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SECTION 1  

SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES 

1.1 PREQUEL 

The Kennebunk Light & Power District (KLPD) owns three dams and associated hydropower 

facilities on the Mousam River: Kesslen, Twine Mill and Dane Perkins, all located in the Town 

of Kennebunk, Maine. The three hydropower facilities are licensed under a single FERC license 

(P-5362 - Lower Mousam Project) which expires on March 31, 2022. The KLPD is currently in 

the process of determining the future of these dams, which have been narrowed to 4 Alternatives; 

these alternatives will be discussed at length throughout this document. 

 

The existing dams vary in age, and if a new license is pursued, there is a potential for significant 

capital improvements at each location in order to continue operations. Bulleted below is a brief 

history on each dam and its improvements: 

 

• The Kesslen dam is the most downstream of eleven dams on the Mousam River.  Kesslen 

dam is a concrete gravity dam, which has been reported to have been reconstructed in the 

1950s, replacing an older timber crib/earthen dam located at the current dam site. The 

power generating equipment at this site is located on the ground floor of the adjacent 

Kesslen Mill building.  Hydropower has been in place at this location since the 1800s to 

provide power to the Kesslen Shoe Factory. Early power generating facilities could not 

be documented but manufacturing facilities of this vintage typically used water power to 

directly power equipment by direct coupling using belt drives or similar equipment. 

There are no existing upstream or downstream fish passage facilities at the site, although 

a minimum flow release is required at the site for attraction water for spawning alewives.  

The impoundment has a surface area of approximately 20-25 acres, as reported on the 

Project Data Sheets submitted to FERC dated 02/12/97. The impoundment is not used to 

re-regulate the river and the power generating facility is operated as a run-of-river 

facility. The turbine powers an electric generator manufactured by General Electric and 

installed in 1928. The generator nameplate is rated at 150 KW and produces 2,400 volt, 
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3-phase power at a frequency of 60 Hz.  Power appears to be distributed directly to 

electric transformers which are located on the floor of the powerhouse adjacent to the 

generator. Due to the location of the generator being beneath an existing restaurant, it 

would require significant reconstruction and deconstruction costs to replace this 

generator. 

 

• The Twine Mill dam is located approximately 2.0 linear (“as-the-crow-flies”) miles 

upstream of the Kesslen dam, and approximately 3.6 river miles upstream of the Kesslen 

Dam. This dam is also a concrete gravity dam. The original dam, consisting of a wood-

crib spillway with concrete base and abutment, was breached around 1960, and 

reconstructed in 1980-1981 as a concrete gravity dam with a crest-type spillway.  The 

impoundment has a surface area of approximately 12 acres. There are no existing fish 

passage facilities at this dam. A small powerhouse housing the generating equipment is 

located at this site. Similar to the other KLPD facilities, the impoundment is not used to 

re-regulate the river and the power generating facility is operated as a run-of-river 

facility.  

 

• The Dane Perkins dam is located approximately 0.5 linear and river miles upstream of the 

Twine Mill dam. The original dam, consisting of a wood-crib spillway with concrete base 

and abutment was breached in 1977, and was reconstructed with a concrete spillway in 

1980-81. The impoundment has a surface area of approximately 25 acres. There are no 

existing fish passage facilities.  A small powerhouse is located at this site. The generating 

equipment was completely replaced and overhauled in 1980 at Twine Mill. The Twine 

Mill powerhouse sustained significant damage from flooding in May 2006 and again in 

the "Mother's Day Storm" on April 16, 2007. This damage has been repaired and the 

facility is fully operational. 

 

• The equipment at the Dane Perkins and Kesslen sites has been operational for over 75 

years and is inefficient but operable. Given the age of the generating equipment, it still 

performs reliably and is routinely maintained and monitored. The turbine at the Twine 

Mill Dam is newer, less than 30 years old, and more efficient than the other two facilities. 
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In general, the power generating systems at all three sites are operating below nameplate 

(rated) capacities; this is typical of aged systems. 

 

It should be noted that many government agencies, including the National Park Service, US Fish 

& Wildlife, and Maine Department of Marine Resources have a vested interest in the future of 

the existing dams. These organizations are typically involved in most projects relating to dams, 

as these organizations have become increasingly involved with the laws and implications to 

anadromous and catadromous fish passage that directly effect the management of migratory fish 

habitat. It should be noted that there is a vested focus on all potential habitat for many migratory 

fish species including Alewife, Shad, Cod, Haddock, and Eels; as well as the secondary benefits 

of habitat and species restoration. 

 

Similarly, several non-government organizations (NGOs) also have a vested interest in the future 

of the existing dams. These NGOs include a number of river alliances, land trusts, environmental 

organizations, sportsmans associations, real estate agencies, as well as many concerned 

Kennebunk landowners, KLPD rate payers, and other individuals with a vested interest in the 

project. Correspondences from government agencies, NGOs, and individuals received by KLPD 

and forwarded to Wright-Pierce have been included in Appendix J. 

 

1.2 SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES 

The following alternatives have been identified for consideration and were presented to, and 

approved to be studied, by the Kennebunk Board of Trustees in June 2015, and as revised in 

August 2015, March 2016 and April 2016. 

 

1.3 ALTERNATIVE #1 - SEEK NEW LICENSE TO CONTINUE OPERATIONS  

Assuming the license is issued, this option would permit the three facilities to continue operating 

for a likely license term of 40 years. Renewed licenses are issued for duration of between 30 and 

50 years, based on the capital costs incurred through compliance with the terms of the new 

license. As it is likely that upstream and downstream fish passage would be required, in part due 

to the current focus on the subject of anadromous and catadromous fish passage for the Mousam 
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River by multiple NGOs and government agencies, those costs suggest substantial investment, 

likely supporting a 40 year license term. We suggest that the licensing application would include 

all three sites as there is no benefit to eliminating any of the sites: licensing costs would not be 

reduced, the generation would be lost, and there would be additional cost associated with 

disposition of any eliminated site.  

 

1.4 ALTERNATIVE #2 - SEEK LICENSE EXEMPTION TO CONTINUE 

OPERATION 

A License Exemption, if issued, would similarly allow continued operation at all three sites, but 

the Exemption is issued in perpetuity. Application should also be made for all three sites for the 

same reasons noted above. While no future renewal activities are needed, the potential downside 

of this option is that in general, conditions set into the Exemption often have clauses that allow 

state or federal agencies to require additional environmental enhancement as is needed, provided 

that said agency can provide proof of its necessity. 

 

Two requirements that must be satisfied to file for a License Exemption, but not a License, are:  

• additional capacity must be installed, but there is no threshold to how little is added; and  

• KLPD must demonstrate that they have all of the land rights (which could take the form 

of ownership in fee or easements) that would be needed to operate and maintain the three 

facilities. 

 

As there is no minimum amount of capacity that must be added to satisfy the first condition, the 

installation of a micro-turbine would address this requirement at a “reasonable” capital cost, 

although additional power generation would likely be minimal from such installation. 

 

To confirm that the second condition can be met, confirmation of land rights needs to be 

examined. If such rights are not currently held, or could not be acquired, then a License 

Exemption would not be possible.  We understand that KLPD had started this research internally, 

but we are unaware of the results or whether the research has been completed. 
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1.5 ALTERNATIVE #3 - SEEK FERC NON-JURISDICTION ONLY FOR THE 

KESSLEN SITE 

It is our understanding that recently completed research conducted by Harvey Consulting may 

suggest that activities performed at the Dane Perkins and Twine Mills Dam since 1935 would 

prohibit a finding of non-jurisdiction by FERC for these facilities, even if the Mousam River is 

determined to not be navigable under FERC’s regulations. However, if the definition of the 

“Project” can be modified, such that it only contains the Kesslen dam and powerhouse, then this 

alternative may be worthy of pursuit, as it would allow continued operation of Kesslen without 

any FERC oversight. It is assumed that FERC would have continuing jurisdiction over Dane 

Perkins and Twine Mill, thus a filing of License Surrender would be required for these facilities, 

and KLPD would retain responsibility for implementing whatever actions may be dictated by 

FERC at these two dams. 

 

Key legal uncertainties appear to exist relative to this alternative that should be resolved through 

KLPD’s legal counsel. These include: 

• Can separate dams/powerhouses (called “developments” in FERC’s terminology) in a 

multi-site FERC license project be separated out of the license and non-jurisdiction filing 

be made on just one dam/powerhouse? 

• What process would be used to make this modification to the “Project” and what is the 

likelihood that FERC would issue a decision by March 2017, the date by which KLPD 

must file its Notice of Intent associated with the “Project”. 

 

1.6 ALTERNATIVE #4 - CEASE OPERATION AND SURRENDER THE FERC 

LICENSE FOR ALL THREE SITES 

This alternative would result in the discontinuance of generation at the three hydropower 

facilities and require KLPD to either purchase a corresponding amount of electric energy to meet 

its customers’ needs, or to incorporate other energy management programs to reduce the amount 

of energy used within the system. License surrender also requires that actions be implemented to 

prevent future generation at the sites. KLPD would be required to implement whatever actions 

FERC determines to be appropriate to meet this need. Given the interest in dam removal and/or 
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fish passage by multiple government agencies, it is foreseeable that dam removal, or at least 

partial breaching of each dam to allow free passage of migratory species, would likely be 

mandated. Alternatively, if such interest exists, ownership of one or more dams could be 

proposed in the license surrender application to be transferred to another entity for future 

management. 
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SECTION 2 

ASSESSMENT OF ALTERNATIVE #1                                                     

SEEK NEW LICENSE TO CONTINUE OPERATIONS 

2.1 ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTION 

This option would permit the three facilities to continue operating for a likely license term of 40 

years. Renewed licenses are issued for a period of between 30 and 50 years, based on the capital 

costs incurred through compliance with the terms of the new license. As it is likely that new 

provisions for upstream and enhanced downstream fish passage would be required, in part due to 

the current focus on the subject of diadromous fish passage for the Mousam River by multiple 

government agencies and NGOs, those costs suggest substantial investment which support a year 

license term of at least 40 years. We suggest that the licensing application would include all three 

sites as there is no benefit to eliminating any of the sites: licensing costs would not be reduced, 

the generation would be lost, and there would be additional cost associated with disposition of 

any eliminated site. Appendix A summarizes the licensing process and authority granted to 

various agencies by FERC regulations. 

 

FERC offers three alternative licensing approaches, which are summarized in Appendix B. The 

use of the “traditional licensing process”, while is more “paper-driven” and a more formal 

process, was suggested by legal counsel to KLPD in a Memorandum dated November 17, 2014. 

Its “formality” may be better for managing, as best possible, the involvement of NGOs and 

government agencies, and involves less “meeting time” with the agencies representatives, which 

may be easier for them based on feedback received during the January 2015 meetings with these 

agencies regarding their limited available time. This is anticipated to streamline the process, not 

to alienate any potential project partners. 

 

It should be noted that while not common, FERC has, on occasion, denied issuance of a new 

license if their assessment is that the economic and power production benefits of the project do 

not outweigh the environmental impacts of the project. One of the few instances where this 
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occurred was the attempted re-licensing of the Edwards Dam Project on the Kennebec River 

where FERC refused to issue a license and ordered the dam to be removed. 

 

Estimated costs associated with this alternative are discussed at the end of this Section. 

Operating and maintenance costs associated with the dams and generating equipment over a 

forty year period are discussed in Section 6.0. 

 

2.2 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS OF THIS ALTERNATIVE 

As maintenance of the dams would remain largely unchanged, and the facilities would continue 

run-of-river operations, there would likely be limited environmental changes, with the exception 

of those associated with upstream and downstream fish and eel passage (if mandated).  The 

following discussions provide background and our current assessment of likely impacts to the 

noted resources.  

 

Floodplain Wetlands 

Floodplain wetlands are significant in that they provide both habitat value and assist in the 

temporary storage and attenuation of flood flows.  Floodplain or riparian wetlands can consist of 

emergent wetlands, scrub-shrub wetlands and wooded wetlands, all based on the type of 

vegetation that is growing. For example, emergent wetlands are characterized by grassy types of 

vegetation. From a water quality standpoint, wetlands along rivers and streams have been 

established as providing significant value for their role in nutrient retention and sedimentation 

during floods. The terrain adjacent to the lower Mousam River varies from steeply sloping to 

low-lying and flat. As a result, the presence of floodplain wetlands varies from one river segment 

to another. 

 

A review of area wetlands as identified on the National Wetland Inventory (NWI) database 

suggests that significant fringe wetlands exist along the stretch of the Mousam River extending 

upstream from the Kesslen Dam to the Twine Mill Dam. Due to the steeper terrain along the 

reach between the Twine Mill and Dane Perkins Dams, there is relatively little fringe wetland 
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present. Although there is relatively little fringe wetland present immediately upstream of Dane 

Perkins, the terrain flattens and begins a meandering pattern approximately 2,000 feet above the 

dam, resulting in the presence of more significant floodplain wetlands. 

 

No noticeable changes to the amount or type of wetlands that have developed since the dams 

were built would be expected if the projects are re-licensed and continue to operate as run-of-

river facilities.   

 

Wildlife Habitat 

The wetlands areas adjacent to rivers and other water bodies are generally referred to as riparian 

zones. The riparian zone is the area where terrestrial (upland environments) and aquatic 

ecosystems converge and, as a result, is a very structurally diverse and naturally dynamic 

ecosystem. These areas often provide habitat for a very broad range of wildlife species. In 

addition to providing structurally complex habitats themselves, riparian zones serve as travel 

corridors and help protect and enhance the adjacent aquatic habitat through retention of nutrients 

and eroded soil materials from up-gradient land uses.  

 

As limited, if any, changes are expected to occur to the type or amounts of wetlands along the 

river in the vicinity of the three dams, in general, there is no expected change to the use of these 

areas by the variety of wildlife that currently use these areas. While there may be an increase in 

private boaters as discussed in Section 2.3 below, the increase would not likely be so significant 

as to change limit the use of these wetlands and adjacent uplands by waterfowl, raptors, herons 

deer, raccoon and the other various small mammals that typically inhabit such areas.  

 

At this time, the extent of endangered or threatened species protected by federal or state 

regulation existing within the area is unknown.  An assessment would be conducted as a part of 

the effort to prepare supporting documentation for the license application.  Should they be found 

to occur, measures to minimize impacts to them would be required as a license condition.  
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Fisheries 

The lower Mousam River currently supports two fairly distinct types of aquatic habitats. Areas 

above the Kesslen Dam, the lowest dam on the river, tend to support warm water species (bass, 

pickerel, chub, etc.) as the impoundments created by the dams are characterized by slow moving 

water, and as a result the water tends to be warmer, with lower dissolved oxygen content. Below 

the Kesslen dam and above the head of tide, the water tends to be more fast-moving, and is 

accessible to sea run fish species.  

 

Anadromous fish start their lives in fresh water environments and spend much of their lifecycles 

in the sea, returning to fresh water to spawn. Catadromous fish start their lives in salt water 

environments and spend much of their lifecycles in fresh water, returning to the sea to spawn. 

Typical examples of anadromous species present in southern Maine are smelt, shad, river 

herring, and Atlantic salmon. The only catadromous species on the east coast is the American 

eel.  

 

Information available from the Maine Department of Marine Resources (MEDMR), Maine 

Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife (MEDIFW) and the Wells National Estuarine 

Research Reserve (WNERR), and others, suggests that American eel, smelt, shad, alewife and 

blueback herring all exist within the portion of the Mousam River below the Kesslen Dam. There 

is also evidence that suggests the presence of a population of sea run trout in this reach. Above 

the Kesslen Dam fish species tend to include smallmouth bass, chub, suckers and other small fish 

typically found in warm water ecosystems in Maine. As a general rule, coldwater gamefish, such 

as trout and salmon, require cooler water and higher dissolved oxygen than is present within the 

impoundments during the summer months. 

 

For planning purposes, it has been assumed that both upstream and downstream fish passage will 

be required as part of a new license. Providing safe and effective passage at the locations of the 

three dams will restore aquatic connectivity and provide fish access to approximately 9.0 river 

miles of the Mousam River main stem from the Kesslen Dam to the outlet below Old Falls Pond, 
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as well as several additional miles of habitat along tributary streams that enter the river between 

the Kesslen and Dane Perkins dams. 

 

Additional information regarding the layout and benefits of many types of fish passage on the 

Mousam River can be located within Appendix K, the Alden Labs Report. This report provides 

significant insight to the potential locations and general schematics of potential fish passage on 

the existing dams owned by the KLPD, as well as an in-depth discussion on which types of fish 

passages may be best incorporated onto each dam. It should be noted that this report was 

completed in 2011 and that any provided costs, legal concerns, insight on regulatory information, 

or similar time-sensitive information may have changed since this report was completed. 

 

In order to quantify the fisheries benefits associated with these changes, it is necessary to 

understand certain habitat requirements associated with the fish species in question.  

 

Alewife - Alewife spawn primarily in lakes and ponds, as well as some slow moving rivers. It is 

possible that provision of fish passage at the existing dam locations may provide some benefit, 

under the premise that one or more of the impoundments could provide spawning habitat. The 

dams upstream of Dane Perkins will continue to block access to quality spawning habitat. 

 

American Shad - American shad spawn in freshwater rivers and streams. Construction of 

fishways at the existing dam locations would likely provide some benefit, although evidence 

suggests that even well-designed and constructed fishways may still present a barrier to passage 

of shad.  

 

Blueback Herring - Blueback herring spawn in freshwater rivers and streams. Construction of 

fishways at the existing dam locations would likely provide benefit to blueback herring 

populations by allowing access to significant additional spawning habitat.  

 

American Eel - American eel are already known to be able to pass upstream of the three dams to 

some extent. Upstream eel passage facilities are generally separate and distinct from fishways 
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designed for the use of finfish. Populations of American eel will likely increase once upstream 

passage is installed, making it easier for more individuals to reach upstream river sections. 

 

Smelt – Smelt currently spawn in freshwater habitat below the Kesslen Dam. Evidence suggests 

that smelt will often not utilize technical fishways. 

 

Downstream Passage Enhancements – It is presumed that the continued operation of 

hydroelectric generating facilities at one or more of the three dams would be accompanied by 

enhanced provisions for downstream fish passage. These enhancements would likely include 

both physical facilities and suitable flow requirements, as well as provisions, such as 1-in 

spacing intake screening, to protect downward moving fish from injury or death via entrainment 

in the turbines. 

 

It has been noted above that, particularly for American Shad, fish passage can often be difficult 

to design. The same can be said for other species, such as the American eel for downstream 

passage. It should be noted that the cost estimates have reflected the extra effort that may be 

required to incorporate proper design of passages in this location, and that liability does exist if 

the fish passage fails to adequately allow for up- and down-river movement. 

 

Water Quality and River Flows 

The KLPD’s three hydroelectric dams would continue to operate as “run of river” facilities. This 

means that the flowrate that is arriving at each facility at any given time is essentially the same as 

that which is discharged by that facility. The exceptions to this include situations when the water 

level within an impoundment is drawn down (typically for maintenance or inspection purposes). 

During re-fill of the impoundments, the amount of flow being released downstream is less than 

what is flowing into the impoundment, although the minimum flow required by the license is 

maintained. There is limited attenuation effect provided by each of the impoundments during 

periods of elevated peak flows (i.e. floods).   
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A new license and water quality certification would also likely contain similar, or perhaps 

greater, minimum flow requirements provisions than what is currently required. Often, such 

minimum flows are released at the fish passage facility rather than through opening of a gate, 

thus the location of these releases may change. Required formal monitoring and reporting of 

flows would serve to document that the projects are being operated in compliance with flow 

requirements, thus proving that negative impacts are not occurring.  

 

Water quality would also likely remain unchanged, in large part, due to continued run-of-river 

operation. Built-up sediments in the impoundments would remain as they currently exist, which 

may contribute to water quality issues. However, there may be a possibility of decreased 

dissolved oxygen levels and increases in water temperature within the impoundments,  if warmer 

temperatures over a greater length of time are experienced in the future, associated with certain 

climate change scenarios.   

 

2.3 SECONDARY ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS OF THIS ALTERNATIVE 

Visual Changes and Related Impacts 

With continued presence of the dams, there would be no change to the existing views along the 

river, with the exception of at the dams if upstream fish passage is installed. Thus no visual 

impacts, or changes often associated with visual impacts, namely possible changes in property 

values, are expected. Likewise, the community character established by the Kesslen Dam along 

Main Street would remain essentially unchanged. 

 

It should be noted that some individuals have expressed concern that property values may 

decrease if their access to impounded water, which allows for recreational boating and paddling 

by adjacent landowners, is impacted through dam decommissioning. Other individuals have 

expressed that through dam decommissioning, housing prices will increase as potential home 

buyers would be interested in abutting free-flowing rivers. While both of these options may be 

true depending on interests of potential buyers, it is most importantly noted that Alternative #1 

would maintain the status quo of water levels for the existing abutting parcels. Concerns in 

regards to real estate prices can be found in Appendix J. 
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Recreational Use 

Anecdotal information suggests the impoundments are now only used by private boaters and 

recreational fisherman. Only one of the upstream campgrounds (Yankeeland Campground) 

provides river access for their campers, and they do not rent canoes/kayaks. Current research 

indicates that no commercial canoe/kayak companies have tours that extend close to the Kesslen 

dam; all are focused much lower downstream in the river.  

 

If new public boat access points or portage trails around the dams becomes a license 

requirement, greater numbers of boaters could have access to the river; however, it cannot be 

predicted how much of an increase would occur. It is uncertain that additional boat access points 

or portage trails would affect the tour areas, create new business opportunities or significantly 

increase impoundment use. Such features however could increase KLPD operational costs due to 

required maintenance of these new recreational facilities. 

 

2.4 BENEFITS OF THE ALTERNATIVE  

Issuance of a new FERC license will have the following key benefits: 

 It will allow continued operation of the facilities such that purchase of power to replace 

that which is generated by the plants to not be required. Operating costs however would 

likely increase as additional monitoring requirements would likely be required. See 

Section 2.5 for this and all other cost issues associated with this Alternative. 

 A forty year license, rather than a license exemption, would mean that all enhancements 

and compliance mandates that becomes a requirement of the license and new Water 

Quality Certification (WQC) could not be changed (with the exception of public safety 

issues) by a resource agency or FERC until the next renewal phase. Thus, KLPD would 

have a better ability to plan for and manage operating costs as they would not change. 

 If/when fish passage is installed, access over the impoundment(s) to a nine mile section 

of the river by the anadromous fish species (most likely alewife, blueback herring and 

American shad, and possibly salmon) and American eel would be achieved.  Eel are 

currently passing the dams, however new facilities to support upstream and downstream 
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passage would likely enhance their use of the river. No other significant environmental 

impacts are expected as noted above in Section 2.2. 

 No significant secondary economic impacts are expected as noted above. A possible 

increase in private recreational boater use may result if additional boat access points or 

portage trails are installed. 

 Previous studies in 2011 determined that replacement of the existing power generation 

units to install new more efficient units would not be economically viable given the long 

pay-back periods. Appendix C summarizes these analyses. Logistical issues at Kesslen 

further challenge replacement of this unit. 

 The flows in the river do not appear to support the installation of additional generation 

capacity with the possible exception of a small-micro-turbine (see Appendix D for a 

discussion of potential installation of additional generation capacity.) Based on our 

assessment, it appears that the only real value associated with such an installation would 

be to meet one of the two requirements to apply for a license exemption. 

 

2.5 IMPACTS AND CHALLENGES OF THE ALTERNATIVE 

The following impacts and challenges could be expected from implementing this Alternative: 

 The licensing proceedings are likely to be confrontational given the expressed interest in 

dam removal by multiple regional NGOs. Such controversies tend to increase licensing 

costs due to probable legal filings that may be made by entities that support dam removal. 

 Fish passage for anadromous species and American eel will likely be required. In 

addition to NGOs, interest in passage restoration has also been expressed by the Maine 

Department of Marine Resources (MDMR) at meetings held in January 2015. The 

National Park Service, US Fish & Wildlife, and MDMR also voiced concerns following 

the November 2015 meeting through coordination included within Appendix J. 

 While fish passage helps significantly with the return of certain species, it should not be 

misconstrued as equivalent to dam removal and a return to pre-dam river conditions. 

 No significant negative changes with respect to environmental issues would be expected 

from continued operation of the facilities, as discussed earlier. 
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 A new license would likely contain requirements with respect to a number of 

environmental measures, as detailed in the license “articles”. Appendix E summarizes the 

requirements contained in the nine most-recently issued FERC licenses in New England. 

Many of these can be expected to be included in a new license for the KLPD sites.  All of 

these measures will result in new capital costs and operational costs, which have been 

included in the estimated costs for this alternative. 

 This option will result in continued and more costly operating costs, including 

implementation of currently identified dam repair needs (identified by FERC in the report 

from their 2015 site visit) as well as certain projected future repair needs. The project 

could also be subject to future FERC safety-related requirements. 

 

2.6 COST ASSESSMENT OF THE ALTERNATIVE 

The following table summarizes the various costs associated with this Alternative. Possible cost 

refinement opportunities, where possible at this time, are noted. These costs are reflected in 2016 

dollars, and further information regarding costs are indicated in Chapter 6. 
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TABLE 2-1 
ESTIMATED COSTS TO OBTAIN A NEW LICENSE AND CONTINUE OPERATIONS 

 

Item Description Estimated Costs Cost Refinement 
Re-licensing studies, 
application preparation and 
processing 

This includes all of the scoping meetings with interested 
agencies, studies required through the scoping process, 
preparation of the license renewal application and process of 
responding to the draft license . 

$600,000 to 
$1,200,000 

Secure site specific 
assessment to possibly 
refine costs. 
$3,500 - $4,000 

Project Exhibit Drawings FERC projects have specific drawings (i.e. Exhibits) 
requirements for application.  An example includes surveyed 
property or ROW boundaries. Existing exhibits do not meet 
current requirements, thus new ones must be developed. 

$75,000 to $110,000  

Protection, mitigation and 
enhancement measures other 
than fish passage and 
protection.  
 

Based on Appendix E, it is assumed that a carry-in boat 
launch, parking area and fishing access will be required for 
access to the Kesslen and Dane Perkins impoundments and 
that development of a cultural resource management plan 
will be required.  

$50,000 to $75,000 
 
 

 

Annual O&M costs of new 
protection, mitigation and 
enhancement measures. 

Dependent on measures required in the new license. 
Assumes maintenance of the new carry-in boat launches and 
fishing areas. 

$4,000 to $6,000   

Design and installation of 
upstream fish passage facilities 

Based on previous studies by Alden Research Laboratory, 
the costs includes Alaska Steeppass Fishways (assumes only 
river herring (including alewife) as target species) at each 
dam. Jan 2015 meetings with state and federal fishery 
agencies suggested such ladders could be found appropriate 
for river herring. 

$1,017,000 to 
$1,271,000 

Refinement of costs 
would require 
conceptual design of the 
fish passage facilities 
most likely required.  
$20,000 to $25,000 

 The costs includes Denil ladders (assumes river herring and 
American shad as target species) at each dam. Jan 2015 
meetings with state and federal fishery agencies suggested 
such ladders could be found appropriate for both species. 
 

$2,035,000 to 
$2,544,000 

See above. 

Design and installation of 
upstream eel passage facilities 

Assumes eel ramp or ladder at each dam.  $117,500 to $156,000  

Effectiveness testing of 
upstream fish  and eel passage 
facilities 

Total estimated upstream fish and eel passage effectiveness 
testing for three dams. 

$48,000 to $66,000  
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Item Description Estimated Costs Cost Refinement 
Annual O&M cost of upstream 
fish and eel passage 

Total estimated annual costs for three dams. Lower costs are 
for Alaska Steeppass ladders; higher cost for Denil ladders.  

$36,000 to 42,000 – 
anadromous fish 

$32,000 to $40,000 - 
eel 

 

Design and installation of 
downstream fish and eel 
passage/protection measures 

Costs assume surface bypass for downstream passage and 
installation of new trash rack bars. Most new licenses 
included 1-in spacing on trash racks to prevent / minimize 
entrainment and impingement.  Some projects have been 
required to curtail generation on rainy evenings in 
September through December to ensure safe eel passage. 

$110,000 to $192,000  

Effectiveness testing of 
downstream fish  and eel 
passage facilities 

Total estimated downstream fish and eel passage 
effectiveness testing for three dams. 

$36,000 to $48,000 
 

 

Annual O&M cost of 
downstream fish and eel 
passage 

Costs would vary based on type of passage installed.. $12,000 to $18,500  

Annual minimum flow and/or 
headpond level monitoring 

Assumes a requirement for continuous monitoring of 
minimum flow discharges and headpond levels to confirm 
compliance, requiring monitoring equipment installation, 
SCADA system for remote monitoring and maintenance and 
staff time needed for reporting and O&M. These are 
common requirements of the projects listed in Appendix E. 

Equipment installation 
- $125,000 to 

$150,000 
 

O&M –  
$5,000 to $7,500 

 

Annual reports based on new  
FERC License conditions 

Dependent on new license conditions. Assumes only annual 
minimum flow and headpond level compliance report and 
possibly FERC form 80.. 

$2,000 - $4,000   

Annual dam safety 
inspections/testing/plans 
required by FERC 

These include the Dam Safety, Surveillance and Monitoring 
Plans and annual inspections; annual gate testing; annual 
inspection of downstream areas for changes in development 
that could change the hazard classification of the dams. 

$6,000 for DSSM 
inspection & reports. 

Other annual activities 
by KLPD staff 

estimated at $3,500. 

 

Annual facility operating costs Estimate is based on average of “cost of hydropower” values 
provided by KLPD from ten year period 2005-2014. 

$80,787  
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SECTION 3 

ASSESSMENT OF ALTERNATIVE #2 

SEEK A LICENSE EXEMPTION TO CONTINUE OPERATIONS 

3.1 ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTION 

This option involves filing for a FERC “License Exemption” in lieu of a new license for the 

three facilities to allow their continued operation. A License Exemption does not expire.  

Application should also be made for all three sites. The studies needed to support a filing as well 

processing requirements for a License Exemption are essentially the same as those for obtaining 

a license (See Appendix B for further details). In addition to being limited to sites of 10MW or 

less, two additional requirements that must be satisfied to file for a license exemption, are:  

• additional capacity must be installed, but there is no threshold to how little is added; and  

• KLPD must demonstrate that it possesses all of the land rights (which could be ownership 

in fee or easements) that would be needed to operate and maintain the three sites. 

 

FERC could deny issuance of a license exemption if their assessment is that the economic and 

power production benefits of the project do not outweigh the environmental impacts associated 

with the project.  

 

Estimated costs associated with this alternative are discussed at the end of this Section. 

Operating and maintenance costs for the dams and generating equipment over a forty year period 

are discussed in Section 6.0. 

 

3.2 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS OF THIS ALTERNATIVE 

The anticipated environmental conditions discussed in Section 2.2 for Alternative No. 1, Re-

licensing of the Project, also apply to this alternative. This assumes that provisions for fish 

passage would also be required under issuance of a license-exemption. 
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3.3 SECONDARY ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS OF THIS ALTERNATIVE 

The anticipated secondary economic conditions discussed in Section 2.3 for Alternative No. 1, 

Re-licensing of the Project, also apply to this alternative.  

 

3.4 BENEFITS OF THE ALTERNATIVE  

Issuance of a FERC License Exemption would provide almost all of the benefits identified for 

Alternative No. 1, that of acquiring a new license. A key difference is that, unlike having to 

eventually undertake relicensing at some time in the future if a new license is obtained, if a 

license exemption is obtained, no future renewal activities are needed, as it does not expire. 

 

3.5 IMPACTS AND CHALLENGES OF THE ALTERNATIVE 

All of the impacts and challenges identified for securing a renewed license would also apply to 

this alternative. Similar new operational requirement would also apply. An additional negative of 

this alternative is that in general, conditions set into the exemption allow for state or federal 

agencies to seek to modify the exemption at any time, if they believe some environmental 

enhancement is needed. While, technically, the entire license exemption is not re-opened, a 

licensee could nonetheless be required to provide additional environmental benefits at any time 

should there be a need. However, this has generally not been experienced by most License-

Exemption holders, as the “process” to modify a License Exemption is a time consuming 

endeavor that most agencies do not undertake voluntarily. Since the agency(ies) would be the 

entities initiating the modification, they would have the burden of documenting why a change is 

necessary.  

3.6 COST ASSESSMENT OF THE ALTERNATIVE 

The estimated cost elements associated with this Alternative are assumed to be the same as the 

costs identified in the Table in Section 2.5 for Alternative No. 1, plus the costs associated with 

purchase, licensing and installation of the micro-turbine, which are estimated at $400,000. 

Appendix D discusses the potential for increasing capacity at the sites, including installation of a 

micro-turbine. The costs for this Alternative assume that KLPD already has all necessary land 
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rights needed to qualify for a license exemption. These costs are reflected in 2016 dollars, and 

further information regarding costs are indicated in Chapter 6. 
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SECTION 4 

ASSESSMENT OF ALTERNATIVE #3                                                        

SEEK FERC NON-JURISDICTION ONLY FOR KESSLEN DAM 

4.1 ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTION 

This alternative assumes that only the Kesslen Dam and powerhouse could possibly meet the 

requirement associated with non-jurisdiction as defined in the FERC regulations, even if the 

Mousam River is determined to not be navigable. This is due primarily to evidence of post-1935 

construction activities at both the Dane Perkins and Twine Mill dams, as outlined in the review 

conducted by Harvey Consulting.  As it is assumed that FERC would maintain jurisdiction over 

Dane Perkins and Twine Mill, a filing for License Surrender would be required for these 

facilities. KLPD would retain responsibility for implementing whatever actions are required at 

these two dams by an eventual FERC order approving the license surrender. Based on meetings 

held in January 2015, MEDEP stated that the Water Quality Certification now held for the sites 

would become null and void.  While KLPD would be required to operate the remaining unit in 

compliance with state water quality standards, there would be no permit or certification issued. 

Non-compliance would likely be addressed from a regulatory perspective only if problems are 

brought to the attention of the MEDEP.    

 

Key uncertainties associated with this Alternative remain, despite consultation with KLPD’s 

FERC legal counsel.  These include: 

• Can separate dams/powerhouses (called “developments” in FERC’s terminology) in a 

multi-site FERC license project be separated out of the license and non-jurisdiction filing 

be made on just one dam/powerhouse? 

• What process would be used to make this modification to the “Project” and what is the 

likelihood that FERC would issue a decision by March 2017, when KLPD must file its 

Notice of Intent for the “Project”? 

 

Legal opinion relative to these questions suggests that, while it is theoretically possible to 

separate out the Kesslen facilities from the FERC license, it is uncertain whether FERC’s 
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analysis would be in favor of doing so given their assessment criteria that measure the 

interrelationship between the developments. This opinion also found that while such a decision 

could possibly be made within an 18-month period, this timeframe would require substantial 

advance briefing on the planned filing with FERC staff, and presumes that such pre-discussions 

would suggest that a favorable decision is likely.   

 

Should this alternative be selected, and a finding of non-jurisdiction be found for the Kesslen 

dam and powerhouse, then Kesslen could continue operations indefinitely and future licensing 

actions would be eliminated.  

 

Estimated costs associated with this alternative are discussed at the end of this section. 

 

4.2 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS OF THIS ALTERNATIVE 

The environmental impacts that would likely occur should the Kesslen dam remain but the 

Twine Mill and Dane Perkins dams be removed include, to varying degrees, a combination of the 

items discussed in Section 2 for Alternative No. 1 (relicensing of the dams) and Section 5 for 

Alternative No. 4 (license surrender and dam removal).  The primary exception to this relates to 

implications regarding fisheries within the river. It may be appropriate to consult Sections 2 and 

5 to facilitate understanding of the summary discussions below. 

 

Floodplain Wetlands 

Removal of the Dane Perkins and Twine Mill dams would likely result in changes in the amount, 

type and location of wetlands located adjacent to the impoundments associated with these dams, 

however, it is likely that new fringe wetlands would be formed along the “new” shorelines of the 

river. It is also likely that removal of the two impoundments would result in some enhancement 

of water quality in the form of cooler summer temperatures and higher dissolved oxygen.   It is 

important to note that the wetlands bordering the Kesslen impoundment would not likely be 

altered in any measurable way. 
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Wildlife Habitat 

No significant changes in wildlife use are expected in the event this alternative is selected for 

implementation. 

