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The Al’sxa ﬂepartment of Ftsh and Game is praviding-the enclosad Phase [
__ 25 month pcrvion g7..the 3-year fi{sheries and wildlife study proposed ta
 ba conductad  as part of the Susitna dydroelectric feasibility {nvestigations.
' The sroposals were developed following discussions with Acres-American
and their environmental studias subcontractor, Terrastrial ESavironmental
Specxalfsus. ‘We nave also met with represantatives of the U.S. Fish and .
Wijdlifa. Sarvicaand the Alaska Oepartment of Natural Resourcas to °
gbta{n their suggastions and advics ralative to portions of our proposals
and the development of a final ravisaed plan’of study. [ must {ndicate,
nowever, that {t.should not be {nfarrad that USFWS and AONR have formally .
andorsad thesa proposals {n their entirecy. Their formal positions
reqarding the sntire r«vised plan of study will undoudtadly come during

the next agency and subl{c review- staga.

{n his. lettar to me am Cctcber 4, Robert Mohn of your statT discussad a
number of issues and subjéct areas winich required our input on the
development of the ravisad planm of study. The information orovided
nerain. should satis®y part of thosa regquirements outlined oy tha 4PA,

but specitic rﬂfinements addrassing our concarns outlined. in our attached
proposal and comments of other agencies will be needed during the period
Acras or the Corps of Eaginears {s reavising the PQS next month.— -~ ==-7"
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~ Thomas W. Trent
~ leqional Supervisor
“wydabitat Protaction Section

¢cc: Reoresantative R. Halford
Reoresantative 8. Rcdgars

: Commiss{onar R. 0. Skoog - ADF23G
Commissioner €. W. Muellar - AQEC
Commissioner . S. LaResche - 4NN2
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PROGRAM JUSTIFICATION

The programs proposed.by the Alaska Oepartment of Fish and Game (ADF&G R
are the. first.phase’of a- “five year study program,.necessary -insthei v ’
opinfon of thiss Department, -to’ meet the provisions. of numerous: federal
‘and ‘state: Iawsmand?regulations providing for the.considerationt oﬁﬁgish
and wildlife! valu iin,pre-project planning and’ evaluaticn offimpactiiss
assessment,1project{pcssibiIity detarmination,” ‘mit{gation of probable;;
impactsishould: the;project ‘be ‘constructad,” and survei 11ance and’ monitoring
during and ‘aftar;project:canstruction. The biological abjectives and™
Justification are.explained {n the task waork plans; the statutory and -
~ ;egu!:tory mandates for ccnducting thesa: proposed work plans-ace.ouxljned A 3
ereaftar: ' ; i : T S .

 Federal/State Lws:
Fxsh and Hfldlffe Coordination Act (FWCA)

The Ftsh and wildlife Coordination Act, draft unifbrm procedures for ;
compliance, May 1979.further standardizes procedures and fnteragency.
relationships to {nsure, “that wildlife conservation is fully considered
_and weighed equally with other project: features in agency decision
. "aking pracesses by integrating such considerations {nto project planning,
“~national Environmental Policy Act:(NEPA) compliance procedures,.financial -
and economic analyses, authorizatfcn documents, and project tmplementataon.

As stated in the Federal Regfster (VOI 44, No. 98) this Act-appifes-not
onlvy fn the project area, but wheraver pmject {mpacts may occur.

Subpart 8 FWCA Compliance Procedures

Sec. 410.21 £qual consideration
Equal consideration of wildlife resource valuas in project planning
and approval is ‘the assence of the fWCA compliance process. It
requires action agencifes (the Alaska Power Autharity, APA) to
involve wildlife agencies (the Alaska Department of Fish and Game
and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,-USFWS) throughout their planaing,
approval, and implementation process for a project and highlights
the need to utilize a systematic approach to analyzing and establishing
. planning objectives for wildlife--resource-needs and problems-and——————: — ~v~=-
developing and evaluating alternative plans.

