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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Since 1977, interest in the development and redevelopment of 
existing and newdUt sites for hydroelectricity on New Bppshire's 
rivers has increased •ubstantiall:y. This renewed interest.in 
hydroelectric development was -precipitated by state and federal 
laws which .encouraged the utilization of renewable resources to 
reduce dependence on forei~ oil and to decentralize enerqy sources. 

Both state and .federal law pres.ently attract private entre­
preneurs into hydro development by guaranteeing a market for their 
power at a price that would make development econ~mically vi,able. 

The State-of New Hampshire has consistently adopted le9islation 
! .• to encourage and streaml~ne hydropower development. Since 1978, 

st~te_ legisl~t:ton has-~led .h~:c:opow~~.de~lopers to s.tall power 
. t<;> r~ti;til energy consume:,;s,, a.uthorized ttie W4tez: .Reso.urces ~oa~d 
to_ be.··111 ·the ~yd;opower busin~ss and 1-e,s_e· at~te..:owned dams, ·. 

: . eliminated the mu.riicipal .. debt ceil"irig_ with rec;Jard to hydro ·bonds, 
· . ~edµced property taxes on· hydro, and estah-llsb.~d a municipal bond 

. ban;t for hydro and authorized hydro ·projec;t's to be financed by 
industrial development bonds. · 

Federal law has enabled qualifying facilities to wholesale 
their power at a utility's avoided cost, allowed interconnection 
with utilities, relieved qualifying facilities from state public 
utilities• regulation, allowed special .cax benefits for private 
hydropower development and greatly streamlined the federal 
licensing and exemption procedure. 

The above incentives have si>urred development proposals on 
over eighty sites on New-Hampshire's .rivers. It appears that 
smaller, yet less economical, hydro sites may be developed with 
minimal environmental impact. However, larger, yet sometimes 
more economical, hydro sites may have adverse impacts on federal 
anadromous fish restoration programs, recreational boating, wild­
life habitat and other river values. 

_Hydro developers . are concerned about the existing procedures 
for resolving conflicts among competing water users affected by 
proposed hydroelectric projects. They believe that existing fed­
eral project licensing procedures are at times abused by project 
opponents who manipulate the licensing·requirements and judicial 
appeals to delay projects until they ._ar~ abandoned .for want of. 
patience and financial resour9es. Indeed, they contend that.some 
otherwise beneficial projects may never even be started given the 
threat of project delay based on environmental opposition. Whether 
projects are' abandoned after their commencement or never started 
at all, the result is that some-projects are eliminated from con­
sideration without their relative merits and demerits beinq com­
prehensively weighed. Hydro developers believe that in conflict­
laden hydi;:oprojects the public interest in any particular project 
transc1;!nds the particular interest of project supporters and de-

. · : .. ,1:,x:ac:t:ors-; a~d; that se:r:ving t~e publii .iriterest may require com- · 
~~.,:-~tse t)" .... ~,'. -~-:.::::~ ~.:_..._ 
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I 
Running -parallel to the state policies which encoura~e hydro 

development are ot}ler state policies which are intended to.protect 
river resources. ~n 1971, a joint resolution of the New Hampshire I 
legislature stated in part: 

•certain rivers possess outstandingly remarkable scenic, 
recreational, geologic, fish and wildlife, historic, l 
cultural or similar values ••• it is the policy of the 
state that these rivers are to be preserved in·free­
flowing condition ••• and protected for the benefit and 1 
enjoyment of present and future generations.• 

Chapter 470, Laws of 1971 

In 1977 the State Planning Office conducted a study of New I 
Hampshire's rivers which identified significant free flowing and 
undeveloped rivers. With respect to hydro development the Boi;ird 
of Directors of the New Hampshire Fish and Game Department has 
adopted a resolution in opposition to.the construction of any new I 
d~s and h~~ opposed specitic.hydrQ-P.roppsal.s .• • :-. · .· _. . · ·_ ... I . ~:6; their -pa~t, ;fri~ate ~·~~e~ c6~se~a~ia"~- -~nt.~rest~:- are· co~_ce;~~d 
that hyd,;o developJJ1ent. will, in some instances, have a_nega~ive im ... 
pact on valuable natural and recreationa:l resources. With:-approx-· 
imately 3000 dams in place in the state and additional· projects ··· t proposed, these interests suggest that free flowing·water is an ever 
receding resource which becomes more significant as the supply dimin­
ishes. They contend that while the supply of free flowing water is 
decreasing, the popularity of r~creational boating and fishing is 1 
increasing. 1' recent University of New Hampshire study indicates 
that well over one half of New Hampshire's 200,noo fishermen prefer 
to fish for cold water species associated with rivers. These inter­
ests believe that the increased significance of r.ivers to the people 
of the state is largely attributable to high federal and state in­
vestment in water pollution.control and anadromous fish ~estoratiQn. ' 
They contend that hydro development may jeopardize the 15 year old f 
anadromous fish restoration program and may in some instances dim­
inish the value of improvements made through pollution control ex­
penditures. f 

Responsible river conservation interests recognize the need for 
a balanced approach to hydro development which acknowledges and 
evaluates all public values which might be positively or ne9atively \ 
affected by development. They also recognize the•need for evalua­
tions to be made from a statewide and long term perspective. 

l It is apparent that·river conservation interests have been forced 
to·· respond ·.to the substantial increase .in hydro de.ve,;J.opment pro-:­
posals without havlng an adequate data base upon which to evaluate 
the relative importance of specific river ·stretches which might be I 
affected. Concurrently, some hyd:r;-o developers have proceeded with­
out Jcnowinq if.or to what extent specific hydro proposals would be 
vigorously contested on environmental grounds. Too often the result l has been costly and needlessly time consumin9 for all parties in­
volved. 

.I 
;. 
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In December, 1981, the New England Rivers Center undertook a 
New Hampshire River Protection and Energy Development Project 
which sought to bring together divergent interests and analyze 
this problem j.n a comprehensive and rational fashion. In order 
to insure that all points of view were represented, an Advisory 
Commit.tee was created with representation from environmental 
groups, hydro developers, and state ag~ncies. This Committee met 
regularly throughout the project to provide direction and to assess 
the questions raised in each of the study's phases. The Committee 
has reviewed and has agreed to the contents of the report. 

The underlying rationale for the project was that a comprehen­
sive and objective statewide hydropower and river resource.in­
ventory could serve as the framework within which decisions miaht 
Qe·made which will both encourage hydro development and reduce 
the loss of important resources. 

The proj-ect ',s goal was·. therefore .to deve:~~p ·.a .gata b~se of ... : -:. ~. :· 
.re:l~va,-nt.._in.t:oimation;. to· tderfti~y pcitentia'~: ;c~·rt;tfict"s·~ bet.wee-r,'°hy,cfro- . 

.. .. . ··. power· ~evelopment: ~nd ·other res~ur.ce va1ues on. New Harqpsh"i're' s .. ·:. 
-.. _ri,v~rs, and to s:ugg·est methods for iedt1cim~ those conflicts: · . 

.. . . , . . . ·. . ,. . ' -

·: ~ ·-?~ecific product-s ·gener~ted by this project included (1) a list 
of potential hydropower sites which are economically feasible 
and/or under consideration for development, (2) a list of river 
segments which have signifi-cance as natural resources, and (3) an 
assessment of the extent of perceived conflict between development 
and natural resources. 

The major findings of the project are as follows: 

1. New Hampshire's _rivers are capable. ~f providing a bro~d ra~ge 
of significant recreational, cultur9-l and economic benefits to 
the people of the state. These benefits include energy generation, 
flow regulation and water storage, boating, fishing public water 
supplies~ scenic and cultural enrichment, and riparian wildlife 
habitat. Within the state there are stronq proponents for each 
of these river re;i.ated benefits. There also appears to be a wide­
spread recognition that a balanced perspective for the use of the 
state's river resources is both possible and desirable. 

Such a balanced approach must recognize both the potential 
benefits of the individual hydro proposal and the natural and 
recreational significance of the affected river segment. Beyond 
the economic benefits to individual developers, there are a numbe:­
of pt;iblic benefits to hydropower Qevelopment. The include·energy 

· product'ion, .displac;:ement of foreign oi-1, -employment benefi~s, in.:. 
creased public revenue, public safety, and in many cases env1ron­
mental and recreational enrichment. The natural and recreational 
benefits derived from rivers, while more difficult to determine, 
are significant nonetheless. Tourism is.the state's second largest 
industry and, with large numbers of licensed fishermen and organized 
boating groups, the state must recognize the importance of those 
rivers utilized by these recreation interests. 

http:res~ur.ce
http:resource.in


-4- .I 
. '· 

2. This study has identified -88 sites located on 35 rivers which ap­
pear to be eeonomj.cally feasible for development or in which there 
is presently a demonstrated interest in development. (See Appendix 
A.) If fully developed, these 88 sites could add approximately 
130 MW of installed capacity to the state's existing hydropower output. 

3. Eighty-seven New Hampshire rivers and river segments have been 
identified which have significant natural, recreational, or cultural 
values. (Appendix F) A comparative analysis conducted from a state­
wide perspective has identified 24 river segments which, due to 1 
their cumulative environmental value, were judged to be the state's 
outstanding river resources. (Appendix G) I 
4. An assessment of ootential conflict between environmental values 
and hydro.development p~oposals yielded the following results: 

i 
· .Statewide Conflict Sumrt\ary 

... :· .... 
· Potential . G~nE!.r.ating: ·. · : .. :l?ercent ·of.'·Totii 
. Development Capacity. ·cMW) .. : Potentia:l New . · . 
Sites* Generation 

A. Feasible sites 
statewide 88 133.3 

B. Sites not on 
outst~nding river 
segments 59 47.5 

C. Sites on out-
standing river 
segments. 29. 85.8 

(1) High conflict, 
resolution 
difficult 6 

{ 2) High conflict, 
resolution 
possible 6 

(3) Conflict, reso-. 
.lution probable 

(4) No conflict, con-
flict resolved 

O. Total Low Conflict 
Sites {B, C-3, 
C-4) 

5 

12 

-7·6 78.8' 

100 

36 ! 

i 

64 

48.7 37 

5.8 4 

12.1 9 

19.2 14 

59 

* Bart Island is not included in this summary. As the development 
of either the Hart Island-or the Chase Island project would likely 
preclude the development of •the other, this suminar-y includes only 
one of these simila_rly sized p;rojects. ·;;.• :· ~ : 

: . 
. ... . ; , ..... 
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Low conflict projects typically utilize •intact existin·o 
... 

dams 
and do not.greatly alt.er existing flow patterns. ·Generally, 
higher conflict projects utilize undeveloped sites or sites 
where major alteration is proposed. 

