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The At !Ska:oepar·g~t of Fish and Game is p~vidinq··.the enctosad Phase r
ZS monthpor.tion.o{:~t.ie S-yeat" fisheries and' wi Idl1 fe study p~pose<1 to
be conducU!q!s part of the Sus; tna iiyd~etectri c feasi bi 1'f ty 1nvesti gati ons.
me proposals'were developed following discuss;o~s with Acres-American .
and their environme:l'tal studies subcontractor. ·iemstrial Envi~nmental
Specia1fst.s>~Wel1avec\lsomet'with ~presentatives of the U:.5. FiSh and
Wl1dl iie S\!rorice'and the Alaska Oepartx;tent of Natural Resources to '
obtain their suggestions and advice re'Tative to portions~f ~ur proposals
and the development of a final ~vi~e~ plan·of study. r must fndicate,
however. that" ft. should not be fnfer~d that· USFWS and AONR have for.nally
endo~ad these proP9Sals fn their entirety •.. Their formal posi.tions .
~gardinq the enti-re ~vised p-t~n o'f study wi tt unQoUot~dly come duri nq
the next aqency an¢ publfc review-stage.
.' .

rn. his. Tetter to me orr Cct~ber' 4, Robert l'1ohn of your staff disc:Jssed a
number of issues and subject areas which requir~d our input on the
deve 10pme.'1t o.f the revised plan· of study. rna i nfonnat; on provided
nerein. should satisfy part of ~,osa r~quiramen~s outlined by the APA.
but specific refinements addressing our concerns outlined. in our attached
proposal and comments of other agencfes will be needed durinq the period
Ac~s or the- Corps of ~q1neen is revising the POS next month.- .• -.-..

~~?~
Thomas 'il. Trent

g10nal Supero/isor
I.abita: Protaction Section

cc: Re~resantative R. Halford
Ke~resantative S', Rcdger~

~ Commissfoner R.·O~ Skoog - AOF~G

Ccmmissioner E. ~. ~uel1er - AOEC
Commissioner ~. ~. l~R~5C~~ - ~nN~
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PROGRAM JUSTIFICATION
.~ .... :~.....;.....; •.:~~:::v.£-;;-. ,;.:~;;.;.

The programs proposed: by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game~(ADF&G) '. ",~~"<",--':';. ,_

are the" f1 rst':ph'ase~ofa':'f1 ve year study prog.ram,,..necessary ··i n""thet:lli~'::'~~':!:::<"'~"';~<· .
opi n1ono.f....thjs~O:epa.rtmen:t;~';.to· meet "the prov1 s1 ons';'ofnumerous!-;,fe~e~~ t..,.;;~)":.',."y.l,,! '.'
and 's'tite:l~~~iaij~~::re9~1~~~J ~s~ providing. for:.,the:iconside~~.t1ci·1f~g,fiti"·:·'·~j4~~~.,.
anc!. ~~"ld~.1f'7~:,~al.~~s:\J.~;,.pre:,,"proj~ct ~ lanni ng·.at:t~~:.evaluat:fcn of.;;.i_mp~<:. .~:,:},z~.}:"·
'assessment~lprojei:typoss:lbj1ity< detenn1nati orf,·-m1tigatfoo ..of prob~ble;~.:,:· "
impactS~:'should~'tnerproject(be'constructed;:; and'survei llance .arid' moni tejrfng
du rlog and 'aft~i~fi:i"roject; canstruction. .The bi 01og1ca1 obje<:ti ves and c>

.justification are· explained' in the' task work plans; the statutory:and:' .
. regulatory mandates ,for conducting these proposed worK plans:,axe,..ou..tUned.::::::;:~ate~J~t~, ..... ·t~';

. . ... ; .. : . ":.. ..
Fish and Wildlife CoordinatiOn Act (FWCA)

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, draft uniform procedures for.
compli.ance~ May 1979.further standardizes procedures and interagency...
relationships to fnsur:-e,.:~.thatwildlife conservation is fully considered·
and. weighe4 equally with. other project- features 1n agency decision .

king processes by integrating such considerations into project planning.
atfonal Environmental Policy Act' (NEPA) compliance procedures. financial

and economic analyses, authorlzati a1 documents. and project implementation."

As.stated ~n·the ;~d~ral-"R~'9'~s~er-(Vol44. No. 98) this Act-app-l1'es-not
on.lY in the project area. but wherever project impacts may occur.

Subpart B FWCA ~ompl f ance Procedures

Sec. 4l0.2l·Equal consideration
Equal consideration of wHdlrffe resource values in project planning
and approval is the essence aT the FWCA compliance process. It
requires action agencies (the Alaska Power Authority. APA) to
involve wildlife agencies (the Alaska Department of Fish and.Game
and U.S•. Fish' and Wildlife Service.-USFWS) throughout their planning.
approval. and implementation process for a project and highlights
the need to utilize a systematic approach to analyzing and establishing
planning objecti.ves for wildl1fe-"resource-needs and problems·:and---'--'·
developing and evaluating alternative plans.

