours Cataract 2528 None 17
kWh) of energy annually.
(kWh) gy y Skelton 2527 Relicense 16.8
Flnall}/, the th”'d proposed Bar Mills 2194 Amendment 4.0

action deals with the issuance of West Buxton 2531 Amendment 7.9
an exemption for the continued i .

. . Bonny Eagle 2529 Relicensc 72
operation of the unlicensed
Swans Falls Hydroelectric Project Hiram 2530 Amendment 10.5
(Swans Falls). The Swans Falls Swans Falls 11365 Exemption (.82

Corporation (SFC) filed an
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application for hicense exemption for the existing project on December 2, 1992 The
Commussion must decide if it's going to issue an exemption to SFC for the project and what -
conditions should be placed in any exemption issued. Issuing an exemption for the project
would allow SFC to generate electricity at the project. The project would generate an average
of about 2,500,000 kWh of energy annually.

This final environmental impact statement {(FEIS) is prepared as required by the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)' and Commission regulations, to provide the
Commission with descriptions and evaluations of the potentially significant environmental
effects associated with the three aforementioned proposals. The Federal Power Act (FPA)
provides the Commission with the exclusive authority to license nonfederal water power
projects on navigable waterways and federal lands.

In deciding whether to issue any license, exemption, or amendment, the Commission
must determine that the project would be best adapted to a comprehensive plan for improving
or developing a waterway. In addition to the power and developmental purposes for which
licenses are issued, the Commission must give equal consideration to the purposes of energy
conservation, the protection, mitigation of damage to, and enhancement of, fish and wildlife
(including related spawning grounds and habitat), the protection of recreational opportunities,
and the preservation of other aspects of environmental quality. This FEIS reflects the above
considerations.

1.2 NEED FOR POWER

CMP constructed Skelton during the period April 1947 through 1949, The first
hydroelectric unit was put in service on December 30, 1948 and the second unit was put in
service on March 18, 1949, Bonny Eagle, as presently developed, was acquired by CMP in
1942 through a merger with Cumberland County Power and Light Company.

We note, from this history, that CMP, the utility's customers, and the public have
benefitted from the unique virtues of the hydropower generation from Bonny Eagle for about
51 years and for about 45 years from the generation of Skelton. Hydropower generation in
the long-run, if not immediately, is the lowest-cost form of electric power generation; it
produces no atmospheric pollution; and it derives its primary energy from a renewable source

CMP reports to the Northeast Power Coordinating Council (NPCC). CMP's service
area 1s located in NPCC's reliability council region. The NPCC reliability region consists of
the New England Power Planning (NEPLAN) and the New York Power Pool (NYPP) CMP

! National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (Public law 91-190, 42
US.C 4321-4347. January |, 1970, as amended by Public Law 94-52, July 3, 1975,
Pubhic Law 94-83, August 9, 1975, and Public Law 97-258, Section 4(b). September
13, 1982).
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reports--on matters related to the reliability of electric power supply--to New England Power
Pool (NEPOOL).

Each year the NPCC and the other eight reliability councils prepare "regional
reliability council long range coordinated bulk power supply program reports" from data
provided by the reporting parties located within the council regions. The NEPOOL is a
reporting party that reports to NPCC. These data are edited, coordinated and consolidated by
each council; and the consolidated data reports are assembled to complete each council's
Regional Reliability Council Long Range Coordinated Bulk Power Supply Program Report
that is known to the electric power industry and others as the "OE-411 Report." These
reports are published in April of each year.

The data offered in the OE-411 Report are actual data for the year prior to the
reporting year and projected data for the reporting year and the remaining years of the 10-year
planning period.

The OE-411 Reports provide the reliability councils, the United States Department of
Energy (DOE), the electric power industry and others with a wide range of valuable data and
information. These data include projections of summer and winter peak hour demands;
existing generating resources (as of January 1 of the reporting year); projections of capacity
resources required to meet load growth and to provide adequate reserve margins; and
projections of net annual energy requirements, et cetera.

The introduction to the NEPOOL portion of the 1993 OE-41| Report projects the
annual compound growth rate for 1993 through 2002 to be 2.4 percent for summer peak load,
2.1 percent for winter peak load and 2.0 percent for net annual energy requirements.

Considering the extended periods of time during which CMP and CMP's customers
have benefitted from the hydropower output of Skelton and Bonny Eagie and NEPOOL's
growth rate projections, the Commission's staff (staff) concludes that the short-term and long-
term needs of the applicant for the electricity generated by the projects have been adequately
established.

1.3 SCOPE OF THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Pursuant to a Commission notice seeking additional scientific studies for Skelton and
Bonny Eagle in January 1992, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the Coalition®,
and the Conservation Law Foundation (CLF) requested, among other things, that a
comprehensive cumulative impact assessment be prepared on the Saco River. Additionally,

The Coalition includes the following entities: Saco River Salmon Club, American
Rivers, Trout Unlimited, Atlantic Salmon Federation, Maine Council - Atlantic Salmon
Federation, and Maine Council - Trout Unlimited
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the Coalition and the U.S. Department of the Interior (Interior) requested the Commuission to
consolidate all of CMP's proceedings on the Saco River and to prepare a comprehensive
environmental impact statement (EIS) addressing the impacts of all Saco River Projects.

In response to these comments, we issued a notice in the Federal Register in March
1994, of our intent to prepare an E1S that would analyze all seven mainstem Saco River
Projects. The notice also scheduled scoping meetings and site visits,

We reviewed public and agency comments filed with the Commission; prepared a
Scoping Document I (SD1), visited the sites in March 1994; held a public scoping meeting in
the city of Saco. Maine on March 23, 1994, held an agency scoping meeting in Augusta,
Maine on March 24, 1994; and reviewed public and agency comments resulting from this
process.

Based on the scoping comments on SDI, the license applications, the proposed
Agreement, agency comments, and preliminary staff analysis, we prepared and distributed to
agencies, non-governmental organizations (NGOs), the public, and interested parties a
document entitled Scoping Document 11, which identified the issues to be addressed in the
FEIS. These issues include potential impacts to and effects on (1) water quality and quantity,
(2) fishery resources, (3) terrestrial resources, (4) recreational resources, (5) geology and soils,
(6) aesthetic resources, (7) archeological and historic resources, (8) atr quality.

We also reviewed all resources to see whether they could be affected in a cumulative
manner by the proposed actions, other hydroelectric projects, and non-hydro activities and
used these to determine the geographic and temporal scope of our cumulative effects analysis.
In Scoping Document I, we identified anadromous fish, wetlands, and hydroelectnc
generation as resources that could be affected in a cumulative manner by the Saco River
Projects, the Agreement and proposed actions, and other activities on the mainstem Saco
River.

) In response to SDI, Appalachian Mountain Club (AMC) filed comments Apnl 15,
1995, with the Commission expressing a concern that the staff consider recreational issues in
a cumulative manner in the FEIS. Since the Saco River is recognized as one of Maine's most
heavily used recreational rivers and because anadromous fish restoration would likely affect
angling opportunities in the basin, we expanded the scope of our cumulative effects analysis
to include recreational resources.

1.3.1 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS
1.3.1.1 Geographic scope
The geographic scope of our cumulative effects analysis defines the physical limits or

boundaries of the proposed actions' effects on the resources. Since the proposed actions affect
the resources differently, the geographic scope for each resource varies.
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For fishery resources, the geographic scope of our cumulative effects analysis
encompasses the Saco River Basin. We chose this geographic scope because of Atlantic
salmon restoration efforts and the anadromous fish issues related to the Agreement. While
our fishery resources analysis considered the entire Saco River Basin, the resource agencies’
Atlantic salmon restoration plans and the Agreement concentrated our analysis on the Saco
River mainstem.

