primary sources of data and information, i.e. the major timber processing mills within and outside of Aroostook County and the major
land management companies.
COMMENT: 3
At this time, it is not possible to comment on the proposed wildlife mitigation plan until the acreages,
location and operational procedures are defined. Naturally, the
impacts of such a plan compound the effects of the project. The
present proposal calls for acquisition of at least twice the area
to be flooded. This increased acreage out of production will not
merely triple the impacts on the local area; it will have a far
greater, synergistic and negative effect on forest management, employm e n t , products and tax flow from the renewable resources.
RESPONSE: See the following comments and
responses on mitigation planning in this document for more current
and more detailed discussion of these concerns: Section 9.08.3.4,
Comment 1; Section 9.08.3.8, Comment 41; Section 9.08.1.6, Comments
14,19,20; Section 9.08.3.1, Comments 1 - 8 , and Section 9.08.3.5,
Comment 12.

COMMENT: 4
The strength of this region is the private
ownership, the working forest and liveability of the area. The value
of this unique, commercial forest structure and what it can contribute
in products and opportunities to the people of Maine and the nation
has not been evaluated. Until that is meaningfully done, the true
costs of the Dickey-Lincoln project cannot be known - or will be
greatly understated.
RESPONSE: The value of the commercial
forest is described in the Forestry Economic Impact Supplement to
Appendix C (CE, 1978). Also, refer to the response to Comment #35,
Section 9.06.1.2, Vol. 2, Part I. Livability, uniqueness and opportunities are qualitative judgement factors which are perceived
differently by different individuals or groups of people and are
described in the EIS process.

9.08.3.8

Natural Resources Council of Maine
COMMENT: 1

After reading the Revised Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (RDEIS), one is left with the inescapable impression
that the RDEIS fails to respond adequately to many of the doubts, concerns, data and alternatives submitted by responsible and knowledgeable
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persons
We refer specifically to the areas of Alternatives, Economic
Aquatic Ecosystems and Fisheries, Terrestrial Ecosystems, Seismology
and beology and Social-Economic Impacts.
RESPONSE: As part of the Corps public involvement program in preparation of the EIS, public workshops and
public meetings were held in order to find out the public's concerns
and to obtain information that could be utilized for the EIS. Feedback from concerned individuals were acknowledged and evaluated, as
well as from state and private agencies. Refer to Section 9.06.3.1,
Comments 76,78,79,80 and 8 1 , and Section 9.06.1.1, Comment 24 in
Volume II, Part I of the EIS.

COMMENT: 2
We are particularly concerned that even
though feasible alternatives are available, the RDEIS suggests the
project is justified under any and all circumstances, regardless of
the serious environmental and socio-economic problems it would impose
on the State of Maine and the unjustifiable burden it would place on
federal taxpayers. In these respects the RDEIS is more than a serious
disappointment; it also fails to fulfill the requirements of the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Guidelines of the
Council of Environmental Quality for the implementation of NEPA and
the development of impact statements.

RESPONSE: In general, this comment reflects
the opinion of the author. The basic objective of the alternatives
analysis is to present the impacts of the proposal and the alternatives
in comparative form in order to define the issues sharply (See 40 CFR
1502.14). This objective has apparently been achieved in this case.
The alternatives analysis was conducted
strictly in accordance with the guidance provided by the Council on
Environmental Quality as 40 CFR 1,502.14 (Implementation of NEPA).
COMMENT: 3
Inasmuch as most of our original comments
are as applicable to the RDEIS as they were to the original DEIS and
inasmuch as those comments have not been adequately responded to in
the RDEIS, little will be gained by reiterating them again and we
hereby incorporate them as applicable to the RDEIS by this reference.
The comments we make hereafter are simply selective highlights of our
views that we consider sufficiently important that they should be
fully reiterated and expanded upon or are directed to new aspects ot
the RDEIS.
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9.06.3.1.

RESPONSE: See Volume 2, Part I, Section
Your concerns have been noted.
COMMENT:

4

1. We are fully cognizant that the Corps of
Engineers' position is that it is required to use a discount rate of
3h percent in determining the costs and benefits of this project.
Nevertheless, for the reasons stated in our prior economic analyses of
this project, submitted initially by Professor A . Myrick Freeman of
Bowdoin College, and more recently, in response to the D E I S , by
Professor Lawrence Hines of Dartmouth College, a valid cost-benefit
analysis demonstrates that the project is not economically viable.
2. The true cost of capital for this project
is undoubtedly somewhere between 8 1/2 percent and 10 percent. An
evaluation of the DEIS at 8 1/2 percent was performed by Professor Lawrence
Hines of Dartmouth College under a grant from the Lewis H . Haney
Endowment in Economics. Professor Hines's calculations, using the
figures provided by the Corps in the original DEIS, computed the
benefit cost ratio to be unfavorable (.95-1). There have not been
enough changes to the benefit cost analysis in the revised draft to
alter Professor Hines's calculations substantially. (See Appendix A
for his complete calculations and report.) At a discount rate of 10
percent, the project would be an even less favorable investment. Under
the informational requirements of NEPA, the Corps should provide these
comparisons for the public's benefit as well as to enable Congress to
evaluate the project more objectively.
RESPONSE: The analysis provided by Professor
Hines was very informative and since it was a comment to the RDEIS it
will be provided for public review under the informational requirements
of NEPA.
As previously stated, the methodology utilized
by the Corps of Engineers in the analysis of the Dickey-Lincoln School
Lakes project is in accordance with guidelines established by Senate
Document 97 as modified by subsequent legislative and executive actions.
Any analysis done outside of these guidelines by the Corps would be
contrary to the mandated planning process. It appears that your comment
addresses the basic tenets of the planning process and not the manner
in which the Corps complied with that process.
Comment:

5

3. The economic efficiency analysis, provided
by the Corps as an alternative yardstick for the project, though it
seems conceptually sound, is flawed in the following respects:
(a) The economic efficiency analysis claims
to compare the costs of Dickey-Lincoln with a non-federal alternative
at the same discount rates employed by Dickey-Lincoln. In making this
cost comparison the Corps adds as costs to the non-federal alternative
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the redevelopment benefits, flood control benefits, and downstream
benefits that are so crucial to a favorable benefit cost ratio for the
Dickey-Lincoln project. The downstream benefits and redevelopment
benefits should not be included in this analyses. A recomputed economic
efficiency analysis without these two elements results in a lowered
benefit cost ratio for the project: 1.5 to 1 at the 3 1/4 percent discout
rate and .92 to 1 at the 6-5/8 percent interest rate. This test shows
the project to be economically unjustified even at the 6-5/8 percent
rate.
(b) For the reasons already stated, the
artificially low discount rates of 3 1/4 percent and 6 5/8 percent for
economic efficiency analysis fail to reflect the true cost of capital
for this project. For informational purposes, so that the public and
the Congress will be better informed as required by NEPA, the economic
efficiency analysis should also be undertaken using more realistic
discount rates of 8 1/2 and 10 percent. Obviously, using these realistic
rates would reveal that this project is, from an economic viewpoint
a l o n e , highly inefficient.
RESPONSE: The Corps of Engineers uses the
efficiency test as an ultimate test of the project's economic soundness.
The test is unique to the Corps and not recognized by other agencies as
a viable economic parameter. In the estimation of power benefits, the
costs of the most likely non-federal alternatives are the benefits.
Downstream power benefits, employment (redevelopment), and flood control
benefits which are provided incidentially to construction of DickeyLincoln School would be foregone by the alternative. Therefore, the
values of these benefits are added to the alternative in order to obtain
a valid comparison. Although labeled as alternative costs, by definition
they are actually valued as benefits in the benefit/cost ratio analysis.
COMMENT:

6

4 . The costs of the project have been
reduced by $31 million, even though those costs have to be incurred now.
The theory for the reduction is that these costs are properly attributable to a future expansion of the project which may or may not take
place. We disagree with that theory. The unalterable fact is that
the $31 million will be expended now during the construction of the
project. That the benefits to be obtained from these costs are so
contingent, dependent as they a r e , on subsequent and separate decisions
to expand, in no way makes these costs contingent or uncertain. Accordingly, they should be accounted for now.
RESPONSE: The determination to include these
previsions initially, rather than with the future facilities, was based
on many considerations, i.e. disruption of power generation if constructed after initial energization, feasibility of construction with
initial work in place and the probability of the future expansion being
needed and authorized. Evaluation of these many considerations clearly
justify the inclusion of basic provision for future expansion with the
initial construction.
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These provisions for future expansion would
not contribute to the initial project output. Therefore, the costs of
these basic provisions are deleted from the economic analysis of the
initial project, so that the analysis will not be unduly prejudiced.
These costs are, however, included in the economic analysis /for the
future expansion.
A study of the project economics at Oct. '79
P.L. indicates that inclusion of the $37.5 million would only reduce
the benefit/cost ratios by one tenth, or 2.6:1.0 and 1.4:1.0 depending
on the interest rate used.
COMMENT: 7
5. The cost of fish and wildlife mitigation has not been computed and has been excluded from the benefit
cost analysis. This is a real and unavoidable cost which will further reduce the benefit cost ratio. In addition, the lost opportunity
cost for the forest industry resulting from fish and wildlife mitigation programs is not included.
RESPONSE: See response to comment #3,
Section 9.08.1.5, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency in this document.
COMMENT: 8
6. There are many costs of the project
which are generally accepted as unquantifiable. Among these are the
sacrifice of aesthetic values in exchanging a free flowing river for
an artifical lake with greatly fluctuating water levels, the value
of communities which are unique, ethnic, and traditional, the wilderness which cannot be regained, the wildlife habitat which cannot be
replaced, the quality of recreational experiences which cannot be
found elsewhere, the threat of dam failure, and other unanticipated
adverse impacts on the project. While we do not proposed that the
Corps should attempt arbitrarily to establish economic costs on
these lost values as a result of the project, the exclusion of
these factors in the consideration of the benefit cost ratio creates
a highly distorted perception of the project.
RESPONSE: Refer to V o l . II, Part I of
the EIS, Section 9.06.3.17, Comment #3. The factors you have cited
have been considered and are addressed in the EIS.

COMMENT: 9
The inclusion of downstream power benefits resulting from the project is inappropriate. While downstream
Canadian dams will enjoy increased power output, the benefits will
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not be to the United States, and therefore, should not be included
as benefits of a project which is paid for by U.S. taxpayers. The
assumption that some of this power will be returned to Maine electrical consumers is based on speculative arguments. Without the benefit of this downstream p o w e r , the benefits to Maine in the form of
intermediate power are drastically reduced by 57 percent.

RESPONSE: The regulation of river flows
by the project would result in increased generation of 350 million
kilowatt-hours per year at downstream hydroelectric plants in New
B r u n s w i c k , C a n a d a . In developing the project's economic analysis
(benefit-cost) the full amount of increased generation at downstream plants is properly treated as project benefits to whomsoever
they a c c r u e , in accordance with the Flood Control Act of 1936,
Public Law 7 4 - 7 3 8 .
It has been assumed that this downstream
energy would be shared equally by the United States and Canada although final terms would be dependent upon formal negotiations with
Canada. The proposed power marketing plan allocates 200,000 kilowatts
of capacity and 438 million kilowatt-hours of annual energy as interm e d i a t e power to M a i n e . Approximately 30,000 kilowatts and 175 million
kilowatt-hours of this capacity and annual energy would be derived
from the United States' share of increase downstream generation.
Accordingly the downstream generation represents approximately 30
percent and 40 percent of the intermediate power capacity and energy
respectively which is proposed for marketing in Maine. The 57 percent mentioned by the commentor cannot be verified.

COMMENT: 10
The benefits claimed for redevelopment
are unjustified. It is anticipated that the unemployment rate in the
area will be greater after completion of the project than it is now.
As s u c h , it is unjustified to claim benefits for the reduction in
unemployment when the long-term effect of the project will be to
increase unemployment.
RESPONSE: With close to 90% of the construction workers leaving the project area at the end of construction,
increased unemployment is not anticipated to be a long-term effect.
Justification of redevelopment benefits was provided in response to
your previous Comment 100 in Section 9.06.3.1, Volume 2 , Part I.
COMMENT: 11
9
The proper treatment of tax payments
and insurance (or s e l f - i n s u r a n c e ) costs are essential to the developm e n t of a sound cost benefit analysis of the project. Taxes are
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transfer payments a n d , as such, should not be considered to be costs of
the non-federal alternative. Insurance costs, whether in the form of
self-insurance (federal) or premium payments (non-federal) are as much
costs of the federal project as they are of the non-federal alternatives
and should be included as costs accordingly. See A . Myrick Freeman's
narrative analysis (figures omitted) of these points in Appendix B.
RESPONSE: Cost data developed for comparative
analyses of alternatives within the New England system are based on
prescribed procedures established by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC), formerly the Federal Power Commission. The procedures
reflect the actual costs experienced by the utility industry. In effect,
the cost differences reflect the "real life" conditions and differences
between Federal power and private power costs.
COMMENT:

12

Patterns of energy use are changing dramatically and it is expected they will continue to change in the next twenty
years. Recent trends indicate that electricity will be used only to
meet energy demands for which alternatives are not feasible. These
changes in energy use patterns will affect not only the peak demands but
also ratio of growth of both intermediate and base load demand. Therefore, the development of alternatives, including proposals for pump
storage, should consider the changes in the projected growth rate of
all loads.
RESPONSE: The methodology utilized for system
load forecasting, including variable energy and load growth patterns on
a sectoral basis, accounted for a significant potential variation of
electrical energy demands. The recent trends referred to are a major
factor in the forecasting as described in Section 3.4 of the RDEIS
Alternative Appendix I, (CE, 1977). The development of load scenarios
resulted in different load characteristics with an annual load growth
ranging from 5.2% to 3.49%. These were used to evaluate the various
system costs as summarized in the RDEIS, Section 6.01. NEPOOL's 1979
forecast indicated peak load demand will grow at 3 . 8 % , which although
within the load growth range considered indicates the Alternatives Study
projections to be less conservative than originally anticipated. In
1980 NEPOOL further revised its forecast for peak load demand growth to
2.7%. Updates of the alternatives study will take the most current
projections by NEPOOL and others into account.
COMMENT:

13

The alternatives to the Dickey-Lincoln project
are calculated at a 10 percent interest rate while Dickey-Lincoln is
calculated at a 6 5/8 percent rate. Once a g a i n , this creates a serious
and unjustified economic bias in favor of the project.
RESPONSE: The 10% interest rate used in
evaluating the hydroelectric potential in question represents the
private finance rate as determined by the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC), formerly the FPC. The 6-5/8% interest rate used in
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evaluating the project was the then prevailing rate (October 1975 study
base) established by the Secretary of Interior for use in determining
the power rates required to repay all costs allocated to power. This
basis of comparison simulated the actual market condition by using the
private and Federal interest rates that would have been in effect.
T h e

... ,
,
Corps of Engineers does evaluate
the more likely alternative to the project at comparable Federal rates
as discussed in paragraph 1.10 and summarized in Table 1.08c of the
EIS. This analysis is the "Economic Efficiency Test."