 

Fisheries 

If the Kesslen dam is found to not be under the jurisdiction of FERC, it is assumed that the 

KLPD would not immediately proceed with implementation of provisions for upstream fish 

passage at this location, hence the environmental benefits provided by upstream and downstream 

fish passage facilities are assumed not to occur. It is important to note that the possibility exists 

that such facilities could conceivably be imposed under state law or voluntarily installed by 

KLPD. Without the implementation of upstream fish passage facilities at this location, few 

noticeable changes to river fisheries would be expected. However, if upstream and downstream 

structures are implemented, then blueback herring and American eel would likely be the primary 

benefitting species. Access to suitable alewife spawning habitat would still be limited and the use 

of the fishway by American shad may still be limited. 

 

Water Quality and River Flows  

Overall water quality would likely be improved even within the Kesslen impoundment. This is 

due to the fact that restored riverine conditions from removal of Twine Mill and Dane Perkins 

would improve the quality of the water in these upstream areas, which would then flow into the 

Kesslen impoundment.  Flow conditions within the portion of the river corresponding to the 

formerly impounded areas above Twine Mill and Dane Perkins would be altered as discussed in 

Section 5.2.  However, changes in the flow regime in the Kesslen impoundment would not be 

expected to change, assuming the project continues to be operated in a run-of-river mode.  
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4.3 SECONDARY ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS OF THIS ALTERNATIVE 

Recreational Boating 

It is assumed that if the Kesslen Dam is not under FERC jurisdiction, development of additional 

boat access or a portage trail in that vicinity would be at the discretion of KLPD. Unobstructed 

boating would occur above Kesslen to the Old Falls Dam. Section 5.3 provides additional 

discussion of how river flows may affect boating in areas impacted by dam removal. It is 

uncertain whether any significant change in boating use would be experienced. 

 

Visual Changes and Related Impacts 

With the continued presence of the Kesslen Dam, changes in views along this impoundment, 

where most of the residences close to the water occur, would be unchanged from current 

conditions.  Likewise, the role of the dam and impoundment on the visual character of the 

downtown area would not be impacted.  As there are very few, if any, residences with 

unobstructed river views along the impounded areas upstream of the Twine Mill and Dane 

Perkins dams, visual impacts in those areas would be expected to be minimal.  Thus concerns 

relative to reduced property values would also likely be limited.  

 

Shoreline Stability and Infrastructure Impacts 

The reduction of water levels upstream of the Twine Mill and Dane Perkins Dams may result in 

some impacts related to shoreline stability.  The potential for scouring impacts to the railroad 

crossing and Interstate 95 above Twine Mill and the Mill Street Bridge above Dane Perkins 

would are discussed in Section 5.3. The continued presence of the Kesslen Dam would preclude 

such issues along its impoundment. 

 

Kennebunk Sewer District Operations 

No impacts to this facility’s operations would be expected for the reasons discussed in Section 

5.3. 
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4.4 BENEFITS OF THE ALTERNATIVE  

Issuance of a finding of non-jurisdiction for the Kesslen Dam and powerhouse can be expected 

to result in the following key benefits: 
 

• It will allow continued operation of the Kesslen powerhouse. Because it would not be 

regulated by FERC, additional monitoring requirements that would be expected under a 

new license or license exemption would not be required, thus operating costs would 

likely remain similar to current requirements. There would also be no future requirements 

associated with re-licensing.  

• State dam safety requirements, which tend to be less onerous than those of FERC, would 

apply. For example, the Dam Safety Surveillance and Monitoring program and annual 

FERC requirements, such as gate testing, would not apply. Inspections would no longer 

be done by FERC, but instead by the dam safety staff within the Maine Emergency 

Management Agency (MEMA).  

• Environmental and secondary economic benefits from this alternative are discussed 

above. 

• Fish passage could still potentially be required, but if so it would be mandated under state 

law (12 MRSA 12760/6121), rather than FERC regulation. The state process would 

require the major effort in proving the need for fish passage to fall to those promoting the 

passage. In contrast, through the FERC licensing process, KLPD would have the 

obligation to conduct studies that would likely be requested from such parties through the 

Environmental Report scoping process conducted as part of the re-licensing effort. It is 

uncertain if such a state mandate would be issued, as the time needed on part of the state 

regulators is also significantly increased over that which would be needed during a FERC 

licensing process. This is because fish passage mandates are the responsibility of federal 

not state agencies during FERC relicensing/license exemption processes.  
 

4.5 IMPACTS AND CHALLENGES OF THE ALTERNATIVE 

The following impacts and challenges could be expected from implementing this Alternative: 
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• License surrender and dam removal costs would be incurred for Dane Perkins and Twine 

Mill dams. Section 5 further discusses license surrender and dam removal issues.  

• Replacement power would need to be purchased for the loss of generation at Twine Mill 

and Dane Perkins.  

• Previous studies in 2011 determined that replacement of the existing unit at Kesslen to 

install a new more efficient unit would not be reasonable given the long pay-back 

periods. See Appendix C for this data. Logistical issues at Kesslen further challenge 

replacement of this unit.  

• It is probable that continued pressure to restore migratory passage to the Mousam River 

would remain. However, a state-ordered mandate would need to be issued under 12 

MRSA 12760 or 6121. Until fish passage is installed, anadromous fish species would not 

have access to the Mousam River upstream of the Kesslen dam.  

• Ongoing maintenance costs of the Kesslen dam would remain to ensure it is kept in a safe 

condition.  

 

4.6 COST ASSESSMENT OF THE ALTERNATIVE 

The following table summarizes the various costs associated with this Alternative. These costs 

are reflected in 2016 dollars, and further information regarding costs are indicated in Chapter 6. 
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TABLE 4-1 
ESTIMATED COSTS TO FILE FOR NON-JURISDICTION AND IMPLEMENT REQUIRED 

 MEASURES AT DANE PERKINS AND TWINE MILL 
 

Item Description Current Estimated Costs Cost Refinement 
Application preparation and 
associated activities for filing 
for a non-jurisdictional 
declaratory order from FERC.  

Includes the activities summarized in Appendix F as 
well as well as legal fees required to file for non-
jurisdiction declaration for just the Kesslen site.  It is 
assumed that limited additional studies by Harvey 
Consulting will be required.  
 

$50,000 to $70,000 
 

Confirmation of costs with 
legal counsel 

Project Exhibit Drawings for 
Non-jurisdiction filing 
 

FERC projects have specific drawings (i.e. Exhibits) 
requirements for application.  An example includes 
surveyed property or ROW boundaries. Existing 
exhibits do not meet current requirements, thus new 
ones must be developed. 
 

$45,000 to $75,000  
 

Confirmation needed from 
legal counsel  for drawing 

needs 

Application preparation and 
associated activities for filing 
for license surrender for Dane 
Perkins and Twine Mill. 

Includes the activities summarized in Appendix G, 
including FERC License Surrender application, and 
environmental studies to support the application. 
Does not include actual dam removal costs or 
permitting for removals. 

$150,000 to $300,000 Consultation with legal 
counsel  

Project Exhibit Drawings for 
License Surrender Filing 
 

Included in above estimate for exhibit drawings. $75,000 to $110,000  
Pat confirming with FERC 
to see what drawings would 

be needed  

 

Annual facility operating 
costs 

Estimate is based on average of “cost of 
hydropower” values provided by KLPD from ten 
year period 2005-2014. Assumes 1/3 of these costs 
for Kesslen operation only. 
 

$26,900  

Annual dam safety 
inspections/testing/plans 
required by MEMA 

Required only for Kesslen dam. Assumes KLPD 
inspections would nonetheless continue but DSSM 
costs would be eliminated. 
 

$1,500  
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Item Description Current Estimated Costs Cost Refinement 
  

For Kesslen Dam Only if Mandated  
Design and installation of 
upstream fish passage 
facilities  

Based on previous studies by Alden Research 
Laboratory, the costs includes Alaska Steeppass 
Fishways (assumes only river herring (including 
alewife) as target species) at Kesslen dam. Jan 2015 
meetings with state and federal fishery agencies 
suggested such ladders could be found appropriate 
for river herring. 

$340,000 to $423,700 Refinement of costs would 
require conceptual design 
of the fish passage facilities 
most likely required.  
$8,000 to $12,000 

 The costs includes Denil ladders (assumes river 
herring and American shad as target species) at 
Kesslen dam. Jan 2015 meetings with state and 
federal fishery agencies suggested such ladders could 
be found appropriate for both species. 

$678,400 to $848,000 See above. 

Design and installation of 
upstream eel passage 
facilities 

Assumes eel ramp or ladder at Kesslen dam.  $39,200 to $52,000  

Effectiveness testing of 
upstream fish  and eel 
passage facilities 

Total estimated upstream fish and eel passage 
effectiveness testing for Kesslen dam. Assumes state 
agencies would require same level of testing as 
federal agencies. 

$16,000 to $22,000  

Annual O&M cost of 
upstream fish and eel passage 

Total estimated annual costs for Kesslen dam. Lower 
costs are for Alaska Steeppass ladders; higher cost 
for Denil ladders.  

$12,000 to $14,000 – 
anadromous fish 

$10,700 to $13,400 - eel 

 

Design and installation of 
downstream fish and eel 
passage/protection measures 

Costs assume surface bypass for downstream passage 
and installation of new trash rack bars. Most new 
licenses included 1-in spacing on trash racks to 
prevent / minimize entrainment and impingement.  
Some projects have been required to curtail 
generation on rainy evenings in September through 
December to ensure safe eel passage. 

$36,700 to $64,000  

Effectiveness testing of 
downstream fish  and eel 
passage facilities 
 

Total estimated downstream fish and eel passage 
effectiveness testing for Kesslen dam. 

$12,000 to $16,000 
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Item Description Current Estimated Costs Cost Refinement 
Annual O&M cost of 
downstream fish and eel 
passage 
 

Costs would vary based on type of passage installed. $4,000 to $6,200  

Only Applicable to Dane Perkins and Twine Mill  
Sediment testing at Dane 
Perkins and Twine Mill 

Assumes that initial sediment screening samples 
indicate contamination is present at levels that cannot 
be released downstream. 

$20,000 Conduct screening 
sampling at estimated cost 

of $12,000. 
Disposal of contaminated 
sediments 

Assumes disposal at a licensed site. $125,000 Conduct assessment to 
determine accumulated 
sediment quantity. at 

estimated cost of $6,000 to  
$10,000. 

Dam removal costs at Twine 
Mill and Dane Perkins 

Includes costs of obtaining required permits, design 
of dam removal and actual removal costs. 

$500,000  

Infrastructure protection or 
restoration 

Assumed infrastructure potentially impacted includes 
the RR bridge at Twine Mill impoundment and Mill 
St Bridge at Dane Perkins impoundment. I-95 
crossing at unaffected river section between Kesslen 
and Twine Mill dams.  

$75,000  

 

 



SUBMISSION 05-03-16 

 

12397L 5 - 1 Wright-Pierce 

SECTION 5 

ASSESSMENT OF ALTERNATIVE #4 

LICENSE SURRENDER 

5.1 ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTION 

This alternative involves surrender of the FERC license and cessation of hydropower generation 

at all locations. License surrender also requires that actions be implemented to prevent future 

generation at the sites. Appendix G further discusses the requirements of the license surrender 

process and potential requirements associated with approval of such a request. It should be noted 

that the Water Quality Certification would become void once the FERC issues its order in 

response to the surrender filing. Although the FERC process does allow other entities to seek a 

license to operate the facilities once KLPD files the NOI stating a license will not be sought, 

based on a review of recent license surrender projects, it does not appear any of these projects 

resulted in application for a license by other parties. 

 

Given the above assumption that no other entities would seek/obtain a license, KLPD would be 

required to implement whatever actions FERC determines to be appropriate to meet this need.  

Given the interest in dam removal by multiple NGOs with respect to migratory fish access to the 

Mousam River, dam removal, partial breaching of each dam or installation of fishways to allow 

free passage would likely be mandated. Interest in passage restoration has also been expressed by 

the Maine Department of Marine Resources at meetings held in January 2015. Following the 

November 2015 meeting, additional interest in dam removal was made by MDMR, the US Fish 

& Wildlife, and the National Park Service (see Appendix J). Another possible option would be 

the transfer in ownership of one or more of the dams to another entity if maintaining the dam(s) 

is of significant value to that entity. Such a transfer would need to be addressed in the license 

surrender application as the plan for “disposition” of the assets. Either the KLPD or the new 

owner would still be required to implement the conditions established in the FERC order 

approving the license surrender for any dam that may be maintained, including the possibility of 

installation of fish passage. 
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A license surrender application must identify the plan for the disposition of the dams and 

generating equipment. The cost estimates developed for this Alternative assumed that the 

powerhouse and equipment would be removed at Dane Perkins and Twine Mill. However, at 

Kesslen, the assumption is that generating equipment would be disabled and left in place. In all 

three situations, it was assumed that the dams would be substantially removed. 

 

Based on observations of recent license surrenders at other similar sites, including the 

Saccarappa Dam on the Presumpscot River, installation of fish passage is generally more 

expensive than dam removal (and less palatable to most government agencies and NGOs). 

Estimates developed for this study confirms our impressions relative to likely costs. Fish passage 

installation also requires continuing operation and maintenance efforts, as well as continuing 

maintenance of the dams, even though there is no longer any financial benefit associated with 

power generation. Review of available data relative to Maine projects suggests that partial or full 

removal of the associated dams has generally accompanied FERC license and license exemption 

surrenders. Review of a MEDEP list of dam removals in Maine shows that five of twenty dam 

removal projects to date have been associated with hydropower projects. One recently completed 

surrender of a FERC license was in 2002 at the Fort Halifax Hydropower Project, located on the 

Sebasticook River, which included the licensee's proposal to partially remove the dam (removal 

of 87 feet width of the 553-foot wide dam.). SAPPI / S.D. Warren recently filed an application 

for surrender of the license for the Saccarappa Hydropower project and dam on the Presumpscot 

River. Appendix G further discusses the status of this project. Given our observations, this 

Alternative assumes that the dams will be removed, rather than fishways installed. 

 

Estimated costs associated with this alternative are discussed at the end of this section. 

 

5.2 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS OF THIS ALTERNATIVE 

As noted above, it has been assumed that removal of the dams would be required by FERC in the 

Order approving license surrender. The following summarizes the changes that would be 

expected to occur should the dams be removed. Sections 2.3 and 2.4 provide background on 

current conditions for each subject addressed below. 
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Floodplain Wetlands 

Removal of one or more of the dams will result in lowering of water levels within the currently 

impounded areas, hence the location of the interface between the aquatic and terrestrial regimes, 

i.e. the riparian or wetland area, will change. As a result, it is expected some of the existing 

wetlands along the impoundments may evolve into upland habitats.  Increased velocities within 

the river and changes in the dynamics associated with breakup of river ice in the spring will 

influence the natural regrowth of vegetation along the portions of the riverbanks that become 

exposed due to dewatering of the impoundments. Depending on these changes, and the 

topography along the river, it is reasonable to assume that new wetlands will be formed in other 

areas. The return to more natural flow conditions will eventually result in better flushing of the 

wetlands that remain or are formed, and thus enhancing the overall health of these wetlands. 

 

Dam removal will also result in reduction of the sediments currently built-up behind each dam. 

Unless found to be contaminated, these sediments will be released downstream in a controlled 

fashion. (Sediment management is discussed further below.) While initial movement of these 

sediments may result in temporary siltation of current downstream wetlands and aquatic 

ecosystems, natural spring high flow conditions should minimize any long-term negative effects. 

In natural riverine conditions, routine downstream sediment transport results in movement of 

nutrient rich materials to downstream river reaches. Thus, in time, removal of the dams would 

allow this section of the Mousam River to return to a more natural state than currently exists in 

its dammed condition. 

 

Assessment efforts to date have not included sufficient detail in this area to accurately project the 

net impacts to wetland habitat associated with any dam removal scenarios.  

 

Wildlife Habitat 

Significant changes in the type of wildlife using the wetlands are not expected, although as the 

health of the wetland areas improves, the numbers of individual animals may increase. While the 

location of some wetlands may change, the overall use of the river’s riparian areas by wildlife is 

not expected to change significantly. Studies that would be done in support of the license 
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surrender application would likely examine the potential for impacts, positive or negative, to 

protected species. 

Fisheries 

The following summaries potential effects on fisheries within this section of the Mousam River 

as a result of dam removal.  In general, dam removal provides unimpeded, more effective 

passage upstream for anadromous and catadromous species than fish passage structures. 

 

Alewife - Provision of upstream passage through dam removal at the three sites is not expected to 

provide significant immediate benefit to alewife populations, as the upstream dams will continue 

to block access to quality spawning habitat. However, it has been noted in December 2015 

correspondences from the Mousam-Kennebunk River Alliance (MRKA) (Appendix J) that there 

is observable spawning habitat that would be accessible should this alternative be selected. 

 

American Shad – Upstream passage via dam removal should provide benefit to shad populations 

by allowing unimpeded access to significant additional spawning habitat.  

 

Blueback Herring - Blueback herring populations are expected to benefit from dam removal by 

allowing access to significant additional spawning habitat.  

 

American Eel - Provision of upstream passage through dam removal should provide meaningful 

benefit to area eel populations by facilitating their access to significant additional habitat.  

 

Smelt –Provision of upstream passage through dam removal at the three sites is not expected to 

provide significant benefit to smelt populations as the fish do not typically swim very far up past 

the limit of salt water for spawning purposes. It is possible that dam removal would be beneficial 

for smelt under a scenario where long term sea level rise resulted in loss of spawning habitat 

below the location of the Kesslen Dam.  

 

Downstream Passage Enhancements – Removal of the dams would provide unchallenged 

movement of fish downstream. 
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Impacts to Wells 

The removal of one or more of the dams may be accompanied by a reduction in levels of the 

groundwater table near the river. In cases where residents are dependent on shallow dug wells for 

water supply in close proximity (typically within 500 feet) to existing impoundments that may be 

lowered further investigation of the potential for impact may be warranted. Deeper (including 

bedrock) wells are typically not affected. An assessment into the potential impact to wells 

typically involves a review of the area’s hydrogeology, which is largely dependent on the 

permeability of the various soil deposits and a survey of the presence of wells within 

approximately 500 feet of the river.  
 

Water Quality and River Flows 

As previously discussed, the KLPD’s three hydroelectric dams all currently operate as “run of 

river” facilities, except during times when the impoundments are drawn down and then re-filled. 

There is also limited attenuation effect provided by each of the impoundments during periods of 

elevated peak flows (i.e. floods). As a result, the removal of one or more of the dams is unlikely 

to result in any meaningful changes in flow patterns that are currently experienced within the 

river downstream of the Kesslen dam.  It should also be noted that the operation of other dams 

upstream of the KLPD facilities currently exercise some influence over the hydrology of the 

river, and can be expected to do so for some time to come. 

 

Removal of the dams can be expected to alter the velocity of flows within the river sections that 

are currently impounded. Water flowing through an impoundment typically moves more slowly 

than that flowing in an unobstructed river channel. Faster moving water generally results in 

cooler water temperatures during the summer months, and correspondingly higher dissolved 

oxygen, improving the quality of the aquatic habitat.  

 

It is imperative to understand that a river such as the Mousam River is a complex natural system 

consisting of deep pools, shallow riffles, significant bends, long linear sections, and both steep 

and gradual bank slopes. River velocities will be typically be slower in deeper pools, and faster 

in shallow riffles. River velocities through bends will vary from one bank to the other, and river 
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sections with steeper bed and bank slopes will typically have a faster velocity than those sections 

with gradual slopes. Similarly, other geological and biological items will effect river velocities, 

such as an increase or decrease in vegetation, the introduction of animal habitat such as beaver 

dams, or movement of sediments and stones from larger rain events. 

 

For these reasons, any information regarding river velocities is going to be specific to one 

location on the river, and locations directly upstream or downstream may experience 

significantly different velocities due to the aforementioned differences in the river’s morphology 

and biogeomorphology. 

 

The increased velocity will also tend to result in greater sediment transport capacity and changes 

in channel morphology. In other words, absent the dams, changes in the channel geometry and 

form are likely. Additional hydrologic modeling and assessment of the river sediments would 

need to be done to better predict what specific changes are likely to occur. Should this 

Alternative be selected, it is likely that an assessment of the river’s morphology would be 

prepared for inclusion in the license surrender application.  

 

Questions were raised regarding impacts to beach dynamics at the mouth of the river, change to 

the extent of the tides in the river, changes in the amount of water that would flow over 

downstream clam beds, and whether removal will affect how the river will responds to major 

storms and floods. While the above-mentioned hydrological modeling will confirm these current 

understandings, it is not expected that changes in the river’s flow would affect beach dynamics 

and water levels over shellfish beds, which are several miles downstream of the Kesslen Dam.  

The removal of the dams would have no measurable impact on the limits of tidal action within 

the river. 

 

The removal of the three KLPD dams can be expected to result in some changes in the way the 

section of the river between the Kesslen and Dane Perkins dams performs during flooding 

events, however, as the non-storm water levels will be generally lower than the current 

impoundment water elevations, the extent of flooding onto adjacent lands should be no greater 

(and generally less than) the limits of flooding currently observed. Other sections of the river 
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should not experience any measurable changes in flooding, as the dams do not offer flood control 

capacity, and simply pass flows as they are received within the impoundment. 

 

5.3 SECONDARY ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS OF THIS ALTERNATIVE 

As noted in Appendix H, several questions were raised by members of the public regarding the 

potential impact of dam removal on certain uses of the river. The following paragraphs briefly 

discuss these potential impacts as well as other secondary economic issues, and correspondences 

from local real estate organizations and homeowners have been included in Appendix J. 

 

Recreational Boating 

One of the expressed concerns is diminished recreational boating opportunities given loss of the 

stable water level of the impoundments. Dam removal will result in restoration of more normal 

river flows, which change seasonally, based on precipitation amounts. During dryer months, 

boating use on the Mousam River will likely be limited in some areas due to the shallow water 

levels. High spring flows will allow for canoe and kayak activity under conditions that may 

actually encourage use by more experienced boaters, due to the more challenging conditions that 

will occur. Increased recreational use is has been observed on the Penobscot River where the 

Great Works and Veazie Dams were recently removed, allowing more dynamic river flow 

conditions to occur. It is difficult to accurately predict the magnitude of changes in boating use 

on the Mousam River and whether such changes would have any economic effect on local 

businesses.  

 

Visual Changes and Related Impacts 

The potential for negative impacts to the value of properties adjacent to the impoundments was 

expressed by several residents, with change in views and potential odors caused by exposed 

sediments as concerns. Almost all of the residences having waterfront views are located on the 

Kesslen impoundment. The few homes upstream of Twine Mill and Dane Perkins appear to be 

set-back from the river with trees blocking direct views. As more dams are being removed 

nationwide, studies are being completed assessing such impacts. Because the nature and 
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magnitude of impacts to a property tend to vary widely based on the property in question, it is 

difficult to make broad statements regarding such impacts. Certainly, impacts experienced by 

individual properties along the Mousam River can be expected to vary, based on proximity to the 

river, the magnitude of change to water levels at that location, the extent to which the river is 

visible from the premises, the extent to which the current use takes advantage of the river, and a 

host of other considerations. 

 

Another property-related concern is whether the acreage of properties adjacent to the river will 

increase if the width of the river narrows. The boundaries of a property are based on the 

description stated in the deed. If the property boundary is described as “from the center of the 

river”, then the formerly submerged but now exposed land becomes part of the subject property.  

However, if the legal description sets the property line at the edge of the impoundment or 

flowage, then the newly exposed land may remain with KLPD, assuming that KLPD has such 

legal flowage rights. 

 

An additional concern that has been raised relates to the potential for increased mosquito 

breeding habitat. In general, mosquitoes breed in standing water; our observations suggest that in 

most areas, the river banks are naturally graded to convey surface flows towards the river and, 

following dam removal, surface flows will likely result in channels with sufficient gradient to 

keep the water moving. In the course of our experience with other dam removal projects in 

Maine, we have not seen evidence of increased mosquito breeding habitat in the vicinity of 

stormwater outfalls. 

 

Shoreline Stability and Infrastructure Impacts 

Lowering of the river’s water level could potentially have a negative effect on the stability of the 

river banks. Erosion of soils during flood or spring flows, which will have greater velocity than 

the dammed condition, can occur in areas that had previously always been submerged. Based on 

a cursory review of the river channel and hydrology, widespread issues relating to bank stability 

are not expected. 
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Additional hydrologic modeling has been completed to indicate the river elevations and 

velocities at the most developed region of the river that would be significantly impacted by dam 

decommissioning. The goal of this additional modeling was to obtain general information about 

the potential for erosion during certain storm events. A memorandum explaining this modeling 

and discussing its results in-depth is included as Appendix L. 

 

Due to the generally undeveloped nature of most of the affected section of the river, there are 

relatively few infrastructure elements (e.g. roads/bridges, intakes or outfalls, etc.) of potential 

concern. These include the Interstate 95 crossing, the railroad crossing upstream of Twine Mill 

and the Mill Street crossing upstream of Dane Perkins. Based on review of state records, there 

are no licensed water intakes or outfalls between the Kesslen Dam and the upper limit of the 

impoundment created by the Dane Perkins Dam (See below for discussion of the 

interrelationship of KLPD’s dams and the Kennebunk Sewer District’s operations). Most 

structures along this section of the river are set-back from the riverbank, so potential impacts to 

building foundations are limited. The apparent exceptions include the mill building and 

condominiums just upstream of the Kesslen dam, and the powerhouses at Twine Mill and Dane 

Perkins. Should this alternative be selected, stability studies should be performed to determine 

impacts to these building foundations and river crossings. The Twine Mill and Dane Perkins 

powerhouses are expected to be substantially removed along with the dams. KLPD would be 

responsible to provide protective measures to minimize/prevent damage to such structures. For 

all the reasons presented above, no secondary cost impacts are expected to be placed on others 

from this dam removal alternative. However, it can be understood that additional modeling of 

shoreline stability is included in the consultant fees for FERC licensing application process (See 

Figure 5-1 at the end of this chapter).  

 

Kennebunk Sewer District Operations 

Removal of the dams is not expected to have any impacts on the operation of the Kennebunk 

Sewer District, based on discussions held between KLPD and the Sewer District in 2015. The 

current Sewer District permit is based on an agreement with the owners of Old Falls Dam to 

release a minimum of 26 cubic feet second, or inflow, whichever is less. The three KLPD dams 
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operate as run-of-river, so such flows are simply passed through. Thus, the removal of the KLPD 

dams would not reduce the flows in the river upon which the Sewer District’s permitted 

discharge limits were based.    

 

5.4 BENEFITS OF THE ALTERNATIVE  

The receipt of a FERC order to surrender a license would have the following key benefits. As 

noted above, it is assumed that the dams will be breached or removed. 

• If determined not to be critical to the safety of the dams through 2022, and if approved by 

FERC, the estimated $125,000 in concrete repairs at the Kesslen and Twine Mill dams 

identified as being needed by FERC from their 2015 site inspection, would be avoided. 

However, it is uncertain at this time whether or not FERC would agree with not making 

such repairs.   

• KLPD operating and capitals costs associated with these facilities will be eliminated, as 

would any potential liabilities associated with their possible failure.  

• Section 5.2 addresses the anticipated environmental benefits of removing the dams. 

Possible secondary economic benefits are discussed in Section 5.3. 

• The costs to make such a filing and remove the dams are projected to be less than 

obtaining a new license or license exemption. 

 

5.5 SEDIMENT TRANSPORT AND MANAGEMENT 

As mentioned elsewhere throughout this Section 5, sediment transport has been recognized as a 

concern for dam removal in the event that any contaminated sediments have accumulated 

upstream of any of the dam’s impoundments. In recognition of this, testing of sediments 

upstream of the Kesslen Dam impoundment was completed. Two sample locations were 

observed; Kesslen #1 and Kesslen #2. 

• Kesslen #1 was a composite of samples collected on the northern side of the river. This 

area had significant sediment build-up extending approximately 30-40 feet from the 

current shoreline. Samples were collected adjacent to the channel where sediments were 

noted to be 2- 3 feet deep. 
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• Kesslen #2 was a composite of grab samples collected on the southern side of the river. 

This area was noted to have much less volume of sediment and a steeper embankment up 

to the adjacent land. 

 

Each sample collected was analyzed for Total Organic Carbon (TOC), Volatile Organic Carbon 

(VOCs), Semi-Volatile Organic Carbons (SVOCs), select Total Metals, PCBs and Pesticides and 

Extractable Petroleum Hydrocarbons (EPH). 

 

The results were compared to Consensus Based Sediment Quality Guidelines; including 

Threshold Effect Concentrations (TEC) and Probable Effect Concentrations (PEC). These 

thresholds are standards typically used by the Maine Department of Environmental Protection 

(MaineDEP) for the evaluation of bulk sediment data. In general, concentrations below the TEC 

are typically representative background conditions and would likely result in limited concern. 

Concentrations above the PEC may require additional review and comparison to typical 

background concentrations to determine the impacts of the contaminants within the sediments 

that would mobilize. Further discussion is as follows: 

• Inorganic Metals: concentrations of the target list of inorganic metals were detected in 

both Kesslen #1 and Kesslen #2. These concentrations were below both the Consensus 

Based TEC and PEC levels with the exception of Lead which was detected at 83 mg/kg 

in Kesslen#2. This concentration is above the Consensus Based TEC (35.8 mg/kg) but 

below the Consensus Based PEC (128 mg/kg). 

• Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs), PCBs and Pesticides: VOCs, PCBs and Pesticides 

were not detected above the laboratory detection limits. 

• Semi-Volatile Organic Compounds (SVOC): SVOCs, with the exception of PAH 

compounds, were not detected above the laboratory detection limit. 

• Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs): Two PAH compounds (Fluoranthene and 

Pyrene) were detected in Kesslen#1 at concentrations below both the Consensus Based 

TEC and PEC levels. Varying levels of PAHs were detected in samples Kesslen #2. 

These levels were above both the Consensus Based TEC, but below the PEC standard. 
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In summary, the Kesslen #1 sample reported concentrations of detected compound below the 

Consensus Based TEC and PEC standards. Kesslen#2 reported concentrations of Lead and target 

PAH analytes above Consensus Based TEC levels but below the PEC levels. The concentrations 

of Lead and PAHs above the TEC are not significantly higher than the TEC standards and are 

well below the PEC standards that would denote probable effects scenario. It is likely that the 

concentrations are consistent with background concentrations along the Mousam River and 

would not require removal and disposal of materials or cause concern if they migrated 

downstream. 

 

There is currently a placeholder associated with the financial model for the comparison of 

alternatives. This placeholder provides for limited removal and off-site disposal of materials. If 

removal is vetted as the chosen alternative, then additional sediment testing at all dam locations 

may be completed. However, based on all available information and testing, there are no known 

sediments contaminated to the point of requiring removal or dredging. 

 

5.6 IMPACTS AND CHALLENGES OF THE ALTERNATIVE 

The following impacts and challenges could be expected from implementing this Alternative: 

• Replacement power would need to be purchased to replace power previously generated. 

• A number of concerns were raised by community members at the March 31st 2015 

meeting regarding dam removal. (See Appendix H for a list of these concerns.) Most of 

these are discussed in sections 5.2 and 5.3. While investigations could be conducted to 

better assess some of these concerns, as discussed above, many are very difficult to 

predict for certain.  If a public vote is needed to implement this alternative due to funding 

needs, it will be important to address as many of these concerns as possible so the 

residents have factual data on them before they are asked to vote.  Such studies would 

also be incorporated into the license surrender filing’s environmental assessment. The 

cost estimate noted below includes optional costs should KLPD elect to study some of 

these concerns. 

• The need for removal and disposal of contaminated sediments could have a significant 

impact on dam removal costs. Past research did not identify any existing data for the 
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Mousam River. Analysis of the sediments upstream of the Kesslen Dam indicated small 

amounts of potential contaminants that may be of concern if found in higher 

concentrations. Thus, it may be appropriate to do additional sediment sampling in each of 

three impoundments to determine whether any contamination reports might better 

confirm the current cost assumptions.  

• Legal issues can continue even after the dams have been removed. In the case of the Fort 

Halifax dam removal, lawsuits were filed against the dam owner requiring river bank 

preservation and restoration due to significant erosion of the river banks following the 

dam’s removal. It is less likely that similar issues will occur on the Mousam River, since 

flows experienced in the Kennebec River are significant faster in during high flow events 

than in the Mousam River. 

 

5.7 COST ASSESSMENT OF THE ALTERNATIVE 

The following table summarizes the various costs associated with this Alternative. For purposes 

of this analysis, it was assumed that some sediments will be found to be contaminated, and will 

be dredged out and disposed of at a licensed facility. However, currently there is no data that 

suggests that such contamination requiring excavation exists. 
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TABLE 5-1 
ESTIMATED COSTS TO FILE FOR LICENSE SURRENDER AND DAM REMOVAL 

 

Item Description Current Estimated Costs Cost Refinement 
Application preparation and 
associated activities for filing 
for license surrender for all 
three dams. 

Includes the activities summarized in Appendix G, 
including FERC License Surrender application, and 
environmental studies to support the application. 
Does not include actual dam removal costs or 
permitting for removals. 

$150,000 to $300,000 Consultation with legal 
counsel 

Project Exhibit Drawings for 
License Surrender filing 
 

A license surrender application would only need the 
drawings indicating the property boundary and others 
that would be used to illustrate how the dam would 
be breached or removed. Existing exhibits do not 
meet current requirements, thus new ones must be 
developed. 

$35,000  

Sediment testing at all three 
dams 

Assumes that initial sediment screening samples 
indicate that contamination is present at levels that 
cannot be released downstream. 

 Conduct screening 
sampling at estimated cost 

of $12,000. 
Disposal of contaminated 
sediments 

Assumes disposal at a licensed site.  Conduct assessment to 
determine accumulated 

sediment quantity at 
estimated cost of $6,000 to  

$10,000. 
Dam removal costs for all 
three dams 

Includes costs of obtaining required permits, design 
of dam removal and actual removal costs. 

$1,000,000  

Infrastructure protection or 
restoration 

Assumed infrastructure potentially impacted includes 
apartments at Kesslen impoundment, the RR bridge 
at Twine Mill impoundment and Mill St Bridge at 
Dane Perkins impoundment. I-95 crossing at 
unaffected river section between Kesslen and Twine 
Mill dams.  

$125,000  
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SECTION 6 

COST COMPARISON 

6.1 ANALYSIS DEVELOPMENT AND ASSUMPTIONS 

An economic analysis was completed to allow for a cost comparison of the four identified 

alternatives. The results of these analyses are in the form of spreadsheets which can be found in 

Appendix I. Generally, the intent has been to provide “life cycle” projections of both capital and 

operating costs, as well as the avoided costs associated with energy generation for those 

alternatives that presume continued operation of one or more of the hydro facilities. The 

resulting figures are intended to support comparison of net costs on a common basis. 

 

Given the level of effort conducted in support of this study, as well as the uncertainty regarding 

certain elements, a number of assumptions were made in the development of these analyses. The 

tables have been constructed as spreadsheets which should allow for refinement as better data 

becomes available. In addition, the use of the spreadsheets should facilitate the performance of 

additional iterations of the cost analysis in the event it is desired to adjust certain cost 

components or interest/inflation rates based on varying assumptions. It must be emphasized that 

these financial projections are very approximate in nature and it is recognized that differing 

opinions will exist with respect to the cost figures that have been used. 

 

It must also be noted that the economic analysis is intended to provide a basis for comparison for 

those factors for which fiscal values can be reasonably projected. In determining a path forward 

with respect to the future of its hydro facilities, the KLPD will clearly wish to include 

consideration of a number of other important elements, which may not readily translate into 

financial terms. 

 

For the purpose of the economic analysis tables included in Appendix I, key assumptions 

include: 
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• The analyses have been developed for a forty-year period based on the assumption that if 

relicensed, that license would have a forty-year term. The forty year period would begin 

upon license reissuance. 

• Estimated costs for filing FERC applications are assumed to include both technical 

studies and legal costs, as well as administrative expenses on the part of the KLPD. It is 

important to bear in mind that the actual legal expenditures associated with any given 

scenario may be affected greatly by challenges posed by opponents to the selected 

alternative. 

• Costs associated with studies leading up to the KLPD’s selection of an alternative have 

not been incorporated into the basic cost assumptions. 

