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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Eligibility |
The Wild and Scenic River Study for the Upper Merrimack
River found that 26 miles of the river are eligible for inclu-
sion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers Systern based
on free-flowing character and the presence of outstanding
resource values in the following areas: recreation; fish and
aquatic values; wildlife; cirlrural; and geologic and natural
features. The eligible portion comprises the 26-mile sec-

tion of rivey between its origin in Franklin and the Manches-

ter St. Bridge in Concord.

Ciasstfication
The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act provides for three possible
classifications of eligible river segments: wild; scenic; and
recreational. The criteria distinguishing these classifications

arebased on the degree of human medification of he river .

ani its adjacent shorelands. The most appropriare classifi-

‘cations for the eligible portion of the upper Merrimack

are: “scenic” for the segment between Franklin and Sewall’s

Island; and “recreational” for the segment between Sewall’s | -

Island and‘the Manchester St Bridge.

Suitability _
No portion of the eligible river area of the upperMerrimack
is found to meer all of the requisite criteria of suitability f‘or.

‘designation as a national wild and scenie river. Principal

factors considered in derermining suitability are discussed -
later 1n chis report and relate to a river’s potential to be
managed and protected effectively as a component of the
National System. Although the eligible segments of the
upper Merrimack meet most of the criteria of suitability;
the adjacenc riparian communities failed to show sufficient
suppoart for the designation.to be found suitable a this time,

Recommendation
Four alternatives are considered, three invo[ving full or par-
tial designarion, and the fourth involving no designation.
Based upon the lack of support for designation by the af-
fected riverfront communities, no designation is recorm-

mended ar this time.

-
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(CHAPTER 1: BACKGROUND|

1 his chapter provides an introduction to the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and the wpper Merrimack River S;tz;dy It includes a

review of the projects bistory, the study strategy and process, the principal participants, and the major study products and

wccomplishments.

1.1 BACKGROUND ON THE
WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS
PROGRAM

Enacted in 1968, the National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act
(PL. 90-542, as amended) was created to balance long-stand-
ing federal policie§ pro.motipgxconstruction of dams, levees,
and other river development projects with one that would
permanently preserve selected rivers, or river segments, in
their free-flowing condition. Section 1{b} of the Act states:

Iris hereby declared to be the policy of the United States
that certain selected rivers of the Nation which, with
their immediare environments, possess oﬁtsfandingl}' re-
markable scénic, recreational, geologic, fish and wildlife,
historic, cultural, or other similar values, shall be pre-
served in free-flowing condition, and that they and their
immediate environments shall be prorected for the ben-
efit and-enjoyment of present and future generations.

The 6riginal Act designated eight rivers into the National
Wild and Scenic Rivers System, and specified processes by

which other tivers could be added.

Currently, one hundred fifty four rivers or river segments.
totaling 10,815 miles have been included in the narional:
systc:rh. Of the designated segments, only five are located in
New England: the Fatmington in Connecticut; the Allagash
in Maine; the Wildcat and Lamprey in New Hampshlrc,
and the Westfield in Massachusetts.

Each river designated into the national system receives per-

manent protection from federally licensed or assisted dams,

diversions, channelizations and other water resource projects
that would have a directand advérse effect on its free-flow-
ing -condition and special values. The Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act explicitly prohibits any new dam or other project

licensed by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commyission
(FERC) on or directly affecting a designated river segment,
and requires that all other proposed federally assisted water
projects in the arez be evaluared for their potential impacts
on the river’s values. Any project that would result in ad-
verse effects to the designated segment is precluded under
the Act.

This same protection is provided on a temporary basts for
rivers that are under [egisla'tiv'(?ly authorized study for po-
tential addition to the national system. The interim pro-
tection remains in place from the date of study authoriza-
tion until Congress makes a decision on whether or not to
designate the river into the national system, or until three
years after 2 final study report is transmicted to Congress
by the Peesident, whichever cornes first.

1.2 UPPER MERRIMACK RIVER
~ STUDY BACKGROUND

The Memmock in rcmk!m -

At the request of seven communities along the upper
Merrxmack River, Congress authorlzed the Memmack Wild

and Scenjc River Study on August 10, 1990 (see Appendlx_

A), and directed the Department of the Interior thmugh
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‘the National Park Service to conduce the study. The pur-

pose of the study is to determine whether any or all of the
segment should be designated as a component of the
Nadional Wild and Scenic Rivers System, and if so, how
the designated portion should-be managed. - .

. The ‘study segment extends from thq‘ confluence of the

Pemigewasset and Winnipesaukee Rivers in Frankiin, NH
to the backwater impoundment of the Flooksete Dam, ex-
cluding the Garvins Falls impoundment. The seven com-
munities bordering this segment participated in the study
include: the cities of Franklin and Concord, and the rowns

of Northfield, Boscawen, Canterbury, Bow and Pembroke.

Fach of these communities selected at least two representa-

" tives to sit on a Local Advisory Committee that was estab-

lished under the State’s Rivers Managemenc and Protec-

. don Program to make recommendations concerning man-
L}

agement of this river.segment. This committee was the cen-

_tral partner with the National Park Service throughour the

conduct of the study.

The Narional Park Service also conducted the study in close
cooperation with the NH Department of Environmental
Services, the Office of State Planning, and the Central New
Hampshire Regional Planning Commission. Of particular
significance was the Upper Merrimack River Corridor Plan
completed in 1991 by the Office of State Planning. This
two volume resource provided much of the background
information needed for the Wild and Scenic Study, and

formed the backbone of resource informartion about the

river. The presence of this recently completed and thor-

- oughly researched documenc alleviated the need to con-
“duct a new or independent Resource Assessment as a part

of the Study.

1.2-A PARTNE‘RSHIP STUDY APPROACH

. Two additional points were established at the ouset in rec-
“ognitton of local desires and expectations, expecrations of

congressional sponsors, and established Narional Park
Service (NPS) policy: '

1)that the river management plan would emphasize
privare, local and state conservation measures as alter-

natives to federal land acquisition and management;

2)that federal designation of the study segment
would only be recommended if there were strong local
support expressed by vote of town meeting or town

council,

From this starting point the NPS and Srudy partners de-
veloped a study strategy and work plan.

1.2-B PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
One of the most important elements of the study strategy
was to involve the interested public to the greatest extent

possible. The Upper Merrimack River Local Advisory Com-

mitteé (UMRLAC), whose members are nominated by the
towns to, represent diverse interests, was the focal point for
publicinvolvement. Some highlights of the Studys publlc
involvement include:

. Monthl)r meetings of the UMRLAC open to the
public;

n

- o A survey of all riverfronclandowners reg_irding river

management and protection issues (see Appendix B);

s Town-by-town public forums held ar various points
to discuss river issues, the draft River Management

and Implementation Plan (Draft Plan}, and riverfront

' landowzgér survey 1_-esults;
o Wide distribution of the Draft Plan;

e Draft Plan review by town planning boards and

conservation commissions through regular publicly”

noticed meetings;-

i Booths at town fairs, articles in local and regional publica-

tions, numerous talks with citizens’ groups, and similar
outreach efforts suppleménted the above activities.

W
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[CHAPTER 2: REGIONAL SETTING AND RESOURCE ASSESSMENT SUMMARY [

This Chapier summarizes the physical characteristics of the wpper Merrimack River, as well as its buman cominunity context.
Hhis information is saken primarily from the NH Office of State Planning's Corridor Plan, Volume I Background Information.

REGIONAL SETTiNG

2.1

I'he Merrimack River watershed includes approximately
5,010 square miles in New Hampshire and Massachusetts.
I is che fourth largest watershed in New England, and the
largest in New Hampshire, covering apprOmeatély 3,800
syuare miles of the Granite State. The headwater stream of
the Merrimack is the Pemigewasset River which originates
in Franconia Notch State Park in the White Mountains of
north-central New Hampshire.

“The upper Metrimack River study segment extends fora total

of about 32 miles from the confluence of the Pemigewasset
and Winaipesaukee Rivers in Franklin to the Suncook River
confluence at the southern Pernbroke town line. This segment
is located in central New Hampshire, and includes parts of
seven communities—Franklin, Northfield, Boscawen, Can-
rerbury, Concord, Pembroke, and Bow.

2.2 GEOLOGY AND PHYSIOGRAPHY
The surface features of the study area are defined by the
crosive activity of the Merrimack River as it re-established
its course to the sea following the retreat of the last glacia-
rion approximarely 14,000 years ago. Immediately follow-
ing the retreat of the gladal ice, the Merrimack Valléy con-
sisted of a series of large glacial lakes. In New Hampshire
glacial lakes Merrimack {south) and Hooksett (north) cov-
cred-most or all of the study area, and deposited up 10 200
feet of deltaic sediments in“the valley. -

¢ is believed that these lakes e;iis-tcd for no more than 3,000- -

4,000 years before terrain uplifting to the north and breaching
of glacial debris dams released the river to once again carve its
way southward. For the pasi 10,000 years, the river has been
cutting down through these sediments, reaching metamorphic
bedrock at areas such as Sewall's Falls and Garvin’s Falls.

- ¢

These bedrock areas greatljf slow the downward cuitting of

- the river by stabilizing flow and gradient patterns; however,

the river’s erosive energy still finds an outlet through lareral
erosien and movement. This lateral erosivity is responsible

for the sinuous, meandering character of the river as found

above both Garvin's Falls and Sewall’s Falls. And t.hﬁ_* river is
still hydrologically active today, eroding land on the outside

of river bends and depaositing sediments on the insides.

The combination of downward cutting and lateral erosion
is responsible for the characrer of the river area as witnessed
today. The area is characterized by a resultant floodplain/
terrace topography, sinuous river channel, and scattered

axbow ponc[s caused by the shift'mg course of the river.

Thie soils of the river area are dominated by sandy and grav- -

elly glacial outwash soils of the Windsor-Hinckley-Sudbury
association and by floodplain soils of the Ondawa-Suncook-

Podunk association.
2.3 HYDROLOGIC CHARACTERISTICS

2.3-A GRADIENT

| The upper Merrimack exhibits a lger'lerally genile gradient

throughout the study area. Beginning in Franklin there are
several miles of gentle riffles punciuaced by pools of vary-
ing sizes. Through Boscawen the river’s gradient becomes
gentler with generally flat water and some quickwater con-
ditions, Upon entering Concord the river picks up speed as
it approaches Sewall’s Falls. There are about two miles of
fast water and light rapids in the vicinity.of the breached
Sewall’s Falls Dam, with a slightly steeper pitch at the poiﬁt
of the breached dam itself. The average gradient for this 20
miles of river is apl:;roxin'lately 1.6 feet per mile, falling from
260 ft. in Franklin to 228 ft. ar the base of Sewall’s Falls.
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Paét the dam, the river once again flattens at Sewall’s Island

and meanders into the center of Concord and beyond to the
Garvins Falls Dam in Bow. The average bed gradient berween

© Sewalls Fallsand ta:ilm;ers of Garvin's Falls {elevation 200 ft)

is approximately 3 feet per mile. Below the Garvin's Dam the
. river is flat once again through the remainder of the study
segment and beyond to the Hooksetc Dam.

