
P.O. BOX 3·2000
JUNEAu. ALASKA 99802
PHONE: 465-:-4100

.r-' ~
II

/~\
Ii I I

UI ~? I I, I' I~ \ \" ' " /'\ \I' , , !j Ie :, , 1\\ U;..
~,

' . , I I I \ . I 1.0 \\ I \
I. ~"J

,
'-- .r- ~ ul\..). ~ \.~ ~_r-~.... ~ "--" .... W ...# '-../,

DEP.-\I!':"~E~TOF FISU .-\ 'D Gr\ .1IE
I

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER !

I

I
/

<"",.~+' ," <'.
G~ "-1­

JA r S. HAMMOND. GOVERNOR

I I

y"
J

", • ~ f

the

'-'..

appre<.::iates,GameandFishof

~ .~!:.(;.~v-~;k~~~jo~.;r~::~:r'r;\:~s~~,;,~~~~",-""",'tr.. ~. ~ . ." .';.~..

·, .."stat~me~n:tb:>'~comrtlissioner Ronald o. Sko'og .to.. .

i~~~ii{~; ·~~~ii~i~~i~Z'q*Dire~~~r;,t·E~if~ti.]:"';~'::
susitna~f~y t.6eleC~rlc:'pr6ject Feasibility·~el?~~.~r~r~ ",- . ~('>,'.";. ',~~~~<~*f~:'~' ,,-:~. FR i~: 'APR 82 . ",?';;(':

.....~- .'

~ ·.:··~~~f.i.
~: -, ·;~~··t··.' ..·

invitation· ex'fended:by Mr.' Conway to provide the Alas!Ca
. ,~'; .... I,

Power "".Authority·' (.APA) , Board of Directors with this

Department 's'views concerning the "feasibility report~··· on

. the proposed.."Susitna Hydroelectr,ic Project. We have not . had
\ .:

sufficient to review report in

nevertheless do have some comments to make.

In his January 26 letter to the Department, Mr. Conway

stated, "Specifically, we wish to know if, in the ar.ea of

your agency purview and based on information available to

date, you judge the proposed project to be cost effective,

environmentally acceptable, t~chnically sound, and in

general in the best interests of the people of Alaska." My

Department's expertise is limited to the second area· of

concern--"environmental~ acceptable"--and therefore my

comments will be confined to that. Higher authority than
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mine will judge whether or not the project is "cost

effective", "technically sound", and "in the best interests
...

of the people ?f Ala.ska. ~/;~:f!';;~.'.: .

.1~.~~~~~. "h';~~~~'~'::~~:<:'~;;t~;:~7~;;~~~fI:T-'[::- ."._:···2;····~

"'10'-" 'support di iny::~·¥el~ons~:;~.:f~t~~~·~~d)nway· s request·,~; :i~~:~~.:·.:~..~i.~.~.~.;.'.:.:..~~.~~ ::;.. ;'\.' ..., ...···'·:(tf:~;j~~~~~:tti&L~·~··yi~,: '. .' .' .';'- '. . ~. ..
prov~d~ng -t:-he Board a c~P:~::Of :".:~~;M:arch' 12, 1982, letter·aIl~~;/':7}·!('

enclosures from my office to the Northern Alaska.: ..'

~"'-'::">~
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Environmental Center. This correspondence will: provide ..

additional background information . outlining this

Department's views. My.comments today restate many of our

prior positions, cormnents, or advices pertaining to the'

proposed Su Hydro project.

At the present time, this Depar~nt does not believe that

the potential environmental impacts of the proposed Susitna

Hydro Project from the fish and wildlife perspective can be

evaluated adequately, because

1) The information and analysis to date are not

'.

sufficient to identify the full ran-q-e and

magnitude of potential impacts the project will

have on fish and wildlife~ and, therefore
I

2) It is unknown as to which mitigation alternatives

can or should be applied to offset these impacts.

Absent an adequate evaluation of impacts and applicable

mitigation alternatives, we cannot hope to evaluate the

environmental costs, the feasibility of mitigation, or the
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tradeoffs of fish and wildlife resources and habitat that

may be involved. The costs of mitigation should be included

,.,}lS, an" 'integral part of the appr~isa.l-:·:of th~' overall costs of
•. ,.~....... 4~~_r':•.::.-~UIt •. ...:...-,-... \~.;..~ ...J.J.:'.' ~:t:-~~lt"".R>1""""".""'" " ,. ," . . ' ""-:" ;_,,: "', ~ ot-.:"':, ~~~';',(".~~'~:--!"'. ~~...;~ -