• The KLPD operations and maintenance costs are based on large part on the average 

annual costs ($80,787) from the ten-year period from 2005 through 2014, based on data 

provided by the KLPD in July of 2015. These were split as 30% labor and 70% non-

labor. 

• The projected kWh generation value (1,400,000 kWh) was based on a review of 

historical operational data provided by KLPD in July of 2015. 

• The projected cost per kWh to purchase replacement energy was assumed to be $0.08158 

per kWh, for the first 4 years, and then increasing annually at 1% based on information 

provided by KLPD. (The value of $0.08158 includes basic energy costs, and also 

incorporates for Regional Network Service (RNS), Local Network Service (LNS) and 

Capacity charges). 

• As another means to generate replacement energy, the KLPD has reviewed a solar power 

plan where a system would be constructed within the power district, providing energy 

generation at $0.10/kWh. This would be under an arrangement with a solar provider for 

25 years; all maintenance on the system would be done by the provider. Should dam 

decommissioning be the chosen alternative, additional options to replace the power 

generated from the dams will be assessed at that time. 

• For Alternative No. 2 we have assumed an annual kWh generation associated with 

installation of a new mini-turbine of 150,000 kWh. 

• The current assessment does not include consideration of any additional generation from 

KLPD units that would be obtained if the units’ efficiencies were improved as a result of 
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the implementation of modifications. Likewise, it does not factor in loss of generation 

that may result from potential diversion of flows that may be necessary at times for 

operation of fish passage facilities. 

• The economic analysis includes projections of the impact of inflation (estimated at 2% 

annually) upon costs. As noted above, provisions have also been applied to inflationary 

impacts on cost to purchase electricity. 

• Dam removal costs assume that the powerhouses at Dane Perkins and Twine Mill would 

be removed, but at Kesslen decommissioning would be limited to removal of the dam 

itself and disabling of the generating equipment. The Kesslen generating equipment may 

be left in its current location given the logistical challenges associated with removing it. 

All oils would need to be drained and electrical connections severed. 

 

6.2 SUMMARY OF NET COSTS FOR THE ALTERNATIVES 

The net values associated with the cost analyses for the four alternative scenarios can be 

summarized as follows. Note that two versions have been developed for Alternative 1 (noted as 

1a and 1b) due to the broad range of projected costs associated with some elements. 

 

TABLE 6-1 

NET VALUES ASSOCIATED WITH THE COST ANALYSIS  
(2016 DOLLARS) 

 
Alternative Costs Equivalent Revenues Net Present Worth 

1a - Re-license Sites -
Low End of $ Range $8,844,989 $5,367,964 ($3,477,025) 

1b – Re-license Sites -
High End of $ Range $11,680,989 $5,367,964 ($6,313,025) 

2 - License Exemption $9,194,989 $5,869,681 ($3,325,308) 

3 - Non-jurisdiction 
(Kesslen only) $4,392,122 $2,190,423 ($2,201,699) 

4 - Surrender License - 
(Remove all dams) $2,321,722 $685,272 ($1,636,450) 
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TABLE 6-2 

NET VALUES ASSOCIATED WITH THE COST ANALYSIS  
(2% COST INFLATION AND 1% GROWTH IN ENERGY PRICES) 

 
Alternative Costs Equivalent Revenues Net Present Worth 

1a - Re-license Sites -
Low End of $ Range $13,326,985 $6,616,502 ($6,710,483) 

1b – Re-license Sites -
High End of $ Range $16,901,411 $6,616,502 ($10,284,909) 

2 - License Exemption $13,671,039 $7,251,622 ($6,419,417) 

3 - Non-jurisdiction 
(Kesslen only) $6,119,543 $2,594,072 ($3,525,472) 

4 - Surrender License - 
(Remove all dams) $2,548,266 $688,710 ($1,859,556) 

 

TABLE 6-3 

NET VALUES ASSOCIATED WITH THE COST ANALYSIS  
(2% COST INFLATION AND 3% GROWTH IN ENERGY PRICES) 

 
Alternative Costs Equivalent Revenues Net Present Worth 

1a - Re-license Sites -
Low End of $ Range $13,326,985 $10,513,033 ($2,813,952) 

1b – Re-license Sites -
High End of $ Range $16,901,411 $10,513,033 ($6,388,378) 

2 - License Exemption $13,671,039 $11,564,895 ($2,106,144) 

3 - Non-jurisdiction 
(Kesslen only) $6,119,543 $3,851,240 ($2,268,303) 

4 - Surrender License - 
(Remove all dams) $2,548,266 $695,654 ($1,852,612) 

 

6.3 IMPACTS TO ELECTRIC RATES 

In order to better understand the relative impacts of the various alternatives upon the KLPD’s 

ratepayers, three scenarios have been evaluated. It should be noted that these values are based 

upon the calculations discussed within this section, and that this information is to provide an 

order-of-magnitude approximation of rate increases. The actual values versus the forecasted 

values may be different if energy costs, inflation, and other variables change in a manner that is 

different from what has been assumed; however, the calculations below should provide a useful 

comparison using like assumptions in order to provide a greater fiscal context for the ratepayers. 
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In reviewing the projected financial ramifications associated with the various alternative 

scenarios it may be beneficial to consider that the reliability/accuracy of the projections may vary 

considerably, and hence there may be greater risk associated with a scenario where we are less 

able to reliably project costs. 

 
Alternative 1A – Seek New License to Continue Operations (Low End) 

Assume the projected costs associated with operations, maintenance, FERC coordination and 

implementation of capital improvements for the period 2016-2025 are covered by borrowing and 

paid for over a 20 year period. We have estimated the value of the bond at $3,979,205. Based on 

a 3.1 percent interest rate and the 20 year term, the annual payment would be on the order of 

$269,944.  Allocating that annual payment over the total estimated annual power sold by the 

KLPD (approximately 100 million kWh) suggests that the cost per kWh is approximately 

$0.0027. For a residential user with a monthly usage of 750 kWh, this translates to about $2.00 

per month, or $24.00 per year. 

 

Alternative 1B – Seek New License to Continue Operations (High End) 

Assume the projected costs associated with operations, maintenance, FERC coordination and 

implementation of capital improvements for the period 2016-2025 are covered by borrowing and 

paid for over a 20 year period. We have estimated the value of the bond at $6,526,713. Based on 

a 3.1 percent interest rate and the 20 year term, the annual payment would be on the order of 

$442,764.  Allocating that annual payment over the total estimated annual power sold by the 

KLPD (approximately 100 million kWh) suggests that the cost per kWh is about $0.0044. For a 

residential user with a monthly usage of 750 kWh, this translates to about $3.32 per month, or 

$39.85 per year. 

 

Alternative 2 – Seek License Exemption to Continue Operations 

Assume the projected costs associated with operations, maintenance, FERC coordination and 

implementation of capital improvements for the period 2016-2025 are covered by borrowing and 

paid for over a 20 year period. We have estimated the value of the bond at $4,425,254. Based on 

a 3.1 percent interest rate and the 20 year term, the annual payment would be on the order of 

$300,203. Allocating that annual payment over the total estimated annual power sold by the 
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KLPD (approximately 100 million kWh) suggests that the cost per kWh is about $0.0030. For a 

residential user with a monthly usage of 750 kWh, this translates to about $2.25 per month, or 

$27.02 per year. 

 

Alternative 3 – Seek FERC License Non-Jurisdiction (Kesslen Only) 

Assume the projected costs associated with operations, maintenance, FERC coordination and 

implementation of capital improvements for the period 2016-2025 are covered by borrowing and 

paid for over a 20 year period. We have estimated the value of the bond at $2,714,770. Based on 

a 3.1 percent interest rate and the 20 year term, the annual payment would be on the order of 

$184,186. Allocating that annual payment over the total estimated annual power sold by the 

KLPD (approximately 100 million kWh) suggests that the cost per kWh is about $0.0018. For a 

residential user with a monthly usage of 750 kWh, this translates to about $1.38 per month, or 

$16.57 per year. 

 

Alternative 4- Cease Operations and Surrender FERC License (All Locations) 

Assume the projected costs associated with operations, maintenance, FERC coordination and 

implementation of capital improvements for the period 2016-2023 are covered by borrowing and 

paid for over a 20 year period. We have estimated the value of the bond at $2,548,266. Based on 

a 3.1 percent interest rate and the 20 year term, the annual payment would be on the order of 

$172,871. Allocating that annual payment over the total estimated annual power sold by the 

KLPD (approximately 100 million kWh) suggests that the cost per kWh is about $0.0017. For a 

residential user with a monthly usage of 750 kWh, this translates to about $1.30 per month, or 

$15.55 per year. 

 

Long-Term Operating Costs versus Cost of Purchased Energy 

It may also be worth noting, that this fiscal assessment suggests that the longer term costs 

associated with continued generation/operation of the facilities (under alternatives 1A and 1B) 

are likely to exceed the avoided cost associated with purchase of a corresponding amount of 

electricity elsewhere.  
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6.4 APPROXIMATE COST TO GENERATE ELECTRICITY VIA RELICENSING 

In order to provide further context for the financial consideration of the various alternatives, the 

District had expressed an interest in gauging the cost associated with long-term generation of 

electricity. The intent was to consider the cost per kWh for electricity that might be generated 

through the assumed forty year life of a new FERC license. In order to bracket a likely range of 

generating costs, this analysis takes the total costs associated with implementation of 

Alternatives 1a and 1B, subtracts the projected costs that would likely be spent on 

decommissioning (assumed costs to the District) and divides those costs over the net projected 

generation during that period. The resulting values can be found in Table 6-4 below. Again, it 

should be noted, that these cost projections are based on planning level assessments. The 

proposed costs to purchase energy as well as provide solar energy, as discussed in Section 6.1, 

have been provided in Table 6-4 in order to provide a comparison for these values. 

 

TABLE 6-4 

APPROXIMATE COST TO GENERATE ELECTRICITY 
(LONG-TERM) 

 

Alternative 
Total Cost of 
Alternative 

Decommissioning 
Cost 

Net Cost Total kWh 
Cost 

($/kWh) 
#1a $13,326,985 $2,548,266 $10,778,719 57,400,000 $0.1878 
#1b $16,901,411 $2,548,266 $14,353,145 57,400,000 $0.2501 
#2 $13,671,039 $2,548,266 $11,122,773 63,550,000 $0.1750 
#3 $6,119,543 $2,548,266 $3,571,277 18,450,000 $0.1936 

Purchase Energy -- -- -- -- $0.08158 
Solar Energy -- -- -- -- $0.10 
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A-1 - FERC License Renewal Process

Under the Federal Power Act (FPA), the FERC has exclusive authority to license the

construction, operation and maintenance of non-federal hydropower projects located on

navigable waterways that effect interstate commerce.  However, many other federal and state

resource agencies, as well as other stakeholders all have the right to participate in the process.

The resource agencies may exercise authority in the relicensing process through the Fish and

Wildlife Coordination Act, the Endangered Species Act, and Sections 4(e) and 10(j) and 18 of

FPA.    The  FERC  has  the  obligation  of  balancing  the  need  for  power,  project  economics  and

environmental, cultural and recreational issues, with such balancing demonstrated through an

analysis conducted under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  The resource

agencies focus only on their particular areas of interest. Issues included under Section 10(j) are

handled as "recommendations" which FERC may or may not adopt.  Requirements dealing with

passage for anadromous and catadromous fish species falling under Section 18 of the FPA are

considered "mandatory prescriptions" which FERC is obligated to adopt into a license.  Section

4(e) is only applicable to projects located on federally reserved lands, such as national forests,

Indian reservations, etc.  If a protected species is found in the project area, following assessment

of  possible  impacts  to  the  species,  the  applicable  state  and  federal  agencies  would  issue  a

"biological opinion" as to whether the protective measures recommended for the project by the

FERC are appropriate and sufficient.

Additional agency requirements that must be incorporated into the re-licensing process are found

under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act, which are issued via a Water Quality Certification

issued (in Maine) by the Maine Department of Environmental Protection, and  the "consultation

process" required under National Historic Preservation Act, which is managed through the State

Historic Preservation Office (SHPO).  This latter process is not an approval or permit, per se, but

a process under which impacts to historic and/or archaeological resources are assessed and

mitigated.  Review under the Coastal Zone Management Program is also required.
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Regardless of which of the three licensing processes is being used, a licensee must initiate the

process by filing a Notification of Intent (NOI) And Pre-Application Document (PAD) to renew

the license with FERC, and provide copies of this filing with all relevant Federal, State, interstate

resource agencies as well as applicable Indian Tribes and other interested stakeholders, such as

non-governmental organizations that have interest in the project and its potential environmental,

recreational, cultural and related issues.  The NOI must be filed not earlier than 5 ½ years or later

than 5 years before a license expires. The process to be implemented is identified in the NOI. An

Application must be filed no later than two years prior to expiration of the existing license.

The licensing process involves scoping sessions, development and implementation of

environmental studies, filing of an application, development of an Environmental Assessment

and/or  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  issuance  of  a  draft  license  for  comment,  with  the  end

product being final license issuance.  All issued licenses have appeal processes available, and

history has shown that in many situations, either the applicant or other stakeholder will appeal

the license conditions. This has led to lengthy court proceedings and many months or years of

delay in license issuance.

A new FERC license will include a series of requirements that must be implemented by the

licensee.  Such requirements are identified through the license Articles, which can be general or

very specific in their requirements and schedule. License conditions may generate both fixed

capital costs and variable costs that arise from changes in operational or management techniques.

Example fixed capital costs could include fish passage facilities, recreational boat ramps or

canoe put-ins, and fish screens. Changes in operations may decrease hydropower production

potential through minimum flows and fishway flow releases. Other costs might include

maintenance costs associated with installed fishways and recreational features.   Appendix E

includes a summary of requirements included in the nine most recent licenses issues by FERC to

New England projects. Many of these could be expected to be included in a new license issued

for the KLPD sites.
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A-2 - FERC License Exemption Process

If KLPD elected to file for a License Exemption, then in lieu of filing a NOI for license renewal,

an application for a 5MW license exemption would be filed. This licensing process is the same

as that for a license renewal with the following exceptions:

an  applicant  has  less  time  (45  days  rather  than  90  days)  to  correct  any  application

deficiencies;

exemption requests are generally supported by an Environmental Assessment and seldom

require a full Environmental Impact Statement;

procedures for post-filing consultation between the applicant, FERC agencies and Indian

tribes are different;

all timely fish and wildlife recommendations under Section 30(e) FPA are mandatory,

and

a fee must be submitted to reimburse fish and wildlife agencies for costs incurred in

connection with their review pursuant to Section 30(e) of the FPA.

The term "license exemption" is used as such actions are exempt from the licensing provisions of

Part 1 of the FPA.  This means Sections 10(j) and the mandatory conditions under Sections 4(e)

and 18 do not apply.  However, as noted above, environmental measures such as fish passage

could be required similar to those under a license if such measures are issued as a

"recommendation" under Section 30(e).



APPENDIX B 

Summary of Alternative FERC 
Licensing Processes 



Project No. 12397L B - 1 Wright-Pierce

Traditional Licensing
Process (TLP)

Alternative Licensing
Process (ALP)

Integrated Licensing Process
(ILP)

Consultation with
Resource Agencies and
Indian Tribes

Paper driven Collaborative Integrated

Deadlines • Pre-filing - some deadlines
for participants

• Pre-filing - deadlines defined
by collaborative group

• Defined deadlines for all
participants throughout the
process, including• Post-filing - defined deadlines

for participants
• Post-filing - defined deadlines

for participants
FERC

Study Plan Development • No FERC involvement • FERC staff advisory assistance • Plan approved by FERC
• Developed by applicant based

on early agency, tribal, and
public recommendations

• Developed by collaborative
group

• Developed through study
plan meetings with FERC
staff involvement

Study Dispute
Resolution

• OEP Director opinion advisory • OEP Director opinion advisory • Informal dispute resolution
available to all participants

• Formal dispute resolution available
to agencies w/ mandatory
conditioning authority.

• OEP Director opinion binding
on applicant

Application • Draft and final application
include Exhibit E

• Draft and final application
includes applicant-prepared EA
or 3rd party EIS

• Preliminary licensing proposal
(or draft application) and final
application include Exhibit E that
has form and contents of an EA

Additional Information • Available to participants after
filing

• Available to participants
primarily

• Available to participants before
filingRequests of application before filing of application of application

• Post-filing requests available
but should be l imit ed due
to collaborative approach

• No forma l  avenue to
request additional info after
application filed

Timing of Resource • Terms and conditions filed 60 • Terms and conditions filed 60 • Terms and conditions filed 60 days
Agency days after REA notice days after REA notice after REA notice
Terms and Conditions • Schedule for filing final terms

and conditions permitted
• Schedule for filing final terms

and conditions permitted
• Modified terms and conditions

60 days after comments on the
singleEA or draft NEPA document
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Unit Replacement Assessment 

As part of the 2011 facility studies, Wright-Pierce conducted a preliminary assessment of issues and 
costs associated with replacement of the existing turbines/generators at each of the three powerhouses, 
as a possible approach to increase power production. The results of this effort has been amended on the 
basis of investigations and discussion over the course of this Alternatives Analysis. The following is 
intended as a cursory summary regarding the status of the existing generating equipment, and is subject 
to further refinement based on more detailed assessment of the facilities. The operating costs and 
power purchase costs used in these analyses were provided by KLPD. 

Kesslen 

Information received following the March 2016 meeting of the KLPD trustees suggests that that the 
existing facilities at Kesslen include a “Francis runner unit of 40.5 inches in diameter with a rating of 
200 horsepower, set in a rolled steel scroll case, and supplied by a penstock of about 6 feet in length”. 
It should also be noted that since the replacement of the draft tube at Kesslen (completed subsequent to 
issuance of the 2011 report) the facility is running more efficiently than was calculated at that time. At 
the time of preparation of the 2011 report, the generation equipment was estimated to be operating at 
an efficiency of only 20%-25%.  

Replacement cost of the current turbine-generator system has been estimated to cost between 
$400,000-$500,000, assuming the flow channel can be easily adapted to the retrofit the new 
equipment, and access could be provided without major investment in modifying the mill structure.  At 
Kesslen an investment of $500,000 to replace and modernize the turbine and generators, would result 
in an estimated annual debt service payment of about $40,000 (using a 20-year financing period). 
While this investment would result in improved efficiency and more power generation at this site, the 
challenge would relate to generating sufficient additional electricity to offset the amortization of the 
associated debt. Based on the analysis conducted as a part of the 2011 assessment, it would not appear 
that investment in more efficient power production would make sense at Kesslen based on an 
estimated replacement cost of $500,000 at the site for a new generator-turbine system.  

Twine Mill 

The generating equipment at the Twine Mill facility, was completely replaced and overhauled in 1980, 
and is in relatively good condition. The turbine is an inclined, fixed blade tube turbine with three 
manually selected fixed runner positions, manufactured by Allis Chalmers. The powerhouse sustained 
significant damage from flooding in May 2006 and again in the "Mother's Day Storm" on April 16, 
2007. This damage was repaired and the facility remains fully operational. The generator nameplate is 
rated at 300 KW. 

The efficiency of the Twine Mill equipment was calculated to fall within the range of 37-47% at the 
time of preparation of the 2011 assessment report.  Considering the good condition of the equipment, it 
does not appear to make sense to replace the turbine-generator at this site.  
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Dane Perkins 

The Dane Perkins Facility is similar to Kesselen in age and condition. The powerhouse equipment 
consists of a 1935 single, vertical Kaplan turbine rated at 150 kilowatts manufactured by S. Morgan 
Smith Company. The turbine powers an electric generator manufactured by General Electric and 
installed in 1936. Following breach of the Dane Perkins dam in 1977, the facility was rebuilt in the 
1980's.  The equipment is operating inefficiently, with an efficiency estimated at approximately 20-
25% at the time of preparation of the 2011 assessment report.   

For Dane Perkins, an investment of $500,000 to replace and modernize the turbine and generator, 
would result in an estimated annual debt service payment of about $40,000 (using a 20-year financing 
period). This investment would result in improved efficiency and more power generation at this site. 
While this investment would result in improved efficiency and more power generation at this site, the 
challenge would relate to generating sufficient additional electricity to offset the amortization of the 
associated debt. Based on the analysis conducted as a part of the 2011 assessment, it would not appear 
that investment in more efficient power production would make sense at Dane Perkins based on an 
estimated replacement cost of $500,000 at the site for a new generator-turbine system.  
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Additional Generation Potential Assessment 

As part of the overall assessment into the range of alternatives available to the KLPD, Wright-Pierce 
was asked to review the potential for increasing generation at the three hydro facilities. As with most 
efforts of this type, the assessment included a review of the extent to which the current equipment 
takes advantage of the energy inherent in the river’s flows, as well as the costs and other impacts 
associated with installation of new generating equipment at the sites.  

Appendix C includes a discussion of the existing generating equipment at each facility and the costs 
associated with replacement. In most cases, it is likely that meaningful enhancements in operating 
efficiency could be achieved.  

Flow Duration Curve 

Key to the assessment of untapped generating potential is a review of the current generating equipment 
against river flows. At the end of this section is a Flow Duration Curve that has been developed for the 
lower Mousam River. The curve allows for projecting the percent of time during an average year that 
river flows will exceed a certain rate.  

The three hydro facilities each have a reported hydraulic capacity of approximately 260 cubic feet per 
second (cfs). Based on a review of the flow duration curve, river flows can be expected to exceed this 
figure approximately 23 percent of the time. In essence, this can be interpreted to mean that the 
existing generating equipment is taking advantage of the full river flow for 77 percent of the time and 
that installation of additional generating capacity would only provide benefit during the 23 percent of 
the time that the flows exceed the hydraulic capacity of the existing equipment. 

Competing Demands for Flow 

As has been discussed elsewhere in this document, there appears to be some likelihood that those 
future scenarios that include continued operation of the hydro facilities will be accompanied by a need 
to construct, operate and maintain upstream fish passage facilities. In that event, it is foreseeable that a 
portion of the river flows will need to be allocated to fishpass operation. Flows necessary for the 
operation of a fishpass can be expected to take precedence over the use of flows for generating 
purposes, hence, the flows available for current or expanded generation may be less than those 
expected to be available based solely on review of the flow duration curve.  

Conclusion 

Given the limited amount of flows that would appear available to support increased generation, it is 
unlikely that the economics would support the capital cost and operation of new generation. For that 
reason, our assessment of alternatives involving increased generating capacity has been primarily 
focused on the potential installation of one or microturbines, which could potentially be justified as a 
prerequisite in support of changed FERC licensure status.
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Conditions Established in Recent (2007-2014) New England FERC licenses

Legend: X = required by new license; E = passage facility already in place prior to license; US = upstream; DS = downstream; NR  =
Section 18 prescription authority not filed / reserved

Bar Mills
ME

4.0 MW

Crocker
Dam, MA
0.15 MW

Townshend
Dam, VT
0.92 MW

Canaan
Proj, VT
1.1 MW

Glendale
Proj, MA
1.1 MW

Monadnock
Proj, NH
1.9 MW

Ball Mtn
VT

2.2 MW

Scotland
CT

3.0 MW

Stuyvesant
Falls, NY
4.3 MW

Upstream fish passage X X see note X see note X
Downstream fish passage / protection E X see note X X see note X see note X X X
Upstream eel passage X X see note X X
Downstream eel passage X X
Fish passage effectiveness testing US & DS DS US & DS US & DS DS US & DS DS
Eel passage effectiveness testing US & DS NR US DS
Section 18 fish passage authority reserved X X X X X X X X X
State agency fish passage authority reserved X
Minimum flow required X X X X X X X
Headpond level restrictions X X X X X X X
Monitoring of minimum flow X X X see note X X X X see note X X
Monitoring of headpond levels X X X see note X X X X see note X X
Headpond refill restrictions X X X X X
Historic Properties Management Plan (HPMP) X X see note X see note X X X X see note X X
Improvements to existing recreational facilities X X X X X X X
Development of new recreational facilities X X see note X X X
Establishment of Shoreline Buffer X X see note X see note
Water quality monitoring X X X see note X X
Agency consultation required if onsite
construction

X X

Development of Soil Erosion Control Plan X X X X
Debris disposal plan X X X
Invasive Species Control Plan X X X see note X
Mussel Relocation X
Endangered Species Protection Plan X
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Conditions Established in Recent (2007-2014) New England FERC licenses

Legend: X = required by new license; E = passage facility already in place prior to license; US = upstream; DS = downstream; NR  =
Section 18 prescription authority not filed / reserved

Bar Mills
ME

4.0 MW

Crocker
Dam, MA
0.15 MW

Townshend
Dam, VT
0.92 MW

Canaan
Proj, VT
1.1 MW

Glendale
Proj, MA
1.1 MW

Monadnock
Proj, NH
1.9 MW

Ball Mtn
VT

2.2 MW

Scotland
CT

3.0 MW

Stuyvesant
Falls, NY
4.3 MW

Upstream fish passage X X see note X see note X
Downstream fish passage / protection E X see note X X see note X see note X X X
Upstream eel passage X X see note X X
Downstream eel passage X X
Fish passage effectiveness testing US & DS DS US & DS US & DS DS US & DS DS
Eel passage effectiveness testing US & DS NR US DS
Section 18 fish passage authority reserved X X X X X X X X X
State agency fish passage authority reserved X
Minimum flow required X X X X X X X
Headpond level restrictions X X X X X X X
Monitoring of minimum flow X X X see note X X X X see note X X
Monitoring of headpond levels X X X see note X X X X see note X X
Headpond refill restrictions X X X X X
Historic Properties Management Plan (HPMP) X X see note X see note X X X X see note X X
Improvements to existing recreational facilities X X X X X X X
Development of new recreational facilities X X see note X X X
Establishment of Shoreline Buffer X X see note X see note
Water quality monitoring X X X see note X X
Agency consultation required if onsite
construction

X X

Development of Soil Erosion Control Plan X X X X
Debris disposal plan X X X
Invasive Species Control Plan X X X see note X
Mussel Relocation X
Endangered Species Protection Plan X
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Project Descriptions and Notes:

Bar Mills Project, ME, P-2194-020.

4.0 MW on the Saco River. License issued 8/26/08 for 40 years.
Cycling operation (2 ft fluctuation); Run-of-River (ROR) April 1 through June 30
Two dams downstream; 4 others upstream. Downstream dams have upstream fish passage via lifts and trap & truck at most
downstream dam.
Bar Mills dam 7 ft high with 6.75 ft high flashboards
2007 Settlement Agreement in place regarding fish passage
WQC has numerous conditions including fish and eel passage, water level restrictions and recreational facility needs. All
adopted by FERC.

Crocker Dam Project, MA, P-13237-003

145 kW on Whitman River. License issued 8/31/12 for 40 years
Filed for license exemption but denied because of insufficient property rights
38.5 ft high dam and 26 in flashboards
ROR operation; unit operation electronically controlled by headpond level measurement
All WQC requirements adopted by FERC
Existing studies show no evidence of anadromous fish or eel in the Whitman River near the project.
Trashrack screens only required for entrainment prevention
HPMP required if cultural resources discovered onsite during construction

Townshend Dam Project, VT, P-13368

924 kW on West River. License issued 3/29/12 for 50 years
Uses existing 133 ft high ACOE dam currently used by Corps for flood protection
New hydropower powerhouse & equipment all on federal land
Operation controlled by releases governed by Corps for flood control; generally ROR
Operations Plan for flow and headpond levels must be established with Corps to ensure compliance with Corps requirements
Consultation with SHPO if cultural resources discovered onsite during construction
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Canaan Project, VT, P-7528-009

1.1 MW on Connecticut River. License issued 1/16/09 for 30 years
15 ft high dam with 3.5 ft flashboards
ROR operation
All WQC requirements adopted by FERC
Upstream or downstream passage for wild trout shall be provided within 2 years of request by agencies
Trashrack replacement subject to agency approval
License requires plan development and implementation for protection of riparian zone vegetation

Glendale Project, MA, P-2801-027

1.14 MW on Housatonic River. License issued 8/19/09 for 40 years
30 ft high dam
Includes installation of additional unit
ROR operation
All WQC requirements adopted by FERC
Anadromous and eel passage required once five downstream dams have appropriate passage. 1 in spacing trashracks required.
Powerhouse is on National Register of Historic Places
Monitoring report on recreational use every six years also required

Monadnock Project, NH, P-6597-013

1.89 MW on Contoocook River. License issued 5/23/14 for 30 years
Consists of four dams and three powerhouses. Dam heights are 18.6 ft., 22 ft., 28 ft. and 19 ft.  Three have 2 ft. flashboards.
ROR operation; store and release operation of upstream non-generate reservoir
All WQC requirements adopted by FERC
Minimum flow limits could be increased if water quality standard not met
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Ball Mountain Project, VT, P-13226-003

2.2 MW on West River. License issued 4/12/12 for 50 years.
Upstream of Townshend Dam Project (see above)
Uses existing 265 ft high ACOE dam currently used by Corps for flood protection
New hydropower powerhouse & equipment all on federal land
Operation controlled by releases governed by Corps for flood control; generally ROR
Operations Plan must be established with Corps to ensure compliance with Corps requirements
Consultation with SHPO if cultural resources discovered onsite during construction
WQC issued late so FERC did not accept the conditions as mandatory but did consider them as recommendations under
10(a)(1). Only a few adopted.

Scotland Project, CT, P-2662-012 (FirstLight)

City of Norwich issued competing application for a license but FERC selected FirstLight as licensee.
3.0 MW on Shetucket River. License issued 11/21/13 for 40 years.
 32.5 ft. high earthen dam and 31 ft. high concrete Ambursen Dam
ROR operation
All WQC requirements adopted by FERC
Intent of required Terrestrial Resource Protection Plan is to control invasive species

Stuyvesant Falls Project, NY. P-2696-033

4.3 MW on Kinderhook Creek. License issued 4/5/13 for 30 years.
13 ft.high dam
ROR operation
Downstream fish passage only for riverine species, not anadromous
Computational fluid dynamics study of flows needed for passage designs
Habitat Management Plan in lieu of Shoreline Management Plan
Plan to protect Indiana Bat and Bald Eagle
All WQC requirements adopted by FERC



APPENDIX F 
Filing Requirements for 

Declaration of Non-Jurisdiction 
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The following is an excerpt taken directly from a Memorandum issued by J. Coyle on November 
17, 2014 to Sharon Staz, KLPD’s General Manager at the time. 

 

“B. The FERC Declaratory Order Process 

 KLPD will need to file a petition for declaratory order with FERC, asking FERC to 
determine that the Lower Mousam Project is not subject to FERC’s licensing jurisdiction under 
FPA Section 23(b).1/   As noted above, the sources of FERC’s authority to make such a 
determination in a declaratory order proceeding are Rule 207 of FERC’s Rules of Practice and 
Procedure (18 C.F.R. § 385.207) and 5 U.S.C. § 554(e). 

1. Preparation, Submission and Litigation of Filing   

The filing itself would consist of two parts:  (1) an affidavit or declaration by an appropriately 
qualified historian setting forth the historical evidence with respect to the navigability of the 
relevant portion of the Mousam River; and (2) the petition for declaratory order itself.  
Obviously, the most important part of the exercise is to prepare as thorough and accurate as 
possible a compilation and summary of the historical evidence.  These materials are then filed at 
FERC.  This type of filing is exempted from FERC’s $24,260 filing fee for declaratory order 
petitions (18 C.F.R. 381.302(a)), and KLPD would be exempted from the filing fee as a political 
subdivision of the State of Maine in any case (18 C.F.R. § 381.108).  FERC will issue a notice of 
filing in the Federal Register, alerting potentially interested parties of their right to intervene and 
be heard in connection with the application.  FERC typically provides about 30 days for 
interventions in declaratory order cases. KLPD may seek to answer motions to intervene if they 
raise any substantive issues, or otherwise require a response.    

Ordinarily, FERC takes about 120 days to determine a declaratory order petition, and will issue 
its decision at approximately the end of that period.  It may take FERC longer than 120 days, and 
litigants have no ability to control or influence the duration of the FERC’s decisional process.  It 
is sometimes possible to arrange a pre-filing review by the FERC staff administratively 
responsible for the subject matter of such a petition, in which FERC staff will provide feedback 
on a draft petition.  Such feedback is not binding on the FERC itself, but it can be very helpful as 
a final check on whether or not to proceed, or how best to proceed, with a declaratory order 
proceeding.  If early indications from FERC staff indicate skepticism on the merits, KLPD may 
wish to consider whether it wishes to pursue this particular strategy further.   

Obtaining a declaratory order from FERC disclaiming jurisdiction would mean that KLPD would 
not have to relicense the Lower Mousam Project in 2022.  This outcome would be highly 
desirable, as it would cut off KLPD’s exposure to the costs of a relicensing proceeding. 
                                                           
1/ See Alaska Power & Telephone Co., 97 FERC ¶ 61,229, at 62,040-62,041 (2001). 



APPENDIX G 
License Surrender Filing 
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License Surrender Process 

 

The initial notification that KLPD does not intent to maintain the FERC license will be when 

KLPD files the Notice of Intent. This NOI must be filed five years in advance of license 

expiration. Upon such notice, FERC will issue a public notification that this is KLPD’s intention. 

Such notice will give other entities the opportunity to file for a license renewal, as under FERC 

regulations, the holder of a FERC license does not have to own the facilities.  Review of recent 

license surrenders found that in no situations did another entity attempt to seek a license for a 

project that was the subject of a license surrender application. 

 

Assuming no other entity files for a license, the following actions would be taken by KLPD no 

later than two years prior to license expiration: 

 filing of a schedule for submittal of the surrender application; 

 filing the surrender application in compliance with the schedule; and 

 providing for disposition of project facilities 

 

The application must state the reason why the license is being surrendered and must be prepared 

and filed in a format similar to an application for a license renewal.  The consultation process 

used for obtaining input from agencies and others is also required for a license surrender to 

ensure that the data felt needed to understand the impacts and benefits of such an action is 

obtained. The review process is often complex as environmental implications arise from the 

release of the project from FERC jurisdiction.  Public notice is made by FERC such that affected 

parties have an opportunity to raise concerns about the change in licensing status. Once the 

surrender application is complete, the Commission will issue a public notice with a minimum of 

30-day comment period before acting. The Commission will only approve a surrender of license 

after the licensee has fulfilled its obligations under the license and/or as established by the 

Commission. 

 

The "disposition" of project facilities refers to both the hydropower equipment and the dam.  The 

power generating equipment can either be removed or be "disabled" from running. For example, 

generating equipment can be left in place, but disconnected from the electrical grid and the 
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headgates closed. Technically, the surrender of a FERC license does not automatically 

necessitate that the dam be removed.  However, the KLPD dams are obstacles to passage of 

anadromous fish species, and such blockage is a concern to both state and federal agencies based 

on meetings held with these agencies. Given this, FERC, through consultation with applicable 

state and federal resource agencies, would likely require the construction of fish passage 

facilities, or partial or complete removal of the dam. FERC could also order the dam to be 

removed if environmental studies show that leaving the dam in place would result in 

unacceptable negative impacts. 

 

Maine state regulations allow a dam owner to petition the MEDEP for release of dam ownership, 

although this process typically only applies to dams not licensed by FERC, as FERC regulates 

the disposition of a formerly licensed dam. The owner is required to consult with shorefront 

property owners, the municipality and others to seek out anyone who may want to assume 

ownership. Such assumption of ownership by another party would make that party responsible 

for all future liabilities and costs for the dam(s).  This could include installation of fish passage.  

Given this, it is very uncommon that any private party would take ownership of the dam(s). An 

owner would be allowed to request compensation for the assets, however if such payment 

prevents transfer to the new owner, then the former owner is not entitled to receive a dam release 

order from the MEDEP.  If no interested party is found, depending on the assessment of public 

value of the dam, a state agency may take ownership, although this is not very likely to occur.  

 

Based on review of publically available data, a number of unsuccessful attempts were made to 

sell the Ft. Halifax Dam. Only the owner of the Smelt Hill successfully used this process and 

sold that dam. The new owner, the State of Maine, then had the dam removed. SAPPI Paper has 

recently filed a license surrender application for their Saccarrappa Dam, which included plans to 

partially breach the dam and install a small fishway. Subsequently, in order to better coordinate 

with the Town and other interested parties in using the area for recreational development, a 

“stay” was requested and approved so the discussions can continue and the deadline delayed for 

implementing the requirements of FERC order.  SAPPI elected to surrender their license because 

they determined that costs of construction fish passage, which was required by their fairly new 

FERC license, made the Saccarrappa Project uneconomical to continue operating.    
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Should a dam be proposed for removal, environmental studies would be required under the 

FERC process to examine the possible impacts resulting from such an action as compared to 

other site alternatives including the "no action" option.  A permit from the US Army Corps of 

Engineers would also be required.  The MEDEP also requires a dam removal project applicant to 

obtain a Natural Resource Protection Act permit under the Maine Waterway Development and 

Conservation Act. This later process has specific public informational meeting requirements to 

ensure that all potentially affected stakeholders have an opportunity to participate in the process 

through the public commenting procedures.  