_The Sewall’s Falls, Garvin’s Falls, and Hoaksett Dam sites

are all three parural Talls areas that atracted dam construc- |

tion. The natural pattern of flow through the entire study
area would be characterized as relatively flat water punciu-
ated by sudden drops at naturally occurring bedrock out-
crops. This p-attcm is now revealed in its natural state
through Sewall’s Falls since the breaching of the timber crib
dam ar thar site in 1984,

2.8 FLOW

As noted earlier, the Merrimack drains roughly 3,800 square

miles of watershed area, and is the largest river basin in the
' State. This watershed area generates an average flow of 7,300
cubic feet per second (cf5) of flow in Lowell, MA. The study

- segment begins in Franklin-where the Pernigewasset’s aver-

age 2,000 <fs join with the Winnipesdukee’s average 700
cfs to produce an initial average flow of 2,700 cfs. At Sewall’s
Falls in Concord, average discharge equals 4,000 cfs with

- theaddition of the Contoacook’s 1,250 cfs and several small

T el L g o LR i Lt T B T -u.r
Thé Winnipesavkee River in Franklin, just above the confluence.
The ball field in the foreground is an appropriate open space -

use of floadplain fands.

brooks. Below Garvin’s Falls, the Soucook River adds 113

' cfs for an'estimated average annual discharge at the borrom

of the study area equal to 4,113 cfs.

Because of the laige drainage area, the Merrimack gener-
ally retaing reasonable flow levels in summer months. Aver-
age summer low flows in Concord are estimated ro be 1,000

| cfs, with 600 cfs exceeded 99% of the time. Spring run-off

high flows are somewhat regulated by the presence of the

" Army Corps of Engineers’ Franklin Falls flood control struc-

ture which is managed to release 2 maximum 029,000 cfs.
The only dam on the study segment is Garvio’s Falls Dam
south of Concord. The Garvins Falls Dam is a hiydroelec-
tric generating starion {FERC #1893 NH) owned and op-
erated by Public Service Company of New Hampshire. It

‘aoperates in a generally run-of-the-river fashion, but does
cause some flucruations in upstream water levels. The dam
is 20 feet high at its highest point, and produces an anpual
average of 42,100 MWH. .

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s projecr
boundary for the Garvins Falls project extends upstieam
to a point just north of Sewall’s Island in Concord. PSNH'

s required to maintain 2 minimum release of 709 cfs be-
low the dam (or inflow if less than 709). -

The impoﬁndment created by the Hooksett Dam (also
FERC# 1893 NH) to the southi of the study segment im-
pacts the flow of the river nearly to the base of the Garvin's
Falls Dam {the extent of the project boundary). This dam
is also owned and operated by Public Service Company of
New Hampshire. Tt operates as a run-of-the-river facility,

_and alsé sewés to maintain water levels for cooling intakes
at the Merrimack Starion coal fired generating station in
Bow. The minimum flow requirernent for the Hooksett
Dam is 819 cfs. ' )

2.3-C WATER QUALITY - -

For IdecadE:s the Merrimack River, including the study ség-
ment, existed as one of the most polluted rivers in America.
Untreated industrial and municipal waste discharges
throughout the watershed rendered the river essentially life-

P
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| CHAPTER 2: REGIONAL SETTING AND RESOURCE ASSESSMENT SUMMARY |

less—a blight on the landscape that was to be avoided atall
vosts, Changing economic trends together with the pas-
sage of the Federal Warer Pollution Control Act of 1972
have led to a dramatic recovery for the Merrimack River.
Since 1972 neatly 500 million dollars of federal funds have
heen allocated coward the construction of municipal treat-

ment facilities in che Merrimack watershed. Local commu--

nities have spent nearly as much on collection systems.

In the study area, the Merrimack River is legislatively clas-
sified as a Class B river-—suitable for ﬁshing,.swimrning,
irrigation, an_cl, after adequate treatment, for drinking wa-
ter supply. According to the US Fish and Wildlife Service,
water quality no longer constitutes an impediment to
anadromous fish restoration in the Merrimack River. This
is despite che fact that the entire Merrimack, including the

study segment, remains very much a working river, with-

substantial demands upon its water reséurces. The Office
of Srare Planning Report documents 71 municipal waste

treatment plants which discharge into the Merrimack ba-

sin, and 141 industrial users that use the river for waste
assimilation or process water. Discharges inte the river musc
meet secondary treatment standards that are determined

by the physical and biclogical characteristics of the receiv-" |

ing waters.

Within the study area, the NH Department of Environ-
mental Services Water Resources Division documents 11
registered withdrawals and discharges into the Merrimack
Rivér {users must register with the DES if they use more
than 20,000 gallons of water per day). Of these 11, eight
ire wholly or primarily non-consumptive {(water is r:tumed
to the river) and three are co‘hsumptivc; all three consump-
thve uses are for agricultural irrigation. Of the cight non-

consumptive uses, three are municipal waste water treat-

maenc facilities, three industrial processing, one institutional,
it} one hydroelectric generation. '

Today's chreats to water qualicy on the Merrimack include:
apImetimes txic, djschérges from permicred facilities; nonpoint
snurce water polluiion threats from agricultural, residential,
itban run-off; road sals, etc.; sive specific problems such as

L]
combined sewer overflows (Penacook) and landfill leacheass.
Tiwo wastewater treatment plants in Concord have a toxic dis-
charge of total residual chlorine. This means that the amount‘_
of chiorine used to treat bacteria 1s high enough to creare a '
toxic discharge into the river. When new permits are issued

* for these facilicies a limit on the amount of chlorine will' be

included in the permit guidelines.

The Pemigewusset River in Franklin, just above the confluence fo
form the Merrimack. Trout fishing is popular in this skreich.
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[CHAPTER 3: ELIGIBILITY AND CLASSIFICATION FINDINGS |

Ve purpose of this chapter is to document National Park Service findings relative to: 1) the “ouistandingly remarkable” nanral and
¢tdtiral resovrce vahues associated with the Upper Merrimack River study segments; 2) the ‘free-flowing character” of study segments;
anel 3} proposed “classifications” under which eligible river segments could be included in the Natvional Wild and Scenic Rivers System.
These findings were presented in dvaft form as a part of the siudy process.

ELIGIBILITY AND
CLASSIFICATION CRITERIA

&

The subsections below describe the velevant eligibility and clas-
sification eriteria as set forth in the Wild and Scenic Rivers Acy
uad in the USDA/USDE Interagency Guidelines ﬁ}r Efz'gz'!?z'f—
It Classification, and Mamgem’em‘ of River Areas as pub-
Hibed in the Federal Register on Sepremée?‘ 7 1982

J.1-A CUTSTANDINGLY _
REMARKABLE VALUES

T be considered eligible for inclusion in the National Wild'

nnd Scenic Rivers System a river segment, together with its
adjacent lands, must support ene or more “outstandingly
temarkable” natural, cultural, or recreational resource val-
ugs. Such resource values must be directly related to, or
tlependant upon, the river. The “outstandingly remarkable”
threshold within the Act is designed o be interpreted
throuéh the professional judgement of the study team.

The descriptions below provide exampl(;s tohelp interpret
this “outstandingly remarkable” eligibility requisement.

Nationally Significant Resource Values

Resoutree values which are ationally significant clearly meet.

the “outstandingly remarkable” threshold. A nationally sig-
nificant resource would be rare or exemplary at a national
scale. For example, a recreational boating experience which
draws visitors from all over the nation would qualify as a

nationally significant.recreational resource. -

Regionally Significant Resource Values _
Based upon the desirability of protecting a regional dlver-
sity of rivers through the nacional system, a river segment
|TlZ£y qualify ba.sed on reg.ional[y rare€ or E’xemplar}f ICRONICe
values. For example, a river segment which supports wild-
life populations rare or endangered within a given region

{New England or New Hampshire in this case} can qualify
even if that population may not have clear “national” sig-

nificance.

Resource Values Significant in Aggregate
A river may qualify for a given resource value based upon
an aggregate of important values, no one of which would
confer eligibi]ity standing alone. For example, a series of
unusual and distinctive river-related geologic features may- -
together qualify a segment ag exhibiting an “outstanc_iingly
remarkable peologic resource value” even though no one

element meets El’le C!’Itﬂflﬂ. alone.

3.1-B FREE-FLOWING
The Wild and Scenic Rivers System 1s designed ro protect
only “free-flowing” rivers and streams that support qualify'-

. ing resource value(s). The Act’s definition of “free-flowing”

varics somewhat depending upon the potential ‘classifica--
tion of the river area under consideration. Porential “Wild”
and “Scenic” river segments must exhibit essentially natu-
ral strearn channels and may not be dammed or impounded.
“Recreational” river segments may be more impacted by
channel alterations and may include “some existing im-
poundments, diversions, and other modifications of the
waterway,” as long as the river remains ‘I‘gencrally naturaf

and riverine in appeasance.”

3.1-C CLASSIFICATION CRITERIA

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act requires that all eligible or .
dcsignactd river segments be classified as Wild, Scente, or

| Recreational, These classifications are based solely on the
_amount of human impact present at the timie of classifica-

tion. The Act defines them as follows.
_ -
e VWild river areas— Those rivers or sections of rivers
that are free of impotundments and generally inac-
cessible except by traiIL, with watersheds ot shorelines

A




3.2

This subsection describes the outstanding natural and cultural
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essentially primitive and waters unpollured. These
represent vestiges of primitive America,

Scenic river areas— Those rivers or sections of rivers
thar are free of impoundments, with shorelines or
watersheds still largely primitive and shorelines largely
undeveloped, but accessible in places by roads.

Recreational river areas—Those ri\iers or sections of
rivers that are readily accessible by road or railroad,
thar may have some development along their shore-
lines, and that may have undergone some impound-

ment or diversion in the past.

OQUTSTANDINGLY REMARKABLE
RESQOURCES

i

values supporeed by the Uppér Merrimack River through the
study area. Not all river reaches in the study area suppors all

nited outstanding values, but theve is no stretch of river which

does not contribute 1o the viability of the whole,

L

3.2-A RECREATION

Scenery - .

