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There is a need to develop a Department policy addressing methods of dealing
~ with adverse impacts u~n fish, game and their habitat which may result from

poorly planned or improper development activities. To this end, I have
enclosed for your review a proposed Department policy on mitigation of fish

. and game habitat disruptions. I have directed the Habitat Protection Section
to coordinate the collection of ·couments from throughout the Department, and
to finalize the draft policy or revise it for further review as appropriate.
Please give careful consideration to this provisional policy and submit any
cODlDents to the Habitat Protection Section by August 11.
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ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

Statement of Policy
on

Mitigation of Fish and Game Habitat Disruptions

I. The Need for Policy

Logging, construction, mining, agriculture, and other developmental industries

whi ch use 1and' or water are of great importance to many Al askans. When

properly pursued, these undertakings can be compatible with proper management

and use of Alaska's valuable fish and game resources. However, improper

practices can lead to significant degradation of the State's fisheries and

game resources through alteration or destruction of important habitat

components.

Development includes a multitude of practices such as road building, bridge

construction, culvert placing, excavation, dredging, clearing,· dragging,

dumping, and other activities. At issue is land and water, the very bases of

all development and all fish and wildlife habitat. Each development action

requires space, and thereby alters fish and game habitat and compromises other

types of uses. Development activities, when disruptive to fish or wildlife

resources, may, for example, increase erosion or sedimentation, divert,

obstruct, alter, or pollute water flow, aggravate temperature extremes, alter

and destroy populations of animals and vegetation, reduce food supplies,

restrict movement of fish and game, disturb or destroy spawning, nesting'and

breeding areas, change adjacent or downstream habitats, or change the capacity

of a stream or wetland to store and use storm or flood waters.

Often, such habitat losses are inevitable and little can be done to prevent or

control them, but often they can, in the publ ic interest, be abated or



"mitigated." The overall mttigative goal of the Departinent of Fish and Game

is to maintain or establish an ecosystem with the project in place that is as

nearly desirable as the ecosystem that would have been there in the absence of

that project. The decision levels through which a project is reviewed 

preventing, minimizing, and replacing ecosystems - is outli·ned and discussed

in this policy.

The magnitude of developmental influences on fish and game habitat is to a

large extent dependent on the r!~gree to which development operations and '

facilities -and land or water use projects are properly planned and upon the

conscientious adherence to practices designed to protect fisheries and wild

life values. Therefore, it is the primary objective of the Department of Fish

and Game that fish, game and habitat values be prominently considered by
.

developers and regulatory agencies prior to development or issuance of regula-

tory approvals. Consideration should take place during the planning and

implementation of land or water associated development to avoid or minimize

foreseeab1e or potenti a1 adverse envi ronmenta1 effects before the fact of

damage, and early enough to consider beneficial alternatives. Similarly, it

is imperative to provide for repair, restoration, or rehabilitation of habitat

damage after it occurs, should it occur at all, as well as maintenance of the

reconstructed habitat over time. However, it is appropriate that this option

of after-the-fact redress assume· a second priority status to mitigation

planning before the fact of damage.

These concepts--preventing, minimizing, replacing--when molded into a working

definition of mitigation, will contribute to the sustained functioning of

aquatic and terrestrial systems, and the continued viability of common
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property fi sh and game resources, whil e provi d~ ng for the other needs of

Alaskans arising from beneficial public land and water use programs. A

mitigation policy, therefore, is essential to guide, not stop, development

actions by insuring considerations of alternatives to or in land and water

conversions and to fulfill the sustained yield management precepts of Alaska

law.

I!. Authori ty

The Department's basic responsibility as a conservation agency derives from

the Commissioner's authority to manage, protect, maintain, improve, and extend

fish, game, and aquatic plant resources of the State (AS 16.05.020). This

Statute, in combination with constitutional directives, provides implicit

direction for the Department to offset losses to fish, wildlife, and their

habitat.

The Department's responsibility to impose mitigation measures also derives

from the same laws which authorize it to issue written approvals (permits) for

land or water use.programs. In each instance the rleveloper must obtain the

Department's approval as the sufficiency of the developer's plans to provide

for free passage of fish (AS 16.05.840), or provide. proper protection to fish

and game when conducting projects in anadromous fish streams (AS 16.05.870),

State game refuges (AS 16.20.060), State game sanctuaries (AS 16.20.120), the

natural habitat of endangered species (AS 16.20.185), fish and game critical

habitat areas (AS 16.20.260), and State range areas (AS 16.20.300-320).



Simultaneously, a strong basis for prescr~bing mitigation lies in the public

trust doctrine. In simple terms~ this doctrine~ founded in common law~

asserts the public's right to unimpaired use of public lands and waters for

fish and wildlife production. The Department~ as trustee for the public, is

ob1igated to protect that ri ght. The pub1i c trust doctri ne thus provi des

additional ability as well as an obligation to be rigorous in mitigating

disruptions to public fish and wildlife resources~ including their habitat.

III. Statement of Policy

A. Definition

The directive to mitigate is clear. The nature of and extent to which

mitigation is carried out is left to the Department's discretion. In

considering mitigatory options it is essential to recognize the differing

degrees of stress that may be placed on natural fish and wildlife

habitat. Lightly-stressed aquatic or terrestrial systems adjust to

change, and recovery takes place through natural processes when the

stress is removed. In contrast, a heavily or overstressed natural system

cannot restore itself to original conditions through natural processes

alone. In th is case, the system' s capaci ty for ma i ntenance and repai r

has been impeded, and at this point man must provide assistance for the

system to be restored. These differences in recovery potentials dictate

different priority approaches to implementing mitigation measures.

Accordingly, the Department of Fish and Game, when administering miti

gation measures pursuant to its pennit authority under AS 16, embraces

_4_
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the definition of mitigation ~romulgated in the Federal regulations (40

CFR 1508.20) which effectuate the National Environmental Policy Act (42
I

U.S.C. 4321 et seq.). Mitigation includes, in priority order of imple-

mentation:

(1) avoi di ng the impact altogether by not taki ng a certa in acti on or

parts of an action;

(2) minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action

or its implementation;

(3) rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the

affected environment;

(4) reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and

maintenance operations during the life of the action;

(5) compensati ng for the impact by rep1aci ng or provi di ng substi tute

resources or environments.

B. Implementation

The Department will implement the five forms of mitigation pursuant to

its statutory authority in the following manner:

1. Mitigation to Avoid or Minimize Habitat Damage
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)Ga. Avoi dance

The Department's primary approach to mitigation is one of preventive

conservation designed to avoid an evershrinki.ng base of natural

habitats and costly man-assisted restoration efforts. It is founded

on preventing adverse, predictable, and irrever~ible trends or

changes in natural aquatic or terrestrial systems. The objective is

to maintain as much existing natural habitat as possible, even if

the relative importance or interrelationships of living organisms

are not fully known. Apart from denying outright the issuance of a

permit, this can be accomplished by attaching stipulations or

conditions to permits for proposed developments. Discretion at the

field level is required to allow tailoring of various developmental

activities to sites and times for maintenance of individual or

groups of fish and game species and various habitats used annually

or seasonally. Mitigation by permit stipulation can be employed to

avoid activities in areas with a high risk of adverse impact, such

as nest sites, winter ranges, or critical habitat. Development

consistent with the objectives for designated areas can proceed

according to the stipulations or conditions. This fundamental

approach provides for beneficial land and water use programs in

natural systems.

b. Minimization

This concept differs from avoidance in that it is acknowledged that

some habitat damage will occur. The Department recognizes that land

c.



and wate~ development projects are mandated by public need,

legislative or constitutional prioritization or land use, or

pervading economic considerations. It is recognized that

industrial, agricultural and residential development in Alaska will

cause some amount of habitat destruction, and that this damage has

been accepted by developers and policy makers as the price of

economic benefit. The second priority mitigative approach to

habitat management is to make that loss less severe, or to minimize

foreseeable disruptions to aquatic and terrestrial systems. The

focus of this approach is to maintain habitat diversity and the

capacity of each system to restore itself naturally from stress or

damage, whi 1e accorranodati ng preempti ve uses of 1and and waters

frequented by fish and wildl ife - uses which may reduce species

abundance to 'some degree or cause some disturbance to natural

species behavior.

Minimal adverse habitat disruption may be achieved by permit

stipulati~ns which limit development actions when and where

necessary and to the extent needed to maximize conservation of fish

and wildlife values. For example, temporal mitigation measures,

which involve adjusting the timing of project activities to reduce

impacts in areas of high risk, can be used to restrict development

to the seasons when the impact is least, or to reduce the amount of

time spent in a sensitive area. Habitat may be stressed

temporarily, but recovery can take place through no-cost natural

processes.

.,



2. ~itigation In ·Lieu of Habitat Damage

~ a. Rectification
......J<:>

The third priority mitigative approach is to repair, rehabilitate,

or restore abused aquati c or terrestri a1 systems. Thi s requi res

onsite or post-construction evaluations of water and land

developments after the fact of damage, or estimation, during the

pl anning stage, of 1i kely envi ronmenta1 damage. Rectifi cation is

less desirable than avoidance or minimization because, even if

restoration is complete, there is a net loss of fish and wildlife

resource and habitat resulting from the time lag between the impact

and full replacement. Such time lags may vary from days to decades.

Thus, gains or benefits to be realized from this form of mitigation

are somewhat less than those of full prevention.

The objective is to restore the same functions as those that were

lost, or, to restore the habitat to pre-disturbance conditions.

However, if the factor restricting the number of a species using an

area is also 1imi ted further by the development, it makes 1ittle

sense to devise and implement factors which cannot alleviate that

situation. Additionally, the simplistic view of maximizing one kind

of habitat at the expense of another should be avoided. The

Department recognizes that there will be situations where no

rehabilitation of the loss incurred is possible.

-8-



If proper p1anni ng occurred and recti fi cati on was not cons i dered

necessary, rectification should only be necessary when the developer

has not complied with his plan, applicable laws, permit

stipulations. Rectification of disruptions to habitat may be

implemented through permit stipulations and amendments or imposed as

a court ordered penalty. It is likely that many completed or

partially completed projects can be retrofitted with feasible

restoration requirements that could result in the recovery of

substantial amounts of project-caused fish and wildlife losses.

b. Preservation and Maintenance Actions

Mitigation should be recognized as a continuing obligation,

inextricably tied to a project and carried out during the entire

life of the project~ The Department recognizes that if mitigation

measures are approved but not operated and maintained during the

life of the project, little or no mitigation, which may have helped

justify the project in the first place, will be realized. The

Department holds to the principle that costs of mitigation are all

normal costs of any land or water development project and must be

borne by the developers and beneficiaries of the project.

Preservation and maintenance operations may be imposed through

permit stipulations or amendments to permits. For example, drainage

structures installed in fish streams should be required to be

maintained properly~ and erosion must be corrected when it occurs.

Revegetated areas whi ch are not successful, for whatever reason;



mu?t be revegetated unti 1 they have become estab1i shed. In these

ways, adverse impacts will be reduced or eliminated over time.

A requirement (or permit stipulation) that developers continue to

mitigate by maintenance operations during the life of the project

will ensure that conservation objectives are met and litigation is

avoided.

c. Compensation

Whenever a project will cause a reduction or loss of values to the

public--losses in terms of fish and wildlife populations or habitat,

recreati on opportuni ti es, access, and other foregone resource use

opportunities--the project sponsor must create or restore an equi

valent part of the aquatic or terrestrial ecosystem to compensate

for the loss. The most difficult problem encountered with this

approach is determining what kind of action is appropriate and how

much mitigation is adequate. The problem can be resolved qualita

tively, through negotiation and quantitatively through the

establishment of evaluation procedures.

It is the Department's position that compensation should not involve

a simple payment of dollars, but instead should involve replacement

of lost habitat, populations or recreational opportunities.

Compensation by replacing or providing substitute resources or

environments is the least desirable form of mitigati·on because it
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accepts loss of habitat at the outset and and often cannot result in

total reparation for those losses. When it must be implemented,

however, the preferred form of compensation is onsite mitigation;

that is, a11 damage caused by a project shoul d be repl aced withi n

th~ development site or project area where damage occurs. The same

functions as are lost should be directly restored, replaced, or

compensated. Only secondarily should compensation by substitution,

or trade-off of an unavoi dab1e eco1ogi ca1 loss for an eco1ogi ca1

improvement elsewhere, be used. Trade-offs or convers ions only

change one kind of environment for another, and may be desirable or

not, depending upon the viewpoint considered. There are divergent

views and interests between local and more distant users regarding

the value of the ecological "improvement- to the natural system that

was already in p1ace. .

Any type of compensation will be costly, and the values of lost

resources cannot be measured sole1y through economi c cost/benefi t

ratios or man-day evaluations. This sort of analysis must be

accompanied by evaluations which measure factors other than human

uses of land, water, and the resources within. The value of the

interdependent biological relationships within an entire ecosystem

is too often ignored. Since some ecosystems, such as wetlands, may

never be successfully replaced or substituted, it is important that

the land owner, developer, and the various government agencies work

together to salvage such lands to rectify the loss of the resource

values of those areas. The Department recognizes, however, that in



some rare cases, the only compensation negotiable may be prevention

of future losses in another or adjacent area.

c. The Role of Planning

Proper mitigation of fish and game habitat losses requires that land and

water use projects be properly designed and planned. This requires basic

decisions by field personnel at the earliest project conceptualization or

design state, before permits are issued.

Proper planning, particularly at the area or regional level, will assist

in abating a common cause of fish and wildlife habitat decline, that of

piecemeal habitat losses which cumulate from sequential projects.

Regional or area planning, when it precedes significant land or water use

programs, will allow reduction of the cumulative effects resulting from a

variety of projects.

Prior to permit issuance there should be a realistic assessment of the

specific losses which likely will be incurred. The losses should be

identified first in terms of lost resources and secondly in terms of the

uses which may be foregone. This is because human use and resourc·e

productivity do not always correlate. The Department cannot accept

analyses which equate low human use figures to low estimates of losses.

Low human use has no.bearing on how much fish, wildlife, or their habitat

may have been lost; or how much productivity, bi 01 ogi ca1 diversity or

critical processes were impaired. However, the loss of human use should

be a factor that will need to be mitigated.
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Losses of fish and wildlife habitat that cannot be mitigated will affect

the people who utilize those resources. \-Jherever the carrying capacity

of the 1and or water is reduced, harvest of species by subsistence,

commercial, and recreational users may have to be reduced. Recreational

opportunities to view resources may also decline. As the population of

the State of Alaska increases, competition for fish and game resources

will surely increase. Decreased abundance of these resources will mean

that some resource users will get less of the resource than they may have

had in the past. As more and more habitat is damaged or lost, the

problem of a growing population base and its pressure on fish and

wildlife, will be aggravated.

The impacts of a proposed project and alternatives to it on all the

natural resources affected, therefore, should be assessed early in the

project planning process. The effects of a project on other resources,

such as timber or water, and human use should be assessed, as well as the

direct effect on fish and wildlife. Nonstructural alternatives, e.g.,

providing minimum stream flows rather than a hatchery to maintain a

population of fish, for achieving the project objective should be

required and considered first since these could be expected to have the

least negative impact on the abil ity of the project area to provide

natural resource values.

Incl uding consi derati on of all natural resources early in the pl anning

process should lead to development of ways to minimize effects on these

resources ina11 phases of project development and reduce the need to

later add on the more costly, conspicuous, and less desirable remedies
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after the fact of damage. The specific properties and characteristics =f

the natural system which must remain after development should be defined

pri or to i ni ti a1 permi t issuance. The developer is then a11 owed to

proceed with the project under pre-established mitigation measures, which

will guarantee functioning of a natural system and not cause permanent or

costly public harm.

D. Assessment of Damages

The combination of population pressures, diminishing space, energy needs,

and the necessity of considering economic variables in most decisions

have all culminated in questions regarding the intrinsic values of man's

surroundings. Attempting to place price tags on an area's worth, whether
- .

in terms of its retention as a natural system or its value in an altered

condition, is inherently difficult.