This study concludes that twelve of the eighty-eight more 
economical hydro sites statewide, which comprise forty-one percent 
of New Hampshire's hydroelectric generating capacity, are high 
conflict sites facing- likely environmental opposition. 

The remaining seventy-six hydropower sites are low conflict 
si_tes and may be developed with little or no environmental impact. 
The aggregate generating capacity of these sites makes up fifty­
nine percent of the total generating capacity of all sites. 

5. The. Adviso~y Committee has .cons1d~red and discussed a number._ 
of policy -.z.:~~Jlll'Benda:tiqns :.baaed- on these .fin~in9_s.·· . It .ha.~. ·also·.-. -
iden"tified state policies which encou1."age h"yd:r'o· .development and. · 
policies·which protect river·:reso~rces. The committee agrees that_. 

· the s.tate '·s regulatory• process st\ould reconci·le these interests at 
the earliest possible time. The Committee recommends the following 
actions to achieve this goal: 

A. The State of New Hampshire should develop a consistent, 
coherent policy for the long range use of its river re­
sources wh.ich will provide direction to all state agencies 
and will minimize interagency conflicts. 

B. The state regulatory process should encourage earlier 
identification of environmental issues. 

. . 
c. The state regulatory process should be modified to provide 

a non-adversarial forum for the developer, agencies, and 
river conservation interests to meet and present their 
positions. 

D. The State of New Hampshire should review, update, and 
~ublish the data base generated in the present study on a periodic ,basist·. 

. 
.• 

' 
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BYDROPOWER POTENTIAL ASSESSMENT. 

A. HYOROPOWER ASSESSMENT: INTJ_tOOUC'.l"ION : ·I 

A major premise of the study was that detailed information 
regarding hydro development in New Hampshire will be required 
if informed future decisions are to be ude. To this end it 
was determined that the study should develop the following 
infonnation: (1) a comprehensive but realistic list of potential 
hydropower sites which are·considered to be viable due to 
·economic feasibility and/or recognized development interest, 
and (2)-an identification of public ben~~its associated with 
hydropowe-r development. · 

While the study did identify minitaum criteria whic}1 proposed 
projects fllUSt meet to be." identiflea as .econo~i9a~ly ·viable a_nd 
l.ocat.ed projee-ts meeting 'these "crlt,er•ia, H:i: ·difl not· attempt Ma-·. . •.. 
r.elative site-by-si1::e ranking of ·these projects. · Such· an ass.ess- · 
merit would have required the comparison of :projects being con- . . .. 
sidered by dl vers·e aevelopment interests with a wide range of 
unique economic requirements,. a project identified as economic-
ally attractive by one developer would not necessarily be as 
attractive to another. 

Likewise, relative public benefits were not assessed on a 
site-by-site basis. Rather, general public benefits were 
identified and enumerated with the recommendation that these 
be assessed on individual sites and be included as a formal 
component of the review and licensing process. 

B. HYDROPOWER ASSESSMENT: METHODOLOGY ! 
A four-step process was used to meet the above stated 

objectives. l 
Step 1: Preliminary Identification of Potential Hydropower Sites 

It was determined that the following three sources could, in 
combination, yield the most up-to-date and accurate information. 

l) Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Applicat.ions 

All .New H~pshire pr~ject· proposals filed·· with the FERC were . 
identified through a revi~ of FERC published project updates. 
A-list was developed which-identified 95 projects in various 
phases of the FERC approv~l process. 

J 
•' ... . ..... .• 

. . t :.~ .... ~ . . . ·:_. :... ·, \ :-- •· . . ... : ~ . .. ~ ·- . : . . ~ -: .- ' ~. . .~ ·,"' ,- :· • • • ••� .. . . . . .. . . . ' ··-r-...... ; ~ . . 
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2) New Hampshire Water Resource Board Exi•ting Dani.List As 
Eval:ua:t,ed by the Public Service COll'lpany of New Hampshire 

· The NHWRB has ident,if ied, 560 existing dam sites without 
generation within the st.atti which have generation potential 
greater than 50 ICW. Using this list of existing dams and a 
list of undeveloped sites the PS1'B identified those projects 
that were_determined to be_capable of generating electricity 
for less than 10.¢ XWB levelized and· those projects capable of 
generating electricity at between 10¢ andl3¢ t(WH levelized. 
This determina·tion was made using a computer· model which 
incorporated the following information: 

a. cost of project including civil and equipment costs 
b. hydraulic head 
c. water flow 
d. financing- costs.: . . . 

·e ~ estini~te~ ~n~t.a.lled · capa~i ty ..... : ·. ·· .. 
f. regulatory proc~ss variables · . 

,. ... . . 
In all cases site characteristics and environmental concerns 
were assessed. The most rational design and operating mode 
given these considerations was utilized in making cost and 
power estimates. The present study utilized a list which 
included all _site.s which were identified as meeting either 
the 10¢ or the 13¢ standard. The relative ranking of sites 
as a result of the PSNB evaluation is given in the last column 
of the figure in Appendix A. 

3. New England River Basins Commission Hydropower Expansion Study 

Using a specific set of hydrologic, engineering and economic 
assumptions, the NERBC generated a·list of projects which 
met predetermined economic viability standards. The present 
study utilized a list which included sitesmeeting NERBC 
criteria given a 701 plant factor and 151 interest rate. 

Step 2: Development of a Comprehensive List of H)!;dropgwer Sites 

The lists generated from the above three sources were synthesized 
into one comprehensive list •. All sites which met the criteria for 
inclusion in any one of these three lists were included in this 
master list. 

Step 3: Review and Developmegt of .a Finalized, Cg111preh,nsive List . .. ' : . . . . . 

The list·was ·reviewed by the Advisory Camtnitttee for accuracy 
and a revised final list was developed. 

Step 4: Identification of Public Benefits 

To obta-in a lis.t of public benefits a review of the literature 
was undertaken and knowledgeable hydropower and resource experts 
were . consul.1:,ed. The prel~inary list was reviewed :by. the Advisory 
Committee and .a final .. 1-ist· was p·roduqed. · 
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C •. HYDROPOWER_ASSESSMENT: F~NDINGS 
.. 

1. LiatiJlgs of Bydroec?wer Sites: -

The final list of potential hydropower sites is shown in 
Append,i:.x A.·. ·As· a rule capacity and annual energy output figures 
were tho-.e i'dentified in P'ERC permit applications •. When not 
available the NHWRB figures were used. In all cases the capacity 
and output data from .all three information sources were com.pared 
to identify discrepancies. Summary findings follow: 

Federal.Energy Regulatory Commission 

Pending permit applications 41 

Preliminary permit in effect 21 

Applications for license 22 

Applications for exemption 11 . . . -. . . . ~ 

.-..~ .. · 
.·· . ·'Ne~ Etrgl .. arid River Basi~s Commission 

Economically ftlasib~e ·-existin.g sites 93 . .. 
Economically feasibte.undeveloped sites 4 

New Hampshire Water Resource·Board/Public Service Company of N.H. 

Existing dams with high economic 
potential <+ess than 10¢) 43 

Other existing dams with economic 
potential (less than 13¢) 41 

F~RC/NERBO/PSNH Synthesis 

Rivers with hydropower interest 35 
Sites identified by above three 

sources 95-100 
Sites included in.study list 

(deletes those sites already on 
line and competing FERC applications) 89 

~otal new generating capacity 133.3 MW 

2. Benefits of.Hydropower Develoeie~t. 
\, . .. .. .. 

The study identified the following potential public benefits 
of.bydropower. The exact benefits must of course be determined 
on a case-by-case basis. 
a. Energy Independence 

The ability of a hydro site to provide energy and displace 
oil is a tangible and easily quantified public benefit which 
serves to improve· national security,. natio·nal .ec~nomic. ,"!elf are, 

. _: a~~ tbe econoini<;: -~i!l~,re. of .1::he reg~on ·whe;e. tJ-\e· .si ~e .i~ loca:ted•.· . 
~ 
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b. Benefits to the Electric Utility 
Some sites offP.r coneiderable advantages to the local utility 

company by providing peak load or otherwise firm capacity (i.e. 
storage sites) and by displacing or deferring the need for ad­
ditional transmission lines, substations, and/or generating 
stations (i.e. hydro sites in remote or high growth areas).· These 
advantages can carry·real, measurable benefits for the rate payer. 

c. Economic Benefits 
Hydroelectric projects have positive local and regional 

· employment impact in both the short and the long term._ Employ­
ment for skilled and unskilled workers during construction is 
an obviou• benefit. Not so.obvious are the long term and short 
term multiplier effects of this employment for the local ,economy. 
In the short term, construction workers will spend their· pay­
checks locally and thereby improve local business- In the long 
tenn; projecit operation and maintenance will likely be locally 
cqntracted 'and .pr.of its wi11:·1ikely be reinYested local~y or -· . 
regi'.onally·. ti.kewise-,. long term·. economic ... benef it,·· t:o .. r~~.ia·~ntial, 
commercial, anq industrial"electrlc c~s~omers wili result from 
hydropower development,· .thus increasing disposable. income of 
individuals and retained earnings o·f business con!?~ers. 

d. Public Revenue Benefits 
State and local governments receive increased revenues in the 

form of income and property taxes (or, as is the case in New 
Hampshire, payments in lieu of taxes) and in the form of royalties 
on state or municipally owned dams. Additionally, dam maintenance 
expenses at state and municipally owned dams, including repairs, 
insurance, and site security, will be taken on by the developer, 
thereby saving money for the taxpayer. 

e. Public Safety 
Public safety is often improved at existing dams by dam repairs 

required prior to hydroelectric development. If a dam's structural 
condition is poor and if it is located in a high hazard location, 
the benefits of hydroelectric development are obvious and sub­
stantial. This _information can be obtaine~, on a site-by-site 
basis, for a large list of dam sites which have been subject to 
safety inspections·performed over the·past five years by the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers. Insurance coverage on a dam site will 
likely increase when hydroelectric development occurs. As a con­
dition imposed by projects' creditors, on-site liability, down-

.. stream liability, and dam· replacement wi!l all oe more ad~quately 

. covered.than was the cas~ prior to de.yelopment. · Likewise, owners 
of most existing dams have not prepared plans for info~ing the 
public of emergency situations or for tending to dangerous cir­
cumstances as they arise·. The establishment of Emergency Action 
Plans as a condition for a FERC license is thus another factor 
which will enhance public safety. 
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I 
f. Flood Control 

- . 
Downstream water users may benefit by 1:he- controlled flows l which often result from a hydro project. Such improved flow 

control can enhance flood control and lessen downstream washout. 

g. Environmental Benefits I 
Benefits to the environment as a result of hydropower develop­

ment may include the following: I 
(1) Fish and Wildlife 

A project which decreases 1:he likelihood of dangerously iow 
summer flows may be of benefit to.downstream fish, especially l 
salmonids. Impoundments in suitable terrain may also provide 
additional.marsh related wildlife habitat or lake fishing op­
portunities. Likewise, it is often the easE: 1:hat areas imme­
diately downstream from dams provide high quali,.ty fishing op­ I 
portunities •. In:addition, anadrOD)Ous fishery restoration ef- · 

· ·tort:S w.il:i benet.it· .from· the !iev.elopme?t. · c:ff. hydropo,i.er ·faC:=ili ties . I ··:. ·· ·-at existing aam·, whi!n;· as·a cohd.ttion·for license, ·tne devia1-.· 
.. ·oprti.ent .proposal .provides 'for fish .,passage which might otherwise 

remain unprovided. · · · · · 
( (2) Boating 

Dams often extend the boating season andadd to the reliability 
of flow. Opportunities may also be increased for lake boating 
(sailing, etc.). Where hydroelectric development results in l 
otherwise unprovided canoe portages, warning signs, and other 
recreational facil.ities (as part of the comprehensive, multi­
usedeveloi;ment required by the Federal Power Act), this should t 
be acknowledged as a benefit. 