Sec. 410.22 Consultation
(a) Initiation. The RHCA compliance process may be initiated by

a potential applicant. an action agency. or a wildlife agency.
(b) Potential Applicants. Implementing procedures of action

agencies shall provide that applicants for those non-federal project
approvals' which require a water-dependent power project approval
from the Federal Energy Regulatory' Commission (FERC) (also applies
to preliminary FERC permit) contain written evidence that they
initiated the FWCA compliance process with both Regional Directors
and the head' of the State wildlife agency exercising administration
over the fish and wildlife resources of the statels\ wh~~~4ft -~-
project ts_~to ..be cnn-:t-..;........ - ~ -' -

~ . ~ .. ' ..._. ---_.-
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The intent of this' paragraph (a)(1) of thfs section is to assist
applicants in design1ngenvir~nmentallysound projects without ~'»;.";"o .
'waste of their ptann1ng~"resourc'es and to minimize the potential fO~';F" '" ,
delay in' the processing of appHcations.~":,,.Actionagency .. implementing~c -:':;,' .. - '
procedures~'shan':adv1se'ttilit:/consu1tati on sh'ou ld. be in i ti ated~ byNi,;. <!';.~;~~,:,::.,:?
the appl1cant';at:::the~j;e~rJ1es:tf:s~agesof. itsproject< plaiming~~'(and,:'" ";;~;~~1.:
that .1ts?su~iss:i.o~is~~~91f~.ldllfe.::;agenciesshall·indicate·~eX.gener1 'r1:~it
work 'or,' activi·ty:::bein·g{considered;· its purpose(s), and the general~I;>:~;,:.
area in which: it is('conteritplated. Jf.~\.T:~~-':~. :,' :

.' .,,:;"'. .... -: . '" ..

National Environmental Pol.fcy Act (NEPA) :, '::.}1i.~.i~;:{

The Council on Env1 ronmenta:l Qual1 ty (CEQ), Regulati ons for Implement; ri~"~:;' '
the Procedural Previsions of. the Nati ona1 Environmental Po1icy Act· (40'/
CFR, Parts 1500-1508, July 30;':1919) specifies provisions requiring the.:, '.
integration' of the NEPA process process into early planning, the integration
of NEPA reqirementiwith other..environmental review and consultation'
requirements·, and the use of the scoping process.

Clean Water Act

Section 404 of the ·Clean,Water Act of"1971 and, regulations for implementation.
of the permit program'of the Corps of Engineers (33 CFR, Parts-3l0-329,
Jul~ 19~ 1971) .requires that a Department of the Anny permit(s) be".7:'

obtafned for- certain structures:-'or worle in or affecting waters of the
United States. The application(s} for such a permit(s) will be subject
to review by wildlife agencies.

Executive Order 11990 (Wetlands)..

This order was issued Min'order to avoid to the extent possible the
long-term and short-term adverse impacts associated with the destruction
or modification of,wettands and to avoid direct or indirect support of'
new construction 1n wetlands wherever there is a practicable altenative,"
and Executive Order 11988 (Floodpla1 ns) was issued lito avo~ d to the
extent· possible the long-term and short-term adverse impacts associated
with the occupancy and modification of floodplains and to avoid direct
and indi rect support of floodplain development wherever there is a
practi cab1e a1te rnati ve.. It A1,. federa1 agenci es are res pons ib1e to
~ompty with these EO's i~ the'pl4nnlng and decision-making-process.

Endangered Species Act

Section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act, 81 Stat •.884, as amended,
requires the APA to' ask the SecretarY of the Interior, acting through
the U. S. Fi sh and Wildlf fe Service, whethe.r any 1i sted or proposed

dangered or threatened species may be present in the area of the
Susitna Hydroelectric Power Project~ If the Fish and Wildlife Service
advises that such species may be present in the area of the project,
the APA is required by Section 7(c) to conduct a Biological Assessment



.'
( ...- - .,.

to identify any listed or proposed endangered or threatened species
which are lfkely to be affected bY.the cons·truction project. The assessment

~.,:>.,.; is to be completed within 180 days:: unless a time extension is mutually
.........,...;.,.,~.,ragreed upon. ~ No contract~" for· physi.cal.... 90nstruction·:.may.::be··entered'-into ."'''':"....~
f~:~:L::. ~r.:.:.: .and rio physical construction. may .begin un.ti.~: th("Biolo~ical Assessmen~ .'
,,:t~'-''':;i·4;_.,,: ...Js.coltlPl eted./:o:··;In .the even~.: the:.,.co.ncJ~si.~l)sr:dr.a~?:from~the: Biol ogi cal ';'

.i:~.Y·.Assessmei1t;a~}.that;: listed e~dan'gereq?or,~.threa.tened·speCies are likely
~.¢t:-;··\· .~:(to be-affectei;fby:·the constrUction··projec~,~,·th"eAPA is required by···.
lB':;;: ... ··.·Section 7(a):to;intt1ate. the'consultat10r"'~process~"
:::\~ .~ •...-:..: ..-.... : .:. ".:"?'---"~:~"' ' .·"·'-~.:.t·. \:~~?,,,:;,.:,:.~~j...':' :}~

. Water Resources Council. Principles and Standards

· The principles and standards for Planriing Water and Related land Resourc~s
· (18 CFR. Part 704. April 1. '1978) were established for planning the use
of the water and related .land resources of the United States to achieve
objectives. determined cooperatively. through the coordinated actions of
the Federal. Sta-te. and local governments;' private enterprise and organi
zations;, and indfv1duals. These principles include providing the basi·s
for planning of federal and federally. assisted water and land resources
programs and projects and federal licensing activities as listed in the

· Standards. The Presiden·t fn his June. 6. 1978 statement further defi ned
· federal wa~er ·policies. .