The state of the art in habitat valuation will lag behind the need to

make permit decisions. The Department holds that fish and wildlife

habitat should be preserved unless the expected benefits of the develop

ment is demonstrably "1 arge" relative to loss of fish and wildlife

va1ues. Of course, what is deemed acceptable must be a broad soci a1

decision which necessarily -requires assessment of the resource damage

likely to be incurred as a result of the development.

In theory, it woul d seem a simpl e matter to observe the impact of a

construction project, determine if fish or wildlife are killed, and then

assess damage. In practice, it is anything but. Damage may be

, A



incremental, and not identifiable without extensive baselin€ and post

project data. Mortality may affect juveniles as well as adults. Damage

to habitat or to populations of juveniles may not impact resource users

or be measurable for several years hence when particular species should

have reached adulthood. Other damages, such as tho~e affecting migratory

species or the lower elements of a marine food chain, may be visible but

not amenable to market place valuation. Less tangible aspects of

resource damage include decreased aesthetic worth and decreased ability

to provide a specific wildl ife habitat. Finally, in an envi ronment

possessing many, often only partially understood, natural interrelation

ships - and impacted by any number of man-related activities - definitive

assessment of precise cause and effect relationships between development

impacts and fi sh or wi 1dl ife mortalities wi 11 be difficul t and often

impossible.

This problem is intensified by the absence of even rudimentary data at a

large number of site-specific locations. It follows that assessment of

damage will, at best, be a combination of assessment of the partial data

base avail ab1e concerni ng stock 1eve1s, seasonal and cyc1i ca1 abundance

and location, together with a scientific judgement of the IImost likelyn

result of environmental damage, based on a general understanding of fish

and wildlife habitat dependencies and tolerances.

These types of judgements put extreme pressure on fish and wildlife

. scientists and pose unknown risks for the resource. In such cases, and

where the only other alternative is to stand mute and observe a steady
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erosion of fish and wildlife values - uncorrected and uncompensated for 

a judgement decision is necessary.

The Department holds that the appropriate standard for measuring damages

to natural resources is the cost which would be reasonably incurred by

the State to restore or rehabilitate the environment in the affected area

to its pre-existing condition, or as close thereto as is feasible without

grossly disproportionate expenditures.

The question is prompted: at what point do indirect or cumulative

effects become so remote that mi ti gati on shou1d not be requi red? The

Department recogni 4es the "without-the-project" baseline assumption for

resource evaluation purposes when imposing mitigation measures. It is

from this basel ine that the degree of project impact, and hence the

degree of mitigation required, may be measured.

Because damage estimates will be based upon scanty or incomplete

knowledge, and will often be probabilistic in nature, it is possible that

estimates of "most likely" level of damage may, from time to time, vary.

It is this Departrnent1s belief that in such cases of difference, the

onus of proof to explain any lower estimates must lie with the developer.

Th;-s position is based upon the recognition that the developer is the

potential beneficiary of both an early start (relative to time required

for adequate environmental inventory) and of any lower damage estimate

that is put forth.

IV. Surrmary

-16-
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(1) Mitigation is necessary to guide development in order to preclude, abate,

repair, or indemnify the adverse effects upon fish, game, and their

habitat resulting from development projects in fish streams and in

refuges, sanctuaries, critical habitats, and the natural habitat of

endangered species.

(2) Department's authority to approve development plans in streams and

special areas, as well as the public trust doctrine asserting the

pub1i CiS ri ght to unimpaired fi sh and game producti on on pub1i c 1ands,

provide the means and the obligation to compel mitigation measures,

(3) Di fferences in recovery potenti a1s due. to di fferi ng degrees of stress

placed upon fish, game, and their habitat dictate that mitigation

measures be selected accordingly.

(4) Mitigation before the fact of damage is the preferred means, with

avoidance of damage as the primary objective, and minimization

rectification, maintenance, and compensation following in that order.

Each may be implemented through permit stipulations.

(5) Mitigation measures imposed after the fact of damage or in lieu of

expected damage, may require rectification of damage, maintenance of

corrections over time, or compensation by replacing or substituting.

resources or environments.

(6) Rectification, necessary only when the permittee has not fulfilled his

obligation, may be imposed by permit stipulation or by court ordered
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penalty. Projects may be retrofitted w~th feasible restoration require

ments to recover fish, game, and habitat losses.

(7) Maintenance mitigation actions are project related. The Department holds

that maintenance mitigation costs are normal development costs to be

borne by the developer and project beneficiaries. This form of

mitigation may be imposed by permit stipulations or later amendment.

(8) Compensation by providing substitute resources or environments is the

least desirable form of mitigation. When imposed it preferably should be

implemented onsite rather than by 'Iimproving" an existing ecosystem

elsewhere. Compensatory mitigation will only be implemented by negotia

ting a written agreement with the developer.

(9) Mitigation should be considered at the earliest project conceptualization

or design stage. All impacts should be assessed early in the project

planning process with first consideration given to nonstructural alterna

tives to the project objective.

(10) Fish and wildlife habitat should be preserved unless the public benefit

of the project is demonstrably large. Assessment of damages will be a

Department decision based in part on existing data bases and in part on

-most" likely judgements.

(II) The burden of proof to justify lower estimates of damage to fi sh and

wildlife habitat lies with the developer•

.. ft
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invitation' ~JC~ended;b~:' Mr.' Conway to provide
. .-C': .... ,.

Power >;;:·AuthoritY·· (.APA).· Board of Directors

the Alaska

wit;h this

Department 's::V1ews concerning the "feasibility report.~" on

. the proposed.,Susitna Hydroelectr.ic Project.
\ ',"

."~,.··}t~:}·;~~.v..
sufficient t~e to review 'the report

nevertheless do have some comments to make.

We have not.had

in

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

stated, "Specifically, we wish to know if, in the area 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--Renvironmental~ acceptable"--and therefore my

comments will be confined to that. Higher authority than
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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.: ..'

~"'-'::">~

Iflt'
2:"';" ..~:

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.
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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.

/\
I

; "
I '.\ I .::':i. ::,.

4',

Ronald O. Skoog

16 APR 82

t .•
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AS 'aresu1t of these 'and, other Susi~ Hydroe1ect:r1c: rel.ated meetings
and discussions, the members' of the Steerl.ng Committee are probably t1
best informed representatives. of,· those agencies who v1ll part1.d.pate :f
the 'decision making and permitting pro~. .The SHSC members bel.1eVe
'is desirab1.e to' identifY..the most important issueS prior to the isSual
of the dra£t feasibility study. for revi.ev' and comment. Ve ,hope this
v.1ll achieve three things: (1) provide a basis for agreement betveen
SBSC and the Al.aska Power Authority on the status of important Task 7
issues and concerns; (2) provide the vital. information to those not ve11
informed so they can be aware· when they review the findings prov.1ded in
the draft feas1b1J.ity study; (3) where appropriate, to ident1.£y potential.
remedial actions to the APA to min1mi ze'U DOt resolve the concerIis that

I
are raised.

The process that the SHSC vent through in creating this letter ·was to
request all the SHSC members to compile a 1ist of issues and concerns
that merited attention of the APA. This list was then drafted, It"e

viewed, and approved by the SHS~ members.

Ihe issues identified below have been placed in two categor1.es. 'the
first enti.t1.ed "Overall' Study Approach" deals vi.th those i.ssues, aDd
concerns which transcend specific studies. These concerns are DOt
enti.rely in the scope of the feasi.bUity study contract or .necessarily
the sole responsibility of the Power Authority.. Hovever, the deci.sions
the APA and Legislature may make vi.th respect to the Susitna project in
the next 60 days cou1d obvi.ate these concerns. The other category is
entitled "Study Specifi:c Issues" and is sel.f-exp1anatory.
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March 5. 1982

~.;~ A:~,::' Eric Yould ..,. , 8ECE/ ~'.... ::, ,:.. ": ..
'~~~~~!:"'-' .. , Executive,; Director":7":"'7"'~"~"}~~"~~"':::~i~""", " '.._" .,"~~Q".~,,:...._."",,~._~~:,
7" .....··~f<,-i:.<;," . '" • Alaska Power AuthoritY';~':;, ,;,~., .. " 4~'''). ,.;.;, ' ~.(.,~' " :~~:" ·,'''',C. '~~;-":;.Y

,. ',. r.··..· '>:-*~"'334HjeSt~.5th AVenUe~;:;;,:~~,", ~', ,'i~A; ',~ ~;;?':~';~' '~~~, 9", ,19o;~if.~Z~'·~"~.~L',i: 0

~~ I;"', "/'1: '1 I A;':'cho!"'-::"-' 1'".1',:''' .t~.l: .. , ~ka"-; 9'95'0"'1';;'\~ ~ }.: , AI' . :'." ~:! 'f~ ,;";a, i~r~~~~~ ~.: ~:r -!~:;:~ # ;t
~~ ' .. ;, .: ~ rage". ~as ':'., ;(.. aska 0 -.'" > ,~:v .•.~::\\, . '-!" , ' ••,-..

:~~,~'J~~c;~':!':'~:" '> ::~',: ,'0.. ; , . .z-· ',", , '; '~~~:~~~~{~i~~.,,-:,;:-:. ,'. ", ".... ."/f~ , , SPort ~Pt. 01' fJ~;r;:~~:r:f':~~~":~-'.~,':-' .
:~:~;:'li~""~::." Dear Hr. You1d:., ·~,','f.'·"'+',;i.J,?,;.. ,""t-'''·:',· , ..Sh.(Sus/trJa!iYaatne:."
:~~~,~~:, ..~~ .' ' ' - ~,~~';'::)j}tt{WL,.: ,- ~iJ} ~:'<. ", -,:>(tm~/;' .~'!' '-> -..
,) - :'::'~:'::;' . . In the past 18 monthS,' the Susitna Hydroelectric Steering Comm:1ttee'.~;..':-:, ,
':/','~~~:3;:' (SHSC) has revieved many; aspects:of ,the Susitna Hydroe1ectric Feasibi1:ity,
i:t1.<~):,:, PlaD .of Study~', Ye,:luiv~ been briefed: by" and have conSulted v1.th mauy ,of /:<, ~ ,_- ,
". .". the Acres Amerieaii;" 'Iri.c~reantractars and subcontractors. On November:' 21;' ~ ..

1980. the SHSe transmitted to APA a eomprehensivereviev of the entire':
Task 7, (enviroamental' and s~eonom:1e) P1an of Study for the proposed
Susitna Hydroelectd.c ProJect~.~:'DuriDgidle summer ,of 1981. most of the

.. sasc members participated. in a field trip to the proposed dam. sites and
to some of the f:ieldeamps", wh'ere, iIiVestigations were ongoing. _

:.~,:.. '''. . .

.AS 'aresu1t of th~e 'and, other Susii:na Hydroelectrlc related ~etings
and discussions, the members of the Steering Committee are probably the ~

,best :1nforme.d representatives. of" those.agencies who v1ll part1.c:ipa~ in
the 'decision making and pet:mitting proCess. ,The SHSe members believe i.t
"1.s desirah1e to :1dent.1.£Y.,the most important issueS prior to the issuaDce
of the draft feasibility' study. for rev:1ew and comment. Ve .hope this
v1ll ac:h:ieve three things: (1) provide a basis for agreement betveen
SBSC and the Alaska Power Author:ity on the status of important Task 7
issues and concerns; (2) provi.de the vit:a.l infoDDation Co those not we1l
1nfoDDed so they can be aware,when they review the f:iDdings prorlded in
the draft £eas1bil:i.ty study; (3) where appropriate. co identify pocential.
remedial actions Co the APA to minimi ze'1£ not res01ve the concerns that

I
are raised.

The process that the SHse went through in creaCing this let:ter ,was Co
request a11 the SHSe members to compile a list of issues and concerns
that merited attention of the APA. This lise was then drafced" E'e

vieved, and approved by the SHS~ members.

The issues ident1£ied below have been placed in CliO eacegories. 'J.'he
first ent1.t1ed "Overall' Study Approach" deals vith Chose issues and
concerns wh:ich transcend spec1.fic scud:ies. These concerns are not
entirely in the scope of the feasibility study contract or ,necessarily
the sole responsibility of the Power Authority.. Hovever, the decisious
the APA and Legislature may make vith respect to the SusiCna project in
the next 60 days could obviate these concerns. The other category is
entitled "s tudy Specif1:c Issues" and is self-explanatory.
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Eric Yould 2 ~rch 5, 1982

The followi.ng are the overall study approach problems 1.dent1.fied:

OVERALL STUDY APPROACH
I .:,

'1..jf:;~e:JD()st urg~nt and most 1mpor~~~:,i:lS~~e is the r~t~ons1rl.p betvee~.
" :. ~. d1e·...timing~Qf. findings from. studies':"~co~ti~ted by Acres Amer:1can and j.ts

·':.?"7::·~;"/}f.,-;·j:n!~1S~§.~~~ct~~s<·;Bnd<v~en··'the·.Stat~'·f:)~t{~,~~~~l~',~ec1.de·~etber.to·buU~¥'
.>:~"~.~:::,;(~;·.:·f':4.i,.,v}~i.;SUsic:na:~it~,Xb~1P.roble:mis., that ·~tii:tg,?:J.av..r:iDay~:re~ult:.in,a;· decision by·i: .
'.• ~"'t,:',••.~~ ~. '.,,,.:I!'~ ·~l(,.i··· ,•••4':.f~~·.'·-·"~.··"'.'t - ,.,' ~, ...... - ~ ,.' ,,' <'," ., .••••.••••• ,-. ,·.~r ·f>./·~· ""~.: ,••~" ... ,.':' ... " ... " ',_ -J.. ....

'i:';",< ~ ~ ..'.~ e,j:state'15as~'to ,wether-itbe':dams .'sbOU1d~be~··bUilt.·,before·.the·soci~' ,." .;:: '.'