Anadromous fish have inhabited the Saco River Basin and been a valuable
contribution to both sport and commercial fisheries. Anadromous fishes inhabiting the Saco
River include alewife, American shad, Atlantic salmon, blueback herring, rainbow smeit,
Atflantic tomcod. mummichog, threespine stickleback, ninespine stickleback, and striped bass
(Dube, 1983). Additionally, the American eel is a catadromous fish occurring in the basin.

Historically, alewife, American shad, and Atlantic salmon were common in the Saco
River Basin (Foster and Atkins, 1868), but have diminished 1n numbers from adverse impacts
associated with dam construction and industrial development in the Saco-Biddeford area
(USFWS er al, 1987). As such, these species are targeted for restoration by the USFWS, the
Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Witdlife (MDIFW), the Atlantic Sea Run Salmon
Commission (ASRSC), and the Maine Department of Marine Resources (MDMR) (USFWS er
al., 1987).

At present, fish passage facilities in the basin are insufficient for passage of these
fishes and for meeting the collective management goals and objectives of the Saco River
management plan (USFWS ef al, 1987). Only at the Cataract Hydroelectric Project
(Cataract), the lowermost project on the river, have adequate upstream fish passage facilities
been recently instalied.

Atlantic salmon is an important sport fish in the northeastern United States. Since the
loss of the Saco River's (and most other northeastern rivers) viable Atlantic salmon fishery in
the early 19th century, restoration of Atlantic salmon stocks has been an ongoing effort.
Stocking efforts in the late 19th century and in the 1970's and 1980's have had only limited
success (USFWS ef al., 1987). However, habitat assessments for the Saco River indicate that
suitable habitat for Atlantic salmon currently exists (USFWS et al., 1987).

American shad and alewife were also historically important in the lower Saco River.
Commercial fisheries for both species existed below Cataract but were adversely affected by
development and textile mill pollution. Currently, alewife are harvested locally in the
Cataract area for use as lobster bait and American shad are only taken as incidental to the
alewife fishery.

Due to the efforts of federal and state resource agencies, NGOs, and CMP to restore
anadromous fish to the Saco River, the potential for successful anadromous fisheries in the
basin has improved greatly. Water quality in the river has been enhanced due to local
improvements and new state-of-the-art fish passage facilities have recently been installed at
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Cataract However, inadequate fish passage continues to have adverse cumulative effects on
the anadromous fish resources in the river upstream of Cataract.

For wetlands and dependent wildlife resources, the geographic scope of our cumulative
effects analysis encompasses the mainstem Saco River. We chose this geographic scope
because of the effects of the projects’ operations (reservoir drawdowns and fluctuating
reservoir water surface elevations) on the location and amounts of wetlands and littoral zone
habitat. We limited our geographic scope to the mainstem, since all the hydroelectric
development on the Saco River tributaries (Ossipee. Little Ossipee, and Ellis River) operate in
a run-of-river mode and do not contribute to the wetland cumulative effects occurring on the
mainstem Saco River.

The Wetlands Resources Act (Wetlands Act), P.L. 99-645, states that wetlands play an
integral role tn maintaining the quality of life through material contributions to our national
economy, food supply, water supply and quality, flood control, and fish, wildlife, and plant
resources, and thus to the health, safety, recreation, and economic well-being of all our
citizens of the Nation (U.S. Congress, 1986).

The wetlands along the Saco River exhibit, at least in part, all of the functions and
values that Congress describe in the Wetlands Act. Historically, these wetlands have been
affected, both adversely and beneficially, by a variety of influences, both natural and man-
induced, including hydroelectric development. Current laws and regulations are designed to
preserve and enhance remaining wetlands, and in some cases restore some wetlands that have
been lost.

For recreational resources, the geographic scope of our cumulative effects analysts
encompasses the Saco River Basin. We chose this geographic scope because the Saco River
1s one of Maine's most heavily used recreational rivers and is one of the most popular flat-
water canoeing rivers in the New England region.

Principal recreational activities along the Saco River include both canoe touring and
angling.  Although canoe touring primarily occurs between the New Hampshire border and
Hiram, occasional groups travel from the headwaters in New Hampshire to the Atlantic
Ocean. Regarding angling, the Saco River supports a variety of important recreational
resident fishes, including trout. largemouth bass, and smallmouth bass. The Maine Rivers
Study indicates that the Saco River is generally regarded as Maine's most valuable canoe
touring river and is highly valuable to Maine fishing interests (Maine State Planning Office,
1987)

Canoe touring as a recreation experience has developed over the past century with the
most significant increase in canoeing on the Saco River occurring between 1960 and 1990
(Southern Maine Regional Planning Commission, 1983). Currently, dams along the lower
section of the Saco River inhibit canoe touring opportunities by obstructing continuous float
trips. The difficulty of portage sites below Hiram is likely one of the reasons that the lower
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Saco River receives lower usage by canoeists. The impoundments in the lower portion of the
Saco River are also responsible for the smaller and more infrequent sandbars which [rmit
camping areas along the river (Southern Maine Regional Planning Commission, 1983).

Historically, dam construction along the Saco River has adversely effected angling use
opportunities by diminishing an anadromous fishery. The Saco River once supported an
Atlantic salmon fishery that was essentially eliminated from the niver as a result of dam
development in the early 19th century.

Future canoe touring use of the lower Saco River could increase due to the population
increases in southeastern Maine and as a result of improved canoe portage facilities. Canoe
touring along the lower Saco River may aiso increase as a result of perceived crowding along
the heavily used upper reach of the river. Additionally, current and future efforts to restore
anadromous fish habitat by installing upstream and downstream fish passage facilities at the
dams along the mainstem Saco River could benefit angling opportunities in a cumulative
manner. Atlantic salmon are an important recreation fish in the New England region and
efforts 1o restore an Atlantic salmon fishery on the mainstem Saco River could lead to a
substantial increase 1n recreational fishing pressure.

For hydroelectric generation and the cost of energy, the geographic scope of our
cumulative effects analysis encompasses the lower mainstem Saco River at and downstream
of Bonny Eagle. We chose this geographic scope because the lower portions on the river are
regulated through the operation of Bonny Eagle. Hydroelectric development above Bonny
Eagle and on the Saco River tributaries all operate in a run-of-river mode and do not
contribute 1n a cumulative manner to the energy generation effects below Bonny Eagle.

Maine has a long history of hydropower due to its abundant nver systems and their
suitability for hydropower development. Currently, Maine has 122 hydroelectric generating
dams including utility, industrial, and small hydro generating dams. Together, these facilities
provide 731 megawatts (MW) of capacity and represent 31 percent of Maine's electricity
supply (Maine State Planning Office, 1992).

In the Saco River Basin, there are 12 hydroelectric projects generating 56.6 MW of
capactty (FERC, 1994) (Table 1-2). Within the mainstem of the Saco River, there are six
licensed hydro- electric projects that represent about 54 MW of capacity.

While the Saco River contains no true storage projects, the lower portions on the river
are regulated through the operation of Bonny Eagle. Bonny Eagle, however, has no long term
storage capacity. Flows from Bonny Eagle are released on a variable daily discharge
schedule depending on system energy demand and total available river flow (see section 2.1
Jor further discussion of current project operations).