.Y,~~~itr.~p~:~te: ~ro:,ec,t·'R~~~~:" ,c,c:~<~"~~lt) ... .
'TlUs:LPepartment also is unable~,'-to , conclude" at thJ.s time

.: .' "~~f~:"::"':'; " : ••' '-:', !\;~~'~ii-~ ""
whether tilis proposed hydro' project "'is ';'environmentally

. .. "0'.;

.. :::~:.l~;.; ....~:~~~··~,·~,··:: ..:··.. ';' -.- ,,' _ :..:. - .
,,' sOUnd~~''''\It has been this Department,~s gen~ral advice that a

••. '. .'.', ;:-.:_.~ ""'~ .... .....:::: ",: ~.: .. .', .. ',I ....- •

"'("~'rii.mum ,'; of five years would be required to assess and

.... '

understand project impacts to provide the basis for
...~~

developing mitigation alternatives. To date, the limited

data ,and"impact analysi~ by the~APA's contractor, Acres

. ; . ",::

knowledge available thusfar from 'data collected .by the

Department this past year. Another constraint upon an

acceptable environmental evaluation has been the inadequate

time scheduled for impact evaluation and mitigation planning

to meet the requirements of State and Federal laws,

regulation,

resources.

and policy regarding fish and wildlife

It has been our general perception that in order to meet

predetermined project construction deadlines, the Alaska

Power Authority has tended to d~inish the views expressed

by our agency and others concerning important resource

issues, including the level of information that agencies
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consider essential to minimize or avoid conflicts on

unresolved issues or informational deficiencies which can

arise during,.., the review process of .the Federal Energy
;'.>. ~.'{ <~~':;?',~~ " ;::'~~~>:':'~4~: r" .

RegulatorymCoImniss,ion. (FERC) license application,~."..,.,,;~-:C:~,.,AP~ .
. :·:.,:~·;~)i,~.~r~i~;~~:~;~:~t~;:~;/·, " .' "..:~:.. ~:,;:': ,:~~../' J·:,~±}l:1i{~i?·:c;,;t-:.~' .

:, l:a.~.~lla.:~tf.~~~pp£'r;~~~~y·,to. address, ag~n~Y-:!9,o~cerns;'.:~~;J?~~.~~.ct;"~::""'f"'".~
: "~'·"l'\~~~~frr;';i;":~~?-r7~·~~L~B~·:>~~, ';., "~ , . "; :.:' .~i~ ::~t§; ...; ....~~!~":.~.:'.~~.~.~~Jil§~~~.~.: ..{.'.. :.

J.ssues}" for:\,- over;'~; two J' years, yet generally····· as: remaJ.ned:·.''-. .", ;.:~~ ~:'~;4t~ ~':~~~~~~~>'\"~~:' ~:; :..~;. . ", ~ : ' :~:' >.~ ~.;~ - : ~':i;r .:·J.~.~·~~~{~?f~.t~~·~·~·'·;.7

unresponsive to sugge.s1;ions to develop a process> for·;.·formal·
~ :. ":.• ~ ....~ . -.'

substantive ,interagency coordination.
j :: ", ,:~·:~:L~·":.·.\:.;-:/~',.~'.,

agencies have':; had _to work on 'an
. -{. ·: ...c."

Susitna Hydro: Steering eommittee (SHSC). ADF&G recommended
'. ,- :":'... "',~..

in 1979 that this committee r which includes members of my

staff, be established with a more formal role than it has

now.

. .' ....

I would like to reaffirm that I fully support this committee

and the advisory role to the APA they have attempted to

...

fulfill. The SHSC has made a serious attempt to provide

advices -on project deficiencies and on interagency and
I

interdisciplinary study coordination needs to the APA. {See

enclosed copy of letter to Eric Yould from Alan Carson.)

APA should recognize and give attention to the concerns the

SHSC has advanced even though it has operated only on an

~nformal,.advisorybasis.

I suggest that the resolution of these concerns about the

project prior to initiating the FERC license process

application might well be a more prudent course to follow
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and .might well result in a shorter time-frame for license

licensetheshouldoccurthan what mightapproval

application later. prove, deficient. Additionally, /:.jt,o.iL<:
. c.t:.:.','" .."' '"'I~,;.~"~7tf~1~~};r-: ..