:~~~~ ;~~~~~4;tf~f~~~~~~~d;:'~~stS:~~f~a~F!~~:~,~~J#}a:~~~¥~~ar~:~,kii~8;.·"
7:.~ \~~,~ ,, ~(:~:~.'<. :.A.!th~gh:=: ~~~'.~~~!1S~·1982. Susi.-t~;HydJ:~,~eC7,tr~cj Feasib~~t:y;Study" may ..
'\:~,;~><·;';:.f: ..i.c,;": j·assist,1ti .determining 1.f;tbe dams can~be':'bt.d1tfiIi<a narrC?V~ tecbnica]:.):·'

~~~;.- '. ,:,:" L(en8fneering' and-constructabll:f.t:y) sense;"i£ 'CUmoc speak: to si.gni£iCant
'~~," 'public policy questions such as:, '~, ::,' ." .
:i~-: • ., • -:',~ ~.

·.. ·,:,J~~C.i,;·:~~\~":·:··: 1 :.~;:n .. :. ,"', "..'//,;:,.~);'."" ' ..';;..
···.'t;".;;t~.,1,~...' 1;/;C:~ a.'i•.~1.s .;,j.t:r.:in the best, :interes~.,ofrAlas1cansto:; use their money to

~l ~:,.~iilld ·the dims?·~r~~J~~r:.~" y' ; -. • "

" ,b•.. what· are the environmental and, soc:.iO-econom.ic impacts and
'. ~rade-offs that have to be made if':1t i.S;:decided' to build the dams!

..
:

. ~ ..._." ,"'. -:·.l -. ~ ,"
. . .. ' : '!~S~t::.·./~ j ....}<l~ .:;," -;:':'.~~. ," ..... ~ .

In determiningansvers to such questioiis":'theie are accepted methods
which should be rigorously applied. _;..No; one:vould" consider building the

.. SUs1.tna damS V1.thaut anverlng all quesd.oIIs' about solls st:ab:f.l1.c:y and
earthquake hazards~' '!'he same 1eveF of assUred knovledge needs to be
acquired to ansver questions about·env:lroDDlental and' socio-econom1.c .

effects of, the dams. . .. 't~~t{.tt~·.,··

this :l.ssue may' be outside the .scope. of..the Acres contract.and- the .sole
purview of the Paver Authonty. A. combined effort: of the POtiler Author1..t:y
and the Governor's Off:l.ce may be needed to comprehensively frame the
issue and devise methods to deal v1.th thea. .

2. I:here appears to be a laCk of necessary coordination betveen the
various study tasks.- -Unless- extraordinary correcti.ve efforts are made.

I
it is 1m] ileely that an integrated. relevant. and complete enviroDDlental
assessment vb.i.ch is acceptable to state and federal agencies and to the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) vU1 be produced. 'l'his need
vas identified early by the saSC. '!'he November 21. 1980. £'ev1ew of the
Plan of Study says: liThe Steering Committee members believe the most
compe11.1ng need is for a vel! conce1.ved process to imprO'(e the liDkage
and coordination of the various studies." As an example of this. I
refer you to point number 1 belove

The follov:i.ng are studies spec1.fi.c issues:

SPECIFIC ISSUES

1. A coherent and coordinated Fi.sh and YUd11.fe mi.tigation policy and
plan needs to be established immedi.ately. It is our understanding that,
unlike the v:l.ldlife mitigation opti:ons. the fisheries mitigation options
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and the overal1 Sus1.tna Hydroelectr1.c Project fish and td.ldl.1.fe mit1.ga
t1.ou policy have yet to produce an agreed upon product. The following
issues st1ll requi.re resolut1.on: agreement. on mit1.gation pollcy. ,agree
ment on the' roJ.es def1.n.1.tion of the APA. the' agenc:ies td.th f1Sh aDd
v1ld]ifeYauthcid.ty~and.expertise. the Federa1·,Energy,-.RegU1atoi:j;.~
iliS1.oU'-"(FERcj:~~:a~(i('those .agenc:les v:f.th' J.And ·in(t~~~ter'·IiUin.;i~~nt··'~"·

.a~~rio/~R~~:f-,l;;~,~~.q~~ues' bave·~been·::.t:eso.~:v~~1t'!.~~~§J,i~.s!~!:1~:~~~·' the'

.: ·~~~}~~~~~~~i*~~:~~J=~~~i~~~~~.:·~U::~)~i~~~~~~;ii;;~~i~~:;,!
.:.Ltb~?rob~fji~rgf.~§lii~l;-YJ.'hl·ac~~~it) tiie'FEiC';~'~~~~fYt~oiifron.t:at~ri·.
....•be~e1i:::iii~"AP~~8hd:riovei:mnelit m.an.ag~C:; and.. regUiaiorY:' ag'eiiCfes:~:'8nd~;~: '.

. ,; .~-'~ ···"I·:·:'t~···· .. dt.~•.,.~",~~ ,. . . . ... 1 .• - •••, - ~~•.• ~-_.~.. .'

lltigat1.On (:f.n?;the.· Courts. Once ·resoJ.ution of, the :f.dent1.f:l.edi:. :l.ssues.::~'
•......;,._ .. ~-.".; •• ~ /.~; ' ~. . •..•.•• " • ••.. , Jo., •.... ,.;~~" ••'- -:!l: ..• :

occurs.'.~tbe~FEB.C··appl..:1cation process may be the appropr:l.ate'.;forum;;;.to~'
" resolve ,speCifiC: mit:f.gation issues." .... ." ..' ': ~.'''.q:,!' .' .
. ~;)'...;;,' ~,~ .. : :'~.- . :;;.....;.-':?u;,;.iY·;·.. ·;.~ " : . ,.~.*.~~~.:~:..:.,..~~~ a._ ·'." ~.;,_::.~~;.:.'-::~~:.~.

t • ~.: ..,::~.:·!*/:·)f~~~~~~·~.:;;-:::~~·.. ~ . ... ~ .'- "." ::.: .~_~"~. -_:~;:-~.;~.....~._
2. '.. rhered.s:.&j,1ack,of 1nfomat1on to describe the'relationsh1.p·:betveen

-vad.ouSstre;m\:£1Oti:: leveJ.s and the productiv1.ty of' fisherleS?and:aquatic
habitat~'downstream from the proposed Devil Canyon Dam.: Exb1b:f.t' E of the
n:Bc application. for .,'license requ:i.res quant:l.f1cat::f.OD ·of th~~'ati.d.d.Pated .

downstret;~jf~~·~{· , - .< ':c,: ~ .•' ,:"~:::':'.>:~'~~fifr.~/I~' '., H~P
3 •. rhe f1.sheri.es :,stud:l.es have not been going on J.ong enough: to· acqu:f.re
thec:omprell~:f.ve.data andknovledge needed to ,assess·.project::~impacts•..
1bi.s~' coupiedfVi.th::1Iiadequate :1Dstteam fl.ow studies. prOv:f.deS 'for'.
leSs-~a.t:f.sfactoryanswer to questions on the impact of', the .prOposed ...
hydroelectric\ project on' fishery populations. ',,: ' . 't! "., .~~. • "'''' '.: .>.,,: " ;

\ ~. ~.~..:J~~~~~·6ii"~.~.t~_~~?~~~~:,·i;i.~ ;~~; .:<...~.. . . .~ .' :"_ ..':~ -.~: ....: ~';'~+:Bi,~:.;;.•_..::~:.t:;:~~;;~~~.~~~~'.
4. vridl:'£e"s~ and vildl1fe mitigation appear,'~::f~~r',"developed.
than the fisherles' issues· described·-above.... Bowever•....there_..are,::l.ssues
yet to be reSoJ.ved in the v:fJd]1fe area. 1: refer you to the February 16.
1982. letter from the Department of Fish and Came to Robert Hohn of APA.
I.t appears that additional vork :l.s needed to :f.dent:f.fy real1 st:1c mit:l.gation
measures for lost td.ldJ.1.fe habitat and on re1ating v:f.ldl.1.fe use of an
area to hab:f.tat the character:f.st:J.cs.

I

5. Public rev::Lew of the Phase 1: environmenta1 reports and of most
mitigat:f.on opt:f.ons d1.scuss:f.on papers is nov scheduled to occur separately
from the d1.str:f.but1.on and public rev1.ew of the draft feas:f.billty report.
We do understand that the dec:l.s:f.on to deJ.ay for 90 days the appllcat::l.on
for a license to FERC (assuming that that is the dec1.s:f.on from the State
of Alaska). the public and agenc:f.es v1ll. be provided the.opportun:f.ty to
revi.e\r the deta:f.led study results and data reports for a per:f.od of 60 days
before final. agency comments on the feas:f.bility study are due.

6. The Fa:f.rbanks-to-Anchorage I.ntert:f.e study and the Susitna feasibility
study shouJ.d be integrated. We suggest that the intert:f.e assessment be
included :1n the Sus:f.tna feasibillty study review package.

7. The deci.si.on on access to the dam sites and the pol:f.cies surrounding
their use after construction v111 be one of the most significant impacts

..,.,

:.
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of the project.. The Yukon River to Prudhoe Bay Haul Road built in con
junction wi.th the construct.ion of the Trans-Alaskan oil pipel..ine is 8:',

comparable situat.ion. There.is no need to restate the commei.lts zD.ade :.bY.,
the SHSC and their paren~ agencies to the APA on' tMs mat~~r...:;..i}~.jjf:Y~,"~_~J~~~~f~ .
it .is appropriate to, ide.ntify, tva of, the major· issues wi.th"respeet: co' " ,~'s· ", .,

, ,':',' "',,,,,~..'" " ','- •• ',",' .<, "~'''.''~'-'

the access';·question;;··· FirI;iC;':APA's need to:begin_constructi~::o~' 4~';t1-+,""

pioneer road",prior;;;·toJ;·FERCtllcens1Jig~Of·the.dams raises: some'1serious; . ;:#r':': .'..
.; '!;.; ,_. '.' '-', ".<.• ~~.. ·..t:~~.£ ..'. : f:-t!#~.: ~~.• · .'. ._ - - .:, ,'" _ '. - 'o. ,: ...:'.'.. :-~i£;;;J,;~'·· :..,~.<,«~.. ; ; •.~.

public .pol:1c.y~'isstieS:·:JSecond;~tthe~,dec1si.onas~toJ.~~mode~of,~acc -..;
,(raii"~versw;~~£o1ive~ti'6ria]!!i-o:iiatdDi ·.:.lie'] ]';: be:; tile"'d'ei:erminr;;"'~fii~o " xl'

~~~,!.tiiW~ff""e'·'b~&~~~~e;CQuSt~e~on#'~~~~~:$!r{~~,\l'"
8. The' soao-e(;:onOmic, imP cations .of the availability of,:1.600'(megawatts ';"

.'" " '.' ,", ~_. 1" • .(,~: ;. • ", ,');....~_ "'. '.' '.. " :..... _ '~. • ,c' ", ... '

of electriCal. pOtoTer::in:the\;:allbe1t:region of A1aska need to·.beffU1ly,;~:.);.(,..
. described' and.<.d#c:D,S,sed~id~:.a.;."publicforum. It vou1d appear :·that;: ~";f,!;J.{~(,.'\ ...
_amount of.;' el.ectriCal~'~eneriY~coU1.d;>result in industri a 1 i zation·· aDd': sOdO:;~&::J., ;~f'.'

~ .. '" ," "'~', _, .. ,..• ~"" .~. '. . ~. .,''', . .' , .• ". '0 '," ; '_.::; ~.::~•. "

econ.om1c·1mPacts:::OD.~the.:'sameZorde:r of magnitude as voul.d· petrocbPmic:B.l;:i:~\:~';+ ' ': .
.development:'" Because"' ihe':Stll~e'1of AlAska· is sponsoring, this'; hYdroeIectrtc~t:."
pmposal.:,:,it :Ls 'incUmben~' upon' the state to provide and present;1.ri '·a~V-:;t~:·~~·~ .
public forum., information regarding the end use of the power' and 'adva:n:;·'7i:Z~:; ,

• . ....'." -~ ,. -,' '.' _. • • .0',. • ",:::,":;,',::.;t -~-: ~ .... _; '':..- .',;

cages and disadvantages :'of" the sodo-economic impacts of t:h.i.s end use~·'t'::~ ;~..: ': ' ..
•The SHSC recotumei1ds conSideration of an approach simi] ar to thae: t.micl1Y .f.>
vas done fOr!.:;;:e. D.:frSh~~..:.i~j~:~;~cal propos~~ ,, ' ·'V:~~~"~i~,~/.t~~;{::
The sase viUbe.advi.Sing'their.'respective parent agencies of"the-
contents of this letter in order to insure that formal. agency .c:::omments _ ."c··

to the proposed Susitn.lifea.sibil.ity study fully address the 1.ssuesSnd~,

coueern.s·detalled above•. -:[n~order·;toalleviatethe problems .i.dentif:1ed· __ .
above. the sasecre~~ 'the following: (1) 7he APA' should take an' :<. ','
interdisc.iplinary,.1i:lteragenq approach in identifying vays to imProve ....
coordination Qf the,eUvironmen.ta1. and soc.io-economic. studies to insure
that the scope of aDd the methodology used :1n the studi.es are ac.c.eptable
and gexmane. '1:'h:is approach should be funded and staffed appropriately
and should have the responsibility. authority and independence to
accomplish this objective. (2) 11le draft instream flow study plan
should be updated and made public to provi.de opportunity for agencies
and other groups to part.icipate in the development of the necessary
instream fl.ow studies. (3) Comprehensively evaluate all potential. and
secondary impacts to fish and vil.dlife both above and belov the Devil
Canyon and WatSllS Dam sites. (4) Provide public partidpation'oppor-
tunities to: inform the public of the feasibility study and the soc1o-
economic impacts. of this project and to provide an oppor~un:lt:y for the
public to give comments and advice to the POtoTer Author1.ty Board of
Directors before the state determines wat course of action i.e should
take on this project.

Because of the nature of some of these suggestions as vell as the extent
of discussion we anticipate w:ill be required before APA and its

i'
r

,i
I
;
i

i



.. 'r, ...... #
• -%.,

Eric Yould .) March 5, 1982
4

contractors fully comprehend our concerns, the SHSC ~s prepared to meet
vtth you, your staff and contractors whenever you wish.

•

:;.
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Susitna Bydroelectric;Steering C~t~ee

.~~~;~~1:s~cE~1~!~~~fJi1~~i: .
Ernest Mueller~.:·,Commissioner; Dep't·· of Envirpnmental Conserva.tion '
Ronald Skoog~. Commissioner~·Dept.of,Fish& Game
John Katz!' Coimnissioner l' DePt":o{'flatural Resources "
Le~ HcAnmeyl' COimni.ssioner:~Dept::,,,f Community & Regiosial Affairs
Curtis M,c.Vee~.Sta.te\Director;·:.Bureau of Land Management
Robert: HeVey. Rei1O~ Director.' Na.tional. Marine Fisheries
Keith H. Schreiner. Regional Director. US Fish & Wildlife Service
Reed Stoops.' Director. DiViSion of" Research & Deve10pinent
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Quentin Edson. FERC
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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-..;........ - ~ -' -

~ . ~ .. ' ..._. ---_.-




'.-(.

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;
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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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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.
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JA YS. HAM"Z'.a" \.
P.O. BOX 3·20UO
JUNEA U, ALASK.40Pr9802
PHONE: LTO::> -LH \

Mr. Jeff Weltzin, Energy Coordinator
Northern Alaska Environmental Center
218 Driveway
Fairbanks, Alaska 99701

Dear Mr. Weltzin:

-K 11 LH

Thank you for your interest in the Alaska Department i)f Fish and Game's
involvement in the Susitna Hydroelectic project. In response to your letter
dated April 14, 1982, I will attempt to clarify for you my DepartL'c:nt':..
position with regard to the division of labor between the v:?:r;ous divisions.

First, as I understand the events of the teleconference yJU .,t3fer' to,
Di rector Logan I s remarks resul ted from a questi on by Represencati\h' ;:-anni r~
to the effect that, if no additional funding is forthcoming for the riabitat
Division, how would the Division do the necessary Su Hydro work? Tn IHy

Department, when a project is prop{)sed, whether it be a mining, road ,e;'- r:,:;~'~

harbor project, the Habitat Division solicits comments and evaluations (,,:
the projects probable impacts on fish and wildlife resources from the
management divisions before issuing a permit or commenting to the proponent.
In this light, the Susitna Project is no different than other projects. I
will admit that this project has elicited a large v{)lume of reports, all of
which will need to be reviewed.

To answer your specific questi{)ns, I have initiated a specific intradepal·t
mental team chaired by Deputy Commissioner Collinsworth to review the
feasibility report ann providp me guidance on mitigation ODtion~ . The Tp.3.ffi
will be made of members of the Fisheries Divisions (FRED, Sport Fish ;"rld
Commercial Fish) and the Game Division. The Habitat Division, with
direction from this Team, will then'be able to respond to the requirement~

of Title 16.

As with most Departments of this type, adequate funding is usually not
available to respond to all projects and it is essential, therefore, that we
continue to carefully rank our workload. I expect that in so doing, we will
give the Susitna Project appropriate emphasis. The adequacy of our staffing
and funding will be determined to a significant degree by the FY 83 g~neral

fund budget.
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Mr. Jeff Weltzin, Energy Coordinator
Northern Alaska Environmental Center
218 Driveway
Fairbanks, Alaska 99701

Dear Mr. Weltzin:
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/
!
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JA YS. J<4M"~'C' · .

P.O. BOX 3·20UO
JUNEA U, ALASK1ofr9802
PHONE: '+O~-q l

·K 11 LH

Thank you for your interest in the Alaska Department i)f Fish and Game's
involvement in the Susitna Hydroelectic project. In response to your letter
dated April 14, 1982, I will attempt to clarify for you my Departl.':.:-nt':.
position with regard to the division of labor between the v;~rious divisions.

First, as I understand the events of the teleconference y;)u "~fer' to,
Director Logan's remarks resulted from a question by Represen~ativ~ ~annirs

to the effect that, if no additional funding is forthcoming for the rlaoitat
Division, how would the Division do the necessary Su Hydro work? if; fl1."

Department, when a project is proposed, whether it be a mining, road i"":\" ~'C~

harbor project, the Habitat Division solicits comments and evaluations ~,.;:

the projects probable impacts on fish and wildlife resoUt'ces from tlte
management divisions before issuing a permit or commenting to the proponent.
In this light, the Susitna Project is no different than other projects. I
will admit that this project has elicited a large volume of reports, all of
which will need to be reviewed.