COMMENT: 14
The peak load demand projections by the
Corps are too high.
(a) It is unrealistic to continue to
use constant growth rates over long periods of time. Models can
be d e v e l o p e d , to be used in place of constant rates, to reflect
the likelihood that our electrical demands are unlikely to continue
in the straight-line manner projected by the Corps. Evidence of this
principle is provided in the annual reduction in electric utility
demand projections in the last four years reported in the "Electric
Utility New England Statistical Bulletin."
Year Projection
Was Made

Projection for 1985
Winter Peak kW

1974
1976
1977

26,298,000
23,134,000
21,480,000

According to the "Preliminary Report for
Public Review", issued by the New England Energy Congress in November,
1 9 7 8 , total residential consumption is projected to increase 1.58
percent from 1977 through the year 2000, the commercial section 2.71
percent. When combined with home insulation and other types of conservation m e t h o d o l o g y , the estimate is a growth rate of 1 percent
through the year 2000.
(b) Recent changes in energy pricing
policies have increased the cost of electrical energy at a rate
faster than that of many other energy forms. The result of this
will be a shift to other energy sources. For example, in Vermont
w h e r e seasonal rate differentials have been imposed to reflect
marginal cost p r i c i n g , there has been virtually a zero percent
increase in the number of electrically heated homes. As concepts
such as marginal cost pricing, flat rate pricing structures, daily
and seasonal-rate-differentials become common, and promotional
pricing structures such as declining block rates are eliminated
under the mandates and policies of the National Energy Policy Act
and state initiatives, electricity will not be used as much as predicted by the Corps for space heating and other uses which are
easily replaced by alternatives.
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(c) The Corps predicts growth rates of 5.5,
4.17, 4.18, and 2.9 percent even with conservation measures. However,
in the last y e a r , the growth in U . S . peak demand was only 2.3 percent.
This occurred in spite of utility projections of a 6.5 percent increase.
It is also worth pointing out that the Brookhaven National Laboratory
predictions for peak electrical demand increases of 2.4 percent over the
next twenty years seem to be more accurate than Corps projections. The
2.9 percent increase which the Corps deemed possible only with extreme
conservation measures remains unjustifiably high.
(d) Peak demands will grow at an even slower
rate in the future as costs of electricity increase. The disproportionate construction costs of new electric generating plants over older
established plants guarantees that this will occur.
RESPONSE: (a) The New England Energy Congress
report dated May 1979 adopted an average annual electric growth rate
of 2.2% as its planning objective. The long lead time requirements from
planning to construction for major generating facilities must also be
kept in mind in long-term planning. Plants cannot be built faster if the
growth rate is predicted too low, but they can be delayed and plans
revised if projections prove to be high. Presently, the anticipated
growth rate projected by NEPOOL is approximately 2.7%.
Based upon this lower projection which reflects'
recent lower annual peak load growths, it appears that the projected
load scenarios reflecting load controls and conservation measures in the
Alternatives Study is not as conservative as originally anticipated.
(b) Various energy pricing policies are
addressed in Section 6.01.9, Non-Structural Alternatives in Vol. I of
the EIS and in Section 3.5 and Exhibit F of Appendix I, (CE, 1977)
Alternatives Study. As mentioned in the above, there are various experimental programs in progress in New England and across the country. The
data from these programs is somewhat subjective at this time. With the
passage of the National Energy Act of 1978, the Federal government has
provided the direction in the areas of conservation and load management.
Through its five bills, programs and policies have been established to
provide incentives in these and other areas. Relative to trends away
from electricity to other energy sources due to price increases, the
price of all energy sources can only be expected to r i s e , primarily due
to the worldwide oil supply situation. This topic was discussed in the
Alternatives Appendix I, (CE, 1977), Section 3.5.5, indicating the
likelihood of a broader future use of electricity as a form of energy.
(c) As Figure 6.01-1 and Tables 6.01-3,
6.01-5, and 6.01-7 of the RDEIS indicate, annual peak load growth forecasts range from 5.2% to 3.49% and energy forecasts vary from 5.5% to
4.18%. These forecasts were based on information from NEPOOL available
at the time of the study. As noted in a previous response, NEPOOL revised
their peak load demand forecast to 3.8%, in 1979, which is still within
the growth range considered in the study.
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(d) As NEPOOL's current forecast reflects,
the rate of peak demand increases have in recent years been generally
declining. Forecasted rates have fallen from 5.5% in 1976 to a 2 7%
annual rate in 1980. Increased electricity costs no doubt play a major
role in personal consumption habits and higher construction costs of new
plants, as well as higher fuel costs will increase the cost of electricity in the future. The extent to which these costs and conservation
inducements will affect growth rate has been a volatile factor in forecasting over recent y e a r s . As historical trends point out, forecasts
have shown positive growth rates, but it appears these rates of growth
are decreasing in a form of response to economic and social conditions
which is not at all fully understood or predictable.
COMMENT:

15

Mandatory government-imposed conservation
measures should not be dismissed as politically unacceptable. As an
example of general public acceptance of government-imposed energy conservation practices, the automobile industry has been required to increase the average mile per gallon standards for all cars, generally
the public has accepted the 55 mile per hour speed limit, and there
is an increasing adoption of rigid energy conserving standards for new
building construction. All of these have been adopted in a free, democratic society. We feel these and other energy conservation measures
are entirely appropriate to avoid the cost of unnecessary energy consumption. It is desirable that government act to insure that conservation
is practiced nationwide and fairly throughout all socio-economic classes.
RESPONSE: The issue of mandatory governmentimposed conservation measures is addressed in Section 6.01.9, NonStructural Alternatives of the RDEIS. Additional information on this
subject may be found in Section 3.5.4, Conservation Strategies, of
Appendix. I, (CE, 1977), and Section 3.5, Discussion, of Appendix I,
Supplement (CE, 1978). The information presented in the above Sections
significantly addressed the topic in view of its time frame. With the
National Energy Act of 1978, the government has taken the position that
a system of incentives, rather than mandatory measures, is the appropriate course of action. This a c t , through its five bills, is aimed at
making conservation more economically attractive through a system of
loan programs, tax credits, and energy pricing policies.
COMMENT:

16

The Corps should not use the reduction of peak
demand as the sole standard of comparison for conservation measures.
Many conservation measures will reduce energy consumption in non-peak
portions of the day. In particular, better lighting fixtures, app lances,
water heaters, etc. will save on electrical demands during non-peak
demand periods.
RESPONSE: Both peak demand, load shape and
energy requirements are considered in the various load conditions analyzed.
Refer to the response to Environmental Defense Fund, Section 9.08.3.2,
Comment 3 for further discussion.
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COMMENT:

17

The Corps unfairly characterizes the payback
period for energy saving appliances, light fixtures, water heaters, etc.
as being too long to justify a changeover. However, there is no
provision in the Corps' figures for normal replacement of such appliances
due to old age, energy inefficiencies, high repair c o s t , irreparable
malfunctions, and inadequate performances.
(a) Most of electrical appliances we have
today will need to be replaced well before 1990 - with or without energy
conservation incentives. As a result, the Corps' estimate of $3,000.00
per kilowatt reduction in energy demand is artifically high.
(b) Table 3.6 of Appendix I shows how a combination of these conservation measures can save more than twice the
additional demand reduction necessary to eliminate the need for the
power equivalent of the Dickey-Lincoln Project in 1986.
RESPONSE: The issue of conservation in home
appliances is addressed in Section 6.01.9.1 Load Management and Conservation in Vol. I of the EIS. It is further discussed in the Appendix I,
Supplement (1978), in Section 3.4, Feasibility of the Required Conservation Measures, and in Appendix A , Calculations: Additional Conservation.
As shown there, anticipated conservation reflects conservation from new
appliances that would be normally replaced through the above provisions
or as a part of new households. Additional conservation assumes that
remaining old appliances, older than 5 years in 1985, would have to be
traded in or replaced in some manner. As for lighting, anticipated
conservation comes from new homes, built after 1980, while additional
conservation comes from the retrofitting of older homes.
(a) The issue of the estimated $3,000 per
kilowatt reduction in energy demand reflects the cost to the homeowner
(not considering government incentives) for saving an equivalent amount
of electricity over and above costs of anticipated conservation which
would be done first by the user. Anticipated conservation includes
replacements which would be executed as presented in the comment. No
costs are considered attributable to that portion of voluntary conservation response.
(b) Table 3.6 does show how anticipated and
additional conservation can save approximately 2,000 MW in 1986 which is
over twice the power equivalent of Dickey-Lincoln. But as also noted
in Section 3.5 of Appendix I, Supplement (CE, 1978) the additional
1259 MW reduction available beyond anticipated conservation is considered
remote due to the necessary consumer lifestyle changes and government
control. Further, as Figure 6.01-1 of the EIS shows, conservation and
load management was considered which would decrease the peak demand by
over 3.5 times the equivalent of Dickey-Lincoln, and Dickey-Lincoln
still remains a viable economic part of the future system m i x .
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COMMENT:

18

Alternative New England pump storage sites
have been studied and dismissed by the Corps as having extremely approximate construction costs estimates. We believe that these pump storage
alternatives are more desirable than Dickey-Lincoln in several respects.
(a) The tentative benefit cost ratios for
each of these four locations are not only better than Dickey-Lincoln,
they are better than Dickey-Lincoln even when they are calculated at
10 percent interest rates compared to Dickey- Lincoln at 6 5/8 percent.
(b) The environmental costs of pumped storage
are lower in terms of the area flooded, the destruction of the natural
environment and wildlife habitat, loss of water to evaporation, effects
of changes in water temperature, and other factors.
(c) For the above reasons, we believe that
the public will not only accept the pumped storage alternatives, but
prefer them to Dickey-Lincoln.
(d) The potential for pumped storage should
be considered in the light of a reduced rate of growth of base load. This
enhances the likelihood of available base load power for pumping.
RESPONSE: (a) The basis for not considering
pumped storage as an ultimate replacement to Dickey-Lincoln is presented
in the RDEIS Sections 6.01.4 and 6.01.10.4. Due to its total dependence
upon low-cost and readily available pumping energy, it is not alone a
viable alternative. Dickey-Lincoln has the benefit of a large storage
reservoir and conventional generation in addition to its pumping mode,
providing less reliance on pumping energy. Relative to cost, in the
Alternative Appendix I, (CE, 1977), Section 5.4.5, the accuracy of cost
data for pumped hydro alternatives was described as being very preliminary
and was considered to be optimistically low. Further, the system cost
simulation considering pumped hydro with and without Dickey-Lincoln,
presented in the Alternatives Study Appendix I Supplement, (CE, 1978),
Section 4 . 2 , showed the Dickey-Lincoln alternative most economical under
all forecasts cases.
(b) The environmental impacts of conventional
pumped storage was recognized in RDEIS Section 6.01.10.4 as being
characteristically similar but generally of a smaller scale from a land
use standpoint than a similar size conventional hydro-electric project
such as Dickey-Lincoln. However, elevated temperatures and solids
concentration would be expected to be more severe in a conventional
pumped stoarge facility.
(c)

This statement represents the opinion of

the commentor.
(d) The various load projections developed
resulted in a higher ratio of base to peak load and increased load
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factor as described in the Alternatives Appendix I, Section 3 and
summarized in Section 3.1. However, the load still requires a mix of
generating sources which, when optimized, included potential savings
when including a peaking facility which can store energy. The benefit
of Dickey-Lincoln over a conventional pumped storage facility was
presented in the RDEIS Section 6.01.4 and above in response to Section
(a) of this comment.
COMMENT:

19

The potential of small hydro facilities is
greatly underestimated by the Corps of Engineers. Considering only
those locations where dams exist in good condition in New England, the
potential for electrical generation is much greater than that of DickeyLincoln. Figures compiled by the Corps in a separate study indicate a
maximum potential capacity of 1,610,368 kW (170% output). These dams
are in good condition and are nearer than the Dickey-Lincoln site to
the center of electric demands; these facts suggest that the sites can
be developed at a favorable cost. Under these favorable circumstances,
the Corps' consideration and development of alternatives is not adequate
unless and until it develops economic cost and benefit figures for the
development of such sites. This is particularly urgent under NEPA
because the environmental costs of developing these sites may well be
negligible. While many of these sites will be more suitable for base
and intermediate than peak loads, they can replace fossil fuel plants
which, in turn, can replace the peaking potential of Dickey-Lincoln.
RESPONSE: Despite the large potential for
small hydro capacity, the costs associated with construction and diverse
nature of ownership and purpose limit this new source as a realistic
alternative to Dickey-Lincoln. Recent results of some site specific
small hydro evaluations are presented in response to the National Wildlife Federation Comment 16. Existing u s e s , in addition to cost and firm
capacity considerations, may preclude widespread development (See Vol. 1,
Part 1, Section 6.01.10.2). Such issues as limitations on pond level
and flow variation, requirements for fish passage facilities, or other
site specific use issues can be major environmental obstacles to development due to their relative cost impact on a small facility. The study
referred to in the comment is an inventory of small hydro/potential in
New England prepared by the Corps for the New England River Basin
Commission (NERBC). This study identified more than 10,000 dams of which
about 1750 dams warranted evaluation. The full potential of these 1750
dams, if developed, was estimated at approximately 1000 M W . Approximately
450 MW of this potential was considered economically developable without
considering the environmental, competing purposes, and other constraints
mentioned above. Optimistically, above 300 MW is considered a realistic
contribution by small hydroelectric facilities at existing dams to the
New England system.
COMMENT:

20

The alternative of purchasing power from the
James Bay Development in Quebec is grossly underrated. Present estimates
for Canadian demands for this power are well below the potential of this
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location for many years to come. All experts expect that this power
will be sold in the United States. Canada, certainly, is a much more
reliable source of power than many of the foreign energy sources which
the United States is today and will in the next 30 years or so be larqely
dependent upon.
RESPONSE: Power purchased on a long-term
contract from Hydro Quebec as an alternative to Dickey-Lincoln was considered unlikely. (See Alternatives Appendix I Supplement, (CE, 1978)
Section 2.2). Recent consumption and load growth statistics confims
the long-term growth pattern of 7.4% in energy as reasonable for Quebec.
Additionally, the James Bay Development is scheduled specifically for
province purposes so it would seem unlikely that any long-term contract
could be to the province's benefit. The availability of this power to
New England is further deterred due to lack of adequate transmission
facilities.
COMMENT:

21

Fossil fuels may be much more available than
has been commonly believed in the last few years. Recent recomputations
of known world oil reserves and new discoveries of oil reserves in locations such as Mexico and natural gas reserves and estimates both here and
elsewhere indicate that fossil fuel costs may not rise as rapidly nor the
problems of unavailability develop nearly as soon as the Corps has anticipated.
As such, the Dickey-Lincoln project will not
become economically attractive for a longer period of time, and so it
may be deferred until fossil fuel cost and availability become a more
serious problem. Indeed, only recently, the Federal Department of Energy's
Economic Regulatory Administration rejected several applications for the
importation of expensive LNG partly on the grounds that apparent increased
availability of domestic and nearby natural gas made such imports economically unattractive.
RESPONSE: The subject of fossil fuels and their
availability was not in the scope of the EIS or the RDEIS and as such
isn't directly addressed. Even so, recent worldwide oil shortages and
rapid price rises have effectively reduced the suggested viability of
using oil-fired alternatives as a way to defer the Dickey-Lincoln project.
Insofar as the availability and therefore the cost of fossil fuels is
concerned, cost escalation was not considered in the evaluation. If cost
escalation were considered, it would undoubtedly favor the Dickey-Lincoln
Project because Dickey-Lincoln is capital-intensive. In reference to
national energy policy, Secretary Schlesinger has said "The purpose of the
National Energy Act is to put into place a policy framework for decreasing
oil imports by:
replacing oil and gas with abundant domestic fuels in industry
and electric utilities,
•reducing energy demand through improved efficiency,
•increasing production of conventional sources of domestic
energy through more rational pricing policies, and
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'building a base for the development of solar and renewable
energy sources."
COMMENT: 22
The Fundy Tidal alternative is at least as
attractive as Dickey-Lincoln. The site "B-9" is computed to generate
electricity at a 2.67 cents per kilowatt hour which is roughly comparable to Dickey-Lincoln if not preferable.