(3) Miscellaneous Recr.eation r 
Impoundments often provide opportunities for water related 

park develoi;ment and can provide opportunities for swimming, 
pa!5sive recreation, lake fishing, and'boating. f 
( 4) Community ~provement· 

A·development which reconstructs dilapidated facilities or 
which can be integra.ted into more comprehensive community devel­
opment will provide benefits to the public. This especially 
would be the case in urban areas where hydro rehabilitation 
may act as a catalyst for broader community revitalization. The 
restoration of urban breached dams. additi_onally improves recrea­
tional use potentiai and enhance the property values for property 
owners on ~he impoundment (particula~ly where a lake level 
management plan is formulated) • l 
(5) Waste Assimilation 

Seasonally balanced flows as a result of hydro development l 
can assist in the flushing of pollutants which might not be 
transoorted in low flow periods. 

- 'I • •, • 

' ·. .. '. . • .. . : . .. '. 
·· ... . . . . 

·.: : ; 

http:hydropo,i.er
http:benet.it
http:quali,.ty
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RESOURCE ASSESSMENT· 

-.: 

A. RESOURCE ASSESSMENT: INTRODUCTION . 
•A major premise of the study was that ~erer exists a need 

for a cOIJlll)rehensive river.resOUX'ce evaluatiortwhich, in com­
bination with statewide hydropower information, could assist 
in the identification of potential conflict situations and 
provide the fraiaework for the design of comprehensive resource 
utilization strategies. The results of such a resource eval­
uation could. prove informative to developers assassin~ potentiai 
project·opposition and mitigation costs. Xt could also be of· 
value tQ regulatory agencies in ~e review of project applica­
tions and to environmen~l interest groups in the setting of 

· con·servation priorities. · 

. . It was determined. that an.assessment model would be.develoced 
-.... which . (.l) id~J:xt.i.f-i~· un~que; ·.ana.:.hig~~Y: s_igni.fican~ ·resource$-, - :- ·:. 

,.,. (2) rates·.a11.signi,ficant riyers·ana··streams &C'r(:>'rping··to\over-: 
a1.1·resource value·as~tevealed by·demonstiated public use-and 
public preference as well as expert <?Pinion ~nil independen.t 
asse.ssment, and {3J ad~resses the needs of a broad: range ·~of New 
Hampshire citizen interests. Following this general model, an 
assessment procedure was developed that identified and documented 
the state's most significant river resources in terms of com­
posite natural and recreational value. 

B. RESOURCE ASSESSMENT: METHODOLOGY 

The resource ~ssessment process incorporated (1) existinq 
published research--information, .. (2) information supplied :by· 
professiol'lal resource experts., and (3) input by resource users 
and the interested public. A review of all results was incor­
porated into the process. The process included the following 
five steps: 
Stec 1: Identification of River Value Categories and Evaluation 

-. Criteria··. 

In order to represent a 
. 

wide 
. 

range .of river resource value . 
interests, the study identified a varied list of river related·. 
resource values. ·The following tw:elve categories were selected 
for evaluation: 

White Water Boating 
F1at Water Boating 

· Canoe C~ping 
Anadromo:us Fish 
Inland F•ish 
Undeveloped Character 
Scenic 
Critical Ecologic 
Wildlife 
Geologic/Natural Features 
Water S1.1:pply_ and Qual·ity 
Bi stori cal/Ct::'. tuial. ·. 
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{ For each of these resou·rce value categories criteria wer~­
identified which could be used to assess significance. 
(Append,i,( D) . - . . . . 

Step 2: Identification of Rivers for Evaluatio~ 
A maste:z,- list of.New Ham.pshire_rivers was developed using 

. the· 1977 New Hampshire JU,ver, Study as a base. The largest I 
rivers were-divided ,into.smaller segments and a list of 88 
rivers and river segments resulted.. The master list o.f rivers 
and a map which locates these rivers can be found in Appen­
dices Band c. I 
Ste2 3: Identification and Evaluation of Rivers by River Category 

Using the criteria established in Step 1, rivers were eval­ I 
uated accord.ing to their relative resource values as described 
in Appendix D. The terms "highest significance," "high. si9- . 
nificance,• and "significance• were used to designate the rela­ I 
tive impOrtance of each river in a giv~n re~ource value.category. 

•. In all cases, .. preliminary· evaluittions vez::e·reviewed by reSQJJr¢e · · ·· _ . · 
: . ·e.xpe~ts · an~ ·1.JseJ:"• groups :b~fore: being fin~liz~d .• · · ·Appendi~,.E· i'ist-s ·. ·· i ·: f 
. those• rivers found to be ·signiflcan:t in eac;h· category. ·. . · .•· 

. An•' exalJlple of a resouf'ce . evaluation form used t6 assess 
•inland fishery resources may be found at the end of Appendi~ D. 

. . .. 
• ··: + 

Step 4: River Cate9ory Synthesis 
A matrix was then constructed which correlated river segments 

with resource values. The result was a chart which depicted 
the cumulative resource values for each of the 88 river segments 
under evaluation. (Appendix F) 

Step 5: Comparative River Evaluation I 
Initially, a_"quantitative~ assessment was.campleted which 

simply totaled the number of categories in which a river had 1 
met the min,imum criteria. In addition, a more definitive "qual­
itative" assessment was completed which assessed the composite 
value of a river given its various ratin9s (i.e. highest, high, 
and significant) in each category. For each category in which I 
a river was recog~ized, it was given a value of 4 for highest 
significance, 2 for high significance, or 1 for significance. 
For each river these point values wer~ totaled. Rivers were I 
then ranked according to overall qualitative value. 

Based on these ratings the Advisory ·com:mi ttee approved a · 
final list of the state's most significant natural and recrea­ l tional resource riveE:s. 

C. RESOURCE .ASSESSMENT·: FINDINGS l 
As described in the methodology section,. the evaluation 

phase of the resource assessment combined findings in an effort t to obtain a listing of each river's composite natural and 

.... .(. 
. ,~ . . . 

• • : • . . .. ··· 
•• : . ·.:·:• ~. ~ •• 't . • • .. ,: . 

• :.. ... .. :. ·.; ·" .. : ... .. . . ' 
.• 
. . . ...... ~ 

.· .. " ·-. : .i • ~· ·• • : • 

:• ....... 
" . . ,. .. :• ... . . ... :.· .. _ .. · ··,· ... . .. ~. . ..... . . .. · ;,. ··•· ... •.· . 
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recreational values. 'rile results of this p~ocess are summarized 
in Appendix v·. · As -shown in the last two columns of $at figure, 
qualitative and quantitative values were tabulated. Prom this 
information 24 river segments on 16 rivers were identified as 
possessing the state's highest na:tural and recreational resource 
values. · · 

These rivers are as follows: 
Ammonoos~c River 
Androscoggin River (Errol to Pontook) 
Androscoggin River (Pontook to Berlin) 
Baker River 
Blackwater River 

/Conpecticut River (Headwaters to Halls's Stream) 
· Connecticut River (Hall's Stream. to Gilmore Dam) 
; Connecticut River (Ryegate Dam to Wilder Dam). 

1 
·· Connecticut River (Wilder Dam to Bellows Falls) 

Connecticut-River (Bellows Falle. to Mass. line) 
.v~Contooc.Qc;,~ River . .. · · · ··· · · · · . . 

·', · . . · : Dead Diamond River ·: · ·: .. 
✓, -~ .,,r·:... .:_ .· · ~ ,:,.t.a,mprey Rive~- · · 
· • .. \ ;,· Magal:_loway Rivet: . · . 
j ,, , ~ > • [Merrimack River· .{Frarik.lin to Manchester) 
· J ,:; ' :. r· ~- ~ +·· · LMerrimack River: (Man~hester to Mass. line) 

,, . • . . ·. .(Pemigewassett River 
.,·· :·· .·/- :Pemigewassett River, East Branch 

_,. .. ,t/1 .\-: ,.:· Pine River 
,.. 1~ 

1 
,, ~, · vSaco River 

<',•. Souhegan River 
. .. ✓ Swift Diamond River 

_ ✓Swift River (Saco Basin) 
Wild Ammonoosuc River 

A complete listing of significant·New Hampshire rivers ranked 
by composite river resource value may be found in Appendix G. 
The findings of the evaluation of individual resource categories 
may be found in Appendix E. 
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~. I 
IOENTJ:FICATION OF' POTENTIAL CONFLICT. 

I 
A. CONFLICT ANALYSIS: INTRODUCTION 

f w .. I 
The objectives of the conflict analysis component of the 

study were (1) to identify potential conflicts between hydro­
power development and-natural or recreational river values, 
and (2) to assess the severity of these potential conflicts. I 
Recognizing that an indepth assessment of each development pro­
posal will be required before the actual extent of impact can 
correctly be ascertained,. the present analysis has not attempted I 
to determine the actual impact of a proposedprojeet on any 
resource value. Rather, it has identified "perceived conflict" 
which could cause environmental issues to be raised during the 
-~icensing process. l 

~: . ... 
:B. -CONFLICT ANALYSIS: ·Mi~oooi..oGY I -· 

. . 
. . 
The analysis,of potential ·conflict consisted of four steps. 

I Step 1: All potential hydropower sites located on high resource 
value rivers were identified and mapped. 

Step 2: Using an evaluation form developed for the purpose; 
specific information regarding each of those sites was l 
gathered. An emphasis was placed on engineering details, 
site characteristics, and resource values. 