 

 



APPENDIX H 
Concerns Raised at the March 31, 

2015 Public Meeting 
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Summary of Comment 
Release of sediments, contaminated or not, being washed downstream if dams are breached. 
Could contaminated sediments be dredged before dams breached. 
Will cost of removal of contaminated sediments will be the responsibility of the ratepayers? 
Is KLPD responsible for contaminated sediments that may become property of homeowners? 
Will contaminated sediments prevent re-vegetation? 
Will dam removal affect the ability of the Sewer District to operate? 
What impact would a 50/100yr drought Sewer District operations 
How will lower water levels affect existing fish populations? 
Will shallow water get heated-up and negatively affect existing fish? 
How will dam removal affect waterfowl, herons? 
Impacts to wetlands? 
Will private wells dry out if dams are removed? 
Will lower water levels still permit use of canoes and kayaks on the river? 
Loss of recreational use of river. 
Is trap and truck one of the fish passage options being considered? 
What is the economic impact of dam removal on residents and commercial businesses? 
Will waterfront property values be affected? 
If water level goes down, does that increase the acreage of waterfront properties? 
Lowering of impoundments results in bad smells which would impact property values. 
Lowering of the water will expose past illegally disposed items. 
Sanford Sewerage should test for drugs inappropriately disposed and now in the river. 
How will dam removal affect beach dynamics at mouth of river? 
Will dam removal affect the extent of the tides? 
Will KLPD be responsible if dam removal affects the integrity of the foundation of the condos on 
One Pleasant St? 
How will dam removal impact water quality that the clam beds must meet to be open? Currently 
there is a problem do to “insufficient water” over beds. 
How will other sections of the river further from the dams be affected by dam removal? 
Has solar power, energy conservation and energy efficiency been studies to replace power 
generated by the facilities? 
Will dam removal affect how the river responds to major storms and floods? 
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Kennebunk Light and Power District

Economic Comparison of Hydro Dam Alternative Scenarios

March 15, 2016

Alternative 1 ‐ Seek New License to Continue Operations  (low end of cost ranges)

Costs (2016 dollars) 2016 Present Worth 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028

Operating Costs (Labor, OH, 30%) 1,139,092$                       24,236$            24,236$           24,236$            24,236$              24,236$             24,236$           24,236$            24,236$            24,236$           24,236$           24,236$          24,236$           24,236$          

Operating Costs (Non‐Labor Costs, 70%) 2,657,897$                       56,551$            56,551$           56,551$            56,551$              56,551$             56,551$           56,551$            56,551$            56,551$           56,551$           56,551$          56,551$           56,551$          

Capital Maint. ‐ Dams 590,000$                          65,000$            125,000$          100,000$         

Capital Maint. ‐ Generating Equip. 275,000$                          25,000$            50,000$           

Fish Passage (Design, Const and Testing) 1,141,000$                       100,000$          517,000$          500,000$         24,000$          

Eel Passage (Design, Const and Testing) 141,500$                          17,500$            50,000$            50,000$           24,000$          

Downstream Fish and Eel Passage 146,000$                          30,000$            40,000$            40,000$           36,000$          

Op. and Maint. ‐ Fish/Eel Passage 1,235,000$                       32,500$           32,500$          32,500$           32,500$          

Misc. Mitigation Measures 206,000$                          25,000$            25,000$            4,000$             4,000$             4,000$             4,000$             4,000$             

FERC Exhibit Drawings 75,000$                            50,000$            25,000$             

FERC Annual Reports (new conditions) 82,000$                            2,000$              2,000$              2,000$             2,000$             2,000$             2,000$             2,000$             

FERC Annual Inspections, testing, plans 446,500$                          9,500$               9,500$             9,500$               9,500$                9,500$               9,500$              9,500$              9,500$              9,500$             9,500$             9,500$             9,500$             9,500$             

Relicensing Studies and Application 710,000$                          120,000$         175,000$          175,000$           120,000$           120,000$        

Subtotal (2016 $): 8,844,989$                       155,287$          210,287$         465,287$          290,287$           210,287$           210,287$         414,787$          724,287$          686,287$         212,787$         128,787$        128,787$         128,787$        

Subtotal (actual $): 13,326,985$                    155,287$          214,493$         484,085$          308,055$           227,621$           232,174$         467,118$          831,978$          804,095$         254,300$         156,991$        160,130$         163,333$        

Equivalent Revenues (2016 dollars)

Projected kWh Generated 65800000 1,400,000$          1,400,000$         1,400,000$          1,400,000$            1,400,000$           1,400,000$         1,400,000$          1,400,000$          1,400,000$         1,400,000$         1,400,000$        1,400,000$         1,400,000$        

Projected cost per kWh to purchase ($ ) 0.0816$            0.0816$           0.0816$            0.0816$              0.0816$             0.0816$           0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$           0.0816$           0.0816$          0.0816$           0.0816$          

Value of generated electricity ($) 5,367,964$                       114,212$          114,212$         114,212$          114,212$           114,212$           114,212$         114,212$          114,212$          114,212$         114,212$         114,212$        114,212$         114,212$        

Subtotal (2016$): 5,367,964$                       114,212$          114,212$         114,212$          114,212$           114,212$           114,212$         114,212$          114,212$          114,212$         114,212$         114,212$        114,212$         114,212$        

Subtotal (actual $): 10,513,033$                    114,212$          114,212$         114,212$          114,212$           117,638$           121,168$         124,803$          128,547$          132,403$         136,375$         140,466$        144,680$         149,021$        

Annual kWh generated: 1400000

Cost to purchase, per kWh: 0.08158  (for first 4 years = .07898 +.00260)

Net Revenue vs. Cost (2,813,952)$                    

Inflation Rate
0.02 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Bond Interest Rate
0.031

Rate of Increase In Elec. Costs
0.03



 Alternative #1a ‐ Seek New License (low end of cost range)
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2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042 2043 2044 2045 2046 2047

24,236$           24,236$           24,236$          24,236$          24,236$          24,236$          24,236$           24,236$           24,236$           24,236$          24,236$          24,236$           24,236$           24,236$           24,236$            24,236$           24,236$           24,236$          24,236$          

56,551$           56,551$           56,551$          56,551$          56,551$          56,551$          56,551$           56,551$           56,551$           56,551$          56,551$          56,551$           56,551$           56,551$           56,551$            56,551$           56,551$           56,551$          56,551$          

100,000$        100,000$        

50,000$          50,000$          

32,500$           32,500$           32,500$          32,500$          32,500$          32,500$          32,500$           32,500$           32,500$           32,500$          32,500$          32,500$           32,500$           32,500$           32,500$            32,500$           32,500$           32,500$          32,500$          

4,000$             4,000$             4,000$             4,000$             4,000$             4,000$             4,000$              4,000$              4,000$             4,000$             4,000$             4,000$             4,000$              4,000$             4,000$              4,000$              4,000$             4,000$             4,000$            

2,000$             2,000$             2,000$             2,000$             2,000$             2,000$             2,000$              2,000$              2,000$             2,000$             2,000$             2,000$             2,000$              2,000$             2,000$              2,000$              2,000$             2,000$             2,000$            

9,500$             9,500$             9,500$             9,500$             9,500$             9,500$             9,500$              9,500$              9,500$             9,500$             9,500$             9,500$             9,500$              9,500$             9,500$              9,500$              9,500$             9,500$             9,500$            

128,787$         128,787$         128,787$        278,787$        128,787$        128,787$        128,787$         128,787$         128,787$         128,787$        128,787$        128,787$         128,787$         278,787$         128,787$         128,787$         128,787$         128,787$        128,787$        

166,600$         169,932$         173,330$        382,715$        180,333$        183,940$        187,618$         191,371$         195,198$         199,102$        203,084$        207,146$         211,289$         466,527$         219,825$         224,221$         228,706$         233,280$        237,945$        

1,400,000$         1,400,000$         1,400,000$        1,400,000$        1,400,000$        1,400,000$        1,400,000$         1,400,000$         1,400,000$         1,400,000$        1,400,000$        1,400,000$         1,400,000$         1,400,000$         1,400,000$          1,400,000$         1,400,000$         1,400,000$        1,400,000$        

0.0816$           0.0816$           0.0816$          0.0816$          0.0816$          0.0816$          0.0816$           0.0816$           0.0816$           0.0816$          0.0816$          0.0816$           0.0816$           0.0816$           0.0816$            0.0816$           0.0816$           0.0816$          0.0816$          

114,212$         114,212$         114,212$        114,212$        114,212$        114,212$        114,212$         114,212$         114,212$         114,212$        114,212$        114,212$         114,212$         114,212$         114,212$         114,212$         114,212$         114,212$        114,212$        

114,212$         114,212$         114,212$        114,212$        114,212$        114,212$        114,212$         114,212$         114,212$         114,212$        114,212$        114,212$         114,212$         114,212$         114,212$         114,212$         114,212$         114,212$        114,212$        

153,491$         158,096$         162,839$        167,724$        172,756$        177,939$        183,277$         188,775$         194,438$         200,271$        206,280$        212,468$         218,842$         225,407$         232,169$         239,135$         246,309$         253,698$        261,309$        

13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31
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2048 2049 2050 2051 2052 2053 2054 2055 2056 2057 2058 2059 2060 2061 2062

24,236$          24,236$           24,236$          24,236$          24,236$           24,236$           24,236$           24,236$          24,236$           24,236$           24,236$           24,236$          24,236$            24,236$          24,236$          

56,551$          56,551$           56,551$          56,551$          56,551$           56,551$           56,551$           56,551$          56,551$           56,551$           56,551$           56,551$          56,551$            56,551$          56,551$          

100,000$        

100,000$        

32,500$          32,500$           32,500$          32,500$          32,500$           32,500$           32,500$           32,500$          32,500$           32,500$           32,500$           32,500$          32,500$            32,500$          32,500$          

4,000$             4,000$              4,000$             4,000$             4,000$             4,000$             4,000$              4,000$             4,000$              4,000$             4,000$              4,000$             4,000$              4,000$             4,000$             

2,000$             2,000$              2,000$             2,000$             2,000$             2,000$             2,000$              2,000$             2,000$              2,000$             2,000$              2,000$             2,000$              2,000$             2,000$             

9,500$             9,500$              9,500$             9,500$             9,500$             9,500$             9,500$              9,500$             9,500$              9,500$             9,500$              9,500$             9,500$              9,500$             9,500$             

128,787$        128,787$         128,787$        128,787$        328,787$         128,787$         128,787$         128,787$        128,787$         128,787$         128,787$         128,787$        128,787$         128,787$        128,787$        

242,704$        247,558$         252,510$        257,560$        670,688$         267,965$         273,324$         278,791$        284,367$         290,054$         295,855$         301,772$        307,808$         313,964$        320,243$        

1,400,000$        1,400,000$         1,400,000$        1,400,000$        1,400,000$         1,400,000$         1,400,000$         1,400,000$        1,400,000$         1,400,000$         1,400,000$         1,400,000$        1,400,000$          1,400,000$        1,400,000$        

0.0816$          0.0816$           0.0816$          0.0816$          0.0816$           0.0816$           0.0816$           0.0816$          0.0816$           0.0816$           0.0816$           0.0816$          0.0816$            0.0816$          0.0816$          

114,212$        114,212$         114,212$        114,212$        114,212$         114,212$         114,212$         114,212$        114,212$         114,212$         114,212$         114,212$        114,212$         114,212$        114,212$        

114,212$        114,212$         114,212$        114,212$        114,212$         114,212$         114,212$         114,212$        114,212$         114,212$         114,212$         114,212$        114,212$         114,212$        114,212$        

269,148$        277,223$         285,539$        294,105$        302,929$         312,016$         321,377$         331,018$        340,949$         351,177$         361,712$         372,564$        383,741$         395,253$        407,111$        
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Alternative #1b ‐ Seek New License (high end of cost range)

Kennebunk Light and Power District

Economic Comparison of Hydro Dam Alternative Scenarios

March 15, 2016

Alternative 1 ‐ Seek New License to Continue Operations (high end of cost ranges)

Costs (2016 dollars) 2016 Present Worth 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027

Operating Costs (Labor, OH) 1,139,092$                       24,236$                24,236$              24,236$               24,236$              24,236$              24,236$              24,236$               24,236$            24,236$              24,236$                24,236$             24,236$           

Operating Costs (Non‐Labor Costs) 2,657,897$                       56,551$                56,551$              56,551$               56,551$              56,551$              56,551$              56,551$               56,551$            56,551$              56,551$                56,551$             56,551$           

Capital Maint. ‐ Dams 390,000$                          65,000$                125,000$             50,000$              

Capital Maint. ‐ Generating Equip. 200,000$                          50,000$              

Fish Passage (Design, Const and Testing) 2,577,000$                       250,000$             1,250,000$       1,044,000$         33,000$               

Eel Passage (Design, Const and Testing) 190,500$                          17,500$               70,000$            70,000$              33,000$               

Downstream Fish and Eel Passage 240,000$                          40,000$               80,000$            80,000$              40,000$               

Op. and Maint. ‐ Fish/Eel Passage 1,805,000$                       47,500$                47,500$             47,500$           

Misc. Mitigation Measures 304,000$                          35,000$               35,000$            6,000$                6,000$                  6,000$               6,000$              

FERC Exhibit Drawings 110,000$                          75,000$               35,000$             

FERC Annual Reports (new conditions) 246,000$                          6,000$                 6,000$               6,000$                6,000$                  6,000$               6,000$              

FERC Annual Inspections, testing, plans 446,500$                          9,500$                  9,500$                9,500$                 9,500$                9,500$                 9,500$                9,500$                 9,500$               9,500$                9,500$                  9,500$               9,500$              

Relicensing Studies and Application 1,375,000$                       240,000$           340,000$             340,000$           230,000$            225,000$           

Subtotal: 11,680,989$                     155,287$              330,287$           630,287$             465,287$           320,287$            315,287$            538,787$             1,531,287$       1,296,287$         255,787$              149,787$           149,787$         

Subtotal (actual $): 16,901,411$                     155,287$              336,893$           655,751$             493,766$           346,689$            348,102$            606,762$             1,758,967$       1,518,807$         305,689$              182,590$           186,241$         

Equivalent Revenues (2016 dollars)

Projected kWh Generated 65800000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000

Projected cost per kWh to purchase ($ ) 0.0816 0.0816 0.0816 0.0816 0.0816 0.0816 0.0816 0.0816 0.0816 0.0816 0.0816 0.0816

Value of generated electricity ($) 5,367,964$                       114,212$              114,212$           114,212$             114,212$           114,212$            114,212$            114,212$             114,212$          114,212$            114,212$              114,212$           114,212$         

Subtotal: 5,367,964$                       114,212$              114,212$           114,212$             114,212$           114,212$            114,212$            114,212$             114,212$          114,212$            114,212$              114,212$           114,212$         

Subtotal (actual $): 10,513,033$                     114,212$              114,212$           114,212$             114,212$           117,638$            121,168$            124,803$             128,547$          132,403$            136,375$              140,466$           144,680$         

Annual kWh generated: 1400000

Cost to purchase, per kWh: 0.08158  (for first 4 years = .07898 +.00260)

Net Revenue vs. Cost (6,388,378)$                     

Inflation Rate
0.02 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

Bond Interest Rate
0.031

Rate of Increase In Elec. Costs
0.03



Alternative #1b ‐ Seek New License (high end of cost range)

2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042 2043 2044

24,236$             24,236$               24,236$              24,236$             24,236$               24,236$               24,236$              24,236$               24,236$              24,236$             24,236$               24,236$              24,236$              24,236$            24,236$                24,236$            24,236$             

56,551$             56,551$               56,551$              56,551$             56,551$               56,551$               56,551$              56,551$               56,551$              56,551$             56,551$               56,551$              56,551$              56,551$            56,551$                56,551$            56,551$             

50,000$               50,000$               

50,000$               50,000$               

47,500$             47,500$               47,500$              47,500$             47,500$               47,500$               47,500$              47,500$               47,500$              47,500$             47,500$               47,500$              47,500$              47,500$            47,500$                47,500$            47,500$             

6,000$               6,000$                 6,000$                 6,000$               6,000$                 6,000$                 6,000$                6,000$                 6,000$                6,000$               6,000$                 6,000$                6,000$                 6,000$              6,000$                  6,000$              6,000$               

6,000$               6,000$                 6,000$                 6,000$               6,000$                 6,000$                 6,000$                6,000$                 6,000$                6,000$               6,000$                 6,000$                6,000$                 6,000$              6,000$                  6,000$              6,000$               

9,500$               9,500$                 9,500$                 9,500$               9,500$                 9,500$                 9,500$                9,500$                 9,500$                9,500$               9,500$                 9,500$                9,500$                 9,500$              9,500$                  9,500$              9,500$               

149,787$           149,787$             149,787$            149,787$           249,787$             149,787$             149,787$            149,787$             149,787$            149,787$           149,787$             149,787$           149,787$            149,787$          249,787$              149,787$          149,787$          

189,966$           193,765$             197,641$            201,594$           342,904$             209,738$             213,933$            218,211$             222,576$            227,027$           231,568$             236,199$           240,923$            245,741$          417,998$              255,669$          260,783$          

1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000

0.0816 0.0816 0.0816 0.0816 0.0816 0.0816 0.0816 0.0816 0.0816 0.0816 0.0816 0.0816 0.0816 0.0816 0.0816 0.0816 0.0816

114,212$           114,212$             114,212$            114,212$           114,212$             114,212$             114,212$            114,212$             114,212$            114,212$           114,212$             114,212$           114,212$            114,212$          114,212$              114,212$          114,212$          

114,212$           114,212$             114,212$            114,212$           114,212$             114,212$             114,212$            114,212$             114,212$            114,212$           114,212$             114,212$           114,212$            114,212$          114,212$              114,212$          114,212$          

149,021$           153,491$             158,096$            162,839$           167,724$             172,756$             177,939$            183,277$             188,775$            194,438$           200,271$             206,280$           212,468$            218,842$          225,407$              232,169$          239,135$          

12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28



Alternative #1b ‐ Seek New License (high end of cost range)

2045 2046 2047 2048 2049 2050 2051 2052 2053 2054 2055 2056 2057 2058 2059 2060 2061 2062

24,236$              24,236$              24,236$              24,236$             24,236$              24,236$             24,236$             24,236$             24,236$            24,236$            24,236$              24,236$              24,236$             24,236$             24,236$             24,236$             24,236$              24,236$             

56,551$              56,551$              56,551$              56,551$             56,551$              56,551$             56,551$             56,551$             56,551$            56,551$            56,551$              56,551$              56,551$             56,551$             56,551$             56,551$             56,551$              56,551$             

50,000$            

50,000$            

47,500$              47,500$              47,500$              47,500$             47,500$              47,500$             47,500$             47,500$             47,500$            47,500$            47,500$              47,500$              47,500$             47,500$             47,500$             47,500$             47,500$              47,500$             

6,000$                6,000$                6,000$                6,000$               6,000$                6,000$               6,000$               6,000$               6,000$              6,000$               6,000$                6,000$                6,000$               6,000$               6,000$               6,000$               6,000$                6,000$               

6,000$                6,000$                6,000$                6,000$               6,000$                6,000$               6,000$               6,000$               6,000$              6,000$               6,000$                6,000$                6,000$               6,000$               6,000$               6,000$               6,000$                6,000$               

9,500$                9,500$                9,500$                9,500$               9,500$                9,500$               9,500$               9,500$               9,500$              9,500$               9,500$                9,500$                9,500$               9,500$               9,500$               9,500$               9,500$                9,500$               

149,787$           149,787$           149,787$           149,787$           149,787$           149,787$           149,787$           249,787$           149,787$          149,787$          149,787$           149,787$            149,787$           149,787$           149,787$           149,787$           149,787$           149,787$          

265,998$           271,318$           276,745$           282,280$           287,925$           293,684$           299,557$           509,537$           311,660$          317,893$          324,251$           330,736$            337,350$           344,097$           350,979$           357,999$           365,159$           372,462$          

1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000

0.0816 0.0816 0.0816 0.0816 0.0816 0.0816 0.0816 0.0816 0.0816 0.0816 0.0816 0.0816 0.0816 0.0816 0.0816 0.0816 0.0816 0.0816

114,212$           114,212$           114,212$           114,212$           114,212$           114,212$           114,212$           114,212$           114,212$          114,212$          114,212$           114,212$            114,212$           114,212$           114,212$           114,212$           114,212$           114,212$          

114,212$           114,212$           114,212$           114,212$           114,212$           114,212$           114,212$           114,212$           114,212$          114,212$          114,212$           114,212$            114,212$           114,212$           114,212$           114,212$           114,212$           114,212$          

246,309$           253,698$           261,309$           269,148$           277,223$           285,539$           294,105$           302,929$           312,016$          321,377$          331,018$           340,949$            351,177$           361,712$           372,564$           383,741$           395,253$           407,111$          

29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46



Alternative #2 ‐ Seek License Exemption
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Kennebunk Light and Power District

Economic Comparison of Hydro Dam Alternative Scenarios

March 15, 2016

Alternative 2 ‐ Seek License Exemption to Continue Operations  (low end of cost ranges)

Costs (2016 dollars) 2016 Present Worth 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027

Operating Costs (Labor, OH, 30%) 1,139,092$                           24,236$            24,236$            24,236$            24,236$            24,236$            24,236$            24,236$            24,236$            24,236$            24,236$            24,236$            24,236$           

Operating Costs (Non‐Labor Costs, 70%) 2,657,897$                           56,551$            56,551$            56,551$            56,551$            56,551$            56,551$            56,551$            56,551$            56,551$            56,551$            56,551$            56,551$           

Capital Maint. ‐ Dams 590,000$                              65,000$            125,000$          100,000$         

Capital Maint. ‐ Generating Equip. 225,000$                              25,000$            50,000$           

Capital ‐ New Generating Equip. 400,000$                              200,000$          200,000$         

Fish Passage (Design, Const and Testing) 1,141,000$                           100,000$          517,000$          500,000$          24,000$           

Eel Passage (Design, Const and Testing) 141,500$                              17,500$            50,000$            50,000$            24,000$           

Downstream Fish and Eel Passage 146,000$                              30,000$            40,000$            40,000$            36,000$           

Op. and Maint. ‐ Fish/Eel Passage 1,235,000$                           32,500$            32,500$            32,500$           

Misc. Mitigation Measures 206,000$                              25,000$            25,000$            4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$              

FERC Exhibit Drawings 75,000$                                 50,000$            25,000$           

FERC Annual Reports (new conditions) 82,000$                                 2,000$               2,000$               2,000$               2,000$               2,000$               2,000$              

FERC Annual Inspections, testing, plans 446,500$                              9,500$               9,500$               9,500$               9,500$               9,500$               9,500$               9,500$               9,500$               9,500$               9,500$               9,500$               9,500$              

FERC Exemption Studies and Application 710,000$                              120,000$          175,000$          175,000$          120,000$          120,000$         

Subtotal: 9,194,989$                          155,287$          210,287$          465,287$          290,287$          210,287$          410,287$          614,787$          724,287$          686,287$          212,787$          128,787$          128,787$         

Subtotal (actual $): 13,671,039$                        155,287$          214,493$          484,085$          308,055$          227,621$          452,990$          692,350$          831,978$          804,095$          254,300$          156,991$          160,130$         

Equivalent Revenues (2016 dollars)

Projected kWh Generated 71950000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1550000 1550000 1550000 1550000 1550000 1550000

Projected cost per kWh to purchase ($ ) 0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$           

Value of generated electricity ($) 5,869,681$                           114,212$          114,212$          114,212$          114,212$          114,212$          114,212$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$         

Subtotal: 5,869,681$                          114,212$          114,212$          114,212$          114,212$          114,212$          114,212$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$         

Subtotal (actual $): 11,564,895$                        114,212$          114,212$          114,212$          114,212$          117,638$          121,168$          138,174$          142,319$          146,589$          150,987$          155,516$          160,182$         

Annual kWh generated: 1400000 (initially, increasing in 2022)
Cost to purchase, per kWh: 0.08158$                               (for first 4 years = .07898 +.00260)

Net Revenue vs. Cost (2,106,144)$                        

Inflation Rate
0.02 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

Bond Interest Rate
0.031

Rate of Increase In Elec. Costs
0.03



Alternative #2 ‐ Seek License Exemption
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O P Q R S T U V W X Y Z AA AB AC AD AE AF

2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042 2043 2044 2045

24,236$            24,236$            24,236$            24,236$            24,236$            24,236$            24,236$            24,236$            24,236$            24,236$            24,236$            24,236$            24,236$            24,236$            24,236$            24,236$            24,236$            24,236$           

56,551$            56,551$            56,551$            56,551$            56,551$            56,551$            56,551$            56,551$            56,551$            56,551$            56,551$            56,551$            56,551$            56,551$            56,551$            56,551$            56,551$            56,551$           

100,000$          100,000$         

50,000$            50,000$           

32,500$            32,500$            32,500$            32,500$            32,500$            32,500$            32,500$            32,500$            32,500$            32,500$            32,500$            32,500$            32,500$            32,500$            32,500$            32,500$            32,500$            32,500$           

4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$              

2,000$               2,000$               2,000$               2,000$               2,000$               2,000$               2,000$               2,000$               2,000$               2,000$               2,000$               2,000$               2,000$               2,000$               2,000$               2,000$               2,000$               2,000$              

9,500$               9,500$               9,500$               9,500$               9,500$               9,500$               9,500$               9,500$               9,500$               9,500$               9,500$               9,500$               9,500$               9,500$               9,500$               9,500$               9,500$               9,500$              

128,787$          128,787$          128,787$          128,787$          278,787$          128,787$          128,787$          128,787$          128,787$          128,787$          128,787$          128,787$          128,787$          128,787$          278,787$          128,787$          128,787$          128,787$         

163,333$          166,600$          169,932$          173,330$          382,715$          180,333$          183,940$          187,618$          191,371$          195,198$          199,102$          203,084$          207,146$          211,289$          466,527$          219,825$          224,221$          228,706$         

1550000 1550000 1550000 1550000 1550000 1550000 1550000 1550000 1550000 1550000 1550000 1550000 1550000 1550000 1550000 1550000 1550000 1550000

0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$           

126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$         

126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$         

164,987$          169,937$          175,035$          180,286$          185,695$          191,265$          197,003$          202,914$          209,001$          215,271$          221,729$          228,381$          235,232$          242,289$          249,558$          257,045$          264,756$          272,699$         

12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29
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2046 2047 2048 2049 2050 2051 2052 2053 2054 2055 2056 2057 2058 2059 2060 2061 2062

24,236$            24,236$            24,236$            24,236$            24,236$           24,236$            24,236$            24,236$            24,236$            24,236$            24,236$            24,236$            24,236$            24,236$            24,236$            24,236$            24,236$          

56,551$            56,551$            56,551$            56,551$            56,551$           56,551$            56,551$            56,551$            56,551$            56,551$            56,551$            56,551$            56,551$            56,551$            56,551$            56,551$            56,551$          

100,000$         

50,000$           

32,500$            32,500$            32,500$            32,500$            32,500$           32,500$            32,500$            32,500$            32,500$            32,500$            32,500$            32,500$            32,500$            32,500$            32,500$            32,500$            32,500$          

4,000$               4,000$              4,000$               4,000$               4,000$             4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$             

2,000$               2,000$              2,000$               2,000$               2,000$             2,000$               2,000$               2,000$               2,000$               2,000$               2,000$               2,000$               2,000$               2,000$               2,000$               2,000$               2,000$             

9,500$               9,500$              9,500$               9,500$               9,500$             9,500$               9,500$               9,500$               9,500$               9,500$               9,500$               9,500$               9,500$               9,500$               9,500$               9,500$               9,500$             

128,787$          128,787$         128,787$          128,787$          128,787$         128,787$          278,787$          128,787$          128,787$          128,787$          128,787$          128,787$          128,787$          128,787$          128,787$          128,787$          128,787$        

233,280$          237,945$         242,704$          247,558$          252,510$         257,560$          568,694$          267,965$          273,324$          278,791$          284,367$          290,054$          295,855$          301,772$          307,808$          313,964$          320,243$        

1550000 1550000 1550000 1550000 1550000 1550000 1550000 1550000 1550000 1550000 1550000 1550000 1550000 1550000 1550000 1550000 1550000

0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$           0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$          

126,449$          126,449$         126,449$          126,449$          126,449$         126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$        

126,449$          126,449$         126,449$          126,449$          126,449$         126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$          126,449$        

280,880$          289,306$         297,985$          306,925$          316,133$         325,617$          335,385$          345,447$          355,810$          366,484$          377,479$          388,803$          400,467$          412,481$          424,856$          437,602$          450,730$        

30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46
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Kennebunk Light and Power District

Economic Comparison of Hydro Dam Alternative Scenarios

March 15, 2016

Alternative 3 ‐ Seek FERC License Non‐Jurisdiction (Kesslen only)

Costs (2016 dollars) 2016 Present Worth 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028

Operating Costs (Labor, OH, 30%) 476,286$                       24,236$            24,236$            24,236$            24,236$             24,236$             24,236$            8,070$              8,070$              8,070$              8,070$              8,070$              8,070$              8,070$             

Operating Costs (Non‐Labor Costs, 70%) 1,111,336$                    56,551$            56,551$            56,551$            56,551$             56,551$             56,551$            18,830$            18,830$            18,830$           18,830$            18,830$           18,830$            18,830$           

Capital Maint. ‐ Dam(s) 330,000$                       65,000$            65,000$            50,000$           

Capital Maint. ‐ Generating Equip. 115,000$                       15,000$            25,000$           

Fish Passage (Design & Const) 405,000$                       45,000$            175,000$         175,000$         10,000$           

Eel Passage (Design & Const) 54,500$                          7,000$              17,500$            20,000$           10,000$           

Op. and Maint. ‐ Fish/Eel Passage 456,000$                       12,000$            12,000$           12,000$            12,000$           

Misc. Mitigation Measures 206,000$                       25,000$            25,000$            4,000$              4,000$              4,000$              4,000$              4,000$             

FERC Exhibit Drawings 45,000$                          20,000$            15,000$            10,000$            

Inspections (non‐FERC) 123,000$                       3,000$              3,000$              3,000$              3,000$              3,000$              3,000$              3,000$             

FERC Annual Inspections, testing, plans 57,000$                          9,500$              9,500$              9,500$              9,500$               9,500$               9,500$             

Sediment Testing (TM and DP) 20,000$                          20,000$           

Sediment Removal (TM and DP) 125,000$                       125,000$         

Dam Removal (TM and DP) 500,000$                       400,000$          100,000$        

Infrastructure Protection (TM and DP) 75,000$                          50,000$            25,000$           

Materials for Surrender Filing (TM and DP) 223,000$                       35,000$            60,000$            60,000$             53,000$             15,000$           

Materials for Non‐Jurisdictional Order (K) 70,000$                          55,000$            15,000$            ‐$                  ‐$                   ‐$                  

Subtotal: 4,392,122$                    230,287$          160,287$          245,287$          160,287$           143,287$           230,287$          631,900$          372,400$         228,900$         65,900$            45,900$           45,900$            45,900$           

Subtotal (actual $): 6,119,543$                    230,287$          163,493$          255,197$          170,098$           155,098$           254,255$          711,622$          427,771$         268,193$         78,757$            55,952$           57,071$            58,212$           

Equivalent Revenues (2016 dollars)

Projected kWh Generated 26850000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 450000 450000 450000 450000 450000 450000 450000

Projected cost per kWh to purchase ($ ) 0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$             0.0816$             0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$            0.0816$           0.0816$            0.0816$           0.0816$            0.0816$           

Value of generated electricity ($) 2,190,423$                    114,212.00$    114,212.00$    114,212.00$    114,212.00$     114,212.00$     114,212.00$    36,711.00$      36,711.00$      36,711.00$      36,711.00$      36,711.00$      36,711.00$      36,711.00$     

Subtotal: 2,190,423$                    114,212.00$    114,212.00$    114,212.00$    114,212.00$     114,212.00$     114,212.00$    36,711.00$      36,711.00$      36,711.00$      36,711.00$      36,711.00$      36,711.00$      36,711.00$     

Subtotal (actual $): 3,851,240$                    114,212.00$    114,212.00$    114,212.00$    114,212.00$     117,638.36$     121,167.51$    40,115.10$      41,318.55$      42,558.11$      43,834.85$      45,149.90$      46,504.40$      47,899.53$     

Annual kWh generated: 450000

Cost to purchase, per kWh: 0.08158$                        (for first 4 years = .07898 +.00260)

Net Revenue vs. Cost (2,268,303)$                  

Inflation Rate
0.02 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Bond Interest Rate
0.031
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Rate of Increase In Elec. Costs
0.03
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P Q R S T U V W X Y Z AA AB AC AD AE AF AG

2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042 2043 2044 2045 2046

8,070$               8,070$               8,070$               8,070$               8,070$               8,070$               8,070$               8,070$               8,070$               8,070$               8,070$               8,070$               8,070$               8,070$               8,070$               8,070$              8,070$              8,070$             

18,830$             18,830$             18,830$             18,830$             18,830$             18,830$             18,830$             18,830$             18,830$             18,830$             18,830$             18,830$             18,830$             18,830$             18,830$             18,830$            18,830$           18,830$           

50,000$             50,000$            

25,000$             25,000$            

12,000$             12,000$             12,000$             12,000$             12,000$             12,000$             12,000$             12,000$             12,000$             12,000$             12,000$             12,000$             12,000$             12,000$             12,000$             12,000$            12,000$           12,000$           

4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$              4,000$              4,000$             

3,000$               3,000$               3,000$               3,000$               3,000$               3,000$               3,000$               3,000$               3,000$               3,000$               3,000$               3,000$               3,000$               3,000$               3,000$               3,000$              3,000$              3,000$             

45,900$             45,900$             45,900$             120,900$           45,900$             45,900$             45,900$             45,900$             45,900$             45,900$             45,900$             45,900$             45,900$             120,900$           45,900$             45,900$            45,900$           45,900$           

59,377$             60,564$             61,775$             165,970$           64,271$             65,557$             66,868$             68,205$             69,569$             70,960$             72,380$             73,827$             75,304$             202,316$           78,346$             79,913$            81,511$           83,141$           

450000 450000 450000 450000 450000 450000 450000 450000 450000 450000 450000 450000 450000 450000 450000 450000 450000 450000

0.0816$             0.0816$             0.0816$             0.0816$             0.0816$             0.0816$             0.0816$             0.0816$             0.0816$             0.0816$             0.0816$             0.0816$             0.0816$             0.0816$             0.0816$             0.0816$            0.0816$           0.0816$           

36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$      36,711.00$      36,711.00$     

36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$      36,711.00$      36,711.00$     

49,336.51$       50,816.61$       52,341.11$       53,911.34$       55,528.68$       57,194.54$       58,910.38$       60,677.69$       62,498.02$       64,372.96$       66,304.15$       68,293.27$       70,342.07$       72,452.33$       74,625.90$       76,864.68$      79,170.62$      81,545.74$     

13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30
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AH AI AJ AK AL AM AN AO AP AQ AR AS AT AU AV AW

2047 2048 2049 2050 2051 2052 2053 2054 2055 2056 2057 2058 2059 2060 2061 2062

8,070$               8,070$               8,070$               8,070$               8,070$               8,070$               8,070$               8,070$               8,070$               8,070$               8,070$               8,070$               8,070$               8,070$               8,070$               8,070$              

18,830$             18,830$             18,830$             18,830$             18,830$             18,830$             18,830$             18,830$             18,830$             18,830$             18,830$             18,830$             18,830$             18,830$             18,830$             18,830$            

50,000$            

25,000$            

12,000$             12,000$             12,000$             12,000$             12,000$             12,000$             12,000$             12,000$             12,000$             12,000$             12,000$             12,000$             12,000$             12,000$             12,000$             12,000$            

4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$               4,000$              

3,000$               3,000$               3,000$               3,000$               3,000$               3,000$               3,000$               3,000$               3,000$               3,000$               3,000$               3,000$               3,000$               3,000$               3,000$               3,000$              

45,900$             45,900$             45,900$             45,900$             45,900$             120,900$           45,900$             45,900$             45,900$             45,900$             45,900$             45,900$             45,900$             45,900$             45,900$             45,900$            

84,804$             86,500$             88,230$             89,995$             91,795$             246,622$           95,503$             97,414$             99,362$             101,349$           103,376$           105,444$           107,552$           109,703$           111,898$           114,135$          

450000 450000 450000 450000 450000 450000 450000 450000 450000 450000 450000 450000 450000 450000 450000 450000

0.0816$             0.0816$             0.0816$             0.0816$             0.0816$             0.0816$             0.0816$             0.0816$             0.0816$             0.0816$             0.0816$             0.0816$             0.0816$             0.0816$             0.0816$             0.0816$            

36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$      

36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$       36,711.00$      

83,992.11$       86,511.88$       89,107.23$       91,780.45$       94,533.86$       97,369.88$       100,290.98$     103,299.70$     106,398.70$     109,590.66$     112,878.38$     116,264.73$     119,752.67$     123,345.25$     127,045.61$     130,856.98$    

31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46
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Kennebunk Light and Power District

Economic Comparison of Hydro Dam Alternative Scenarios

March 15, 2016

Alternative 4 ‐ Cease Operation and Surrender FERC License (all sites)

Costs (2016 dollars) 2016 Present Worth 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027

Operating Costs (Labor, OH, 30%) 145,416$                               24,236$            24,236$             24,236$             24,236$             24,236$             24,236$             ‐$                   ‐$                   ‐$                   ‐$                   ‐$                   ‐$                  

Operating Costs (Non‐Labor Costs, 70%) 339,306$                               56,551$            56,551$             56,551$             56,551$             56,551$             56,551$            

Capital Maint. ‐ Dams 65,000$                                  65,000$            ‐$                  

FERC Exhibit Drawings 35,000$                                  20,000$             15,000$             ‐$                  

Sediment Testing (All 3 dams) 30,000$                                  30,000$            

Sediment Removal (All 3 dams) 175,000$                               175,000$          

Dam Removal (All 3 dams) 1,100,000$                            700,000$           400,000$          

Infrastructure Protection (All 3 dams) 125,000$                               75,000$             50,000$            

FERC Annual Inspections, testing, plans 57,000$                                             9,500$               9,500$               9,500$               9500 9500 9,500$              

License Surrender Studies and Application 250,000$                               35,000$             75,000$             75,000$             40,000$             25,000$            

Subtotal: 2,321,722$                            155,287$          175,287$           180,287$           165,287$           130,287$           290,287$           775,000$           450,000$           ‐$                   ‐$                   ‐$                   ‐$                  

Subtotal (actual $): 2,548,266$                            155,287$          178,793$           187,571$           175,404$           141,027$           320,500$           872,776$           516,909$           ‐$                   ‐$                   ‐$                   ‐$                  

Equivalent Revenues (2016 dollars)

Projected kWh Generated 8400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 1400000 0 0 0 0 0 0

Projected cost per kWh to purchase ($ ) 0.0816$            0.0816$             0.0816$             0.0816$             0.0816$             0.0816$             0.0816$             0.0816$             0.0816$             0.0816$             0.0816$             0.0816$            

Value of generated electricity ($) 685,272$                               114,212$          114,212$           114,212$           114,212$           114,212$           114,212$           ‐$                   ‐$                   ‐$                   ‐$                   ‐$                   ‐$                  

Subtotal: 685,272$                               114,212$          114,212$           114,212$           114,212$           114,212$           114,212$           ‐$                   ‐$                   ‐$                   ‐$                   ‐$                   ‐$                  

Subtotal (actual $): 695,654$                               114,212$          114,212$           114,212$           114,212$           117,638$           121,168$           ‐$                   ‐$                   ‐$                   ‐$                   ‐$                   ‐$                  

Annual kWh generated: 1400000

Cost to purchase, per kWh: 0.08158$                                (for first 4 years = .07898 +.00260)

Net Revenue vs. Cost (1,852,612)$                         

Inflation Rate
0.02 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

Bond Interest Rate
0.031

Rate of Increase In Elec. Costs
0.03
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NOTE:  
 
Correspondences have been added to this Appendix following the 3-29-16 Draft submission of 
the Alternatives Analysis. Any correspondences from residents may have had contact 
information associated with the correspondence (such as personal addresses, personal e-mails, 
and phone numbers) redacted for inclusion with this document.  
 