RESPONSE: This alternative for tidal power
was classified in the Alternatives Appendix I, Supplement (CE, 1978),
Section 2.2 as an energy source replacing thermal energy in New England,
if implemented. The 1977 report entitled "Reassessment of Fundy Tidal
Power" confirms this role. The limitation of tidal power is relative
to the short period of time for daily generation based upon the tidal
cycle. This leaves three basic alternatives for considering the value
of output; (1) as surplus energy replacing oil energy; (2) base load
in combination with unusually fast loading steam fossil facilities; or
(3) base, intermediate or peaking capacity in combination with energy
storage facilities. None of the above roles would replace the DickeyLincoln project.
COMMENT:

23

Energy recovery from municipal solid wastes
has not been considered by the Corps. We feel that this alternative
is not only environmentally and economically superior, but would also
solve a serious environmental problem facing us today. We refer the
Corps to a study conducted by M r . Arthur R. Day of Augusta, Maine on
this subject.
RESPONSE: This subject and response to
the Arthur R. Day study is addressed in Section 9.06.4.16, Volume 2,
Part 1.

COMMENT: 24
The analysis of the social and economic
impacts of a massive construction project like Dickey-Lincoln mentions
many disadvantages, many adverse impacts on local residents and on the
construction workers as well. If anything, however, the adverse impacts
are understated.
For example, the RDEIS says in the initial
summary, "The influx of an outside construction force is expected to
adversely impact the rural communities near the dam construction site
in the St. John Valley by placing burdens on services and facilities."
The discussion in both the DEIS and the RDEIS makes clear the inadequacy
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of local governments to cope with the dam construction. With the partial
exception of Fort Fairfield, the local towns and plantations lack the
r e s o u r c e s - r e v e n u e s , personnel, and facil i t i e s - t o support a sudden
increase in population. What the RDEIS fails to evaluate is the probability that these resources will not be acquired or developed.
Since town officials and residents refuse to expand services until they
are sure the dams will be built, and since Maine town meetings are
characteristically slow to accept innovations, expecially costly ones,
and since new facilities and the training of new personnel take time,
it seems likely that the expanded services would be available about the
time the dams are finished and the construction workers leave.
RESPONSE: Work done by the New England
Municipal Center (NEMC) and provided in the Supplement to Appendix C ,
(CE, 1978), suggests a management plan to be implemented with a project go-ahead that will provide timely assistance to local communities.
Listed in that report are resource agencies that can provide technical
and financial assistance in specific areas.

COMMENT: 25
Probably the most seriously underrated
problems in the RDEIS discussion are the schools and the roads, since
in most small Maine towns these are the two most expensive budget
items. The RDEIS says that traffic would increase and heavy equipment
might damage minimally-built roads; some school systems would have to
add classrooms and teachers. These are expensive projects by rural
Maine standards; to improve roads and schools to meet the new demands
would require a lot more tax m o n e y . Usually, as a town grows, new
demands for roads and schools correlate roughly with increases in
permanent dwellings and therefore with higher local valuations and
property taxes. The greater burden is distributed among more and
more taxpayers. But this will not be true for the Dickey-Lincoln
project: "Increased tax base from housing would be slight because
most housing would consist of mobile homes and other nonpermanent
solutions."
RESPONSE: Federal funding sources exist
which could be tapped to alleviate the financial burden on the local
communities. A report prepared by the New England Municipal Center
(NEMC) included in the EIS as a Supplement to Appendix C , Social and
Economic Effects Assessment, 1978, describes some of the programs.
In the case of one Corps project, Chief Joseph Dam on the Columbia
River in Washington, the Corps itself supplemented other Federal funds
to reduce the financial impact of increased school enrollment on the
local area. A l s o , see response to comment #17, section 9.06.4.1, in
Volume 2 , Part I of the EIS.
COMMENT: 26
On the question of permanent effects of
the project, the RDEIS contains contradictory statements. The summary
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says, "The present social and economic structure of the area would be
irreversibly altered. It would be replaced in part by a different
set of values and standards." However, on page 4-30 the Corps accepts
the suggestion of the Savtsky report in Appendix C (Supplement): "It
is expected that the communities in the immediate impact area would
experience little permanent change. Due to strength of identity, the
region would, in fact, retain all of the pre-construction cultural and
structural characteristics as the population normalizes."
RESPONSE: The Savatsky report provides
the best evidence we have to date regarding the permanency of alterations to the social and economic structure of the area. Therefore,
the contradictory statements in the RDEIS text have been removed.
COMMENT: 27
The scenario in the RDEIS is of a sudden
influx of strangers and the sudden availability of — by local standards
-- a great deal of money. It seems probable that the local population
would divide. Some residents would exploit the new situation for
personal g a i n , with resulting local inflation, labor shortages,
housing shortages, and -- given the lack of local planning and zoning
controls -- the proliferation of shoddy retail and service establishments (as predicted in the RDEIS). Other people would try to live
their accustomed lives, wishing the new confusion, greed, and immorality
would go away.
If the Corps' initial idea is valid and,
after the dams were completed and the workers had left, there would
be permanent new values and standards, then the frustrated people
left in the area would be unable to uphold them. Whatever the expanded population and federal wage levels had supported, whether bars
and brothels or libraries and museums, would be as unprofitable in the
post-construction era as they are now, without the dams. As the RDEIS
predicts, a period of decline and retrenchment would inevitably occur.
Economically speaking, the St. John Valley would experience a boom and
then a bust, whether that was welcomed by the residents or not. The
discussion of v a l u e s — c h a n g i n g or u n c h a n g i n g — c a s t s a gloss of generalization over the facts that people's lives would be disrupted and that
benefits from the disruption, for those people who perceived or realized
benefits, would not last long.
RESPONSE: See response to comment #26.
The "Boom and Decline" report prepared by Savatsky indicates that the
strength of identity of this region will survive new values introduced
by the construction work force.

COMMENT: 28
The people who value the forest, the river,
their homes in the Allagash, the valley as it is n o w , would suffer an
irrevocable loss. Unlike the people who would choose federal wages
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and big projects, and who can find them almost anywhere in the United
States, the people who prefer the St. John as it i s have no alternatives
available. A g a i n , Corps personnel and expert consultants, with their
traditions of mobility, may have underestimated and undervalued some
Mainers' passionate attachment to their piece of land. To some — parti
cularly r u r a l — p e o p l e , where they live, matters infinitely more than it
does to others. This love of the land, regardless of its value or
attractiveness, is less often found in city dwellers.
To take their homes away from people who really
care about them, to destroy an environment that people love, can be
justified, in a democratic society premised on the importance of each
individual, only by an overwhelming public necessity. No such necessity
has been demonstrated for the Dickey-Lincoln project.
RESPONSE: Following Congressional Mandates,
the Corps' responsibility is to present an objective report examining
the economic feasibility of Dickey-Lincoln and the impacts of its implementation. It is then left to the judgement of the decision makers and
the people they represent to decide what trade-offs between project benefits
and costs serve the public interest.
COMMENT:

29

Aquatic Ecosystems and Fisheries (Appendix E
and Supplement) is another area in which the Corps seem to ignore its own
data. Mercury levels in f i s h , effects of sediment trapping on downstream
ecosystems, erosion of shoreline and rises in water table levels are a
few of the crucial areas in need of greater attention.
RESPONSE: This comment is reiterated and responded
to in the following comments numbered 3 3 , 3 4 , 35 and 36.
COMMENT:

30

The assumed annual summer drawdown from a full
reservoir to a level two feet below full is not valid. As the RDEIS itself
says:
"The maximum pool elevation would not be re-established every
year and would be dependent upon hydrologic conditions. The
41 year simulation indicates that the 910 msl elevation was
attained in 22 of the y e a r s . An elevation of 907 or higher
was attained in 30 of the y e a r s , 905 or better in 33 years
and 900 or higher in 36 of the years. In four of the years
studied, three of which occurred during the drought of the
1960's, the summer pool did not e x c e e d elevation 900. The
lowest summertime pool would have occurred in 1958 at approximately 890 feet msl."
The result of this effect would be summertime
mudflats in one year of seven that would extend 280 feet on 5% slopes and
1400 feet (more than 1/4 m i l e ) on 1% slopes.
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RESPONSE: Based on the 41 year simulation,
the normal pool fluctuation during the summer season (from minimum to
maximum) would be about two feet. The maximum summertime drawdown
during the 41 year simulation was 4.5 feet. It should not be inferred
that the summer season drawdown is necessarily below spillway crest
since, as stated, the maximum pool level may not reach spillway crest
every year. For this same reason, all areas below spillway crest
should not be classified as "mud-flats" since areas not inundated
during the preceding year would hardly have the character of a "mud flat."

COMMENT: 31
It must also be noted that the 2 foot drawdown figure itself is for "normal" drawdown: and actual summer drawdown could be much greater than 2 feet. "The maximum summertime drawdown based on 41 years of computerized simulation was 4.5 feet." In
other words, summertime pool fluctuations would be appreciably more
extreme than the RDEIS implies. The Corps' continued citing of the
2 foot figure in the RDEIS, both to postulate wetlands development
and to defend the recreational potential of Dickey Lake, is difficult
to justify.
RESPONSE: The Corps does not agree that
the summertime pool fluctuations would be more extreme than the RDEIS
implies. Based on a 41 year project simulation, the "normal" summer
season drawdown was about 2 feet and the maximum summer season drawdown
during the 41 year period was 4.5 feet, as stated in the RDEIS.

COMMENT: 32
This discussion has not taken into account
the effect on lakeside wetlands of the winter drawdown. The "normal"
figure of 22 feet winter drawdown would also be subject to considerable
variation, of course, and the fall water level (from which the "normal"
22 foot drawdown would begin) could be anywhere between 908 and 880
feet m s l . Since winter drawdown would have fatal consequences for
organisms living on the bottom of the reservoir in shallow areas, one
can infer that it would also have adverse effects on the proposed wetlands.
In sum, the statement that the effects of
drawdown and winter ice scouring "precludes the successful development
of shoreline vegetation" is probably accurate.
RESPONSE: This is a reiteration of conclusions drawn in the RDEIS and are noted as such. There is a more complete
discussion of future wetland habitats with the proposed project in the
Dickey-Lincoln School Lakes 404 Evaluation, Attachment 1, Section V.
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COMMENT: 33
effect

effectfishhabitatunfavorably:Inaddition, fluctuating
fish habitat unfavorably: would

would be unable to form, due to ice havoc in winter and long periods
of exposure in the early spring and fall.
2. Late fall low levels limit spawning of some species such as
brook trout.
3. Species that lay eggs in shallow areas would be subject to
desecration.
These factors coupled with high mercury
levels severely limit any fish populations establishing themselves
within the lake. The costs of annual stocking are high and do not
preclude the hazards of mercury poisoning.
RESPONSE: It is true that fluctuating
water levels unfavorably affect fish habitat; these effects have been
discussed in detail in Appendix E. It is also true that stocking of
Dickey Lake will not preclude the hazards of mercury accumulation
(see also Comment 2, Section 9.08.1.6, Vol. II, Part I) However, the
mercury concentrations in Dickey Lake will not limit the ability of
fish populations to become established in Dickey Lake, but will reduce
the desirability of such a population for sport fishing and consumption.
COMMENT: 34
The Corps projects 100% trapping of sediments
within the Dickey impoundment. It then states that this will have no
effect on the 100 year life of the reservoir. However, the Corps does
not consider the effect of nutrient trapping on the production of downstream habitat. What value do nutrients trapped in the impoundment
have for farming activities below the impoundment? The periodic inundation of agricultural areas with stream sediment is the basis of
fertility and productivity in some areas. In some instances dams have
been built which robbed the soil of the previously replacable soil
nutrients. Stream micro and meso fauna rely on the nutrients which
a river provides. If micro organisms do not survive neither will other
animals which feed on them, a phenomena which will adversely affect
that food webb for all species dependent upon it.
RESPONSE: As explained in Appendix E,
(CE, 1977), diversity of the aquatic biota will increase progressively
downstream from the Lincoln School Dam as the daily discharge fluctuations are dampened, water temperatures approach those ofthenonregulated system, and nutrients are input from the St. Francis and
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Fish Rivers. A l s o , nutrients input from the Allagash River will not
be trapped within the Lincoln School Reservoir, and dissolved nutrient
within the Dickey Lake hypolimnion will also be transported downstream.
These factors assure a food base for the downstream aquatic communities.
The effects of sediment trapping on farming
activities below the impoundment will also be m i n i m a l , as explained in
the EIS, Volume 2, Part I Section 9.06.1.2, Comment 25.
COMMENT: 35
The Corps also neglects the effect on the
water table of creating a 300 foot high impoundment. Projects of this
magnitude have been known to raise the water table to such a height
that swamps are created in areas which were previously high and dry,
affecting land value, homes and businesses by rotting foundations and
destroying productive land.
RESPONSE: Reference is made to Paragraph
2.05, page 2-8 of the Dickey-Lincoln EIS dated August 1977, and also of
the RDEIS, 1978. The steep relief surrounding the major portion of
the 300 foot high impoundment and the lack of habitation in the area
limit the groundwater effects to conditions of saturation in the immediate vicinity of the pool. Foundations of future structures will be
designed for any change in the water caused by the reservoir pool.
COMMENT: 36
The Corps has relied heavily on lake fishing
as a replacement for the recreational value of the inundated river
systems. However, on page 12-13 of Appendix E, Aquatic Ecosystems and
Fisheries Studies (Supplement), Northern Maine Mercury Investigations,
the Corps reports "that most lake trout from study lakes in the Dickey
region exceeded 0.5 ppm mercury; several of the larger specimens contained 1 ppm, and one specimen contained 2 ppm. The FDA accepted
level for human consumption is 0.5 ppm."
This d a t a , coupled with the fact that "newly
impounded reservoirs become natural sinks for mercury during their early
years" will mean that sport fishing in Dickey Lake will be negligible.
RESPONSE: Refer to Section 9.08.1.6, in this
document, Comment 2, U.S. Dept. of the Interior. Note that FDA guidelines
have recently changed the acceptance level of mercury in edible portions
of fish from 0.5 to 1.0 ppm (FDA Administrative Guidelines Manual, 1978).
Also refer to the proposed Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plan (Appendix K,
Revised, C E , 1980).
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COMMENT: 33
The estimates for the value of the forest
land which will be lost as a result of the project are understated
Maine is rapidly approaching 100% utilization of all forest growth
intensively for increased output, the sacrifice of one of the most
productive timber areas becomes even less acceptable.