Step 3: Using this evaluation procedure, and in consultation with l 
resource experts, a general assessment of potential im-

.. pacts was com.pletea. All sites were given an initial 
rating accorqing to the extent of the potential conflict. ·f 

Step 4: The Advisory Committee then reviewed each project in 
detail and placed each in one of four "perceived conflict" 
categories. The four c:ategorie$ were: I 
(1) High ponflict, resolution ~ifficult 

This category· includes those projects in which the 
highest amount of coQtroversy is anticipated. Pro­ I 
jects are characterized by a high degree of interest 
group concern and resolve regarding one or more sig­
nificant environmental values associated with the 
site and·by a corresponding determination by the 
-developers that the· economic viability of the· pro-· · 
posed project would -be· seriously threat"ened by 
project aitei-ations that would .. be acceptabl~ to 
resource·interests. ·Intervention status will likely 
be sought by a number of interest groups when these 
projects enter the FERC permit process. t 

l· 
. . ~ . : ... .. • •• .. - ·- • 

. ". :•... . ... ... . 
. .. . . . 

' ..... · . ' ... : . . ·.' ··1· . . ,. . "· . : . .. .. · ": :, .... 
. . . . . ~ 
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(2) High conflict, resolution e9ssible 
Projects in this category are characterized by a 
recognition that they could have po_tent~al impacts 

· on environmental values. Bc,wever, mitigation 
measures and/or projects.desiqn cOlllpromises could 
likely resolve conflict while maintaining the 
economic viability of the project. 

(3) Conflict, resolution probable 

While.conflict between envircmmental values and the 
development proposals is present at sites in this 
category, the conflict is minimal and/or minor ad­
justments in project design could a_lleviate conflict. 

• ( 4) No conflict, conflict ;_esol ved 

I 

.. Due to. location anq/or projec~ .des;gn,,. prp.jects in 
_tpis cate.gory ~i=ll .lik.~ly. no:t a"ff~cti: ident_i_ti~~ . I tes?urce v:alues:. Also inciµded/ii,i. this ~tegorY., are.· 

· projects where preliminary agreeme~~s have ·been 
reached which are acceptable to ali concerns. 

I. 

. .. 
~ . • ... . .. 
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I 
CONFLICT ~YSIS: FINDINGS 

Appendix B l.ists sit~s on high resource value riv~r,s, pin­ I 
points the likely conflict issues, and rates the relative extent 
of perceived conflict between-enyiromaental values and develop­
ment propost,ls. The following table summarizes these findings I 
and identifies the generating capacity associated with each 
conflict category. 

I 
Statewide Conflict Swmnary l 

Potential Generating Percent of Total 
Development Capacity (MW) Potential New. 
Sites* Generation 

A. Feasible sites.: 
.. •., .. . •. h stat~i~~- •, :-: ·.. .s·9· · .. 133 • .l. : . · .. lOfl . ' ... 

• I 

· B. Sit.es ·not on·· 
outstanding river 
segments 59 47.5 36 

c. Sites on out-
standing river 
segments 29 85.8 64 I 

(1) High conflict, 
resolution I difficult 6 48.7 37 

{2) High conflict, 
resolution 
possible 6 5.8 4 I 

(3) conflict, reso-
lution probable 5 12.l 9 

(4) No conflict, con- I flict resolved 12 19.2 14 

D. Total Low Conflict 
Sites (B, C~3, I 
c-•> 76 78.8 59 

* Hart Island is not included in this summary. As the development ! 
of either the Bart Island or the Chase Island project WO\lld likely 
preclude the devel:opment of the other, this s.wmnary··,includes only. 
one of.these similarly sized projects. J 

t 

. .,. .. l 
· 

-..... 
'• ·. . . 

• • • 4 •• ! .~. • • . : .-: 
. .• ~- . . .. - ·:~.'." ~-... ,. . -~· .... :·.· .- : ... '"· .. ~· .-·~·· •. ··•"~ . . : .'·1 

. •• + ,, .~ • ~ • ..... • • • • •t •• • ',. • •• • II' •' •• • •• .,, -~·- ~ .. -~·:::•·~- ..•.. ·-.: .. ··. ~ .. ,: . ~ '. . .... _:•. . ~ 
! ·. · .. .-: ' : ·.: 

n 
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River·a identif.j._ed. as highest resource value rivers that have 
little hyd~o development interest or potential include: 

Baker River 
Dead Diamond River 
Magalloway River 
Pine River 
Saco River 
swift Diamond River 
Swift River 
Wild Ammonoo~µc River 

Rivers not on the highest resource value list with significant 
hydro development interest and potential include: 

Ashuelo~ River (4 sites, 6.8 MW capacity) 
Pjscataquog Rive~ (4. sites; 5.9 Ji:!W.~apacity) . 
.Salmon FalHI' liver ·(9 sites,··8.6 MW ca.pac;i.ty). · 

. Winnipesaukee ··1u,ver ·_(8 si~¢$, ··9;9 MW eapaciity)'· 

High conflict projects typically are located at undeveloped 
or breached sites or involve major alteration of existipg dams. 
They are also typically store-and-release facilities located on 
larger volume rivers. The conflict often focuses on fish and 
wildlife concerns, with anadromous. fishery concerns predominating 
in many instances. Recreational boating conflicts, while more 
restricted than fish and wildlife conflicts (6 identified poten­
tial conflicts as opposed to 16 identified potential fish and 
wildlife conflicts) are nonetheless a major focus of conflict on 
those sites where this activity occurs. Ironically, high conflict 
sites are also typically major potential power producers. Th~ 
twelve sit~s. that were identified as l~kely to produce high con­
flict are, in combination, capable of generating 41% of the 
state's new hydroelectric capacity. Six of these twelve sites 
(with 37% of the total new capacity) were identified as being 
the most problematic. 

In contrast to high conflict sites, the low conflict projects 
located on high resource value rivers are all located at.existing 
dams. In most instances major structural or operational altera­
tions are ~ot proposed anQ many will be operated in a mode ap­
proximating run of the river. While the 59 potential sites not 
located on highest resource value rivers were not evaluated in 
detail, a review of these sites suggests that there are contro­
versies assopiated with only a limited number of.these sites 
(e.g. Warner and Cochet:o ·River projects) and that th'.ese co~tro­
versies are resolvable.to tjle point that none should be rate~ 
"high ~onflict." 

The generating capacity of individual low con.flict projects 
is often less than that of individual high conflict projects, 
though the cumulative energy contribution of these sites is sub­
stantial. 

http:resolvable.to
http:ca.pac;i.ty
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Conflict assessment results suggest that the great majority 
of thet-proposed. hydropower proj~ts in Hew Hampshire (76 out 
of a p;:>fsible 88) can be developed. with minimal controversy l 
and low environmental impact. Given that acceptable compromises 
can be reached, an additional six projects can be added to this 
list. Thus, the state of New Hampshire has:the potential for I 
generating an additional 79 to 85 megawatts.of hydropower from 
sites where controversy can be minimized. This represents 59 
to 63 percent of the state's realistic potential for new hydro­ f power. 

l 
( 

. : .. : ...... . ,. . ., .· .. .-1 
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. t ' ,~ . ' NEW IIAMl'SHIRE IUW:R SltlO'l'EC'l't-ON AND ENERGY DEVELOPMEN'l' PRO;tEC'l' 
.. ·::. :AP,~NDIX A . ' . SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL HYDROPOWER SITE INFORMATION· J.· · 

ECONOMIC R,A'l'IMG KEY .. :/~PERC STATUS KEY. · . .'. 
l • Powe.r ,;,roduced at under 10¢ KWH 

·.,. ;. *. ~ cOIIJ>eting FERC · application 3 • license ,application :2 • Power px-oduced at under 13¢ KWH .,·. :1 •••prelindnu:y permit •ppUcation 4 • axems.>tion aJ,>plication 
3 • Power produced at over 13¢ KWH >·.2 -~ _preliminary per11it in effect 5 • granted 

:· .... . .: PROJB:T RIVER 
.·. ·. 

.... 
::~oosuc '·• . . . . . 
-~~00aiic· 

·-~sue .. 
-:_~noosuc . .... . 
. MdrDscoggin 
'!. :· • 

~ciroscoggin-. . . 
: ~bu4tlot 
.... ~uelot 

t • 
I • 

:bhuelot 

. . Ashuelot 
. .. ·.; . .. 

·~ 
· .Slack;Vater 

sia~ch 

. eQdieco 
.¢oc:h•co 

·cocheco ...... 
' ~ranecticut 

}onnecticut . . : 

.: ~~nrecticut 
·connecticut 

: : ci>nt~cook 
·•, 

·Contoocook 
• '! •• 

.c~~toocook ..... 
Cont®eook 

:Contoocook 

,Woodaville 

Be~lehem Dam 

Lisbon 

Ammonoosuc River Dam 
. . f .. 

Pontook 

Er;rol Dam 

Surry Mtn. Lake Dam 

Nash Mil 1 Dam 

Ashuelot Paper Co. Darn 

.Ro~rtson Hydro 

Blackwater Dam 

Branch River Hill 

Waldron Dam 

C!)Cl'leco Falls 

Gonic Saw Mill Dam 

·Chase Ishnd 

Hart Island 

· Murphy Dam .. I . 
Qodge Falls 

H9P;)tinton Power 

Hopkinton, Everett & 

Sprague ~ams 
~oa9ue - Sprague 

Noone Hills 

. !Ji'llsborough 

Fl!:RC NHWRB I FERC I TOWN 
STA'l'U$ -

Wood!:Wille 

Bethlehem 

Lisbon 

Graft.on Co • 

r>unne-,: 

Errol 

Surry 

Marlow 

Winchester . '• 

Winchester 

Webster 

Wakefield 

Strafford 

Strafford 

Strafford 

Sullivan 

Corn Plain 

Pittsburg 

Grafton 

Hopki~ton 

w. Hopkinton 

w. Hopkinton 

Peterborough 

Hillsborough 

4374 

4719 

3464 

4609 

2861 

3133 

3302 

3309 

3284 

4211 

6100 

3615 

5747 

4718 

4567 

5708 

2855 

3006* 

3117 

5735 

3426 

4337 

3616* 

6116 

s 112.03 

1 25.01 

1 138.01 

4. .f·1,~02 

~ 2 , ---1·· ~9.01 · 80.01 

1 230.05 

5 152.05 

2 -~99.01 

1 • . I ~99.02/. 

2 248.06 
... •· 

5 

1 

.. p41.01 
1 . 67 .02 

3 67.04 

1 20.il.Ol 

• 1. N/A 

2 , N/A ... I . 
2 194.12 

5 ;:_1.1.01 · 

1 121.02 .. 
2 121.19 

5 i21.01 

4 ·'.].g~.02 
.. . 