Hi Mr. Kilbourn. I am an avid outdoorsman and urge you to remove the lowest three dams on the 
Mousam River. We need to improve the rivers so we can maintain some of the wild species and 
help them survive so our kids and grandkids can enjoy the same experiences that we enjoy. 
Please implement Alternative 4 to cease operation and surrender the licenses for all three sites.  
This is the least costly option and best for the community and environment. Thank you.  Rob 
Wofchuck,   

It has come to my attention that KLPD is considering removal of the three lower-most dams on 
the Mousam River.  As a fisherman, removal of these dams will surely open up more of the river, 
much to the benefit of the river and its fish.  Think of dam removal as having the same (though a 
mini) effect on the river as the huge river improvement project on the Penobscot!  Further, it 
appears that dam removal involves the lowest cost option, which equates to it being the best 
option for both KLPD and the river.   Thank you for considering this email and for the potential 
removal of these dams.  Jay High,     

I am in support of Alternative #4, surrendering their federal license and removing the three dams. 
It is the best thing to do for the environment and the community.  Mary Ann Krebs,  

  
  
The North Eastern Council of the International Federation of Fly Fishers supports the removal of 
the three lower-most dams on the Mousam River.  Doing so would obviously free-up much more 
of the river which would certainly benefit the river's fish and help promote the forward thinking 
of the people of Maine regarding the protection and enhancement of its fisheries. Burr Tupper, 

  
  
I endorse Alternative 4 in the Wright-Pierce Dam Alternatives Report, to “Cease Operation and  
Surrender the FERC License for all three sites owned by Kennebunk Light & Power District.”  
I fully support the removal of Kesslen Dam, Twine Mill Dam and Dane Perkins Dam on the 
Mousam River. I want to see the river run freely; I want fish to return to their historic spawning 
grounds; I want more access to the river for paddling and fishing; I want the Intervale 
neighborhood to be safe from floods; and I want to stand on the right side of history by opening 
up our river to its natural function, vitality and potential.    
The Mousam is the only major river system in Maine completely lacking in fish passage and it is 
one of the most heavily dammed rivers in the state. The three dams only produce 1% of the 
power needed to serve your customers, yet they block 100% of the river. It’s time to change that!  
   
Removing KLPD's 3 dams will restore more than 9 miles of the Mousam, allowing it to run wild 
and free through a largely undeveloped landscape from Old Falls to the sea. Having this jewel in 
our backyards will be a tremendous asset that will allow a greater diversity of recreational uses, 
will draw anglers, paddlers, and nature enthusiasts, and be a boon for fish, birds, and wildlife. 
Maine’s rivers are a public resource. Please make the right choice by selecting Alternative 4, the 
least expensive for your rate payers and the most beneficial option for Maine’s future. James T.  
McMahon,   
As a longtime Seacoast resident, I support Alternative #4.  Free the Mousam!  Let the fish thrive 
up and down the river in their natural state.  Invest in solar and wind.  Andre Gagnon  



I’m sending this email to let you know that I support Alternative #4 for the removal of the three 
dams on the Mousam River.  I believe that restoring historic runs of alewives, shad, and eels will 
only be possible if these dams are removed from the Mousam River.  Many of our shops 
customers travel from up to an hour away to fish for trout in the section of river below Rt. One. 
Most of them do this during the fall, winter and spring months. Other fishermen come to the river 
in the spring to fish for shad. They certainly bring revenue into the town of Kennebunk and our 
fly shop when they visit. Removing those damns should only increase the productivity of the 
fishery there and attract more fishermen to the area. Jim Bernstein,   
  
I support the “Alternative #4”, the removal of the three dams in order to restore the river to its 
natural habitat and permitting fish to return up river.  It is important to remove all of the dams. 
Teddi Myers  
  
  
Please note that my husband and I (Michael and Elizabeth Gray  

support the removal of the three dams.  Thank you for your consideration and 
we hope you will join us in our support.  
  
In order to take better care of the environment concerning the return of any andronomus fish 
coming from the ocean, getting rid of the dams, would only benefit the restoration of this river.  
The Lamprey River in NH is a prime example of how the river herring has actually spawned on 
water previously dammed up, for some 150 years, by taking down the Wiswal Falls dam, and 
letting the herring travel to the upper part of the river.  NH Fish and Game have a fish count, and 
it is only getting better with each year these fish are able to navigate waters previously 
unavailable due to dams.   Please take down the dam so the Mousam River can be restored to its 
original environment, with no dams to hinder the fish coming back.  I fish New Brunswick, 
Canada, and there are absolutely no dams, anywhere, and there never will be, to hinder the run of 
the Atlantic Salmon, sea-run brook trout, and I wish you could see just how magnificent the 
natural runs come back each year, with no structures to hinder their return.  Oh how I wish they 
never put dams on the fabled, yet, probably fated Penobscot River in Maine.  What a shame.   
Help out the environment, and get rid of those dammed dams.  Michael Walsh, avid angler  
  
Let the river run free!  Emelia Ruud  
  
I attended the previous hearing on the Mousam River dams, have read about the issue, and had 
intended to go to the public hearing on Monday, but I have a personal obligation I must attend 
and so cannot come.  Here is my written opinion: I would like to see all the dams removed, so 
that the river can return to its natural state (Alternative #4). Of course, it is also good that this is 
the least expensive option.  Vicki Adams,   
  
  
  
  
  



Unfortunately I am out of town Monday for the KLPD public meeting, but wanted to provide 
some input as someone who owns property that a-butts the Mousam River above and below the 
Kesslen Dam.  My primary residence is below the dam on  and I have 150 feet 
of river frontage.  I also own a rental property above the dam that has 5 units that are all supplied 
by KLPD and have views of the river and the Kesslen dam.  After reading the report it appears to 
me that a complete cost benefit analysis has been provided by your consulting firm Wright 
Pierce.  It is also clear there is huge business case for selecting option #4 'removal of the dams'.  
As a rate payer and property owner in Kennebunk I fully support dam removal.  It is clear the 
economics and environmental benefits support dam removal.  As someone who is active in the 
community, I have spoken to hundreds of people in the community that also support dam 
removal.  Many of these people are unlikely to attend meetings of send letters but the community 
is behind option 4.  I believe it is in the best interest of KLPD to decide not to pursue relicensing.  
Stop spending any further money on lawyers, consultants and your own time.  Now is the time to 
devote these resources to other more beneficial energy programs such as solar.  It is time to 
restore this river to it's former glory, restore the fish and supporting habitat and look for KLPD to 
provide other more cost efficient energy sources.  Barry Braddick,  

  
  
  
  
  
  
   
  

  
  
  



I support Alternative #4, removing the dam in the Mousam River. I was a resident of Kenebunk 
for several years and now live in North Yarmouth. I am in support of creating free running 
fisheries on most of our Maine rivers - including both the Mousam and the Royal Rivers.  
Thanks for taking care of Maine's natural resources, especially our fishing industry.  Elaine A.  
Carolan  

I won’t be able to attend tomorrow’s meeting, but should there be a hand count, would like my 
vote to count in support of Alternative #4: License Surrender: Dam Dismantling.  With healthier 
wetland and aquatic habitats the likely outcome of this action, along with fish being able to move 
freely both up and down stream as per their needs, and offering people on a seasonal basis, the 
same options, as per their desire, i think we stand a whole lot to gain by removing these dams.  
I’m new to Kennebunk, so am not familiar with this issue apart from having read the KLPD 
report Todd Shea introduced, and living a block away from the Kesslen Dam.  But i have read 
Fred Pierce’s wonderful book, When the Rivers Run Dry, as well as participated in an event 
around the documentary Damnation, and it is clear for me, that dams are typically extremely 
ruinous of many ways of life for many species along the waterways impeded.  Thanks for 
“counting” my voice on this issue.  Andrea Kimmich-keyser,   

I own a home on the Mousam river in Sanford and am strongly in favor of alternative #4, 
removal of the dams from the river. I am not able to attend the public meeting this week but am 
passionate about the topic.  Regards, C.E. (Mac) McGinley  

I just wanted to voice my support for the removal of the Mousam River Dams.  It sounds like it 
makes economic sense for your ratepayers and is the right ecological choice.  Thank you for your 
time and hard work.  Thomas S. Marjerison, Esq.  

I endorse Alternative 4 in the Wright-Pierce Dam Alternatives Report, to “Cease Operation and 
Surrender the FERC License for all three sites owned by Kennebunk Light & Power District.”  I 
am an active member of several conservation organizations, including Trout Unlimited.  This 
past summer I worked with them and others on the ground doing surveys of stream crossings in 
the Mousam River watershed.  As with all these projects, I found this work interesting and 
rewarding.  One thing that struck me was the presence of wildlife in and around the water, even 
far into the upper reaches of the watershed.  I saw numerous crayfish and frogs, among other 
fauna, even in pockets isolated by the then-dry conditions.  More to the point, I was struck by the 
potential of this watershed if it were to have free and open access to the ocean – running free, so 
to speak.  Therefore, I fully support the removal of Kesslen Dam, Twine Mill Dam and Dane 
Perkins Dam on the Mousam River.  Until those dams are removed fish cannot trade up- and 
downstream and definitely cannot reach their historic spawning grounds.  Moreover, experience 
with prior dam removals shows that river flows tend to return to their natural, historic levels.  I 
believe it is now so well established as to be incontrovertible that, following dam removals on 
other Maine rivers, runs of fish into and out of the ocean have increased, the biological diversity 
and balance of those watersheds has grown, and overall those watersheds are simply  



healthier.  The Mousam is now the only major river system in Maine completely lacking in fish 
passage and it is one of the most heavily dammed rivers in the state. The three dams only 
produce 1% of the power needed to serve your customers, yet they block 100% of the river.  It 
cannot be said that the Mousam is healthy in its current configuration and it’s time to change 
that.  Removing KLPD's 3 dams will restore more than 9 miles of the Mousam, allowing it to run 
wild and free through a largely undeveloped landscape from Old Falls to the sea. Having this 
jewel in our backyards will be a tremendous asset that will allow a greater diversity of 
recreational uses, will draw anglers, paddlers, and nature enthusiasts, and be a boon for fish, 
birds, and wildlife.  Maine’s rivers are a public resource. Please make the right choice by 
selecting Alternative 4, the least expensive for your rate payers and the most beneficial option for 
Maine’s future.  David A. Sokasits  

As I'm not certain if I'll be able to attend the Monday night meeting (11/16/2015), I thought I'd 
take a moment to share my thoughts with you regarding the future of the dams.  Throughout the 
time that I have been involved with the Saco River Salmon Club & Hatchery, I've gotten a 
deeper understanding of the subject of river impediments and impoundments, fish passage 
systems, etc.  Also, having been a fly-fishing guide and outfitter, I've long been an advocate for 
free-running rivers and restoring wild fish populations. I've been following the Mousam Dams 
matter since day one, and have reviewed all of the scenarios you've been considering.  I can say 
with certainty that the removal option is your best course of action from both economical and 
ecological standpoints.  And I commend the fact that you have been open minded to this option, 
and have remained so throughout this process.  As I stated at the March 31st meeting, the 
installation of fish passage systems is not the silver bullet that people think it is. Too many are 
under the impression that simply installing a Denil fish ladder will solve the problem.  Not all 
fish passage systems are created equal, and many times renovations, upgrades, or retro-fitting are 
necessary.  All of these options can be very costly, and given that different fish species have 
differing passage requirements, this can become a can of worms.  --  Case in point, Brookfield 
Energy is going through many headaches in trying to get American shad to pass through the 
Springs and Bradbury Dams in Biddeford and Saco. Atlantic salmon and river herring pass 
through the lock & lift systems at both of these dams, but shad refuse to utilize them.  In 2012, 
Brookfield engaged HDR Engineering to survey the two dams and put together proposals to 
remove the existing passage systems and retro-fit the dams with other passage systems. Then, in 
2014 Brookfield conducted a Shad Passage Study with Normandeau Environmental  
Associates.  They opened the gates of the two dams and released 60 radio-tagged shad (in three 
sample groups of 20) and tracked their movements with telemetry equipment.  The study 
indicated that though some shad managed to pass through the opened gates, the percentage that 
did pass was not sufficient to meets Brookfield's mandated passage numbers.  All of the 
signatories of the 2007 Fish Passage Agreement met together with Brookfield in early April to 
listen to their proposals for resolving the shad passage issue.  There were a number of problems 
with each of the proposals that were presented that would not allow them for consideration.  
Passage capacities, situational and orientation issues, all made the proposed solutions impossible.     



We are currently working with Brookfield to help them to resolve this issue, and to ensure that 
the ecological health of the Saco River is at the forefront of the process.  We are, in conjunction 
with state and federal agencies, other NGO's and concerned community members advocating for 
the removal of the Springs and Bradbury Dams.  This is the only way that complete and permanent 
fish passage can be achieved for all fish species.  A free-running river will also eliminate the 
flooding issue that the Deering Lumber yard on Springs Island experiences in high water events.  
I'm hopeful that I'll be able to attend the meeting, but as my schedule is very tight, I may not make 
it.  But I do want folks to understand the fish passage enigmas that KLPD would likely encounter 
(if they look at that option), and the staggering additional costs that could also result.  Rick 
LaRiviere,   

I support the removal of the dams.  See you Monday night!  Sassy Smallman  

The Maine Council of Trout Unlimited  fully endorses Alternative 4 in the Wright-Pierce Dam 
Alternatives Report, to “Cease Operation and Surrender the FERC License for all three sites 
owned by Kennebunk Light & Power District.”  The Mousam is the only major river system in 
Maine completely lacking in fish passage and it is one of the most heavily dammed rivers in the 
state. The three dams only produce 1% of the power needed to serve your customers, yet they 
block 100% of the river.  We support the removal of Kesslen Dam, Twine Mill Dam and Dane 
Perkins Dam so that the river can run freely, fish can to return to their historic spawning grounds, 
paddlers and fishers can have more access to the river and the Intervale neighborhood can be safe 
from floods.  Removing KLPD's 3 dams will restore more than 9 miles of the Mousam, allowing 
it to run wild and free through a largely undeveloped landscape from Old Falls to the sea. Having 
this jewel in our backyards will be a tremendous asset that will allow a greater diversity of 
recreational uses, will draw anglers, paddlers, and nature enthusiasts, and be a boon for fish, 
birds, and wildlife.  Maine’s rivers are a public resource. Please make the right choice by 
selecting Alternative 4, the least expensive for your rate-payers and the most beneficial option 
for Maine’s future.  Don Abbott,   

Recently the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service conducted an assessment of the America eel and 
found that the species' population was stable, not endangered.  The FWS has reached this 
conclusion in two successive reviews, 2007 and 2015.  This news was happily received by 
members of the American Eel Sustainability Association (AESA), including hundreds of Maine 
eel fishermen who are united in support of responsible stewardship for this species.  Among 
many factors supporting its finding, the FWS recognized the positive strides being made by dam 
owners, led by hydroelectric companies, to address fish passage and habitat restoration.  In our 
communications with the Service, AESA shared reports by river-keeper groups listing a 
thousand or more dam removals that have improved fish passage and eel habitat in the east coast 
during the past decade.  Over this time, I have familiarized myself with, and participated with 
power company colleagues on, fish passage experiments, eel ladder installations, restocking 
efforts, trap and transport programs and, occasionally, complete dam removal.  In my experience, 
hydro is often in the lead and always brings open-mindedness and creativity to the field.  I was 



impressed and pleased that your experts' report has recommended dam removal in this case.  It 
speaks to the power district's credibility and competence.  Needless to say, AESA supports this 
direction.  Mitchell Feigenbaum, Spokesperson  

I am writing as an abutter, rate payer and Kennebunk resident. My husband and I are strongly in 
favor of removal of the dams. The recently released report and our own research into the impact 
of dam removal on other rivers has led us to conclude that the benefits far outweigh the costs.  
Financially, dam removal is cheaper than the other options. Further, ownership of older dams 
leads KLPD open to future liability and increasing maintenance costs, so removing the dams is 
less risky.  The positive impact of dam removal on the ecology of the river has been proven in 
other rivers around the country. To us, it's not about the free run of fish, but all the enhancements 
to the river ecology that come with it: more fish feeders, cleaner water, and healthier wetlands.  
Recreationally, a free-running river should be a net winner. I know my next-door neighbor (also 
an abutter) is excited about the prospect of kayaking down to the sea from his backyard.  Yes, as 
abutters we do worry about changes that might take place to the flow of the river, but that's 
secondary to the other issues. Thousands of people have a stake in this. We believe we shouldn't 
force a course of action that is against their interests simply because it might have a negative 
impact on us.  I couldn't be at the meeting last night to make my comments. I hope that these 
written ones will bear as much weight. Jennifer Shack  

I thought the public meeting last night on the options facing KLP was very well organized and 
executed. It provided people with varying opinions opportunities to express themselves. You 
were respectful but ensured speakers kept to their 3 to 5 minutes so that the meeting ended on 
time – just before 9:30 p.m. It was good to have the representatives from Wright Pierce there as 
well to explain the complexities of their study.  Paul Dest  

I am writing to you on behalf of Maine's rare and threatened sea-run brook trout.  As I suspect 
you know, sea-run brook trout, or salters as they are known, now inhabit a mere fraction of the 
waters they used to. They have been pushed to the brink by dams, pollution, invasive fish, and 
warming waters. As a result, they need every break they can get if we are to pass them on to the 
next generation as they were passed on to us by the last.  I have attached a few pieces I have been 
working on in regard to salters. The first is slated for Eastern Fly Fisherman and will run 
sometime in 2016. The next is a chapter from a book about brook trout I am working on--50 Best 
Places Fly Fishing For Brook Trout. The last is a subset from an article in Fly Fish America due 
out in early 2016. I hope they help put things in perspective.  As you are aware, many coastal 
dams such as those found on the Mousam not only block fish passage, they warm the water by 
creating slow shallow impoundments behind them. Sea-run brookies are already living on the 
brink due to low elevation and a changing climate. These dams only make matters worse. Plus 
the impoundments are generally unhealthy due to stagnation, siltation and toxic sedimentation. 
The best thing for all involved--including we humans--is to remove these dams so that Mother  
Nature can flush away the sins of the past.  In many cases, the Mousam included, the dams on 
New England's small coastal streams are marginally--if at all--profitable. As a result, their 
economic impact no longer justifies the environmental damage they cause. While pressure to 



maintain these dams--mostly from abutting landowners--often results in delays in regard to 
removing them, in the end most will have to go anyway as many are also in a state of disrepair 
and potential safety hazards.  As a 20+ year corporate employee (EDS, Cellular One, ATT, 
Andersen, Southwestern Bell, Unitrode, Honeywell, etc.), I understand the amount of influence 
executives can wield in regard to matters like this. While never simple and rarely easy, the 
decisions we make effect a much broader range of life forms than those sitting around the 
boardroom table.  In many cases we need to assume an unbiased leadership role to ensure that the 
businesses we represent are doing the right thing for stockholders, customers, the environment, 
and mankind as a whole. In this case it means taking a serious look at the dams now under 
consideration for relicensing and doing what is right, not easy. Thanks for listening and I sincerely 
hope that the fish, our children, and those living around these dams come out on top.  Bob Mallard  

This e-mail is to follow up on your invitation to residents and rate-payers to offer their opinions 
on the question of the future of the three dams on the Mousam that are owned and operated by 
KLPD. I have attended the several public meetings about this issue that have been held in recent 
months, and thank you for staging them. It is encouraging to know that the decision about the 
future of the dams will not be made in haste. There clearly is a diversity of opinion within the 
community, and while there will never be unanimous agreement on what path to take, we hope 
that the ultimate decision will be one that serves to benefit the greatest number of people with 
respect to economic, environmental, social, and recreational considerations.  We live on a section 
of the Mousam River that is upriver from all three of KLPD’s dams. As such, we are among the 
few dozen citizens on whom the removal of the dams would have the greatest impact. We offer 
our perspective as people who greatly appreciate and value where we live, and what we 
experience as property owners along the Mousam. We also understand that what happens will 
have impact far beyond the banks of the river that runs through our backyard. It is from this 
perspective that we strongly support removing all three dams on the river and returning the 
Mousam to its natural, free-flowing condition.  If the dams are removed, our views of the river 
will change, and the ways that we experience the river will change. We certainly like what we 
have now—the opportunity to own a small bit of river frontage was a big factor in our decision 
to purchase our property—but we believe that we would also like what we would have in the 
future were the Mousam to be restored to a free-flowing state. Indeed, we’ve always been more 
than a little disappointed that there is not free passage between West Kennebunk and the 
Atlantic.  Like many others, we enjoy the opportunity to see ducks, herons, beaver, otters, and 
the other forms of wildlife that inhabit the riparian environment of the Mousam. Some residents 
have expressed concerns that the loss of the impoundment “ponds” that would come with the 
removal of the dams would also result in loss of the current wildlife. Although I am strictly an 
amateur naturalist, I have spent enough time in my life observing the natural world to be 
confident that these fears are groundless, that wildlife would adapt to the changed conditions just 
fine.  The Mousam River existed for millennia before the first dams were built and the river was 
drowned by the impoundments. The native fish, birds, and other wildlife of the Mousam 
watershed evolved in a free-flowing river environment, and these species will all thrive if the 
dams are removed. Our understanding is that this has been the experience in other locations 



across Maine, and in many other places across the country, where dams have come down in 
recent decades. An unobstructed river and healthy riparian zone will re-connect a variety of 
unique ecosystems and conserved lands in the lower watershed, making the Mousam an 
exceptionally valuable natural asset for our community that will support new recreational 
opportunities, from Old Falls to Parson’s Beach.  We don’t think that our property values will be 
negatively impacted by the loss of the dams and their impoundments. We understand the fear and 
concern that others have about this, but the economic literature on the matter demonstrates that at 
worst the loss of the impoundments will have no impact on property values and will likely have a 
positive impact.  On balance, we think it is better to live next to a natural, free-flowing river 
rather than a man-made quasi-lake. We believe that a restored river can enhance the quality of 
life, and quality of place, for all residents of Kennebunk. Most importantly, we think that 
restoring the Mousam River would be an incredible gift for future generations.  Paul and Sally 
Wells,   

Thank you and the board of trustees for hosting such an open and civilized meeting at Town Hall 
Monday evening. It seems to me that all the interested parties are going to have to make some 
compromises if an equitable and happy solution is found for the three dams. I offered the 
Sennebec Pond Association/Trout Unlimited solution as a possibility for the Mousam. Don't 
think it proved as expensive as the Trout Unlimited man suggested especially when you factor in 
grants and such offered by other sources. In any case, I'm offering you a link to an article about 
the project that you might find informative.  
http://www.fws.gov/endangered/bulletin/2004/0102/12-13.pdf If I can find any more stuff on the 
project, I'll send it along. Again, thanks for the meeting, and I look forward to agreeable and 
happy resolutions.  Terry Vaughan,   
  
At last night's meeting, I mentioned the Trash Drive that we organized and conducted.  I've 
attached a report that we produced to this email.  After speaking with a few of our officers, 
director and members since the meeting, we would be willing to help organize a Trash Drive on 
the Mousam should the dams be removed.  It is unfortunate that our Atlantic salmon restoration 
efforts are limited solely to the Saco River due to our agreements with the agencies and the dam's 
owners.  We would very much like an opportunity to help reintroduce Atlantic salmon to the 
Mousam River.  We have been meeting with the agencies' people to explore the possibility to 
expanding our focus to other southern Maine rivers (Kennebunk, Mousam, Presumpscot, Royal, 
etc.), but we have not found an angle that would allow this to happen at this time.  But we 
continue to explore possibilities.  Best regards, Rick LaRiviere  

At last night's meeting, I remembered some information I have on fish passage systems and their 
effectiveness.  As these are the most recent studies I know of, I thought that it would be a good 
idea for the board members to have a chance to review this info. There are two attachments 
included in this email.  Thanks for a great meeting, and for all that you are doing.  Rick 
LaRiviere  

http://www.fws.gov/endangered/bulletin/2004/01-02/12-13.pdf
http://www.fws.gov/endangered/bulletin/2004/01-02/12-13.pdf
http://www.fws.gov/endangered/bulletin/2004/01-02/12-13.pdf


I attended last night's meeting and spoke of my concerns.  However, I want to state my concerns 
again.    
1.  My home is at .  The Mousam River turns about 45 degrees as it passes my 
back yard.  With the current Keslan Dam the impounded water acts as a buffer and slows the 
river as it passes.  If the dam were to be removed, the buffer would be removed, and the earthen 
slope of my yard would be put at risk, particularly at times of peak flow.  My concern is 
heightened by the knowledge that the backyard is composed, to some extent, of fill placed there 
over the last two centuries.  The soil is soft and, I would think, highly subject to erosion.  Most of 
the first six backyards on the north side of our street are in the same situation - on fill with very 
steep embankments.  In addition to my own interests, the cost of remediation (concrete retaining 
wall, rip-rap, other attempts at stabilization) along the 600 feet or so of embankment may be 
considerable and thus have an impact on the economic decisions ahead. The time to assess and 
perhaps address this situation is now rather than after damage is done.    If an engineer makes a 
site visit to evaluate the situation I would like to be present.  I can be available at any time.  2.  
Several speakers last evening offered their opinion that property values would not be negatively 
affected by removal of the dams.  Every home owner knows what aspects of their property and 
surrounding area contribute to the asset value of their property.  There is no question that my 
value would decrease.  I would expect that all my neighbors, and perhaps others, would feel the 
same way.  I think it should be noted in your report that there is a probability that a significant 
number of river abutters may suffer significant loss in property values.  Stuart Bowen,  

   
  
Hello, I am a property owner on land abutting the Mousam River upstream from the Dane 
Perkins dam and would like to point out an inconsistency in the 
http://klpd.org/wpcontent/uploads/2013/02/Full-Report-for-Public-Release.pdf  report from the 
KLPD.org website.  On page 5-9 the report states: "Thus, no secondary cost impacts are expected 
to be placed on others from this dam removal alternative."  However page 5-7 states: " Certainly, 
impacts experienced by individual properties along the Mousam River can be expected to vary, 
based on proximity to the river, the magnitude of change to water levels at that location, the 
extent to which the river is visible from the premises, the extent to which the current use takes 
advantage of the river, and a host of other considerations".  These two statements appear to be 
contradictory, as no determination of property value variations has been done. What are plans to 
assess and address impacts to individual property owners?  Thanks in advance for your response.  

Also, please add me to your distribution list for updates.  Mark Ostrander,  
  

Dear KL&PD Board of Trustees and General Manager Todd Shea:  Thank you for hosting 
the public Q&A forum on November 16th. You are to be commended for all the hard work 
you've been tasked with concerning KL&PD's dam relicensing / removal decisions.  The 
woman who spoke who was a property owner abutting the Mousam River requested 
detailed information regarding property values. Please refer to the attached documents, 

http://klpd.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/02/Full-Report-for-Public-Release.pdf
http://klpd.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/02/Full-Report-for-Public-Release.pdf
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and kindly share this information with that neighbor and other river abutters.  Although 
requiring a fair amount of scrutiny, I believe these studies provide sufficient evidence that 
property values along the river after dam removal typically increase, as I stated at the 
public forum (my own experience evaluating these reports comes from my education as a 
human ecologist and geographer, where I hold a BA cum laude in these studies from 
Hofstra University).  For a good example of the fact that property values increase after 
dam removal, look at this extract, which is a conclusion of one of the hedonic studies (I 
have taken the liberty to underline the conclusions I feel are relevant):  "... If properties 
retain their frontage, then the results indicate that at least in the long run (after the waterway 
gains the appearance of a “free-flowing” stream there is no frontage-specific significant change 
in property price, except for the increase associated with the expansion of the lot size.  "If these 
properties lose their frontage as the impoundment waters recede to the original contours of the 
stream, then the relevant issue is what occupies the land formerly submerged in water. A typical 
outcome is that a riverside public “greenbelt” replaces the impoundment.  "Studies generally 
indicate that open space increases the housing values of adjacent properties, though the effect 
ultimately depends on the exact nature of the open space; it appears that open space dedicated to 
nature preservation and “passive experiences” such as hiking and bird-watching is most likely to 
have a significant positive impact on the value of bordering properties.  "This being the case, and 
given the results of the current study, the available evidence is that properties that lose their 
frontage on impoundments would increase in value as their frontage converts to “frontage” on a 
riverside greenbelt, so long as the greenbelt is dedicated to preserving the natural features of the 
riparian zone ..."  I would be happy to further discuss this with KL&PD as your 
deliberations proceed. It is understood that this is not an easy process, nor are some studies 
and reports straightforward to initially comprehend. However, it is my belief that the 
attached files will enhance the Board's understanding as it proceeds to clarify the issues at 
hand.  Alex Mendelsohn, 

  

I would like endorse Alternative 4 in the Wright-Pierce Dam Alternatives Report, to “Cease  
Operation and Surrender the FERC License for all three sites owned by Kennebunk Light &  
Power District.”  I fully support the removal of Kesslen Dam, Twine Mill Dam and Dane Perkins 
Dam on the Mousam River. I want to see the river run freely; I want fish to return to their 
historic spawning grounds; I want more access to the river for paddling and fishing; I want the 
Intervale neighborhood to be safe from floods; and I want to stand on the right side of history by 
opening up our river to its natural function, vitality and potential.  The Mousam is the only major 
river system in Maine completely lacking in fish passage and it is one of the most heavily 
dammed rivers in the state. The three dams only produce 1% of the power needed to serve your 
customers, yet they block 100% of the river. It’s time to change that!  Removing KLPD's 3 dams 
will restore more than 9 miles of the Mousam, allowing it to run wild and free through a largely 
undeveloped landscape from Old Falls to the sea. Having this jewel in our backyards will be a 
tremendous asset that will allow a greater diversity of recreational uses, will draw anglers, 



paddlers, and nature enthusiasts, and be a boon for fish, birds, wildlife and the local economy.  
Maine’s rivers are a public resource. Please make the right choice by selecting Alternative 4, the 
least expensive for your rate payers and the most beneficial option for Maine’s and Kennebunk's 
future.  Sincerely, Bill Oleszczuk,   

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  



I attended the meeting at town hall the other night and while I have sympathy for those who will have 
altered views and those who have historical concerns, my vote goes to undamming the whole of your 
dam system. I live in  and enjoy walking along the river when I can. More 
importantly, I think the rights of the other wildlife, fish and mammals, trumps these concerns. I hope 
that you will include my opinion in your deliberations.  Karen Tolstrup,  

I am writing to express my support for the removal of KLPD's three dams on the Mousam River.  I may 
not live in Maine, but I believe in conservation and protecting our environment.  I believe this is 
the correct action to take because rivers should not be damed up for the profit of energy.  Having 3 
dams is concerning for fish passage, wildlife, and our environment.  Our rivers need to be free flowing.  I 
understand the condition of the dams are in disrepair.  Building new dams would be detrimental to fish 
passage and unnecessary.  Wendy Nixon,    

I am writing to express my support for the removal of KLPD's three dams on the Mousam River. This is 
the correct action because the dams are not providing a substantial amount of energy. The river needs 
to be free flowing to aid in the return of fish for spawning. Thank you.  Rev. Charlie Grindle,  

 

I am a KLP customer and a local environmental advocate. I teach young children and see significant 
environmental benefits, as well as economic benefits of removing the dams on the river. We have a real 
chance to restore the river to its natural state- to be explored and treasured like it was long ago. Thank 
you for your consideration of this project.  Sandy Nadeau,  

 

Please add this note to the PRO DAM REMOVAL letter pile.  Having walked the river many times, there is 
no question that a free-flowing Mousam would be the most ecologically prudent, environmentally 
conscientious alternative of the many offered.  I opt for removing all of the dams.   