Hydroelectric generating stations below Bonny Eagle are generally started concurrently
with the Bonny Eagle units. Bonny Eagle's hydroelectric units are run until the Bonny Eagle
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Table 1-2 Saco River Basin hydroelectric projects (histed
from downstream to upstream) {Source: FERC, 1994).

impoundment is drawn down to
an elevation from which 1t can be

refilled overmight Similar

operations occur at the _ Project . Capacity
downstream projects, from Bonny Project Number River (MW)
Eagle to lowermost Cataract, Cataract 2528 Saco 755
with each station normall
. Y Skelton 2527 Saco 168
passing close to the same total
volume of water on a 24-hour Bar Mills 2194 Saco 4.0
basis. West Buxton 2531 Saco 7.9
- B . Eagl 2529 S 7.2
For the remaining onny hagle ace
resource areas, we focused our l,cdgcmerc BTRE [Little ()ssipee 45
analysis to the specific project Kezar Falls 9340 Ossipee 65
areas of Bonny Eagle, Skelton, (Lower)
and Swans Falls. Kezar Falls 11124 Ossipee 35
(Upper)
1.3.1.2 Temporal sco
po pe Hiram 2530 Saco 10.5
The temporal scope of our Swans Falls 11365 Saco 0.64
cumulative effects analysis Goodrieh Falls None Elfis 5
includes a discussion of the past, _
Davs Mill 6684 Kennebunk .07

present, and future actions and
their effects on anadromous fish,
wetlands, recreational resources,

and hydroelectric generation. Based on the new license term and the proposed Agreement,
the temporal scope looked 30 - 50 years into the future, concentrating on the effects on the
resources from reasonably foreseeable future actions (for example, the effect on anadromous
fisheries and wetlands from potential future water withdrawals within the basin). The
historical discussion was, by necessity, limited to the amount of available information for each
resource. We've adequately 1dentified the present resource conditions based on the license
“applications, the Agreement, and previous comments. These are documented in the FEIS.
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2. PROPOSED ACTIONS AND ALTERNATIVES

This section discusses the proposed actions and alternatives regarding the Agreement,
the issuance of new licenses for Bonny Eagle and Skelton, and the issuance of an exemption
for the unlicensed Swans Falls. Section 2.1 deals with the proposed Agreement and the
subsequent amendments of license. Section 2.2 deals with the current operation of the Saco
River Projects. The proposed new licenses for Bonny Eagle and Skelton and the alternatives
considered are presented in section 2.3, while section 2.4 contains the proposed exemption for
Swans Falls. Section 2.5 deals with alternatives considered but eliminated from further
consideration and section 2.6 compares the economics of the proposed actions and the
alternatives.

2.1 SACO RIVER FISH PASSAGE AGREEMENT

This FEIS examines the plan for installation of fish passage facilities outlined in the
Saco River Fish Passage Agreement as one of several alternatives for fish passage. The
Agreement, as described below in section 2.1 1, was signed by all parties as of October 6,
1994, and formally submitted to the Commission for approval as an offer of settlement on
November 23, 1994, The FEIS concludes that the plan outlined in the Agreement generally
offers the most effective approach for installing fish passage facilities at dams on the
mainstem Saco River. We note that as part of any public interest review of an Agreement,
the Commission would not be able to approve those parts of an Agreement that would
abrogate the Commission's statutory responsibilities and authority over licensed projects.

2.1.1 Agreement as Proposed and Amendments of License

The Saco River Fish Passage Agreement is a negotiated agreement among CMP,
resource agencies, and interested parties. The Agreement was negotiated to reach a consensus
approach for the installation of fish passage facilities at dams on the mainstem of the Saco
River and sets the general sequence and time table upon which fish passage facilities would
be developed along the Saco River. The Agreement also establishes a proposed process and
means by which the exact installation dates would be determined (see Appendix A). Fish
passage facilities are anticipated to be needed to assist in the restoration of populations of
anadromous fish such as Atlantic salmon, American shad, and river herring. The Agreement
affects, either directly or indirectly, all projects on the mainstem of the Saco River and
presents a comprehensive approach to the development and installation of fish passage
facilities needed for the restoration of anadromous fish to the Saco River Basin.

For Skelton and Bonny Eagle, conditions and requirements of the Agreement would be
included in any new license issued for the projects. For the Bar Mills Hydroelectric Project
(Bar Mills), the West Buxton Hydroelectric Project (West Buxton), and the Hiram
Hydroelectric Project {Hiram), conditions and requirements of the Agreement would be
included in any license amendments issued for these projects. Amendment applications for
Bar Mills, West Buxton, and Hiram were filed by CMP on May 18, 1995, to include
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For Cataract,

In summary, Table 2-1 sets forth the proposed actions for each affected project under
the Agreement (discussed from most downstream to upstream).

Table 2-1 Status and proposed actions under the Agreement (Source: FERC, 1994).

Current Proposed Current Proposcd
License Upstrcam Upstream Downstream Downstream Commission
Project Expiration Fishway Fishway Fishway Fishway Action
Cataract #2528 2029
Calaract &
York Dams Completed Completed Completed Completed None
Springs [Dam 5/1/97 5/1/97 None needed  None needed  None
Bradbury Dam 571197 51197 None nceded  None needed  None
Skelton #2527 1993 Pool & weir 5/1/98 Intenm log 5/1/98 or Relicense
with trap shuice within 3
vears of
license
Bar Mills 2005 As Treated as When needed Interim now;  Amendment
#2104 prescribed group (see Permanent
by FERC text) within 3
years
West Buxton 2017 1/1/2004 same as Bar Pending same as Bar  Amendment
#2531 Mills Mills
Bonnv Eagle 1993 None same as Bar None Within 2 Relicense
#2529 Mills years
Hiram #2530 2022 None same as Bar None Within 2 Amendment
Milis years of
upstream
stocking
Swans Falls None - UL, None Installed in None Within 2 Exemption
#1365 tandem with years of
Hiram upstream
stocking
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Cataract (Project No. 2528)

Cataract, the lowermost project on the Saco River, consists of a four-dam complex
composed of Cataract (East Channel), West Channel, Bradbury, and Spring Island dams. The
project was issued a new license by the Commission on June 29, 1989, requiring the
provision of fish passage facilities at the East and West Channel Dams and at the upstream
Spring Island and Bradbury Dams'.

Upstream and downstream fish passage facilities have recently been constructed and
are operational at the two lower dams - East Channel and West Channel. By order issued
August 26, 1993, the Commission extended the deadline for providing fish passage facilities
at the two upper dams. Under the Agreement, CMP would construct upstream fish passage
facilities at either Spring Island or Bradbury Dam beginning in 1995 and the facilities would
be operational by May 1, 1996. Construction of the upstream passage facility at the other
dam would be completed by May 1, 1997°. Because there are no power facilities at either
Spring Island or Bradbury Dam, downstream fish passage facilities would not be necessary.

Since the current project license already contains the requirement to provide fish
passage facilities, no further Commission action would be required (for further discussion see

section 2.1.3 below),

Skelton (Project No. 2527)

The Agreement would require that upstream and downstream fish passage facilities be
operational by May 1, 1998, or within 3 years of the receipt of a new license, whichever
occurs later. Included with Skelton's fish passage facilities would be a fish lift with trap-and-
truck facilities for implementation of an interim trap-and-truck program for passage of fish
above dams upstream of Skelton.