RESPONSE: Appendix F, (1977) Terrestrial
Ecosystem Analysis, (p. 26-39) recognizes that the proposed reservoirs
would inundate a high percentage of prime spruce-fir lands. It was
estimated that the forest site productivity in the bottomlands is
14-21% higher than the average site productivity for Aroostook County.
Data compiled by the U.S. Forest Service (Ferguson and Kingsley 1972)
indicates that 60% of the commercial forest land or 2.2 million acres
occur on sites capable of growing 85 cubic feet/acre/year. This suggests that the 56,976 acres of spruce-fir land within the impoundment
areas could represent 2.6% of the high quality sites in Aroostook
County.
The Forestry Economic Impact Study in the
Appendix C (Supplement),1978, recognizes that the recent budworm outbreak appears to have serious effects on growth and mortality so that
demand for spruce-fir could exceed supply within a decade. See response
to comment 35, Section 9.06.1.2, (p. 9-42), in Vol. 2, Part I of the
EIS.

COMMENT: 38
The reservoirs will cut off several hundred
thousand acres from direct access to the United States by land. The
cost of this loss and the increased cost of forest management that
will result is inadequately addressed.
RESPONSE: See the forestry economic impact
study in the Supplement to Appendix C (CE, 1978).

COMMENT: 39
3. The lost opportunity costs of jobs
in forestry, jobs in wood processing facilities, forest products
manufacturing plants, and the increased tax base which they represent are not included in the benefit cost ratio. While the Corps
claims that these secondary benefits should not be included in
the benefit cost ratio, they are no less justified than the redevelopment benefits for questionable reductions in unemployment which
are claimed and included as project benefits in the economic analysis
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RESPONSE: Employment (redevelopment)
benefits are specified in the Water Resources Council - "Principles
and Standards" as a beneficial effect of project construction that
should be explicitly considered in project economics. As directed
by Senate Document 97, secondary benefits are not to be quantified
and included in the benefit-cost computation. In addition, secondary
costs such as lost opportunity costs also are not quantified and
included in the benefit-cost computation.

COMMENT: 40
The claims for reestablishment of a productive forest within the impoundment area after the useful life of
the project has expired is based upon no reliable data. It is our
belief that the Corps' estimate of 80 years to reestablish productivity is over-optimistic.
RESPONSE: An 80-year restoration time
frame is considered realistic under intensive forest management.
Under favorable conditions red spruce will attain a merchantable .
diameter (>9"DBH) and reach 60 feet in height in 60 years (Fowells
1965). Balsam fir may be expected to reach a merchantable size and
height of 50 to 60 feet in 50 years. The pathological rotation age
for balsam fir is generally 70 years. The restoration program incorporating direct seeding and plantings would be expected to establish
forest regeneration within 20 years after the project life so that
60 years later a working forest would exist on the site. In 100 years
from the present it is expected that timber demands will justify
commercial thinnings before 60 years of forest growth.

COMMENT: 41
The plans for wildlife mitigation will
require a loss of forest productivity and the economic advantages
which that activity would represent. There is no way to mitigate
adequately the loss of a natural riverbank habitat, as new riverbanks cannot be established and as the lakeshore habitat will be
inhospitable to wildlife (as described under aquatic ecosystems and
fisheries.)

RESPONSE: The FEIS acknowledges the loss
of riparian habitat as an irreplaceable and irretrievable loss which
cannot be adequately mitigated. The actual objectives for mitigation
are presented in the proposed Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plan
(Appendix K s Revised, C E , 1 9 8 0 ) .
Note that t h e proposed plan does recommend
measures to improve the wildlife habitat value of the Dickey Lake
shore!ine.
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The environmental impacts of the proposed
wildlife mitigation plan and alternatives have been assessed and are
included in the FEIS. On balance, the adverse impacts of mitigation
are far outweighed by the benefits to be derived. Implementation of
the current mitigation plan would increase rather than reduce overall
forest productivity. Economic losses will be incurred by the commercial forest industry, however, timber harvesting will continue
on the mitigation lands as the primary wildlife management measure.

COMMENT: 42
Geology and seismology of the impoundment
area are fundamental to any study of dam site feasibility. However,
the Corps study has been less than adequate in several areas. Inadequate research and a tendency to ignore seismological data undercuts
its report.
In Volume II, page 9-248 of the RDEIS the
Corps states that "Geologic reconnaisance of both the Rocky Mountain
Fault and the Hunnewell Linement did not reveal any of the surface
characteristics that would be expected if there were present day
activity along these faults." Yet, on page 28 of the Earthquake
Investigation, EIS Appendix A , Geology & Seismology, in reference to
defining an active fault the Corps states, "Faults may move in the
subsurface and have no surface manifestations. A lack of surface
evidence is common east of the Rocky Mountains in the United States
and Canada." In the same report forest cover is purported to be the
reason why statigraphical data is incomplete for this area. If ground
cover limits knowledge of stratigraphy, surely surface reconnaissance
is of limited help in determining fault activity.
RESPONSE: Refer to Volume 2, Part I of
the EIS, Section 9.06.2.1, Comment #26f.
COMMENT: 43
Regarding this first bit of data as inconclusive, one would move on in search of other data related to fault
activity. Earthquakes could be considered a definite sign of seismic
activity especially if well documented, though any report is likely
to be considered significant in areas of recorded activity.
"Local residents were asked if they could
recollect having felt any earthquake motions. Some of them knew of
an earthquake felt strongly in 1925. They also spoke of feeling
earthquakes in other y e a r s , but their recollections were vague."
(Earthquake Investigations - page 29, EIS Appendix A)
"Questioned earthquake events, probably
from USGA non-instrumental d a t a , might be important as one of them
lies only 20 miles from Dickey-Lincoln damsite. Two others are a
little over 30 miles away."
(Earthquake Investigation page 17, EIS
Appendix A)
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Both of these statements are discounted
by the Corps as being subject to error, yet mechanical documentations
of earthquakes have been recorded within 20-40 mile radius of the
dam sites. In addition, the Corps has not evaluated the significance
of three small earthquakes reported for the site area between October
1975 and December 1977.
RESPONSE:
Section 9.06.3.22, Comment 2a.

Refer to V o l . 2 , Part I,

Assumptions made for earthquakes in the
vicinity of the dams are three units more severe than for earthquakes recorded in the area.
In evaluation of the three minor tremors
which occurred at the Dickey-Lincoln School site between October 1975
and December 1977, geophysical consultants to the Corps of Engineers
place no significance on tremors of this size. They are considered
commonplace in New England and are considered to represent minor
structural adjustments.
COMMENT: 44
In a letter to former Governor James B.
Longley, dated August 2 3 , 1978, (see Appendix C) M r . John Rand,
Consulting Engineering Geologist, raises additional questions concerning seismology and Dickey-Lincoln. They are summarized as follows:
(a) "The large Dickey dams to be built
on up to 200' of clay silts and sands, will be particularly susceptible
to damage and failure under seismic loading...due to inherently poor
dam foundation materials."
(b) The Corps definition of a modified
mercalli (MM) intensity IX earthquake (the Dickey area rating) is
incomplete. The definition should read:
Panic is general. Ground conspicuously
cracked. Damage is considerable in masonry structures built especially to withstand earthquakes, and especially built wood-frame
houses are thrown out of plumb. Damage is great in substantial
buildings, some collapse. Frame buildings may shift off foundations.
Underground pipes sometimes broken. Damage serious to reservoirs.
(c) On page 4 4 , paragraph 112, Earthquake
Investigations, the Corps states: "Earthquakes are known to have
occurred coincident with filling and with changes of water levels
in reservoirs. The occurrences are few. All of these reservoirs
are large, volumes of water in billions of cubic centimeters, height
of dam greater than 100 meters." Dickey's volume will be about
9 1/2 billion cubic meters and its main dam over 100 meters high.
The Rocky Mountain Fault trends for more than 50 miles adjacent to
and 1 ocally beneath the Dickey reservoir.
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seismic activity, and of possible earthquake hazards, yet seems to dismiss
the evidence as inconsequential.
A more serious attitude towards the dangers
inherent in a massive undertaking such as the proposed Dickey-Lincoln
Schools dam project is essential to a professional weighinq of its
feasibility.
RESPONSE:
Section 9.06.4.1, Comment # 4 .

(a)

Refer to Volume 2, Part I,
'

(b) The abridged definition contained in
Appendix A of the Draft EIS was condensed by the Corps of Engineers
consultant for the purpose of lending clarity and understanding for the
lay person. The abridged edition is not considered to have significantly
altered the longer version.
(c)

Refer to Volume 2 , Part I, Section 9.06.2.1,

Comment #26e.
COMMENT:

45

Section 404(t) of the Clean Water Act provides
that any Federal agency proposing to place fill material in any portion
of the waters of the United States within the jurisdiction of a State
shall comply with any State requirements (both substantive and procedural)
controlling the placing of such material to the same extent any person is
subject to such requirements. The State of Maine has such statutory
requirements. However, the Corps has not applied for any State permits
for such actions. We concur with the opinions of William R. Adams, Jr.,
Administrator, U . S . Environmental Protection Agency, Region I, and
Henry Warren, Commissioner of Environmental Protection, State of Maine,
that Section 404(t) mandates that all required State permits be obtained
prior to the issuance of the final 404 evaluation and submitted to the
Congress under Section 404(r).
RESPONSE: It is our position that Section 404(t)
of the Clean Water Act was intended by Congress, as manifested in the full
legislative history of the A c t , to apply only to maintenance dredging
activities of the Corps of Engineers involving the disposal of dredged
material. Since the Dickey-Lincoln project does not involve maintenance
dredging, Section 404(t) is not applicable.
COMMENT:

46

While we realize the the likelihood of a disastrous failure of the d a m , whether from earthquake, structural deficiency
or other cause, may be s l i g h t , the EIS dismisses the p o s s i b i l t y too
casually. There should be a complete assessment of the likely
economic losses, environmental disruption, and loss of human life that
would result from such a disaster.

67

RESPONSE: Section 1.05.4 Dam Safety of the
revised DEIS addresses this issue. Attention is also directed to the
response to Comment No. 3 on page 9 - 7 9 , Vol. 2 , of Part I of the EIS.
COMMENT:

47

3. There is very little reference to the project life beyond the planned 100-year period. If the project is to have
a fixed life span, the need for and cost of decommissioning should be
addressed as part of this assessment. A more complete analysis of the
potential for restoring a productive forest ecosystem within the impoundment area should be completed.
RESPONSE: A 100-year period of analysis was
chosen as the longest period permissible for determining economic
feasibility under the Water Resource Council's Principles and Standards.
It is not anticipated that the project would be removed at the end of
this 100-year period.
COMMENT:

48

4. In evaluating alternatives to the project,
the RDEIS fails to consider such alternatives in combination to determine
whether one or more of them would satisfy the power needs in question.
RESPONSE: The response presented in Vol. II,
Part I pertaining to this issue is considered appropriate. Attention
is directed to Comment & Response #10 on pages 9-173 & 174.
9.08.3.9

National Wildlife Federation - Counsel
COMMENT:

1

1. Although the Federation does not believe
that the benefit/cost ratio concept, as presently implemented by the
United States Army Corps of Engineers, has any validity whatsoever for
evaluating water development projects, the Federation believes that the
crime should not be compounded by the deletion of legitimate costs or
the inclusion of wholly unwarranted benefit claims. Specifically, the
Federation believes that the deduction of $31 million on the grounds
that these expenditures are for "future facilities" is entirely u n w a r r a n t e d .
If these portions of some possible future facilities are to be build now,
they must be justified now. If this means that the Dickey-Lincoln School
Lake Project cannot be justified without authorization of the additional
facilities, then these facilities should be fully described along with
their environmental impacts and the authorization to construct them
should be requested at this time.
RESPONSE: The determination to include these
provisions initially, rather than with the future facilities, was based
on many considerations i.e. disruption of power generation if c o n s t r u c t e d
after initial energization, feasibility of construction with initial
work in place and the probability of the future expansion being needed
and authorized. Evaluation of these many considerations clearly justify
the inclusion of basic provision for future expansion with the initial
construction.
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These provisions for future expansion would not
contribute to the initial project output. Therefore, the costs of these
basic provisions are deleted from the economic analysis of the initial
project, so that the analysis will not be unduly prejudiced
These costs
are, however, included in the economic analysis for the future expansion
A study of the project economics at Oct. '79
price levels indicates that inclusion of the $37.5 million would only
reduce the benefit/cost ratios by one tenth, or 2.6:1.0 and 1.4:1 0 dependinq
a
on the interest rate u s e d .
The EIS describes the future expansion and addresses the impacts should they be implemented.
COMMENT:

2

A second substantial error in the computation of
the cost of the Dickey-Lincoln School Lakes Project relates to the incorrect
use of the statutory discount rate in the computation of interest during
construction. Federal law requires the government to recover the cost of
electrical generating facilities including the cost of interest during
construction, at a much higher rate than the statutorily-authorized 3-1/4%
discount. In general, the rate of interest which the government is required to recover as interest during construction is based upon the rate
of long-term government borrowing at the time the hydroelectric project is
constructed. In our o p i n i o n , the repayment rate which is currently in
the 7% range is the rate which should be used in computing interest during
construction which is a cost of the project.
RESPONSE: Your opinion on the appropriate
interest rate has been noted. However, as you acknowledged the 3 1/4%
interest rate is statutorily-authorized and therefore must be utilized by
the Corps for economic analysis of the Dickey-Lincoln project. In the
latest update (Oct 1979) of project benefits and costs an analysis of the
project was supplied at the current federal interest rate of 7 1/8%, with
a benefit-cost ratio of 1.5 to 1.
COMMENT:

3

On the benefits side, the Federation fails to
understand how the Corps can continue to include $3.5 million worth of
transnational downstream benefits. These benefits clearly will not be paid
for. Negotiations with respect to a treaty which might have provided for
some payment for the regulated releases from the Lincoln School Dam were
broken off, according to the State Department, over a decade ago and there
is no present prospect that they will be resumed. Moreover, since the
alleged benefits accrue outside the United States, we do not understand
how these benefits which will not accrue to the U.S. economy can be
included in a national economic benefit computation.
RESPONSE: The project's regulation of
flows would result in increased generation of 350 m i l l i o n kilowatt-hours
per year at downstream hydroelectric plants in New Brunswick, Canada, it
has been assumed that this energy would be shared equally by the United
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States and Canada, although final terms would be dependent upon formal
negotiations with Canada. In developing the project's economic analysis
(benefit/cost) the full amount of increased generation is treated as an
economic benefit attributable to the project to whom so ever the benefits
may accrue. The financial feasibility analysis (Repayment/Analysis)
prepared by the Department of Energy does not include that portion of the
downstream energy to be retained in Canada.
In view of the many queries on this subject, an
economic analysis, excluding the Canadian portion of downstream power
benefits has been calculated to demonstrate sensitivity to this adjustment.
The resulting benefit/cost ratio does not change, remaining at 2.7 to 1
and 1.5 to 1 for respective interest rates of 3 1/4% and 7 1/8% at Oct.
'79 price levels.
COMMENT:

4

Another problem with the benefit side of the
computation is the inclusion of $717,000 worth of annual flood control
benefits. The response to our comment on the DEIS with respect to this
issue asserts, in effect, that benefits can be claimed for preventing
floods which would do no damage (and it might even do some good) if
regulatory measures of unknown, but presumably very limited costs were in
fact implemented. We see no justification for this position.
RESPONSE: Our response to your comment in the
DEIS indicates that regulatory measures do not prevent floods or protect
existing property, but rather are used to control future use and development of floodprone lands to reduce the flood risk. A g a i n , no assumptions
concerning costs were made.
COMMENT:

5

While the Federation supports the use of economic
efficiency analyses in which proposed federal hydroelectric projects are
compared to the most likely non-federal alternative on an equal basis
(i.e., with comparable financing and treatment of tax, insurance and other
factors), the Economic Efficiency Analysis in Table 1.0-8c is, to say the
least, confusing. Because an economic efficiency analysis, if done
properly, is a much more valid method of assessing the viability of federal
hydroelectric projects than the traditional benefit to cost ratio method
employed by the Corps, the Federation believes the Economic Efficiency
Analysis ought to be explained in greater detail in the Final Environmental
Impact Statement.
RESPONSE: Please reference response to Comment
# 2 , Section 9.06.3.10, pg. 9-213, Vol. 2 , Part I.
9.08.3.10

National Wildlife Federation - Northeast Regional
Executive
COMMENT:

1

First, it should be noted that the Corps responded
to only a portion of NWF's comments on the original D E I S , namely that
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portion filed by Joel T h o m a s , Esquire. My own comments in behalf of NWF
were filed in writing with the Corps at the public hearing in St Johnsburv
Vermont. M r . Thomas' comments clearly refer to my testimony in behalf of
NWF and state that his comments were to a considerable extent "supplemental" to mine. Thus it is hard to understand why there was no response
to my comments. This is not a matter of nit-picking, since many of NWF's
most important concerns and arguments were contained in my comments.
Therefore, at this time NWF m u s t consider the Corps response to our
comments as seriously incomplete.
RESPONSE: According to M r . Thomas' letter of
6 December 1979: "...the following comments are intended to supplement and
to some extent summarize w h a t M r . Shedd said rather than to repeat here
everything which he said at that time." Those comments contained in that
letter were responded to in the RDEIS. At the public meeting held in
St. Johnsbury, Vermont on November 14, 1977 it was stated that any testimony
to be considered as an official comment on the DEIS, to so indicate and the
testimony would be considered as such. The written statement was submitted
as testimony at the public meeting and to our knowledge, no indication was
made to include it as a formal comment on the DEIS.
COMMENT:

2

Response to Comment 3 (interruptible power).
Interruptible power does not necessarily serve to limit peak demand only
under emergency conditions. The cutoff point can be set at any level which
is mutually acceptable to the customer and the utility. In fact, arrangements of this type are in effect in many parts of the country. Moreover,
while there may be some regional power grids which neither have nor project
blocks of interruptible p o w e r , it is an undeniable fact that most of the
nation's major power grids project the development of at least some interruptible power. For the Corps to simply accept the work of the utilities
and project NO future interruptible power for NEPOOL is simply unacceptable.
Surely New England is not so lacking in business and industry to which
interruptibel power would be acceptable that we cannot have any of this
type of peak load reduction!
RESPONSE: The comment reflects the opinion of
the commentor. The response to Comment # 3 , Section 9.06.3.3 presented in
Vol. II to this same issue on page 9-158 is considered appropriate and
no further response is offered.
COMMENT:

3

Response to Comment 4 (probable taxpayer subsidy
of Dickey-Lincoln). The statement that the user will actually bear 98% of
the cost of Dickey-Lincoln holds true only if the actual cost of the project
is what the Corps says it will be. When the true costs and benefits are
figured, and not the artificial ones imposed by Congress, the difference
will clearly have to be borne by the taxpayer. Simply saying
that
project makes economic sense most emphatically does not make it so.
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RESPONSE: The Dickey-Lincoln project will produce a vendable output, i.e., electric power, which will ultimately be
paid for by the consumers of that power. Once the project is completely
constructed, the Department of Energy calculates the price that is to be
charged for power that will recover total construction costs allocated to
power at the existing interest rate which is set by the Secretary of Energy.
The repayment period is 50 years. This repayment procedure applies to all
Federal hydroelectric power projects. The costing of Dickey-Lincoln project
prior to construction is a dynamic process. An annual update is performed
to reflect latest engineering and cost estimates. Actual or true cost
can only be known after construction is complete. This is true with any
project - public or private.
COMMENT:

4

Response to Comment 9 (flood control benefits).
The basis for assigning so much value to flood control benefits in the
form of lessened streambank erosion and crop damage seems highly speculative, at best. This figure should be drastically reduced or dropped from
the B/C ratio altogether.
RESPONSE: Flood damage reduction benefits are
based on field damage surveys performed by experienced damage survey
personnel and on information provided by knowledgeable individuals in the
local area. Benefits that were estimated represent the end product of
extensive engineering and economic investigation. Total flood control
benefits amounted to $856,000 at 3 1/4% and $841,000 at 7 1/8% at the
October 1979 price level.
COMMENT:

5

Response to Comment 17 (why is Dickey not being
built by private industry?). This is a complete non-answer. If DickeyLincoln were really all that attractive financially, private utilities
would be interested in finding the money to build it regardless of the need
to build baseload capacity at this time. The hard truth is that DickeyLincoln makes no economic sense until artificially low interest rates are
used and artificial benefits are included.
RESPONSE: At this time no additional information
can be added to the response to Comment 17, Section 9.06.3.3 Vol. 2, Part I,
P. 9-165.
COMMENT:

6

The response (to previous comment 18) deals only
with the energy which could be provided by wood growing on the project
site itself. However, the question deals with wood fuel in and about the
project site, which implies an area larger than just that which will be
flooded. Moreover, the question of wood fired plants as an alternative
to Dickey-Lincoln was one of the important questions raised in my comments
on behalf of NWF, to which the Corps did not respond. Please note the
comments on this subject in the Alternatives section of this document.
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RESPONSE:

See Response to Comment 13 included

in this section.
COMMENT:

7

Response to Comment 27 (power marketing)
Although the proposed power marketing arrangement may be legal (we intend
to explore this subject further), it raises another serious issue
Obviously "preference customers" will not, for some time to come, be able
to absorb a substantial portion of Dickey-Lincoln's output. Since the
rationale for a public works project of this nature is to provide public
power, rather than to directly or indirectly subsidize private utilities,
the whole purpose of building Dickey-Lincoln at this time is seriously
undermined.
RESPONSE: This comment reflects the opinion of
the commentor and accordingly no response is offered. The response
presented in EIS Vol. II, Part I to this same issue on page 9-69,
Comment #36, Section 9.06.2.1 is considered appropriate.
COMMENT:

8

Dickey-Lincoln clearly stands condemned by the
Economic Efficiency Analysis. Even with the inclusion of unwarranted or
unduly inflated benefits (such as downstream power and flood control), and
the exclusion of certain costs which should be included, the Analysis shows
that comparably financed alternatives would do as well, and the enormous
environmental damage caused by Dickey-Lincoln could largely be avoided.
This fact, alone, should be sufficient to cause the Federal Government to
turn to the alternatives.
RESPONSE: The economic efficiency test is unique
to the Corps of Engineers and is not recognized by other agencies as a
viable economic parameter. The Corps uses the analysis as an ultimate test
of the project's economic soundness. The inclusion of benefits such as
downstream power and flood control are provided incidentally to construction
of the Dickey-Lincoln project and under guidance of Senate Document 97 and
Water Resources Council guidelines these components are to be quantified
as benefits and included in the total computation of benefits. In the
economic efficiency test benefits which would be foregone by the alternative
(employment, flood control and downstream power) are actually added to it
in order to obtain a valid comparison. The Corps does not feel that the
benefits are unduly inflated as they are based on field surveys and intensive engineering and economic i n v e s t i g a t i o n . No costs were excluded which
should have been included under the aforementioned guidelines under which
the project was evaluated.
COMMENT:

9

First, the Corps has commendably dropped the
recreation benefits from the project. Nevertheless, the downstream power
benefits and flood control benefits remain.
The Corps' reason for
including the former is far too shaky; these downstream power benefits
should not be included unless and until there is a firm agreement with
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Canada on the subject. As previously noted, we feel that the supposed
benefits of controlling streambank erosion and crop damage are also
unjustifiably high.
RESPONSE:
Comment #9 for downstream benefits.

See response to Section 9.08.3.8,

The data sources, assumptions, methodologies
and computations that were used to estimate annual benefits through
the reduction of crop damage and streambank erosion are contained in
Dickey-Lincoln School Lakes Design Memorandum 4 A , V o l . 2 , Part I and
Appendix J , p. 7-13. The Soil Conservation Service was the prime source
of historical data for crop losses and streambank erosion due to flooding.
An intensive planning effort utilizing the latest economic and hydrologic
data was employed in estimating these benefits. In the absence of
specific points of criticism on the basic inputs to the two benefits, no
further explanation other than the above cited reference can be offered.
Guidelines of Senate Document 97 and the Water Resources Council were
adhered to in this benefit estimation.
COMMENT:

10

All of these points are m i n o r , though, compared
to an overall view of the Benefit/Cost ratio. Approximately one year has
passed between the release of the original DEIS and the Revised DEIS.
During that time power costs have risen slightly; this fact is properly
reflected by a rise of about 3/4 of a million dollars in projected power
benefits. A t the same time, construction costs have risen dramatically.
According to the Department of Interstate Reports of the Federal Highway
Administration, highway construction costs rose by approximately 30%
during 1978 and rose 34.5% during the last three quarters of the year.
Although construction costs for a project such as Dickey-Lincoln might not
rise at quite as high a rate as highway construction, due to the much
lesser use of materials such as concrete and asphalt, the two types of
construction are in many ways quite comparable. Both involve hugh amounts
of earth moving with the same general type of equipment. Costs of equipm e n t , parts, repair, maintenance, and labor are skyrocketing for this type
of construction. Even at a conservative estimate, then, the cost of
constructing Dickey-Lincoln has risen something like 20% in the past year,
yet the Corps estimates only a 2% rise in construction c o s t s , then subtracts
a $31,000,000 figure (absent from the original DEIS) to make construction
costs appear lower than they were a year ago. This is patently absurd!
At anything like a realistic inflation r a t e , Dickey-Lincoln has already
been knocked down to a Benefit/Cost ratio of approximately 1 to 1, even
allowing for the unrealistically low interest rate of 6-3/8% and accepting
benefits which should not be included. This sort of economic wishful
thinking simply will not go unchallenged.
RESPONSE: The project estimate in the DEIS is
based on March '77 price levels, and the estimate presented in the Revised
DEIS is based on October '77 price levels. Therefore, the two estimates
reflect the price level change over a six month period, not the twelve
month period suggested by the commentor.
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reservoirs was estimated to have increased by 2.8%. This increase was
based on published construction indexes by the Bureau of Reclamation for
hydroelectric facilities and on more refined design accomplished during
that period.
An independent estimate of the major construction
features, representing approximately 90% of the project cost, was prepared
by a large engineering firm in 1975. Since that time annual updates have
been accomplished using the above described procedure. In 1980 this same
engineering firm was contracted to prepare an independent estimate of the
major construction features. The results indicate that the values estimated
by the Corps are approximately 1% higher.
With respect to the elimination of costs for
"Basic Provisions for Future Expansion" from the economic analysis, attention is called to the response to Comment #1 by National Wildlife Federation, Section 9.08.3.9.
COMMENT:

11

Alternatives. In our view, this remains by far
the weakest section of the Dickey-Lincoln DEIS and is still highly inadequate. Though there have been some beneficial substantive changes, many
of the changes are cosmetic in nature.
The problem lies with the basic assumptions made
in the Alternatives section. These assumptions are used as the building
blocks for a carefully constructed edifice crowned by the Dickey-Lincoln
project. Indeed, if one accepts each of the underlying assumptions,
Dickey-Lincoln appears to be the inevitable choice of ways by which New
England can beat its peaking power needs. However, if even one of these
assumptions is rejected, the entire edifice crumbles.
RESPONSE: The Alternatives Section approach as
described in Section 6.01.1 of the RDEIS was developed considering all
potential alternatives to Dickey-Lincoln and simulating the need and
economy of Dickey-Lincoln over a large range of load conditions reflecting
possible effects of various load management and conservation measures.
The techniques utilized developed a logical sequence of screening alternatives and a detailed simulation of the most effective alternatives in
comparison to system loads.
In a d d i t i o n , the sensitivity of the analysis was
tested to consider how rejection of a number of assumptions would affect
the project with the results indicating viablitiy of the project. Consequently, it appears that the broad statement of inadequacy of the Alternatives section of the RDEIS is not an objective or substantiated comment.
COMMENT:

12

Need within 1985-1990 time frame. No one questions
the fact that electrical power needs in New England will continue to grow
for some time. However, NEPOOL already forecasts a much reduced growth
rate, and the Corps' own analysis indicates that conservation and load
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management could reduce 1990 peak load demands by about 3.5 times the
output of Dickey-Lincoln. Therefore, simply to say that DickeyLincoln will be needed eventually, due to increasing power needs, is
meaningless in terms of a 1985-1990 time frame.