· State Laws,

T1tte16

'Title 16. independently of Federal laws. mandates the Alaska Department
of Fish and Game to manage. protect. maintain. enhance. and extend the
fish and game. and aquatic plant resources and the habitat that sustains
them including assisting the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in the
enforcement of federal laws and regulations pertaining to fish and
wil dl i fee

Sec. l6.Q5.B70 also states that:
(b) If a person or governmental agency desires to construct a hydraulic

project. or use. divert, obstruct. pollute, or' change the natural flow
or bed of a specified river. lake or stream, or to use wheeled, tracked,
or excavating equipment or log-dragging equipment in the bed of a specified.
river, take, or stream. the person or governmental agency shall notify
the commissioner of this intention before ·the beginning of the construction
or use.

(c) ••.• [f the c'ommissfoner determines to do so, he shall, in the
letter of acknowledgement. require the person or governmental agency to
submit to him full plans and specifications of the proposed construction
or work. complete plans and specifications for the proper protection of
fish and g~me fn connection with the construction or work, or in connection
with the use, and the approximate date the construction, work. or use
will begin. and shall require the person or governmental agency to
obtain written approval from him as to the sufficiency of the plans or
specifications before the proposed construction or use is begun.

" ~ ....... ,,~ ..



. Purpose. The purpose of. this section is to protect and.
conserve fish and game and other natural resources. 1964.
Att' Y~_~rt., .No.: .10 E. •

' ..

f.: ~.~~"~'.' .- .~,~ ~- '.'~'~..' ~ ~~~~\~1.~f~. '.-i::_(.r,::,~.~:.:;~.;.;~r"~.·.". .." , .,....:'-. . "}E:'~;:;;:ir' :"~~~r

~~fiL;' i' Alas~~~~~~w,:tia:~i:"j;g~'\;; ,.:fi;1lij.t,:" ':'J;jw~f'-"~I; ,;'
~.' The recently approve(LAla~ka·.. Coastal Management Program (ACMP) mandates.

that alli-Statei~;:'J~,ede:rat.'~d:.Localgovernment- 'agencies must coordinate-:~'
a11 planriing::lna.~.dev~lopment'·actfviti es fn the State' s coa~tal zone to

. ensure adequate"'cons:fderatfon and protection of Alaska's coastal waters
. and resources.·;','.:·As:.the' proposed Susftna Hydropow~r proj'ect"·wnT·occur:'.'
wi th in"A1aska' s"'coas'ta1 zone -and certafn1y wi 11 di rectly influence .
coastal waterSall:plannfng and development plans must be consistent
wi th the -COasta l ..:.Standards and the Mat-Su Borough' s Of strict Coastal
Plan once ft.is·comp1eted:and approved. The Coasta.l Standards are
presently iri·effeet.:andall State and Federal actions must be consistent
with them. SectionOAA C:SO.l30 states that:. . ',' .. ' ". .

. . . :. :··f"/:·-<!~;~;f'7:;:'·· . .,
(a) . habitats in.;the;.coastal area wh';ch are subject to the Alaska Coastal

Ma~agement.program· il'.'lcl.ude:
.. : '.

(1) .offshore'
(2) .' estuaries .:>
(3) wetlaridsand tidal f1 ats
(4) rocky islands and sea cliffs
(5) barrier islands and lagoons
(6) exposed high energy coasts
(7) rivers, streams and lakes
(S) important upland habitat

These habitats w~ich are specifically defined in the Standards must be
identified within the Susitna Hydro Study area during the feasibility
studies. In addition, Section (b) states that habitats contained in (a)
of this section shall be managed. so as to maintain or enhance the biological t

physical and chemical characteristics of the habitat which contributes .
to their capacity to support living resources. Specific guidelines are
also provided for each coastal habitat. The Coastal Zone Management

.. consfstancy requirements are manadated in both. the Alaskan and.Federal-.- - ..... _ ... '"
eZM Acts and the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act. The Ques·tion of
consistancy with CZM standards goes well beyond the FERC licensing
requirements 4nd should be treated as a separate step in determining the
feasibility of Hydro Power alternatives.

The Alaska Oepartment of Fish and Game has a strong mandate under these
laws to insure that adequate planning study and evaluation of the fish
and wildlife resources in the Susitna Hydro Project area are completed
and become a part of the decision making information used to determine
project feasibility. rf the project is constructed these studies wi 11
be the basis for mitigation plans or the formulation of mitigation
studies to offse~ project impacts. 'Mitigation as defined in Section
1508.20 of the National Environmental Policy Act Imp1ementat.ion Regulations
" __ 9 •• J _



.; "

(a) Avoiding the impact altogether by not takin9 a certain action
or parts, of an act; on.'

. • . ;.... _. - J .