Bar Mills (Project No. 2194), West Buxton (Project No. 2531), Bonny Eagle (Project No.
2529), Hiram (Project No. 2530), and Swans Falls (Project No. 11365)

For upstream passage, Bar Mills, West Buxton, Bonny Eagie, and Hiram would be
treated as a group with passage to be recommended by state/federal fisheries agencies based
on the progress of fish restoration in the basin. Progress would be measured by criteria

47 FERC 1 62,296.

(=)

By letter dated Apnl 28, 1995, CMP requested an one year extension of time to have
operational upstream fish passage facilities at Springs and Bradbury Dams by May I,
1997 The Commission approved CMP's requested extension of time by order issued
May 30, 1995
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developed by the fisheries agencies’. Assessments would be conducted every 4 years
begmning in 1996 and progressing through 2011, to determine the identity of, the need for,
and the design and timing of the first upstream fish passage facility to be constructed.
Passage at the first of the four dams would be required to be operational no earlier than May
t, 2005, and could be later if an assessment determines that the facility is not needed until a
later date.

Subsequent construction of passage facilities at the remaining three dams would be
spaced at intervals of at least 2 years. The identity of, the need for, and the design and
timing of the subsequent facilities to be constructed would be determined by the assessments.
Unul passage is provided at the dams, trap-and-truck would continue from Skelton under the
supervision of the fisheries agencies. At Hiram, however, upstream passage would be used
only for Atlantic salmon.

Under the Agreement, the schedule for installation of upstream fish passage facilities
at Swans Falls is tied to conditions outlined in the Agreement. Specifically, the installation of
passage facilities at Swans Falls is dependent upon the periodic fisheries assessments
delineated in the Agreement. Under the Agreement and Swans Falls' exemption terms and
conditions, upstream passage would be scheduled to be completed no fater than 2011,
However, the schedule could be modified so that construction was concurrent with the
construction of facilities at Hiram.

For downstream fish passage, permanent downstream fish passage facilities at Bonny
Eagle would be constructed within 2 years of receipt of the new license, and at Bar Mills and
West Buxton within 2 years of the receipt of any license amendment.

At Hiram and Swans Falls, the need for permanent downstream fish passage for
salmon would be dependent on the presence of juvenile or adult fish resulting from either the
annual production stocking® of juvenile salmon or the trap-and-trucking of adults and their
subsequent natural production. Both events would be dependent upon the participation of
appropriate state and federal fisheries agencies in Maine and New Hampshire. Permanent
downstream passage would be provided at each dam no more than 2 years from the
commencement of annual production stocking of salmon above the dams.

The "criteria” are in an Annex to the Agreement and was filed with the Commission
on April 15, 1996.

Annual production stocking is defined in the Agreement as scheduled annual stocking
based on an interagency agreement and a written fishery management plan by the
fisheries agencies with the specific objective of establishing a continuous run of
returning fish. It does not include intermittent, unplanned or one time stockings,
including, for example, stocking for studies of habitat utilization, growth rates, etc.
(From Saco River Fish Passage Agreement, November 23, 1994).
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2.1.2 Modifications to the proposed Agreement
2.1.2.1 Agency and interested party recommendations

The signatories to the Agreement include: CMP, USFWS, National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS), ASRSC, MDMR, MDIFW. Maine State Planning Office (MSPOQ), NHDFG,
the Coalition, SFC, and the Cities of Saco and Biddeford. As such, no state or federal
agency, or other interested party has recommended any modifications to the proposed
Agreement.

In response to the Commission's notice of the Agreement, issued on December 2,
1994, both the City of Saco and SFC recommended approving the Agreement in letters dated
December 20, 1994, and December 28, 1994, respectively. The Commission issued a public
notice on June 19, 1995 of the license amendment applications for Bar Mills, West Buxton,
and Hiram Projects. SFC filed a motion to intervene on August 4, 1995, but not in
opposition, in these proceedings. Further, in response to the amendment application notice,
the Maine Department of Environmental Protection (MDEP) filed comments on July 26, 1995.
MDEP indicated that on March 15, 1995, it had modified the conditions of the Section 401
water quality certification's (WQC) for Hiram and West Buxton to incorporate the relevant
terms and conditions of the Agreement’. MDEP recommends including the WQC conditions
in the licenses for Hiram and West Buxton.

2.1.2.2 Staff altematives

Staff evaluated several different types of fish passage for the proposed upstream fish
passage facilities at Cataract and Skelton. Additionally, two principal alternatives to the
proposed upstream fish passage approach at Bar Mills, West Buxton, Bonny Eagle, Hiram,
and Swans Falls were evaluated as an approach to the future installation of fish passage
facilities. Details of the alternatives are discussed in section 4.1.2.

2.1.3 No Agreement altemative

The no Agreement alternative would result in the continuation of the existing license
conditions at Cataract, Bar Mills, West Buxton, and Hiram. In the case of Cataract and West
Buxton, current project licenses require fish passage measures that have yet to be fully
implemented. Therefore, in lieu of the development of fish passage facilities as contemplated
by the Agreement, these requirements would be carried out and some environmental
enhancement would occur.

Since Bar Mills was issued a license prior to the enactment of the Clean Water Act,
the State of Maine never issued a WQC for this project.
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In the case of Skelton and Bonny Eagle, the no Agreement alternative would be any
provisions or proposals for fish passage facilities contained tn the applications for new
license.

Specifically, the no Agreement alternative would result in the following for each
affected project (discussed from most downstream to upstream):

Cataract

Cataract was tssued a new license on June 29, 1989 Pursuant to license article 403,
CMP was required to install, operate, and maintain fish passage facilities necessary to provide
efficient upstream passage of Atlantic salmon, American shad, and alewife at the Cataract,
West Channel, Spring Island, and Bradbury dams and downstream passage at the Cataract and
West Channel dams. Facilities at Cataract and West Channel have been installed and are
operational.

Facilities at Spring 1sland and Bradbury dams were approved by Order Approving Fish
Passage Design Drawings, Schedule, and Study Plan, issued on January 29, 1991 . Denil fish
ladders were approved for installation with a projected operational date of September 1992
By Order Approving Change in Impoundment and Granting extension of Time, issued on July
13,1992, the deadline for completion of construction of these fish ladders was extended untit
September 1, 1993, while CMP studied alternative fish passage means.

Following the completion of studies and the submission and subsequent withdrawal of
an amendment application to lower the Springs and Bradbury dams 4 feet from 49 feet to 45
feet and raise the height of the downstream East and West Channel dams 2 feet from 44 feet
to 46 feet®, CMP, by letter dated August 13, 1993, requested an extension of the deadline for
construction of fish passage facilities at Spring Island and Bradbury dams in order to
negotiate a comprehensive fish passage agreement for its projects on the mainstem Saco
River. The Agreement suggested alternative passage measures at Spring Island and Bradbury
dams. CMP aiso requested an extension of time until June 1, 1994, to start construction of

- fish passage facilities at two of the four project dams. By order issued August 26, 1993, the

Director, Division of Project Compliance and Administration (DPCA), approved CMP's
request to extend the September |, 1993 deadline for fish passage installation at Spring Island
and Bradbury dams to a fish passage construction start date of June 1, 1994

The expected result of lowering the two upstream dams and raising the two
downstream dams would be a permanent drop in the full pool level above Springs and
Bradbury dams of three feet. This would allow anadromous fish to swim over Springs
and Bradbury dams or through open gates and eliminate the need for the construction
of fish ladders required by license article 403,
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CMP requested a further extension of time for the construction of upstream fish
passage facilities at either Spring Island or Bradbury Dam. The requested construction
schedule, under the Agreement, would be for construction to commence in 1995 and for the
facilities to be operational by May 1, 1996, Construction of the upstream passage facility at
the other dam would be completed by May 1, 1997. By Order issued July 18, 1994, the
Director of DPCA approved CMP's request to extend the construction start date consistent
with that provided by the Agreement.