5 : 1·1-lp."Ol 

I • • 

CAPACI'l'Y (lCW) AHNUAL ·fECON. I NERBC I ~or IRATING 

NH1826 

NK445 

NH2276 

NH00314 

NH61202 

Nffl351 

NK73912 

INH62645 

NH4405 

3 NH4406/0i 

NH74276 

NH64079 

NH1149 

NH61151 

NH3515 

NH90986 

NH90985 

NH3312 

NH313 

NH1957 

NH71974 

I NH61956 
NH3236 

I NH1872 

S50 

550 

850 

300 

8500 

2500 

1480 

2S0 

3100' 

2000 

3249 

30 

120 

700 

300 

18300 

15000 

2000 

5000 

740 

1015 

1000 

280 

lOOQ · 

-
3 

1 . 4493 

2500 1 

15000 1 

16811, 1 
• 1, a• .. 

3369; - ; 

-•· . 
- I I 

tJ 

1 11' 
1 

, .... 
1095I · ~-i 
4853 1 , 

1515. ·: 2 
•• J ... 

109128 . 3. 
1:24600 .. 3 

· 12917 . 1 

22800 1 

' 294~1 -
1 

70001 .. -

1ooaf:: 3 •. 
' ;. 

4oool. 1 

- - - +- ~~ ~ - __... . I,...__ ,....,,,.__ ~ ~ ---- .....,....; - I - • • ~ __.. -

http:20.il.Ol
http:Graft.on
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nxx A . SUMHARY OF POTENTIAL HYOROPOWER SITE 

.. : ·STATUS KEY 
. ·competing FERC a~fication 3 • license ap«;>lication 

-- .preliminary peniit application 4 • exemption ~,:,plication 
. pr~liminary permit 'in 'effect 5 • granted 

RIVER 
.. 

. C• ,c..-ook 

C1.~. """' ,cook 
•.: 

.• 

C, cook 
·' 

CoL _.:., ,cook 
Cl,: J.J ,cook 

I,,.;. ,., ass 

I:.;,'., 

.. r ,, · .. , 'l 'j . 

.1,,.. .,. '! . 
Ll\, :y 

M •. · 

M,: ,a 

M . mck . . . .. 
M,· 1ack 

M,. ,eet_ihg 

ti., ' 
.. ·. N-·: ! 

.. •. 
N, i'nd . .. 
N. Drook 

N, Branch 

N• :~i.t,·. 
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PROJEX:T 

Penacook Upper Falls 

Penacook tower FaUs .. 
·• 

Contoocook River Park 

Rolfe Canal 

Penacook 

fsinglass River 

Israel River 

Macallen Dam • 

Wiswall 
Wa~:Ueigh: Falls 

Camptdn Dam 

Ma1coma Lake 
. . 

Sewalia Falls .. 
Moores Falls 

"8rrymeeting 

Mine Falls 

·Jaokson Mills 

Newfound 

Nonue Brook 

Steeles Pond .. 
Peterborough Hydro 

-Ri wr- Street 

Central Maine Power 

u.s. Army Corps of 
_ Engineers Flood Contro 

f-HJ 

2200 NH60898 51.06 2 3342* Penacook · 
2800 NH20900/ S1~08/ 5 3342 Penacook 

60473 2~.07 ... 
1 .. 1300 NH894 5f.02 3248 Concord 

1400 NH896 

NH20897 

51.04 3240 3 ::::oncord 
1530 2 3299 . ~,1.Q~. PenacooJt . 

' . 
266 NH20272 

160 

i.s.:01 · ? ? Barrington 

l3L,Q4 Lancaster 
750 NH3020 1,77 .. 01 1 6602 New Market ... 
640 NH1237 1 11.~o• burham 
160 NH22221 !°35.02 · 3 Lee 
250 NH599 .35·.0l 5 3253 Campton 

134,.0i . 160 NH2195 2 SOSO Grafton 
5000 NH893 51.;~)l. 1 2965* Concord 

FERC TOWN 

INFORMA'£.!2!! 
•' 

t::CONOMI,= RATING DY 
1 •·Power produced at under 100' ltWII 
2 "!'. ~war p-.:oduced at under 13¢ DIM 
3 • Power produced at over 130' 1C.WH 

ECON. ANNUAL CAPACITY (KW) NERBC t· FERC N.llWRB I # 
RATING STATUS. 

-
-

9884 -
1~309 -

6·530 -
1599: 3 

2 :_ 1257· 

-l .... 3500 I . .. .., 
. 3135 l·•. .... 

I 
3 680 

2 1826 

2 1400 

.1 ... 24600 . . 

Litchfield N/A . . '.N/A NH92706 14800 
,.,, .... 104?20 ~ -~ ;_.;· .. 

Alton 5285 1 6.02: · NH0008B 57 -
Nashua 3442 2 · .. 165;01 NH2827 1360 8043 1 

Nashua 3229 3 . 165.:0i · NH2828 1300 5949 1 

Bristol 3107 3 
.•· 

Jl·.0.9 NH60S56 1487 1 

Conway N/A 52·. 07. 
' 

NH20943 605 3704 .. 
Antrim 3087* 5 

. . ·~ 
9:.02 .. NH60156 710 38:30 -

Peterborough 5114 1 19).~1~. NH3230 700 3 

Hillsboro_ugh 4253 3 i9l.,07/ 
191.;0Q· 

NH63241 
63242 

100 
•' 

:, 

Effingham 75.0l: .. t1Hl281 730 4252 1 
... 

Keene 126.10 · NH72075 700 2951. 1 
.. ,I -';l 
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·.: .. ·· · NSW HAMPSHIRE RIVER PROTECTION AND EHBRGY OEVBLOP~ PRQJECT 
-~JjJ:NOIX A SUMMARY OF PO'l'ENTIAL HYDROPOWER SITE INFORMATION ;. ·, 

~ 

. \;nae STATUS KEY ·§£2NOMiC RAffING.KEY 
3 • license· application .1 • Power produced at under 10¢ IQffl • .. ' * • •.competing n:ac application 

: . . ..... 1 · ~-. preliminary pemit application 4 • exf!lll'!)tion application ·2 • Power ,;,toduced at under 13¢ KWH · 
.3 • Power produced at over 13¢ ltWII · · -: 2 .~: prelimi~ari' .. pendt in affect 5 • granted 

TOWN FEAC I . ~RC I ~WRB • I NERBC • I CAPACITY (KW) I ANNUAL .. ,~~ PROJEX:T RIVER 
·-!•· · OO!te.U!r RAT,ING ··s'l'ATUS . 

·l .. 11116 1400 NH20603 35.05 3 3572 Liyermore Falls ·p...U:g.iiwassett 
·. '~· . . · 4500. ·l 5000 NH71474 87.22 2 3301 Franklin Falls P4i11R~gewassett 

3225 1 750 NH22257 . 1·, 1p .• 01 4647 .~:t.ncoln Hydro ·P~iq~assett,E.Br. . . . . 
,2 100 2 .. 47;01 NH04234 5667 '. 3 Weare Reservoir ·~•eataquog .. . •·, 6728 'l'· 2 .. 93 .01 4000 NHlSSO 3180 ffstown Greggs Falls . P.faeataquog 
2 261· NH6158l 5 .. · .. 93.02 5379 ffstown · : ~t~cataquog Hadley Falls I 

. "::·· . •; . tanchester/ 2 1555 1000 ·:· NH25Bl so.02 3* 3039 Kelly'_s Falls Pi!IC~taquog Goffstown 
2249. 2 290 NH20943 .. '52.07 Saco River : ··.Saciq , . "' ... . I ; 2963 380 NH20944 52 .• 08 'i 1 ·' Sacp, River . '' N' 

...... N ---~0- ·, i . I, 9793 1500 NH03708 218.02 3 3820 somerswe>rth .'~~·Urion Falls ... . . 3 300 NH03920 1 .04.06 4542 ochester Boston Felt Hydro -~~~D. Falls 
·3 250 NH63522 04.08 4 3985 • Rochester North ltochester ·s.111K>f\ Falls ....... 

1492 

I .. 
8073 

. 

· 

' 
·1 

. 

NH63541 os .. 02 3 132/377 llinsford Roi'linsford $J.imon Falls .. ·-·.1- • 

1000 4. NH62763 i1.02 984/322 s. Milton · ~~.n falls 
··2 600 . . NH02765 161.04 3. 5598 · .. :_. .. :(.;.,~ Falls · M1lton Leather Board .. 

1075 · NH62763 161.0.2 l . Spaulding Fiber Dam sidmon Falls :'. 
I,-.•• 
\. 1075 l 3349 'Mil:ton • T, .·; •• "• I' · -.~lmci~ Pails • ' '11 

l " • . • .. .1·. 1289 NH03707 218.01 3 4451 . Great Falls Lower ~~n Falls - . . 2 2709 450 NH2681 156 .• 0l 3561 I \ ·Pen'nichuck ~~gim 
400 3 80 NH60183 10.01 5 5274 ·-Ashland ~uu.scott ·· 

3 100 NHOOlBB · io.06 4 5638 Mill Pond . s~~~cott 
3 328 72 NH60524-4 · • .. 29.01 4254 Exeter JUver Hydro Brentwood $'iwunscott/Exeter · . . ·... . . 
l· 3419 1425 NH00796 -2.: ... '· 47-,01 2944 Sugar Fiver ClarerP.ont . S~ga7:, 

. . . j 843 450 NH3040/ 17,8.04/.0 3320 Suqar River Hydro NeW"")ort Sl.igar. 
3043 ,_ I; . . -

' 
~ 

. . l . " ~ ,. - - I -. -·· -
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NEW HAMPSHIRE RIVER PrtoTBCrION AND ENERGY D£VELOPM2HT PROJ'tct' . .. 

, ,'!lOIX A SUMMARY OF PO'l'ENTlAL HYDROPOWER SITE INFORMA_T,!21! 
(~ STATUS KEY 
·· competing FERC application 
preliminary permit application· 

" preliminary pendt in effect· 

3 • license aP.t;)lication 
4 • exetnP.tion •~plication 
5 •granted· 

RIVE.ft·: 
.. 

. 
: 

·!·.·ook· 

... ~ciok. 

.. 11.::ook 

r Ammonoosuc 

., :r Ammonoosuc 

r Ammonoosuc 

1: Ammonoos u c 

:,•r 
··-

:,t .Brook 

• •, i 9esaukee 

d.J,oesaykee .. , . 
·. ,i.i:>esaukee. 

ioesaukee 

,,iioesaukee 

, r. i r:ie·~aukee 

,, · ipesaukee 

.... .inesaukee 

PIU>J!X:'l' TaJN IFERC I J . I 
3200 

Suncook Leathers Hydro 

Pembroke China Dam 

4480 

Webate:r:-Pembroke 

Pittsfield 

3179 

5691 

Pembroke 

Northumberland 

5692 
'_Red.Dul. 