(b) Minimizing' fmp~ct~~by.~lf,~ftjng the degree or magnitude' of'the~,~\~~T0~~·:;;;.;···:"
"action' and"1ts?"lmplemeritatio'ri.·, ~". . ;' ·.,f;~')(·'::·""·:;,·

,.. <,'. .<:. '·:~~&~'~,rA.::/5~::L>~,-.. O'i<;"'~"~'" .. ~',/ ,/ •

.(~t. Rectf,fY1J1g.{the/rmp'~~~;j)Y~.r.iP.aJ:~.i.ng. re~ab.U itating. or''..res:to~Ji'~~;iv:):~'·:
", the' affected environment'::"'f.~~·,~,,,'. .." ,:.. ," """':"j-','.

, ... "'''/~·'{<f?r-:?). ··;>~i}7~,}.:~: ...~~g:·t:~:' .~:. I ,.", ..: •• .';~'!{~{;~:"
(d) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by ,reservati on ' ':.:

and:~intenance operations during the lffe of the action.

~\. .-....... - •.~< ••• ~-:"••_ •••

if,:,

(er- Compens·ating· for th'e'impact by replacing or pro¥-i4.tng,-substitut~.
. ..' resources or envirOnments~~
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. .
rSSUES, PROBLEMS, CONCERNS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

REGARDING THE SUSITNAHYDRO PLAN OF STUDY
~'<:\7:.~~~:; '. ,.;.,;> .' ~,' .. ,-'. -:. . .. >~~lf~;·:·'··' ,:",.,~\,:,~~;,,::~;:J,:',.. ....;..
~ . P' Rid I' C "~"';J1'-' "t''1 ....~~".,2,...... >.~
~'-m->~'''~':~'' r.oJect. ev ew an '" nteragency' ooru na ·on·'};:.:;~:,::F;·}(')X . ',,, .. '. '!,

~?~:i1;f;~'J*'~1?~~K~·;;)\y:v:,~#:;<,-") ··':;/t·•.{:2L~Hi~.r~:· ,;';.~ ..""."~ , .. ··:~:~P<.: .-;, ~.:~¥~~~·t~{ " f.'.E:1ii~:;~i·~f.jftlF .
.;·,Bec.au~e10f.;thefmagni tude\ ofi?the~~Su$. '. a;::. 'I roeec ,ric Feas i b111 ty;.. S.tudY·;:W·}/':':'.:';-5L·:· ,

. ~~~~:conti ifuous~;~c'oordinati on .i n'/a<:cordtWith~;;~th'e:!'UI1i-fo'na' Procedures\ forcomp1i anee),.;:{,·;;.::··
g~~i·';.'~.·:~twith\th~ Fish" a~d.Wildl i fe··Co~~ina·tio~TAct}wi l.r' be:· .best accompl ished ..-'.;~,~ ":": !\~~.'
":';': ..t;:: through fonnat1o!1of a Sus ftna H/droelectr.ic. Steering COlt1t1ittee~" The
,;.:;!,\~.("j:< function of this corrmittee'would be' to:.pro\iide~-~coordina.t.ed.J~xchc1g.ges.of .,
sf1trf~tts~~;iJnt:o'nnationbetween the Al aslca PoWer AuthoH ty;"a'nd .interested res'ource .
2:~~~11~'~;f·Amanagement agenc1es~;Through' this~excharige;·th"e· concerns of all agenci es
;~;;~;r~<~f(~\' fnvol~ed '-would be identified early'. and' hopefully prevent unnecessary
.. delays in the progress of the feasibility study." .

. i. •..~.: .•~\:. . . . . .' .; ;~.{"'::.'~:: ~ .'.: .. '" .. ·.::~.f~.~ ..

.'.' ., We propose that the Steering Conmi ttee be composed of representati ves of
.. resource agencies with responsibU1tie,( pertaining. to the Susitila Hydroelectric

,; ,'. Feas.ibility Studies (AOF&G, AOEe, ADNR';.:'USFWS.;' USGS, and NMFS). This
'committee would provide for fnteragericy.coordinatjon--through joint

'f.··revieW,of project related material,s and for development, through conveninq
the committee, of more fnformed and uniform positions representing all

. resource interests to be trans·mitted·to the appl i cant~ This we bel ieve
provides that applicant with a more efficient process for' information

:".: "ex~hanqe.- .

The objecti ves of thf s commi ttee are to: '

1.

z.

J.

4.

develop plans of study which are based upon f~ll agency participation
throughout each phase of the planning process;

select the resource specialists who will undertake the required
studies·and investigations; .

insure that the bt'ologi.cal and related envi ronmental studies t

their timing, and technical adequacy are planned, implemented,
and conducted to provide the quantitative and qualitative data
necessary to: a) assess the potential impacts to fish and
wildlife resources.;. b)_ provide the basis· for mitigation and .. _.. ,
compensation of resource losses which will result from the
project at the time of submisssfon of' a FERC license application;
and c) select the favored mitigation and/or compensation
alternative from the product generated by "b"; .

provide the forum for continued project review to jointly
develop all aspects of the studies and to provide for a timely
exchange of information and for redirection of studies should
the accomplishment of specific objectives be in jeopardy;