RESPONSE: The evaluation of the effects of
load management and conservation on system load growth proved the DickeyLincoln project to be a viable system addition under a variety of projected load forecasts and capacity alternatives. Although a particular
time frame of in-service was utilized in the system simulation
(specifically 1986) the sensitivity of the project, based upon the variation of the forecast and alternatives, established this generating
source as an appropriate mix with the other sources of generation
available to the region. Consequently, only drastic changes in load
shape, load growth rates or in alternative generating source costs
outside of the sensitivity range considered should affect the viability
of Dickey-Lincoln in the time frame after 1986. The economic viability
of Dickey-Lincoln is not at all limited to a 1990 in-service date.

COMMENT: 13
New sources of base load power not an
alternative. This is one of the most fallacious assumptions, since
it ignores the total energy picture. The DEIS speaks about the number
of barrels of oil which Dickey-Lincoln would save. Well and good, but
it really doesn't matter whether a barrel of oil is saved in generating
peaking power or base load power. If a new source of base load power specifically wood fired generating plants - can save the same amount of
fossil fuel as Dickey-Lincoln, that fossil fuel can then be used for
peaking power. The end result is the same, and fossil fuel consumption
will have been held at approximately the same level. For the DEIS to
say that such savings must be applied to the national goal of saving
fossil fuels is a political decision which the DEIS has no right to
m a k e , nor even to suggest; the DEIS should be factual, not political,
and the nation's energy goals have certainly not been articulated in
any such detailed and dogmatic manner.
RESPONSE: The alternatives given initial
consideration included wood-fired steam plants in the Alternatives
Appendix I, (CE, 1977), Section 4.3.2 and 7.2.2. Technical feasibility
was recognized, but the wood-fired plant was eliminated from the final
evaluation primarily because of expected fuel supply instability. As
presented in response to the NWF original comment 1 8 , in Vol. 2 of the
RDEIS, w o o d , because of its dependence on the local timbering activity,
high cost of transportation and storage as well as competing uses is
not considered to be an alternative to the project nor a viable addition
for meeting projected demands of a large regional electric utility
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system. Even s o , there are particular cases where wood-fired generating
sources can and should be developed as a part of an energy system where
conditions are appropriate. The evidence to date has not demonstrated
any cost reduction potential for wood-fired plants in comparison to
conventional thermal plants. The comparison responding to the original
NWF Comment 18, Section 9.06.3.3 in Vol. 2, Part I was to show the
relationship of the equivalent wood energy production associated with
the amount of direct land required for Dickey-Lincoln as compared to
the Dickey-Lincoln hydroelectric energy production. The subject of the
total potential regional wood fuel resources was not within the scope of
the EIS other than to the extent Dickey-Lincoln land was related to the
overall forestry resource. Wood-fired generation was not considered an
alternative to Dickey-Lincoln as a peaking facility due to the nature of
its slow response generating machinery and relatively higher costs. Thus,
it is more comparable to intermediate/base load sources. There was no
reason to include wood-fired generation in the power cost simulation of
the Dickey-Lincoln benefits evaluation since there was no indication that
wood-fired generation could be expected to provide a cheaper source of
generation than planned facilities included in the forecast. The size
of installation and reliability of fuel supply would present problems
in substantiating both the input and the results of this simulation.
Relative to saving fossil fuel, the use of
water and wood as renewable energy sources need not be considered mutually
exclusive. The feasibility of Dickey-Lincoln and fossil fuel savings
associated with water power generation doesn't impact the potential for
producing energy from wood fuel to reduce fossil fuel consumption.
COMMENT:

14

Conservation and Load Management not an Alternative. This has been discussed under Item 1. Obviously conservation and
load management would not be alternatives to Dickey-Lincoln if electrical
power demand is projected to grow indefinitely and other sources of power
are not found. In view of the time frames being discussed, though, and
the future availability of excess base load power for pumped storage
hydro, this argument has little validity.
Some further observations about conservation are
in order. The Corps studied the cost of implementing conservation measures
beyond those envisioned in other discussions of conservation and load
management. The conclusion was that in order to save the equivalent of
Dickey-Lincoln's output, several times the cost of Dickey-Lincoln would
have to be spent. While there is some value in this analysis, it is
badly flawed in two respects. First, it assumes that all of the less costly
load management and conservation will take place without the need of any
effort on the part of the Federal Government. This is unwarranted. In
fact, the Federal Government might very effectively spend money in a
variety of ways to bring about conservation and load management which do
not depend on the expensive measures listed in the DEIS. Second, the
assumption is made that business and industry has done a l l it can to conserve energy, and that all savings must come from private households via
draconian measures. A g a i n , this is unwarranted. The overall effect is one
of double jeopardy for the c o n s e r v a t i o n of e l e c t r i c i t y as an alternative.
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discard all the relatively easy and inexpensive means of saving energy
as being unworthy or unnecessary of Federal attention and begin to
figure the costs only when conservation begins to require really costly
implementation. This is surely not a balanced assessment of the possibilities and the costs.
RESPONSE: The assumption that electrical
power demand will grow is the result of the detailed planning process
undertaken by the electrical power industry and NEPOOL specifically,
and substantiated by historical trends. Future updates will account
for changes in long-term NEPOOL forecasts. Pumped storage and base
load power are addressed in the RDEIS Section 6.01.10.4 and are reconsidered in Section 4.2 and 4.3 of Appendix I Supplement, (CE, 1978).
Conservation and demand controls did reduce the need for storage
peaking capacity, but the Dickey-Lincoln case was still found to be
the optimum alternative.
In reference to conservation measures and
Federal Government intervention, the 1978 National Energy Act offers
an incentive type philosophy of loans, grants and tax credits that
may affect the conservation alternative toward even more effective
implementation than projected in the study. A reevaluation of conservation and load management with reference to the National Energy
Act may be appropriate.
No assumption has been made that business
and industry have done all it can do in the conservation area. Section
3.3.3 of Appendix I Supplement, (CE, 1978), notes that the relationship
between demand for residential and commercial sectors is assumed constant. In addition to the 1354 MW reduction in the residential sector
to be accomplished through "draconian measures." 715 MW would come from
the commercial sector and 366 MW from the industrial and institutional
sector. Figure 2.1 in Appendix I Supplement, (CE, 1978), reflects
this combination.

COMMENT: 15
Any Alternative to Dickey must provide
electrical power. This view is implicit in the condescending comments
about the Massachusetts Audubon Society study which indicates the cost
of Dickey-Lincoln would be better spent on insulation of homes. We
return to our argument in Item 2: a barrel of fuel oil saved in heating
a home is exactly as good as a barrel of oil saved in running electrical generating plant. And a barrel of oil saved by using solar heat
for domestic hot water, for example, is also as good as a barrel of oil
saved at the power plant.
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RESPONSE: The alternatives evaluation
includes a detailed production cost simulation of alternatives considering those facilities or measures that could replace, in aggregate
or in part, the value of Dickey-Lincoln to the electrical system. The
more expensive or less feasible alternatives were eliminated since
direct comparison of Dickey-Lincoln with less than the most feasible
alternatives would be unrealistically favorable to the Dickey-Lincoln
project substantiation.
The system simulation in the alternatives
study considered measures for matching generating resources and demands
by evaluating alternative generating sources including thermal, hydro,
and non-conventional sources matched to various load projections and
inclusive of measures for load management and conservation. The nomenclature for an alternative should not be confused with the fact that
other forms of balancing the load/demand (e.g., conservation) were
considered. In effect, the conservation and load management considerations eliminated generating stations by reducing the 1986 demand forecast as much as 3,483 MW below the base c a s e , but it did not eliminate
the economic justification for the Dickey-Lincoln project as a part
of the surviving system resources.
The objective of the evaluation is, as
described in response to Comment 12 in this section, to provide for
the projected electrical system needs as effectively as possible.
Oil savings are an important associated benefit of Dickey-Lincoln,
but are coincidental to the primary objective. Such savings of oil
by the use of renewable energy sources or conservation measures are
important to the national interest. There was no intention to imply
that oil savings from Dickey-Lincoln eliminated the need to implement
other methods of saving o i l . This point is discussed in Section 6.01.9.1
of the RDEIS relative to conservation measures.
COMMENT: 16
Any single alternative must, by itself,
do all the things which Dickey-Lincoln can do. This concept shows up
in the rejection of existing and undeveloped small hydro s i t e s because
of their supposed lack of "large dependable hydro capacity.
No doubt
some of Dickey-Lincoln's dependable hydro capacity would be absent in
a consortium of small hydro developments, but this i s no reason to
reject such an alternative out of hand. In fact, such a rejection
flies in the face of much New England policy, i . e . Massachusetts, tne
Connecticut River Basin Commission, etc.
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RESPONSE: The methodology of evaluation by a
system production cost approach considered all potential alternative
facilities which can provide capacity of energy to the system and then
optimized the economic/operational generation source m i x , based upon the
alternative load characteristics. As approached in the previous comments,
under a broad range of expected conditions, Dickey-Lincoln proved to be
an economical and feasible asset to the system. To provide comparative
cases, many of the conditions considered did not include Dickey-Lincoln.
These were found to be more expensive.
Small hydro facilities were screened from the
initial group of potential generation alternatives on the basis of the
limited dependability for providing firm capacity due to the numerous
sites that would be involved and the conflict with existing uses. Within
the NEPOOL region three examples of small low-head hydroelectric development at existing dams were recently studied under the D O E , PRDA program
with the following results of cost in present day terms and including
interest during construction:
Site
Lowell

Capacity

Installed Cost $/kW

15,000 kW

$1,040

North Hartland

6,000 kW

$1,560

Chicopee

1,600 kW

$2,650

With consideration to the facts that the sites
were to a degree preselected for potential prior to funding by DOE and all
include existing dams in excellent condition, the cost of new small hydro
facilities can be expected to be high. This will disqualify a large share
of the regional potential from present consideration. Other problems
include the combination of numerous sites (greater than 2,800) and
diverse ownership interests which would prove difficult in establishing
a valid development plan for new capacity projections. Consequently,
the conclusions and general misgiving presented in the EIS, Vol. I,
Section 6.01.10.2, Hydroelectric, are still principally valid. It is
unrealistic to consider small hydro as a direct alternative to DickeyLincoln. This is due to developmental planning difficulties, conflicting
uses, operating/flow limitations and high capital costs.
Although the total capacity at existing dams
in New England available for economic development may be relatively small,
any future alternative study updates should necessarily take into account
the findings of all DOE studies and other feasibility analyses conducted
recently in New England. See Section 9.08.3.8, Comment 19 in Vol. II,
Part I, of the EIS.
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COMMENT: 33
In order to provide a valid study of
alternatives, several of these flawed concepts need to be discarded
and a fresh approach used. Two vital ingredients are needed if any
alternatives study is to be valid. First, New England's total energy
picture must be considered, not merely electrical energy. Second,
to use a slange phrase, what will give the biggest energy bang for the
Federal buck?
The first ingredient has already been
discussed or touched on at several points. For instance, there is
the matter of wood-fired generating plants. The city of Burlington,
Vermont is planning to build a 50MW wood-fired generating plant at
an estimated cost of about $80 million. At the same time, WheelabratorFrye is constructing a 40 MW equivalent electrical and steam plant in
Maine. Obviously the technology for such plants is available and it
is considered that they can produce base load power at a price competitive with other forms of base load power. Three such 50 MW plants
would produce as much power annually as Dickey-Lincoln at a fraction
of the initial cost. Under any reasonable standards of forest
management, New England has plenty of surplus wood to fuel such
plants for the foreseeable future. Environmental effects, though
perhaps not insignificant, would be much less than the effects of
Dickey-Lincoln and would also have the advantage of being far more
dispersed. Likewise, employment benefits would be steadier and more
dispersed, avoiding the social upheaval and boom and bust cycle which
Dickey-Lincoln would cause. In view of all these advantages, why
aren't wood-fired plants considered as an alternative to Dickey-Lincoln?
Obviously because wood-fired plants are most efficient for base load
power, and "base load can't be considered an alternative to peaking
power".
However, once the total energy picture is
considered, the distinction becomes artificial. A hitherto unused
fuel, wood, replaces fossil fuel for base load generation, thereby
saving a certain quantity of fossil fuel. That saving can be considered
solely as a saving in the interest of national energy goals, but nothing
says that it must be. It can just as well be considered a national
goal to save the upper St. John basin if that can be done with no additional expenditure of fossil fuel. The point is that the Environmental
Impact Statement should consider all realistic alternatives,without
artificial political constraints or artificial technological distinctions.
RESPONSE: Wood-fired and solid wastefired electrical generation are addressed in Section 6 Alternatives
of the EIS and supportive appendices thereto.
Expansion of the study scope to address
New England's total energy picture is not warranted nor desirable.
This would only serve to further complicate an already complex subject and further delay the decision-making process.
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COMMENT:

33

The second ingredient in a valid alternatives study - the biggest energy bang for the federal buck - is closely
related to the first. Once the artificial constraints separating different energy forms are removed, the alternatives question becomes,
"How could a federal investment on the order of Dickey-Lincoln have
the greatest possible effect on energy production and/or energy saving
in New England?" Various mixes of different alternatives at different
levels relative to each other can then be computed to determine the
optimum mix. Just as an example, such an analysis might show that
the ideal mix would be to spend $250 million on wood-fired base load
plants; $100 million on plants fired by municipal solid waste; $150
million on insulation of existing homes; $125 million on development
of small hydro sites; and $150 million for installation of solar collectors for domestic hot water. This mix might product and/or save
1.75 times the estimated output of Dickey-Lincoln, thereby making it
possible to actually use less fuel in New England and simultaneously
save the upper St. John Basin. Of course, the best alternative might
prove to be a single o n e , such as investment in wood-fired plants alone.
The point is that the citizens of New England,
and Maine in particular, are being asked to give up a very great and
irreplaceable resource if Dickey-Lincoln is to be built. This great
sacrifice should not be required unless there is no feasible alternative.
Although it may seem complex to study various mixes of the options
suggested here, this certainly is not beyond the expertise of the
Corps, especially in this computerized era. And until the true alternatives, free from all artificial constraints, are analyzed in detail,
National Wildlife Federation must consider the Alternatives section of
the Revised DEIS as totally insufficient.
RESPONSE: Many forms of electrical generation and storage along with load management and conservation measures
are addressed in Section 6 - Alternatives of the EIS and supportive
appendicies thereto. They include all the alternatives mentioned by
the commentor including various combinations or mixes of these alternatives.
With respect to consideration of the total
energy picture of New England in lieu of only the electrical energy
picture, reference is made to the response in the preceeding comment.