Sec. 410.22 Consultation
(a) Initiatfon. The FWCA compliance process may be {nitiated by
a potential applicant, an action agency, or a wildlife agency.
(b) Potential Applicants. Implementing praceduras of action
... agencies shall provide that applicants for those non-federal project
| approvals which require a water-dependent power project appraval
from the Federal Enerqy Regulatory Commission (FERC) (also applfes
to preliminary FERC permit) contain written evidence that they
initiated the FWCA complfance process with both Regional Directors
and the head of the State wildlife agency exercising administratiaon
over the f1sh and wildlife resources of the stata(s) wherain «t-
__PmJect is “to be conctwiasad -




The intent of this paragraph (a)(1) of this section is to assist -
applicants {n designing environmentally sound projects without
waste of their planning resources and to minimize the potential for:
delay in the processing of applications...Action. agency- 1mplement1n
procedures~shall” adviSemthat ‘consultation should.be {initiatediby
the applicant’ at:thes Ijest;stages of {ts project planning;‘and;
that 1ts submissfons’ _aw11d1ife :agencies shall indicate-theigener
work-or activity: being'considered its purpose(s). and the gener
area in which it 1s contemplated

Natfonal Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)

" The Cauncil on Envtronmental Quality (ceq), Regulations for [mplementxng, ER
* the Procedural Provisions of.the Natfonal Environmental Policy Act (40 7
CFR, Parts 1500-1508, July 30,71979) specifies pravisfons requiring the. - .
integration- of the NEPA process process into early planning, the integratton
of NEPA reqirements with other environmental review and consultaticn :
requirements. and the use of the sccping process. :

Clean Nater Act .
} Section 404 of the Clean Watar Act of 1977 and. regulations for implementation.
- of the permit program of the Corps of Engineers (33 CFR, Parts.320-329, ° :
July 19, 1977) requires that a Oepartment of the Army permit(s) be.. .
obtained for certain structures-or work {n or affecting waters of the .

United States. The applfcation(s) for such a permit(s) w111 be subject

to review by wildlife agencies. .

Executive Order 11990 (Netlands)-

This order was issued “{n order to avoid to the extent possible the
long-term and short-term adverse impacts assocfated with the destruction
or modification of ,wetlands and to avoid direct or indirect support of’
new construction fn wetlands wherever there is a practicable altenative,
and Executive Order 11988 (Floodplains) was {ssued "to avoid to the
extent possible the long-tarm and short-term adverse impacts assocfated
with the occupancy and modification of floodplains and to avoid direct
and indirect support of f100dplain development wherever there {s a
practicable aiternative.® AlTl federal agencies are responsible to
camply with these €0's in the ‘plinning and decis{on-making -process.

€ndangered Species Agt

Section 7(c) of theAEndanéeréd Species Act, 87 Stat. 884, as amended,
requires the APA to ask the Secretary of the Interior, acting through
~the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, whether any listed or proposed

|_andangered or threatened species may be present in the area of the

 Susitna Hydroelectric Power Project. If the Fish and Wildlife Service
advises that such ipecies may be present {n the area of the project,
the APA is required by Section 7(c) to conduct a Biological Assessment



‘\‘

= and rio physica} construction may-begin’ until. the* Biolog1ca1 Assessment -

ﬁﬁto ba affected’ -by-the construction’ project. the APA {s required by
Sectfon T(a) to 1n1t1ate the consultation.process.

 to 1deht1f}‘any listed or proposed endangered or threatened species

which are l{kely to be affected by the construction project. The assessment
is to be completed within 180 daysy unless a time extension is mutually ‘
.-agreed. upon. . No contract. for. physical—coastruction may:-be-entered into” Y

is completed...In the event.the. conclusionsrdraWn*from the B8ialogical™
Assessment’ are that.listed endangered ‘or, threatened: species are likely

2N

Nater Resources Council. Prfnciples and Standards

* The principles and standards for Planning Hater and Related Land Resources
* (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, Stata, and local governments; private enterprise and organi-
zations; and individuals. These principles fnclude providing the basis
for p]anning of federal and faderally ass{sted water and land resources

- programs and projects and federal licensing act{vities as listed in the

" Standards. The President tn his June.6, 1978 statement further defined

" federal water polfcies.
' State Laws

Title 16

;Title 16, independently of Federal laws, mandatas the Alaska Department

of Fish and Game to manage, protect, maintain, enhanca, 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 faderal laws and regulations pertaining to fish and
wildlife. ¢ .
. [

Sec. 16.05.870 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 baed of a specified river, lake or stream, or to use wheeled, tracked,
or excavating equipment or log-dragging equipment {n the bed of a specified.
river, lake, or stream, the person or gavernmental agency shall notify
the commissioner of this fntention befare thea beginning of the construction
or usa. ,
(¢) . . . . If the conmissioner detarmines 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 constructian