1;'-': .... ,: ...
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5. 'assu reo that the studi es are conducted in compl i ance wi th all
.·.state and federal laws. regulations. Executives Orders, and
:;.~~';::·mandates;'as·{.they.app ly to fi sh and-wi 1dli fe', resources; and

"~~~~~~'';'''~''''.~~~J::,,;.~·k:.~~~:~_.,.~~, ..': '.. !.'. ~ ....~:.i..' "," ._-" ....~':. ....:~~~_~w:.:,~ •.!&~.._~ ... .l~•..,.:A'~~.~.~~r-., ..•:1:- r..~:.:.~~~<- "
.:.::;l.~;~·· 'p.~vi d~'iu~!t~,e~.t~,~~~~y comments from' the.i,~?:~.1 ~tee~/.o.;,,~.he });;.:~{-

:_::·'.iEt.~~~· ~i~~1~t~;·~ ~~-~-~~j';j: .:f.~i~::. . >'" ~ ~{}f;f~:;;.~~:.,. ·~.~i~:\: .{:-~~!~:~~~Jj:~'"
.;TheySus~.. .a~.. yd,roe1~tt;. Ci~;S teeri ngCorrmi ttee s~o ..<Vconvene. on ::·a/ regu1a t~'o/'!:;~;'~:;':
'basis.~~sfdi~~ted by: :pJ.~#ni ng' and ,revi ell '. requi temen.ts;~·'., HoWever i::' it ,..~.,
seems,'"appropriate -to meet,~'at a minimum on a monthly basis ' to',exchange
'repor:'~s.;t;art<j;:toibe adv.i,sedcof' progress toward objectives by .the Alaska
Powet~pUth.or1.tY:and,:,pdo-cip1e investi gators. '.' A.record of-i.gr.eements

- reache<i:trecoll1riendati ons;: and 'commen~ provi ded. ". and res pons:f bi 1i ties
assfgned~f~"meet1ngsshould De: distributed to 'all' parti es involved~

,:::;;~..::~.,~~~_~;..;< "'~ e' "::,:>,<:, ~ :~~< ..> .. .... .' ;~~~.:~,.':, "~~'.~'-: -.' ~~.:.~ ..~.;~<~:.'
Progress~ reports' should be submitted to members of the corrmittee quarterly.
Coaments':.',from·the comnittee to APA would then· be submitted at a pre-
establ ished ti~e 'thereafter. Coments provided to the Alaska Power'
Auth0r-fty ,sho~ld, be:appr:opri ately addressed and incorporated into project
documents:'y:t;::· "... ' ','

~ - ';.>:::... '.-'. "

The- p~rti~l~:fi'~9 ~ers of the cOll1ltittee must have free acc~ss to all
data collected during the study. In addition. principal project personnel
should be accessible to members of the committee'in case clarification·
of any::,aspect:of'the field'studies is required."

Pftasei'Stud~:'S Initiation,-, . ..
The programs outlined in the work plans are sceped into a 24 month time
frame for Phase r field work and one additional month covering Phase r
annual report development during January 1982. The completion of several
of these studies between January 1989' and: January t982 is not consi~ered feasible.

• I

A large amount of materials. equipment and scient;'f1c gear will be
required for these stUdies. Many'of these items will require ordering
well 'in advance of the date. on which they would be employed in the
field. For example. major sonar and radio-telemetry development is
anticipated for'anadromou~ adult.stock assessment and migrational work.
The Bendix Corporation. the supplier of the sonar equipment the Department
uses. has indicated a minimum of 18 months from order to delivery. of .._ . _. .
sonar equipment. Also. members of the USFWS who have utilized radio-
telemetry 1n the State have indicated an up to' one year delay in the
fielding of that equipment until radio .frequencies are approved by th,e
FCC. .

New State personnel regulations may also' affect this Department's timely
implementation of studies unless an expedited procedure for employing
staff dedicated to these studies is developed. If funds are released on
January 1, 1980. several months will be required to obtain the staff
needed to begin field work in 1980. These staff are crucial to the
continued progress of specific planning and organizational work which



must necessarily ,begin as close to January as possible or further study.
delay w(l1~)~e~~n~_ountered;i,L ":;»"'~;,~ .,-";'-;-' : - <.\~>- ,

...~~~~..... " ..,.:....~~.M:~""":,,:' ...,I,t4,,,"~ :.:~;~.. :.. .~·:","p·~·7.,,:·t.'.- .; ..... ,(~~..... ,. :~~~'~'~•....•.. - . t-i·~~~~~~:~n~:..:-:·:,:-·

Al Towa~ce:~Jl1!J.s_~~;~be\!l2d~.i;J9t~~the- fmpa9,~,of equip~~f1,~' and, per:~~,n,~l~~n.s~rdn-;t,s: ,
on the a,~iJttY&.9,f:1th1sr·:Q~!P,~rj:ment to.;"conduct the~::pr,oposed,.f,~·s.h;r~nd;,~L'::',~ , If';',
wl1dlffe;~stuQfes Th~e1;a+re;rea:lftfeswhichmust~be""deirlt~witfi'?'an'd~"ate '~':
fundarnentaJtdete~nantifo"f¥the}cic.fequacj',of th(itw6rk'-we":hav'e': iiropos:~~:lt,_ ...rr'{:: >