One person said this at the public meeting, something that really stuck with me: we have a chance to 
make a real difference here.  One small piece of the world returned to a natural state.  I would love to 
do that with the millions of square yards of impervious asphalt laid on fields for ridiculous parking lots -- 
but I can't.  But I can write and advocate for this dam removal on my cherished, local river.  Imagine 
that!  Susan Bloomfield,  

I am in favor of getting rid of the dams on the Mousam River, based on sound ecological principles. 
Doing so would be good for the environment and good science.  Bevan Davies,  

 

I was there at your presentation the other night.  I strongly support dam removal on the Mousam.  
Coming up and viewing the dams, meeting the people and getting to see the river made me even more 
enthusiastic that these dams should be removed.  The community, and the trout (and many other 
critters) will truly appreciate it – and thank you for it as well.  Below is a picture of the type of results 
we’re getting by restoring habitat for sea-run trout on Cape Cod.  http://www.searunbrookie.org/wp-
content/gallery/red-brook-restoration/red-brook-restoration-19.jpg   I expect the trout of Maine will do 

http://www.searunbrookie.org/wp-content/gallery/red-brook-restoration/red-brook-restoration-19.jpg
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far better in the restored Mousam than they will ever do on Cape Cod.  Geof Day,  
 

I live upstream from the dams in Kennebunk and would love to be able to fish when the Alewives and 
Elves come up to spawn.  Removing the dams makes a big difference to how far I have to travel to catch 
sea run fish.  Fred Frodyma,  

I am writing as a resident of Kennebunk and to comment on the opportunity we have as a community to 
make positive change.  I am in favor of removing the dams on the Mousam River. It appears to be 
financially prudent to do so and a wise decision for the environment.  Thank you for encouraging 
comment and for your commitment to Kennebunk.  Joanne Hulsey,  

I am a resident of Kennebunk and live at .  I am in favor of removing the dams for 
economic and environmental reasons.  Peter S. Sentner 

I would like to offer my opinion about the issue of the 3 dams of controversy, And I have much the same 
thoughts as most of my friends and neighbors in that I believe the small amount of hydropower these 
dams potentially supply does not warrant the cost of relicensing and maintaining/improving these 
inefficient old dams.  And I also believe that the return of the natural ecosystem (including fish) would 
be an important bonus by eliminating the old dams.  I'm sure you've heard it all a thousand times 
already, so there it is one more time, from me, Dan Lang  

My husband and I have been following the information regarding the future of the dams on the Mousam 
River; we attended the first meeting, and have followed the debate on the dams' future.  We frequently 
paddle our kayaks on the Mousam; we also lived on  a number of years ago, so we are 
quite familiar with the river that ran below our house lot.  We are very much in favor of Alternative #4, 
as it is indeed the most environmentally beneficial option as well as being far less expensive than the 
other options involving relicensing.  Having a free flowing river is the most desirable option, in our 
opinion!  Thank you for collecting opinions from the public!  Terry and Bill Burrows 

 It seems to me, in view of the ecological, aesthetic, and economic considerations, that the only 
reasonable decision is the removal of the Mousam River dams.  At the November 16 meeting, Bill Grabin 
presented the conclusions of studies done on rivers with dams removed showing that property values of 
abuters are increased, not decreased.  Nevertheless, after his presentation, some river abuters said that 
they were concerned with their property values decreasing.  The few abuters who do not want the dams 
removed seem to be reacting emotionally, not listening to the presentations, and assuming the worst 
possible outcome of dam removal.  In fact, the results of dam removal are not unknown:  there have 
been numerous cases of dam removal which provide ample evidence that dam removal has enhanced 
the environment and increased property values.  Finally, considering the considerable sums of money 
required to even begin the re-licensing application or seeking alternatives #2 or #3, and the meager 
amount of power generated by the dams, I don't see how any alternative but removal of the dams can 
be economically justified.  Removing the dams will enhance the area and save a great deal of 
money.  It's a win-win solution.  Philip Walcutt,  



Please vote to remove the 3 dams KLP manages on the Mousam River.  Although I have enjoyed 
regularly canoeing the river for the past 40 years, I'd easily give up that pleasure to see the river return 
to it's original free-flowing state.  The strong potential of restoring native fish migrations to spawning 
grounds, seeing the beauty of the original river boundaries, and the addition of habitat for land and 
aquatic species that have been inhibited by pooling upstream of the dams, is a bountiful trade off.  It's 
cheaper for the rate-payer too!  Win-win.  Vote to remove all 3.   Alan Adams,  

 

After reading about and considering the various options available to the Kennebunk Light and Power 
District regarding the Mousam River dams, my opinion regarding which option to choose is that removal 
of the dams is the best choice.  1. Removing the dams is the least expensive option.  2. A free-flowing 
river would allow native fish species a greater amount of spawning habitat and increase the variety and 
abundance of wildlife.  3. Rather than decreasing property values, the removal of the dams and 
restoring a free-flowing river would actually result in increased property values and dramatically reduce 
the risk of flooding, so homes would be safer.  I am a Kennebunk resident and KLPD rate-payer and hope 
that you will take my opinion into consideration when making your decision regarding the dams.  Carol 
Spalding,  

As a resident of Kennebunk for many years and a rate payer I am very much in favor of removal of #4 as 
it appears to be environmentally beneficial but also the least expensive option.  June Ficker 

I have been following the issue of dam removal on the Mousam River with interest since it was first 
proposed. As a student of Natural Resources as well as an Instructor of Dendrology at University of New 
Hampshire I think the time has come to let the Mousam flow unimpeded.  I live on the  

. The health of the Gulf of Maine and the fishery therein is 
dependent on the natural flow of the surrounding watershed. Since many ocean animals use the estuary 
for a protective environment during a portion of their life cycles, the natural flow of nutrients into the 
marsh is essential to their populations.  Native fish and eels require unimpeded access to their 
traditional breeding areas upstream. By removing the dams this scenario will result in greater 
populations of healthy marine life.  The visible changes in water levels as this process ensues will 
normalize with time and the native species of vegetation will re-establish themselves further filtering 
the runoff into the river.  I can think of no reason to continue supporting the dams remaining in the 
future.  Eileen Willard,  

I have been a satisfied customer of Kennebunk Light and Power for 30 years, .  Your 
company's service and reliability are outstanding.  I believe that KLPD has a unique opportunity to 
improve Kennebunk by the removal of the outdated and unnecessary dams on the lower Mousam River.   
Monetarily, it will make the most sense to us as ratepayers, being the least expensive option for the 
future of the dams.  But more importantly, the dams' removal will open up a section of river that has 
been closed to native fish species and the wildlife that thrive on them, for over 300 years.  Dam removal 
will also improve the water quality of the river, allowing natural processes to keep the water oxygenated 
and clean.  It will restore a riparian corridor for all kinds of wildlife, including birds, fur-bearing 
mammals, reptiles and amphibians that rely on clean, free-running water.  Dam removal will also allow 



recreation along an unbroken stretch of river that is beautiful and popular.  I know that there are some 
in town who are fearful of negative impacts from dam removal.  I believe that, based on the experience 
of other abutters of restored rivers, their fears are exaggerated. I believe that many will be pleasantly 
surprised by the natural beauty of a restored free-flowing river, rather than the present impoundments.  
The bridge over the river at the Kesslen Dam would have a new and vibrant vista, more like the one that 
greets the eye when looking downriver from the bridge, which is lovely.  I hope that the KLPD Board and 
you will support a responsible and ecologically sound decision to remove all the dams which are subject 
to license renewal.  It will be a lasting benefit to our town.  Monica Grabin,  

I support the option to remove the three KLPD dams on the Mousam River for the reasons put forth by 
the Mousan & Kennebunk Rivers Alliance.  I have been a Kennebunk resident since 1990,  a KLP 
ratepayer and a frequent canoeist on all the sections of the Mousam River between the dams under the 
KLPD management.  I am also supportive of removing the dams do to my thinking as a geologist.  We 
need to leave natural environments as is and not repurpose them which results in unintended 
consequences.  Andy Greif,  

We are writing as residents of Kennebunk and customers of the Kennebunk Light and Power District to 
express our support for removing the Mousam River dams that are currently licensed by the KLPD.  We 
base that support on the following:  Removing the dams would provide access by the river to the ocean 
and thus allow natural fish passage to and from the river to the ocean as nature intended.  Removing 
the dams would have the lowest cost affect, if any, on our service rate with the KLPD.  Removing the 
dams will improve water quality and will not negatively impact local water and sewer systems.  
Removing the dams will have a positive affect for wildlife along the river’s shores.  Removing the dams 
will have a positive impact on land values for abutting property owners and flooding of their land will 
not be an issue.  G. Robert Butler, Joyce M. Butler 

I am writing as a 14-year resident of the Town of Kennebunk, as a KLPD consumer, and as the former 
chair of the Kennebunk Energy Efficiency Committee.  I urge you to remove the three dams on the 
Mousam River for the following reasons:  (1) It will be good for the fish.  The Mousam River is the only 
major river system in Maine completely lacking in fish passage.  Only 1% of the river is still connected to 
the ocean and accessible to important species like American shad, Atlantic salmon, alewives and 
blueback herring.  (2) In this instance, hydropower is not green Power.  KLPD generates only 1.25% of its 
electric supply from the three dams but the dams themselves block 100% of the migratory species in the 
river.  (3) If the KLPD is genuinely interested in green power--and I think it is--wouldn't it be better to 
simply go solar?  All over the country towns and cities are choosing solar.  (4) Fiscally, the idea of 
renewing the licenses of the three dams makes no sense.  According to your statistics, fish passage and 
relicensing all three dams would cost between $9 million to $12 million whereas complete dam removal 
will cost only $2.3 million and at least half of these costs can be covered through grants.  (5) Dam 
removal will improve water quality.  Also, if the dams remain, additional investment would be required 
to meet Clean Water Act Standards.  I have always been impressed by how well run the KLPD is.  I am 
hoping you will continue in that tradition and remove the three dams.  Sassy Smallman 



I am sure this is a hard decision but I am asking that you consider doing the hard, yet right thing.  Please 
follow the advice of the scientists who study the issue and remove the dam.  I am sorry to those who 
have river front property who are loathe to see the river reduce but doing the right thing is often 
hard.  The increase in wildlife should be exciting for the whole town.  Lynda Wilson-Dinino 

I am writing to you for several reasons. The first is that I wanted to thank you for taking the time to 
speak to several of my middle school students who interviewed you or wrote to you regarding "The Dam 
Issue." They were so excited to be able to include you as a resource in their project. It was amazing to 
watch the students read or watch everything that they could get their hands on regarding dams and 
their impact on rivers, the environment, and communities.  I am also writing as a resident of Kennebunk 
expressing my support for removing all three dams on the Mousam. I believe that the positive impact 
that it will have on the health of the river and the surrounding environment far outweighs any negative 
impact that it may have. I researched along with my students and found that there is an overwhelming 
amount of evidence supporting the restoration of rivers back to their natural state. Along with all the 
positive impacts on the environment, I also believe that it will, contrary to the fears of residents, have a 
positive impact on property values.  Thank you for your hard work and the dedication of the KLPD board 
of trustees to make an informed decision. It speaks volumes about your company to include and invite 
feedback from citizens of Kennebunk. I attended the town hall meeting with my 6 year old son because 
he wanted to learn more about the issue before making up his own mind regarding the issue! As we 
were leaving, he said that he is "really leaning towards getting rid of the dams."  When I asked why, he 
said, "Because it's better for the environment." I was so proud of him that he wanted to learn more 
about the issue. I was also proud to bring him to a meeting where we were invited to participate as 
citizens. Regardless of the outcome, this has been a great learning experience for me, my family, and my 
students, and I thank you for creating that experience.  Matt Coleman,  

 

Just weighing in with my 2 cents:  if the dams are removed, there could be a creative way to highlight 
the Mousam River corridor, creating a bicycle pathway that connects to the bridle path, Amtrak line, 
beaches, and Eastern Trail.  A number of Maine communities - - including Portland, Hallowell and Bath-
Brunswick - - highlight their beautiful waterways in this manner, keeping property values high (I would 
think) and drawing visitors to their lovely natural areas.  Such a trail would likely be an economic win-
win.  Jennifer Niese,   

I am writing to support the removal of all three dams on the Mousam River.  When the spring melts the 
snow and the rains come for several days in a row Intervale Road has serious flooding issues. Although 
we have had our houses raised and have not been in the local news lately because of this flooding, it 
doesn't mean we don't have issues still every year. Please take out all three dams so the flooding stops 
and let the river, fish and wildlife be restored.  Lori Lessard,  

As KLPD  examines dismantling of it's three dams on the Mousam River, might consideration also be 
extended to paying tribute to the river?  In the past 400 years, the community's relationship with the 
river has shifted from use by native people to European shipbuilding, and in turn to the generation of 
electricity/manufacturing.  It would appear our engagement with the river is poised to change 



again.   Let us choose wisely.  Removal of the dams should improve the health of the river and expand 
public access to this gift of nature.  Coordination of your efforts supports that end. Today, descendants 
of the earlier ship builders, and all those who came later, have an opportunity to return the river to a 
state closer to that enjoyed by those who came before us.  As our relationship with the river matures, 
let us give tribute to the ages.  Past, Present, Future.  Joe Carroll,   

Good day-I am writing to express my full support for removal of all dams from the Mousam River. I live 
in  and my property runs right to the river. I love the river-it forms 
the nucleus of most of my recreational activities: bird watching, canoeing-(no motorized speed 
boats!),hiking,dog exercise(all of us swimming)and just general nature observation. Certainly the lower 
cost solution is preferable but my primary interest is in seeing the Mousam revert back to its natural 
state; it will be here long after we all are not and we need to keep it and leave it in the best and 
healthiest  condition possible.  The river is such a source of natural wonders great and small-I have seen 
eagles,osprey,muskrats and beavers as well more types of dragon and damsel flies than I could ever 
count! Removal of the dams would only enhance such a natural resource; perhaps property values 
would be affected but for me that is a non issue-in 100 years I won't care but the river will still be here 
and supporting unlimited flora and fauna.  I thank the KLPD and the Mousam and Kennebunk River 
Alliance for all their intensive effort to come to an equitable solution to a complex problem; my hope is 
to have the Mousam restored to a free flowing natural resource.  Sharon A. Finley,  

 

I am attaching an article for your review that was done in 2012 that summarizes many of the dam 
removals across the country and the effects on property values.  This is a very complex issue, and many 
River Alliance folks are saying values will go up or at least be stable.  That is true in some instances, but 
as you weigh this important issue, apples have to be compared to apples as far as possible.  I hope you 
will read this thoroughly but please pay attention to pg. 12 and the table of property value losses in a 
context that was much more similar to Kennebunk's than some of the others.  The losses were between 
nearly 30-33%!  What if that happens here?  As you heard Nov. 16th, a house sale in Kennebunk did not 
go through just on the prospect of the dams being removed.  The subsequent price was said to be 
approximately 10% less.  A study done by Prof. Lynne Lewis re. the Edwards Dam in Maine was cited at 
the Nov. 16th meeting to prove that property values will go up.  Yes, they did go up but that was 
because the river (and dam) were so near the undesirable cities of Augusta and Waterville that once the 
dam was gone and water quality improved, revitalization occurred which increased property values.  See 
pg. 22. This is NOT the case in Kennebunk, where property along the river is desirable now.  Thank you 
for your sincere efforts and time in weighing these things objectively.  Shawn & Donna Teague 

Thank you for inviting public comment regarding the future of three dams owned by Kennebunk Light 
and Power.  I am a KLPD customer and reside at , a property abutting the Mousam River, 
above one of these dams.  As the December 5 deadline fast approaches, I write in favor of Option 4.  
From the information presented at the public meeting, I understand that dam removal is by far the most 
cost effective alternative.  While the dams are picturesque and generate a little energy, I believe the 
cost of upgrading and maintaining them does not justify such a sizable investment.  When I was 
President of Laudholm Trust and Chair of the Wells National Estuarine Reserve Management Authority, I 



developed a understanding of what has contributed to the collapse of the fishing industry in the Gulf of 
Maine. The especially good news about Option 4 is that it has an economic benefit (cost savings) AND 
potential environmental benefit for fish populations.  Thank you again for the opportunity to be 
involved in your decision making.   Kathryn SB Davis 

I would like to see the Mousam River move towards a free-running river.  I am a rate payer and 
Kennebunk resident.  My understanding is that a small percentage of KLDP's power comes from 
hydro generation. With other green energy sources approaching parity, I am willing to pay somewhat 
more for power now in exchange for the ecological and quality of life benefits of a dam-free river.  Ward 
Feurt,  

I believe that we should take this opportunity to restore the Mousam River to its natural state by 
removing the Kesslen, Twine Mill and Dane Perkins dams.  These dams were installed over 100 years ago 
to provide power to mills and the Kennebunk area without considering the environmental impact to fish 
and wildlife. I am in favor of renewable energy but, currently, the dams produce a very small percentage 
of power for Kennebunk Light and Power. Also, the percentage provided by the dams is not expected to 
change with the very costly relicensing requirements.  Removing dams to restore free flowing rivers is a 
trend happening in New England that is good for the environment and economy. We should open up the 
Mousam River to flow to the Atlantic Ocean.  Kathryn Donahue,  
 
 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

  

 



 
 
 
 
December 8, 2015 
 
Mr. Jay Kilbourn 
Kennebunk Light & Power District 
Board of Trustees President 
4 Factory Pasture Lane 
Kennebunk, ME 04043 

Dear Mr. Kilbourn: 

I am writing on behalf of the Natural Resources Council of Maine (NRCM). NRCM is Maine’s 
largest environmental advocacy group with over 16,000 members and supporters. We urge you 
to remove the three Kennebunk Light & Power dams that block the lower Mousam River. 

These dams generate a tiny amount of power. The nameplate capacity of the three dams 
combined is only 0.6 MW, and the dams are not efficient according to Wright Pierce’s 2015 
report. Despite this, they block all species of migratory fish from almost their entire historic 
spawning habitat. This is not a reasonable trade off, especially given the easy availability of 
modern, efficient solar and wind power.   

Maintaining these dams and refitting them for fish passage would also be much more expensive 
than removing them according to Wright Pierce. Dam removal is clearly the most economically 
viable of the four alternatives that Kennebunk Light & Power is now considering, and grants 
would likely be available to assist with dam removal. Ratepayers would bear the cost of 
maintaining the dams. 

On these grounds, NRCM strongly urges the removal of all three dams. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Nick Bennett 

Staff Scientist 

 



My husband and I have been following the debates over the dam removal with great interest.  I 
was able to attend the first informational meeting at the town hall and I was very impressed by 
the panel who answered our questions.  After digesting a lot of information, we have concluded 
that the best course of action would be to remove all three dams and restore the river to its 
natural state.  In addition to being the least expensive option, it is clearly the most 
environmentally beneficial choice. Miriam and Jonathan Whitehouse,  

 I can imagine by now that the words Mousam River is a four letter word. I apologize for adding 
to the fray. First I would like to commend you, the board and staff for giving ample time and 
attention to this project well before the 11th. hour.  My name is John Everett and not only am I a 
rate payer but I am also a land owner along the river. My home since the age of 5 has been at  

I remember days when I was a kid that it looked like you could walk across the river 
due to the algae that lived there. There were no fish worth catching. Also the wall of smelly 
brown foam that was as high as the Kesselen Dam itself. I used to run across the bridge because 
it smelled so bad.  My usual M-O is a fiscal conservative. So you my think this is another rip em 
down and save the fish. But actually it is not. I think some serious questions need to be 
answered. The first is my property values, like many people my home when I chose to sell it is a 
huge part of my retirement plan. Like many I cannot afford to take a hit. ( I think the run away 
train we call the school dept. is doing a good job there)  I am not sold on the idea that our values 
will not go down based upon a reading at the Nov. public hearing by (supposedly) an economics 
professor from a very bleeding heart liberal college. I think this question needs more 
investigation but I am also a realist that understands that it may be still only a best guess. The 
river is so much more desirable to live along when it looks the way it does now compared to the 
day you lowered it for the soil samples.  I would also like to take exception to the many people 
that said when the river was down they could kayak the entire thing and it was a rock bottom. I 
went to the rivers edge on my property when the river was lowered. As far as I could see in each 
direction and on both sides was muck. I did not dare to step off the river bank fearing I would not 
be able to get me and my boots back out of the mud. From my perspective on shore the water 
was only about 20-25 feet wide. Looking at the mud flats and the angle that they sloped to the 
river I would guess the water flowing by was no deeper than 2-3 feet. I estimate the river to be, 
back to bank 100-120 feet wide were I live.  A quick issue I found funny was all the people that 
wanted to allow the Blue Herring and Alwives to swim free didn't care much about the species of 
fish that may not survive the water reduction. My neighbors have caught Bass and other sport 
fish in the river. I don't know if removing the dams would be helpful or hurtful to those fish.  A 
final thought too is fire protection. I am currently a Deputy Fire Chief with Kennebunk Fire 
Rescue. I have over 33 years with the Department. What I saw when the river was lowered is not 
helpful for us to pump water out in an emergency. In Kennebunk there are large tracts of land 
that are along the river and are largely undeveloped. This may not be the case years from now. 
The river at the level it was at would be nearly impossible do draft water for fire fighting. It 
would prevent us from doing it at the places we currently would and also the new places that 
could come in the future with the development of river front land.  Lastly I would like to go on 



the record and say I am in favor of keeping the dams. I also understand that in this backwards 
world we live in that the Governments requirements, which we don't know yet, (backwards) 
could be cost prohibitive to keeping them on line. Should you wish to speak to me directly my 
phone number is  or feel free to stop by my house. Please pass this email onto the board 
members as well. Thanks again John Everett 

You and others have done an excellent job of informing the public of the alternative choices you, 
your staff and your board have to make in the coming months which will impact the Mousam 
River in numerous way.  I've attend two of those sessions and have read literature about other 
local dams that have recently been removed as well as those elsewhere in Maine removed in the 
last 10 years.  As a biologist, I have discussed the situation with other informed science oriented 
people.  I am in favor of removal of the three dams.  Yes, it will take a few years to reestablish 
the riparian areas as they existed before damming.  But, in the long run, the river running free 
will transform into a beautiful and fully functional "almost" wild river.  The loss of the power 
generated by the turbines will not significantly impact our power bills.  The literature suggests 
that local property owners with river frontage will not suffer loss in valuation of their homes.  
Two of my local adult children and families have enjoyed fishing in the Mousam along Rogers 
Pond stretch of the river.  As an avid bird watcher, I look forward to seeing what new species 
may show up along a free flowing river.  Thank you for all the time, energy and effort you and 
your staff have put into informing the public about this issue.  Betsy T. Stevens,  

 

I am writing to voice my support for removing the dams on the Mousam River. I have lived in 
Kennebunk for 33 years, 30 of those years were on  next to the Mousam. It seems 
to me that removing the dams would once again bring the Mousam back to its natural state. Fish, 
wildlife, vegetation and all the natural cycles of a river basin would once again return. I have 
canoed on the Mousam over the years and there is no question in my mind that canoeing on the 
lower Mousam (below the the downtown dam) is much more desirable than canoeing above the 
dam. Above the dam the man made "pond/waterway" collects debris, is stagnant in many 
sections and just doesn't feel like a wilderness experience. The natural beauty of the lower 
Mousam is striking.  The success of the removal of other dams in Maine is evident. People today 
want to preserve the natural state of our world. The less manmade interference  the better! With 
all the problems that exist on our planet a small gesture like returning the Mousam to its natural 
state will be applauded.  I have seen the Mousam overflow it's banks in many storms and cause 
extensive property damage. I am not an expert but it seems to me that a natural river would be 
much more capable of accommodating a storm without manmade interventions.  I have heard 
that removing the dams is actually more cost effect than keeping them. Wow, how often does 
that happen?  To me, it sounds like a win-win situation for everyone.  I urge KLPD to do the 
noble thing for generations to come. Please remove the dams. The people of Kennebunk and 
Maine deserve it.  Jay Bartner,  



I am writing to support the “Free the Mousam” initiative.  My family and I have lived in 
Kennebunk for over 26 years. It has been a great place to raise a family.  The natural beauty of 
the town will only be enhanced by opening up the river.  Returning the river to its natural state 
will benefit the water quality, wildlife and provide recreation.  This also seems to be the most 
cost effective option.  So it really is a win win!  Looking forward to a “Free Mousam”!  Liz 
Errico,  

I am a long time resident of Kennebunk and a KLPD rate payer and I want to give you my 
personal comments regarding the issue of re-licensing vs. dam removal.  I have read the Wright 
Pierce report and I strongly urge you to choose option #4, for the removal of all three dams. It is 
the right thing to do for the ratepayers, it’s the right thing to do for the town, and it’s the right 
thing to do for the environment.  I used to think taking the dams down would make no difference 
to fish and wildlife habitat on the Mousam since it has been dammed up for so long but I’ve 
spent a great deal of time on and around the river over the years and have made a point to study 
how healthy river systems work. I have come to realize dam removal would be a boon to the 
Mousam and its estuary.  It would have a significant impact on the alewife, elver and blue back 
herring populations. And more bait fish means more game fish, ducks, birds and mamals all up 
and down the river and tidal areas.  It would also have a very positive impact on the shad 
populations and sea run trout since it opens up miles of river for spawning & feeding.  It would 
lower water temperature, increase oxegen, and increase sediment flow to the tidal areas.  The 
economics of the issue is hard to argue with.   Re-licensing and keeping the dams running would 
be an expensive and risky venture at a time when there are many more options for electric power 
generation that are more environmentally suitable and a better use of the ratepayers money. At 
the last public hearing we all heard the concerns of some property owners along the river 
regarding a loss of value to their land but in that same very meeting hall was ample proof that 
many people would value property along a free flowing river more highly than along a dammed 
up river. I know I would and if you look into it I am sure you will find many studies that show 
little of no impact on property values following dam removal.  I have stood on the bridge at 
Route 1 with my children many times in the spring when we looked down in awe at the water 
below teaming with alewives and shad trapped below that dam.  Please do the right thing for 
Kennebunk, the right thing for Maine, and the right thing for all the generations to come.  Set the 
Mousam free !  Kevin Flynn,  

 I’m in favor of removing the 3 dams and returning the Mousam to a free flowing river. I think 
it’s time to take the larger view and restore the Mousam to improve the fisheries in the river and 
the Gulf of Maine. This will have economic benefits with improved saltwater fishing and sport 
fishing on the river and recreation like kayaking and canoeing. The money saved from 
dam/turbine maintenance or upgrades and fish ladder construction could all be directed to other 
forms of renewable energy like solar panel arrays.  When we moved to Kennebunk 13 years ago 
we were actively looking for riverfront property. It’s a very attractive asset for a small town. We 



should repair the riparian habitat that flows through our town.  Kenny DeCoster,  
   

 My wife, Kathy, and I live at . The river runs by our back yard.  We have the 
following concerns which we would like to share with you:  There is a storm water run off pipe 
that runs through our yard. It diverts storm water from  and carries it to the river. 
We noticed the last time that the river was lowered, the outfall of the pipe was on ground that 
appeared that is now lower than the new level of the river. We are concerned that a breeding 
place for mosquitoes will be created by this stagnant water that will not reach the river.  We also 
would like the KLPD to have a meeting only with those people whose property borders on the 
river. This would allow those people to present their concerns in a more controlled setting 
without distractions. We also feel that the KLPD should visit those properties that border the 
river to see first hand how a reduced water level will change the landscape.  At the last meeting 
several people felt the removal of the dams would allow fish to swim upstream to spawn. 
However, it was also brought to peoples' attention that if the Kesslen dam is removed, there will 
remain a ledge 5 feet tall. Will this prevent some of the fish from going upstream?  Thank you 
for your attention to the above-mentioned concerns.  John Polletto 

I understand your office is taking public comment regarding dam removal on the Mousam and I 
wanted to voice my support of that endeavor. As a nearly life-long resident of Maine and a fourth 
generation Mainer, I love this state and my community. I consider Maine to be special in the way 
it protects its resources and it is my understanding that the removal of these dams will serve to 
better the health of the flora and fauna. As a kayaker and stand-up paddle boarder, I would 
welcome longer stretches of area to recreate. Many thanks for your consideration of my opinion.   
Danika Whitehouse,  

I support the removal of the three dams KLPD owns and maintains on the Mousam River.  I am 
writing to you as a resident of Kennebunk and I care about the health of our rivers, estuaries, and 
coasts.  I care about our water quality.  I care about the health of our fish and other wildlife the 
river supports.  I support restoring the river to it's natural flow to help ensure that we are 
responsible stewards of these resources.  As a Mom of three children who are growing up in this 
community around the Mousam River I urge you to consider dam removal the best alternative 
for KLPD, for the community, and for our future.  I sincerely appreciate you taking the time to 
hear comments from the public. Cindy  

I am writing to express my support to the removal of the three dams on the Mousam River.  I 
have given this a lot of thought and have come to realize that my heart and my mind are 
convinced this it the correct move.  My only misgivings about this issue is that the dams are 
historical (perhaps not the Kesslen) and, therefore, should remain.  My thoughts are that the 
Mousam would be a more natural river and better for the ecology. It is also less expensive to tear 
them down than to pay the fees and maintenance for a small amount of power that they generate.  



Therefore, I am in support of the removal of these dams.  Bart (Arthur)  Weyand's new email 
address is:    Bart Weyand,  

As the KLPD Trustees are considering what to do with the dams on the Mousam River, I would 
like to voice my support for removing the dams entirely.  My understanding is that this option 
has many merits:  It is the least expensive option.  It will improve water quality.  It will improve 
and increase habitat for fish.  It will improve access and usability of the river for recreational use.  
It will not affect electricity rates or impact water/sewer systems.  As the usefulness of the dams 
has past, I would strongly support the decision to remove the dams and restore the Mousam to a 
more natural state.  Thank you for taking community input and considering my opinion.  Leslie 
Roberts,  

I apologize for sending this after the 11/30/15 comment period cutoff,  but I would like to 
express my opinion for the record regarding the pending decision by the KLPD board to either 
seek some form of relicensing for the existing Mousam river power generation installations, or 
remove some or all of the KLPD maintained dams.  My wife and I are KLPD customers and are 
fortunate to live on the tidal portion of the Mousam river, approximately .6 miles downstream of 
the Kesslen dam.  I have read the various reports available on the KLPD website and attended 
the public hearing on November 16, 2015.  I think you and the district board are doing a fantastic 
job of evaluating and presenting the available dam removal and relicensing  alternatives, and 
have taken a very thoughtful and considerate approach to this decision.  Based on all of the 
information presented, my vote is for the removal of all 3 KLPD owned dams (Alternative #4).  I 
believe this option is in the best interest of all Kennebunk residents and will provide the most 
long term value.   The factors supporting this position are outlined below:  Environmental 
benefits -the overall consensus seems to be that removal of the dams will certainly improve 
overall water quality and improve habitat and breeding areas for many species of fish, as well as 
providing other potential positive wildlife benefits by allowing unimpeded river access and 
flows.  Cost - removal of all 3 dams appears to be the most cost effective long term alternative, 
especially considering item 3 below.  Limited benefits of ongoing hydro power generation - 
the current Mousam river water flow volumes are not sufficient to allow additional power 
generation, and only provide approximately 1.5% of the current KLPD electricity demand.  
Impacts on current impoundment residents:  Flood protection - since the dams currently 
allow run of the river flows, there should be no issues with flooding upstream, while removal of 
the Kesslen dam should reduce or eliminate the ongoing flooding problems encountered by 
residents just above the existing dam. Property values - while there may be some short term 
impact to property owners with frontage on the existing river impoundments, I suspect that 
within just a few years after the dams are removed, the restored Mousam river will become the 
"new normal" and will offset any initial negative impacts related to property values or 
recreational activities.  We have lived here for almost 14 years, and I am consistently amazed at 
the rugged beauty and incredibly diverse wildlife this section of the river supports.  I am an avid 
fisherman and have kayaked and fished the lower Mousam river on many occasions and have 



often tried to imagine what the river might have been like when it was truly teeming with life 
prior to the construction of the up river dams, especially when it comes to the huge reduction of 
anadromous and migratory fish species.  And while I don't expect to see significant water level 
changes to this tidal portion of the river either way, I feel that we have a tremendous opportunity 
at this time to try and restore the Mousam river to its original natural state as much as possible.  
Again, thank you very much for your careful consideration in this matter.   We absolutely love 
the town of Kennebunk and hope to see it become even better with the removal of the 3 KLPD 
dams and the continued restoration of the Mousam river watershed.  Craig A. Derby,  

 

I am writing to express my support for removal of the three dams owned by Kennebunk Light 
and Power District on the Mousam River. I know that you have been considering community 
input, and would like to say thank you.  This summer I participated in a road-crossing survey 
throughout the upper Mousam watershed. What a beautiful river, and beautiful watershed, right 
here in southern Maine! As a fly fisherman, I am especially concerned about Brook Trout 
habitat, of which the Mousam River and its headwaters has an abundance. As you may know, 
Maine has a unique resource in the United States in our relatively intact native Brook Trout 
habitat. Anything that blocks Brook Trout from travelling freely throughout the watershed 
reduces their survival and reproductive success, and degrades the quality of the habitat for a 
variety of species. A recent study performed by Trout Unlimited on a watershed in Western 
Maine showed that Brook Trout traveled as far as 27 miles up and down the watershed during a 
single year, when free to seek out the best habitat for different weather conditions and times in 
the reproductive cycle.  Many people in our community value and take for granted the quality of 
our natural surroundings. However, dams and undersized culverts and other river blockages must 
be removed in order to ensure the continued quality of these natural community resources. I hope 
that KLPD will weigh heavily the value of the Mousam River as beautiful natural resource and 
as rare Brook Trout habitat in your decision regarding these dams. Please remove the KLPD 
dams on the Mousam River for the sake of the community!  Matt Streeter 

Since I am not a Kennebunk resident and not a KLPD customer, I want explain why you may want to read 
this email.   I have long and diverse utility experience.  I was a 39 year employee with Rochester Gas & 
Electric Corp., a current subsidiary of Iberdrola USA.  Half of that time was as a department manger with 
two different departments.  Although my focus was in the gas division, it also included one year of 
training in nuclear electric generation technology, joint trenching with electric a telephone cables, 
operations research implementation.  I brain-stormed and presented to top management the emerging 
issues to the utility industries in late 1980's.  Company funded training also included Utility Finance at 
the University of Colorado and an MBA from the University of Rochester's Graduate School of 
Management.  I had numerous involvements with regulatory agencies.  Through top management I was 
successful in getting a modification of a NYPSC order which saved the company several millions of 
dollars.  After retirement, I was elected a trustee of Alfred Water District and elected chairman by the 
trustees for nine years until I again retired.  During that time AWD was recognized as the most improved 
company by the Maine Rural Water Association.  Also within that time the trustees requested of MPUC 



and was granted permission to use a "depreceation in its water rates that is unique in Maine and lowers 
the impact on rates of new plant additions.  Subsequently I was appointed and reappointed to the 
Maine Public Drinking Wster Commission by then Governor Balducci and then appointed by Governor 
LePage. Finally I get to my reason for this email,  I recommend to you and the board,  for the long-term 
benefit of your customers, that you remove the three dams soon due for relicensing.  I believe 
replacement power isavailable which will be cheaper, more econogically bein and more reliable than the 
currently considered hydro power.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

          

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Many of you have become aware of the choice among 4 alternatives to be made by the board of KLP 
regarding the Mousam river’s future.  There seems to be a heavy interest in promoting what is called 
Alternative # 4, which involves tearing down Kesslen, Twine Mill, and Dana Perkins dams.  Many are 
under the impression that the river will be similar in appearance to what exists below the Kesslen dam.  
We encourage you to go to the KLP.org website - home/hydrofacilities/March 31,2015 photo 
simulations. Look at the simulations 2-4 years out. This will draw in NEW use by kayakers, swimmers, 
and wildlife ? While you are there, take a look at the November 23,02015 flyover. Do you think kayakers 
can easily navigate THAT ?  There are currently hundreds of kayak trips above the Kesslen dam each 
year. Just above the current boat launch at Berry Court the flyover show bands of rocks a kayak would 
have to cross.  We hear so much about the wildlife - what about the 2 legged wildlife? Have you ever 
watched a sunset reflected in the river, or stood at the Kesslen bridge after a stressful day to hear the 
sound of the waterfall ? We’ve spent a great deal of effort and money to beautify the downtown. While 
there has been talk about property values along the river, for those who live there it is certainly not 
about dollar value, anymore than it is for those who live at the beach. Do you want to stand at the 
Kesslen bridge and look at a muddy creek ? Again look at the videos. Does the view above the dam look 
anything like what you currently see below ? Looking down the road, will former floodplains be 
populated with new houses ? We have spent a great deal of money and effort to beautify downtown 
Kennebunk.  Getting past the dollar signs, what do you want Kennebunk to look like ?  The dams have 
been here for many decades. We have until March 2017 to render a decision.  The KLP board has put 
forth a tremendous effort to get the facts out to the public. It is more important to get the decision right 
rather than right away.  Ward & Jean Hansen, Loren & Mary Krott, Lee & John Walker, Dan Bartilucci 