. The Upper Merrimack River is characterized by a remark-

able diversity of scenery including expansive agricultural
lands, dense upland forest cover, floodplain forests, high
and low sand bluffs, exposed bedrock, and historic stractures,

_ Each of these contributes to the overall scenic value and ap--

pealing scenic diversity of the river, Overall, the river is re-
markably undeveloped and “natural” in feel and appearance.

In travelling on the river between Franklin and center Con-
cord, one encounters only a handful of wigible residences.
The only other man-made intrusicns are three bridge cross-
ings, the remnanrs of the Sewall’s Falls Dam and its apput-
tenant srructures, agricultural activities, and the towering
steeple of the First Congregational Chusch in Boscawen.

Through the center of Concord itself, the river remains
remarkably natural in appearance. A wide and scenic flood-
plain forest buffers che west side of the river berween the I-
93 crossing and the Louden Rd. bridge, while the east side
of the river is occupied by high bluffs and the protected
lands of the Mernmack River Qurdoor Education and Con-

servation Area.

Lo ; :
The presence of substantiol institutional and public lands along
the Merrimack is importoni to the rver’s profection and public
access. g
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‘Asone approaches the Louden Rd. bridge the wooded buff-

A=

\ces. vy thin and views of the City are opened up on the west,
055 i is opening is brief before one returns to agriculoural fields
sur- F untheeastand wooded open space to the west. Just before
ring reichiiig the end of the upper portion of the study segment

. - atthe Manchcster Street bridge, the fields on the east give
wiy 1o 'a high bluff followed by Terrill Park which extends

1ins la the bridge. .
| od- N
el Helow the Garvin's Falls Dam the study segment picks up
side é dygain with wooded and undeveloped conditions again pre-
red viling, There are only a couple of primitive cabins and
| on- residences near the river in this area. These conditions pre-
viril throughout the rest of the study segment (Suncook River

vonfluence) on the eastern shore of the river in Pembroke.
1% the west.{Bow), this character is broken near the end of
the study segment by the substantial presence of the coal

tied by Public Service Company of New Hampshire:

A survey of river recreationists done in 1988 found that
secnic beauty, undeveloped character, and the enjoyment
ul nature and the ourdoors were the most important at-

(ributes to people using the river.

Instream Recreation
T'he Upper Merrimack exhibits outstandmg instream rec-
ieational values and characteristics. The river has high wa-
ter quality, numerous public and private access sites, and a
viriety of deep pools-and riffle areas. The rivers lack of
reacherous rapids take it ideal for family oriented out-
door appreciation. These characteristics combine with out-
stunding scenery and an undeveloped character to create
at ideal environment for fishing, boating, and swimming.
‘Flie rivers size and flow characteristics make it suitable for
these activities through all seasons—the river is boarable,
swimmable,.and fishable even in August low flow condi-

thans. This is an unusual and very important aspect of the

wireems of the region have long since been unboatable and
unlishable due to low flows, the Merrlmack is still sup port-

g these activities.

fired Merrimack Stacion electrical generating plant oper--

river's instream recreational value. When other rivers and -

[[CHAPTER 3: ELIGIBILITY AND CLASSIFICATION EINDINGS |

1

The OSP report lists nineteen publicly used boat accesses
between Franklin and Garvin’s Falls Dam, and there are
three more in Pembroke and Bow below this point. These
accesses range from publicly owned and maintained con-
crete ramp facilities to mere paths ro-the riverbank suieable
only for canoe or kayak launches by the sure-footed. This
mix of facilities provides exeellent.access at an appropriate

scale to accommodate present demand.

‘There is one canoe livery and rental service on the study

segment. This operation has become steadily more popular
sinoe its opening in 1986, Trips range from several houss to
overmght two day excursions. Campmg is popular along
beaches and islands thmugh Canterbury, Boscawen, and
Concord, and to some extent in Bow. There are numerous
deep holes for swimming, and pleasant beaches and banks
tor picnicking, and sunning. The popularity of non-mo-
torized boating on the segmeént above Sewall’s Falls will un-
doubtedly continue to increase. This upperstrecch has oo
many shallow areas o be well suited for mogorized rec-
reation, though some does occur in higher water and in

'} isolated stretches. The quality, length and long season of

this boating segment makes it one of the best family-
oriented river recreation oppaortunities in New England.

' These values are reflected in the results of a comparative analy-

sis performed to determine the relative significance of the

non-matorized boating epportunity on the upper Merrimack.

Twenty-five well kaown boating river segments in New
Hampshire, Vermont, and Maine were reviewed by a team
of experts, and were raged in the following categories: length
of season; flow; character; scenery; access; level of use;lasso-
ciated o pportunities; and camping opportunities. The
Merrimack between Franklin and Concord rated fifth over
all behind two segments of thé-Androscoggiﬂ, and one seg-
ment each of the PcmigeWassét, Saco, and White (VT). The
study segment between Concord and Hooksett rated fif-
teenth, reflecting the higher use of this area for motorized
recreation. The compfctc results and ‘methods for the com-

paratjve analysis are contained in Appendix C.
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Motorized boating is populaf:beiow the Sewall’s Falls area,
and continues to be so through the remainder of the study
area. Boat ramps suitable for the launching ‘of powerboats

occur in Concord at the NH Technical Instirure and in Bow

ar PSNH’s recreation facility, The Merrimack County boat

launch in Boscawen is also suirable, theugi the water condi-

_tions in this area are generally unsuited to motorized use.

The river is regionally noted as both a bass and trout fish-
ery. The area around Sewall’s Falls is noted for producing
large trout throughout the summer season. The river’s large
size’ and flow in this area, together with the steeper, riffly
gradient, serves to maintin adequate flows and oxygen-
ation, and, at the same time; places plenty of habitar near
the center of the river out of the reach of share anglers—
thereby assuring that wour will have safe holding habitar.

The existing fishery has the potential 1o be greatly enhanced
through the Atantic salmon restoration program. The New
Hampshire Fish and Game Deparument has identfied seven
priority areas along the mainstern Merrimack where angling
opportunity and success will be maximized—four of the seven
are located along the Upper Merrirnack study segment. Cur-
rent plans call for stocking of excess adult salmon into the
Merrimack River in these prime areas beginning it 1993, pro-
viding anglers a glimpse of whar the future may hold.

Smallmouth Bass fishing is the most popular noa-salmo-
nid fishery in the upper Merrimack, though the oxbow
ponds and some areas of the mainstem are also noted for
largemouth bass and pickerel. The most concentrated use
appears t occur in Concord below Sewall’s Falls but nearly

the enire segment is utlltzed

Shorebank Recreation _
The scenic and recreational assets of the Merrimack have
been well recognized by the communities along the river,
as well as the State. Each of the seven communiries has at
least one riverfront park area, as well as river access of some
type. Examples include municipal riverfront packs inCan-
terbury, Boscawen, Concord, and Pembroke, In Franklin,

a series of riverfront trails follow the river’s west bank along

One of numerous local conservation and recreaiion areas a!ong
the upper Merrimack. This areais in Conferbury

5 ’ ’ . ]
public land. In Bow, PSNH maintains an access site and
recreational area for that town’s residents.

-The State of New Hampshire, in partnership with local
‘and federal organizations, is”currently developing che

Sewall’s Falls Multiple Use Recreation Area on a large tract
of riverfront land surrounding che Sewall’s Falls Dam site.
This area will be a regionally significant recréational attrac-
tion; including ﬁﬂl'facﬂifties for ha.ndicappéd enjoyment.

Also.at the state level, the Uppei' Merrimack has been cho-
sen -By thé State Legislature as the pathway for the New
Hampshire Heritage Trail - a 230 mile trail designed to
“tell che continuing story of the State’s history, natural re-
sources, culture, and, economy.” This effort is dependant
upon the Merrimack River cortidor for success, and is clearly
a recreational project of State and regional signiﬁca.ncc‘
Another regionally significant feature of the Upper
Merrimack River is the presence of the Merrimack River
Outdoor Education”and Conservation Area in Coricord,
Owned and operated by the Sociery for the Protection of
New Hampshire Forests, this center is regionally signifi-
cant for recreation and ourdoor education,

Geo gmpf]zc Location
The outstan ding recreational attibutes of the Upper Merrimack
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wvancing of early rail and mill development af the junction with
i ontoacook River : .

st all the more noteworthy given its geographic locarion. The
sinent flows right through the-middle of the State’s capitol
vity, Concord. Also on the study segmenct is another regional
juprilation center, Prankiin. The State’s largest City, Manches- -
12, iy less thai twenty minutes away by car, and Boston is roughly
Y1) minutes. This segment of the Merrimack has potential to be
ati extremely significant recreational asset to all of these popula-
tion centers, and already is for some.

3 2B WILDLIFE

Tlle rwc
' _ﬂ,ﬂd forc

Bald Eagles N
‘I'he Merrimack River is one of five recognized bald eagle
{Elaliacerys leucocephalus) wintering habitar areas in the
#fe of New Hampshire, and ranks as the state’s second
awt pilized eagle wintering habitar after Great Bay. While
the greater proportion of eagle activity on the Merrimack
mewrs downriver from the study area, significant activity
wit citew ar the head of the river in Franklin, in the Canter-

huiry/Boscawen/Concord area near the mouth of the

Contoocook River, from Sewall’s Falls to Bow Mills, and
from the Garvin's Falls Dam to the backwarers of the

Hooksett impoundment.

New Hampshires eagle wintering areas provide critical habitar
for eagles from Majne, Cangda, and or_ber partsof the northeast
region. Suitable wintering habitat areas are deemed to be a criti-
cal limicing factor in the recovery of the regional populatlon. '
"The undeveloped shorelines of the upper Merrimack may
also one day prove a suitable nesting greunds for New
Hampshire’s céglc population. In'198% asingle nesting pair
of bald eagles returned to Lake Umbagog in New Hamp-
shire after-a forty year absence. Since 1989, this pair has
remained NH’s only nesting pair of bald eagles.

The bald eagle is listed as an endangered species by both
the federal government and che State of New Hampshire.

Waterfowl,
The upper Merrimack’s undeveloped shorelines and oxbow
ponds provide excellent habitat for migrating and breeding

“warterfowl. Canada Goose, Snow Goose, American Black

Duck, Mallard, Blue-winged Teal, Wood Duck, Ring-neck
Duck, Common Golden-eye, Hooded Merganser, and
Common Merganser are the most commonly encountered
migrants. Breeding species include American Black Duck,
Maliard, Wood Duck, and Hooded Mérganse:s_. Riversec-
tions, which rcr_néin open during the winter months sup-
port wintering populations of Canada Geese, American
Black Ducks, Mallards, Commeon Golden-eyes, and

Hooded and Common mergansers.