-, or work, complete plans and specifications for the proper protection of

/ Fish and game in connection with the construction or work, or in connection

with the use, and the approximata 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 {s to protect and.
conserve fish and gamé and other natura] resources. 1964.
Att y Gen., No.. 10 e

v

{Alaska oastal “Management .rogram‘:‘,

} approved: .Coastal Management Program (ACMP) mandates
that alliStatey: federal: and: Local government agencies must coordinate -
- all p]anning and development activities {n the State's coastal zone to
ensure adequate consideration and protection of Alaska's coastal waters o

" -and resources.”As: the proposed Susftna Hydropaower projeet will- occur

within® Alaska's - coastal zone and certainly will directly influence °
coastal waters all planning and development plans must be consistent
with the Coastal Standards and the Mat-Su Borough's Oistrict Coastal
Plan once it is completed and approved. The Coastal Standards are
presently {n’ ‘effect and all State and Federal actions must be consistent
wfth them. Section GAA_C 80 130 states that:

(a) habitats 1n‘the coastal area which are subaect to the Alaska Coastal
Management Program include‘

(1) affshore - .

(2).' estuaries .

(3) wetlands and tidal flats

{4) rocky fslands and sea cliffs
(5) barrier {slands and lagoons
(6) exposed high enargy coasts
{(7) rivers, streams and lakes
(8) {mportant upland habitat

These habitats which are spec1f1ca11y defined in the Standards must be
identified within the Susitna Hydro Study area during the feasxb111ty

- studies. In addition, Section (b) states that habitats contained in (a)

of this section shall be managed so as to maintain or enhance the biolegical,
physical and chemical charactar{stics 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
cons{stancy requirements are manadated {n both. the Alaskan and.Federal-- — .. .. ...
CZIM Acts and the Fish and Wildlife Coordinatfon Act. The Question of
consistancy with CZM standards goes wall beyond the FERC licensing
requirements and 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. [f the project is constructed these studies will

be the basis for mitigation plans or the formulation of mitigation

studies to offset project impacts. ‘Mitigation as defined in Section
1508.20 of the Natfonal Environmental Policy Act Implementation Regulations

P P N



(a)

(@) ¢

e

-~action and 1ts”imp1ementationt

‘Reduc1ng or eliminating”the impact over time by preservation

Avoiding the 1mpact altogether by not taking a certaxn actlon ‘
or parts of an action. : T

4

Munimlzing 1mpacts by Ifmfting the degree or magnitude of the”

and-maintenance operations during the 1ife of the action.

Compensating ‘for the {mpact by replacing or providiagwsubstitute ??"f;égg

;resources or envfronments.

R R PP
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 [SSUES, PROBLEMS, CONCERNS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
REGARDING THE SUSITHA' ‘HYDRQ PLAX OF STUDY

ec: “thermagn ‘of thai sitna’ etric.
ontinuouscoordination in’ ccord‘with;the ‘Uni-form’ Procedures’ for compllﬂ
{thithe Fish and Wi1dlife Coordination”Act willbe: best accomplished S

through formation of a Susitna Hydroelectric Steering Committee.. S
- function of this committee would be to:provide’coordinated exchanges .of e

The

R nformatfon batweenh the Alaska Power. Author1ty ‘and {nterested resource
anagement agencies. : Through' this‘exchange, the'concerns of all agenc1es
“{nvolved would be {dentified edrly: and hopefully prevent unnecessary '
delays in the progress of the feasibilfty study.

'sﬂfﬁ;-we propose that the Steering Committee be composed of representatxves of
- & -resource agencies with responsibflities’ pertaining to the Susitna Hydroelectric
.-, Feasibility Studfies (ADF&G, ADEC, ADNR; USFWS, USGS; and NMFS). This

. committee would provide for interagency coordination- through joint

review of project related materfals and for development, through convening

= the committee, of more {nformed and uniform positions representing all
resource interests to be transmitted -to the applicant. This we believe

: pravides that applicant with a more efficient process for information

7 70 exchange.