I'm writing to express my wholehearted support for removal of the three dams on the Mousam River.  
I'm a nearly 25 year Kennebunk resident as well as a long-time KL&P customer. To me, of the various 
options being considered, removal makes the most sense.  One of the reasons is of course 
economic.   The cost for the removal is the least expensive option.   This is particularly attractive given 
the fact that the dam does not  provide the utility with a significant amount of power.   I think resources 
could be better directed towards an alternative source such as solar.  I believe that the benefit from an 
environmental standpoint is even more attractive and important.   Like the state itself,  Kennebunk and 
the surrounding  towns  are becoming more and more dependent on the tourist industry.   We need to 
encourage folks  to visit,  spend time, as well as tourist dollars  here.   Maine has become a destination 
for activities such as bicycling and I see the restoration of the Mousam bringing folks here  for paddling, 
fishing, birding etc.  The  recent  decision to create Kennebunk a stop for the Downeaster train makes 
this a fortuitous time to make the Mousam more accessible for both residents and visitors alike.  I very 
much appreciate your consideration of my opinion. Ray Donovan,   

I'm writing to you to express my support for Option 1a. of the Dam Alternative initiative.  I am a KLPD 
rate payer and a Kennebunk property owner with 100 feet of frontage on the Mousam River, located 
approximately 200 yards upstream from the Kesslen Dam. What drew me initially to this property, and 
has kept me riveted, is the peaceful and tranquil setting, with the easy-flowing, yet dynamic river right 
at the edge of my property. Before purchasing, I was informed by the Kennebunk Code Enforcement 
Office that because the Mousam is a protected river, no property owner or homeowner could build up 



or modify their property within a 100' setback from the waterway. Many layers of restrictions for use 
apply to a total setback of 150' into my property. Honoring those restrictions is sometimes inconvenient 
and expensive, but admittedly necessary for preservation.  The upside is that for decades, while visiting 
family, I have enjoyed unobstructed views up and down the approx. 500' just above the Kesslen Dam. 
While in residence, I've enjoyed interacting with countless light boaters, paddle boarders, swimmers, 
fishermen and walkers of all ages and abilities, right from my deck and back yard, year-round. I've spent 
countless hours marveling at the irreplaceable, thriving ecosystem smack in the center of town, and 
have willingly and respectfully taken on the responsibility, added expense, and rare privilege of 
becoming both custodian and protector to 'my Mousam'. I purchased the property, restricted usage and 
all, as a legacy property to be enjoyed by us now, and by our family, neighbors, and friends for many 
generations to come.  I've recently retired to this little piece of paradise and had looked forward to 
being able to launch my own light watercraft right from the edge of my property, (a critical feature as I 
age).  I therefore was keenly interested in the dam alternative study and the possible direction that the 
KLPD Board of Trustees might take. I've attended the 11/4/15 public hearing, obtained the copy of the 
Frequenty Asked Questions handout, read the Wright-Pierce Dam Alternative Report, reviewed the 
concerns raised at the 3/31/15 public meeting, read the newspaper articles and the various letters to 
editors.  Having done all of this personal research, I'm struck with how little factual information is 
available and the degree to which significant assumptions were made to develop and publish the 4 
options. Many have already gravitated to Option 4, as that has been projected to be the least expensive 
option. However, upon thorough review, it's clear that any one of the options outlined could be 
drastically impacted and altered if subsequent analyses or studies determine that additional expensive 
modifications are required.  It appears little specific research has been done, with the exception of the 
recent preliminary sampling at the Kesslen Dam for sediment contamination on 11/4-11/5. I've written 
to Todd Shea with questions about the testing and availability of results, with no response to date. 
However, should the results of the testing indicate that removal, disposal, and remediation of soil is 
required, associated costs could suddenly make Option 4 ( Scenario 1- All Dams Removed ) the most 
expensive total and net-cost option. Erosion and overall riverbank stability analyses and any resultant 
shoreline stabilization measures subsequently required (including protections re: building and river-
crossing stabilization) could significantly increase Option 4 costs over all.  Conversely, elimination of the 
requirement for upstream and downstream fish ladders in Option 1, could easily make it the lowest total 
and net-cost option.  At this time, the one solid piece of available information is the River Modeling 
Results chart indicating  the drastic water-depth and river-width reductions at various locations with 1-3 
of the dams removed. The 11/4-11/5 draw-down unequivocally validated the accuracy of this river 
modeling for the Kesslen Dam Impoundment. The remaining 14" depth, narrow trickle of water that 
remained, eliminated access to the river along the entire 500' upriver stretch, (including the Berry Ct. in-
town public launch) rendering the river no longer accessible or navigable for any recreational use 
whatsoever. From my frontage, there wasn't enough water left to launch a toy boat, let alone support 
healthy fish populations or wildlife.  From the edge of most in-town launch sites, a steep, muddy, smelly, 
12-13 foot drop of ankle-deep muck would have to be traversed to reach the new 'river' edge. Boating 
of any kind would be eliminated due to the lack of water, and the exposure of a number of significant 
(previously safely submerged) rock formations and other navigational hazards. Swimming? Paddle 
Boarding? Fishing? Flat out impossible. Goodbye to our rare, thriving in-town ecosystem, public 



recreational opportunities, picturesque village. Never to be seen again.  Worse yet, I have first-hand 
knowledge of the inevitable decrease in property values (of down-stream properties, especially) should 
the dams be removed and the Mousam River alternately reduced to essentially a dry river bed, or a 
flood zone, depending on climate conditions.  Two recent applications to local lenders for a home equity 
loan, produced vastly different results. With the Mousam River views, access, location, and related 
amenities factored into the first appraisal, my property gained $10,000 in equity above the purchase 
price. Loan approved although we weren't able to complete that loan at that time.  A re-appraisal, 
generated a few months later from a different office of the same lender in NH, minus the river as an 
asset, decreased our property value by over $50,000. When questioned about the discrepancy, the 
appraiser commented, 'Well the river may not always be there. Or you may be required to have 
expensive flood insurance or increased liability insurance, all of which will negatively impact any future 
resale of the property.'  Loan denied.  As this local example clearly shows, property owners' concerns 
are real and justified. Don't discount them.  So now I'm left with a number of unanswered questions. 
How can the KLPD Board of Trustees responsibly choose any of the published options, with significant 
gaps in factual information?  Are there currently plans for further analyses to validate the assumptions 
made in support of each option? The compressed timeline appears unusually aggressive, and 
unnecessary. What happens if the Board rushes to choose an option now, and later, research proves 
that it is not the most viable option after all?  I appeal to the Board to slow things down: complete any 
detailed research specific to the Mousam River and each option, and thoroughly address the public's 
and property owner's concerns. Projections based on hypotheticals and a whole lot of 'I don't know's, 
just don't cut it'.  In conclusion, additional due diligence, prior to the Board's final Dam Alternative 
decision, is essential. This critical, consequential, irreversible decision will affect not only KLPD and its 
rate-payers, but the town of Kennebunk and the entire Mousam River community, far into the future.  
At an absolute minimum, the Kesslen dam should be left in place.  Respectfully Submitted, Chauncey 
Copeland, Lois Copeland,  

As a resident and property owner on the Mousam River for nearly 20 years, I am writing to urge that you 
decide to remove the three dams you own on the Mousam, for economic and environmental reasons.  
By choosing to remove the dams, I think you will be serving the needs of your ratepayers (of which I am 
one) and improving the health of the river—and the entire watershed. There can be legitimate debate 
about the scenic values of the river as it is now vs. after the dam removal, but on balance, I believe the 
free-flowing river will develop quickly into a highly scenic landscape, one that will still be extremely 
desirable to live on.  I sympathize with the concerns of people above the dam (some of whom are 
friends of mine) that their water flow will be less reliable and generally lower. I live off Brown Street, 
below the Route I dam, so will not be personally affected by the dam removal. But I believe my 
experience is relevant to theirs: in this lower, estuarial part of the river, we experience diminished river 
flow twice every day, but there is always at least some water, and it is always beautiful! From what I 
have read, those above the dam will also experience variations in water levels, but there will nearly 
always be some flow. (I do have to time my canoe trips, but that just adds to the fun.)  The habitat for 
fish and other wildlife is as important as any other factor in the equation. When I first moved to my 
house along the Mousam in late- 1996, I marveled at the abundance of waterfowl swimming, diving and 
floating down the stream that first winter. The next spring, nets sprung up all up and down the river, 



obviously without any regulation or regard to sustainably fishing for baby eels. From then on, the 
waterfowl population has never been so abundant, and I believe the unchecked elver fishing I witnessed 
was the main reason for the decline. I would gladly exchange the minimal hydroelectric power the dams 
generate for the restoration of habitat supporting fish, fowl and other species above the dams.  A friend 
of mine who has studied and managed environmental projects for many years in Colorado has 
concluded that preservation is no longer the primary need to ensure that our children and succeeding 
generations enjoy the flora and fauna our grandparents took for granted. There is simply not that much 
left to preserve; instead, restoration is the new watchword for improving our natural heritage in the U.S. 
Restoration of the Mousam River would be an important victory, and the removal of your dams would 
be a great first step.  Finally, as a KLPD ratepayer, I am very concerned about the uncertainty of payback 
on relicensing the dams, given the need for expensive repairs to the basic infrastructure, as well as the 
potentially massive cost to build fish ladders adequate to meet the strict regulatory demands. I would 
rather you spend the same dollars on other sustainable power generation, such as solar. It seems clear 
that he current dams cannot simply be left alone. I think it is prudent to at least begin by removing them 
and then study the impact of this action before making further investments.  In short, I think you have 
an easy choice to make on behalf of you ratepayers, residents and the next generation. Please take this 
opportunity to do the right thing, and the smart thing!  Thank you for your consideration.  Oliver Payne, 

 

The real value of the Mousam River is as a public recreation resource.  As longtime residents and 
frequent fishermen, paddlers and bird watchers on and along the Mousam, we endorse the passage of 
Alternative 4 so the river can once again run freely and provide historic passage for anadromous fish and 
increased access for anglers, paddlers and other outdoor enthusiasts.  We urge KLPD to cease operation 
of and surrender the FERC licenses for Kessien, Twine Mill and Dane Perkins dams so those dams can be 
removed from the lower Mousam.  Thank you.  Duncan and Anne Barnes,  

My name is Daniel Unsinn and I live at . I am writing to 
support the elimination of the three dams owned by Kennebunk Light and Power. During the summer 
months I frequently kayak the Mousam River from the dam at Rte 1 up to the Rte 95 bridge. Even 
though this might take away my ability to enjoy this run in the future I believe that the elimination of 
these dams will enhance the water quality of this stretch of the river.  Daniel Unsinn 

My wife, Kathy, and I live at . The river runs by our back yard.  We have the following 
concerns which we would like to share with you:  There is a storm water run off pipe that runs through 
our yard. It diverts storm water from Fletcher Street and carries it to the river. We noticed the last time 
that the river was lowered, the outfall of the pipe was on ground that appeared that is now lower than 
the new level of the river. We are concerned that a breeding place for mosquitoes will be created by this 
stagnant water that will not reach the river.  We also would like the KLPD to have a meeting only with 
those people whose property borders on the river. This would allow those people to present their 
concerns in a more controlled setting without distractions. We also feel that the KLPD should visit those 
properties that border the river to see first hand how a reduced water level will change the landscape.  

 



At the last meeting several people felt the removal of the dams would allow fish to swim upstream to 
spawn. However, it was also brought to peoples' attention that if the Kesslen dam is removed, there will 
remain a ledge 5 feet tall. Will this prevent some of the fish from going upstream?  Thank you for your 
attention to the above-mentioned concerns.  John Polletto 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 









To KLPD Board & General Manager 

I attended Tuesday 29th March board meeting and was unable to stay and provide public 
comment so I wanted to write a letter in lieu of public comment.  As a Kennebunk resident, rate 
payer and someone who owns abutting residential and commercial properties above and below 
the Mousam River Dams, I wanted to remind the board and General Manager of your mission 
statement “to provide the most reliable and lowest cost electric power at your core”.  After 
reading the entire Wright Pierce Report it is clear your mission statement cannot be 
accomplished if you decide to keep the Dams and go with option 1-2 or 3.  These dams are 
inefficient and there is no question rates will go up if you decide to keep the dams.  The cost to 
relicense with FERC, construct fish ways, and update the power turbines is too high.  It is clear 
these Dams are no longer economically viable.  I speak for the silent majority; we do not want 
our electric utility rates to go up to support Dams that cause environmental damage to the 
Mousam River.  Looking at the increased rates and analyzing the impact to some of KLPD’s 
largest customers, these are my calculations for some of the impacts. Corning would be looking 
at paying $1.5m more for power over a 20 year period, NE Coating $239k.  The RSU 21 school 
district would be looking at a paying $132k in additional electric rates.  It would have a 
significant economic impact to our community if these companies relocate away from the area 
due to these added expenses.    These Dams require significant investment as they are antiquated 
and can no longer support the power needs of the town.  It is clear these dams are well past their 
useful life and it is time they be removed to restore the Mousam River to its natural state.  I have 
one last question that was not raised last night.  Has the board looked into possible grants and 
funding that could be made available to KLPD to offset the cost of Dam removal?  I did not see 
this in the Wright Pierce report.  The Edwards and Veazie dam removal received millions of 
dollars in funding from various fish and wildlife agencies to help pay for the dams to be 
removed.  This would further help the rate payers and lower our electric bills.  Thank you for 
your consideration, Best regards, Barry Braddick,  

Note: See enclosed Spreadsheet for calculations on energy rate increases by your largest 
customers. 
 
I am a resident of Kennebunk who is concerned about the proposed removal of the dams on the 
Mousam.  Unfortunately, I can't attend the meeting scheduled for tomorrow night, so I am 
writing to add my name to the increasing numbers of residents who want the dams maintained.  I 
don't want to burden you with another long communication from me, so I will state my case 
briefly.  Aside from all the misguided special-interest issues being presented in defense of dam 
removal, it seems to my family and many of our neighbors both shortsighted and unfair to the 
rate payers that this source of hydroelectric power be destroyed--especially at a time when 
alternative sources of energy are being planned all over the country.  We are fortunate to have 
this beautiful river and the dams as an energy source.  Please think carefully about the wisdom of 
destroying them.  Sincerely, Ann Walter 
 



Thank you! I just wanted to tell you all- even though there is a vocal contingent of people who 
want to keep the dams, there are many more of us who quietly support their removal! Fiscally, 
and environmentally, it makes the most sense to take them down, and I for one would love to see 
a free flowing river. Thanks for all you are doing- this must be very stressful!  Jennifer Braddick 

I would like to express my desire and support, as a Kennebunk resident, to keep the dams in 
place.  I know there is a lot of controversy surrounding this topic right with arguments from both 
sides.  The waterfall and river are beautiful parts of our town and I am one that would like it to 
remain that way.  My husband enjoys fly fishing in the river and I enjoy the nearby park.  Thank 
you for your consideration.  Jill Roberts 

Mousam River Dams must pay their own way. 

To keep the three dams, the three Mousam River dams must pay their own way by generating 
electricity.  The Kennebunk Light and Power Co.(KL&P) generates electricity at a cost to its rate 
payers less than the cost of electricity it purchases in the market.  For that reason alone we 
should keep control of our electrical rates local, not turning control of those rates to the State or 
the Federal government. Support and encourage KL&P to keep generating our local electricity.  
In a previous article (Rate payers need to break down the numbers for themselves; Kennebunk 
Post , March 11, 2016) by Daniel Bartilucci, it was put into clear perspective that for the price of 
just; “one can of coffee per year” per residential rate payer, the three dams could be licensed for 
the next 46 years.  For the cost of that one can of coffee per year per rate payer we keep 
local control of our electrical rates with KL&P.  By keeping the hydroelectric power 
operating, the three dams generate continual money to offset the costs for relicensing; but what 
happens when the power is no longer generated?   Reviewing the DRAFT Wright-Pierce 
Alternative options, a key omission for comparing two of the Alternatives removing dams was 
the “District Avoided Energy Purchase Cost”. This is the Energy portion of the customer’s bill 
lost without the 1,795,101 KWH/year generated by the dams if all three dams are removed. For 
Alternative #4 (Cease Operation, Surrender License, and Remove Dams) this is a cost of 
$141,777.00/year for just the energy portion of the bill at current prices for 40 years that the rate 
payers will have to make up for energy no longer provided by the dams. Over 40 years this is a 
cost of $5,671,083.00 that has to be added to the costs of dam removal; Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission (FERC) inspections, Sediment removal, etc., for Alternative #4.  In 
2016 dollars this “Subtotal Costs” equals $7,992,805.00.  Subtracting $1,130,913.00 for the 
Equivalent Revenues of the “average KWH” generated per year by the three dams still running 
for the first 6 years, the remaining 40 years of not generating energy will result in a total loss 
over 46 years of $6,861,891.00.  Alternative #4 with a loss of $6,861,891.00 will cost each 
resident rate payer $21.94 extra per year or the equivalent cost of 6 cans of coffee per year for 46 
years to remove the three dams. For the next 46 years the cost of those 6 cans of coffee per 
year per rate payer, KL&P gives up hydropower and we lose $141,777.00 per year of 
renewable electrical power forever!  As a rate payer I prefer Alternative #1 (hydro 
relicensing/ keeping the dams) and Daniel Bartilucci’s comprehendible “numbers” the residential 



rate payers who use “644 KWH per month would only have to pay an additional low of $3.48 
(to a high of $8.59) extra per year. That’s what you pay for one (1) (to 2.5) cans of coffee at 
the supermarket.”  The Alternative selected by the trustees must be looked at as a long term 
investment.  The existing renewable hydropower generated by our three dams has been and 
continues to be the cleanest generated energy that we have invested in with tax dollars over the 
past one hundred and twenty three (that’s 123) years. For rate payers it has been a good 
investment with KL&P generating electrical power with local rates lower than market. The 
money needed to meet federal regulations, environmental improvements including fish ways for 
a healthy Mousam River, will be good money spent on a good investment.  As the three dams 
continue to generate electricity they continue to contribute lower rates to local District power 
users.  The three Mousam River dams must continue to pay their own way by generating 
electricity.  Albert J. Kolff (Ret. Architect)  

Hello All:  

I just quickly want to say as you start your deliberations that as a coowner of these dams and a 
ratepayer, I would like to see KLPD vote affirmatively for Alt.#1.  We have an asset in these 
dams--they produce green, renewable energy, and along with solar and whatever else comes our 
way in the future, they can help us achieve a sustainable Kennebunk.  If we want that, if we 
agree with the Paris Accord, then we must commit to investing in this asset.  As we saw even last 
Tuesday, the numbers in the report are not real.  How could W-P not know after all this time that 
KLPD does not pay for the energy it produces!!  How can we trust these figures?  As we've often 
seen in Kennebunk, we find creative ways to bring costs down.  I bet we could do this with the 
necessary capital improvements and maintanence of this valuable asset.  Please let's try!  I've 
heard there are monies available through the Dept. of Energy for small dams and the 
APPA.  Let's find it.  There is more at stake here than the supposed bottom line.  Thank you for 
all your time, work, patience and effort.  Donna Teague  P.S.:  Could you please arrange to have 
the March 29th meeting videotaped and on live on the local channel?  This could very well be an 
historic meeting that people will want to go back and listen to.  Many of our members don't go 
out in the evenings and would like to watch it at home.  Please consider this.  Perhaps Barry or 
Merton can help out.  And it would help if the microphones worked.  Thank you! 

As a resident, and more importantly, a ratepayer of the consumer-owned Kennebunk Power & 
Light Company which is accountable to us, I want you to vote for Alternative #1 and continue 
hydropower generation for the Town of Kennebunk. 

Please remove the dams to allow it to return to its natural state.  I am a ratepayer.  Thank 
you.  Margaret Welch,  

I am writing not to request a filing timeframe but ask KLPD to extend your informal decision as 
is needed for the Selectmen to educate themselves, and the taxpayers, on the ramifications of the 
dam filing decision for the entire town.  This is with the understanding that the FERC filing is in 



the spring of 2017.  A filing deadline over a year away.  At the January 26, 2016 Selectmen 
meeting Barry Tibbetts was given the task to call on Todd Shea and ask for time needed for the 
Selectmen to do their due diligence and to better understand KLP's decision making timeline. 
The Selectmen scheduled a Workshop, which almost did not pass in part due to a discussion of 
whether KLP was going to rush to a decision this March.  There is still a lot of ambiguity around 
this decision date, and should be cleared up.  I look forward to the outcome of that conversation 
between the Town Manager and KLP General Manager. I hope that it will be discussed and 
voted upon at this Tuesday's KLPD meeting.  The Workshop was structured to be the beginning 
of fact finding. Certainly, I would like the KLP filing decision be made at least after the final 
Wright-Pierce report and the required discussion of the many pending questions. 

As a Kennebunk resident and KLPD rate payer, I respectfully ask and urge you to delay making 
your decision regarding the Mousam River Dams until at least into April. This will give the 
Kennebunk Board of Selectman to go forward, with KLPD,  in holding the workshop that has 
been discussed with the purpose of identifying additional options.  Thank you for your hard work 
with this difficult decision. I know that you understand the far reaching impact removing the 
dams will have on our community.  Respectively, Douglas Coleman 

After last week's Selectmen's meeting and the discussion that the time needed for them to do 
their due diligence for a workshop on March 15th, I am asking you elay their decision at least to 
April.  This would allow the Town time to do a workshop and further their understanding of 
what's at stake and hopefully allow us to get some answers to the still unanswered 
questions.  Sincerely; Dan Bartilucci,  

Good Morning, 

We are respectfully requesting that you postpone your meeting on the Mousam to give our town 
the time it needs to have a workshop and to get all the facts and information it needs so that a 
informed and thoughtful decision regarding our river can be made.  We hope that you will be 
able to accommodate our request.  Thanking you in advance, Cyndi and Jeff Magill,  

 

Good Morning Friends, Chauncey and I woke up this morning to the stunning realization that 
having a Town of Kennebunk Selectmen's ' workshop ' to investigate additional alternatives to 
the Wright-Pierce options, and inviting the full KLPD Board of Trustees to participate as equal 
players, represents just about the biggest conflict of interest we can imagine.  It would be wildly 
inappropriate for the KLDP to sit at the table with our elected town representatives to even 
discuss possible alternatives, or weigh in on a decision in which they already have a huge vested 
interest in the outcome ( they've already had years to present their options, and the Wright-Pierce 
report has not even been finalized; the final results have not been presented for review, or fully 
vetted by the Selectmen or the public, and yet they're still on track to declare a final decision as 
early as this March... a few short weeks away).  There are so many things wrong with this 



picture. How can we ever hope to have an objective overview of this issue with the KLPD sitting 
with the Selectmen at meetings and becoming part of all deliberations, and ultimately, part of 
every decision?  The only appropriate involvement by the KLPD, is to send a representative to 
do a workshop presentation to the Selectmen; ( at their invitation, and as part of one of the 
workshop meetings); as part of an information-gathering process only-one that includes other 
groups' alternatives, presentations, and points of view as well. Beyond that, they have no right to 
be at that table whatsoever.  (They are, of course, welcome to attend additional meetings as part 
of the non-participating public audience, just like you and me.)  Consider: It is no more 
appropriate for the KLPD Trustees to be fully participating members of a Town of Kennebunk 
Selectmen's 'workshop',  presumably formed to address residents' concerns, than it would be for 
the Town of Kennebunk's Board of Selectmen to be full participants in KLPD Trustees meetings, 
workshops, straw votes, and business decisions.  Huge conflicts of interest, all round.  Thank you 
to the residents who emailed the portion of the minutes of the last Selectmen's meeting, which 
documented Chairman Donovan's plan to make this 'workshop' essentially a joint board meeting 
with the KLPD Trustees, focused on a quick review, a June straw vote, and a rush to the Nov. 
ballot.  ( Wow. Interesting that Chairman Donovan, presumably speaking on behalf of the entire 
board, had already mapped out the whole format, focus, and timeline before the the 'workshop' 
had even been voted on.)  If this format and timeline is approved, we may as well not even 
bother with a 'town workshop'. Waste of time. The mere suggestion of including the full KLP 
board as equal participants, seems to indicate what some have suspected all along:  That the 
Town of Kennebunk's Board of Selectmen have chosen to sit on the sidelines of this critical 
decision until the last possible moment ( the draft Wright-Pierce report was made public almost a 
year ago, and all that time that the Selectmen could have been doing their own due diligence has 
been lost); have now only grudgingly agreed to form a 'workshop' as an 11th. hour response to 
public demand; have already colluded with KPLD to just take their word for it and get this 
decision made quick and dirty, before the proverbial screen door can hit the public in its ass; and 
are poised to use this 'workshop' as just another vehicle to railroad the decision and get the job 
done; all under the guise of responding to, and objectively representing, all the citizens of 
Kennebunk.  Please don't let this be true. The Board of Selectmen of the Town of Kennebunk 
were elected to serve all  the residents of Kennebunk, not just the ones who happen to support 
the expected KLP decision to destroy all the dams.  It's a question of trust. Can we trust that our 
elected officials will approach this impactful issue with an objective and unbiased mindset? Or 
did we elect and empower our town's Selectmen to promote and even exacerbate this cart-before-
the-horse approach engineered by the KLP? Have we as a town already caved to KLP's will, and 
accepted their self-imposed but severely shrunken deadline, with critical pieces of information 
and public documents still undisclosed and missing from the public debate?  ( Has anyone seen a 
projected rate schedule to prove KLP's assertion that tearing out all the dams and de-
commissioning the hydro is by far the most economical solution? Those projected customer rates 
and amortization schedules have been repeatedly requested, and those requests have so far fallen 
on the deaf ears of the KLP Trustees.)  In short, are the Selectmen going to become part of the 



problem, or the solution?  BTW, What's the all-fired rush?  The power company has until March 
of 2017 to file it's final decision. Now that concerned individuals have seen the red flags of their 
proposals, and pressed for a critical second look at all the impacts of destroying the 3 Mousam 
River dams; why is the Board of Selectmen of the Town of Kennebunk, by Chairman Donovan's 
lead, poised to rush through a review to place a referendum on the Nov. ballot?  How many times 
are the KLP and the Board of Selectmen going to pass this buck?  Tag, citizens of Kennebunk, 
you're it!  Clearly, KLP has no rightful place at this Town of Kennebunk Selectmen's table. So 
far, they've flooded the public debate with their views and mounted a highly successful PR 
campaign over several years; joined by many outside groups, all of whom have the luxury of 
walking away from the negative impacts once they get their way, the dams are destroyed, and the 
river is irreversibly drained (a valuable groundwater resource...has anyone looked at the impact 
to the Old Falls Pond upriver, a RESERVOIR area, that these groups are lobbying hard to 'free'? 
).  This is a town issue, should be a town workshop, a town discussion, and a town decision; 
which will affect town ratepayers, taxpayers, property owners, business owners and residents far 
into the future.  This gets us where we live, folks. Don't let yet another bogus 'dam alternatives' 
meeting, ('workshop') take form.  Don't let KLP muscle in once again to dominate the 
discussion.  Remember: No one's holding a gun to anyone's head.....at least until 2017.  Don't let 
this important issue get buried in the mud of a presidential election year.  Keep it clean.  Keep it 
Kennebunk.  And thanks KLP, but no thanks.  You've had your say ....and many, many 
opportunities to say it!  Now it's the town's turn.  Lois Copeland,  

My husband Chris and I are concerned KLP rate payers. We live at  along the 
banks of the Mousam River here in town. We have been residents of Kennebunk since 1999, and 
jumped at the chance to purchase our current property, paying a hefty premium, in order to have 
the opportunity to live on waterfront property along the Mousam. Our backyard is beautiful, the 
crown jewel of our property, thanks to the gorgeous view provided by the Mousam. We are 
gravely concerned about the potential reduction in our property's value should the dams be 
removed. Surely, a potential buyer would rather live in a house overlooking water than a muddy 
ditch.  We were disturbed by the "Free the Mousam"/"Kennebunk & Mousam Rivers Alliance" 
ad in the Kennebunk Post on January 22. Please see the attached pictures, and our thoughts on 
the subject below.  The "Free the Mousam" folks and the "Mousam and Kennebunk River 
Alliance" placed a full-page ad including two of the attached photographs in the Kennebunk Post 
this week. Notice they included a kayak in both pictures. They are attempting to imply that even 
after the dams are removed, you will be able to kayak all the way from downtown Kennebunk 
near Duffy's, up to Oak Bluff (beyond Kennebunk High School), as in these pictures. We live on 
the Mousam, on , in between these two pictures. We can personally attest to the 
fact that you will be unable to do this. Our backyard, and that of our neighbors, turned into 
nothing but a muddy ditch during the November draw down. In fact, our section of the river 
cannot be seen on the footage taken by Bill Lord's drone, which took off and landed at our 
property. Evidently, the footage just over our property was lost, possibly due to a power issue 
with the drone. If you could have seen it, you'd know the river was reduced to mud flats and a 



few small puddles of water. There is no way that any fish will swim upstream from one location 
to another. You yourself will not be able to swim or kayak up these waters if the dams are 
removed. Unless, of course, you are willing to get our and trudge through the mud while carrying 
your kayak! While dam recommissioning may be a more costly option in the short term, there 
are other options on the table which we hope you would also consider. The dams could remain in 
place without recommissioning for the purpose of electricity production. This would save the 
town a good deal of money, while maintaining the current ecosystem for the many types of 
wildlife like the cormorants, hooded mergansers, mallards, otters, beavers and turtles who enjoy 
this gorgeous river as their habitat. Please be informed. Do not let these vocal special interest 
groups, made up of a large number of out-of-towners, dictate how the people of Kennebunk will 
use OUR majestic Mousam.  The attachments are photographs of the newspaper ad described 
above, as well as a photo of the Mousam during the draw down.  Please do not let this happen to 
Kennebunk. If the dams were to be removed, residents would sorely miss the sound and beauty 
of the waterfall over the Kesslen! Please do not allow it to be replaced by a muddy, smelly ditch. 
Residents purchased homes along this river to swim in it, boat on its waters and enjoy its beauty. 
Kennebunk residents have invested so much in their town over these last several years. The 
downtown improvements including the Waterhouse Pavillion and the impending school 
renovation projects are akin to the type of improvements for which Kennebunk is now known. 
People are drawn to this lovely town because the townspeople are good stewards and are 
invested in its continued care. Please do not remove these dams, and detract from the wonderful 
downtown we have all worked so hard to create.  Please be sure this letter gets in the hands of 
those who will be making decisions in this important town matter.  Thank you for your 
consideration,  Jennifer and Christopher Humphrey,  

The January 8th edition of the Kennebunk Post featuring the photos and support of the dams 
entitled "Introducing The Mudsam" are misleading. The photographs included were taken when 
KLP was replacing the mechanism that controlled the flow of the water  that eventually went out 
to sea. In order for this to be done all the water needed to stop at all dams for the job to be 
completed. It's an abnormal situation not likely to occur under any normal flow of the river.  Of 
course if the source of the Mousam River which is Mousam lake located between Shapleigh and 
Acton Maine went dry then the photos provided by the "SAVE THE MOUSAM NOW" would 
be accurate, but the like hood of that happening is as remote as my becoming the president.  Leo 
A. Martel,  
 
I am writing to lobby my support for the proposed dam removal on the Mousam River.  It has 
been proven through multiple case studies the detrimental effects of Dams on a river. There is 
little to support their existence.  There are also numerous case studies of how rivers can 
regenerate and native aquatic species can return and thrive once dams are removed. The Red 
Brook restoration project found that within 3 years breeding grounds for native brooktrout 
returned, and they were successfully spawning, returning the native 
population. http://www.ecori.org/natural-resources/2015/4/10/restored-red-brook-brought-back-
the-fish  Siting an article on the effects of damns on rivers: "Dams have depleted fisheries, 

http://www.ecori.org/natural-resources/2015/4/10/restored-red-brook-brought-back-the-fish
http://www.ecori.org/natural-resources/2015/4/10/restored-red-brook-brought-back-the-fish


degraded river ecosystems, and diminished recreational opportunities on nearly all of the 
nation’s rivers."   http://www.americanrivers.org/initiatives/dams/why-remove/)  Another paper 
on the positive effects of dam removal: By returning riverine conditions and sediment transport 
to formerly impounded areas, riffle/pool sequences, gravel, and cobble have reappeared, along 
with increases in biotic diversity. " (http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11393315)  The data 
is indisputable, and the time is right for the removal of the dams on the Mousam. Please do the 
right thing and support the removal of these dams to help move to a healtheir and more natural 
Mousam River.  Sincerely, Brigham Pendleton 

A picture is worth a thousand words, it is said.  

How better to prove a point than to have photos displaying mud, muck, and debris left behind, 
after lowering the dam at the Mousam intown Kennebunk. Although one photo of 
a suspiciously upright office chair flung in the muck appears contrived, noting the unmuddied 
chair shows little signs of being water logged, having soaked under waters, often fierce in its 
travel to the sea, proponents of voting for the dam to remain via said photo, proves oppositon 
voters the point, who understand how a dam changes environment. Of course the recently 
uncovered natural bankings are unsightly and reek of decay .....result of drowning flora and 
fauna. Scabs and scars take a long time to heal, as will the Mousam river banks; the wonderful 
thing of mother nature is that healing is still possible....so far as we cooperate and caretake it.  As 
we respect all forms of life, especially life that sustains us, protecting it is fundamental in our 
culture. The Mousam is a living breathing entity. It is not just another ornament in a back yard to 
increase property value. Let us free the river now.  Yet, who do Mudsam's think they are kidding 
:)   Mudsam proponants threaten in their full page that ALL people's property taxes will go up, if 
the dam is removed :)   When has property *taxes never gone up :)  Town cannot function 
otherwise.  *A sign of a healthy (for some ) economy   *Gentification trend in urban 
neighborhoods, which results in increased property values and the displacing of lower-income 
families and small businesses) , Mae Martel,  

My name is Marshall White, and I live in South Berwick, Maine, but am a frequent visitor to my 
neighbors in Kennebunk, especially the Mousam River. I have three children and have been a 
member of the Coastal Conservation Association since 1993 and Stripers Forever for many 
years.  You have an opportunity to change the world that we live in for the better -- a rare 
opportunity for most men and women. Please do the right thing for your region and your children 
and move to breach the three dams.  

 

              My experience with the Mousam River dates back almost thirty years as I heard stories 
of the mythical sea-run brown trout that could only be caught by the most accomplished fly 
fishers and then later as I moved to York and then South Berwick when I would walk Parsons 
Beach in pre-dawn hours over and over again. I met the same men each morning, as I fly fished 

http://www.americanrivers.org/initiatives/dams/why-remove/
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11393315


in waders in waist-high Mousam River / Atlantic ocean water. I took photographs and stared at 
them in January from my office - dreaming again each year for the day that the stripers would 
return. Co-workers when seeing these pictures say “where is that beach – it’s beautiful” thinking 
it was some distant exotic place.  The Mousam River is a jewel and any opportunity to improve 
the quality of the Mousam River is a rare opportunity. I cannot find strong enough language to 
urge you to endorse breaching the dams to let the fish return up the river.  The cost-benefit ratio 
of paying for the renewal of licensing vs. decrease in electricity cost vs. the income gained form 
recreational kayakers bird-watchers, fishermen and outdoor enthusiasts – or just plain internal 
improvement of morale in our region has a long term benefit that will make your children proud 
you did the right thing.  Marshall White  

Good evening.  I am a homeowner in Ogunquit, who considers himself a conservative person 
NOT predisposed to radical or thoughtless acts.  I believe that the environmental & social 
benefits of removing the dams on the Mousam River far outweigh any negative effects.  It is also 
clear to me that the vast majority of local residents support dam removal.  I ask that you 
seriously consider dam removal and NOT re-licensing of any sort.  Sincerely , James 
DiMarchi,  MD  
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4.1 Fisheries Restoration Drivers 

Various factors affect the restoration of diadromous (anadromous and catadromous) fisheries on rivers.  
These factors are based on the commercial, recreational, cultural, and ecological value of the target 
species to the stakeholders.  Many of these factors can also be strongly rooted in the economic value of 
the fisheries.  For example, restored diadromous fisheries can potentially increase a region’s income due 
to increased revenues from recreational fishing, fishing tackle sales, fishing license sales, and potential 
commercial harvest of both the migratory species and marine species that rely on them for forage 
(Jordaan et al. 2009). 