Bank Nesring Avians ,
A no]_:c\f\-for-thy fearure of the upper Merrimack is its excellent
habigat for Bank and Northern R{:;ugh—winge& swallows and
the Belted Kingfisher, which excavate nesting burrows in
the vertical faces of sand banks along the river. Bank Swal- -
low nesting cavirties are a conspicuous feature of the river. |

Deer Wnterxng Areds
The NH Fish and Gatne Deparcment’ has mapped three
deer wintering areas adjacent to the study segment. These




" gered wildlife species of known or-potential occurrence in
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areas provide critical sheltering habirat during periods of
high biological stress in winter, and are important for the
health of the regional deer population. ' ‘

Neotropical Migrants The Merrimack Rivervalley is a major
travel corridor for neotropical migrant birds, many of which
are undergoing significant population deelines. More than 50
species of neotropical migrants use the river ds a'travel corri-
dor in Spring and Fall, feeding and resting in a variety of habi-
tats. The abundance of insects associated with aquatic habi-
tats and the diversity of fruit and berry producing plants on
rich; moist bottomland soils provide cricical resources to sus-
tain smalll birds on fong distance migrations. -

Other Threatened or Endangered Wildlife Spm;e.r
There are 12 state or federally listed threatened or endan-

the upper Merrimack corridor, In addition to the Bald Eagle,
three regularly use the river and its oxbows during migra-
tion. Migrating Ospreys use the Merrimack as 2 major travel
corridor, and individuals frequently spend several days rest-
ing and fshing on various stretches within the study area
en route to and from more northern breeding grounds. Pied-
billed Grebes use stow stretches of the river and deeper back-
waters during migration, and may occasionally nest on as-
sociated wetlands supporting open water and extensive
emergent vegetation. Common Njghthawks-follow the river
corridor during migration, feeding on. the flying adults of
various aquatic insects. Individuals from nesting popula-
tions in Franklin, Penacook, and Concord also forage on
the river during}he breeding season.

Anadyomous Fish _
Modern anadromous fish restoration efforts formaltly be-
gan on the Merrimack River in 1969 following passage of
the Anadromous Fish Conservation Act of 1965 which
made restoration of anadromous fish stocks a national pri-
ority. The Merrimack is one of three river basins in New

" England in which anadromous fish restoration has been

embarked upon as a full scale federal-state cooperative with
private and public partnerships. Together, three federal agen-
cies (the US Fish and Wildlife Service, National Marine
Fisheries Service, US Forest Service} and the states of Mas-
sachusetts and New Hampshire have spent over 13 million
dollars on the effort through 1992. This figure has been at
least matched by the private sector, principally through: the
construction of fish passage facilities on mainstem dams.

Anadromous fish species under restoration include the river
herzring, American shad, and Adantic salmon. Impassable
darns, pollution, and overfishing all contributed t6 a dras-
tic reduction (elimination, in the case of salmon) in fish
runs during the last century. Today, annual counts of re-
turning fish at fish passage facilivics on the Mertimack Rivei,
such as the Essex Dam in Lawrence Massachusetts, are

marking the retuen of these sea-run fish.

The marquis species-under restoration is the Atlantic
salmon. The program’s overall goal for Adantic salmon is:

To restore the Atlantic salmon resource to a level of
optimal utilization of the existing habi-i;a}: in the
Merrimack River basin for public benefic (Merrimack
River Policy and Technical Committée, 1990). -

The upper Merrimack is critical to the success of this res-
toration since fish must pass through this area to reach the
Pemigewasset River and its pristine spawning habirar ar-

. eas. The NH Fish and Game Department has identified

seven priority habirat reaches on the Merrimack where fish -
will be expected to eéngregate on the way toward their
ancestral spawning grounds. These are critical holding and
resting areas which will also be prime fishing areas. Four of

these aréas are located on the upper Merrimack study seg-

5
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i ar,and the most critical habitac area is located in the
“owall’s Falls area,

I storic Sewall’s Fofls_breached dom on the Merrimack River
m 1 oncord. A proposal fo build a lorger dam downsiream of
thia ate threatened Anadromous fish plans, agricullure, historic
uinel archealogic sites.

the seven major dams which impound the Merrimack River.
"Fis dawe, [acilities have been installed ar the three most down-
g dams—the Essex and Pawtucker dams in. Lawrence

Muauchester, New Hampshire—enabling returning salmon to
el part way uprive}. Construction of fish passage at the four
i sinuining upstream dams will be triggered by increasing re-
s of fish ar downstream locations. Hoolsett and Garvin's
i dams will have passage facilities constructed based upon

3 1lweshold of returning American Shad.

ftnoration efforts depend upon providing fish passage through

ginl Lowell, Massachusetts, and the Amoskeag dam in -
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The rable below details the return rate of Atlantic Salmon
and American Shad to the Merrimack River basin. The fish
were ca;}turec[ and counted at the Essex Dam in Lawrence,
Massachusetts. In 1991, a record 332 adule salmon were -
captured at the Essex Dam during the fish passage season.

. Although this number is less than the number of fish tal-

lied on the Penobscot and Connecticut Rivers during the
same year; it represents significant progress over the 23 re-
turning fish captured on the Merrimack in 1982.

f’rospects for the success of the restoration program have
received a boost from a recently enacted moratorium on
commercial salmon harvesting in Newfoundland and a
government-sponsored fisherman buyout p'rogram being
'implemented in Labrador. Greenland, alse noting serious
declines in salmon populations, is reportedly considering
protective measures as well. In addition, ongoing fish cul-
tural research relative to hatchery rearing techniques, dier,
disease prevention, and genetics, holds out the promise of

improved salmon stock.

Ultimately, the goal of the Merrimack River Anadromous Fish

Restoration Program is to have some 3,000 adult Adantic
salmon returning to the Merrimack River basin each year.to
complete their life cycle in the waters of the Pemigewasset
River and its tributades. Stocked fish would augment this
number and, south of Ayers Island dam, provide s'port‘to 2
public eager for the retuen of this prized gamefish.

o 84

:}ﬁjt:lr No. of Salmon No. of Shad . Yaar No..of Salmon No. Of_Sl';Cld

Yoz 23 | 1990 ‘248 6,013

i 3 114 5,629 1991 331 16,008

Lo 115 5,597 1992 199 20,796

e 213 12,793 1993 61 8,399

EU 103 - 18,173 1994, 2 ‘ 4,349

jm7 139 " 16,909 1995 s 13,857

[1sn 65 12,356 1996 76 . 11,322
7,875 1997 o 22,586

-
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Residens Fish
- The Upper Merrimack River isa teglonal[y recognized sport
*fishery for both Smallmouth Bass and Rainbow, and Brown

Trout. The Sewall’s Falls area is particulacly noted trour habi--

" @ In addicion, the cuc-off river meanders are very popu-
lar and productive fisheries for Smallmouth Bass, Large-
mouth Bass, Pickerel, and Bullhead. The excellent access
available on the Upper Merrimack combines with the qual-
ity and diversity of the fishery to produce a heavily used
recreational fishery. This fishery is enjoyed by shorebank
anglers, canoers, and power boat {(below Sewall’s Falls) fish-
ermen alike. In addition, the extremely diverse habitat of
the Upper Merrimack combines wich its high, class B wa-
ter qualicy to suppbrt a reporced 27 species of resident fish.
In order to ascertain the regional significance of chese and
other attributes of the upper Merrimacls resident fish re-
source, a comparatwe study was conducted. Fifey-three New
Hampshire rivers or river segments rated as “highly signifi-
cant” for inland fisheries by a 1983 New Hampshire Rivers
‘Center Study were used for the comparative analysis. Fx-

. plicit criteria used to evaluate the resource included seruc-
tural habitat quality, diversity and value of spécies, popila-
rions of species, narural reproduction, size and vigor of fish,
quéliry of aesthetic experience, level of use, and access. Each
river segment was rated for each criterion on a scale from 1
to 4, with 1 indicating that the value in question was largely
insignificant in the context of the region and 4 indicating
tha the particular value was present to an outstanding de-
gree. The survey team that completed the questiopnaires
was comprised of experts from the U.S. Fish & Wildlife
Service; New Hampshire Depattment of Fish & Game, New
Hampshire Wildlife Federation, Trout Unlimited, and die
Pemigewasset Fish & Game Club.

" The resulss of the comparative analysis (see Appendix C) rank the

upper Merrimack as the number one resident  fish resource of New

Hampshire, ranking at or near the top in all categories.

L

| Common elliptio
 Triangle floater

Eastern floater

A quiet morning on the River,

Aqmrzr Re:ources

During the surnmer of 1992, the US Fish and Wlldhfe Ser-
vice and NH Fish and Game Department conducted a lim-
ited field survey of the portion of the upper Merrimack in
Boscawen/Canterbury and Concord. The purpose of the sur-
vey was to Jook for freshwater mussel species, in pamcular
the Brook Floater {(Alasmiidonta varicosa)—a State Endan-
gered Species and federal candidate for endangered listing,

The survey revealed highly significant mussel beds through-
out the area. These beds support at least six species of fresh-
water mussel, including the Brook Floater. Currently, more
extensive field surveys are being planned for the 93 field
season to further document the quality, dwersxty, and dis-
tribution of the mussel habirat.

‘Mussel Species of Known Occurrence in the Upper

Merrimack River

Common Name Larin Name

< Eltiprio comj!amta
Lampsilis radiara
Alasmidonta undulata '
Strophitus undulatus
Anodonta cateracta

Bastern lampmussel
Squawfoot

Brook floater Alzsmzdonta varicosa

{senree: Nr.-'w Hampshire Natural Heritage fnvmn-ag;)

- &
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i 2 CULTURAL RESCURCES

Ity Historic and archaeologic information summarized in this

v N is é'_zfsm' on reports prepared by the NH Division of
I ingurical Resources for the National Pavk Service and NH
Wive of State Planning. :

Ha mj_:_shir_e
rapionally ug

|t upper Merrimack River has been a focal point for setele-
ient and habitarion for at least 10,000 years. The river
* ¢ orrider contains 4 vast and diverse historical record which
BN at least chree prchi:storic 'pcriods {Archaic, Woedland,
~ gl Conract) and nearly 400 years of modern historical
] I,l £ V[‘l(}l.’}l"ﬂﬂﬂt. The relatiycly undeveioped nacure Ofthe COr-
fidar, combined with the nature of the development which
han wwcurred, has presewcd this rich historic and pre—hlsd
Tt ar Lhacologlc record to an unusual degree.