To answer your specific questions, I have initiated a specific intradepal·t
mental team chaired by Deputy Commissioner Collinsworth to reView the
feasibility report arlO providp mF;' gllidi'ince on mitigation aot.inns . The Tpam
will be made of members of the Fisheries Divisions (FRED, Sport Fish "nd
Commercial Fish) and the Game Division. The Habitat Division, with
direction from this Team, will then'be able to respond to the requirements
of Title 16.

As with most Departments of this type, adequate funding is usually not
available to respond to all projects and it is essential, therefore, that we
continue to carefully rank our workload. I expect that in so doing, we will
give the Susitna Project appropriate emphasis. The adequacy of our staffing
and funding will be determined to a significant degree by the FY 83 g~neral

fund budget.
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I hope that this has adequately addressed your concerns.

Sincerely,

~
Ronald O~ Skoog

~commissioner

cc: Don Collinsworth
Richard Logan





June 4, 1982

Northern Alaska Environmental cen:erU""-
218 DRIVEWAY

FAIRBANKS, ALASKA 99701
(907) 452·5021

Commissioner Ronald O. Skoog
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
·P.O. Box 3-2000
Juneau, Alaska 99802

\

Dear Commissioner Skoog,

As you know, my organization has worked w{th others to support a $200,000
appropriation.through the Legislature to study the potential of upper
Susitna River salmon enhancement. I wish to thank you and your staff
for the helpful background information describing how ADF&G would
approach this study.

We based our decision to pursue this funding for the ADF&G on your
letter of March 20, 1981 which stated that the present arrangement
between your agency and the APA would not include any assessment of
upper Susitna River salmon enhancement potential. More specifically,
our'motivations in supporting this funding are outlined in the following
questions that hopefully this study will answer: .

1. Can the Devils Canyon hydraulic barriers .to the migration of the
five species of salmon (chinook, coho, chum, sockeye and pink) be altered
or bypassed to permit the passage of these species ~o both tributaries
and connecting lakes above Devils Canyon in absence of the proposed
Susitna hydro project?

2. If fish passage through Devils Canyon is feasible, what would the
potential benefit of salmon production from the tributaries and lakes
upstream of Devils Canyon be to the sport, commercial ahd subsistence
fishermen?

3. What would the biological impacts be to other species presently
residing in the upper Susitna?

4. If the Susitna dams are built, how would this effect the potential
of upper Susitna River salmon enhancement?

It is our hope that this baseline study can be integrated into the
ADF&G's Susitna hydro investigations to obtain the maximum understanding
of the feasibility of providing access to and from the habitat of the
upper Susitna. We believe that this knowledge is absolutely essential
to determining whether the·instream flows of the upper Susitna are best
suited for fishery enhancement or hydro development or both.

In conclusion, the results of the first phase of the Susitna studies
show that if the proposed Susitn~ dams have benefits, they are over
a fifty year or longer period. It is our belief that the benefits of
the potential salmon enhancement of the upper Susitna should also be
examined in the same context. Just as the Railbelt will experience



Commissioner Skoog
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increased demand for electricity over the long term, the Railbelt could
equally experience increased demand for Susitna salmon. Both potential
developments of the Susitna must be understood to allow Alaskans the
ability to make an informed decision on what are the best uses of the
Susitna River.

In anticipation that the Governor will not veto this appropriation,
I would be pleased to meet with you to discuss this appropriation in
more detail if you so desire. I would also appreciate being informed
on how you intend to implement this study and its ~rogress as it evolves.

Sincerely,





MEMORANDUM
v V

State of Alaska ~(.

TELEPHONE NO:,
i

TO:

FROM:

John Stewart
Deputy Di rector
ADF&G - Division of Administrative
Juneau

Tom Tre~
Su Hydro Aquatic Studies Coordinator
ADF&G - Su Hydro Aquatic Studies
Anchorage

DATE:

FILE NO:

SUBJECT:

July 20, 1982

02-82-13.03

274-7583

ADF&G Su Hydro 
RSA's and Program
Documentation.

Per our telephone conversation of July 20, I have sent to you five enclosures
relevant to our program scope. and budgeting for the Su Hydro Aquatic Studies.

I hope this information is of use to you in any discussions you may have with
staff of the Legislative Budget and Audit Committee.

Please contact me if your require any more information or documentation.

cc: R. Logan/L. Bondirola

OJ 6,J

ryI--
;4 !(t'V1 15 <



Ene 1osure I July 20, 1982

·1
I
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The November 1979 Preliminary Final Plan of Study for Fish. and Wildlife
Studies formed a base for subsequent negotiations with the Alaska Power
Authority (APA) and Acres American Incorporated (Acres), the prime
feasibility study contractor. on the study program needed to fill the
informational and data requirements of the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC) for a Susitna Hydroelectric Project license application.

This document also lined out many mandates, issues, constraints and
recommen~ations regarding the studies and the need for them. Please note our
commentary on pages 7 and 8 regarding Phase I Studies Initiption.

Negotiations. with APA and Acres continued through to April and May 1980 and
the Plan of Study (POS) on June .2,1980 formed the conceptual base and
established the funding level for. the FY 81 RSA's of the Sport Fish and
Commercial Fish Divisions. .



Enclosure II ,July 20, 1982

The June 2. 1980 memo from me to Robert Mohn of APA transmi tted the bas i c
program and agreement statement attached to our FY 81 RSA. A total of'
506.7 K was allocated to Sport Fish Division (SF) and 210.5 K to Commercial
Fish Division (CF) for FY 81. RSA cover sheets dated in the 6/80 period are
attached to this'documentfor your information.

In July and August of 1980 the APA and Acres approached the Department about
accelerating certain SF field programs and another RSA for accelerated field.
program was cut in the amount of 218.0 K.

Implementation of the studies, as we pointed out to APA at 'that time, was
contingent upon the classification of Su Hydro positions and receipt of
PCN"s. These PCN's were not available until October 1980 and we opened the
Aquatic Studies office on October 25, 1980.

The qccelerated studies RSA amendment 2 is attached. The amount of 218.0 K
for this amendment was for accelerated work as indicated previously, and the
74.5 K was an amount from a cancelled Habitat Protection Section RSA
(attached) with APA for functions to be assumed by SF Division. This
amend~ent amounted to 292.5 K which added to the other SF-RSA totaled' 799.2 K
for the FY 81 SF portion of the program.



Enclosure III July 20, 1982

After being selected for the position of Su Hydro Aquatic Studies Coordinator
in October 1980, I began recruitment for Su Hydro Aquatic Studies Staff. I
also began a review of our program funding and program direction to evaluate
adjustments-- that woul d need to be done due to the four months 1apse in
program implementation because PCN's and hence staff were not available for
the project. Following discussions from December through to April 3, 1981
with Acres American and APA our FY 81 SF-RSA's were reduced from a total of
799.2 K to 599.1 K (shown in amendment 3 attached). Amendments 3 and 5
budget figures result of APA and headquarters attempt to reconcile the
confus i on of the two SF-RSA I s by whi ch we were bei ng funded. I don I t know
all the details on this reconciliation into one set of figures since the
original agreement versus all previous amendments budget figures were arrived
at by Juneau headquarters and APA's Internal Auditor.

The Corrmercial Fish Division RSA amendment for FY 81 as a result of our
program and budget review was changed from 210~5 K to 247.0 K.

Documentation of our negotiations or review resulting in these amendments are
memos from me to David Wozniak of APA dated March 4, 1981, April 2, 1981 and
April 3, 1981 (attached).



Enclosure IV July 20, 1982

In October 1981, we initiated discussions with APA to provide Phase II
funding after January 1, 1982 for the Su Hydro Aquatic Studies. Only partial
funding for the project after that date had been provided earl ier by APA.
The unfunded program activities were basically for field activities. We
conducted a program and budget review and subsequently funding for FY 81 was
established at 623.5 K for CF and SF at 1,185.6 K on a total basis. This
brought RSA totals from July 1, 1980 to 870.5 K for CF (RSA-SF Amendment 4
attached and 1,784.6 K for SF (RSA Amendment 6 attached). Documentation on
program and revisions occurring for these amendments is shown in memorandum
from myself to Dave Wozniak of APA dated November 6 and November 9, 1981 and
February 16, 1982.



Enclosure V July 20, 1982

During March and April of 1982 ADF&G provided proposed plans of study to APA
and Acres American for the FY 83 Aquatic Studies Program. The June 8, 1982
submission attached outlines the program concept and budget agreed upon for
the FY 83 field season after the review APA completed by May 27, 1982. This
program statement is for both the SF and CF portions of the Aquatic Studies.

The RSA amendments No.7 for SF and No.5 for CF for FY 83 are also attached.
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OFFICE UF THE COMMISSIONER

October 20, 1982

r·1r. Jeff WeI tzin
Energy Volunteer
Northern Alaska Environmental Center
218 Driveway
Fairbanks, Alaska 99701

Dear Mr. Weltzin:

JA r s. HAMMOND¥J
P.O. BOX 3·2000
JUNEAU, ALASKA 99802
PHONE: 465-4100

Your letter dated August 27, 1982, concerning several questions
of the adequacy and completeness of the Federal Energy Regu
latory Commission license application which the Alaska Power
Authority will submit in February 1983 did not arrive in my
office until September 21. Your letter was postmarked
September 17. In any case, I regret the delayed response.

Our comments to the questions outlined in your letter are as
follows:

1. Is the Department's five-year study requirement still
necessary in light of the APA's FERC license application
time frame?

Yes, in this Department's opinion the minimum five year
time frame for the Su-Hydro fisheries study continues to be
necessary for reasonably defining potential fisheries
impacts and approaches toward mitigation. We must emphasize,
however, that the actual time-frame requirements may be
modified in succeeding years for certain study segments.
For example, some fisheries-impact-related issues may be
adequately covered in less than five years, while others
may extend beyond that period. It is also likely that
studies evaluating proposed mitigation alternatives and
testing of their feasibility will be initiated in the next
year or two. Among them \vill be those ADF&G baseline
fisheries studies which have evolved in to mi tigation
studies once a better understanding of potential project
impacts is attained.

This year the Department will in~tiate an analysis of
pre-project conditions while the .Arctic Environmental
Information and Data Center (AEIDC) 'wt~l address post-project
aquatic habitat conditions. These studies also will
provide a basis for reevaluating the scope of work and time
required to complete the various field data collection
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components, which will be necessary to describe project
impacts. This information will be presented in the spring
of 1983.

2. Similarly, how many more years of study does ADF&G need to
fulfill your statutory mandates?

We do not believe your question can be answered in terms of
the quantity of data collected through time. Instead it
must be viewed on the basis of its quality and ability to
provide a factual basis for assessing project impacts on
fisheries and aquatic habitats. Again, we expect this to
be a pivotal year which we hope to have the data to suggest
where, when, and how factual impact conclusions can be
made. This Department does not intend that fisheries
studies be an interminable process. At the same time it
would be inappropriate to second guess the full time frame
required by presently identified studies. Following APA's
license application to FERC, the additional input of the
natural resource agencies to the FERC review process may
give considerable guidance to the assessment of impacts on
fisheries and aquatic habitats and the adequacy of the
submitted mitigation planning and data base. I also refer
you to correspondence from my office to you of March 12,
1982.

3. Do the APA's plans of FERC license application submittal in
early 1983 allow adequate time for fishery information
collected during FY 83 to be included in the proposed
application?

No. Analysis and interpretation of information collected
by the ADF&G during 1982 will not be finalized until
June 30, 1983, in accordance with the report schedule
agreed upon between ADF&G and APA (enclosed). Both APA and
Acres American (Acres), the APA's prime feasibility study
contractor, have noted that the analyses of pre- and
post-project conditions which will be performed by the
ADF&G and AEIDC in the spring 1983 will be a time consuming
and complex process. Furthermore, it has been expressly
recognized by APA and Acres that these analyses would not
be driven by the February 1983 FERC application deadline.
Some provisional data reduction of the 1982 ADF&G fisheries
data, however, will be made available to Woodward-Clyde
Consultants \olho are drafting the Exhibit E fisheries
portion of the license application and the fisheries
mitigation plan. These 'Vlill be ,limited to provisional
escapement and thermograph data.

It is our understanding that FERC has the option of accepting
the license application upon demonstration by APA that
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amendment or supplementary data and their analyses are
clearly in the process of collection or completion for
submittal at a later date. Use of this option by FERC
might be based upon formal resource agency recommendations
and comments during the FERC license application review
process. I also refer you to my comments of April 16,
1982, to the APA on the feasibility of this project.

Thank you again for· your continued interest in these questions.
Please do not hesitate to contact us again if you have further
concerns.

Sincerely,

~
,/ r

~.,."(:J-/~
Ronal )0': ~kO~
Commissioner

cc:· Richard Logan
Steve Pennoyer
Stan Moberly

Enclosure
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Woodw,1r-d-Clyde and the Ar'etic Eflvironlll(~ntal lnfonllation and Data

Center (AEIDC). The information presented is to give a

perspective of planning and reporting events related to the ADF&G

Su Hydro Aquatic Studies. Some preliminary conceptual detail of

our reports is also presented based on preliminary discussions

with AEIDC regarding our interfacing role in the analysis and

interpretation of pre and post project conditions.

The schedule of planning and reporting events is as follows:

July 15, 1982

July 31, 1982

November 30, 1982

January 31, 1983

ADF&G Draft Procedures Manual FY 83 Field---
Programs. This is a basic internal ADF&G planning

and field guidance document.

Woodward-Clyde (Proposed) Draft Mitigation Outline

AEIDC (Proposed), Internal Working Document,

conceptualizing and visualizing project impacts on

a non-quantitive basis.

ADF&G, Draft Basic Data Report. This is an

internal working document ilnd also provides for

datn tr'ansrnittal to MIf1C and \'!ood\-Iard-Clyde and

other's as app,'op,-iate, It hasically pn~sents \oJhat

the da ta is, hm'l and \-Ihe l'(' i t \oJc1 S co 1I ec ted. The

,'C'po,'t \·/Ould include \·,inte,' 81/82 di1t(1 and data

fo,' t.he icc fn'c season f((l1\\ r'lay thnl Oct.oner'

1(1;~?, Thi" "epor-t does not include h(1hitc1t ve"sus

f i '; II (' " i c <; n~] ,1 t. inn SII i pin f nnllt1 t i () I' .
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April 15, 1983

A[)FY.C, FY ilti 1)1,,,1 t 1'1,111 of 'iluc1y (POS)

~!:il-=-AJ)~i'!2' FY ilti I<S/\ d lie! I'{)') [\ql'Cl'IIlCn l.

Con t i n~Jl'n t on appr'()v(li () f fund i n<J

Leg is I a tu n~.

ADF&G, Revised Draft Basic Data Report

by t.he

May 1, 1983

June 1, 1983

June 30, 1983

June 30, 1983

October 30.1983

ADF&G, Draft Fisheries and Habitat Relationships

Report. An internal working document which

functions as a datn/information transmittal to

AEIDC and other study participants.

ADF&G, FY 84 Procedures Manual.

ADF&G, Final Draft Fisheries and Habitat

Relationship Report. This is a formal document

available for broad distr'ibution by the APA to

study participants, agencies and the public.

ADF&G, Draft Basic Data Report. This would

cover \-.jinter 82/83 work and include incubation

study data. This is an internal working document

and data transmitt"al to study participants.

AEIDC Proposed, Draft Impact Assessment Report
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Northern Alaska Environlnental Center
218 DRIVEWA't'

FAIRBANKS. ALASKA 99701
(907) 4S2 :,021

..
. -. '-< .

CO:VI ;\·lISSIOi" ER 'S OI:FIC,;

AU9ust 27. 1982 ~ ~ ((; IE u'I/llE ~
SEP 2 11982

Commissioner Skoog
P.O. Box 3-2000
Juneau ,-'" AK 99802 DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND (

Dear Commissioner Skoog:

The Alaska Power Authority Board of Directors has decided to submit
an application license to construct the proposed hydroelectric d~ms

on the Susit!12. Ri'ver to the Fede;.=.1 ~:12rg.::t 2.~d R2'jU~?~::;.Y CS~':~~::~:::

(FERC) sometime during the first quarter of 1983. As you know, the
adequacy and completeness of'a FERC license application are cY·itical
variables in any forthcomming FERC deliberations and also ser've an
important role in the decision as to whether the proposed dams are
the best use of the Susitna.