On October 11, 1994, CMP filed functional design drawings for upstream fish passage
at Springs and Bradbury under license article 403. The Commission approved CMP's
drawings by Order issued December 14, 1994, CMP requested an additional extension of
time, by letter dated April 28, 1995, to have operational upstream fish passage facilities at
both Springs and Bradbury dams by May 1, 1997. The Commission approved CMP's
requested extension of time by order 1ssued May 30, 1995,

Therefore, the no Agreement alternative would result in the continuation of the current
license requirement and schedule for the installation of fish passage factlities, as outlined in
the Agreement. To effectively analyze cumulative effects, we have decided to include an
analysis of the Agreement's effects on Cataract.

Skelton

Even with the no Agreement alternative the new license application contains a
proposal for the fish passage facilities.

Currently, CMP operates an existing upstream fishway (May to November) and intenim
downstream fish passage measures (Aprnil to November). CMP has, however, developed
conceptional designs for the proposed new upstream fishway and within 6 months of receipt
of the new license proposes to initiate consultation with the fisheries agencies on functional
design drawings for both upstream and downstream factlities. Construction of the facilities
would be completed within 3 years of receipt of a new license.

Fishway design specifics, including spillage and/or transport flows during operation, is
proposed to be determined during the final design phase in consuitation with the fishery
agencies Following fishway installation, CMP proposes to monitor the effectiveness of both
facilities for 3 years and to continuously monitor the upstream passage facility use over the
term of a new license. Results of the first S years of upstream fish passage monitoring efforts
would be reported to the agencies and the Commussion. CMP also proposes to continue
monitoring upstream fish passage use for the new license term on a 5 year report and review
cycle.
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Bar Mills

Bar Mills was issued a hydroelectric license on May 11, 1956, which expires on July -
I, 2005 Article 21 of the project license states that the licensee shall construct, operate, and
maintain protective devices, including fish passage facilities as may be prescribed by the
Commuission upon the recommendation of the Secretary of the Interior and the MDIFW. The
no Agreement alternative would result in continued inclusion of Article 21.

West Buxton

West Buxton was issued a new hydroelectric license on January 29, 1988 Article 404
of the license requires the licensee to file a fish passage plan addressing design, scheduling of
construction, operation and maintenance, and evaluating the effectiveness of required upstream
and downstream fish passage facilities. Fish passage drawings and plans were filed on June 5
and November 8, 1989, March 7 and April 5, 1991, March 31, 1992, and March 17, 1993
On November 30, 1992, the Commission granted CMP an extension of time to file the
functional design drawings for an upstream fish passage facility at West Buxton until January
1. 2004. The Commission deferred the required filing date primarily because the agencies
stated that permanent upstream fish passage facilities would not likely be needed until the
year 2007

On March 31, 1992, CMP filed an Operational Plan for Fish Passage on the Saco
River. Maine (Operational Plan) as part of its relicensing efforts for the upstream Bonny
Eagle and the downstream Skelton. With respect to West Buxton, as outlined in the
Operational Plan, CMP proposed to: (1) continue operation of interim downstream fish
passage measures, (2) construct a permanent downstream passage facility within 2 years of
license issuances at Skelton and Bonny Eagle based on the plans filed on June 5, 1989 and
March 7, 1991, and (3) conduct a study of the effectiveness of the downstream passage
facihity.

However, because the Operational Plan contained new schedules for permanent
downstream passage facility installation at West Buxton, was not filed for Commission
approval with respect to West Buxton, and did not include resource agency comments, CMP
was requested to file new drawings and other materials that reflected its latest downstream
fish passage plans at the project and to solicit agency comments.

By letter dated March 16, 1993, CMP stated that the functional design drawings filed
on March 7, 1991, reflected its current downstream fish passage plans, with the construction
schedule as presented in the Operational Plan. Further, CMP requested the option to modify
the downstream fish passage drawings for West Buxton in the future if new technology or
information became available.

USFWS, by letter dated April 12, 1993, outlined its review of the Operational Plan.
With respect to downstream passage at West Buxton. the USFWS noted that the Operational
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Plan tied the completion of permanent downstream fishways to the issuance of new licenses
for Skelton and Bonny Eagle. The USFWS also noted that because CMP was not in total
agreement with the state and federal fishery agencies over permanent fish passage plans and
instream flow needs on the Saco River, issuance of new licensees for these projects may be
delayed. Therefore, USFWS requested CMP follow the schedule for instaliation of
downstream passage facilities at West Buxton as identified in USFWS's June 2, 1992 letter to
the Commission. The schedule contained in the letter, implementing upstream and
downstream fish passage measures at all projects on the Saco River, calls for the installation
of downstream passage measures at West Buxton in 1995,

The no Agreement alternative would result in the continued actions surrounding
license article 404

Bonny Eagle

Even with the no Agreement alternative the application contains a proposal for fish
passage facilities.

Currently, interim downstream fish passage measures are operated from April to
November. CMP has developed conceptional designs for the proposed new downstream
fishways (at the powerhouse and New River dam”) and within 6 months of receipt of the new
license proposes to initiate consultation with the fisheries agencies on functional design
drawings for the facilities. Construction of the facilities would be completed within 2 years
of receipt of new license.

Fishway design specifics, including spillage and/or transport flows during operation, 1s
proposed to be determined during the final design phase in consultation with the fishery
agencies. Following fishway installation, CMP proposes to monitor the effectiveness of the
facilities for 3 years.

Hiram

Hiram was issued a license on December 22, 1982, which expires in 2022. No special
articles with respect to fishery issues are inciuded in the license. The no Agreement
alternative would result in no immediate future provisions to add fish passage facilities.

2.2 DESCRIPTION OF CURRENT PROJECTS' OPERATIONS

Located in southern Maine and New Hampshire, the Saco River drains almost 1,700
square miles at the head-of-tide in Saco, Maine. Within the mainstem of the niver, there are

New River Channel Dam is a diversion dam located at the head of Bonny Eagle
Island.
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6. Bar Mills

7. West Buxion
[_8. BONNY EAGLE |

._Hiram

110. SWANS FALLS I
11. Ledgemare
12. Shapeleigh
13. Baikch Pond
14. Kezar Falls, Lower
15. Kezar Falls, Upper
16. Effingham Fals
17. Goodrich Falis

SACO RIVER BASIN

Figure 2-1 Location of Saco River Basin and project areas (Source: the staff. as modified
from Swans Falls Co | 1992, and Central Maine Power Co., 1991).
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Figure 2-2 Operational schematic of mainstem Saco River Projects (Source: Central Maine
Power Co., 1991).
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seven hydroelectric projects. Six of the projects are owned by (‘MP. The uppermost project
on the mainstem, Swans Falls, is currently an unlicensed project owned by the SFC (Figure
2-1) Swans Falls is operated as a run-of-river facility.