No~thumberland 

Brooklyn Dam 

-~•ton 
5690 

tforehtnnberland 

Northumberland 

5689 

Davi.sville Dam 

Coos ~aunty 

4456 

wildcat 

Warner 

4107 

Clement Dam 

Jackson 

2966/33]. 

c.P.Stevens 

Tilton 

Franklin 

.Fr~nklin Elec. Light 3454 
& Power 

Franklin Development 

Franklin 

3118 

Lochmere 

Franklin 

2982 

Cotton Mills Dam 

Bell'I\Ont 

3221 'Tilton 
·ta1teport Dam 3312 'Laconia 

Franklin. 3760 Franklin Mills 

. 

ECONOMt:C .RATING UY 
1 •.Power ~roduce4 at under 1~ all 
2-• Power produced at.under 13¢ DIii 
·3 ~ ·power produced at over 13~ .ltWB 

I FERC I NIJWRB • I NERBC • 
STATUS. 

1 

1 

3 
, 

: 1. ·. 

1 

1 

l 

1 
ithprawn 

3 

3 

.1 

1 

4 

3 

3 

·4 

I CAPACITY (KW) 

1500 

450 

1861 

261 

500 

500 

2500 

800 

·400 

1200 

1400 

800 

3000 

892 

400 

998 

1250, 

. AHNUAL ' 

-~w,•. =. · mml ') 

6320 ··r-
2091 ... 3· 

7086' ' I•.· 

-
2 

14286 -· 
- . 

t • ,( ·.t 
2393 ... I 

N 
1 c,..,' 

I 

.J= 
.:~ .• 

3906 ·11 
:::: ''._: .. > 

-

190.01 

19.5.11 

190 .. Q3 

182.'04 

182.02 

182.03 

182.91 

243 .. 0l 

,123 .• 04 

2·31 •. o~ 
87~07/.08 

.87.08 

tJH63216 

NH63346 

NH3218 

NH03105 

11803103 

NH03104 

NH03102 

NH24150 

NH2008 . 

HH24016 

NH1459/146 

NH1460 

;:q .• n1 

237:02 
130;01 

at .. 01,1.oa 

• .. ' .,. 

;:· 

87. O"'i/. 08 NH1459/l46 

NH382 

NH4016 

NH2129 

NH1459/146 
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APPENDIX B 

Resource Assessment: 
Initial List of New HamPshire Rivers Under Evaluation 

1. J\mmonoosuc River 
2. Androscoggin River (Errol to 

Pontook Reservoir) 
3. Androscoggin River (Pon took 

Reservoir to Berlin) 
4. Androscoggin. River (Berlin to 

Maine state line) 
S. Aahuelot River 
6. Aahuelot River, South Branch 
7 • .Baker River 
8. Balter Ri~r, South Branch· 
9.. Bu.re~ River 

10. ...,ver Brook 
11. Beebe River 
12. Bella.my River 
13. Blackwater River 
14. Carrol Stream 
15. Cbocorua River 
16. Cocheco River 
17. Cockermouth River 
18. Cold River 
19. cormecticut River (Headwaters to 

Hall's Stream) 
20. Connecticut River (Hall's Stream 

to Gilman Dem) 
21. Connecticut River (Gil.man Dam to 

Ryegate Dam) 
22. Connecticut Ri~r (Ryegate Dam to 

Wilder Dam) 
23. Connecticut River (Wilder Dam to 

Bellow's Palls) 
24. Connecticut River (Bellow's Falls 

to Massachusetts state line) 
25. . Coritooc:ook Ri var 
26. Dead Diamond River 
27. Dey River 
28. Ellis River 
29. ·-•tff/Squulscott ti ver 
30~\:iJ'cwla,:- .JU:ver 
ll. Gale .. River, North Branch 
32.. . a.i1a sueam 
3~ •• ~lor River 
34. lmlian Jti,rer 
35. Xnclian Stream 
36. ':td.nglass llii,er 
37. l:srael tiver 
38. I.mnprey River 
39. Little River 
40. Little Sugar River 

41. Lovell River 
42. Mad River 
43. Magalloway River 
44. Mascoma River 
,45. Mohawk River 
46. Mer.dmack ti ver (Franklin to Mancheste 
47. Merrimack River (Manchester to Massa"". 

chuset.ts state line) 
48. Merrymeeting River 
49. Moose River 
so. R&,sh Stream 
51. Nashua River 
52. Newfound River 
53. Hiasitissit River 
54. North River 
55. O&sipee River 
56. Otter .Brook 
57. Oyster River 
58. Peabody River 
59. Pemigewassett River 
60. Pemigewassett River, East Branch 
61. Perry Stream 
62. Philli:os Brook 
63. Pina River 
64"'. Piacassic tiver 
65. piac:::ataqua River 
66. Piacataquog River 
67. Sileo tiver, East Branch 
68. Saco River, Main Sranch 
69. Saco River, Rocky Branch 
70. Salmon Falls River 
71. salmon Bole Brook 
72. &avyer River 
73. Sliith River 
74. Soucook River 
75. Souhegan, River 
76. Sugar River 
77. Stmcook River 
78 •. , Sid.ft Dia:mcmd River 
79. SWj.ft River (Saco Basin) 
80.· 'l'~a River . 
81. ~ ~suc,River 
82. ftlmer River · 
83. Wild. River 
84. Wbilcut JU.var 
85. Winnipesaukee River 
86. Wonalancet/Swift River 
87. Wi1d Ammonoosuc Ri var 
88. Zeal.and River 

http:chuset.ts
http:Bella.my
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APPEHDIX C 

Resource Assessment: 

MaD of Rew HUl[>Shire 
Riwrs Under Evaluation 

-
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AP:PENDIXll. 
., . 

j,··. 

RESOURCE ASSESSMENT: CATEC..ORY EVALUATION PROCEDURES: 

l .. Recreational Boating I 
All three boating categories (white water, flat water, and 

canoe camping) were evaluated.in a·like manner. For each, a set I 
of criteria was established, an evaluation form was developed, and 
an evaluation procedure involving recognized experts was initiated. 

General criteria used to evaluate boating values included: l 
a. WATER QUALITY. 

The extent to which water quality is compatible with a I 
high quality boating experience. 

b. CORRIDOR DEVELOPMENT I 
The extent to which a river's sho:r;eline is fr·ee of 
development (structures, ·roads,' etc.·) .•. · 

' ' • • • • • • • • ••••• "• •• • • ~ • :: • • ·.,.:. • .. • : i : , <; •• ..... . I . 
·c.. AESTHETIC. EXP~RIENCE ' · 

· Th~ extent to whi.ch a -~iver' pz:ocid'es a · satisfyinc;:r boating · l 
experience (scenery, solitude,· variety, unique features, etc;:.). · 

d. LENGTH OF TRIP 

The extent to which trip length enhances the boating } 
exper.i ence. 

e. LENGTH OF SEASON l 
The extent to whic.h, a river provides an extended use 
season due to austained flow. 

I f. PREDICTABILITY OF FLOW 
The extent to which seasonal and/or diurnal flow is 
predictable. I 

Additional criteria included: 

White Water Only l 
g. FREQUENCY OF R}.PIDS 

The extent to which a river possesses numerous } 
runnable rapids • 

. h •. QUALITY:OF RAPIDS 
The e_xtent to.which ·a river prayides a."guaiity· experience r 

. for wh,ite -water boaters . (Class-:III-IV r.apids, suitability· .. 
for ·closed boat·s, suitability "for advanced and· expert 
boaters, etc.). I 

. . .... L. 
.• .... , ' :· 

. ·. . .. · . . .. ···: : -· . . .. 
:• .... • • • • • • . •·# ,: .\." .° ••I•,:• ,.t . ,, .. . •·. , ..•.. : '.' :i.::; ,;. ... : · >,·:-.:; > 7 · > · ""··'' ·\·'' . " /·'I 

http:evaluated.in
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Flat· Water. Only ·. · 

g. RECREA.TIONAL OPPORTUNITIES 
The existence of associated recrea~io~al opportunities 
(scenic side trips, hiking, picnicking, fishing, etc.). 

h. NAVIGABILITY 

The suitability of a river for flat water boating use 
(lack of obstructions, safety, good flow). 

Canoe CamQing Only 

g_. A'TAILABILITY OF CAMP SITES 

The extent to which camp sites open to the public are 
available.· .. 

:·•.b· •. • :~•BESIAA&ILITY· FOR EXTE~DED'"TRIP · . , ;. ·· ... · .· .. ·. ·.· 
.. ' . : !!'he ~t.'ent. to whic~---a .river· would .'a•t·ir.ac~ cano~ camping 

· use· (length, assooi-ated recreational· .. eipportunities·, back 
..country qualities, etc.). · · :·: 

Resoondents were also asked to provide the followinq ~nforma­
tion on high priority rivers: 

a. TYPE OF USE 

!!' The predominant type of boating use (individuals or lar9e­
qroups? lqcal, statewide, or New England region? organized 
events and annual races? etc.). 

.. . . ~ b. AMOUNT or USE 

The amount of boating use relative to other New Hampshire 
rivers (highest, high, medium, low). 

c. ECONOMIC IMPORTANCE 

Evidence-of imPOrtance to the local tourist industry 
(commercial outfitters or guides, canoe rentals, retail 
sales, general tourist attractions, etc.). 

Using an evaluation .form sim.i:lar·to the samole fishery form 
(page 32), resl)Ondents were asked to rate boatina resources accord­
ing to the above criteria qsing hiqh; mediµm, and.low designations. 
~hey· were then ·asked to rate th~ -~ivers i~ oi;-d,er_ .of ·overall ·sianifi­
c_ance and .. to identify thoae ·.r.i,vers-whic~ should- tie recognized as -tbe 

. state" s :most .out.standing boating; resources~ . · · · · 

Preliminary ratings reoresented a consensus of o~inion among 
ex9erts. Final ratings were developed after review of_preliminary 
ratings by additional boatinq interests. 

. . J;:xoerts who ... assi?t:ed witl't this procedure included reoresent_a- . ·· 
. ·t-ives: ·from the .App'alac;hian M9 1_':,tairi Club,· -th~ North E:.:!,stern Canoe 

?ace!s ;~···::oc:,-_~;..: ~ ':~e :~~:;;r·~ · ~,.:: 1 "'!2·,. 1it.-~S]~,., ·.~•-,.;c.t.:!~.i .. 
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'· ... 

I 
2. Inland Fisheries I 

Inland fisheries were evaluated and given relative ratings 
through the use of an eva.11,\ation form (see page 32) and the fol­
lowing :set of criteria:·., : · · I 

a. SPECIES COMPOSITION 
The existence of fish soecies of 'Qtajor importance by virtue f of being (1) rare in the region, (2) highly preferred by 
anglers, or (J) of major ecological importance. 