" The objectives of fhfs committee are to: -

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

select the resource specialists who will undertake the required
studfes 'and investigations;

insure that the bfological and related environmental studies,

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 resourcas; 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 appl(cat1on,
and ¢) select the favored mit{gation and/or compensation
alternative from the product generatad 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 {nformation and for redirection of studies should
the accomplishment of specific objectives be in jeapardy;



. S. -assume that the studies are conducted in compliance with all
... State and federal laws, regulations, Executives Orders, and
2 “?mandates -as” they apply to fish and- wfld]ife resources. and

*Hy roelectricaSteering Commfttee shouldfconvene;on;
'?dictated by: plannfng and review requirements:’ However;:it

seens’ appropriate to meet/at a minfmum on a monthly: basis to exchange
‘reports; and.to:be advised of progress toward objectives by the Alaska
Power Aufgerity and- principie fnvestigators.; A record of,agreements

Progress reports should be submitted to members of the comm1ttee quarter1y
Comments- from .the: committee to APA would then.be submitted at a pre-
established time thereaftar. Comments provided to the Alaska Power
ﬁuthorfty should be appropriately addressed and 1ncorporated into project
ocuments*ﬁ

The partxcipating members of the committee must have Free access to a11

- data-collected during the study. In additfon, principal project personnel

should be accessible to membars of tha committee in case clarif1cat1on .
of any aspect of the field studfes is required.’

. -

Phase I Studies Inftiation -

.*

The programs outlined in the work plans are scoped into a 24 month time
frame for Phase [ field work and one add{itional month covering Phase I
annual report development durfng January 1982. The completion of several

of these studies between January 198G and: January 1982 {s not considered feasible.

A large amount of materials, equipment and scientific 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-anadromous: adult stock assessment and migrational work.
The Bendix Corporation, the supplier of the sonar equipment the Department

uses, has {ndicated a minimum of 18 months from order to delivery of . .. .

sonar equipment. Also, members of the USFWS who have utilized radio-
telemetry {n the State have {ndicated an up to one year delay in the
fielding of that equipment until radio frequencies are approved by the
FCC.

‘E 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 {s developed. I[f 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




7 wildlifed studie

must necessarily begfn as close to January as 90551b1e or further study
delay will; be; encountered.r s, B BEDEOE o

-

Allowance.mus' be”made”fongthe impacts of equipment and pefsonne ‘gonstra Lts

on_the’ ability:of;thisiDepartment  toiconduct theiproposed.fishiandi
gQIhese ?realftfes‘which mustibe’ dealt thh sand:arezs

R s"',. Ntabecy

fundamenta determfnggts§bf the’adeq acy of the work we’ have proposed 03
do. 2 : RN

Phase II Studies

A maJor positfo ‘of..th Department for the past severaT years is that -
many of the’ biplogical ‘studies’must be conducted through a five year .A;

period to providé:the.basic cyclica! environmental information needed:
to evaluate project*fmpacts and the mitigatfon requirements.or alternatives
that are available.iiIn;the time availed us, we have not been able to i}

provide a specifi ‘budget’ or work plan proposa] for the studies that may
be requirad in. the.years: succeedfng Phase [ into Phase [I, and it mayf &
not be reasonable to d so at this stage. ‘ L

An acceptable P]an ofsStudy must 1nsure that studies are cont1nued \nto
Phase II. [t s the position of this Department that study cont1nuation
and redirect{on should'be based on the outcome of Phase I 1nformat1on.,h;.
The proposed-Sus{tna-: Hydroelectric Steering Committee, which has been ™
proposed herefn, is an:{mportant group, in our opinion, to insure scoping
and budgeting of Phase [l studfes are executed in a consistent and
systematic fasifon.

Socioeconamic Considepations

3 .
Of primary importance to this Oepartment {s Objective 4: to determine
the economic, recreational, socifal, and aesthetic values of the existing
resident and anadromous fish stocks and habitat.

This objective will enable the Susitna Hydro environmental studies to
assass the socfoeconomic {mpacts on commercial, recreational, and subsistence
users and industries supporting them... Qver half of Alaska's growing _—. ..
population resides fn the proximity of the impact area. Not only this
population, but commercial fishermen, recreationists, and businesses

from throughout the natfon 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 desthetic qualitfes 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 sociceconomic
(monetary and nonmonetary) and cultural values of fish and wildlife and




costs) must be adequataly

the habitat that supports them when comparing them with other (more
tangible) monetary resource values and uses associated thh hydropower T

PR TR

development.