As discussed in section 1.3 1, there are no true storage projects located on the Saco
River The lower portions on the river, however, are regulated through operation of Bonny
Eagle.

Currently, flows from Bonny Eagle are released on a variable daily discharge schedule
depending on system energy demand and total available river flow. During periods of high
flow, Bonny Eagle's units are run 24 hours a day. As river flows decrease, the units are run
less frequently. River flow is considered controlled when inflows to Bonny Eagle are less
than 4,500 cubic feet per second (cfs), at which water is then stored overnight and released
during the day to maximize energy generation during daily peak electrical loads. During
daily peak electrical demand periods, up to 4,500 cfs is discharged from Bonny Eagle.

During non-peak hours available inflow is used to replenish the usable capacity of the Bonny
Eagle impoundment. Weekend operation is normally reduced to allow the impoundment level
to return to a normal full pond.

Stations below Bonny Eagle are generally started concurrently with the Bonny Eagle
units with each station normally passing close to the same total volume of water on a 24-hour
basis.

Skelton is located about 10 miles downstream of Bonny Eagle. Operation of Skelton
1s based on several factors: operating efficiency, system load, river flow and impoundment
storage capacity management. Unit operation is dictated by the available river flow. During
spring and fall high flow periods, the units are run 24 hours a day. Inflow in excess of the
storage capacity of the impoundment and the 3,800 cfs maximum station capacity is
discharged through the gates in the dam.

During periods of the year when inflow to Skelton is significantly below the station's
capacity of 3,800 cfs, the project operates on its normal daily peaking cycle. In order to
efficiently utilize the available river flow during daily peaking periods, the turbines are
normally set at the optimal setting resulting in a flow of about 3,600 cfs.

The normal daily cycle consists of generating during the morning and evening peak
power periods when industrial and residential electric demand is highest. The cycle requires
that the Skelton impoundment elevation be drawn down during peaking generation by an
average of about 2 to 2.5 feet. This drawdown allows the capture of inflows from Bonny
Eagle which would otherwise exceed the hydraulic capacity of the Skelton units and be
spilled. The extent and duration of the daily drawdown within this range is dependent upon
available outflows from Bonny Eagle Discharge from Skelton is curtailed when the
tmpoundment reaches an elevation from which it can be refilled overnight. An operational
schematic of the mainstem Saco River Projects is shown in Figure 2-2.

2-12



Document Accession #: 19961003-0372 Filed Date: 08/31/1996

POWERHOUSE

O_suasrmou
{Non Project)

Bonny Eagle Island

Figure 2-3 Location and project features of Bonny Eagle Hydroelectric Project, FERC No.
2529, Maine (Source: the staff, as modified from Central Maine Power Co., 1991).
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2.3 NEW LICENSES

2.3.] Projects as proposed

2.3.1.1 Bonny Eagle (FERC No. 2529)
2.3.1.1.1 Project facilities

Bonny Eagle is located in York and Cumberland Counties, Maine, in the towns of
Hollis, Standish, and Limington. The Saco River drains an area of about 1,560 square miles
at the Bonny Eagle dam.

Bonny Eagle's principal features consist of two dams, two earthened dikes, a
powerhouse, an impoundment, and appurtenant facilittes (Figure 2-3). The project has a total
nameplate generator capacity of 7.2 MW and an average annual generation of about 43,632
megawatt-hours (MWh). No additional capacity is proposed.

The existing project is described as follows: (1) a 784-foot-long earth and concrete
main river dam (including a 67-foot-high and 164-foot-long concrete intake section, a 12-foot-
high and 370-foot-long east earth dike, and a 12-foot-high and 250-foot-long west earth dike),
and a 13-foot-high, 350-foot-long concrete gravity New River dam; (2) an impoundment
having a surface area of 347 acres with a storage capacity of 1,150 acre-feet at a normal
water surface elevation at 216.3 feet (local datum®); (3) a intake structure; {(4) eight steel
penstocks 64 feet long, six are 13 feet in diameter and two are 4.5 feet in diameter; (5) a 159-
foot by S1-foot powerhouse containing six turbine-generator units with a total installed
capacity of 7,200 kilowatts (kW); (6) a tailrace; (7) a transmission line: and (8) appurtenant
facilities.

The dam and existing project facilities are owned by CMP. Project power would be
utilized by CMP for sale to its customers. CMP is not proposing any new development.

2.3.1.1.2 Proposed environmental measures

CMP is proposing several environmental enhancements at Bonny Eagle to include: (1)
limiting the impoundment level fluctuations; (2) providing a continuous minimum flow (zone-
of-passage flow) of 400 cfs or inflow from May | to October 31, a minimum flow of 50 cfs
in the New River Channel from May | to September 30, a continuous minimum flow of 250
cfs or inflow from November | to April 30, and a downstream fishway flow of 100 ¢fs from

All elevations cited are local datum; subtract 0.8 feet from elevation references to
obtain the National Geodetic Vertical Datum (N.G.V.D.) of 1929
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May 1 to October 31;° (3) providing new upstream and downstream fish passage facilities, as
delineated in the proposed Agreement; (4) conducting archeological investigations in
accordance with the Programmatic Agreement; (5) conserving historical resources; (6)
installing an interpretive sign; (7) developing a barrier-free picnic area on Bonny Eagle Island;
(8) monitoring recreational use; (9) maintaining existing recreational facilities; and (10)
continuing the existing agreement governing the Limington Rips recreational facility.

2.3.1.1.3 Water Quality Certificate

CMP requested WQC, required by the Clean Water Act, on December 16, 1991. CMP
withdrew their WQC request and refiled for the WQC on December 8, 1992, December 8,
1993, December 5, 1994, and again on December 1, 1995. To date, the MDEP is currently
reviewing CMP’s request and has not issued the WQC for Bonny Eagle.

2.3.1.2 Skelton (FERC No. 2527)
2.3.1.2.1 Project facilities

Skelton is located in York County, Maine in the towns of Buxton and Dayton. The
Saco River drains an area of about 1,622 square miles at the Skelton dam.

Skelton's principal features consist of a dam, an integral powerhouse, an impoundment,
and appurtenant facilities (Figure 2-4). The project has a total nameplate generator capacity
of 16.8 MW and an average annual generation of about 103,008 MWh. No additional
capacity is proposed.

The existing project is described as follows: (1) a concrete gravity and earth
embankment dam, totaling about 1,695 feet long, consisting of: (a) an earthen embankment
section, 1,200 feet long by 59 feet high, with a crest elevation at 143.0 feet NGVD; (b) a
west bulkhead and spillway gate section, about 170 feet long by 75 feet high, surmounted
with four Taintor gates, each 32.5 feet wide by 20 feet high, with a sill elevation at 108.0
feet; (c) an intake structure, 107 feet long by 146 feet wide, with two inflow openings
protected by trashracks of 5/8-inch steel bars at 3-inch openings; (d) a fishway and sluice
section, about 30 feet long; (e) an east bulkhead and spillway gate section, about 188 feet
long by 75 feet high, surmounted with four Taintor gates, each 32.5 feet wide by 20 feet high,
with a sill elevation at 108.0 feet; and (f) a concrete retaining wall, traversing along the
western embankment for about 763 feet long, with a crest elevation at 143.0 feet; (2) a
concrete and brick powerhouse about 63 feet high by 70 feet wide by 107 feet long, topped
with an entrance tower about 10.5 feet wide by 21 feet long by 89 feet high, equipped with
two 8,400-kW General Electric generators driven by 13,350 horsepower (hp) vertical Kaplan

In response to the DEIS, CMP revised their minimum flow proposal for Bonny Eagle
by letter dated February 21, 1995 (sce A ppendix (7).
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Figure 2-4 Location and project features of Skelton Hydroelectric Project, FERC No. 2527,
Maine (Source: the Staff, as modified from Central Maine Power Co., 1991)
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turbines, totaling (a) a rated capacity of 16,800 kW, (b) a hydraulic capacity of 3,800 cfs, and
(c) each having a rated head of 76 feet; (3) an impoundment of about 2.8 miles fong, having:
(a) a surface area of about 488 acres, (b) a gross storage capacity of 25,250 acre-feet (AF), {c)
a useable storage capacity of 1,720 AF, (d) a normal pool headwater elevation at 127.5 feet,
and (e) an excavated tailrace with a retaining wall about 150 feet long with a tailwater
elevation at 51.5 feet; (4) a 34.5-kilovolt (kV) transmission line about 10 miles long; and (5)
appurtenant facilities.