Tlie discussion below hits only a few highlights of this rich
fimtory.

Pre-Historic Archaeologic
Hevew! archaeological sites of known importance have been
wentigated and documented along the'upper Merrimack,
= b, necording to the New "I-I-ampshi;c_Division of His-
tiunl Resources, these have only scratched the surface of
. what is believed to exist. According to statements of the-
: flivisjon’s Director, these archaeological resources could be
- il (lnest in New England. |
Thie carliest Native American habitants of the-upper
Merrimacle were drawn ro the area principally by its anadro-
mimis fishery and its natural status as a transportation and
sumniunications cotridor. Sites along the upper Merrimack
hisig this era date back almost 10,000 years to the early
A laic period, and are concentrared ac river falls -areas

L

(Sewall’s Falls, Turkey River Fails, Garvin’s Falls), and at
confluence points of major tribucaries {origin in Franklin,
Contoocook River, Soucook River, and Suncook River).
These areas represent heavi!}; and repeatedly used sites for
encampménts and seasonal outposts for the region’s migra-

tory Indian population.

Later, during the Woodland Period (3,000 - 400 years be-
fore present), as Native American populations formed maore
permanent settlements, the ﬁpper Mcrrimacl_{ C_Ontiliued_
to be a focal point. Its figheries remained important, but

_were complemented by its rich bottomland soils ideal for

émerging subsistence cultivarion patterns. The broad flood-
plain areas of present-day Concord, Boscawen, and Can-
terbury, in particular, provided a basis for the development
of permanent Indian sectlements in the region. The
archaeologic record from this period is extensive along the

Merrimack. Several rich sites have been discovered and in-

vestigated, including the Beaver Meadow site and the New

-Hampshire Technical Institute site. The vast majority of

this record, however, remains unexplored.

During the Contact Period (contact with Eutopean colo-
nial sectlers) in the _early 1600%, colenial traders and, later,
settlers encountered well established American Indidn tribal
sertlements. These settlements were principalty components
of the Penacook Confederacy headed by Chief Passaconaway
whose principal village and three forts were located in
Concord. The name “Penacook” means “the crooked place,”
and reflects the dependence of the Indian inhabitants upon
the broad interyales of the Merrtmack River. This is a rich

" period in the history of the region, but one with compara-

tively few known surviving archaeologic remains due to the
brevity of the Period and the 5w1ftncss with, thCh Colomal
settlements overtook the region.

Historic

- The QSP report contains a pardial listing of known histori-

cal sites berween Pranklin and Garvin's Falls, including
numerous colonial farmsteads (including Daniel Webster's

experimental farm), two historic dams, canal works, an

indian fort, three historic residential districts, three historic

%

i
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bridges, two factofyf manufacturing areas, and 2 railroad.
This is only a partial listing of better documented sites taken
from the more extensive materials supplied by the Division
of Historical Resources. Below (Garvin's Falis, the Division
of Historical Resources has documented ﬁo_tcd brickyards,
the Bow canal, the Suncook Branch of the Concord and
Montreal Railroad, early facmsgeads, the Londonderry and
Chester Turnpikes, and ‘the many sites in the village of |
Suncook. These specific sites are remnants of a rich history
which surrounded the dv:vclc:pmént of the Merrimack River
as a backbone for the State of New Hampshire.

Colonial settlers and traders were attracted to the region of
the upper Merrimack for the same reasons that Native

. American sextlements thrived—as a trading and agricul-

tural center, and for its anadromous fisheries. Between 1630

‘and roughly 1680, colonial influence grew to the peint that

the Penacook Indians were permanently driven from the
valley. By the casly 1700’s, the remaining conflicts with the
Indians had been completed, and the desirability of the
area for permanent sewilement lead both New Hampshire
and Massachusetts to claim the area as their own, This dual
claim lasted until 1740 by which time the established settle-

~ments of the Scotch-Irish, including a 1725 fortin present-

day Concord, had secured the area for New Hampshice.

Thecolonial serdements along the river in Concord; Boscawen,

and Canterbury gained quick prominence as some of the most
productive farming communiries in the state due to the rich

agricultural lands associated with the fertile floodplain. To te-

flecr this, Concord and Boscawen developed along similar lines,
with villages established on high ground overlooking the agei-
culeural floodplain and river, a pareern still clearly visible fo-
day in the historic districts of both commuaities. '

By the time of the American Revolution Concord was well
established as a trading center as well, with regular ferry
service established at key points along the river. At this point,

the river also servéd to transport logs from as far north as

the White Mountains to the mills at Lowell. This use of |
the river was augmented by ‘the construction of the
Middlesex Canal completed in 1814 to connect Concord

to Boston. This canal system solidified Concord’s impor-
tance as a center of commerce for the entire region, and
fostered the construction of private trnpikes connecting
to Portsmouth, the Connecticut River valley and Vermont,
and southern New Hampshire and Massachusetts.

In the mid-1800’s, the railroad began to replace the canal
as the principal route for transportation and commerce. By

1846, the Northern Railroad had reached all the way to_
Franklin, causing that <ity to blossom as a manufacturing

center whose mills were powered by the waters of the

Winnepesaukee and Pemigewasset Rivers just above their

confluende, During the mid and late 1800’s, Franklin be- _
came one of the region’s. most important manufacturing

centers, known for the manufacture of knitting machines,

hosiery, woolens, and paper. Similarly, the village of
Penacook thrived as a manufacturing center from the com-

bination of rail service and water power at the mouth of its

tributary to the Merrimack—the Cenroocook River.

Concord itself never supported this sort of riverfront manu-
facture, though more than one attempt was made at Sewall’s
Falls. In 1893 the Concotd Land and Water Power Com-
pany buile the world’s largest timbei-crib-dam at Sewall’s
Falls on the Merrimack River. The dam was to be the cen-
terpiece for a grand complex of development ‘that would
have created another distince village within Concord. These
plans never materialized, but the dam did provide much of

| the power for Concord’s furure development, including elec-

uric trolley and street lights, and domestic electric service.
. -! : :

Agriculiure
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e apriculrural resources of the upper Merrimack River val-
Iy have been a major defining characteristic of the region’s
- -'_||-I|urc and economy for thousands of years, daring to the
Native American setdements of the Woodland Period. It was
1his productive bottomland agticulture which enabled the
feuncook Indians to thrive in stable communities, cultivating
wich traditional foods as corn (maize}, squash and pumpkins.

{1 was chis agricuttural land which attracted Furopean serders
i defined the development, productivity, and reputation of
the region during colonial times. Many of the most impor-
vint historic and culeural sites along the river reflect this agri-
+ tural heritage. In Concord and Boscawen historic discricts
ywerlook the agricultural floodplain as a reminder of this heri-
tape. Concord’s Horseshoe Pond agriculural area has been
vontinueusly cultivated since chart era, and has been protected
thvough easement to remain a permanent tibute to this heri- |
tae. In Franklin, the home and experimental farm of one of

New Hampshire’s most famous statesman, Dariel Wehster, is

locnted dlong the river, and is stll in cultivatdon today: This

wlte is a National Historic Landmark.

! h(' ﬂncu#urcf lands along the Merrimack are cfosefy rred o
ihis 1agions fistory end cuflure. , :

fAnd today, agricultuse along the Merrimack River contin-
I 1o be a major and dcﬁning characreristic of the 1'egicﬂ’s
subtire and economy. The Merrimack River Valley is one of
[ recognized agricultural centers in thels'tatc‘ Over 1,500
# res of nationally designated “prime” agricultural soils are

sufrencly ur‘ldcr cultivation along the study segment.

“these vistas. -

" Another 600 plus acres are recognized as being of starewide

agricultural i_rﬁporta_ncc‘ The soils which form the basis of
these productive lands were deposited by the river over geo-
logic time, and maost are found within the rivers present-
day floodplain. The retenrion of such productive farmlands
has been recognized as 2 national, state, and local priority

for cultural economic, and ppen space reasors.

The open space value of these fands, and the s¢enic diversity -

I they afford are likewtse a cricical element of the character of

the river and the comimunirigs through which it fiows. In sev-

_ eral plgces roads arid bridge crossings afford splendid views of

the corridor. Open farmlands often create these views, and
provide important visual diversity and culwural distinciion to

.

3..2--E GEQLOGIC AND NATURAL
' FEATURES

The surficial geology of the present day upper Merrimack
River is the result of thousands of years of dynamic fluvial
processes that have shaped the valley since the retréat of the
last glacial period approximately 14,000 years ago. Follow- -
ing the retreat of the glacier, the study area would have

"been subtherged bencath glacial lake Hooksett for several

thousands of years, during which vist sediments accumu- |
lated in seasonal layers at lake’s bottom. Qver the ten thou-
sand years since the disappearance of the glacial lakes, the
Merrimack has cut its way through the accumulated sedi-
ments in a shifting and meandering process which has pro-

" duced the river bluff and river terrace characteristics of the

present day upper Merrimack,

These bluffs, terraces, and floodplains support a number of
geologic and natural features unique to New Hampshire and
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exernplary within the New England region. These are features
associated with and limited to dynamic fluvial landforms.

New England Dry Sandy Riverbluff Opening
Community (G351) _ }
Characterized by gray and white birch, wand bush clover,
little blue stem, and occurrences of rare wild lupine, this
community Is found on high, stéep, sandy riverbluffs sub-
jected to erosion and undercutting, The occurrences along
the upper Merrimack are the only stable communities in

New Hampshir&.

New Engf'amf Infand Dune Community (G251)
Blue stem, fall witchgrass, jointweed, gray birch and rare
burgrass characterize this community found on shifting and

 recently stabilized sand dunes, The Canterbury occurrence -

of this community is the only one in New Hampshire, and
may be the only occurrence in New England.

Floodplain Forest
These are bottomland communities found on alluvial soils
of la_rgc rivers. Flood rolerant silver maples, box elders, and
ostrich ferns characterize this community found in numer-

. ous substantial stands along the study corridor. This is a
- regionally rare forest‘community type known to exist in

large tracts along only one other river in New Hampshire—

the Connecticut,

Jmporfonr remnant Hoodpfam forest areas are sr:an‘ered ofong
the river.