COMMENT: 19
It appears that some changes may have been
made in the Revised DEIS which are designed primarily to make DickeyLincoln appear more palatable. We sincerely hope this is not the case,
yet little changes have crept in which appear to fit such an explanation.
Two examples will suffice. On page 4 - 1 8 , the first paragraph under
Recreation alludes to the possibility of conflict between residents
and temporary workers. This section has been toned down greatly from
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corresponding section on page 4-16 of the original DEIS. Then on
page 4-30 i s the statement, "It is expected that the communities to
(sic) the immediate impact area would experience little permanent chanqe
Due to strength of identity, the region w o u l d , in fact, retain all of
the preconstruction cultural and structural characteristics as the
population normalizes." This statement is preposterous; there is no way
that the boom and bust of Dickey-Lincoln construction could have so
little effect on the people of this area. Moreover, we are unable to
locate any statement of this sort in the original EIS.
RESPONSE: Additional studies as presented in
the Supplement to Appendix C (CE, 1978), Social and Economic Effects
Assessment account for some changes made in the Revised DEIS.
(1) The revised draft suggests a mitigative
action that may help to lessen the potential conflict between residents
and temporary workers. Other than that the two texts just about
correspond verbatim.
(2) The statement on page 4-30 was made because
of evidence provided in the Savatsky report
"A Scenario of Projected
Boom and Decline in Northern Aroostook County, Maine, Resulting from
Dickey-Lincoln School Lakes Dam Construction," which was based on other
construction projects in rural areas similar to Maine. The Savatsky
report has been reproduced in the Supplement to Appendix C , (CE, 1978).
COMMENT:

20

Another change, suspicious but possibly
unintentional, occurs in reference to land between the Canadian border
and the Dickey reservoir; the original DEIS states that the land "would
be isolated," while the revised DEIS says "could be isolated."
RESPONSE: The Draft EIS, p. 4-22, did in fact
state that "an area between the Little Black, Big Black and St. John
Rivers would be cut off from direct access by the proposed impoundment."
However, if the reader continues on in the same paragraph, the next states,
"However, access can be provided through a system of bridges and causeways over selected areas of the impoundment." The statements presented
in the RDEIS, (P. 4 - 3 4 ) , also reflect the fact that though these lands
may be cut off due to the impoundment, access can be provided into the
area. The lands between the Canadian Border and the Dickey Reservoir
would be isolated because of the project.
Access can be provided through a system of new
bridges and roads. However, this would be accomplished by provisions
for compensation to the landowners of loss of access. An estimate for
compensation was included in the projects' Real Estate Design Memorandum
which is considered sufficient for damages incurred. See Comment d,
Section 9.08.4.3.
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9.08.4

Private Individuals
9.08.4.1

Elizabeth H. Doak
COMMENT: 1
Non-specific comment on DEIS.

RESPONSE: The EIS preparation staff
thanks you for your comment on the Dickey-Lincoln School Lakes
Project RDEIS and acknowledges your opposition to the proposed
project.
9.08.4.2

Larry E. Morse
COMMENT: 1

I was pleased to see you have combined
into one statement the assessment of possible environmental impacts of
the dam and the transmission lines, since development of neither would
be meaningful without the other.
RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment.
Refer to Volume 2 , Part I, Section 9.06.2.1, Comment 4 .
COMMENT: 2
I am still not convinced the northern
route for the transmission lines corridor is preferable when compared
with the alternatives through east-central Maine. In responses to
earlier comments, you admit that control of travel along the corridor
would be difficult if not impossible; hence I believe you should consider such travel to be an anticipated impact of the project and
therefore address the impact on the corridor area of these anticipated
activities.
RESPONSE: Inherent in DOE's study methods
was the overall objective of determining the route that would have the
least damage on the environment. The analysis, as reported in Appendices
B and C , (DOE, 1978) indicates that Plan E (a western plan) would have
the least overall total impact on all aspects of the environment.
The criteria for selecting the more northerly
route were discussed in Appendix C (see the Transmission Planning Summary).
The system planning studies, environmental studies, and reconnaissance
studies all led to the same conclusion that Plan E is the best of the
five alternative plans. The environmental study associated with examining the five plans of service concluded that more adverse environmental
impact would occur on the southern routes than with the western or
northern plans.
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Our reports make it clear that control
of use of the rights-of-way under the lines will basically be the
option of the Fee Owner of that property. Department of Energy
restrictions would only be those necessary to assure the integrity
and reliability of the transmission circuits. DOE would be willing
to work with the Fee Owner to control entry where that was his wish.
The potential will exist for increased
recreational use in the wildlands as a result of the creation of
the transmission right-of-way. Although impact due to increased
recreational opportunity through greater access was generally identified as being positive in the D E I S , the actual tabulation of impact
highlighted the negative effects of the proposal. This tabulation was
performed after an extensive investigation to determine the location
of existing, proposed and potential recreational resources. These
resources are documented and assessed in Appendix I, (DOE, 1978).
In addition to recreational resources commonly considered in such
an assessment, there was an attempt to record features in the
"wildlands" which are representative of remote characteristics such
as high elevations, remote trout fishing ponds and their shorelines
(mapped as Proposed Recreation and Conservation Areas), and surface
water bodies where recreation potential exists. Other more commonly
known features such as public lands, wildlife viewing areas, canoe
routes, wild and scenic river candidates, camping areas, hiking
trails, fishing streams/lakes/ponds, great ponds, sporting camps,
and lookout tower/fire tower sites were also mapped and evaluated.
Through the mapping and evaluation exercises, severe and high impacts
were assigned to many sites and areas. In so doing, such sites and
areas were further analyzed with respect to the mitigation of impacts.
COMMENT: 3
Adequate consideration has not been given
to the potential value of wilderness and backcountry recreation once
the carrying capacity of m o r e accessible areas is reached. The fact
that there is presently relatively little demand for recreational
use of the project lands is therefore no indication they lack future
value in this regard. Estimates of recreational and backcountry
values lost should take into account this anticipated increased demand
for such resources in coming decades.
RESPONSE: The recreation visitation
projections as discussed in the RDEIS and Revised Appendix G Recreation Resources, were coordinated with the Heritage,
Maine Bureau of Parks and Recreation. Future potential value ana
creased demand for the types of recreational opportunities
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Conservation
available

C O M M E N T : 33

Closer coordination should be developed
with specialists familar with distributions of rare or endangered
plant or animal species and unusual vegetation or geological features;
the lack of consideration of such expertise is particularly detrimental to conclusions about impacts to natural heritage elements
along the transmission routes, since much of the proposed route is
through lands not adequately treated in general natural history
publications. An example of such route-selection procedures is that
now used by the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA). Only following
assessment of features that might be impacted should the choice
between route strategies be made.
RESPONSE: Close consultation with
regional specialists in both the public and private sector was a
key factor of this study. Pages 12-1 through 12-5 of Technical
Appendix E, (DOE, 1978), lists 47 such biological authorities who
were consulted. Moreover the consulting group which conducted this
study had previously authored a definitive work on significant natural features in Maine, and they applied their experience to this
project.

COMMENT: 5
Presumably, effective conservation of
the Furbish Lousewort will require protection of certain downstream
areas, including specifically one large population in New Brunswick;
are any significant social, economic, or environmental impacts anticipated in protection of such habitat areas?
RESPONSE: In comparison to the project,
we do not think that protecting habitat areas for the Furbish lousewort
will result in significant social, economic or environmental impacts.

COMMENT: 6
Any new information in the comments should
be incorporated in appropriate places in the text of the EIS, and the
changes specified in the list of errata and additions should be incorporated directly into the text as well.

RESPONSE: The EIS preparation staff has
taken into full consideration any new information that was presented
in the comments on the DEIS. Those changes stated in the Addenda and
Errata text have been incorporated into the text of the FEIS.
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COMMENT: 33
The original comments and the responses
to them should be arranged in the same sequence and labelled in the
same way.
RESPONSE: Your comment is appreciated
by the EIS preparation staff. The comments and respective responses
on the DEIS were broken out and included in a separate document
(Volume II) for purposes of keeping an orderly record of the comments
and responses, and in turn sequenced in the order of Federal agencies,
State agencies, Private Organizations and Private Individuals.
The comments and responses on the RDEIS
have been made as one text, Volume 2 , Part 2 , and printed in the same
manner as explained above.

9.08.4.3

Auburn E. Brower
COMMENT: 1

To m e the greatest criticism of the EIS is
its too strong slant in favor of Dickey-Lincoln along with a decided
avoidance of placing a value on innumerable items of cost or unfavorable impact. To this must be added that there is no satisfactory
statement of an investigation of many impacts and numerous alternates.
RESPONSE: The role of the EIS is to present the impacts of the proposed project economically, environmentally,
and socially; and their severity. The establishment of importance
requires value judgements and this is the domain of the decisionmakers and the people they represent. The Corps has presented an
unbiased report following Congressional mandates. It is up to others
to decide what trade-offs between the project's benefits and its
impacts are acceptable.
COMMENT: 2
When private investors must pay about 10%
interest, plus taxes and insurance, the interest rates used for the
Dickey-Lincoln components are unrealistic, and must be indirectly
made up by the taxpayers.
RESPONSE: The economic analysis of the
Dickey-Lincoln School Lakes project was performed in s t r i c t accordance with guidelines established by Senate Document 97 as modified
by
subsequent legislative and executive actions. The 3
rate
is statutorily - authorized for analysis of this
identical analysis at the current Federal interest rate is also
exhibited for informational purposes.
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COMMENT: 33
Despite the situation of all the foregoing produces, the Maine taxpayers and citizens are repeatedly
called on to approve or reject the Dickey-Lincoln project. Actually
the above seems to be illegal. (EIS 1978, Vol. 3 p. 274 says:
"failure to provide decision makers with all relevant decisionmaking information is a direct violation of NEPA).
RESPONSE: NEPA does require that decision
makers be provided with all relevant decision-making information. This
is being done through public workshops, public hearings, the revised
draft EIS and comments received from the public as a response to
these meetings and public documents. The Corps must consider the
view of the Maine taxpapers in whatever form they are presented.
COMMENT: 4
Many organizations have made a large number
of comments on the EIS, some of them up to over one hundred. I realize
laws, practices, and continuing developments are responsible for part
of the vagueness and indefiniteness of the EIS, but all this does
emphasize the fact that too much of the EIS is incomplete, indefinite
and that it glosses over too many items of needed information. In too
many places consultants have displayed a lack of knowledge of conditions,
classification, biology and habits of species, and therefore lack of
ability to make practical recommendations for this remote natural area
which is difficult of access.
RESPONSE: In the opinion of the staff,
all available pertinent information is presented. As stated in previous Comment #1, the role of the EIS is to present the impacts of
the proposed project economically, environmentally and socially, and
their severity. See the following comments in Volume II, Part I:
Section 9.06.4.5, Comment 3; Section 9.06.4.17, Comment 1; Section
9.06.1.1, Comment 24; and Section 9.06.2.1, Comment 3.

COMMENT: 5
"In the settled portion of Maine the
original forest was removed from most of the land for agriculature,
pasture, hay, etc.; its use for these purposes discontinued, trees
are beginning to grow on these change-use lands (in the last 40 years,
two million acres have been reclassified as forest land), but most of
these acres will not produce good sawlogs for a long, long time.
Despite this, some have taken this area as an integral part of Maine's
forest area and equated acre for acre against the 88,000 acres to be
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cut for the Dickey reservoir, when there is no valid comparison
all. The chief acreage to be lost or partially so if Dickey-Lincoln
is implemented seem to be:
Lincoln dam and developed area
Dickey reservoir
Dickey-Lincoln buffer zones
Transmission line
Cut off beyond Dickey reservoir
Deer mitigation

24,441
88,643
38,737
3,500
206,665
161,000
504,249

acres
acres
acres
acres
acres
acres
acres

plus 100 mi.
of roads
amount of loss?

These figures are incomplete for roads,
borrow pits and other uses. The Seven Island Land Company states
that a half million acres of their lands along will be affected
(EIS, 1978, Vol. 3, page 360). This is a staggering loss to Maine
over a wide area where the products of the forest would be used.
Wood fiber is a commodity which can be expected to steadily increase in value. It is unique, irreplaceable area in many ways."
RESPONSE: Appendix F, (1977), Terrestrail Ecosystem Analysis (p. 26-39) recognizes that the proposed reservoirs would inundate a high percentage of prime spruce-fir lands.
It was estimated that forest site productivity in the bottomlands is
14-20% greater than the average site productivity for Aroostook County.
The EIS recognizes that as a part of Aroostook County, the area produces a higher percentage of sawtimber than other Maine counties.
Implementation of the project would commit
128,212 acres of land and water within the United States. This includes
the following:
Total Area For Project
121,680 acres (excludes 5,700 acres in Canada)
Transmission Lines
6,030 acres
Accessways for Transmission
502 acres
Lines
128,212 acres
A breakdown of the areas which are listed
in your comment with associated acreages should be as follows:
Lincoln School dam development and reservoir
Dickey dam development and reservoir area
Dickey-Lincoln buffer zones & islands
Transmission Lines
Cut off beyond Dickey reservoir
Deer mitigation

2,745
82,840
36,095
6,030
183,768
14,540

acres
acres
acres
acres
acres
acres in the
Allagash River
Basin.