The dam and existing project facilities are owned by CMP, a private utility. Project
power would be utilized by CMP for sale to its customers. CMP is not proposing any new
development.

2.3.1.2.2 Proposed environmental measures

CMP is proposing several environmental enhancements at Skelton to include: (1)
limiting the impoundment level fluctuations; (2) providing a continuous minimum flow of 400
cfs or inflow from May 1 to October 31, a continuous minimum flow of 250 cfs or inflow
from November | to April 30, and an upstream and downstream fishway flow of 180 cfs;"
(3) providing new upstream and downstream fish passage facilities, as delineated in the
proposed Agreement; (4) providing tailrace fisheries habitat enhancement; (5) constructing
downstream channel habitat alterations; (6) conducting archeological investigations in
accordance with the Programmatic Agreement; (7) installing an interpretive sign; (8)
investigating the feasibility of providing impoundment campsites; (9) monitoring the need for
sanitation facilities at the tailwaters, (10) monitoring recreational use; and (11) maintaining
existing recreational facilities.

2.3.1.2.3 Water Quality Certificate

CMP requested WQC, required by the Clean Water Act, on December 12, 1991. CMP
withdrew their WQC request and refiled for WQC on December 8, 1992, December 8, 1993,
December 5, 1994, and again on December 1, 1995. To date, the MDEP is currently
reviewing CMP's request and has not issued the WQC for Skelton.

2.3.2 Modification to the proposed project (operation or facilities to further protect, enhance,
or mitigate adverse impacts to environmental resources and values)

Commission regulations require applicants to consult with the appropriate resource
agencies before filing a hydropower license, relicense, or exemption application. This
consultation is required in order to comply with the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, the
Endangered Species Act, the National Historic Preservation Act, the Coastal Zone

1]

In response to the DEIS, CMP revised their minimum flow proposal for Skelton by
letter dated February 21, 1995 (see Appendix ().
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Management Act, and other federal statutes. Prefiling consultation must be completed and
documented in accordance with the Commission's regulations. After acceptance of the
application, the Commission issues public notices and seeks formal comments in accordance
with these statutes.

2.3.2.1 Bonny Eagle
2.3.2.1.1 Agency and interested party recommendations
Interventions
On November 17, 1992, a public notice was issued that requested filing for protests or

motions to intervene. All motions to intervene were granted. The following entities filed a
motion to intervene, but not in opposition, in the proceeding:

Intervenor ' Date of motion
US. Department of the Interior 1/11/93

US. Environmental Protection Agency 1/13/93

The Coalition 1/15/93

Maine State Planning Office 1/7/93
Amenican Whitewater Affiliation & New 1/14/93
England FLOW

Commentiors

Pursuant to the public notice issued August 12, 1993, various state and federal
agencies and NGOs provided comments and recommendations for inclusion in any new
license issued for Bonny Eagle. Following the issuance of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS), commenting parties are afforded the opportunity to revise their formal
recommendations. A list of DEIS comment letters and the staff's responses are included in
Appendix C of this document.

The agencies, NGOs, and the dates of their comments for Bonny Eagle are listed
below. All comments received from concerned entities become part of the record and are
considered during the staff's analysis of the proposed action,

Commentor Comment Dates
U.S. Department of the Interior 10/1/93 & 10/6/93
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 2/24/94

The Coalition 1/24/94

U.S. Department of the Interior

° Operate the project in the following manner:
May 1 - July 15 Run-of-river operation
July 16 - August 31 800 cfs minimum flow
September | - October 15 Run-of-river operation
October 16 - April 30 800 cfs minimum flow
New River Channel 100 cfs (April 1 - Sept. 30)

Run-of-river operation is defined as outflows from the project equal inflows on an
instantaneous basis, and water levels in the impoundment are maintained relatively stable
(plus or minus 1 foot).

Minimum flow discharges are defined as the specified instantaneous flow releases, or
inflow, whichever is less. Flow release into the New River Channel can be part of the
specified minimum flows.

Limit drawdowns in the impoundment to no more than | foot during the period October 15
through ice-out.

Develop a plan for maintaining minimum flow releases and assuring project operation
restrictions. The monitoring plan should include descriptions of the mechanisms and
structures to be used, the level of automatic or staffed facility operation, the methods to
be used for recording data on project operations and minimum flows, and a plan for
maintaining these data.

Develop a plan for new boat launching facilities at the project.

Monitor recreational use of the project area to determine whether existing access

facilities are meeting demands for public use. Monitoring studies should begin within 5
years of the new license and should consist, at a minimum, of annual recreational use figure
data (using recreational visitor days) and meetings with the agencies every 5 years.

Every 5 years, the licensee should file a report including: (1) annual use figures,; (2) a

discussion of the adequacy of existing facilities; (3) a discussion of the need for
additional facilities; (4) any proposed recreational plans, and (5) agency comments.
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° Develop a plan for monitoring fish populations and the adequacy of instream flow releases in
the New River Channel.

Develop a plan and schedule for monitoring aquatic invertebrate populations in downstream
areas affected by the operation of Bonny Eagle.

Accommodate fishing opportunities and whitewater boating in the 4,000-foot-long New River
Channel

Develop a water access campsite at the South end of Bonny Eagle Island

Interior filed the following mandatory conditions pursuant to Section !8 of the FPA'Y,
as follows:
° The licensee shall ensure that the design, location, installation {(including scheduling),
matntenance, and operation of fishways at the project conform to the specifications of
the USFWS.

Interior requests reservation of authority to prescribe the construction, operation and
maintenance of fishways.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

[+]

Recommends that any benefits to the benthic community of alternative flow regimes
be evaluated along with the benefits to the fishery itself.

Recommends a thorough evaluation of the cumulative impacts on aquatic habitat and
dependent wildlife, free flowing river segments, and resident and anadromous fisheries
prior to the issuance of a new license for the project and other projects on the Saco
River

Recommends that the EIS, at a minimum, include a thorough analysis of alternatives
to the proposed projects as well as operating regimes for the facilities and a full
assessment of environmental impacts. The EIS should evaluate the cumulative impacts
from all the facilities on the lower Saco River and any mitigation necessary to offset
adverse related impacts should be identified.

Section 18 of the FPA provides: "The Commission shall require construction,
maintenance, and operation by a licensee at its own expense of .. such fishways as
may be prescribed by the Secretary of the Interior or the Secretary of Commerce as
appropnate."
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The Coalition
° Supports Interior's instream flow recommendation.