::sen-'~~~I~::,~;;/:,:'~ ..•.. ..;"7'j~i;1;
A major po~iticm{of.~the~~oepartmentfor the, past several years is that': ,
many of the ~fe.lo.~ical:~~:s'tud1~;:'mUstbe conducted through a f~ve y~ar < '
pe,riod to provide;~:,the'~basic-cyclical. envi ronmenta1 infonnatl0n needed~;

to evaluate projec~~fmpact(,and'the mitigation requirements ,or alternattves
that are avaf1abl.~~:!VIri,:~thEftime availed us, we have not been able to.;:;:,%,.' ,

\ provide a spec1ffc~·bu~get:;,or .work plan proposal for the studies that ~y
be requ1.red 1n, th.'e,:.year;s:~·succeeding Phase I into Phase rr, and i t;maY!':iR::
not be reason~bleq:o d~}so'at this stage., ,';y:",:

.' -~~;~ -. .',;~: .»~}~~.~'. . . ':
Ai1 acceptable•. Pl an of;t~tudy must insure that ~tudfes are continued into "
Phase II. If is ,the pcJS:ftion of this Department that stu~y continuation
and redir~t1onshould'be based on the outcome of Phase I infonnation.<,
The proposed', Sus f tna ,Hydroe1ectric. Steering COrml; ttee, wh f ch has been":'
proposed herein. 15 an,:~important group, in our opinion" to 'insure scopin9
and budgeting of Phase II' studies are executed in a consi~tent and
systematic fasttfon.

Socioeconomic Considerations
I

Of primary importance to this Department is Objective 4: to determine
the economic, recreational, social, and aesthetic values of the existing
resident and anadromous fish stocks and habitat.

This objective will enable the Susitna Hydro environmental studies to
assess the soc~oeconomic impacts on commercial, recreational, and subsistence
users and industries supporting them•... Over half of Al aska ~s growing'-
population resides in the proximity of the impact area. Not only this
population, but commercial fishenmen. recreationists, and businesses
from throughout the nation and other countries may be affected by the
hydroelectric project. The popularity of Denali State Park and nearby
Mt. McKinley' National Park further attests to the high social, recreational,
and aesthetic qualities of the area.

The basic problem in regard to the Susitna Hydro POS is to define and
conduct the studies which will adequately evaluate the socioeconomic
(monetary and nonmonetary) and cultural values of fish and wildlife and
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.~,~~- ..... _#..
.' -"f;!:·

;_i'~f'
'.;.

the habitat that supports them when comparing them with other (more
tan~ible) monetary, resource values,and,use~ associated with hydropower..>." _," ',-
d 1 t ''''', ""';"·:',.';-f'';' , " ., . • .eve opmen • . .', , ,: " ,.

, " '~.' "·"-'·'~;~'·~';:7-':·:"tlr;"'-""·7"'::;:i~:7~T~'4';0~ ': ' ··;'J'~'~7/,>,:'-",·':tN~~t··
rt mus t be emphas i zed that::~'((u1tiinate:ly;'\se1ect:~ the, best uses}of,(the ~<"'!;'i:: ":':;:;:'~:~:ki'< .- '.
natura1 resource's-;'ofLthetSusi tna} BaS"iitl;froni\whi<:h' .society wi n;~'receive~~' ~i/::}?'if;!;~,:~_:
the most ..1ong tenn~': benet.ft1~th·e.Wet~~bene·ffts~ (telta 1 bene ff t:fminui~'total'}&~;~;M~,*~0!i.~::·
costs) must be 'adequat'ely!ievarua'ted~~~~n:ons'equently; values .rriuSt~dJ,E!~:':~'" ; :t;;~?·'il'.f~+::'·
assigned to each.potentiaF;resourCe'''use:'·''· Whert'monetary terms'are),Jn- ·ii1:;~t·,
appropriate. Igenciesw111' need to devise nonmonetary means of eva'luating:,~;}r:"
impacts to fish and wildlf,fe resources.; Existing regulatitms require ,; ,(~
agencies such as the Corps,'of. Engi·rieerS. (COE) ,: ori the ATa-s-ka-PoweljAuthor-i-ty.,';::,.- ..
(APA) to search\o.ut;"~develop:;;a~d~:follow··'procedures reasonably· caJc'tilated.':c' ;:.<-r;'~v· '.
to bri-ng environmental'.: factors'-:' t'o": peer,' status with dollars and technology:, '
in their decision-making.',' NEPA directs action agencies to "the fullest
extent possib1eN:, ',~:,~:.\:;;'<r:;~~~::,&~:.:~r,:~ ..

identify and.d~v~i6~~~hbds~~ndpro~edures which will insur.e
. that presently tmquan.tified:envfronmenta1 ameni ties and va lues

may-be given appropriate consideration in decisionmaking along
with economic and ~e<:hnicaJ~consfderations (42 U.S.C. S4332
(a) (B). ' ',',::, .