I b. WATER ntJALITY 

The extent to which overall water quality is capable of 
sustaining preferred fish resources. I 

~. AQUATIC _HABITAT OUALIT¥ 
.··.· :The "exi~tence of. _natural f.e~tures· favbrable ;.to fish produi::.-. 

. tion and ·sustenance of prefe:i:-red' fis.h species (adequate . -l 
flow, cover, etc.) • ·· · · · · 

· ,. · _: · d. FISHING QUALITY I 
An evaluation of recreational fishing results (su~cess 
rate, size of take, desirability of species taken, etc.). 

e. AESTHETIC EXPERIENCE 
The ability of a river segment to provide a satisfying 
recreational fishing exoerience (scenery, solitude, 
challenge, variety,.etc:). 

f. C?URRENT USE. · .. I 
The popularity of a river segment as a recreational fishery 
resource. 

l g. ECONOMIC IMPORT 

The importance of recreational fishing on the river segment 
.to the regional economy (use of local guides, retail sales, 
etc.) •. l 

h. ADDITIONAL CRITERIA 

Any further criterion felt to be important should be l 
identified. 

... . ·-1 'l'he evaluation form also provided space for:respondents to· 
- . ·provide· infortnation i:egarding t~e following f.ish~ry attributes 

which a giyeti stre-arn might possess: 

l 
· . .. :·· '• 

. . . .. ~. 

. .. · . . .. .. . . ~ ' 
·,. l 

... . . . , ~·. 
\• .... . . . . . .. ..... . . . ... · 1·. ~ 

"• . ' 
.. .... :.- . . .. ,.. ·~ · ...... ·.. . . •. ·t ..... : ... : .. •· ~ " • • ~ •••• ~ • # .. ~ ' • :.. . ,• ··~ .. · .. _:. ~-.. : .... ·., .·~~.:# .... :-_.:·_. · .. :·:_ ..... "~· . .:: ·.~- ·; ··: .. . -· . 

• • ..,. \t. • .. : • : ' >~. .. , · 
. ... . . . .. . ,. 

:•· 
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• . _DESIRABLE SPECIES .. 

A list:of the Jl'IOSt significant fish species found in 
.the riv~r segment by order of importance. 

• FISHING ACCESS 

An identification of the type (auto, foot trail, boat, 
etc.) and quality (easy, adequate, poor, restricted, etc.) 
of public access. 

• FISH SOURCE 

An identification of predominant source of desirable fish 
(native or exotic, self-reproducing or stocked). 

Resoondents were asked to rate ·New Hamoshire. rivers for each of 
the above criteria using high, medium·, and iow designations. They 
were then asked.to rate these rivers in order of overall siqnificance 
as fishery. resources:-and to identify tho·se--vhich they consider. to 
·be th~.sf:.ate's:most· outstahdincf.-•.·· -·:: : -· ... ·:. ·· .· 

• • • • .. • • • .. � • 

1. 
Those completing -t~e evaiuation·· form a~d providi~g review of . 

preliminary results i~c~uded the New Ham9shire Fish ~nd. Game Depart­
ment, New Hampshire Trout Unlimited local chapters, ·1~cal fishing l clubs, and interested citizens. The final listinq of important 
fishery resources represents a consensus of opinion regarding 
resource significance. 

- 3. Anadromous Fish 

To be considered in the anadromous fish category, a river 
must (1) have an existing anadromous fish population, (2). show 
evidence of ongoing restoration efforts, or (3) show evidence ·of 
a documented restoration plan. Rivers identified as highest priority 
for Atlantic Salmon and American Shad restoration were given a 
"highest significance" (4) rating. Other rivers with evidenced 
anadromous fish runs were give.n a "h.igh s;i.gnificance" (2) rating. 
Rivers of potential value as support to salmon and shad restoration 
efforts were given a "significance" (1) rating. An evaluation 
procedure similar to the inland fishery procedur~ validated this 
ranking conce-,;>t. 

Sources of information included Merrimack and Connecticut 
River restoration management plans, U.S. Fish and Wildlife anadrom­
ous· fish maps, and NERBC fishery maps. Review was provided by the 
New Hampshire Fish·and. Game Department, the u.s: Fish and Wildlife 
Service, Trout .. un•limited, .and Sal~on Unlim_ited. · 

4. 

Undevelooed character was assessed usinq three criteria: (1) the 
degree of corridor development (minimal development, less than 10% 
development, and over 10\ development),. (2) presence of roads (no 
roac;l~~ ~oaq access, .0111y_, ro~d ·crossin.gs, .apd parall~lling.·toadsL.'. 
and ( 3) . :l;::-eedorn ·of flow Cfr·('·': :: lowing;' no.n.-fr,-:-::--: -flowing}. · · . . 

http:crossin.gs
http:asked.to
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I . >·. ~vers. giveri·· the. ·"highest sigrifficarice" ~ating -~t- the most 
restrictive. condition of- all three criteria and are therefore (1) 
mostly undeveloped, (2) devoid of road access, and (3) free flowing. 
!he "high significance" -category included rivers which are mostly I 
undeveloped and which have only limited. access (i.e. road crossings 
and/or auto access points). All free flowing rivers not identified 
in the "highest significance" category were also included. Rivers 
which are mostly undeveloped and which have a parallelling·road I 
were placed in the "significance" category. · 

Information for this category was derived from the original l 
data sheets used in the 1977 New Hampshire Wild, Scenic and Recrea­
tion Rivers study. 

1 
5. Scenic Values 

Scenic ratings were derived from three previous studies r 
which identified scenic values related to New Hampshire rivers. 
These ·Stu.dies included the NERBC's· Wate~,- Watts.end.,W.i,lds; the 

. .. , _Natiojia~ ·:!:'ark .~erv.i_ce_' s NatiOIUll Rivers- tnvetptoir ancf the S.t~t!;?' (-:_. 
of _New ~ampsp.ire's. Wild, scenic and R~creat.ion Rivers study •. 

. ,; . Those river·s identifi·ed as· being of· highest signtficance as 
scenic resources- .inust have been. .. ;cj-iven that designation by all ) ' 
three previous studies. Rivers labeled "high significance" were 
identified by two of these sources. Rivers labeled "significant .. 
were identified by one of these sources. } 

6. Critical Ecologic f 
critical habitat for federally designated endangered ~ildlife 

specie~ (bald eagle), state designated wlldlife species (lqpn and 
osprey! and endangered plants (astz-alagus robbinsiJ•var. jesupi 
which is· under consideration for designation) was identified·. Any I 
river with documented evidence of substantial use by these species 
was given a "highest significance" rating. Rivers with suspected 
habitat were given a •high significance" rating. f 

Information for this category was supplied by the New Hantpshire 
Audubon Society and review was provided by the Audubon Society, the 
O.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the New Hampshire Fish and Game l 
Department. 

l 
7. Wildlite 

.Criti.cal river·· related habi~t f<;)l:·.non-e~dangered spe~ies of 1· high value· _to New fiampshir~· reside~·ts .(inc.luding· dee~, mo9se; ·fur-· 
bearers, and waterfowl) was assessed by the New HalllDBh.ire F-ish and· 
GaJne Department. Criteria included (1) the ·ex.tent e>f habitat, (2} 
the relative· productivity of the habitat, and· (3) the relation of t 

... the habitat·. tct·riverine systems. 
' • : • t • ? 

• -.,.•: I.. " 

l. .. 
. •: .. ~ . ' . .. . . ' . . . .... ,. ...... ..: .. 

. . . . 
... ; ·, ' . . . .. •. - ...; . .. ." . . .. : .. . . . 

:•:. ... .. ... ' .. ,. ... ,: .... . • .•. ~ • .. :·. '".:. • .. ·•.'i. !., :• • . • '. ••• :.~ •• ;.-·.. ~ ..... ~ •• ~.- t .. 
. . . . 
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Rivers were included in highest significance, high significance, 
or 11ignifieance categories according to the .d.ete:rmination made by 

· New ~ampshire Fish and Game.. Results were reviewed by mea'Dbers of 
New Hampshire Wildli-fe Federation .. 

8. Geology/Natural Features 

While there exist a number of river related geologic and 
natural features which are of scientific, educational, and scenic 
significance (including waterfalls, gorges, white water rapids, 
and islands), a state-wide survey has yet to be undertaken .. How­
ever, state and university geologists and exi.sting scientific and 
tourist publications were consul teer. JUI notewor.thy geologic 
features identified by these sources ar~ included in this report. 

Due to the lack of substantive evaluation information, no 
s_igni:ficance ra~ipg was attempted and a,il identif ieq geologic. . 
features !'ere given.-the same value· ·for· :the purpo·ses ,-of thir( stuay~ 

9. Water Supply and Water ~iitf .... " : 

All rivers which are utilized as community drinking supplies 
or which have been given a state "class A" water quality designa­
tion were rated "highest significance." 

The New HaJRPshire Water Supply and Pollution Control Commission 
provided initial information and reviewed preliminary findings. 

1.0.. Historic/Cultural 
\ .. ··.··. .. 

Historic and cultural resource.s identified included historic 
covered bridges, river related historic sites and architectural 
features, and historically significant logging runs. Unfortunately, 
no assessment of significant river related archeological sites 
presently exists. 

As available information was not standardized, no relative 
rating of historic/cultural sites was attempted. For the purposes 
of this study, all sites were given the same rating. 

Sources of information included the National Re9ister of 
Historic: Places, the Nat:ional Park Service•s Heritage Conservation 
d!vislon, New Ba~shi're lfistorical Markers, assorted. state tourist 
'publications, . an~knowiet!geable . . ·fndlvi4,uals. . ·. . · 

. ~ . . . . . 

. •-. . . ' ~. 

. .· . . ~ .. 
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Resource Assessment: 
Recreational and Natural Resource 

Category Findings 

The following rivers were.identified as being of highest 
significance in each natural a~d recreational value category. 