I e e

it must be emphasized tha
natural resources. of. the¥Su
the most long term. henefjt‘,the net. enefits (total benefit: min

"evaluated m.onsequently. values mustibae’::
assigned to each potential:resource use.: When'monetary terms” arexfn-'
appropriate, agencfes will need to devise nonmonetary means of evaluating
fmpacts to fish and wildlife resources.: Existing regulations require
agencies such as.the. .Corps of Engineers. (COE) or:the Alaska-PowerzAuthority.
(APA) to search’out;’ develop and .follow procedures reasonably: calculated
to bring environmenta] factors”to: peer: status with dollars and ‘téchnolagy.
tn their decfsion-making.t NEPA directs action agencies to “the fullest
extent possible"' T -,: - .

identffy and deve]op methods and procedures which will insure
- that presently- unquantified.environmental amenities and values

may-be given appropriate:consideration in decisionmaking along

with economic and technical consfderations (42 U.S.C. 54332

(a) (8). | o , !

These methods should quantify habitat values which are equxvalent to the
extent and type of habitat affected by ‘the planned project and estimate
the quantity and quality of habitat needed to be acquired and/or improved
to mitigate loss. It can then be determined if the socio-economic -

Jimpacts of the project can be mitigated and at what cost. Furthermore,

the Water Resaurces Council directs action agencies to devise nonmonetary

_means of evaluating fish and wildlife impacts:

When effects cannot or should not be expressed in monetary
terms,: they will be sat forth, insofar as is reasonably
possible, in appropriate quantitative and qualitative
physical, biological or other measures reflecting the en-
hancement or improvement of the characteristics relevant to
the type of effact under consideration (38 F.R. 24797).

As a result, the often-cited excuse that the evaluation of supposedly

“{ntangible" habitat values {s difficult or impossible {s no longer
valid (Horvath 1978; Owyer 1977; Copeland 1976; Morrow 1979).

Specific data to analyze both the nonmonetary and monetary socioeconomic

‘racreational, socfal, and cultural values of the Susitna River Basin are

lacking. It should also be stressed that an adequate assassment of
monetary Yalues by traditional methods must be based on commercial,



recreational, and subsistence use data which are not currently available
and not being collected. Desfgns for this data collection 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
“rwv Department would like to actively participate in planning those portions

- e - pertaining . to. sociceconomics,. recreational. cultural and aesthetic..
' values of th Sus1tna River Basin. § AT i

i Adm1nxstrat1ve Overhead and Time De]ays

Overhead costs have not been {ncluded {n the- ttached budget. The

* Alaska Departmnent of Fish and Game (ADF&G) normally charges overhead to.

cover costs incurred by its Division of Adminfstration. On most outside
contracts, this amounts to approximately 10 percent of all costs except
equipment. Howaver, overhead {s usually not charged on reimbursable

service agreements (RSA) between Stata agencies. ' Susitna Hydroelectric

Project studies will placa an additional burden on the Oivision of
Administration particularly during the first year when major equipment .
purchases and personnel hiring will occur. However, this additional

work load is not likely to cost 10 percent of the proposed budget (approx1mate1y
$600,000 during 1980 and 1981). Surplus money would presumably ravert _
to the General Fund without accomplfshing any purpose. , '

A more reasonable approach would be for the Oivision 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.have APA reimburse the appropriate agenciés for actual
costs. These ‘costs should be added to the overall budget.

The - time normally required to process purchase requis{tions and contracts

is likely to create problems with APA's time table. A similar problem
developed when the Legislature appropriatad Bristol Bay disaster relief

funds during 1974 after a failure {n the salmon run. The problem was salved 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 reqular administrative staff. A similar approach would be

beneficial to the Susitna Program. [t {s recommended that APA and
Administration consider {t as an option.

Monitoring & Surveillance

Monitoring and surveillance of Phase [ and II project activities to
minimize the impact of these activities on fish and wildlife and their
habitats wi}] be necessary.

The Susitna H{dro Coord1nator will be resgonsible for assuring Ehat
the Department reviews and comments upon the host of State and Federal

permit actions which may be required each year for land and water use.



.He will'be'sbecifically responsible for ADF&G Title 16 permit applications
review and development stipulations to protect fish and game.