4

Oxbow Ponds
The recent surficial geology of the upper Merrimack has
produced several notable occurrences of this regioﬁaliy rare
riverine feature. The fact that such a large river has remained
in natural enough condition to allow for the contnued
observance of this dynamic fluvial précess is a unique and
important feature of the scudy corridor. The oxbow ponds
provide distinct ecological habitat, and are large enough o
represent significant recreational, wildlife, and fish resources.
Fxposed Varved Glaciat Deposits
These represent the undisturbed record -of sediment deposi-
tion at the bottom of glacial lake Hooksett thousands of years
ago. Exposed occurrences of this glacial record are extremely

‘rare, and offer an invsluable_ research and educational oppor-

tunity. The occurrences along the upper Merrimack in
Boscawen, Canterbury, and Concord may be the best such
record in the state,

In addition to che features noted above, at least three addi-
tional communities deserve some mention. The largest and
best occurrence in New Ham'pshire {probably New England
as well) of New England Pitch Pine/ Scrub Ouk Barrens
(G2G351) is located berween the Soucook and Merrimack
Rivers in Concord. This community, known as the Con-

cord Pine Barrens is highly significant, bus its relationship

to the river is less direct than those listed above. In addi-
tion, occurrences of rare Acidic Riverside Seep Community

} | may occur along the river in a significant way, but this has

not been adequarely documented, Occurrences of the rela-
tively common Mesic Riverbluff Forest Community are also
important along the river for their wildlife habitar value.

3.3 FREE:FLOW”*IG

DETERMINATION
This subscction describes the free-flowing condition gf portions
of the siudy segment. Only portions found to be free-flowing
azccardmg to the act’s definition can be found efzgzéfe for Wild
and Scenic designation.
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 FREE-FLOWING

- Bdae hewer Seae

i

pirvrns Palls Dam:

andhester St to

NOT FREE-FLOWING
: Eiarvins Falls o -

ook River: .. NOT FREE-FLOWING

Fhwie ate no dams between the upper Merrimack’s origin at
He  onfluence of the Pemigewasset and Winnipesaukee Riv-
fa i1 litannklin and the Garvin's Fall's Dam in Bow. The only

je riperap below Sewall’s falls in Concord (near the state
st lunds, the Department of Transportation overlook, I-
13 and ncar Terrill Park). In addition, there are the abuc-
fimiva of past and present highway and railroad bridges.

Jiraximately the lower eight miles of this segment fall
#iliin the project boundary for the Garvin's Falls Hydro-
zettlc Project (FERC #1893 NH), extending from the
n il|)5[.rcam to a point just north of Sewall’s Island: This
Iw head hydroelectric dam operated in 2 predomi-
@ty run of the tiver fashion, with a very limited abilicy
§ hald wacer for peaking operation. The influence of this
i s minimal to the character of the river. The river flows
iki obvious current, and remains riverine in appearance
the majotity of the eight miles. As one nears the Garvins
lli Dam che impace of the structure begins to become
Jent, with some moderare water level fluctuations and
ifle evidence of impoundment, -
etermining the influence of the Garviz's Falls project on
jhe "frec-flowing” character of the river, it is necessary to re-
i 6 the language and intent of the Wild and Scenic Rivers
1. Under the “recreational” classification in the Wild and
i Itivers Act an eligible river segment “... may have un-
e some impoundment or diversion in the past.” This
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Eligibility, Classiﬁcaﬂon and Management of River Areas is-
sued in the Federal Register on September 7, 1982 to mean:

There may be some existing impoundments, diver-
sions, and other modifications of the waterway having
an impact on the river area. Existing low dams, diver-
sion works, rip-rap and other minor structures will not
bar recreational classification, provided the waterway
remains generally natural and riverine in appearance.

Based upon this direction, the river is deemed “frec-flow-
ing” from its origin down to the Manchester Street bridge.
The remaining three miles of river above the Garvin’s Falls
Dam are considered not frcq-fiowih g based upon the heavier

influence of the Dam and impoundment.

Below Garvin's Falls Dam, the river almost immediately
enters the project boundary of the Hooksett Dam {also
FERC #1893 NH), though under normal conditions it
flows with discernable current for about 1.5 miles {ro the
vi¢inity of White Sands Beach in Pembroke). Downstream
from this point the river demonstrates little current and
appears quite impounded by the Hooksert Dam. The short -
and isolated nature of the “riverine” portion of this seg-
ment is deemed insufficient for the purposes of the Act.
Therefore, the segment between Garvin’s Falls Dam and
the southern terminus of the study segment (Suncock River)
does not meet the free-flowing requirement for inclusion
in the Wild and Scenic Rivers System.

3.4 PROPOSED CLASSIFICATION

| This subsection describes the proposed c&m{ﬁmﬁbﬁ forsegments

Jound to meet the free-flowing and outstanding value criteria
of eligibility -

Classification

Segment

Origin ro Sewall’s Island: SCENIC

S;wall’; Isfand o S
Manchester Street: RECREATIONAL

1 niplape was interprered in the Final Revised Gusidelines for
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There are approximately 26 river miles between the -
Merrimack’s origin in Franklin and the Manchester Street
bridge. In the 21 Miles from Franklin ro Sewall’s Island,
there are only three bridge crossings (two active). The only
significant channel modificarions relate to two river oxbows
that wete cut off from the rest of the river by the construc-
tion of the railroad in the 19th century. Wooden pylons are |
visible remnants of this work at Goedwin’s Point in Cen-
cord, and at several other spots. In additicn, the remains of
the historic Sewall’s Falls Dam and its diversion works can

' be found in Concord.-

This 21 mile segment remains virwally wild in appearance,
“with very little structural intrusion. I-93 remains quire dis-

A livery takes advdm‘crge of the river in the capifal cify’s
downlown.

IVER STUDY |

tant for almost all of this length, and does not represent an
intrusion to the remote river expcrience. The recommended
classification for this eligible river segment is Scenic.

Frorn Sewall's Island south, several factors influence the pto-
posed classification. There are four bridge crossings in the five
miles berween here and the Manchester Street bridge. There
are several sirerches of relatively modern, conspicuous rip-rap.
The area is within the project boundaries of the Garvin's Falls
Dam. The river arca within the floodplain exhibits a more
developegi and urban character. And, in generzﬂ, the influence
of nearby downtown Concord is perceived, bath visually, and
in the “feel” of the River. The recommended classification for

" this eligible river segment is Recreational.

MERRIMACK WILD and SCENIC
- RIVEF STUDY

DRAFT EUIGIBILITY FINDINGS

Eligible Tor

*Scenic” Classification
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s

h.1 . PRlNClPAl. FACTORS OF

CSUITABILITY
Fot rivers such as the Upper Merrimack that flow through
|!|‘t';inminant[y privat-e lands the National Park Service has
idhentificd several factors upon which thc‘suitability deci-

¢ b should be made:

1] the adequacy of existing protection measures to con-

serve the river’s ourstanding resources without the
need for federal land acqulsmon ar federal [and man-
agement; _

2) whether there is an existing or proposed manage-
ment framewotk that will bring the key river inter-
ests together to work toward the ongoing protec-
rion of che river;

3) the strength of local support fot river protection
and national designation; and

base, and resources associated with the river,-the
neighboring communities, etc.

2 EXISTING PROTECTION

d.9.A REGULATORY PROTECTIONS

M Flampshire Rivers Management and Protection Program
fit 1991 rJ_lzit portion of the Upper Merrimack found eligible
B Wildt and Scenic designation was designated by act of the

i Rivers Management and Procection Program (RMPP).

i of conflicting demands on significint river resources. River
sggimenis are designated into the RMPP upon comipletion of
lnenlly deiven nomination process,

Fis RMPP is administered by the NH bepartment of Envi-

weinniental Services, and the protection it-provides comple-
. _ :

e . '
4) the effects of designation on uses of the land, water

fe lupislature as a protected river under the New Hamp- -

Tl N RMPP was established in 1988 to address the prob- -

-

i chupter states the study’s findings velative 1o Section 4(a) of the std and Seenic Rivers Act that reqwre; she study report 1w
J, rrm‘ the viver’s suitability or non-suitability for mmma! designation.

The seclusion of the Merrimack through dowmovm Concord is
remarkob e in most areas.

menes and reinforces existing state and federal water quahry
laws, establishies a protected flow for each river in the pro-

" gram, and creates state recognition for local river managemenrt
-adyisory committeés established under the act to review and

comment on any federal, state, or local government proceed-
ings affecting state-designated rivers. Both the NH DES
through a Stare Rivers Coordinator and the local advisory
commiittees have heightened stanchng before srate agencies
such as the State Wetlands Bureau to ensure that the special
values of designared rivers receive adequate consideration in
Weighing the merits of proposed dwelopmeht activities.

NH Rivers Monc:gemenr and Protechon Program
profects: = '

+Hlow
+water quglity : —_

and limits or prohibits:.
’ +changes to banks, dams
+interbasin transfers

It also creates:
+a local advisory commiteee
- : /
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Diesignation also provides specific instream protection mea-
sures based on a river’s classification. The Upper Merrimack
River is classified a “rural” river, which establishes a stare
policy against the construction of new dams and the re-

construction of breached dams after six years. Interbasin

" transfers are also precluded. No channel alrerations chat

would interfere with or alter the river’s narural flow charac-

teristics are permitted on a rural river except under specia_l

e L .
_conditions. By definition, rural rivers

shall be maintained and protected from significant dis-
_ charges, unless the petitioner can prove to the Division
[of Water Supply and Pollution Control], in accordance
with the state’s antidegradation implementation policy,
that allowing limited v_&ater qualicy degradation is nec-
essary to accommodate important economic and social
development in the area in which the receiving water is
located. In allowing limited degradation or lower water
qualiry, the applicant shall provide adequate scientifi-
cally valid documentation to the Division that existing
- uses and water quality standards shall be fully protected.

The RMPP also contains limited provisions regarding adja-
cent land uses, specifically precluding new landfills within the
500 year floodplain, new hazardous waste facilities within 1/4

. 'mile of the river, and other new sclid waste facilities- within
© 250 feet of the river. The only fertilizers permitted within 250

feet of the shore are manure, lime, and wood ash. The law
does not otherwise interfere with local zoniing, the rights of
riparian landowners, or otherwise preempt local authority.

An important part of the RMPP’s protection is locally sup-
plied through the creation of a citizens advisory commictee.
The Upper Merrimack River Local Advisory Commistee

- (UMRLAC), which served as 2 primary partner in the con-

ducr of the Wild and Sceni¢ River Study, is that citizen’s cb‘m-
mittee for the Upper Merrimack. Under state law the

UMRLAC guides tiver management through development

of a coordinared plan, and through review and comment on

development, permitting, and other issues affecting the river.