° Supports Interior's recommendation concerning the need for monitoring studies to
evaluate the response of invertebrate communities to changes in flow regimes.

° Supports Interior's seasonal drawdown restriction recommendation.

@ Recommends CMP periodically sample fish populations in the New River Channel to
determine the need for future flow alterations.

° Supports Interior's recommendation for a new boat launching facility on the
impoundment.

Recommends free public access (including disabled access where possible) to the
impoundment and both sides of the river below the dam.

Supports the provisions contained within the Saco River Fish Passage Agreement.
2.3.2.1.2 Staff altematives

Staff considered several alternatives and modifications at Bonny Eagle. For flow
related resources, we considered operating Bonny Eagle under four additional alternatives to
those proposed by CMP and Interior: (1} a year round run-of-river scenario; (2) a year round
minimum flow of 600 cfs; (3) a year round minimum flow of 800 cfs; and (4) a seasonal
minimum flow of 800 ¢fs from April 1 to October 31 and 250 cfs from November 1 to March
31

For recreational resources, alternatives we considered were: (1) enhancing the existing
canoe portage trail; (2) developing CMP's proposed barrier-free picnic facility near the New
River Channel to improve fishing and boating access to the bypassed reach: (3) improving the
public's awareness of the recreation resources at Bonny Eagle by providing additional signs at
the recreational facilities; and (4) providing a buffer zone around the impoundment to protect
recreational and aesthetic resources.
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2.3.2.2 Skelton
2.3.2.2.1 Agency and interested party recommendations
Interventions
On November 17, 1992, a public notice was issued that requested filing for protests or

motions to intervene. All motions to intervene were granted. The following entities filed a
motion to intervene, but not in opposition, in the proceeding:

Intervenor Date of motion
U.S. Department of the Interior 1/11/93

U.S. Environmental Pr_otection Agency 1/13/93

The Coalition 1/15/93

Maine State Planning Office 1/7/93
Commentors

Pursuant to the public notice issued August 12, 1993, various state and federal
agencies and NGOs provided comments and recommendations for inclusion in any new
license issued for Skelton. Following the issuance of the DEIS, commenting parties are
afforded the opportunity to revise their formal recommendations. A list of DEIS comment
letters and the staff's responses are included in Appendix C of this document.

The agencies, NGOs, and the dates of their comments for Skelton are listed below.
All comments received from concerned entities become part of the record and are considered
during the staff's analysis of the proposed action.

Commeniot Comment Dates
U.S. Department of the Interior 10/1/93 & 10/6/93
The Coalition 1/12/94

U.S. Department of the Interior

Q

Operate the project in the following manner:

May | - July 15 Run-of-river operation
July 16 - August 31 811 cfs minimum flow
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September 1 - October 15 Run-of-river operation
October 16 - April 30 811 cfs minimum flow

Run-of-river operation is defined as outflows from the project equal inflows on an
instantaneous basis, and water leveis in the impoundment are maintained relatively
stable (plus or minus | foot).

Minimum flow discharges are defined as the specified instantaneous flow releases, or
inflow, whichever is less.

° Develop a pian for maintaining minimum flow releases and assuring project operation
restrictions.  The monitoring plan should include descriptions of the mechanisms and
structures to be used, the level of automatic or staffed facility operation, the methods
to be used for recording data on project operations and minimum flows, and a plan for
maintaining these data.

© Monitor recreational use of the project area to determine whether existing access
facilities are meeting demands for public use. Monitoring studies should begin within
5 years of the new license and should consist, at a minimum, of annual recreational
use figure data (using recreational visitor days) and meetings with the agencies every $
years.

Every 5 years, the licensee should file a report including: (1) annual use figures; (2) a
discussion of the adequacy of existing facilities; (3) a discussion of the need for
additional facilities; (4) any proposed recreational plans; and (5) agency comments,

Develop a plan and schedule for installing habitat improvement structures in the Saco
River downstream from the project. The plan should include a description of the
number, type and location of structures, and should discuss how they would be
installed.

Develop a plan and schedule for monitoring dissolved oxygen (DO) levels and aquatic
invertebrate populations at the project.

Evaluate developing a canoe portage that allows for users to pass near or over the
dam.

Develop a mitigation plan for resolving conflict among anglers and other recreational
use below the dam.

Interior filed the following mandatory conditions pursuant to Section 18 of the FPA, as
follows:
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° The licensee shall ensure that the design, location, installation (including scheduling),
maintenance, and operation of fishways at the project conform to the specifications of
the USFWS.

Interior requests reservation of authority to prescribe the construction, operation and
maintenance of fishways.

The Coalition
Supports Interior's instream flow recommendation.

Supports Interior's recommendation concerning the need for momtoring studies to
evaluate the response of invertebrate communities to changes in flow regimes.

Supports Interior's recommendation to enhance fish habitat below the dam as proposed
by CMP.

Supports CMP's proposal to limit the impoundment level fluctuations.

Recommends free public access (including disabled access where possible) to the
impoundment and to both sides of the river below the dam.

Supports the provisions contained within the Saco River Fish Passage Agreement.
2.3.2.2.2 Staff altemnatives

Staff considered several alternatives and modifications at Skelton. For flow related
resources, we considered operating Skelton under four additional alternatives to those
proposed by CMP and Interior: (1) a year round run-of-river scenario; (2) a year round
minimum flow of 600 cfs; (3} a year round minimum flow of 800 cfs; and (4) a seasonal
minimum flow of 800 cfs from April | to October 30 and 250 cfs from November | to March
3l

For recreational resources, alternatives we considered were: (1) improving the public's
awareness of the recreation resources at Skelton by providing additional signs at the
recreational facilities, and (2) providing a buffer zone around the impoundment to protect
recreational and aesthetic resources.

2.3.3 No Action altemative
Under the no action alternative, the projects would continue to operate under the terms
and conditions of the existing licenses, and CMP would not implement any new

environmental protection, mitigation, or enhancement measures. We use this alternative to
establish baseline environmental conditions for comparison to other alternatives. The
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alternative of license denial and project decommissioning is discussed subsequently in section
251

2.4 EXEMPTION
2.4.1 Exemption as proposed - Swans Falls (FERC No. 11365)
2.4.1.1 Project facilities

Swans Falls is an operating unlicensed facility located in Oxford County, Maine, in
the town of Fryeburg. The Commission found the project jurisdictional in August 1989 The
Saco River drains an area of about 446 square miles at the Swans Falls dam.

The Swans Falls dam and existing project facilities are owned by the applicant, SFC.
The project's principal features consist of a dam, an integral powerhouse, an impoundment,
and appurtenant facilities (Figure 2-5). Presently, the project has a total nameplate generator
capacity of 350 kW and an average annual generation of about 2,500 MWh. SFC is
proposing to increase the installed rated capacity of the project from 350 to 820 kW. After
increasing the project capacity from 350 kW to 820 kW the average annual generation would
increase to about 4,000 MWh. Project power would be utilized by the applicant for sale to
Public Service Company of New Hampshire.

The existing project is described as follows: (1) a concrete gravity and timber crib
dam about 630 feet long consisting of: {a) a 10-foot-high ogee-shaped concrete gravity section
about 140 feet long (including an abandoned powerhouse) with crest elevation at 395.7 feet
NGVD controlled by 8-inch-high wooden flashboards with a crest elevation at 396 4 feet; (b)
a 7.5-foot-high concrete-filled timber crib sec