These met,hods should quantify'habftat',values which are "equivat'ent t~ the
extent and type of habi~ataffecteqby\theplanned project and estimate
the quantity and quality of habitat'needed to be acquirea and/or improved
to mitigate loss. It can then be determined if the socio-economic '.
,impacts of the project can be mitigated and at what cost. Furthermore.
the Water Resources Council directs action agencies to devise nonmonetary'
means of evaluating fish and wildlife impacts: .

When ~ffe~ts cannot or should not be expressed in monetary
tenns •• they will be set forth, insofar as is reasonably
possible, in appropriate quantitative· and qual itative
physical, biological or other measures reflecting the en
hancement or improNement of the characteristics relevant to
the type of effect under consideration (38 F.R. 24797) •.

As a result, the often-cited excuse that the evaluation of supposedly
"fntangible" habitat values'fs difficult or impossible is no longer'
valid (Horvath 1978; Dwyer 1-977; Copeland 1976; Morrow 1979).

Specific data to analyze both the nonmonetary and monetary socioeconomic
recreational, social, and cultural values of the Susitna River Basin are
lacking. rt should also be stressed that an adequate assessment of
monetary values by traditional methods must be based on commercial.



re~reationa.l t and subsistence use data which are not currently avai'lable
'and not being collected•. 'Designs for this data. c.ollectio~ and the data
collection itself would best be done by the Department of Fish and Game.

>::. the traditional' collector of data on these users. Therefore. this
: ';'.';..;, Department would 1i.ke to actively participate fn.planning those por,tions

..... "c'",, ..... pertaining .to" socioeconomics .,,.recreationa1.~culturaL and aesthetic,,:.
values of the Susitila River Basin.: :, ..;\;.:,:."~fr:i:'

J'?;~~" , ~mln;~tr~~fi;o~erhe'd ~nd Tf~~' ~~; ~i!tii ..~~~ ....
...... ..... < ,~~ .:.;:".: •• ", • ,~ •

Overhead ,costs 'have not been included in the-attached budget. The. .
Alaska Oepa~ent of ,'Fish and' Game' (ADF&G} norinally charg'es overhead to
cover costs incurred by its Division of: Administration.: On most outside
contracts. this amounts to approximately JOpercent of all costs except
equipment. However•. overhead is usually not charged on reimbursaole
service agreements (RSA) between State agencies •. Susitna Hydroelectric
Project studies will place an additional burden on the Division of
Administration particularly during the first year when major equipment .
purchases and personnel hi ring will occur. Howev.er. ,this additional .
work load is not likely to cost 10 percent of the proposed budget (approximately
$600,000 during 1980' and 1981). Surplus money would presumably revert
to the General Fund without accomplishing any purpose.

A more reasonable approach would be for the Division of Administration
of the ADF&G, the Alaska Department of Administration. and the Alaska
Power Authority to design a realistic program for administering the

, funds'and to,haveAPA reimburs'e the appropriate ag~ncies for actual
costs. These :Costs should be added to the overall budget. '

The-time normally required to proces~ purchase requisitions and contracts
is likely to create problems with APA's time table. A similar problem
developed when the Legislature appropriated Bristol Bay disaster relief '
funds during 1974 after a failure in the salmon run. The problem was solved by
funding a position in the Anchorage office of the Department of Administration
to expedite purchasing. This allowed the rapid purchase of items without
violating purchasing procedures and without excessively burdening the
State's regular administrative staff. A similar approach would be
beneficial to the Susitna Program. It is recommended that APA and
Administration consider'it as an option.

Monitoring &Surveillance

Monitoring and surveillance of Phase I and II project activities to
minimize the impact of these activities on fish and wildlife and their
habitats will be necessary.

The Susitna Hydro ~oordinator will be responsible for assuring that
the Department reV1ews and comments upon the host of State ana Federal
permit actions which may be required each year for land and water use.
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He will'bespec1fically responsible for AOF&G Title 16 permit applications
review and development stipulations to protect fish and game.

Estuarine Studies
.... ~~ "'." •••• •• ;.~. w·o t - ••

... ' ..... '" ~. --. - .'0 ..... " .' -. 'j"'""- :"

The Department of Fish and Game has not· attempted' tod~taf1 possible .. ' ;'~;,
estLiarin'e,;'.studfes for the preliminar:l: fina 1. POS.· ,These studies can be ',. ,
del ayed; p~QfngJ~the outcome of PhaseI~ stud; es. ?~:" ' " .' .,... ' ,

If demo~~i~;gi~{hYdrol09iCand wate~ quality changes near the mouth of
the Sus f tna' Ri ver are shown or projected (based on the ana lys i s of 1980
or 1981 data), estuarine studies should be initiated to identify the
potential for project impacts on that environment.

-11'-

•• " ,.<;;



AQUATIC STUDIES,

....... ' .... -.