The next subsection of this chapter (Management Frajne_work] .

returns to the UMRLAC and its functions.

Wetland and Streambank Pratection
Dredge or fill activity in wetlands is subject to review by

the State Welands Bureau and must be authorized before

work proceeds. Permirs are generally conditioned upen ad-

herence to Best Management Practices, and ervironmental

_impacts miist be minimized. Under the RMPP both che

UMRLAC and the Srate Rivers Coordinator are authorized,

and expected to comment on projects on designated rivers.

. The Federal 404 program complements State wetlands law,

Larger rivers in the state and all lakes and ponds of 10 acres
or mote are governed by the NH Shoreland Protection Act,
RSA 483-B, which became effective in ]uly 1994. The law
establishes minimum standards for timber harvesting, clear-

ing, and development of land within 250" of the water’s

edge aimed at preventing water pollution, protecting build-
ings and lands from foeding and accelerared erosion, and
other public purposes. In 1998, a legislative exemption
which had excluded the upper Merrimack (and several ocher
rivers) from this regulation was removed, and the entire
eligibJe river area is now subject to the 250’ stare shoreland

protection standard.

Additional State and Federal Prqgrdm‘s
Other state laws directly rélevant 1o river protection include:
e water protection planning assiscance (RSA 4-C:19-23);
e excavation requirements, Speciﬁcally the prohibition .
against excavation within 75' of any navigable river or
great pond and 25" of any percnmal stream (RSA 155- -
E:4 1I-a); '
e timber h@rvesring law, speciﬁcali}y limiting basal area
cur within 150" of a river to <50% unless for develop-
" ment and prohibiting slash (RSA 224:4‘4) e
€ pésti_cidgz application requirements, specifically the regu-
~ lation of pesticides near any stream or other surface wa-
. ters per rules adopted under RSA 541-A{RSA 430:46)
o enforcement of legislated water quality classifications
(RSA 485-A:12); -
« terrain alteration requirements for 50,000 and 100,0!)0
fi2, see above (RSA 485-A:17);
o septicsetbacks {RSA 485-A:29, A:32, Eav.-Ws 1008 03,
and RSA 483-B:9 V(b));
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v dredge and fill laws, specifically no activity in a river or
tiverbank without a permie (RSA. 482-A:3);

» motor boat operating restrictions, particularly, speeds
e greater than headway speed within 150" of the shore-
line (RSA 489 and RSA 270:12);.and

# encJangered wildlife and plant protection (RSA 212-A
and RSA 217-A, respectively).

local Regulations

lélied zoning ordinances which servé as the primary tool

o

pr regulacing land uses of upland areas adjacent o the

fering the segmenc found eligible for designation, all have
igpulutions governing development of steep slopes, wetlands,

#apiment are zoned for low intensity residential or agricul-

Eiiterbury have also adopted specific bulldmg setbacks to
protect the river.

(a-B.PHYSICAL LIMITATIONS TO

DEVELO P MENT -
¥elunds, Hoodpiams, steep slopes, and soil conditions
' gjith to bedrock, surficial stone cover, permeability, and

dantidor (see map next page entitled ° ‘Development Con-
fralnes.”) In particular, the often very wide floodplain
iy have served o deter development of a great deal of
§pin space along the river. ' -

|,2:C CONSERVATION OWNERSHIP

L substantial percentage of the river corridor area is
feraaneatly protected through conservation ownership and
jyetnents. As the “Protected Lands” map (next page) indi-

e u]ong_ the segment, includir-lg institutional lands,

grivultural rescrictions, and dedicated conservation lands.

All seven municipalities involved in thc study have estab- -

Lipper Merrimack (see Appendix D: Selecred Aspects of
hing and Regularions). Of the five communities bor- -

'Il?t‘ndpl:lins. The vast majority of the lands adjaceht 1o the,

'lii’lli uses. The communities of Concerd, Notthfield and ‘

liFink-swell poeencial} substantially limit the potential for.
evelopment of the riparian zone and much of the river.

DES on program implementation.

e, i wide variety of protective ownership constraints are

4.2.D MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK

The NH Rivers Management and Protecrion Program and
the UMRLAC created through its auspices provide the
i‘mdeus 0[: a'strong ma_nagement framework Which can be
easily adapred for rhe purposes of national designation, as
has been done on the Lamprey River through Wild and
Scenic designation' in 1996. The study was specifically

designed for this purpose through the close pa.rtnership with

the NH DES and UMRLAC.

Upper Merrimach River Local Advisory Commitzee

The UMRLAC is established as a permanent advisory body
by the RMPP. Its members are hominated by the local com-
munities and appointed by the Commissioner of the DES.
In keeping with the state program’s original intent of bal-
ancing competing claims on a river, the UMRLAC repre-
sents a variety ‘of interests, including riparian ownership,
business, conservation, recreation, agriculturt, and local
government. Members sefve three year terms, and are eli-

giblé for re-appointment. -

- Department of Environmental Services
The NH DES is responsible for administrative oversight of -
the RMPE. A Stare Rivers Coordinator from within the
DES staffs the RMPR provicling among other duties mod-
est technical support to each of the local river advisory com-
mittees. The Rivers Coordinator also serves as the focal point

‘for ensuring proper communicarion among state agencies
. and: berween the local advisory committees and the state

agencies. A state River Management Advisor){ Committee -
composed of many river interests (business, conseryation,
recreation, municipal government, history, fisheries, pub-
lic water supply, hydroelectsic development) advises the

The Upper Merrimack River Management and
fmpfemmmtzan Plan
The Upper Merrimack River Management and Implemen-
tation Plan (Appendix E) was developed as an integral part -
of the study process, and was adopted by Commirree vote
on February 22, 1994. The Plan was Hevelopec[ through
consensus by the UMRLAC with staff support from the -
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DES and NPS. It currently serves as the management plan
" for the state designarion, and was designed to serve as, the
* comprehensive management plan for the federal designa-
tion as well. The UMRLAC has articulated the purpose of

.I the Plan as follo_ws:

In developing this management and implementation plan, the
Committee recognized the following staternent of purpose:

To develop and assist in the adoption of a river manage-
ment plan that will manage'the special resources of the
upper Merrimack River while recognlzmg the following

areas of concern:,

¢ To manage, maintain and enhance the water qua.hry

and natural, scenic, cultural, and recreational values of

the river;
¢ To maintain local control;
- @ To focus on public involvemenr and education; -
s To respect the rights of private landowners;
o To recognize the need for balanced use;
s To recognize present and future generations use of

the river. '

4.3 SUPPORT FOR RIVER PROTECTION.

AND NATIONAL DESIGNATION

4.3-A. SUPPORT FOR RIVER PROTECTION

" 1n 1992, the UMRLAC conducted a survey of landowners
located within the study corridor area. Of approximarely
1,000 surveys mailed, 226 were recurned, including approxi-
mately-50 percent of riverfront landowners. An overwhelm-
ing majority of responding riverfront landowners (80%)
and corridor landowners (90%) expressed a desire to see
their communities take steps to actively manage and pro-

tect river values, including water quality, scenic character,

fisheries, wildlife, river fllow, floodplains, rare species, wet- |

lands, agriculture, and historic values. (See Appendix B, pages
64-65 for Results to Quiestions 15 and 16.) '

No other formal measures of public attitudes regarding river
protection were caken, however, there was clearly scrong

anecdortal evidence that these communities feel very strongly
L)

about protecting the river for future generations.

Carroersrs o rhe upper Memmcck in Boscaweﬁ and
Canterbury, The steeple of Boscawen's First Congregatieng/
Church risés in rhe background.

4.3-B SUPPORT FOR NATIONAL
DESIGNAT]ON )

- The principal mechanism employed during the study 1o as-

sess the communities’ feelings regarding the porencial desig-

nation as a ndtional Wild and Scenic River was formal vores

by the governing bodies of eligible river commuinities. g

The debate over the pros and cons of designation was an

" often emotional one, pirting conservation organizations like

‘Trout Unlimited and the New Hampshire Rivers Council

- against opposition organized by the New Hampshire Land-

owners Alliance. The UMRLAC attempred to provide a
nettral forum for factual debate and dissemination of in-
formation. The UMRLAC did nor take a posn:lon for or
- against desxgnatlon, but opted rathier to 1ssuc aset of find-
ings regarding the proposed designation (2/22/94) that'was
made available to all interested parties. These Findings are

reprinted here:
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o Jhe Uy Merrimack River Local Advisory Commities {Commit
anf hiis worked with the National Park _Se}vice and NH Depart
yienl ot [nvitonmental Services for more than wo years- under
willt 4 slate and federal iver programs. The Commitiee mem-
s vt nominated b)-'“ou'r corﬁ]muniries io represent a wide

#gxije of inlerests. In this capacily, the, Committee makes the fol-

fanimack River as a Scenic and Recreatianol River under the
m:!;;gml Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.

hiarer linclings do not represent a position for or against federal
fesiggion. Rather, it 1s the Commitiee’s hope that these findings
Al el o dispel rumors and misinformation regarding the pro~
sanan] Inderal desigﬁoiion, and will help cilizens and community

Hirjol moke informed decisions.

THE UPPER MERRIMACK RIVER
LOCAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
FINDS THAT:

hes upper Merimack River is.an outstanding natural, culuedl,
o inniionad, and agricutural resource worthy of careful man-

(el ond protection,

A ail }r,lqnliuf‘ majority of riverfrorit {84%] and near-iver (93%)
i dawers from Franklin through Corcord responding to a Comr
e bi;rvey"believe ihat their communities should lake action
s nigge and protect important river values, [45 riverfront land-

nateen tesponded, 115 nearriver Jandowners respopded}.