With the APA's current plans of an early 1983 FERC license application
submittal, important issues are raised concerning the effect of their
actions on ADF&G's stated five year study requirement:

1. Is the Department's five year fishery study requit'ement
still necessary in light of the APA's FERC license appli
cation timeframe?

2. Similarly, how many more years of study does ADF&G need
to fulfill your statutory mandates?

3. Do the APA's plans of FERC license application submittal
in early 1983 allow adequate time for fishery information
collected during FY 83 to be included in the proposed
application?

Your timely responses to these issues will be of great importance in
informir.g thE Alaskan public of the cLiil,plex con~·it.:er"".lL·iur,s r'eCj(jir'~t,;

to make an informed decision on the proposed Susitna dams. Thank you.

Sm·cerely, .
, L(/dk~,~,,-

J f 'Wel tzin 7
Energy Volunteer

CC: s. r~oberly

E. Logan
S. Pennoyer
FERC
Governor Hammond
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November 19, 1981 02-81-7.10

Mr. Russell J. Nemechek
Terrestrial Environmental Specialists
R.D., l~ Box 388
Phoenix, New York 13135

Dear Russ:

I am still uncomfortable with the attempt to define specific mitigation
options based on the currently available data. This is because currently
available data does not sufficiently chart potential impacts, the first
step in defining the need for mitigation.

At our last meeting it was suggested that a "laundry" list of mitigation
options be prepared for our information. Once we have determined if
impacts will occur then we could go though the list of options to discuss
those which may be viable. '

Also, in my opinion, we still have not written off the feasibility of
avoiding or minimizing impacts by providing ,adequate flows for fish
habitats in my opinion. We should not be too hasty to look at out-of
kind engineering solutions which are basically compensatory mitigation
for lost habitats. As I have indicated before, the Department's draft
mitigation policy and to an extent the USFWS mitigation policy, prioritize
implementation of the various mitfgation options. Compensation is the
last priority option for consideration and I believe the fish and wildlife
agencies in reviewing mitigation plans will seek proof that the avoidance,
minimization, and other options have been adequately considered in dam
design and operation by the Alaska Power Authority and Acres American
Inc.

At this time, I prefer to wait for completion of the Su Hydro species/subject
reports and a review of the substance of these reports and further
information on flows, temperature etc., provided by Acres. Then we will
describe what ADF&G-Su Hydro believes the impacts of the project on fish
in the Talkeetna to Devil Canyon reach and the impoundment area will be.

I suggest that TES develop the list of mitigation options and alternative
and references on their success or failure on other projects. I presently
don't have time to review or develop the information on these options
and feel my time is best spent in working on the completion of our
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reports which will be most valuable in assessment of project impacts.
Until these reports are done, however, I will attend mitigation technical
group meetings to keep apprised of the information coming from other
sources which is important to the evaluation of impacts.