Wh_ite Water Boating 

Ammonoosuc River 
,mdroscoggin River (Errol to below Pontook) 
Connecticut River (Hanover to Claremont) 
Contoocook River 
Pemigewassett River (East Branch and Bristol Gorge) 
Saco River 
Swift River 
Souhegan River 

.:: . ... . . . . . . •. F?,-at ·~ate7• B'o~tin9.: ... ·. , ·. - !"· . .._\' •. ;~ 

. Androscoggin River (Errol· to aerl.in) . 
Bearcamp· River · .- · 
Connecticut River (above Hall's StreaD.1). · 
Magallot4'ay River 
Ossipee River 
Saco River (lower) 

Canoe Camoing 
Androscoggin River 
Connecticut River (all segments except Gilman Dam to Ryegate Dam) 
Magalloway River 
Pemigewassett River 
Pine River 
Saco River 

Anadromous Fish 
Ammonoosuc River 
Baker River 
Connecticut ~iver 

Hall's Stream to Gilman Dam 
Ryegate Dam to Hanover 
Hanover to Bellows Palls 
Bellows Falls to Massachusetts border 

Merrimack River 
Franklin to Manchester . 
Hanchester·to Massachusetts·oorder 

?~migewasse.tt Riv:er (East .&ranch tp F-ranklin) 
~emlgewassett Riv.er,· East ·Br~nch· · 
Wild Ammonoosuc River · 

. . Note: While· .. the. I;,a~prey R:i:ver ~s not· il p~rt of the salmon/shad 
. : · · r~s~rati.Oll .. pr<:>s,,r~r.o; i:t: shou~d-.be. i:ecogniz~d·. as the state's most 
· ·.: · ·:·.· .: i(fgrli_fican:t:r~:v~r. ·for. ,other· ·•nadromo~s· sp·ecies'. 

l. 

: . . 
. ; -. . . . ; . . -··.· 

http:shou~d-.be
http:migewasse.tt
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i 
Inland Fisheries .. 
Ammonoosue River 
Androscoggin River (Errol to Berlin)· 
CoMecticut River (all segments) 
Dead Diamond River 
Ellis Ri~er 
Hall's Stream .. 
Indian Stream 
Lamprey River 
Merrimack River (all segments) 
North River 
Pemigewassett River 
Pemigewassett River, East Branch 

.Pine River 
Soueook River 
Swift Diamond River I 
Wonalaneet/Swift River I 

•JJndev'elopea Rivers . . . 

. De~d ·oi~IOOnd ·1a v•r 
... .. 

Dry· River· . 
Indian Stream ,-: · 
Nash Stx;eam · : : ·. . . ... <: 

Perry Stream' 
Saco River, Rocky Branch 
Swift Diamond River 

Scenic Values 
Connecticut River (Headwaters to Gilman Dam) 
Pem.igewassett River, East Branch 1 
Saco River 
Swift Diamond River , 

1 
Critical Ecologic Values 
Androscoggin River (all segments) 
Blackwater River l 
Magalloway River 
Connecticut River 

Hall's Stream to Gilman Dam ] 
Gilman Dam to Ryegate Dam 
Hanover to Clax-emont 

Hampton/Taylor River 
Merrimack River (all segments) 1 
Pemigewasett River (Plymouth to FrankliJl) 

'Piscataqua River ·· .. ,J 
Wildlife 

• ~ • iii .. 

'Andr:oscoggin'Ri.Ve:r (Err?l to J')ontook) 
Contoocook· River J Dead Diamond· Ri:ver .. .. .,, .. ,;,. .. . .; .. 

.. ~ • , ... ~ • •• • • .. ... w Magcrllo•y;,••Rlvf!:tr.>_... : ; . ··'· • ... ·,• .. ~::._·::--•.-.·. ·,· · .. :·.··.~· . . ·" ·1 • . ,• • ! • • • ~ • 

.••. . . ·. . . . . · ... · : .. , .. : .-· . . '• ........ -: . 
' .•· ... .! • 

• ·•"' .• ' .,, r . : ·:· -: . ':.. . . :, .. . .. . . . ·: .. •:~· . . : .. : ,: : .... \ :.//,· /\; .• :: ~,< J. . ... .. ~ .. ~ . ,., ,. I: ... ; .. . .•. ; .. 
~ ,. .. 

* ·.• ! 
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Water. Suoply 
Anl\onoosuc River 
1'.ndrQscc,ggin River 
ContoocookRiver 
Exeter River 
t'..ale River 
Lamprey River 
Little River 
Mascoma River 
Oyster River 
Souhegan River 
Wild Ammonoosuc River 
Zealand River 

Water Quality 
-Bellamy River ... B.lac)twater .River _ 
<;zrle:. River · · · · · · 
Piscassis River 
Saco River, ·Bast Branch 
Upper·Ammono'osuc.Rlver 
Wild Ammonoosuc River 

Geologic/Natural Features 
Ammonoosuc River 
Androscoggin River 
Ashuelot River 
Baker River 
Bearcamp Riv.er 
Beayer Brook 
Beebe River. · 
Cocheco River 
Cockermouth River 
Cold River 
Connecticut River 
Cutter River 
Dead Diamond River 
Dry.River 
Isinglass River 
Pemigewassett River 
Pine River -

. Piscataquog River 
Saco River 
Souhegan ~i V§!r . 
Sugar -•River 
. Swi,ft Riyer . 
Wild.A;mmonoosuc River 
Wonalancet/Swift ~ver 

. .. 
. ,. . .. 

1,:·. 

.• · .. ·• ·. ~. ... 

.. -Note: .. -Tbe above .list includes all rivers found to be significant. 
'·- . . .. N<:> ~:ty ·rank tri':f .. : \iii thin':. thi·s list was attempted • -ror ::-_e~:al ua ti on •• • .. • ·+ , -~ 

_. .. purt,<>ses ·all' .wefe given··a. numerical rating of "2" (high· ·signi_ficanee)'. 

.: ... 
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. Historical/Cultural I 
Ammonoosuc River 
Ashuelot River 
Baker River 
Bearcamp River I 
Beebe River 
Blackwater River 
Coeheco River 
Cold River 
Connecticut River 

above Ball's Stream 
Hall's Stream to Gilman Dam 
Ryegate D~ to Hanover 
Hanover to Claremont 

Contoocook River I 
Ellis Rivex: 

. . Israel 'River .. 
•' -: iemigewassl!tt Ri.ver . _, :·, .. 

:· ..... · ... 
t Perry ·.stream ... • .• J 

Piscat~quqg River·· 
Saco.ttiver ...... "• SoucQOt River .-. Sugar.River 
Swift River 

\ Warner River 
Wild Ammonoosuc River J 

Note: The above list includes all rivers found to be significant. 
No priority ranking within the list was attempted. For evaluation i 

11 211 purpo_ses all were given a numerical rating· of (high -significance). 

.. •. · 1_ . ·•. l 

) 

t 

1 
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·. 
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~UP~DIX G Re:source Asses·s'9ent: • · . . .. . ;'. 

Listing of Rivers According 
to Composite.Resource Values 

Highest comwsite River -Resource Values (qualitative rating of 14+) 

AmlDOnoosuc River Lamprey River 
Androsc-~ggin River . ) Magalloway River: 

~~r:ol tc Pontook Merr?_E' ck River ) 
. {!on took · to Berlin) · Frank_ lin to· Manchester ) 

Baker River Manchester to Mass. line 
Blackwater River Pemiqewassett River 
Connecticut River Pemigewassett River, .East Branch 

; ~Headwaters to Hall's Stream\ Pine River 
,, Ball •·s Stream to Gilman Dam 1 Saco.River 
,, Ryegate Dam to Wilder Dam) Souhegan River 
11 · Wilder barn ·to Bellows Falls'") Swift Diamond River·· 
, Bellows Falls to Mass. line) Swift River (Saco Basin} 

Contoocook River Wild Ammonoosuc River 
Dea~ piamond River 

.... . . ••,. ,, 

Hi5Jh· Composite 'River .Resource Values (qualitative ratirig" c,f io-13j· 

Androscoggin . ,Berlin to Maine line) Hampton/Taylor River 
:·aearcamp River·. Perry Stream 

Connecticut River (Gilman Dam to Piscataquog River 
Ryegate Dam) Soucook River 

Exeter/Squamscott River Wonalancet/Swift River 
Gale River 

Moderate Compqsite River Resource Values (911alitative rating of 6-9) 

Ashuelot River 
· Beebe l;li ver: ~ .. , .. .. · Nash Stre.am 

· · Ossipee· ·River 
. ·•' . 

Bellamy River 
Cocheco River 

Oyster ~iver 
Piscassic River. 

Cold River 
Dry River 
Ellis River 
Indian Stream 

Piscataqua River 
Saco River, East Branch 
Saco Ri_ver, Rocky .Branch 
Salmon Falls River 

Isinglass River 
Israel River 
Little River 
Mad River 

Smith River 
Sugar River 
Upper Ammonoosuc River 
Wild River 

Mascoma River Zealand River 

.. . •" . '• ,,: . ·. ,•··., :;• . , ~ . . .. ~ 
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Other . Rivers :1de11t1iied as; Significant i,ri . One or: 'Mcire 
Resource Categories · 

Ashuelot River, ·south Brarich 
Baker River, South Branch 
Beaver Brook 
Carrol Stream 
Chocorua River 
Cocke:anouth River 
Cutler River 
Fowler River 
Hall's Stream 
Indian River 
·Johns River 
Lovell River 
Merrymeeting River 
Mohawk River 

. :.· . . 

Moose River 
Nashua Riyer 
Newfound :River 
NissitissJt River 
·North River 
Otter Brook 
Peabody River 
Phillips Brook 
Salmon Hole Brook 
Sawyer River 
Suncook River 
Tioga River. 
Warner River 
Winnipesaukee River· 
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.. . . CONFLICT MATRIX 

· Ne" Mqpshire River Protect.ion and 
Energy·Oe~lopment Project 

. 
,f· 

.. ·~ . ~. RIVER 

·. ,;<.llOJIOCHIU.tf •: . ' 

,l1Ul!Of'IQ98UC · :. ·: , 

:.1rimonoosµc ,:, 
i,u~nonQOSUO: 
. udroacoggin 
-1~di-tisco99in .. 
.. ( idro'scogqira: 
;Jlackvate-r 

,nneGt.icut ·. 
. -~mnec~i~t: · 

. 1neeticut· 
:;ecticut' · · 

, 1 toocoolt'. · .. · .: 
int.ciocook ::. 

-.:~nt:ooc:ook . , · · · 
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.. · ,;~;nt:qOcoolf · :_ · 
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,H1Prey · · •: :< .. ·. 
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ll'li(J8W8SS8t . 
,1lgeWa$·set,· E • 

,,\hegan 
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Woodsville 
Bethlehem Dam 
Liabon 
lmllonoosuc River Dam 
l'orstook 
Sawmill Dam 
J!:rrol Daa 
Blackwater Dam 
Hart Island 
Chae Island 
Murphy Dam 

·Dodt• Falls 
Horlkinton Power 
Hopkinton-Everett 
Hoagu..,.S9rague 

·Hoon• Mills 
. Hillr,borough 
Penacook Lower 
1?enacook Upper 
Contoocook River Park 
Rolfe Canal 

.Macallen Dam 
idswall 
Moores Falla 
Sewalls Falls 
·Livermore Falls 

·· • · Frank.Un Falls 
Br. .Lincoln Hydro 

Pennichuck 
. Wadleigh 
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