The teile of New Hompsll'ﬂre and affecied riparian communi-
fizar. buve already loken substantial measures to protect the up
[ Merrimagk River rhrc_)-ugh the{ NH Rivers Manaéement and

1" ke o Program, local zoning, and similar measures.

i et of the federal designation is to establish federal poli-
.+~ lowaid the river which complement and reinforce state and

[ biver management and prolecfion palicies,

FINDINGS
jodopled by Committes vote, 2/22/94)

" uppef Merrimack River, though the threat of such development

winy lindings regarding the proposal lo designate the upper -

- The federal designation would provide access to previously un- |

“existing logal government authorities. The Bill would specifically

-nation, and would continue fo have responsibility for the content

The federal designalion is the only way fo permanently preclude

any addifiondl damming or hydroelectic development of the -

has been substantially reduced due fo the Siale designation; the

Fish & Game access area af Sewall’s Falis and @ fack of addi

tional dam sites.
The National Park Service, in consultation with the dpdrian com-
munities and the Commitiee, would have substontial review ou-
thority io ensure that all federal agency actions comply with the
Standards and Objectives of the Cormitiee’s Management and

Implemeritation Plan,

The National Park Sarvice's review authority over federal agency
actions would exfend lo walér resource projects vpsiream and
downstream of the designaied upper Merimack segment, and
can prohii_:.it federal licensing, assistance, or construction of wa-
ter resource development projects tharwould unreasonably jeop-

ardize the upper Merrimack segmient.

available funds to enhance river monagement, protection, and
recreaiion on the upper Meriimack. The Notional Park Sefvice |.
alieady makes limited grants on o statewide basis for recreation
and conservation through the Land and Water anser(rolion Fund.
The confent of a draft Congressional designation Bill for the up-
per Merrimack has been reviewed by the Commitiee. The Bill
would fot grant the Notional Park Service or unyj other federal
agency the power 10 zong or otherwise resirict the use of non-

federal lands adjacent to the river, nor wauld it take away any

prohibil federal condemnation of lands. ~

L]
’

The Upper Merrimack River Local Advisory Commiltee would
conlinue in ils advisory responsibilities under the federal desig-

of the river Management and Implemeniation Plan.

i
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The towns of Northfield, Boslcawen, and Canterbury vered
on the issuc of designation at town mecting votes in the
Spring of 1994. Each of these communities voted against
seeking federal designarion by substantial margins. In the
City of Franklin, the City Council also voted against seek-
ing designétion in the Spring of 1994.

The final community to take up the issue of designacion
was the City of Concord. As described in the “Alternatives”
section below, the City of Concord spent considerable time
and effort considering the possibility of pursuing a desig-
nation through its postion of the river alone. Eventually, in
1995, the City Council tabled discussions on the macter in
favor of resolutions to pursue local initiatives on the river.

The river norih of downfown Concord.

‘4.4 EFFECTS OF DESIGNATION
This subsection describes the anticipated effects of designaring
the eligible segmént-af the Upper Merrimack River as a com-
ponent of the Wild and Scenic szrs Sysrem

r

4.4-A GENERAL

In a general sense, the effect of national designation would
be to bring the policies of the federal government, in deal-
ing with water resource management and development de-
cisions, into line with existing state and local policies es-
tahlished through the state-level designation and prorec-
tion of the river under the NH Rivers Ma;nagement and
Protection Program. The similarities of the statg and na-
tional prégrams would be énhanced by utilization of a single

“advisory committee (Upper Merrimack River Local Advi-

sory Commirtee) to guide ongeing management, and
through utilization of a single management plan for both
programs (Upper Merrimack River Management and
Implemenrarion Plan). Specific effects of national designa-

tion are further discussed below.

4.4-B DAMS AND HYDROELECTRIC
DEVELOPMENT '

No new dams would be allowed, and no new hydrc;electric
development would be allowed on the designared segment.
This would include hydroelectric dams as well as other hydro-
electric diversions not requiring dams. For example, the pro-
posed Rartlesnake Hill pumped-storage hydro projectin Con-
cord would be prohibited. Any furure re-construction of the

Sewall’s Falls hydroelectric facility would be prohibited.

4.4-C STREAM CHANNEL ALTERATIONS
Proposed alterations of the stream channel itself would re-
ceive careful scrutiny as to: project need; ecological and
aesthetic impacts, alrernatives to the proposed action.
Projects resulting in “direct and adverse” impacts to the
river or its narural, cultural, or recreational ‘values would
need o be re—dmgned, or they would not be permirted.
4.4-D WATER QUALITY

New permits for discharges under the Clean Water Act are
considered federal actions, and would need to be compatible
with the Water Qualiy Srandard of the Management and
Implementation Plan, In the long;tgrm a designated river may
receive more atiention re: enforcement of existing programs;
implementation of pilot programs for pollution rcducnon!

prevention; funding for advanced treatment, non—point pol-

lution initiatives, or other innovative programs.

4.4-E WATER QUANTITY

Thee construction of major new discharge or withdrawal seruc-
tures would be regulated by the Act since they would require
a permit from the Army Corps of Engineers. The NPS would
review proposals during the Army Corps” permitting process
to ensure compatibiliry with the Water Quantity (flow) ob-
jectives of the Management and Implementacion Plan.
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4.4-F. OUTSTANDING RESCURCES-

tilied outstanding natural and cultural resources associated
with the studied portion of the Upper Merrimack River.
Designation would provide federal level consistency with
the NH Rivers Management and Protection Program, and
would focus federal agency decisionmaking on the protec-
tion of identified outstanding resources. Potential techni-
ol assistance and funding uhder the designation would
directly benefit the conservation of outstanding resources,
and support the implemencation of the Upper Merrimack:
[Liver Management and Implementation Plan. Designarion
would effectively create a local-srare-federal partnership
bused around the same set of resource protection goals.

A 4-G UPSTREAM AND DOWNSTREAM
IMPACTS ‘

. l)esignatién would entail lirtle in the way of upstream and

downstream impacts. Present management regfmcs- for

upstream and downsiream impoundments are consistent

with the designation, including plans for the restoration of

uradromous fish over me. The designation would have

pansion, nor would it {ikely be feasible in the absence of
- designarion due ro a-variery of constraints.

{ 4,4-H COSTS
_ Land Acquisition
. There are no anticipated land acquisition costs associated

with designation.
Administration .-

“I'he costs of administering the de:s_ignation would be mini-
tal due to the limited role anticipated for the National
Pask Service, and the existing contribuions already being
e through ongoing responsibilities of local govérnment&,
the scate, and nég-proﬁt organizations. The federal share
- of ndminiserative costs is not expecred to exceed $20,000
_annually. ]

Nirional designation would enhance the protection of iden-

the effect of prohibiting the expansion of the Garvin’s Fall*
]I'ﬁpﬁun&ment, h(}WEVﬂl’, rhere are no p]ans for SI'LlCh cHx-.

i ICHAPTER 4: SUITABILITY FINDINGTS

Technical Assistance and Cooperative Agreements ‘
It is anticipated that designation would include provisions
for technical assistance and small amounts of seed money
and matching funds for Cooperative Agreements through
the Nariopal Park Service. Such limited rechnical and fi-

nancial assistance would be matched by other state and lo-

cal cooperators as a cost-effective means of artaining the

goals of the Upper Merrimack River Management and
Iniplementation Plan. The federal share of these costs is

estimated at between $50,000 and $100,000 annually, and ’

likely less as the designation becomes established.

4.5 CONCLUSIONS

1

Based upon the foregoing ahalysis of the principa.[ facrors . -

of suitability, the National Park Service finds that no seg-
mentof the eligible portion of the Upper Merrimack River

‘meets all of the criteria established for snitability for na-
tional designation. Specifically, the eligible segment ?;om_

Franklin to Manchester Streer in Concord meets all of the

critéria of suitability except the requirement that there be

local support for such a designation. In cthe absence of this’

express local support, the National Park Service cannot _ﬁnd
the segment suitable for designation art this time.
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CONSIDERATION OF ALTER



gﬁ% bﬁmjr and selects a recommended alternative.

. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

ALTERNATIVE A. NO ACTION
liernative would maintain existing state and local con-
[or resource protection on the Upper Merrimack without
it
Ay ¢fforts. The temporary protections of Section 7 in place
gy the scudy period will expire three years after the Presi-

4

pnul NIPS involvement or suppore for local river protec-

it sencls 4 report to congress with his recomméndation.

ALTERNATIVE B ™.
gtmp;msi ondl designation of the 26 mile eligible segment from
vonfluence with the Winnepesaukce in Franldm to the
fhcliester Sereet bndge in Concord.

ALTERNATIVE C

walgnation of the 26 mile eligible segment from the
Huence with the Winnepesaukee in Franklin to the
Manchester Sueet bridge in Concord as 2 state-managed com-
Eiﬂnt:zlt of the Wild and Scenic Rivers System pursuant to

ALTER NATIVE D’

sonpressional designation of the 10 mile eltglble segment of
tlie Merrimack locared within the corporate limits of the City
ol'(oncord. This alternative was studied excensively by a Ciry
reiincil appointed commission subsequent to votes in oppo-
#llion o designarion in other communities. After more thana
year of consideration, the City Council voted to table consid-
eration of this alternative in favor of pursuing local inidatives
~ teluted to protection and enfancement of the river.

8.2 EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

Merrimack River Local Advisory Committee, but rejected as

vl 1he benefits, and upon the exﬁec’tat.ions of the congression-

Alernatve C, 2'(a)-T(ii) designation, was considered by the Upper |

i lternative during the study process based upon an analysis -

[CHAPTER 5. CONSIDERATION OF ALTERNATIVES]

g#fi pltapter considers several possible alternative actions remz’.tmg from the findings of the Upper Merrimack Wild and Scenic

ally sponsored study process. Specifically, the Advisory Com- -

mictee felr that 2(a) (31} designation would unfavorably restrict

the ability to seek funding for management plan implementa- -

tion, and would be inconsistent with the tenor of the lengthy
public debare which had centered on congressional action.

' Alcernacive B, oongmssional.dcsignat.ion of the entire eligible seg-
ment, is fejected because of a fack of local tommunity support.

‘ Alternarive:_D-, cbngressiona_] destgnation of the cligil;lé seg-

ment in the City of Concord, is rejected due to a lack of local
cpmmum'ty sSupport. '

Alternative A, no action, is selecied as the recommended al-

ternative based upon the lack of local support for any altcrna— -
tive mvd}vmg designation.

5.3 coNcwsmNs

Based upoh the lack of local support for designation expressed

| by Town Meeting and City Council votes, the National Park
- Service recommends against any designation at this time. This

conclusion would be revisited if local sentiments regarding des-

- ignation change. The eligible portions of the Upper Merrimack
are an outstahding example of higher order, free flowing river

resources in the New England region. With the exception of -

the local support issue, the Upper Merrimack: is an excellent

carididate for designation, supporting significarit natural, cul-

tural, and recreational resources which have been- n:cogmzed
and largely protected through Ioca.l and state action.

_ _Shouldt[chl.suppon for designation change, designation by

act of congress, or through state initiative (Section 2(a)(ii})
should be carefully reconsidered. Designation through the state
initiative route would require an application from the Gover-

' nor of New Hampshire to the _Secré_ta:y of thi Interior. The
UMRLAC will be in an excellent position to re-evaluate these -

issues and act on them as they see fit.