The flooded reservoir areas and right-of-way
clearing
would remove 81 ,946 acres from timber production. The
owned buffer zone (300' width) will encompass 22,741 acres adjacent to
the lakes. This includes a landlocked area of 1 ,565 acres between the
branches of the Little Black River.
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Although terrestrial habitats will be managed
in this zone, timber removals will be limited compared to a commercial
forest management plan. The Dickey reservoir will isolate 13,400 acres
on islands where timber will not be readily accessible.
A limited access area of 183,768 acres will be
created between the Big Black and Little Black Rivers. However, timber
production will not be lost on these lands. Timber harvested in the area
has been and is presently going to Canadian m i l l s . (Appendix C , Supplement , 1978).
The wildlife mitigation plan will not remove
lands from timber production. However, wildlife management goals will
likely affect timber marketability and supply on these lands (Appendix C,
Supplement , 1980, and Appendix K, Revised, 1980).
Borrow sources necessary to provide suitable
material for the earth structures have been identified within the impoundment areas. Therefore no additional lands will be required for earth
borrow sources and access thereto. A potential rock borrow source has
been identified and preliminary tests indicate the materials to be suitable
both in quantity and quality to meet the rock borrow requirements. (Final
EIS, Section 1.07.2). This rock borrow source is located outside the
project lands, however, the area required would be less than 10 acres and
has an existing access.
The total length of highway to replace the 5
miles of existing highway to be relocated would be about 8 miles.
COMMENT;

6

The buffer zones of Dickey and Lincoln Lakes will
contain 38,737 acres. The lake will inundate 287 miles of streams, and
what of the brook trout and some other life which will be isolated one
from another of the regular and intermittent flowing streams in the watershed area of Dickey. It seems most of these trout will be rebuffed by
the wide deforested buffer zone, the deep drawdown b a n d , and the quiet
reservoir. Except a few of the largest streams, won't all of these trout
be killed by winter conditions, and the watershed become largely sterile?
(EIS 1978, Vol. 2-59.)
RESPONSE: The streams that would becomen tributaries to Dickey Lake presently support populations of brook trout. Because
the physical habitat within these streams above the 910 msl elevation will
remain unchanged following reservoir filling, winter and summer conditions
will have the same effect as they do at the present. Trout will leave
areas of unsuitable habitat during the w i n t e r , usually be moving downstream
to deeper water. Similarly, the buffer zone and drawdown band may be
unsuitable for permanent brook trout habitat, but may be acceptable seasonally and the remainder of the tributary will remain unchanged. Only 18.9%
of these tributaries lie within the proposed flood area; this leaves 81.%
of the tributary mileage within the watershed unchanged.
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COMMENT;

7

Sediment yield for St. John River gauging2
station
at Dickey is approximately 30 tons/Mi /year (EIS Vol
The figures on sedimentation secured at the station are obviously far
sediment will be carried into and deposited in the reservoir
The great
loads will be carried in and deposited out from the mouths of the many
streams which drain into the reservoir; four are called rivers and may
form deltas in spite of wave and ice action. These streams will carry in
large amount of rock, gravel and silt in suspension; the first two items
dropped immediately and a large part of the suspended material before
reaching the gauging station. Perhaps the greatest amount of all will be
by the thousands of rivulets originating in the cleared buffer zone or the
exposed drawdown a r e a , plus the large amount from wind, wave and ice
action on the walls of the reservoir. This material will be continually
redistrubuted by wave action until it reaches the bench below the maximum
drawdown level. This last is well below a level at which most aquatic
organisms will be able to live; therefore, it cannot be a habitat for
most of them. These benches around the 360 mile shore will contain a
great amount of material.

RESPONSE: The EIS preparation staff feels that
these points were adequately addressed in the RDEIS by the supplements to
Appendices E and F , (CE, 1978), and the response to Comment 21, Section
9.06.3.2 of Volume II, Part I, of the EIS.
COMMENT:

8

The complete lack of a study of the insects, other
arthropods and invertebrates of the proposed Dickey impoundment has been
previously pointed out. To a research worker the collections on which
Appendix E are based were the result of an untimely, ill-conceived,
impractical project. These collections made the last half of September
when nearly all fish food insects would be small nymphs or larvae, but
a small part of which could be authoritatively determined to species,
collections made in small shallow streams in areas of flowing or rapidly
flowing water, cannot be compared with most of these same stations when
they are on the bottom of a reservoir, especially a deep, widely fluctuating
one. The steep barren, or practically s o , shores of the projected reservoir will be subjected to great fluctuation, and deep water provides
neither habitat or food for aquatic insects of for brook trout. These
collections and study have one stream collection (Site 1) and one shallow
lake collection (Site 18 in three feet of water) which can be closely
duplicated after the reservoir has been filled. The lists of species are
useful in helping to show the wealth of life in the area before "impact,
but practically valueless for showing the impact of the proposed DickeyLincoln project.
RESPONSE: The aquatic insect survey of the
Saint John River drainage was conducted to document existing fauna within
the project area and to form a basis for predicting changes in the aquatic
insect communities assuming project implementation. It has been acknowledged that this survey's primary g o a l , to determine the existing n u m b e r
of aquatic insect species within the project a r e a , has been accomplished.
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2

However, the point that this type of survey is "valueless for showing the
impact of the proposed Dickey-Lincoln project" is not valid. Based on the
habitat requirements and distribution of the aquatic insects within the
project area, and a review of the pertinent literature, it is apparent
that much of the fauna now present in the study region would not be
present in Dickey Lake. The change from a lotic to a lentic habitat
will eliminate the organisms that are dependent on flowing water; these
rheophilic forms presently dominate the aquatic insect communities of
the area. The assessment of insect forms that are likely to persist in
Dickey Lake were based on the projected physical conditions of the lake,
habitat requirements and physiological adaptations of the insect taxa,
and aquatic insect succession observed in previously-studied impoundments.
COMMENT;

9

That which would give the most definite information would be a study of several of the o l d e r , large, drawdown reservoirs
in Maine; most of them much more favorable to life than Dickey-Lincoln will
be. My 26 years experience in working thousands of light-trap catches from
the timbered portion of Maine has shown that whenever light traps are
placed near shallow, preferably flowing water with a suitable bottom, large
catches of aquatic insects adults can be expected in June and July. Most
of these adults can be identified to species. None of these essential
conditions will be met by Dickey Lake. The above natural conditions have
evolved during 8 to 12 thousand y e a r s , and barren, sterile Dickey Lake
cannot compete. I would say Zooplankton must be expected to be minimal
because of the lack of nutrients. This study cannot be considered a
satisfactory impact report even on aquatic insects since no checks were
made and the bottom of the reservoir location precludes checks after the
reservoir is filled.
RESPONSE: We agree that lotic habitats support
a diverse assemblage of aquatic insects, and this has been shown by the
aquatic insect survey within the project area streams. We also agree
that Dickey Lake will be nutrient limited, and this will limit the
carrying capacity for aquatic insects and zooplankton. However, the
projections of insect taxa that are likely to survive in Dickey Lake have
been based on habitat requirements and aquatic insect succession observed
in previously studied impoundments. The difference in community structure
between lotic and lentic environments have been considered and utilized
in the projection of Dickey Lake aquatic insect communities.
COMMENT:

10

The great numbers of insects, other arthropods
and invertebrates of the terrestrial forest of the major portion of the
impacted area have not been considered. These compose a high portion of
the animal life of the a r e a , but have been virtually ignored. These have
developed over a long period of time along with the plant life. Some in
close association with species or genera of plants. Some of the species
are undoubtedly existing in close association with some of the rare and
endangered plant species within the banks of the St. John River. The
destruction of one species of life may lead to the disappearance of associ.
life. We know little of this except to give high priority to their preser
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vation. A much greater diversity and number of terrestrial species
undoubtedly exists in the forest.
RESPONSE: The Endangered Species Act of 1973
is intended to prevent destruction to extinction of both plant and animal
species (including invertebrate species). No threatened or endanqered
invertebrates are known to occur on the project area.
The endangered Furbish lousewort does occur in
the project area as well as other river systems in Maine and Canada.
Lousewort studies, supported by the Corps of Engineers, were directed to
Dr. Brower's specific comment on the interrelationships between plants
and insects as well as other physiological requirements. The Furbish
lousewort is pollinated exclusively by a single species of bumblebee
(Bombus vagans) which is one of the two most common bumblebees in the
project area (Macior, 1977 in Supplement to Appendix F , C E , 1978).
This interrelationship is the only one known to
us that could possibly result in "...the disappearance of associated
life..." as raised by Dr. Brower's comment.
COMMENT:

11

Comments on Peaking Power. Dickey Lake as a
reliable peaking unit seems questionable. The upper St. John River ranges
from a raging torrent to scarcely flowing. Maine weather is notoriously
erratic. The importance of Dickey as a reliable peaking power source
seems based on the assumption that a spring fill of up to 910 feet can be
depended on, but apparently this is not reliable, and certainly will not
be true if two to three dry years come in succession, something to be
expected. Wouldn't the planned peaking power be in a serious position?
RESPONSE: The project's average annual output
and its operation are based on simulated studies using actual stream flow
data covering 41 years of record. These studies reflect the wide
variations in stream flows referred to in the comment, including a long
term drought ("critical" hydroperiod) from December 1963 to March 1969.
The reliability of the project as a peaking power
source is not based on refilling the Dickey Lake to elevation 910' msl each
and every Spring. Attention is called to Paragraph 1.08 of the EIS.
COMMENT:

12

The one year the simulation fell to 890 feet
(EIS 1978, Vol. 1-21); this would produce a great wide drawdown of 32,000
acres of reservoir sides during the summer and leave but two feet of water
available in a greatly diminished reservoir just prior to the long
Neither the reversible turbine, which would require much electrical energy,
or some other pump-back system seems equal to this demand, with a
shortage of water.
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RESPONSE: At a pool elevation of 890' msl there
is 22 feet of storage remaining before the minimum operating power pool
elevation of 868' msl is reached. The 32,000 acres referred to in the
comment is the difference in lake area between the full pool level at
910 feet msl and the minimum pool level at 868 feet m s l . The minimum
power pool level of 868 feet msl occurred once during the 41 year
simulation, following an extended drought period from 1963-1969. In
actual operation, springtime run-off will be forecast based on wintertime
snowpack conditions, and discharges will be made through the winter
according to these snow cover conditions.
COMMENT:

13

The planned pump-back system sounds very costly
in energy and if there is a shortage of water can the situation be
handled? If peaking energy depends on such as expensive pump-back, the
only valid answer seems to be it should be produced near where it is most
needed and will not suffer a substantial loss in transmission. I feel
that the alternate of reducing the electrical demand in southern New
England by reducing space heating, outdoor signs, heated swimming pools,
air conditioning and other luxury items has not been adequately considered.
Too much of the increasing demand for electricity is because of the use
of luxury items of which there is no end. A huge dam on a small watershed
with a low run-off, with an expensive pump-back, which can operate but
15% of the time does not sound sensible.
RESPONSE: The output of the pumped-storage
feature of the project is approximately 290 million kwh representing about
20% of the project's on-site generation. The feasibility of the pumpedstorage feature is not dependent on the stream flow conditions, but rather
on the availability of economic off-peak power in the system. The
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission has stated that sufficient economic
off-peak power will be available in the system to sustain the initial
pumped-storage development should the project be energized in the 1990
timeframe. The availability of pumping energy and the characteristics of
pumped-storage facilities are discussed in Section 6 of the EIS. Conservation is also covered in Section 6 of the EIS and Appendix I thereto.
COMMENT:

14

The most viable sites for endangered and rare
plants of the whole riverbed are largely ignored. The species of common
and rare plants in the Dickey reservoir have scarcely been noticed, and
all can be destroyed as unknown. Deer and other mammals receive some
consideration. A bit is known of the insects fed upon by brook trout.
Apparently all of the innumerable other species of animal life are to be
destroyed without consideration. There is no impact statement on the
great numbers of species of insects, spiders and other arthropods which
compose most of the species of life of the area.
RESPONSE: We do not agree that the uncommon
and rare plants have been ignored. A thorough search of pertinent
habitats for these plant species was made in June and Julv of 1976. Dr.
Charles D . Richards of the University of Mair
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Maine
conducted these studies; his report is incorporated in
1.1.3 of the Terrestrial Ecosystem Analysis report (Appendix F
1977
p. 39). Additional studies for uncommon and rare plants resulted from
the findings of Dr. Richards, and these have been reported (Supplement to
Appendix F, C E , 1978).
The second half of this comment deals with impacts
on invertebrates. Impacts on a l l terrestrial biota were summarized in
Section 3.5 of the Terrestrial Ecosystem Analysis report(AppendixF,CE,
1977, p. 134).
In a d d i t i o n , please refer to response to Comment
1, U.S. Department of the Interior, Section 9.08.1.6.
COMMENT:

15

The lives of people who must be displaced,
if the dams are built, are receiving less consideration than a mitigation
area for deer.
RESPONSE: A statement is submitted to address
this comment. The environmental protection legislation is designed to
protect the voiceless flora and fauna. It is assumed that Homo sapiens
can voice his concern if his survival is threatened. Accordingly, the
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Act of 1970
was enacted by Congress to provide for uniform and equitable treatment
of persons displaced from their homes, businesses, or farms by Federal
or federally assisted programs.
STATEMENT
A report on relocation of portions of Allagash and St. Francis was
completed in 1975 and approved by the Chief of Engineers for planning
purposes on April 21 , 1976. A survey was conducted by the Corps from
May through July 1976 of each resident homeowner within the project
limits in Allagash and S t . Francis. Questionaires for each household
were obtained to determine physical condition of existing dwelling, number
of occupants, employment d a t a , relocation preference and replacement
dwelling requirement. The results of the survey showed an overwhelming
preference to remain in Allagash and St. Francis. The survey was updated
in August 1977 and results were similar. Potential relocation sites have
been investigated and discussed with town officials.
A Corps consultant developed a land use plan and associated zoning
requirements for the impacted portion of Allagash which was completed in
November of 1978. The report addressed the alternatives studied and
presented an evaluation of these alternatives as a basis for selecting a
recommended plan. A similar study was not conducted in St. Francis
because of the minimal project impact on the community.
The benefits under the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies A c t , Public Law 91-646 will provide relocation
assistance and replacement housing payments to displacedhomeowners.For
those homeowners who are living in substandard dwellings, the amounts tney
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realize from the sale of their house and the maximum replacement housinc
payment allowable under the Act may be insufficient to relocate them in
decent, safe and sanitary housing. In those exceptional cases the Act
further provides that last resort housing which is decent, safe and
sanitary will be made available by use of funds authorized for the proje
Upgrading displaced homeowners to decent, safe and sanitary housing from
substandard dwellings will influence lifestyles, for better or worse. T
Corps recognizes the unique setting of Allagash and the desires of its
residents to remain in Allagash and it acknowledges the cultural differences between the Scottish-Irish inhabitants of Allagash and the predominatly Acadian-Canadian French who reside in the other communities of
the Upper St. John Valley.
The Corps has completed a conceptual report on relocation of people
who would be displaced if funds are authorized for the construction of
the project. The report does not contain a specific relocation scheme
for each prospective displacee, however, recommendations are made
categorically for certain types of displacees under the present constraii
imposed by statutes and regulations. It recommends special legislative
and/or administrative actions to correct certain statutory and regulator
deficiencies which currently inhibit the relocation planning process.
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