Estuarine Studies

The Oepartment of Fish and Game has ndt‘attempted'tovaétail possible. 7f:
estuarineistudfes for the preliminary:final. POS. . These studies can be. :
delayed. pendingithe outcome of PhgsefI:stddies. B 3 e

If demonstrable hydrologic and water quality changes near the mouth of
the Susitna-River are shown or projected (based on the analysis of 1980
or 1981 data), estuarine studfes should be initiated to {identify the
potential for project impacts on that environment. ,

-1T-
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AQUATIC STUOIES

A

Introduction . ' R

The Susitna River drainage. located north of Cook Inlet, encompasses an’

area of 19,9007square miles.; i:The, free-flowing Susitna River is approxxmaﬁeTyEEQ}ﬂ'

275 miles long’ from its source in the Alaska Mountain Range to its point
of discharge into Cook Inlet. " The mainstem river and its major tributaries
originate in glacfers and carry a heavy silt load during the fce-free
months, but there are aTso many smaller tributaries which are perennially

silt- free.

The constructfon of power dams on the Susftna River will adversely affect
portions.of the fish and wildlife resources of the Susitna River Basin.

The two dam system propased by the Corps of Engineers(COE) would inundate
in excess of 50,500 acres of the Susitna River Basin aquatic and terrestrial
habitat upstream of Devil Canyon. Regulation of the mainstem ri{ver will
substantially alter the natural flow regime downstream. The transmission
line corridor, substations, road corridor, and construction pad sites

may also impact aquatic and terrestrial communities and their habitat.
Historically, the long-and-shart-term environmental impacts of hydroelectric
dams have adversely altered the extremely delfcate balance of ecosystems
{Keller 1976; Hagan et al 1973)

Background knowledge of the Sus{tna River Basin 1{s limited. The proposed
hydroelectric deyelopment necessitates gaining a thorough-knewledge of

its natural characteristics and populations prior to final dam design
approval and construction authorization in order to protect the aquatic
and terrestrial populations from unnecessary losses. All engineering,
hydrological, bfological, 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 {nformation about the fishery, {s inadequate
and should be continued through supplemental studies in Phase [I. The
proposed studies should be conducted for a minimum period of 5 years.

five species of Pacific salmon (chinook, coho, chum, pink, and sockeye)
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 utilizes the lower reaches of the river.

 Coak I[nlet 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 tao 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. [n addition to the commercial catch of
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salmon, the recreational fisherery took about 90,000 salmon a year and
the 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 90 per cent-of the total catch from Cook
[nlet; coho and chinaook salmon make up the remainder. Chinoak and ‘coho

~ salmon also are the species most favored by the recreational fishermen.

G

~g;‘jGrayling, rafnbow trout, Dolly Varden. burbot, lake trout, and wh1tef1sh
' are some- of the important resident fish species common to this system.
Approximataly SO percent of the statewide sport fishing effort occurs

within the Caook Inlet area. The recreational marine fishery 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 dur1ng the
absence of salmon runs.

Therefore. ‘the proposed Susitna River hydroelectric project will have
various impacts on both the {ndigenous organisms and the natural conditions
within the aquatic environment.. Poteritial impacts to fish populations

are the most obvious source of concarn due to their socioeconomic and
recreational importance to the people of Alaska and the Nation.

STUOY PROPOSALS

Individual study proposals are designed to provide the necessary background
information to enable proper evaluation of impacts. Six general objectives
have been outlined: *

1. Determine the relative abundance and distributfon 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 requirements of
anadromous and resident fish species during each stage of -
their life histories.

4. Qetermine the economic, recreational, social, and aesthetic
values of the existing resident and anadromous fish stocks and

habitat.

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

Phase I.



The study
A.
8.

' 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 [ and II studies. This will be discussed in
detail in the Phase II work when it is written.

Detarﬁfne a long-term plan of study, if the project is authorized,
to monitor the impacts during and after project completion. ‘
This is also an objective of Phase II.:

Y o-

areas are generally categorized within the following Tocations{

Cook Inlet area

"Cook Inlet to the Yentna River confluence

Yentna River to the Talkeetna River confluence
Talkeetna River confluence to the Devils Canyon dam site
Devil Canyon dam site to the.Tyone River confluence

Proposad transmission line corridor(s), access roads, and
construction pad sites

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

above.