initiate":: the':, :appl'icatlbn'- ..···process prematurely!~"'t,:with~;~~;!:~"";-;·;·,,,,,
..:;:~:<';:'::.,' . '.':-'~.;. t:~~f.~~~·~:·::-·:~~·:' ..~.,;~,.~ :.... . :.'. . }::;;':;.~~4?t" -.'~"~~~Jj~~~

insufficient ·da~';Hi?·roba.blY··"wilr.result in,: 'an,~~dE;s '.<. ~
.:, ":; , .. " . ~:-,:,!~::t,~~f~';':l'kt.;::·-~~ /'i, ~.: " .' /.' " ;3,,'.;-:f~:.y;:,·>r{~f~:,

polarization betweenY;:~l?:~ ~~,; and th~ .State/ Fed~r.~l';:~~~~fJ.~,~:~~.:;;.:
:,;>t;:~~, ·~W·:' . , ,.' '.' :: ~~:/)K~l~';':'~~"""~

on unresolved resource issues. ,There are two fundamental' .'~

.' \'.,.'. ../:-t:~~~~~~~;··
elements of resolution' that we believe would"'"be'. desirciblEr:

before the apPlica~~;:''f:~jf:' FERC license is made'~:,,?g~:ij~:~:r~:~

.-.

~,...... .
~~~~.

~;;.~:.
~:
:t~.\.. .'

• oj-'

1) Completion· of one additional year of fish and

wildlife baseline data collection, cinciudlng
i'

commitment of budgetary and manpower resources,

before . ,attempting an evaluation :;of

habitat-wildlife relationships.

Particular emphasis needs to be given to the
,

aquatic habitat and instream-flow program of the

Alaska Department of Fish and Game. The

methodologies involved and data collected are

essential to quantifying project impacts on

Susitna River fishery resources and to some extent

can be applied to impacts on terrestrial wildlife

resources. This past year, the ADF&G aquatic

studies were limited to collection of baseline

information.



'.

-6-

The impact analysis and mitigation alternative

planning role was delegated solely to
... ;;: ,"

Acres~American and: Terrestrial Environmental'

5peci~~ists (T~S)',·;;~",~iiit>;~·.~~i~i~ri:7~:',·~~;es,'~rid'~;E~l;,~:.,::::~~:<':,:'".
'N' .,~: ,<:-"<i+{"'::~ ." :it::>-,:'1.','·~;:;~jt~:,~:~~' ,,' ,.; >'~:r'~:"-'".-ry., "::':'r,: '~;r.r)~~~<:¥i;,·;;",

undere'stJ.ntated ,- the,;··:\tJ.me:·" ,and manp()wer',: resourceSij;~~.,1~::~>;";_:.·"

J}~~'.:' """, ":::;:';f-~~~\t~f~~'X:;~'::' ;.,
requir~d, to analyze' and prepare: an impact}; '" '

~ ;:; . . ': ~~

evaluation from the ::'large amoUnt of infcrmation
",'-

collected by this' Department and" other - project

participants. In recent discussions" with APA.

staff, it has been. suggested that ADF&G perform

the technical analysis of data we collect in FY 83

to assess project effects on habitats. We would

accept this role and function provided that a

comprehensive interdisciplinary instream flow .

study program is implemented.

The FY 83 program that ADF&G proposes should be

supportive to and supported by field data

collection and efforts of other study contractors.

There should be some assurance that other

important study elements in water quality and

hydrology, for example, will be collected and,

when applicable, analyzed and made available so

the ADF&G can make an objective assessment of

project effects on aquatic habitats.
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..
2) It is of primary importance that APA initiate a

formal program of coordination with State and

d"" '. i" . Fed~t~i.f.·~genci:~~:: to':i:~view and identify·;Unr~solved.:c..

iI~:~i~~{,j'0i;";;.Ji~;~:c:1~1°1~.[~~C?!i?: :~:;:~~' ...
0" ".:,:: AP w eeds'~to~:res'pond 'to agency recommendat1.onsjand ~ .

'4- , .~./~~F~;<~~¥\!~~i~~~·:~:;~~{.\:t~~:~~,;'~:":< " '".. .. ..", ,( . ~~:~7:::'~· .... ~ _.~:. -.'
t(fdey:elop'~"aii'organization, process, and' s~rate<jy

.. ~;.~':~~"'\~?;<~~~~ ,~:,~,;,~,~;:: -... ~.: , ....~ ...' ~ .~ .i~ .i>_7.::~?;·.~,;~ . ,
to·,,'deal : with unresolved. ..project issues '" prior· 'to..

.. ::.....'.~.~..(.~ .•..~~ ...~~.~ . .. .' .:.' :~ ..~ ':;- ".

·s~~tting th~ FERC license ,application as well 'as
:, -, ..: ~ " ':.' ::.,
with any issues identified a'fter submission during

the application review process.

...
Thank you for,the .opportunity the APA Board of Directors has

.~.

affcirded the :'t;eparbrient of Fish and Game to express our
t;. . .-

views.
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