Sincerely,

~~~
Thomas W. Trent
Aquatic Studies Coordinator
Su Hydro Aquatic Studies
Telephone: (907) 274-7583

cc: M. Bell
C. Atchinson
W. Trihey
R. Williams
K. Young
D. Schmidt
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January 13, 1983

.Bill Sheffield, Governor

P.O. Box 3-2000
Juneau, AK 99802
Phone: 465-4100

\/
f

Alaska Power Authority
334 West Fifth Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Attention: Eric Yould, Executive Director

Gentlemen:

RE.CEIVEO·. .

JAN 1 4 1983

Alaska D~pt. of Fish & Game
Sport Flsh/Susitna HYdro

11.K21.H

Re: Review Comments - Draft Exhibit E - Susitna Hydroelectric Project

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) has reviewed the Draft
Exhibit E, dated November 15, 1982, that was prepared for inclusion in
the license application for the Susitna Hydroelectric Project that the
Alaska Power Authority (APA) intends to submit to the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (FERC).

The Department's review of the Draft is based on the adequacy with which
the fish and wildlife resources affected by the project, the
impacts to those r.esources attributable to the project, and specific
mitigation proposals to offset impacts are identified and quantified.

The types of information required for an adequate assessment
of feasibility, with respect to fish and wildlife resources were
originally identified for the APA in November 1979 through
correspondence relative to the Plan of Study and were most recently
identified in Commissioner Ronald Skoog's statement to the APA Board of
Directors on 16 April, 1982.

Our review comments on the following chapters are appended to this
1etter:

Appendix A - Chapter 2 - Water Use and Quality;

Appendix B - Chapter 3 - Fish, Wildlife and Botanical Resources;

Appendix C - Chapter 5 - Socioeconomic Impacts;

Appendix D - Chapter 7 - Recreational Resources; and

Appendix E - Chapter 9 - Land Use.

The time afforded the ADF&G to review the Draft Exhibit E has not been
sufficient to allow a detailed review of all the chapters, nor has it
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enabled us to present our comments in as thorough and refined a manner
as we would have liked. We do, however, expect to take advantage of
future review opportunities to further address these issues.

The appended reviews (Appendices A-E) contain general statements
regarding the overall adequacy of each chapter. Following these are
specific comments addressing the technical content of the report. In
the specific comment section, we have on occasion clarified the
Department's policies and positions with respect to the proposed Susitna
Hydroelectric project.

Throughout the chapters of the Draft Exhibit E that we reviewed, both
the information presented and the assessment of impacts are generally
insufficient for the kind of a planning and source document needed for
preparation of an EIS. We are concerned that the benefits and cost
aspects of the project have not been presented completely and clearly.
The general' problems with the Draft Exhibit E chapters that were
reviewed by the ADF&G are as follows:

1. Data and information contained in the Exhibit E are, in many
cases, incomplete or not properly interpreted.

2. Many potential impacts and issues attributed to the Susitna
Hydroelectric Project are not addressed. Impacts to fish and
wildlife resources and users that are addressed are not
adequately quantified and proposals to mitigate impacts
are not sUfficiently developed.

3. Not all source materials, other Draft Exhibit E chapters, or
the results of other study disciplines that are pertinent to
the project are referenced.

4. Throughout the document there is a failure to discriminate
between fact and speculation.

Our comments, recommendations, and suggestions to strengthen the
material contained in Draft Exhibit E in relation to the problem areas
identified above are as follows:

1. The APA should examine the specific comments appended to this
letter and clarify or expand sections in the Draft Exhibit E
chapters where inadequate treatment of the data or information
is suggested. The suggestion here is that while some
interpretations by the authors are not necessarily inaccurate,
they are incomplete. This type of problem in the Draft
Exhibit E may be either editorial or a function of the short
time frame allotted to assemble, assess and analyze the
information available. The Draft Exhibit E chapters should
utilize currently available and relevant information and data
sources.
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2. The Draft Exhibit E chapters should accurately reflect the
current state of resource knowledge and information on impacts
which are understood and those which are still undetermined.
Consequently, the mitigation plans cannot be considered
adequate unless the information and analysis of impacts is
current and comprehensive. The mitigation plans should
clearly indicate how impacts are considered in the design of
the project; what measures will be taken to avoid, minimize or
rectify impacts; and how effective these measures will be in
mitigating losses.

3. Source material in the Draft Exhibit E is not adequately
referenced.' Furthermore, data and i nformati on reported in
chapters of the document should be consistent with other
chapters. ' The lack of coordination between the resource
groups and the engineering and construction groups is evident;
conflicts have not been clearly identified between uses and
disciplines. To remedy this deficiency all conflicts between
engineering and economic factors and environmental
alternatives should be identified and the consequences of
altering those factors should be listed. The environmental
concerns should be weighed equally with engineering and
economic constraints.

4. Throughout the document, there is not always adequate
discrimination between fact and speculation about resource
values, concerns, issues, impacts and mitigation alternatives.

In some cases adequate referencing and reporting of data in the chapters
may resolve this. Where baseline data collection is required to remove
speculation it should be done, or if relevant data and information are
available elsewhere they should be collected and evaluated.

The Department of Fish and Game recognizes the general character of the
above recommendations. These recommendations are made based on an
overview of the ADF&G comments for the chapters we have examined. We
invite further consultation by the APA with our agency to discuss the
specifics of the chapters we reviewed and our general recommendations.

The fish and wildlife resources of the Susitna River Basin are of high
value. Construction and operation of the proposed Susitna Hydroelectric
Project can have wide ranging implications for these resources and their
users. It is the objective of this Department to help Governor
Sheffield insure that fish and wildlife resources are considered along
with other project features during all stages of project planning,
construction and operation.

Based on the above overview of the Draft Exhibit E and the
chapter-specific comments contained in the enclosed Appendices, the
ADF&G does not believe that this planning document is sufficiently
complete. Furthermore, we believe that the APA can best insure
expeditious review and approval by FERC if 'it does as much as possible
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to resolve agency concerns or establishes the mechanism to resolve those
concerns.

We hope our review assists the APA in addressing the concerns expressed
herein and consider that this review represents only part of the process
needed to reach the objective we wish to attain. It is highly important
from our perspective that the FERC License Application scheduled for
submission in February and the process of consideration of the Exhibit E
will positively contribute to the equitable consideration of fish and
wildlife concerns.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this document.
We would appreciate your providing an explanation of how you eventually
respond to the comments we have made.

Sincerely,

Don W. Collinsworth
Acting Commissioner

Enclosures

cc w/enclosures: Lennie Boston, Special Assistant to the Governor
APA Board Members:

John Schaeffer
Charles Conway
Robert Weeden
Daniel A. Casey, Commissioner,

Department of Transportation and Public Facilities
Richard A. Lyon, Commissioner, .

Department of Commerce and Economic Development
Richard A. Neve, Commissioner,

Department of Environmental Conservation
Peter McDowell, Office of Management and Budget
John Hayden, Acres American
Mark Robinson, FERC, Washington D.C.



APPENDIX A

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Draft Exhibit E

Volume 1, Chapter 2

Water use and quality

GENERAL COMMENTS

This document generally fails to cite supporting evidence for the statements

made or for potential impacts considered to be of major importance to this

agency. An example can be found in the discussion of ice processes in the

lower river. The ice formati"on processes are simply stated as causing

staging of 4 feet at Talkeetna to 3 feet at Sherman (E-2-59). The method

used to determine this estimate has not been defined. Also, no references

have been provided that evaluate whether ice processes are or are not a

problem below other.hydro projects. If this is a purely speculative" .

scenario, it should be so noted. Otherwise, a scenario assuming that the

staging would be 6 to 8 feet at Talkeetna during the winter months and

annual floods would occur is just as supportable as the statements provided.

The failure to provide a separation of the speculative comments from the

segments of the text supported by documentation creates severe problems in

assessing the overall credibility of the report.
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This document also needs a preface on how the flow scenario and access route

were selected for the license submittal and a discussion of other available

options. The Exhibit A document referenced on page E-2-86 on access routes

was not provided for our review.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

The following comments are addressed to page specific areas and paragraphs

and primarily address general deficiencies rather than grammatical errors.

Page/Paragraph

E-2-3/4

The source of the 40 percent stream flow statistic should be

identified.

E-2-3/5

State that all the flows listed other than upper Susitna River are also

mean annual flows.

E-2-4/1-4

References are needed to support the flood information discussed.

E-2-5/1
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References are needed to support the statement that the shape of the

listed duration curves is indicative of flow from northern glacial

rivers.

E-2-5/3

Reference(s) are required to support the discussion regarding Susitna

River morphology.

E-2-10/1 .

The description of sloughs as having a steeper gradient than the

mainstem is misleading. The gradient within the sloughs is generally

variable, with a steep upper section and a lesser slope in the lower

end. In upland sloughs, those without scour channels, the gradient

appears to be even less. Overall, the sloughs have a steeper gradient,

but the variability of their gradient is important to their fisheries

production.

E-2-11/2

There is a need to cite specific references in the water quality text

even though a general reference section was provided in the preface for

the water quality section.

E-2-12/3 &4

A-3



The months that are included in the "winter, spring and summer" time

frames need to be identified.

E-2-12/5

Clarification needs to be provided as to whether the Gold Creek

temperature data presented in Fig. E-2-30 were correct. The location

of this station was determined to be influenced by Gold Creek flows in

1981 and the station location was changed in 1982 to the northwest bank

as a consequence.

E-2-14/1

A reference is needed for the Portage Creek temperature data.

E-2-14/3

It should be noted here that under natural conditions, staging during

freezeup reportedly causes flooding of portions of the town of

Talkeetna near the downtown airport. There is a need to reference the

material presented in this paragraph.

E-2-14/5 &6

The term frazil ice should be defined for the readers. Also it cannot

be overstated that ice jams could have severe consequences to portions

of the community of Talkeetna.
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E-2-l7/5

In order to properly assess the effects of the project on the

downstream fisheries and fisheries potentials of the impoundments, a

relationship of suspended sediment and associated particle size to

vertical illumination is desirable. This does not appear to have been

done, in that no quantitative measurements of vertical illumination

have been obtained.

E-2-20/5

The dissolved gas concentrations above the Devil Creek rapids were not

supersaturated and were recorded as approximately 100 percent. The 105

percent value was recorded above the Devil Canyon dam site.

E-2-24/2

These sloughs also contain important anadromous and resident fish
~

rearing habitat.

E-2-25/5

Power generation could be considered an instream flow use under only

unusual circumstances. In the case of reservoirs which store water for

later power generation, the storage of water is definitely an out of
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stream use. Using the terminology of lIin-stream flow ll in the context

presented here for power generation is inappropriate and inaccurate.

E-2-26/3

Fry emergence occurs at different times within and among species.

Emergence is most closely correlated with accumulated thermal units and

has little to do with the hydrograph. Also burbot and Dolly Varden

·should be added to the list of important resident species.

E-2-28/6 &E-2-29/1

Seasonal salinity measurements should be collected and correlated to a

wide range of flow levels and tide conditions instead of to a few

selected flow levels.

E-2-29/2

The location of the sampling site and a definition of the mouth of the

Susitna River should be provided to give credence to this statement.

Saltwater intrusion would be expected to be dependent upon tidal action

so this must also be taken into account when describing saltwater

mixing and intrusion.
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E-2-29/4-5

The use of regression equations to calculate the peak and low flows

without data on actual discharge of the tributary streams to be crossed

by the access road is inappropriate and should not be used as a

substitute for collection of discharge information. This is

particularly important to the design of bridge~.or culverts for

engineering integrity or for fish passage. The sizes of many drainage

structures placed in the North Slope haul road and pipeline workpad

were underestimated when these methods were applied. This resulted in

hydraulic erosion and structure failures that were unnecessary.

E-2-29/6

It is stated that liThe line between the dam and the intertie has yet to

designed, sited or constructed." The Exhibit E should include

information on the siting (corridors) of the transmission lines,

baseline information on resources which may be impacted, an assessment

of the impacts, and the methods proposed to offset impacts.

E-2-30/1-5

Discharge measurements should be collected at any stream crossings

associated with the transmission lines if road access is to be

developed. These measurements should be used in determining the size

of bridges or culverts for fish passage and engineering integrity. If
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any other transmission line routes were considered they should be

listed.

E-2-3I/General Comment on Section 3, PROJECT IMPACT ON WATER QUALITY AND.
QUANTITY.

It is essential to present a discussion of the rationale and process

for selecting the operational schemes on which the impact discussions

were based. In other words, it needs to be made clear why this

specific operational scheme was selected above other alternatives, what

the engineering rationale is and how considerations of environmental

values, concerns or needs were incorporated into the judgement that

this is a satisfactory operational scheme.

E-2-32/1

The statement that dewatering a I-mile section of the Susitna River

will not result in any serious impacts is incorrect. This area is used

by grayling "for wintering, and dewatering will result in a permanent

barrier to migrating fish in the system. Data collected by the ADF&G

in 1981 on intrasystem movements of grayling between Deadman and

Tsusena Creek indicated migration between these systems.
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E-2-33/4

The statement does not address the large amount of spoil that will be

generated and the large amount of grading and washing that will be

necessary to obtain proper sized materials for the construction of the

dam. This will generate an enormous water quality and spoil disposal

problem that has not been ~ddressed. Spoil disposal sites should be

located in a manner to preclude introduction of sediments into the

Susitna River and fish-bearing tributaries.

E-2-34/4

Petroleum and petroleum product spills in the smaller grayling streams

can have significant impacts on these fisheries. An oil spill

contingency plan is essential to provide proper direction to prevent or

mitigate spill events.

E-2-34/5

The description of the treatment of the waste water is totally

inadequate. The discussion of waste water treatment should describe

the volume of the waste water, the nature of the contaminant, a

documented system for appropriate water treatment, the anticipated

quality and the volume of the effluent, and an analysis of the instream

concentrations of the effluent.
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E-2-35/1

Groundwater can be impacted by polluted surface water drained into a

well.

E-2-35/2

The term minor impacts, to describe the effects of excavation of borrow

material, appears to be a mis-statement. If. borrow material is taken

from streams or lakes in the impoundment area, the impacts could have

serious consequences on these fish populations. The types and volume

of borrow materials to be removed, and the availability of materials

need to be identified. An inventory of the fisheries in these areas

needs to be made and baseline water quality conditions need to be

documented. An analysis of the effects of borrow removal and

mitigative actions to reduce the impacts by altering site locations or

construction and operation techniques should be presented. This is a

major oversight in this document.

E-2-35/5

Structural measures to prevent downstream movement of fishes through

the tunnels is a necessary mitigative action that is not addressed.

Downstream movement of fish without passage upstream essentially means

these fish are lost to the population.
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E-2-35/6

Upstream migration of fishes will be completely blocked by the velocity

barrier in the diversion gates.

E-2-36/5

As with earlier comments (E-2-29/4-5), the regression analysis of peak

and minimum discharges should not be substituted for the collection of

discharge information.

E-2-37/3

The level of analysis pr.esented here and detail of mitigation of the

effluent should be provided for all effluents related to the project,

not just sewage.

E-2-38/6

Reference to this information as a personal -communication is inappro

priate. The outmigration of salmon in the spring is as likely related

to photoperiod and development as the other factors listed. Verylow

flows in the spring could ~ause many of the juveniles to remain trapped

in backwater pools that are normally flooded by the mainstem under

pre-project conditions.
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E-2-39/2

The proposed flows of 12,000 cfs have not been demonstrated to maintain

the character of sloughs and provide the flushing flows needed to clean

fines out of the gravel. Also the cycle of vegetation succession will

be altered if flows do not wash away old vegetative growth.

Consequently, what is now aquatic habitat may become terrestrlal

habitat over time.

E-2-39/3

Minimum flows for the winter period should be established according to

fishery resource requirements. This is a critical period for the

populations of overwintering fish and even minor dewatering may have

significant deleterious effects.

E-2-39/S &E-2-40

There needs to be an analysis of longer filling periods and associated

consequences. The short filling period evaluated (3 years) may produce

unacceptable con~equences to fisheries resources. An extended schedule

for filling may provide for a higher and more preferable mitigation

option for fisheries through the 3-year schedule.
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E-2-42/5

The potential negative impacts to slough areas downstream from

Talkeetna resulting from decreasing the recurrence intervals of what

are now mean annual bank full floods is not addressed.

E-2-43/2-5

The timing and the consequences of the thermal regimes created within

the reservoir during filling to downstream water temperatures must be

better defined.

E-2-43/5

The water temperatures downstream from Watana need to be defined more

accurately. The cause of these low temperatures should be identified.

E-2-44/4

What are the predicted depths at which photosynthesis will occur and

how will the quality of water discharged downstream compare with the

preproject conditions with regard to photosynthetic processes? Data or

discussion regarding this question should be presented.
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E-2-45/3

The method used to estimate the 30-50 NTU values should be defined and

better described. The reasons why winter turbidity levels are neither

quantifiable nor subject to estimation should be clarified.

E-2-47/6

The section regarding impacts to slough habitats is not adequately

presented. Basically, the relationship of mainstem discharge to slough

discharge should be illustrated graphically.· The response of the

ground water wells to changes in the mainstem at the various locations

(for those wells that were not silted in) should be plotted; a gradient

profile of the groundwater, rather than just the thalweg of the slough,

should be illustrated; and a map of the locations of upwelling in .the

sloughs should be presented. The text as written does not present data

and many speculative comments are provided without appropriate

qualifications.

E-2-49/2

The statements suggesting that there will be no changes in the tempera

ture of upwelling groundwater and consequently, no impacts to

incubating salmon eggs are not supported by data or citation. The

reduction of flows through these sloughs is not quantitatively defined

and could easily be major as well as minor. The loss of scouring

flows that remove sediment in these sloughs as well as beaver dams, and
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removal of spring ice buildups could easily cause a senesence process

to begin which may ultimately destroy the sloughs is not addressed.

E-2-49/4-5

There are no citations, references or data to support these stat~ments.

E-2-50/1

There is no reference to the commercial boat launch at Sunshine located

immediately below the Parks Highway bridge on the east bank.nor is

there acknowledgement of the boat launch at the Talkeetna Village

airstrip which is becoming more heavily used due to bank degradation

and channel erosion at the "new" Talkeetna boat landing. If the

mainstream of the Chulitna River moves west from its present position

as defined in the Draft Exhibit E {E-2-42/4}, access to the Chulitna

River and Susitna River north of Talkeetna River confluence could be

'considerably more difficult than at present. The source of the data,

analysis or other documentation to support the comment that minor

restriction on upstream access to Alexander Slough may occur during

years of low stream flow needs to be provided~

E-2-51/1

Downstream flow requirements have not yet been determined or agreed

upon.

A-IS



E-2-51/2

The criteria used to develop the 5,000 cfs minimum flow as well as any

of the other IItarget ll flows should be presented. There must be some

documentation of the rationale, review or selection process by which

these IItarget flows ll were developed and justified.

E-2-52/1

Optimally operated reservoir scenarios should be examined for other

target flows downstream using the new synthesized flows.

E-2-52/3

A scenario wherein Devil Canyon Dam is not constructed in the projected

time frame should be presented.

E-2-56/2

A detailed discussion on ice processes should be presented.

E-2-57/5

To evaluate the effectiveness of the multiple level intake structures,

their efficiency at removal of a layer of water at a particular depth

must be analyzed hydraulically. The velocity at the port of the intake

structure must be low enough to prevent upwelling at the face of the
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dam. This is a common occurrence that effectively eliminates the

functionality of these types of structures.

E-2-58/1

The strata modelled for the reservoirs during the winter under

alternative operational scenarios must be presented. The ability of

the structures to control temperature during the winter needs further

documentation.

E-2-59/2

The process by which staging elevations were estimated should be

documented. Under preproject conditions with lesser flows, staging is

often much higher than these levels. Local flooding in November

reportedly affects the town of Talkeetna.

E-2-61/1

~

There should be an explanation why turbidity in the top 100 feet of the

reservoir is the main interest.

E-2-63/5

Other potential sources of waste water need to be listed.
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E-2-64/3

We recognize that this section refers to the operational phases;

however, there is no explanation how the valves will be operated. during

the initial filling and startup procedure. An explanation of the

thermal effects of using these valves is also needed, since the valves

will facilitate discharge of waters from the hypoliminion.