The principal efforts in restoring fisheries on rivers are associated with eliminating or minimizing the 
barriers to upstream and downstream movements of migratory fish, particularly for anadromous species 
which rely on rivers for spawning and rearing of juveniles.  Dams represent the most common man‐
made barrier to fish passage.  For dams that no longer provide a function, a partial breach or full 
removal may be considered under certain conditions.  For dams that are part of a functioning 
hydroelectric generation project, fish passage structures can be designed and installed to provide 
upstream and downstream fish passage. 

Prior to determining which design would provide the best passage for the greatest number of target fish 
species, it is first necessary to evaluate the need for passage.  Logically, the need for passage can be 
evaluated through consideration of the following issues: 

 Determination of the presence of target species in the river; 
 Determination of the numbers of target species using the river; 
 Determination of the quality and extent of spawning/rearing habitat; and, 
 Determination of the ultimate number of target species that the river reach(es) can support. 

Mousam River Stakeholders and Restoration Efforts 

Restoration efforts can be championed by state or federal resource agencies, non‐profit environmental 
groups, and sportsman clubs, among others.  In the case of the Mousam River, it is non‐profit groups 
that have expressed the greatest interest in restoring migratory fish to the river.  The groups include the 
Wells Reserve, Maine Rivers, and the Mousam and Kennebunk Rivers Alliance (formed by Maine Rivers).  
A brief history of the efforts undertaken to date is as follows: 

 May 21‐22, 2009 – Wells Reserve (with volunteers from Maine Rivers and AmeriCorps) 
conducted fish sampling on the Mousam River estuary in the Rachel Carson National Wildlife 
Refuge.  As stated on the Wells Reserve website (http://www.wellsreserve.org/blog/9‐
restoration_of_migratory_fish_to_the_mousam_and_kennebunk_rivers): “The groups are now 
drafting a restoration plan for the Mousam and Kennebunk Rivers, setting out strategies for 
providing fish passage over barriers, removal of unused and deteriorating dams, conservation 
and expansion of habitat, and outreach and involvement of the communities.” 



 May 29, 2009 – Maine Rivers convened a meeting titled “The Mousam and Kennebunk Rivers: 
Past, Present and Future” to discuss the history of the river, its current water quality, and the 
prospects for restoration of migratory species. 

Given that Kesslen the head‐of‐tide dam on the Mousam, it is likely that it would be under the greatest 
scrutiny by stakeholders in favor of installing fish passage structures.  Only after passage at this dam is 
established and fish begin to migrate upstream would passage at Twine Mill and Dane Perkins need to 
be considered. 

In addition to the efforts of the non‐profit groups mentioned above, Maine’s Division of Marine 
Resources, who oversees the protection of diadromous fish, provided a review of the state’s fish 
passage efforts.  The report (DMR and DEP 2008) produced a prioritized list of rivers for restoration 
efforts.  In contrast to the efforts of the non‐profit groups described above, the Mousam was rated as a 
low priority river due to the small watershed that it drains, the limited amount of habitat available, the 
large number of dams, and the lack of funding.  

A letter from the Atlantic Sea Run Salmon Commission’s (1991) Program Coordinator similarly stated 
that, relative to Atlantic salmon, the Mousam is a very low priority for salmon restoration due to the 
paucity of suitable habitat, the number of passage barriers, and the existence of a brown trout fishery (a 
competitor of salmon).  They went further to recommend not pursuing fish passage efforts for Atlantic 
salmon. 

4.1.1 Relevant Fisheries Information 
4.1.1.1 Historical and Current Presence of Anadromous Species 

The historical ranges of target species is often the first piece of data referred to when evaluating the 
utility of restoration efforts.  If migratory species once moved freely upstream and downstream, there 
may be credible grounds for attempting to restore access to the portions of the river that may have 
been blocked off due to development (i.e., dams).  However, the historical range of species has to be 
viewed in context with the habitat quality and quantity that existed during the period of time that 
access was available.  It is very likely that habitat quantity and quality have also changed substantially 
since the barriers were constructed. 

The Mousam River was primarily an Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar) river prior to industrialization, though 
other anadromous species such as American shad (Alosa sapidissima) and alewife (Alsoa 
pseudoharengus) also likely used the river (DMR and DEP 2008).  DMR and DEP (2008) state that there is 
no data on the historical upstream extent of these species in the Mousam.  It was also stated that there 
is no way to accurately estimate the abundance of migratory species; rather, in general, that large 
watersheds (e.g. Penobscot River) probably supported larger populations of migratory species than 
smaller watersheds, such as the Mousam’s. 



In addition to salmon and shad, other Maine rivers historically supported migratory runs of blueback 
herring (collectively referred to as river herring when grouped with alewife), and American eel; so, it is 
likely that these species historically occurred in the Mousam River as well. 

Hall et al. (2010) suggest that Atlantic salmon, alewife, and American shad likely migrated past existing 
falls as far upstream as Sanford (see Figure 0‐1) since historical records referring to litigation relative to 
fish passage at Sanford mills were found.  An analysis provided by Hall et al. (2010) also indicates that 
the Mousam River had the smallest amount of virgin spawning habitat for river herring of all Maine 
rivers with 183.5 km of stream and 10.7 km2 of lake area. 

 

Figure 0‐1  Location of the Kennebunk Light and Power Department projects on the Mousam River.  
Note – the upstream portions of the Mousam River between Mousam Lake to No.1 Pond are not 
shown. 

Other than a small‐scale, unpublished monitoring study that was recently completed by the Wells 
Reserve in 2009, there are very few data available on the current presence, numbers, and range of 
diadromous species in the Mousam River from which to develop a functional list of target species for 
passage at Kennebunk Light and Power Department (KLPD) dams.  This study was designed to determine 
the species present in the Mousam River estuary.  The study area extended approximately 4000 feet 
upstream  from the mouth of the river  (about 1/3 of the distance from the mouth of the river to the 
Kesslen Dam).  Samples were collected with fyke nets in May, June, July, and September, 2009.  The 
predominant species collected were invasive crabs (444 individuals).  Of the diadromous species that 



may be targeted for passage at KLPD dams, a total of 2 blueback herring, 6 alewife, 1 American shad, 
and 17 American eel were collected.  Although these results may be useful for establishing presence or 
absence of species in the lower estuarine portions of the river, they do not indicate that there are 
sufficient numbers of diadromous species moving in the Mousam River to warrant the installation of fish 
passage structures at the dams. 

In addition, there are no documented stocking programs for the Mousam aimed at restoring any of the 
anadromous species typically targeted for passage.  Therefore, only the fish naturally occurring in the 
river would be available for passage and those numbers appear very low from the limited data currently 
available. 

Regardless, if a list of potential target species must be developed, based on the information available, 
the following species might be included Figure 0‐2. 

 River herring (alewife and blueback herring) 
 American shad 
 American eel 

 

 

Figure 0‐2  Potential target species for passage. 

It is very unlikely that Atlantic salmon would be included as a target species since there are no current 
data indicating their presence in the river.  Furthermore, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration’s (NOAA’s) National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) does not include the Mousam on its 
Atlantic Salmon Critical Habitat Map (Figure 0‐3). 



 

Figure 0‐3  NOAA NMFS’ Atlantic Salmon Critical Habitat Map showing location of Mousam River. 

In 2001, the U.S. Congress established the State Wildlife Grants Program to aid in keeping wildlife from 
becoming endangered.  A portion of the program required that states develop State Wildlife Action 
Plans (SWAPs) to focus initially on the “species in greatest need of conservation” (Greene et al. 2009).  
Rankings were developed to identify those species in greatest need of protection.  Maine assigned the 
most protective ranking of “critically imperiled” to American eel, Atlantic sturgeon, and striped bass and 
the next most protective ranking of “imperiled” to American shad.  Atlantic sturgeon are not included on 
the target species list since they typically prefer large rivers and since there is no evidence of spawning 
by this species in any Maine rivers other than the Kennebeck/Androscoggin/Sheepscot river system 
(Atlantic Sturgeon Status Review Team 1998).  Striped bass have also enjoyed a successful restoration 
effort over the past ten years or so and would not likely be a target for passage at the KLPD dams.  
Although river herring were not explicitly included in the state plan, their wide distribution throughout 
Maine and their ecological importance would likely also make them a species of great concern relative 
to river restoration efforts. 



4.1.1.2 Life History and Habitat Preferences of Potential Target Species 

The following life history and habitat preference information is taken from Greene et al. (2009) unless 
otherwise referenced.  Greene et al. (2009) provides a comprehensive review of the life histories of 
important east coast anadromous fish.  In addition, Figure 0‐4 displays life history information for 
anadromous species in Maine. 

Alewife (Alosa pseudoharengus) – Alewife are an anadromous species that return to freshwater rivers to 
spawn.  The historical range of sea run stocks extended along the eastern seaboard from South Carolina 
north to Labrador, Nova Scotia and northeast Newfoundland.   However, recent data indicate that the 
southern extent of the range is limited to North Carolina. 

The spawning season for alewife in Maine can be from late‐April to mid‐June, but more typically falls 
between mid‐May and mid‐June.  Spawning begins when the water temperature reaches about 51°F.  
Alewife prefer spawning in lakes, ponds, or slow moving sections of rivers over gravel, sand, detritus, 
and submerged vegetation.  While movement upstream is encouraged by higher water flows, spawning 
typically occurs in areas of lower velocity. 

Fertilized eggs are initially adhesive and demersal, but become free‐floating after a few hours.  Eggs 
hatch within 80‐95 hours.  The yolk‐sac is typically absorbed within 2‐5 days after which post‐yolk‐sac 
larvae begin feeding on cladocerans and copepods.  Juveniles spend 3‐9 moths in the river before 
migrating downstream to the ocean. 

Blueback herring (Alosa aestivalis) – Blueback herring are an anadromous species that return to 
freshwater rivers to spawn.  Blueback herring together with alewife are commonly referred to as river 
herring.  The historical range of sea run stocks extended along the eastern seaboard from the Saint 
John’s River in Florida to Cape Breton, Nova Scotia and the Miramichi River in New Brunswick. 

The spawning season for blueback herring in Maine can be from late‐May through mid‐June.  Spawning 
begins when the water temperature reaches about 57°F; so blueback herring typically spawn three to 
four weeks after alewife.  In contrast to alewife, blueback herring prefer spawning in swiftly flowing 
water in the main river channel over gravel and clean substrates and do not typically use lakes or ponds. 

Fertilized blueback herring eggs are initially adhesive and demersal, but become free‐floating within 24 
hours (Mullen et al. 1986).  Eggs hatch within 38‐60 hours.  The yolk‐sac is typically absorbed within 2‐3 
days after which post‐yolk‐sac larvae begin feeding on rotifers and, later, cladocerans.  Juveniles spend 
3‐9 moths in the river before migrating downstream to the ocean. 

American shad (Alosa sapidissima) – American shad are an anadromous species that return to 
freshwater rivers to spawn.  They historically ranged from the Indian River in Florida to the Sand Hill 
River in Labrador.  However, recent data indicate that their current range is from the Saint John’s River 
in Florida to the Saint Lawrence River in Canada. 



The spawning season for American shad in Maine can be from June to August.  Spawning occurs at 
water temperatures between approximately 54 and 70°F.  American shad prefer spawning in areas of 
muck, silt, sand, gravel, or boulders, though some research suggests that gravel and larger substrate 
may contribute to higher egg survival rates. 

Fertilized American shad eggs are semi‐bouyant and non‐adhesive.  Eggs hatch in 6‐15 days, depending 
on the water temperature.  The yolk‐sac is typically absorbed in 4‐7 days, after which post‐yolk‐sac 
larvae begin feeding on zooplankton, copepods, and insects.  Juveniles begin outmigration to higher 
salinity waters in the fall. 

American eel (Anguilla rostrata) – American eel are a catadromous species that live in freshwater and 
spawn in saltwater.  American eel occupy a very broad range of habitats and range from the east coast 
of North America to the northern part of South America, throughout the Mississippi and Great Lakes 
drainages, and into Canada. 

Since American eels spawn offshore in the Sargasso Sea, it is more important to focus on the preferred 
habitat of yellow eels, the stage of development in which they spend the majority of their freshwater 
lives.  After spawning, the larvae (leptocephali) move back to the continental shelf where they develop 
into glass eels (early October) and eventually elvers when they become pigmented.   The elvers begin 
upstream migrations in freshwater in the late winter and early spring.  In Maine, American eel actively 
migrate upstream from late‐April to June.  Elvers prefer soft substrates into which they can burrow for 
protection.  Yellow eels also associate strongly with the bottom/substrate. 

Upmigrating American eels are opportunistic feeders consuming fish eggs, larvae, and juveniles as well 
as insects, crayfish, snails, and worms. 

After sexual maturation, yellow eels transform in to silver eels to begin outmigration for spawning.  The 
spawning migration in New England rivers occurs from late summer through early fall.  They do not feed 
during their spawning migrations. 
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Habitat Suitability Index Models: Alewife and Blueback Herring (Pardue 1983) – Pardue (1983) 
summarized a suite of criteria that can be used to determine habitat suitability for alewife and 
blueback herring.  The Habitat Suitability Index (HSI) developed by Pardue (1983) is parsed into two 
parts, one covering the spawning and larval development period and another covering the longer 
juvenile riverine period.   The following were considered optimal parameters for the spawning and 
larval development portion of the HSI: 

 Substrates comprised of 75% silt or other soft material with detritus and vegetation and 
sluggish water flow 

 Water temperatures during typical spawning periods of 59‐68°F for alewife and 68‐75°F for 
blueback herring 

 
The following were considered optimal parameters for the juvenile riverine portion of the HSI: 

 Habitat suitability increases with increases in the density of zooplankters, with 100 
zooplankters/liter being optimal 

 Salinity of 5 ppt or less 
 Water temperatures at the surface during the summer and early fall of 59‐68°F for alewife 

and 68‐86°F for blueback herring 

To determine the suitability of the habitats in the vicinity of the three KLPD dams, it would be 
necessary to collect field data on the above‐mentioned parameters.  To the best of our knowledge, 
these data do not currently exist for these sites on the Mousam River.  

Habitat Suitability Index Models and Instream Flow Suitability Curves: American Shad (Stier and 

Crance 1985) – Stier and Crance (1985) summarized a suite of criteria that can be used to determine 
habitat suitability and instream flow requirements for American shad.  The HSI developed by Stier 
and Crance (1985) is parsed into two parts, one covering the riverine habitats used by American 
shad and another covering the estuarine habitat used by them.  The following were considered 
optimal parameters for American shad for riverine habitat portion of the HSI: 

 Riverine habitat 
o Minimum DO of 5.0 mg/L 
o Water temperature during spawning of 57‐68°F 
o Water velocity during spawning of 1.0‐3.0 ft/sec 
o Water temperature during larval development of 59‐77°F 
o Turbidity above 100 ppm is considered unsuitable 

As stated above for alewife and blueback herring, it would be necessary to collect field data on the 
above‐mentioned parameters in order to determine the suitability of the habitat in the vicininty of 
the KLPD dams.  



Fishery Management Report No. 36 of the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission – 

Interstate Fishery Management Plan for American Eel (Anguilla rostrata) (American Eel  Plan 

Development Team 2000) – The American Eel Development Team (2000) developed a description of 
American eel habitat that is of particular conservation concern.  This habitat was described as having 
the following critical components: 

 Soft, undisturbed bottom sediments are likely important to migrating elvers 
 Growth is most closely related to food availability and density  

As with data on the fish currently present in the river, there is a similar paucity of data on the quantity 
or quality of habitat available upstream of any of KLPD’s dams for American eel.  The documents that 
are peripherally useful in determining the quantity or quality of habitat in the Mousam are as follows: 

Volunteer River Monitoring Program 2009 Pilot Year Data Report (MEDEP 2010) – As stated on the 
Maine Department of Environmental Protection (MEDEP) website, “In 2009, the DEP launched a 
statewide volunteer river monitoring program (VRMP).  The VRMP is a network of volunteer groups 
participating in quality‐assured river and stream sampling.  The program operates under a program‐
level Quality Assurance Program Plan (QAPP).  Individual volunteer groups develop Sampling and 
Analysis plans to tailor the program‐level QAPP to their specific project goals.  As part of the 
program, VRMP staff provide annual trainings and certification, guidance about data quality 
objectives, technical support and assistance, data storage in DEP's Environmental and Geographic 
Analysis Database (EGAD), and annual reports. 

Section 3‐6 of this report focuses on the Mousam River.  It states that all but one of the lower river 
monitoring sites met the dissolved oxygen (DO) standard (7.0 mg/L) for Class B waters.  As a Class B 
water, the Mousam is similar to approximately 48% of all Maine Rivers.  Class B waters have fewer 
restrictions on discharges, but are still maintain high water quality.  Class B waters, by design, are 
considered swimmable and fishable, and would therefore be potentially suitable for targeted 
anadromous species.  Jones et al. (1988; 1978) report that the minimum DO concentration for adult 
alewife and blueback herring is 5.0 mg/L.  It is important to note that this conclusion relates only to 
DO and that no judgment can be passed on other parameters that contribute to the quality or 
quantity of habitat. 

Mousam River TMDL Town of Sanford Final Report Feb 2001 (MEDEP 2001) – This report covers a 
3.7‐mile section of the river from the Route 4 bridge upstream to Estes Lake downstream and 
encompasses the Sanford Wastewater treatment Facility.  This portion of the river is a significant 
distance upstream of the KLPD dams and would not accurately characterize the water quality of 
potential spawning areas that would be opened up to anadromous species.  The report states that 
“Estes Lake serves as a large pollutant sink, so that water quality problems at Sanford do not affect 
water quality at Kennebunk”.  That said, the report indicates that this portion of the river fails to 
meet Class C criteria for dissolved oxygen and certain toxic substances.  The portions of the river 



covered by this submittal are impaired, having issues with excess nutrients and ammonia in the river 
due to the wastewater discharge and non‐point stormwater runoff.  

This report also indicates that the lower Mousam River is almost completely impounded and offers a 
very low capacity to assimilate excess organics and that, as of sampling conducted during the 
summer of 2000, it was not meeting Class B criteria for DO.  

4.2 Review of Applicable Fish Passage Techniques 

If fish passage is required the following fish passage technologies are applicable for the likely targeted 
species.  As presented above the expected target species include alewife, blueback herring, American 
shad and American eel.  Each technique was reviewed relative for their applicability to KLPD projects. 

4.2.1 Alaska Steeppass Fishway 

Alaska steeppass fishways are relatively small prefabricated low cost fishways.  They were originally 
designed to be manual transported to remote sites in Alaska.  The steeppass fishway is a variation of a 
Denil fishway discussed below.  They typically are pre‐constructed aluminum structures which require 
less site modification and structural support due to their light weight and narrow cross‐sectional width. 
The steeppass is able to operate at steeper gradients compared to other ladder types with typical slopes 
of 1 on 4 to 1 on 6.   

Steeppass ladders are applicable for small watersheds with relatively small populations with salmon or 
river herring as the targeted species.  If shad are not a targeted species then steeppass ladders would be 
a low cost option to provide fish passage, otherwise other fishways that can pass shad would be more 
appropriate.   

4.2.2 Denil Fishway 

Denil fishways are typically constructed of cast‐in‐place concrete with widths between 3 ft and 4 ft.  
Slopes range from 1 on 6 to 1 on 10.  The concrete forms a sloped flume with removable baffles to 
dissipate the energy of the water flowing down the steep slope.  These energy dissipation baffles reduce 
the velocity allowing fish to ascend. The typical Denil fishway would be 4 feet wide.  They are able to 
operate at steeper gradients compared to other ladder types (i.e. pool and weir and natural channels). 

Denil fishways are typically used for small to mid‐sized watersheds with salmon, river herring and shad 
as targeted species.  Denil fishways can pass greater number of fish than steeppass ladders and can also 
pass shad.  If shad are included as a targeted species than a Denil ladder is the most appropriate and 
cost effective fish passage technique.   



4.2.3 Vertical-slot Fishway 

The vertical‐slot fishway is most commonly constructed of cast‐in‐place concrete. The concrete forms a 
sloped flume in which vertical‐slot baffles are installed. This energy dissipation baffles reduce the 
velocity allowing fish to ascend. This fishway has a wide cross‐sectional area and the concrete 
construction requires a large area and significant structural modifications at the sites. They are not able 
to operate at steep gradients compared to the Denil which makes them significantly longer. 

Vertical slot fishways are typically used for larger watersheds with a need to pass greater populations of 
fish than expected in the Mousam River.  A vertical slot fishway would be large and expensive and not 
appropriate for the KLPD projects.   

4.2.4 Pool and Weir Fishway 

The pool and weir fishway is most commonly constructed of cast‐in‐place concrete.  The concrete forms 
a sloped flume in which horizontal weirs are installed. These energy dissipation weirs reduce the velocity 
allowing fish to ascend. Each pool in this fishway has typically 6 inch or less head differential and the 
pools need to be relatively long when compared to the other ladder options making them significantly 
longer. As with most of the other ladder options, significant civil/structural modifications would be 
required at the sites.  The range of operating heads is very limited. 

Pool and weir fishways are typically used for salmon and are not appropriate for alewife and shad which 
have difficulty ascending of shallow weirs.  Therefore, pool and weir fishways are not considered for the 
Mousam River.   

4.2.5 Nature-like Channel 

A nature‐like fishway is an engineered channel using rocks, boulders, and cobles to dissipate the energy 
of the water flowing down the channel.  The channels are constructed on a very flat slope and rocks are 
strategically placed, and anchored or pinned in place to form the fish passage.  Generally a large amount 
of civil work and fill is required.  Due to the flat slope a very large area is needed, there are significantly 
more civil/ structural modification required and the cost is significantly more there other options. 

Nature‐like fishways can pass a variety of fish due to the diverse hydraulic conditions within the fishway 
and have become popular in the past decade.  However, due to the shallow slopes needed these 
fishways require a large area and would not fit within the KLPD projects, therefore are not appropriate 
for consideration.   

4.2.6 Fish Lift 

A fish lift is an elevator for fish.  Fish are guided into a hopper which is lifted and discharged into an exit 
channel above the dam.  Lifts will require staffing for the full period of the migration season.  The 



system requires a much smaller foot print than sloped channel fishways. There is significantly higher 
operation and maintenance cost associated with a fish lift. 

Fish lifts are typically used for large river systems with a variety of fish species or at sites with relatively 
high heads.  There are other fish passage techniques that are more appropriate and less costly, 
therefore fish lifts were not considered appropriate for the Mousam River.   

4.2.7 Eel Ladder   

Eel ladders are designed specifically for eel passage. Typically they are constructed of aluminum with a 
substrate applied to the bottom surface to allow the eels to climb the length of the ladder.  Eel ladders 
range in width from 6 inches to 24 inches and can be placed on slopes close to vertical thereby requiring 
very little civil modifications.  Only a small volume of water is required for the ladder and attraction 
flow.  They can be designed so they are not affected by operating head fluctuations. 

An eelway would be required in addition to a fish ladder if eels are a target species on the Mousam 
River.  

4.3 Recommended Fish Passage Alternatives 

A site inspection was conducted on January 6th, 2011 to verify the existing conditions and elevations, 
discuss operational concerns, and to conduct a site‐specific inspection to ascertain where and how fish 
passage could be installed at each site.  

At this point in time, the available data on the Mousam River do not indicate that fish passage is 
necessary.  However, should passage be required, the following fish passage alternatives are the most 
cost‐effective and applicable for the species most likely to be of concern at the projects. Due to their 
site‐specific characteristics a Denil Fishway for American shad or river hearing, an Alaska Steeppass 
fishway if only river herring are of concern and an eel Ladder would be the recommended fish passage 
alternatives.  Photos of Denil and steeppass fishways are shown on Figures 1 and 2, respectively.  Figure 
3 shows a typical eel fishway. The following is a summary of our findings and recommendations for each 
site. 



 

Figure 1‐ Denil Fishway (Rising Sun Mill, RI) 

 

Figure 2‐ Alaska Steeppass Fishway (Evens Pond, NJ) 



 

Figure 3‐ Eel Ladder (Chambly, Canada) 

4.3.1 Kesslen Project 

The Kesslen Project has an operating head of approximately 14.9 ft. The spillway stretches from private 
property on the right bank to a brick mill building on the left bank. The Route 1 Bridge is immediately 
downstream of the dam which significantly reduces the main channel width. The turbine intake enters 
into and passes through the mill building. The spillway control gates are adjacent to the mill building. 
The turbine discharges directly downstream of the spillway control gates. Installation of a fishway will be 
complicated due to the limited space and access. Limited access for construction equipment and 
available lay‐down area will increase the cost of installing any fish passage structure.  

Based on the site characteristics, a Denil or steeppass fishway would need to be located on the left bank. 
The fishway would need to be located along the existing mill building, include several sections that 
would include switch‐backs and allow the turbine discharge to pass under it. The flow control gate 
structure may need to be relocated to eliminate impact on the fishway.  The eel way could be located 
between the control gates and the mill building allowing passage over the dam. 

4.3.2 Twine Mills Project 

The Twine Mills Project has an operating head of approximately 18.6 ft.   The dam abuts the property of 
DAC sales on the left bank and the right bank is heavily wooded and steep which provides limited‐to‐no 



access. Construction area is small but access to this area is good. The intake is located along the left 
bank with the powerhouse immediately downstream of the intake and the tailrace at the base of the 
building.  The powerhouse is a low structure with its roof elevation below the access deck elevation.  
The project’s design has allowed for the powerhouse to be over‐topped during flood events in its recent 
history 

Based on the site characteristics, a Denil or steeppass ladder would need to be located on the left bank. 
The fishway entrance would be located at the base of the spillway, would follow along the powerhouse 
in the downstream direction, and wrap around the building to an exit channel in the left bank. A portion 
of the flash boards would need to be replaced to prevent spill from impacting the fishway. An eel ladder 
could be installed immediately downstream of the spillway along the powerhouse and pass over or 
through the existing flashboards. 

4.3.3 Dane Perkins Project 

The Dane Perkins Project has an operating head of 12.7 ft. The powerhouse intake is along the left bank, 
the flow enters the intake and passes through the powerhouse and discharges immediately downstream 
of the structure. The right bank is heavily wooded and steep which provides limited‐to‐no access. The 
construction area is small but access to this area is good. Adjacent to the powerhouse is an existing 
covered flume to increase spillway capacity and a small parking area. The powerhouse is a small wooden 
structure with its foundation at the access deck elevation.  The upstream wall of the structure has been 
reinforced with concrete to divert water around the building during recent flood events. 

Based on the site characteristics, a Denil or steeppass ladder would be located on the left bank. The 
fishway entrance would be located at the base of the spillway, follow along the powerhouse in the 
downstream direction, and wrap around the building to an exit channel. The existing covered flume may 
be able to be utilized as the exit channel. A portion of the flash boards would need to be replaced to 
prevent spill from impacting the fishway. An eel ladder could be installed immediately downstream of 
the spillway along the powerhouse and pass over the existing flashboards  

4.4 Estimated Cost of Upstream Fish Passage 

A summary of the project site characteristics and an estimate of order‐of‐magnitude costs associated 
with installing fish passage is provided in Table 1. 

   



Table 1‐ Site Characteristics/ Order‐of‐Magnitude Cost 

Plant  Head (ft) 

Alaska Steeppass 
Fishway  Denil Fishway  Eel Ladder 

Low  High  Low  High  Low  High 

Kesslen Project  14.97  $299,400 $374,250 $598,800 $748,500  $12,500  $22,200

Twine Mills Project  18.62  $372,400 $465,500 $744,800 $931,000  $15,600  $23,200

Dane Perkins Project  12.67  $253,400 $316,750 $506,800 $633,500  $10,600  $21,500

 

4.5 Downstream Fish Passage 

Downstream fish passage at each project would need to be added if upstream passage was installed.  
Downstream passage facilities would include providing a downstream passage surface bypass and 
potential excluding fish from the project’s intakes.  Due to the low head at each site and the spillway 
design (which includes flash boards), downstream passage can be constructed with minimal impact and 
cost if only a surface bypass is necessary.  Flash boards could be removed or replaced to provide a notch 
over the dam and a chute could be added to pass the flow over the spillway apron into a plunge pool 
that would have adequate depth for the head at each project.  Alternatively, a plunge pool could be 
constructed with concrete walls on the apron incorporating a notch for flow to pass downstream. 
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TO: Todd Shea, KLPD DATE: 5/3/2016 
FROM: Jon Edgerton, Wright-Pierce PROJECT NO.: 12397L 
SUBJECT: Alternatives Assessment: Mousam River Modeling for Streambank Stability 
    

 

Questions regarding the stability of the river banks arose during the 3-29 Public Meeting of the 

KLPD. This memorandum is to being sent as a separate document from responses to other 

questions raised at the 3-29 meeting, as this response is to be included in the Alternatives 

Assessment as an appendix, and furthermore as a stand-alone document.  

 

Comment: W-P needs to look at shoreline stability and flooding impacts associated with 

Alternative 4 (dam decommissioning and removal). The effort will include conducting modeling 

for the segment above Kesslen, particularly where homes exist in close proximity to the river. 

We expect the HEC-RAS model can be run fairly easily with FEMA 100 year flood flows (also 

consider using W-P flood hydrology?) The resulting effort will likely include a map with 

reference locations and tabulate elevations and velocities for pre- versus post-dam removal 

conditions). Initial effort should include reviewing where we have cross-section data within this 

river segment. Note that it may be difficult to obtain further cross-section data within a 

timeframe that allows for incorporation into the model prior to the anticipated May 11th meeting.  

 

Response: Additional hydrologic modeling has been completed to indicate the river elevations 

and velocities at the most developed region of the river that would be significantly impacted by 

dam decommissioning. The most developed location of the Mousam has been identified as 

between the Kesslen Dam and the I-95 Bridge, and 7 areas of interest have been indicated in this 

location (See Figure 1, attached). Cross-section data has been developed based off of existing 

surveyed information for the area between the Kesslen Dam and Partridge Lane, which have 

been indicated as Areas of Interest 1-3. The area between the I-95 Bridge and the Partridge Lane 

location was more difficult to model due to the lack of existing bathymetric data in this location. 

As such, these areas were interpolated from LIDAR information as well as upstream FEMA 
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cross-sectional data. The data obtained in this location (Areas of Interest 4, 5, 6 and 7) are on an 

“order of magnitude” value, and are not specific values due to the limited data.  

 

Information for river elevations and velocities at 3 different river flows have been evaluated for 

this reach of the Mousam River under both dammed and non-dammed conditions. These flows 

are the seasonal low-flow, which will indicate the river characteristics within the normal channel; 

the FEMA 100-year flow, which indicates characteristics from the 1% flood flows as recognized 

by FEMA; and the 100-year flow from Regression Equations, which indicates a more 

conservative level of 1% flood flows based on rainfall data and design techniques that provide a 

greater factor of safety than FEMA flood flows which were developed in 1982. This information 

is indicated in the table, below: 

 

Location Parameter 

Existing Dammed Condition Decommissioned Condition 
Seasonal 

Low 
Flow  

100-Year 
Flood 

(FEMA) 

100-Year 
Flood 
(Reg.) 

Seasonal 
Low 
Flow  

100-Year 
Flood 

(FEMA) 

100-Year 
Flood 
(Reg.) 

1 
Average Velocity (fps) 0.1 1.7 2.0 2.9 8.4 8.7 
Water Elevation (ft.) 40.7 45.4 46.4 26.0 31.5 32.6 

2 
Average Velocity (fps) 0.1 3.2 3.9 2.0 7.3 8.1 
Water Elevation (ft.) 40.7 45.5 46.4 31.6 37.5 38.4 

3 
Average Velocity (fps) 0.1 2.7 3.2 0.7 4.1 4.6 
Water Elevation (ft.) 40.7 46.3 47.4 32.7 41.8 43.1 

4 
Average Velocity (fps) 0.1 2.6 3.0 0.8 3.8 4.2 
Water Elevation (ft.) 40.7 46.3 47.5 32.8 42.2 43.6 

5 
Average Velocity (fps) 0.1 2.4 2.7 0.9 3.5 3.8 
Water Elevation (ft.) 40.7 46.5 47.7 33.1 42.9 44.3 

6 
Average Velocity (fps) 0.1 2.3 2.6 0.9 3.5 3.8 
Water Elevation (ft.) 40.7 46.7 48.0 33.1 42.9 44.3 

7 
Average Velocity (fps) 0.1 2.3 2.6 0.9 3.1 3.3 
Water Elevation (ft.) 40.7 47.3 48.6 34.2 45.2 46.5 

I-95 
Bridge 

Average Velocity (fps) 0.2 2.4 2.6 1.2 2.9 3.1 
Water Elevation (ft.) 40.7 48.0 49.5 34.7 46.4 47.9 

*Italicized information in this table represents locations with interpolated cross-section data  

 

In general, it should be noted that the low-flow river flows for both conditions are contained 

within the existing river channel, and that the flood flow elevations for the dam removal 
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condition are below the existing dammed condition flood flow elevations. Therefore lower flood 

elevations for the 100-year flood indicate that there should be less concern for river flooding 

elevations in a free-flowing condition than a dammed condition. 

 

It is understood that even further hydrologic modeling and assessment of the soil types along the 

river banks would need to be done to ascertain specific shear stresses that would be prevalent in 

the areas most subject to erosion and overall stability issues. These studies, which would produce 

more detailed information, would be included as further assessment should Alternative 4 be 

selected. It is further understood that KLPD would be required to provide shoreline stabilization 

measures in areas where such studies indicate substantial erosion with negative impacts may 

occur. Additional studies, which would be completed as part of the consultant fees associated 

with the FERC application process, would likely also include additional survey of the river bank 

and bed to obtain cross-section data between Partridge Lane and the I-95 Bridge.  

 

Comment: The question was asked whether the financial model contains a placeholder cost for 

mitigation of shoreline stability issues. We may wish to revisit whether it may be appropriate. 

Response: From the results presented above, it is apparent that the largest modeled average 

velocities are on the range of 7fps to 9 fps (feet per second). It is understood that a velocity of 

5fps or greater is most likely to include suspension of sediments within the river channel, 

ultimately leading to some erosion and stream bank instability. 

 

Once again, it is also understood that the velocities obtained by the model and discussed within 

this memorandum are the average velocity of the river at each cross section. The fastest 

velocities in a river stretch that is straight and narrow, such as the section directly upstream of 

the Kesslen Dam, are typically in the center of the river; the velocities will typically be less than 

average closer to the river banks. The soils that we are concerned with in this instance are the 

river banks. Also, it is noted that these velocities are recognized within significant (100-year) 

flood events, not daily or even yearly occurrences, and at lower elevations than would be 

identified under a dammed condition. 
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Due to the generally undeveloped nature of most of the affected section of the river, there are 

relatively few infrastructure elements (e.g. roads/bridges, intakes or outfalls, etc.) of potential 

concern. These include the Interstate 95 crossing, the railroad crossing upstream of Twine Mill 

and the Mill Street crossing upstream of Dane Perkins. Based on review of state records, there 

are no licensed water intakes or outfalls between the Kesslen Dam and the upper limit of the 

impoundment created by the Dane Perkins. Most structures along this section of the river are set-

back from the riverbank, so potential impacts to building foundations are limited. The Twine 

Mill and Dane Perkins powerhouses are expected to be substantially removed along with the 

dams.   

 

Should Alternative 4 be selected, additional bank stability studies should be performed to 

determine impacts to any building foundations and river crossings. KLPD would be responsible 

to provide protective measures to minimize/prevent damage to such structures. Given the results 

from initial modeling and the discussion above, widespread river bank stabilization does not 

seem apparent should the KLPD-owned dams be removed. Therefore, no costs for bank 

stabilization have been incorporated into the cost estimate for Alternative 4. Any cost for 

additional river modeling has previously been incorporated into the FERC License Application 

item for the cost of Alternative 4. 
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