The Susitna,R1,ver drainage', located north'of Cook Inlet. encompasses an ',._
area of 19~1WOJsquare miles.';<J'he., free-flowing Susitna River is approximately;::',{
275 mileslorig'from its sOtirce\iri'the Alaska Mountain Range to its point, ",
of discharge into caoklnlet..>" The mainstem river and its major' tributaries
originate in glaciers and 'carry a 'heavy'silt load dur.ing the ice-free,
months~ but there'are also':many smaller tributaries which are perennially
silt-free. "

The constructi on' of power dams lJn the. Sus i tna Ri ver wi 11 adverseli affect
portions:of the· fish and wildlife resources of the Susitna River Basin.
The two dam system proposed' by the Corps of Engineers~(COE) would inundate
in excess of 50.500 acres of the Sus1tna River Basin aquatic and terrestrial
habitat upstream of Devil 'canyon. Regulation of the mainstem river'will
substantially alter the natural flow regime downstream. The transmission
line corridor. substations. road corridor. and constru¢~ion pad sites
may also impact aquatic and ~errestria.l communities and their habitat.
Historically; the long-and-short-term environmental impacts ,of hydroele<:tric
dams have adversely altered the extremely delicate balance, of ecosystems
(Keller' 1976i Hagan et'al 1973).

Background knowledge of the Susitna River Basin is limited. The proposed
hydroelectric development necessitates gaining a thorough ,knowledge of
its natural characteristics and populations prior to final dam design
approval and construction authorization in order to p'rotect the aquatic
and terrestrial populations from unnecessary losses. All engineering,
hydrological, biological. and other project feasibility' study activities
conducted by the ,various governmental and private agencies will also
have to be monitored and regulated to prevent ecological disturbances.

A survey of the fishery resources should cover complete life history
cycles. A 30 month program prior to license application (Phase I).
although supplying essential information about the fishery. is inadequate
and should be continued through supplemental studies in Phase II. The
proposed studies should be conducted for a minimum period of 5 years.

Five species of Pacific salmon (chinook, coho, chum, pink. and s~keye)

inhabit the Susitna River drainage during their freshwater life history
stages. The majority of chinook, coho, chum, and' pink salmon production
in Cook Inlet occurs within this drainage. An anadromous smelt, the
eulachon, also utf.1izes the lower reaches of the river,

Cook Inlet .is one of the major anadromous fish producing areas in the
State of Alaska. The commercial catch of salmon reported for Cook Inlet
during the five year period from 1971 to 1975 averaged over a million
fish per year, and represented an average of 7,4 percent of the total
catch for the State of Alaska. In addition to the commercial catch of
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salmon, the recreational fisherery took about 90,00d salmon a year and
~he personal-use fishery, an additional 10,000 salmon per year. Sockeye.
pink, and chum salmon are by far the most important commercial species
in the area, making up over gO per cent-of the total, catch from Cook
Cnlet; coho and chinook salmon make'up the remainder. Chinook and'coho
salmon also are the species most favored by the recreational fishermen.

r , ,Grayling;/rainbow" trout, Dolly Varden, burbot~· lake ,trout, and whitefish
., are s.ome'·of the important resident fish species cO(l1J1On to thi.s system•.

Approximately SO percent of the statewide sport fishing effort ~curs

within the Cook Inlet area. The recreational marine fishe~ is, however,
very limited with the exception of a popular fishery at the vicinity of
Deep Creek on Cook Inlet. The majority of the anadromous sport fish
harvest 'occurs as the fish approach their spawning areas. Most, anglers
within the Cook 'Inlet area show a preference for salmon rather than
resident game 'fish when both types of fisheries are available. Resident
populations are fished more heavily during fall and spring. months during the
absence of salmon runs. '
.' .

Therefore, the proposed Susitna River hydroelectric project will have
various impacts on both the indigenous organisms and the natural conditions
within the aquatic environment.. Pote~tial impacts to fish populations
are the most obvious source of concern due to their socioeconomic and
recreational importance to the people of Alaska and the Nation.

:'.

STUDY PROPOSALS

Individual study p'roposals are designed to provide the n,ecessary background'
information to enable proper evaluatiQn of impacts. Six general objectives
have been outlined: •

1. Oetermin~ the .relative abundance and distribution of adult
anadromous fish populations within the drainage.'

2. Determine the distribution 'and abundance of selected resident
and juvenile anadromous fish populations.

3. Determine the spatial and seasonal habitat· ~equirements of
anadromous and resident fish species during each stage of '
their life historieS.

4. Determine the economic, recreational, social. and aesthetic
values of the, existing resident and anadromous fish stOCKS and
habitat.

rhe Department has not developed a specific work plan for
this objective but strongly believes the Acres-American POS
must be strengthened to cover fish and wildlife concerns during
Phase r.



5. Determine the impact the Devil Canyon project will have on the
aquatic ecosystems and any required mitigation prior to
construction approval decision. This is the primary objective
of both Phase I and II studies. This will be discussed in
detail 1n the Phase II work when it is written.

6. Determine a long-term plan of study, if the project is authorized,
to monitor the impacts during and after project completion: .
Th'is is also an objective of Phase II.-

- \ -
The study areas are generally categorized within the following locations:

A. Cook Inlet area

B. ',Cook Inlet 'to the Yentna River confluence

C. Yentna River to the Talkeetna River confluence

D. Talkeetna River confluence to ~he Devils Canyon dam site
.

E. Devil Canyon dam site to the Tyone River confluence

F. Proposed transmission line corridor(s), access roads, and
construction pad sites

Scaling of the proposed studies with respect to timing, geographic
locations, and intensity has been done with consideration of the resource
knowledge available for each of the geographic iocations identified
above.