E-2-66/I-3

Data to support this presentation should be provi~ed.

E-2-66/5-6

We disagree that navigation and transportation will not be

significantly impacted. These are somewhat contradictory to the .

statements in E-2-66/5-6. Information to substantiate this conclusion

should be presented. .

In the continuation of paragraph 6 on the next page it is stated that

"••• caution will be required in navigating various reaches. II Also

E-2-67/2 refers to the winter season and the fact that winter travel by

snowmachine and dog sled will be impeded.
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E-2-67/1

Reduction of floating debris will not benefit navigation significantly

in our opinion. Low water flows are expected to be the most

significant hazard in the downstream reach. The source or data to

support statements in this paragraph should be provided.

E-2-69/2

This paragraph conflicts with Page E-3-137, second paragraph, wherein

it states the dam construction will adversely impact temperature from a

fisheries perspective.

E-2-70/3

See earlier review comments for E-2-34/S concerning the analysis needed

to determine the water quality hazard from the discharge of concrete

wastewater.

E-2-76/4

Documentation of the statement that, "As Devil Canyon reservior is

filled, additional fishery habitat will become available in the

reservoir." should be provided.
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E-2-87/1

Accurate discharge information on the creeks is needed to insure proper

culvert sizing and fish passage. This information is needed to insure

proper mitigation of potential impacts.

E-2-90/2

The minimum flow to maintain fisheries should be refined because 12,000

cfs may not be adequate.

E-2-90/3

The seasonal timing of the construction has not been addressed. This

is an important factor in addressing fish and wildlife impacts.

E-2-91/2

Twelve thousand cfs for a flow at Gold Creek will not afford adequate

access to 50 percent of available slough spawning habitat. A higher

flow is required to maintain adequate access. This flow must be

determined by an analytical process. Also, other life phases of fish

in the downstream reaches below Devil Canyon are not addressed. All of

the statements regarding the effects of 12,000 cfs flows are purely

speculati.ve and are not supported by data or measurements yet

available. The release of water through the valves may present

downstream thermal problems by releasing cold water in mid-summer.
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E-2-91/4

Changes'in downstream river morphology have not been fully assessed ..

To state that no mitigation is necessary to maintai.n slough habitats is

premature. The lack of ice scour and flood flows may cause an aggrada

tion of sediment in sloughs and may reduce natural cleaning processes

necessary to maintain productive spawning substrate and rearing ~reas.

E-2-91/5 Line 8

Mitigation should be required and should be borne by the project

developer as a standard project cost.

E-2-92/1

Data to support statements in this paragraph should be provided.

E-2-92/3

Thermal control by withdrawing water close to the surface can result in

vortices causing air entrainment and supersaturation which is

detrimental to fisheries. This subject should be addressed with

supporting analysis to ensure that surface withdrawal of water can

occur without detrimental impacts to fisheries.
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E-2-92/4

The report cited did not demonstrate supersaturation because of faulty

analytical techniques. The sample of water was not pressurized before

gas chromatog~aphic analysis as is required by standard methods.

Therefore, any supersaturation would have probably dissipated before

the sample was analyzed. The study did show, however, that the thermal

conditions will not be affected by the valve and that the temperature

downstream will essentially be the same as the temperature at the

withdrawal layer in the dam.

Tables

E-2-1 through E-2-20 References to data ~ources for tabular material

should be made where they are missing.

Figures

E-2-1 through E-2-39 Reference to data sources for figures should be
~

made where they are missing.
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Appendix B

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Draft Exhibit E

Volume 2, Chapter 3

Fish, Wildlife and Botanical Resources

GENERAL COMMENTS - FISH

This report lacks sufficient data to support most of the statements on

project impacts, whether adverse or beneficial. It does not reference or

use the literature or experience obtained from other hydro projects. Many of

the statements regarding populations of fishes do not adequately reflect

consideration of the instream flow requirements necessary to· sustain those

populations. It does not separate opinion from statements supported by

correlative data regarding responses of the fishery to river regulation and

impoundment. It also does not refer to or cite in the text the economic

consequences of the flow regime presented. The document does not provi de

information relative to Alaska or other locations as to the success or

f~ilure of proposed mitigation measures. In short, the data base presented

is insufficient to support most statements of impacts or the quantitative

effects that the project will have on downstream fisheries.

Additional difficulties in reading the report are encountered due to lack of

literature references, processes by which conclusions or assumptions were
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developed, and an absence of lists of technical documents and their

locations. Sources of tabular or figure material often are not cited. In

general, mista.kes are common, many errors are apparent, and the report is

neither well organized nor edited.

GENERAL COMMENTS - WILDLIFE AND BOTANICAL RESOURCES

There are numerous typographical errors, incomplete sentences, and inconsis-

tent or contradictory statements. The format is frequently viol.ated with

impacts of one project feature incorporated into the discussion under the

heading of another feature. Terminology is at times inconsistent or vague.

The level of detail varies greatly from one subsection to another with

"minor" impacts often treated more comprehensively than "major" impacts.

There are numerous examples of incompletely thought out ideas, some of which

will not stand up to close ·scrutiny. These are all indications that the

terrestrial portions of Draft Exhibit E, especially the impact sections,

were written too quickly before information was organized and had received

very little proofing. The draft is in such poor shape that a meaningful,
~

detailed review is very difficult if not impossible. However, some major

problem areas that require extensive modification of. the impact and·

mitigation sections can be identified and specific examples of types of

deficiencies can be cited.
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,
1. Quantification of impacts - Magnitude of impacts are rarely indicated

except in terms such as II minimal ll or II moderate. 1I Even those terms are

rarely supported by a rationale. Most judgments of the significance of

impacts appear to be subjective. While studies are incomplete, and

some data (such as available vegetation maps) are of marginal value, it

should be possible to place outer limits on many impacts, at least

indicating the order of magnitude. Indication of the general propor

tion of a population1s range subjected to a particular impact would be

useful as a crude indicator of magnitude that could be refined at a

later date. As written, the reader does not know if a species will

lose 10 percent or 90 percent of its habitat.

2. Impacts based on current populations - Current populations are almo.st

always used as the basis for impact assessment. Impacts are judged

under current management plans and management strategies. This

approach 'i s not adequate for assessi ng many of the impacts of the

Susitna Hydroel~ctric Project. Impacts should be assessed in terms of

the range of populatiqn levels that could reasonably be expected to

occur during the life of the impact. Current populations might be

adequate for short-term impacts, as the population would not change

greatly during that peri ode However for long-term impacts; such as

those resulting from inundation of habitat, a full range of population

levels that could be supported by the habitat (carrying capacity) and

the range of management objectives that coul d be supported by those

population levels should be presented;
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.
SPECIFIC COMMENTS - FISH

Page/Paragraph

E-3-2/5

In this paragraph it is stated, 1I ••• criteria for asse~sing the relative

importance of biological impact issues have been provided by .... (2)

comments and testimony by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game

(Skoog, 1982; )
II... . We have reviewed the text of Skoog, 1982 and, we

do not believe this statement can be construed as establishing

1I ••• criteria for assessing relative importance of biological impact

issues .•.• 11 The context of the comments by ADF&G were specific to

three alternative access plans, numbers 13, 16, and 17, and provided

qualitative assessment of impacts for each of those plans. It was

clearly noted in several areas of the letter -that ADF&G I s assessment

was subjective and qualitative. We would like to state that the

criteria by which project impacts are judged should lead to a

quantifiable determination of impacts. These criteria for project

access routes to our knowl edge have not been establ i shed. Programs

which will collect quantifiable information to insure equal

consideration of fish and wildlife and their habitats and mitigation of

those impacts in access corridors have not been performed.

A reference to Commissioner Skoog1s April 1982 testimony to the APA

Board of Directors would be appropriate. Also, references to comments
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It should be recognized that carrying capacity as well as population

levels may vary over time. Consequently, likely changes in carrying

capacity during the life of an impact should be considered. Any action

that maintains carrying capacity at a generally higher or lower level

than expected in the absence of the project would have a positive or

negative impact respectively.

Carrying capacity cannot always be measured. Where current populations

are near carrying capacity, they are an appropri ate measure even for

long-term impacts. Where current populations are believed to be below

carrying capacity, some estimate of carryi ng capacity is requi red. In

some cases, historical population data may suffice. In other cases,

measures of habitat quality may be used as direct or indirect

indicators of carrying capacity .

.There are numerous' examples where the Draft Exhibit E completely

ignores these concepts. Pri me examp1es are cari bou and wo1f. Both

populations are currently at levels below carrying capa'city, caribou

because of current management goals and wolves because of high harvest,

much of which is illegal. Exhibit E concludes that project impacts

would be minimal under current harvest levels and avoids discussing

impacts that would occur if these goals and actions were altered and

the populations were allowed to increase. Wildlife populations, user

demand, and management goals have changed dramatically over the last 50

years and can be expected to continue to change over the life of the

Susitna project. For example, increased hunter demand is likely to

result in an upward adjustment of the caribou population and harvest.
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goals, perhaps even before construction begins. If the Susitna project

precludes attainment of goals that could have been attained without the

project, there will be a negative impact that has not been adequately

addressed by the Draft Exhibit E.

3. Failure to discuss cumulative impacts - Impacts are usually discussed

one at a time, with little discussion of the potential cumulative

effects on the population. Often each impact' is sufficiently isolated

that its effect on the population is judged II minimal. lI However the

cumulative effect of all habitat alteration and all mortality factors

may significantly affect the population's abil ity to sustain major

impacts such as habitat loss. For example, inundation of moose winter

range may reduce carrying capacity, increasing the impact of. severe

winters on the population. Project induced mortality could slow or

even prevent ,recovery during subsequent years of milder winters. At

the very least, there would be an impact on the amount of hunter use

the population could sustain.

4. Ranking of impacts - When impacts are ranked, the most significant

impact listed is often one that is easily mitigated. For example,

increased hunter harvest resulting from improved access is often sug

gested to overwhelm all other impacts. In such cases, the discussion

of other impacts is often cursory. However, hunting can be regulated

and it is certain that the Board of Game will take measures to minimize

adverse effects of hunting on wildlife populations, usually shifting

the impact to the users. This treatment is inconsistent with that of
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other easily mitigated impacts such as borrow pits where the impact

after rectification (revegetation) is discussed.

By suggesting that the greatest impact will be unregulated hunting, a

distorted view of total impacts is created. Less easily mitigated

impacts such as loss of criti ca1 foods tend to be obscured and are

discussed only superficially.

5. Incomplete and inconsistent treatment of impacts of improved access 

Some of the greatest and longest term impacts of the Susitna project

will be secondary effects of improved access and attraction of people

to the area. This will likely precipitate development and increased

recreational use of the area that might not occur for decades without

the project. Impacts of improved access through hunting, ·including

dir:-ect mortality, disturbance, and ORV use, are discussed repeatedly,

often to the exclusion of less controllable impacts. But impacts of

improved access through individuals other than the hunters are almost

completely ignored. This is inconsistent and ignores a significant

source of impacts.

6. Inadequate treatment of habitat alteration - Habitat alteration is

consistently treated superficially. As noted above, this is sometimes

done through failure to even roughly quantify the impact or consider

cumulative effects. There are other examples where alteration is

dismissed without adequate rationale. The most serious example is

downstream impacts to moose habitat.
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It is concluded that habitat may be enhanced between Devil Canyon and

Talkeetna during the license period. However it fails to consider that

areas of current early successional stages may become mature more

rapidly than new areas will become vegetated, resulting in an immediate

loss of habitat quality.

Changes in frequency of flooding are dismissed because bank full floods

will still occur every 5 to 10 years. However this could reduce the

rate of cutting and filling to 20 percent of current levels with a

corresponding reduction in habitat created by that mechanism. Effects

of peak floods and ice scouring below Talkeetna are dismissed even

though changes in stage will exceed 4 feet in some areas.

This is an example where conclusions were presented without supporting

rationale. Close scrutiny of the problem shows that the underlying

rationale was either faulty or that alternative conclusions are

possible.

The problems listed above, singly or in combination, work to systematically.
~

mi nimize potenti a1 impacts that might requi re mitigation. Thi s appears to

stem from a tendency to seek a rationale that nullifies the need to fully

discuss impacts. However, if an underlying assumption is rejected (e.g.,

downstream effects on moose habitat), the entire section of the impact

assessment becomes inadequate. Virtually every section of the wildlife

impact assessment suffers from at least one of the problems listed.
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Mitigation Plan

The wildlife mitigation plan is too incomplete to warrant detailed comments.

Measures to avoid, minimize, or rectify impacts are scattered. Some are

included in the vegetation section but there is little indication of how

effective these measures will be for wildlife. It also is not clear which

measures have been incorporated into the project design and which are merely.

recommendations from environmental consultants. The mitigation plan should

clearly indicate how wildlife impacts are considered in the design of the

project; what measures will be taken to avoid, minimize, or rectify impacts;

and how effective these measures will be in mitigating losses. .This is

nece~sary to demonstrate that the option analysis the Susitna Hydroelectric

Project Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy has been followed and so that

residual impacts can be estimated for compensation planning.

The inadequacies of the impact· assessment are evident in the mitigation

plan. There is no mention of compensation for impacts to species other than

moose. It is suggested that mitig,ation measures for moose will partially

mitigate for losses to bears and wolves, but that will depend on what

'actions are taken and where. No mention of options for out-of-kind

compensation is made.
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and testimony provided by Schneider (1979, 1982 a.b.c.) are not cited

in the bibliograph~.

E-3-3/l

The AOF&G disagrees that its policy implies 1I ••• that project impacts on

fish and game species will be of greater concern than changes in the

distribution and abundance of non-game wildlife and invertebrate

species. 1I First, the terms IIfish and game ll and IIfish and wildlife ll are

used interchangeably 'throughout our policy document, and secondly, the

AOF&G's greatest concern is fish and wildlife habitat and its ability

to maintain productive populations. As stated in AOF&G policy, liThe

overall mitigative goal of the Department of Fish and Game is to

maintain or establish an ecosystem with the project in place that is as

nearly desirable as the ecosystem that would have been there in the

absence of that projec,t. 1I We are primarily interested in maintaining

the quality, quantity and diversity of the habitat for fish and

wildlife with the project that is similar to that existing without the

project.

E-3-3/2

The general tone of statements in this paragraph indicates a process of

rationalization rather than of a clear sense of direction and logic.

It is stated in this paragraph, "Where there is a high degree of

confidence that an impact will actually occur, it has been ~anked above

impacts predicted with less certainty." For this thesis to have any

B-10



E-3-12/3

The Tyonek Village subsistence fishery is principally supported by

Susitna River chinook salmon stocks, not "at least in part" as stated

in the text. The Department not only recognizes the subsistence

harvest of fish by Tyonek, but is responsible to insure the

continuation of this stock of fish.

E-3-13/1

Throughout the discussion, the escapement year is unidentified.

E-3-13/4

Types of individuals or species of fish should be identified.

E-3-16/1

The statement that, "Out-migration in the reach from Talkeetna to Devil

Canyon peaks prior to early June and termi nates by the end of July

throughout the drainage." requires documentation.
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validity one must also specify the vulnerability of the resource to be

evaluated. The same applies to assessing the process for evaluating

the probability that an impact will occur. It is equally important, if

not more so, to specify the magnitude of the impact that will occur.

E-3-3/3-4

The priority sequence for ADF&G mitigation policy is not only for

mitigation option analysis in a planning sense but also for mitigation

option implementation. We have five potential options for

implementation as listed, and require an assessment which quantifies

project impacts, and determines the parameters under which the project

must operate to implement each option. The highest priority mitigation

option which is feasible is the one which this Department .will require

for direct. implementation. Quantifiable information sufficient to

determine whether an option is ·feasible must be available to enable the

ADF&G and others to select the appropriate mitigation option. As. stated

in the ADF&G mitigation policy, liThe burden of proof to justify lower

estimates of damage to fish and wildlife habitat lies with the

deve1oper. II

E-3-5/3

We suggest that management strategies will require the concurrence of

resource management boards and agencies.
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E-3-7/2

Chinook, pink, chum and coho salmon mill at the entrance to Devil

Canyon. Chinook salmon spawn in Devil Canyon in Cheechako Creek (RM

152.5) and Chinook Creek (RM 156.8). The lower limit of Devil Canyon

is defined as RM 152. It would therefore be correct to state that "The

Susitna River is a migrational corridor, spawning area and juvenile

rearing area for five species of salmon from its point of discharge

into Cook Inlet to upstream within Devil Canyon."

E-3-8/1

Impacts to less sensitive species with similar habitat requirements

would be mitigated, however, species with a lower evaluation priority

may be highly sensitive to change and may not be mitigated. For

example, s·pecies that are adapted to turbid waters may be adversely

affected if a project creates substantial decreases in turbidity.

Burbot are an example of a species which may be so affected.

E-3-8/3

Chi nook and coho do not have a greater conmerci alva1ue than chums,

although they do have a greater sport fishing value.

The projected change in conditions in the mainstem are not necessarily

beneficial to rearing juveniles as suggested in this paragraph. The

conditions (parameters) referred to should be identified. Further,
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mainstem habitat will not necessarily be improved in winter months,

higher turbidity is an example. Juveniles are also consistently

present in sloughs. There are no data or literature cited to support

the last two statements in this paragraph.

E-3-8/4

Arctic grayling also utilize mainstem habitats not only clearwater

tributaries as implied.

E-3-9/1

What are the resident evaluation species below Talkeetna? None are

indicated in the listing.

Rainbow and burbot should be included in the list of evaluation species

because of their importance to the sport fishery and because of their

abundance and adaptation to the turbid. conditions. There may be a

particular sensitivity to possible changes in the case of burbot.

E-3-10/3

Table E.3.3 does not reflect the 1.2 million figure discussed in text.
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E-3-10/4

Table E.3.4. reflects different figures than the text with regard to

chum sa1mon escapement. The chum sa1mon escapement was 20,800 and

49,100 in 1981 and 1982 respectively.

E-3-11/1

Value (ex-vessel) on coho salmon is not presented.

E-3-11/5

If Mills (1980) data are to be used to indicate significance of

recreational use, the 1981 informati'on should be included.

E-3-12/1

The harvest figures reported here reflect primarily Susitna River

harvest. Additional harvest occurs on some of the anadromous species

(chinook for example) outside the Susitna drainage, i.e., in Lower Cook

Inlet saltwater fisheries. The statement that the sport fishing

harvest is from an area 1arger than that whi ch may be impacted is

incorrect.
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E-3-18/2

There are lakes with sockeye in the upper Susitna River (Talkeetna to

Devi 1 Canyon reach). The potenti a1 for sockeye enhancement in the

upper Susitna Basin should also be mentioned.

E-3-19/3-4

Based on the 1982 eva1uati on of sonar versus tag/ recapture Petersen

estimates, the latter has been determined to be more representative of

escapements than sonar estimates. Therefore, it is recommended that

Petersen population estimates be used where available.

E-3-22/1-S

We suggest Petersen population estimates would be more meaningful in

lieu of sonar counts for the stations at Sunshine, Talkeetna and Curry.

The 1982 evaluation of sonar versus tag/recapture Petersen estimates

indicates that the latter are more rel iable. Therefore escapement

should be defined on Petersen estimate~ when available.

E-3-24/1-7

The year the data represent is not stated in the text.
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E-3-29/3

Grayling fry were captured at Watana Creek area in 1981, indicating

spawning in the immediate vicinity.

The final sentence concludes that if other unidentified conditions are

suitable, spawning habitat will not be a limiting factor for grayling.

This needs proper referencing and evaluation.

E-3-30/1

Burbot also inhabit Susitna River tributaries, not just the mainstem.

E-3-30/2

Areas downstream from Talkeetna of importance to burbot were identified

specifically. The four mainstem sites upstream from Talkeetna should

also be specifically identified.

E-3-31/3

The discussion of whitefish occurrence in the impoundment is not clear.
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E-3-32/4

The juvenile longnose sucker collection effort was not sufficiently

uniform to conclude changes in distribution from the catch per unit

effort data.

E-3-37/3

Chinook salmon extend to RM 156.8 (Chinook Creek) not RM 158.2.

E-3-37/4

Resident species of sculpin also occur in the Susitna mainstem. The

text should therefore report seven species.

E-3-40/1

Timing for respective salmon use based on 1981 data would be more

accurate if changed to:

Coho - 30 July through mid-September,

Pink - 27 July through 20 August.

E-3-41/1

