











21. The one hundred foot buffer is maintaimed to protect the remaining
streams.

22. The five year survey is not form of mitigation. It is a tool for
fishery management. Dickey Lake willll not be Tow in oxygem by salmonid
standards once the pooll has limnologicallly stablized. Your objectiom is
expressed by others and has been included in the record.

23. The proposall for the Furbish lousewort was not intended to compensate
for losses to other plant species. However, the acquisitionm and perpetua-
tion of this habitat willl benefit all other fauna! and florall associates of
the lousewort. As pointed out in the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service"'
Biologiicall Opinion, this habitat is currently being destroyed and such
acquisition willl preclude further destruction.

24. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has indicated in their opinion:

“. . . if the Corps develops and implements successfully
the following conservatiion program in consultation with
and with the assistance of the Service, the continued
existance of this endangered species is not likely to be
jeopardized as defined in Sectiom 402.02 of the Inter-
agency Cooperatiom Regulatiom . . .“

and we are in concurrence with them.
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Apriil 10, 1980

John P. Chandler, Colonel
New Englamd Division, C.E.
424 Trapelo Road

Waltham, MA 02154

Dear Colomell Chamdler,

We have reviewed the Proposed Fish and Wildlife Mitiga-
tion Plan for the Dickey-Limcoln Schooll Lakes Project.
Thamk you for the opportunity to comment.

Replacement or mitigatiom of the loss of 278 miles of
free flowing streams and rivers with a lake habitat
is not an acceptable "mitigation™ to our Society.

Acquisitiom of land along the Allagash River to compen-
sate for lost acreage and to accommodate displaced
wildlife populations raises some serious questions.

-By managimg the acquired forests to maximize
wildlife values and not timber harvests, what
plan is there to mitigate the loss of over
100,000 acres of timberlamds whem demamd for
forest products is increasiimg and the supply
is decreasing?

-In order to accommodate the displaced wildlife
populations, the lands acquired along the
Allagash River willl have to be imtensively
managed. Group selectiom cuttings may have
to be on a 10-15 year cycle rather tham a
30 year cycle. Aside from potentiiall serious
ecologiicall effects of intensive harvesting
(e.g. nutrient removal, increased surface
runoff, sedimentatiom); what impact willl in-
tensive harvestimg have on the overall
quality of the Allagasth River corridor and
1ts value to displaced wildlife?

Our Society continues its grave concerm and opposition
as reflected in previous comments on the Corps’ Revised
DEIS and the DOE transmissiom phases of the project. The

121



Colonell John P, Chandler
Page 2

Aprill 10, 1980
proposed mitigatiom plan underscores our feeling that the Dickey-Lincolm project
makes little economic or envirommenmtall Semse.

We continue our oppositiom to the project and request continued informatiom en
its mhammim@.

Aincerely,/

Director ofr Programs and Policy

CK:pc

cc: The Honorable James C. Cleveland
The Honorable Norman D“Amours
The Honorable John Durkin
The Honorable Gordom Humphrey
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Society for the Protectiom of New Hampshire Forests

Generall Comments

1. Genmerall - The 100,000 acres of timberlamd proposed for mitigatiom will
not be lost, as forest habitat management under the proposed mitigation
plan willll require the implementation of an intensive timber harvest
schedule. The current average annuall yield in the area (.31 cords/acre/
year) will be sustained under the proposed managememt plan. Further, the
proposed mitigatiom plan, developed pursuant to the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act, is strictly intended to mitigate adverse impacts of the
Dickey-Limcollm Hydroelectric Project on fish and wildlife resoureces. A
mitigation plan for potemtiall 1osses to commevciall forest resowrees,
specifically, is neither autherized ner required. 1t should be motted,
however, that in developimg the mitigation plan, efforst were made to
minimize the impact of the plan on the conmerciiall forest based by selecting
lands withim the Allagash Area which were already under some form of
commerchiall forest land use restriction by the State of Maine.

2. Generall - As explaimed in consideragell detaill in Appendix K, Secttion
2.2.3, lands acquired withim one mile to each side of the Allagash River
will be managed differemtlly than the habitat managemenmt plam envisiomed for
most of the mitigatiom lands. The objective of managememt in the Allagash
River corridor is to maintaim dense spruce-fir cover while sustaining a
moderate levell of food availability. Construction of new logging roads,
subsequemt increases in access, and the adverse envirommentall impacts
associated with these activities would be kept to a minimum. Discussions
with the Maine Bureau of Parks and Recreation and the Maine Departmemt of
Inland Fisheries and Wildlife indicate that this proposed managememt plan
can be implemented to simultaneouslly increase habitat productivity ffor
wildlife and maintain, 1f not enhance; the overalll enviromientall quality of
the Allagash River corridor.
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The Qarden Club Eederation of Maine

" edfiber Pond Hoad

T3
Augusita, Marnee C433C
10, 1980

Colonel Max B. Scheider
D¥yssdan Engineer

Corps of Engineers

424 Trapelo Road
Hallkhap B 0214

Dear Colonel Scheider:

The Garden Club Federatien of Maine endorses the positien of
the Natugpal Resources Council of Maine re ative to the craft
environmental impact statement fish and wildlife mitigation report

for the Dickey-Lincoln hydroelectric project as put forth in their
communication to you of May 5,1980.

Sincerely yours,

atura “wrees Chaint™” an
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The Gardem Club Federatiom of Maine

1. No response necessary. Thamk you for your review.
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Ms. Caroil McKnight

1. No response necessary. Thank you for yeur review.
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Elizabeth Umphrey
Castle Hill,

Maime
Dr. B. E. Darrett

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (FP' 0. B 77
Waltham, Mass.

Dear Siir,

I think the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers mitigation preject ffor
the proposed Dickey-Limcelm hydreelectric preojeect on the St. John
River is absurd.

In the first place, it dees net replace habitat lost by the
floodimg that would accompany the dam censtruetiom; it merely
preserves an existimg area as it is to the detriment of the local
lumber inmdwstry.

Second, it falls far short of the land a*ea the U.S. Fish and
WildLife Service says would be needed to mitigate the habitat loss
caused by the dam, if such mitigatiom is, in fact, possible, and
not just the figmemt of a bureaucrat's im=sgiinmattion.

Third, purchase of the land for the mitigation project amd its
annual operatimg cost would add millions t» the total cost of the
Dickey-Limcollm dam project. I notice the cost was not added, as of
your latest summary of the da# project, to the overall cost. 1
suggest it has a significant negative impact on the cost-benefit ratio
of the project, whose benefits already are most questiionsbhle.

As a residemt of northerm Maine, and a taxpayer, I suggest you find
better things te do with your time and our money than to pursue pork-
barrel projects for an irresponsible govermmerti, Junk both projects
before more money is wasted on tiem,

Sincerely
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Elizabeth Humphrey

1. No response necessary. Thamk you for your review and opinions.
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