The.Arctic lamprey also occurs in the Susitna River above the Chu.litna

confluence.
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E-3-41/5

Based on set net and electrofishing catches in 1982, pink salmon mill

in the Susitna mainstem immediately below Devil Canyon.

E-3-43/1

Not all sloughs are overtopped by flows of 20,000 to 24,000 cfs.

Examples·are Sloughs 10, 11, 14, and 15.

E-3-44/4

Holding areas at the mouth of sloughs are not considered a critical

factor any more than "holding areas" at the confluence of many of the

chum salmon producing streams. The fact that there are holding areas

does not necessarily make the sloughs more. productive.

E-3-44/8

In the last sentence, are the authors speaking of a tributary mouth or

tributary? In either case, importance of the habitat type for rearing

cannot be measured simply by number of fish captured at a site. This

is particularly true for tributary mouths because they are part of the

downstream and out-migratory pathway where fish may be seasonally

concentrated.
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E-3-46/4

These are not static populations~ The populations of individuals

becomes redistributed to favorable rearing habitat locations, including

tributary mouths.

E-3-46/7

Chum salmon preference to slough habitat over tributary streams is

unsupported. Only index surveys were conducted on tributaries whereas

sloughs have been surveyed in total. The 1974 investigations and 1982

ADF&G surveys indicate that tributaries may be equally as important to

overall chum salmon spawning in the Talkeetna to Devil Canyon reach as

slough habitats.

E-3-47/1

Indian River is a major chum salmon spawning stream. Based on 1974,

1981, and 1982 escapement surveys, this stream supported higher numbers

of chum salmon than chinook and coho salmon.

E-3-49/4

Eulachon were found upstream to RM 58 in 1981, and to RM 48 in 1982.
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E-3-51/7 .

Based on 1981 and 1982 ADF&G spawning surveys, sloughs do serve as

chum, sockeye and pink spawning habitat.

E-3-52/3

Yes, all species of salmon were recorded in tributaries in 1981 but

sockeye were not found in notable numbers. We do know that the Chase

Creek system supports a "small" sockeye run. ADF&G surveys. are

conducted in the half mile reach of tributaries upstream from the con

fluence with the Susitna River. The balance of the tributaries are not

surveyed. If the report is to reflect that all species utilized

tributaries, then it would be appropriate to modify Page E-3-46,

paragraph 2 which presently excludes sockeye as being present in

tributaries.

E-3-55/3

Fish Creek in the Big Lake drainage supports a significant rainbow

trout population and also pink salmon.
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E-3-62/4

Cheechako Creek is a chinook salmon spawning stream. Chinook salmon

spawn both in the creek and the mixing area at its confluence with the

Susitna River.

Gravel removal/dam construction will destroy this production area,

which is a long term impact. The Cheechako Creek plume area is a

spawning site. Will project impacts be mitigated here at least until

Devil Canyon is built?

If Tsusena Creek will have the long-term and degree of impacts stated

it seems contradictory and optimistic to say it will or can be

rehabilitated.

E-3-65/4

Investigations should be conducted to determine the presence or absence

of fish in the referenced lake.

E-3-67/3

This is a mid-sul11l1er estimate of only those grayling inhabiting the

impoundment area and is not an accurate reflection upon the number of

grayling that depend upon that same area for spawning, rearing, or

wintering.
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E-3-68/3

Data are required to support the suggestion that the reservoir may

provide additional wintering habitat.

E-3-71/3

The ADF&G studies document juvenile salmon occurrence in mainstem

habitats all summer. Catch rates were relatively low, however, and

large numbers of fish could be present in low densities over· a large

area at any time.

E-3-73/4

Water temperatures of 5° to 6°C at Talkeetna during open water period

may have major impact on returning adults. If higher flows will reduce

temperature, it may be better to reduce flows or find ways to tap

warmer layers of water for discharge.

E-3-74/2

The statements in this paragraph are speculative and reflect the need

for further study and analysis.
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E-3-75/2

Same comment as E-3-74, paragraph 2.

E-3-78/1

The statements here are speculative and not supported by data or

references.

E-3-78/3

Beaver dams in Sloughs 96' and 19 did not inhibit use by adult salmon in

August of 1982. Slough 9B had a peak survey count in 1982 of five chum

and one sockeye salmon on. 19 September. Low water condition in

mid-August generally precluded adult salmon access to Slough 9 which is

the access corridor for salmon using Slough 9B. Slough 19 was

essentially void of adult salmon spawning in 1982. Only one pink

sa1man was observed in thi s slough and thts fi sh was recorded on

4 August 1982. No beaver dams were present in Slough 19 which would

have precluded fish access.

E-3-79/4

Deadhorse Creek (RM 121.0) is not an established anadromous fish

stream. Occasionally, one or two adults enter this stream, usually

pink salmon. However, no successful spawning has been documented.
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Annually, Deadhorse Creek flows go below the surface in the lower

one-third mile during the late fall and winter period.

It is questionable whether successful salmon production occurs in

Sherman Creek. About 25 pink salmon entered Sherman Creek on or about

12 August 1982, presumably for spawning, it has not been established

that the eggs will successfully incubate. The creek flows subsurface

in the winter and eggs may be frozen.

Skull·Creek (RM 124.7) is another stream which probably will be perched

with flow changes in the Susitna mainstem. This creek supports a small

chum salmon population.

E-3-80/1

Devil Creek (RM 161.0) would be equally accessible to salmon as Tsusena

or Fog creeks. Devil Creek appears to have potential chinook salmon

spawning habitat.

E-3-80/2

Data regarding flow characteristics are 1nsufficient to substantiate

minimal impacts into Susitna River reaches downstream from Tal keetna.

A greater proportion of the Susitna River fishery resources utilize

this downstream reach. A small change may affect a proportionately

larger resource base.
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E-3-80/3

See comments for E-3-80/2.

E-3-80/4

In addition to salmon utilization, the Susitna River reach from

approximately RM 4.5 to RM 29 is almost entirely eulachon spawning

habitat, sustaining a spawning adult population ranging in the millions

of fish.

E-3-811l

All resident species occupy mainstem habitats. during ice free months,

not II may II occupy.

E-3-82/1

Eulachon spawning limits extend from approximately RM 4.5 to RM 58.
i5

E-3-82/3

Eulachon do not spawn in backwater or semi-placid areas. Principle

spawning areas are adjacent to cut banks where the substrate included

deposits of unconsolidated sands and gravels, and riffle zones or bars

with relatively moderate velocity and unconsolidated sands and gravels.
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E-3-88/4

The statement on sediment in this paragraph contradicts the statement

on page E-3-90, paragraph 2, sentence 3.

E-3-90/1

These statements are not supported by data.

E-3-90/3

Ice cover would probably form at RM 114 not RM 14 as presented.

E-3-90/4

The impacts to fi sh habi tat due to backwater and stagi ng processes

caused by increased post-project winter flows are not defined.

E-3-90/5

These statements are not supported by data and are speculative.

E-3-95/6

Eulachon do not spawn in backwaters. See comment on E-3-82, paragraph

3.
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E-3-98/6

Other species are known to be present. A relatively small population

of Dolly Varden inhabits the subject areas along with at least one

sculpin species.

E-3-100/3

Additiona lly, Jack Long Creek supports adult coho salmon. Portage

Creek also has spawning populations of chum and pink salmon.

E-3-103/3

Changes in streamflow duri ng open-water seasons wi 11 affect slough

habitats depending on the flow released. The potential for destroying

these aquatic habitats appears high.

E-3-122/5

Does restricting unauthorized traffic mean that project personnel will

be allowed to fish and the general public will not be allowed access to

the fisheries1 This may not be an acceptable form of mitigation during

a construction phase that may span 20 years. The Board of Fishe~ies

management decisions will also supercede the stated policy of APA on

catch and release fisheries by project personnel. It does not seem

likely that the public will be barred from the area while project

personnel have exclusive access and use of the fisheries.
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E-3-126/4

The lakes for water withdrawal should be identified and their resources

inventoried.

E-3-127/2

Individual fish will not necessarily be lost by filling of the

reservoir. Fish do not have to be moved through the diversion tunnel.

Structural protection from passage through the tunnel is a potential

mitigative measure.

E-3-130/3

A 10 percent reduction of flows during a critical and stressful period

for fish does not constitute a minor reduction. The potential effect

of reducing the November flow have on the recharge of groundwater

reserves which will be needed through6ut winter should be evaluated.

Icing may take place much sooner with reduced flows and be ml,Jch more

severe.

E-3-130/4

There are no data presented to support the statements regarding

fisheries impacts at the referenced flows.
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E-3-131/5

Pink salmon fry moved out primarily during the ice' breakup period.

Chums out-migrated primarily following the early run-off period.

E-3-134/2

There are no assurances that responses, i.e., releases of water, will

happen quickly enough to keep ,from losing one year class of fish. By

the time the problem appears to be sufficiently severe to warrant

correction, it is most probably too late to act. This problem needs to

be further examined.

E-3-134/4

We are not aware of testing of this procedure in this area of Alaska,

or that the technique is feasible. Additional research needs to be

conducted to evaluate the feasibility of the concept of introducing

spawning substrate.

E-3-135/4

Data have not been presented to suggest this procedure will work for

chinook salmon. It is as likely that suitably sized gravels placed in

side channels, given maintenance flow, may attract chum salmon.
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E-3-136/3

There is no definition of species to be produced, nor a management

scenario. In addition a suitable location for the proposed hatchery

facility has not been identified. To be considered a feasible

mitigation alternative, these considerations must be included.

E-3-138/3

There are no data or references presented to document the feasibility

of this mitigation approach. Altered thermal regimes in the main-

stem and side-channels would cause potential pre-emergence. of salmon

fry in these areas. However, early emergence of salmon fry spawned in

sloughs may not result as a consequence of higher mainstem tempera

tures. Therefore, the proposed feeding and rearing of pre-emergent

salmon fry would not be resolved by the proposed spawning channel and

rearing ponds {E-3-143-and 144} as mainstem fish would have no access

to them.

E-3-138/4

A much larger number of grayling than included in this estimate depend

upon the area to be inundated. Also, this is not a wintering

population estimate.
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Additional Comments on Mitigation

On a more general basis, the attitude implicit in the mitigation plan is

that losses are inevitable but unquantifiable, and that some mitigation

measures will be implemented but may not work. It is also implied that if

monitoring demonstrates inadequacy of a mitigation measure other steps will

be taken.

How and by whom will the effectiveness of mitigation measures be determined?

Under natural conditions small sub-popul ations of salmon undergo extreme

variations in survival. This will confound evaluation of the mitigation

measures and could be a source of continuing conflict between the operators

and the resource agenci es. The frequent references to a1ternati ves and

operations "which could be implemented if a mitigation measure proves

inadequate puts the burden on the wrong parties. The mitigation aspects of

this document a"re too tentative and too speculative. Substantially more

detail and information is required before AOF&G can make a reasonable

decision on mitigation methods.

Other additional comments specific to the mitigation section are as follows:

E-3-136 and E-3-140/1

Reference the following statement from the Exhibit E document:

"Since the effective mitigation measures to avoid, minimize, rectify or

reduce impacts to the grayling population in the impoundment area are
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not available, it will be necessary to compensate for the loss of these

grayling. Compensation is proposed to be in the form of hatchery

propagation of grayling ... Sufficient grayling will be planted such the

number [sic] of catchable grayling will be similar to the number lost."

The FRED Division of ADF&G has been experimenting with grayling culture

for several years, first at Fire Lake, then Ft. Richardson, and now at

Clear Hatchery. We are continuing to work with grayling and intend to

develop techniques that someday will support a graylfng production

program. At this time and for the forseeable future, grayling produc

tion in Alaska must be considered experimental. In brief, several

factors impact hatchery grayling production:

1. It is difficult to find egg sources that are sufficient in number.

Whereas salmon egg takes in the tens of millions are common, a one

million grayling egg take is a major undertaking.

2. The eggs and fry are extremely small and from a culturist's stand

point, very difficult to work with. Grayling fry hatch at 30,000

per pound as compared with salmon which are ten times that size at

emergence. Marki ng and therefore evaluation of survival after

stocking are not possible with existing technology.

3. Survival from green egg to fry have generally been low - 50

percent as compared to 80 to 95 percent for salmon production.
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E-3-26/4

Eul achon are known to extend as far upstream as RM 58 based on 1981

observations by Su Hydro Aquatic Studies staff. The RM 48 figure

provided by Trent (1982) was for 1982 observations.

E-3-28/2

Principal study areas were located in the first mile of the tributaries

upstream of their confluence with the Susitna. The reference to upper

stream reaches in the fourth sentence should be removed.

E-3-29/1, Subsections 1 and 2

These statements a.re specul ative an.d cannot be supported by exi sti ng

data.

E-3-29/2

A much larger number of grayling depend upon the area to be inundated

over and above those included in this estimate.
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4. Attempts to rear fry in hatcheries have been largely unsuccessful.

The obvious survival advantage that could be gained by releasing

larger fish cannot be obtained until techniques are developed

which will permit holding and feeding of fry. Grayling have been

successfully reared in the lower 48. However, those fish hatch at

a larger size (20,000 per pound) and behave differently in

raceways.

We intend to overcome these problems as we learn more about the

performance of grayling in our hatcheries. However, the idea that an

irrevocable loss of grayling due to habitat inundation can be compen-

. sated by hatchery propagation must be judged speculative at this point.

The development and operation of spawning channels and the modifica

tions of sloughs, that has been proposed as mitigation warrants further

discussion.

Reference the fo 11 owi ng seven excerpts from Chapter 3, of the Oraft

Exhibit E document: .

1. liThe slough habitat for the incubating salmon embryos may' be

enhanced through increased intergravel flow associated with larger

flows, or it may be degraded if the higher flows substantially

alter the intergravel temperature regime or ice conditions."

[E-3-131]
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2. liThe [proposedJ flows are of sufficient magnitude, however, to

undertake to rectifying (SIC) impacts to salmon spawning activity

by modi.fying existing spawning habitat to maintain natural

spawning by salmon." [E-3-132J

3. "If further impact reduction is required to maintain existing fish

populations, additional mitigation measures will be incorporated.

Certain target mitigation issues will receive priority in the

monitoring program." [E-3-133J

4. liThe outmigration of salmon fry will be monitored to evaluate if

proper timing of outmigration is achieved. The basis for such an

evaluation will be the baseline outmigration studies and within

year comparison to adjacent unregulated ?ystems." [E-3-134J

5. "Success of a multi-level intake depends on the thermal structure

of the reservoir, the existence of sufficient water at the·desi-red

temperature and location with the reservoir .•. Temperatures near

this [8 to 12°C] range may exist in the top 100 feet ... If this

layer is present, it can be accessed by the multi-level intake

gates ... " [E-3-137, 138J

6. "The most significant adverse impact associated with the altered

thermal regime would be accelerated incubation and early emergence

of salmon fry .•• The modified sloughs or spawning channels designed

to rectify or compensate for lost spawning and incubating habitat

will be provided with a rearing pond at their downstream end ...

B-36



Used to collect early emergents and hold them to prevent their

downstream migration ... Until appropriate conditions, including

temperatures are reached in downstream habitats." [E-3-138]

7. The fry will be fed if natural food production is insufficient to

support the number of fry present." [E-3-144]

In response to the above: The major problems appear to' be flow

alteration with resulting affects on slough access, hydraulics and

water temperature. As might be expected, the determination of the

degree of impact (loss of habitat and fish) is very difficult to

quantify and there is not specific information provided. Instead,

engineering solutions are proposed for engineering problems. Modified

sloughs also known as spawning channels are addressed on·a conceptual

level. Somehow it is proposed, that an unquantifiable loss of fish

\'/ill be rectified/compensated by a multi-purpose habitat modification

program which includes channelization, flow control structures with

day-to-day flow alteration, gravel cleaning, gravel introduction,

enhancement of upwelling, rearing ponds with fry screens on the outlets

and artificial feeding of fry.

The engineering, construction and operation of these channels is

totally lacking in detail. There are not operational spawning channels

for these species in Alaska. Canada has had mixed success, but they

are located in environments far more temperate.
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The cost of maintenance and operation of these channel s should be

included in any determination of feasibility. The proposed

demonstrati on project shaul d focus on fi sh producti on and survi va1 as

well as the physical properties of the modified slough.

The concern about changes in the thermal regime are inadequately

addressed. It is apparent that the impoundment temperatures and hence

the utility of a multi-level intake are not known. The rearing ponds

at the downstream end of the channels may not be effective in

accomplishing the desired objective. Emergence of fry will not occur

.within a short time span but over a period of weeks. Therefore, at any

given time the fish in the slough or pond will cover a wide range of

developmental stages. A schedule of "release" of these fry into the

mainstream must be provided. Once emergence timing is upset due to

altered temperatures it is unlikely that survival levels could be

maintained by holding them. in a pond.

Fry will not automatically feed on an artificial diet, there is an

aspect of IItraining" which is obviously successful in a hatchery

raceway. Washi ngton has had some success wi th 'pond cul ture but the.

fish are generally hatchery lots of similar size.

Ass~ming that the loperator l of these sloughs and the proposed rearing

ponds determines that artificial feeding is required, how will this be

accomplished through the ice cover that may develop on the rearing

ponds?
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS - WILDLIFE AND BOTANICAL RESOURCES

The following specific corrments are intended to illustrate the types of

deficiencies in the wildlife sections of the draft Exhibit E. The poor

state of editing and overriding major problems listed in the general

comments precluded a complete listing of inconsistencies, errors, omissions

and other deficiencies.

Page

E-3-279

Rationale for considering alteration of habitat less significant than

hazards is not supported.

Increased predation is mentioned on page 284, with no indication of its

significance to the population, but ignored in the ranking of impacts.

The current moose population is highly impacted by predators. The

project is likely to increase the vulnerability of the moose population

to predation in several ways. Brown bear and wolf populations are

1ikely to be less affected than moose in the early years of the

project, causing an alteration in predator/prey ratios. The project

could reduce the availability of spring foods for bears and caribou for

certain wolf packs, causing a further increase in predation on moose.

The drawdown zone and ice conditions are likely to facilitate hunting

of moose by wolves. The moose population may have reduced productivity

B-39



because 'of poorer habitat quality, especi ally after severe wi nters,

reducing its ability to sustain predation. These factors could allow

predation to drive the moose population to very low levels and maintain

it there for long periods. Similar situations have occurred throughout

much of Interior Alaska. Ultimately predator populations would suffer

and any habitat enhancement attempts could fail.

E-3-280

Sections relating to impoundment clearing are inconsistent,

illustrating poor editing and confusion about the certainty of

mitigative actions. Most sections assume the impoundments will be

cleared in a stepwise manner, but on page 306 it says, "lf portions of

the impoundment are cleared •.. " On page 286 it suggests a brief

increase in forage, but on page 287 it predicts a substantial reduction

in value.

Moose are sometimes attracted to areas being logged by -availability of

branches of deciduous trees.

E-3-283

Overuse of winter range can lead to reduced natality as well as

mortality. Moose that never use impoundment areas will be impacted by

over utilization of adja~ent areas (see page 287 also). This could

expand the zone of impact for several decades.
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E-3-284

No rationale for concluding that mortality factors will have a

negligible effect on the population. Mortality along access routes

should be considered along with dam construction activities because

they occur together.

E-3-288

It should be possible to quantify areas subject to erosion (and other

types of habitat alteration) and estimate the proportion that will

revegetate. This is an example of an impact that is mentioned with

potential negative and positive effects then dropped. The reader has

no idea how much area will be affected and whether the net impact on

moose will be positive or negative.

Effects of drifted snow on vegetation, availability of vegetation and

phenology are not addressed.

E-3-289-290

See general comments on adequacy of assessment of downstream effects on

vegetation. Frequency of flooding (290 first paragraph) is probably

very important. No rationale is provided for assessment of the effects

of. ice scouring on vegetation. The potential effects of scouring

should be quantified.
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E-3-290

The effects of drifted snow on movements of moose are not mentioned

here, but are for caribou (page 298).

E-3-292

Increased mortality resulting from increased predation should be

considered. Floating ice during latter stages of breakup could have

the same effect as floating debris.

Accidental kills will continue during operation of Watana.

E-3-294

The summary of impacts for Watana comes closest to addressing

cumulative impacts. However it is not systematic, ignores some impacts

mentioned earlier and contains many subjective judgements that are not

supported by quantitative rationale. It also does not include imp~cts

of access routes and transmission lines which must accompany Watana.

The uninformed reader is likely to be confused and have no real concept

of the range of potential changes in moose populations.
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E-3-297

There is no basis for the conclusion that the Nelchina caribou herd

will not use the area north of the impoundments at its current

population size. It is highly likely that this area of high quality

range will be used heavily in the future even at moderate population

levels.

Large movements .of caribou across the impoundment areas have only been

observed once since 1973. Movements were not monitored closely in most

years.

It is highly likely that the management goal of 20,000 caribou will be

modi fied, perhaps before Watana is constructed. Therefore the

conclusions about level of impact are invalid even if the assumptions

about range use were correct.

E-3-298

Statements about drifting snow remaining in the impoundment confl ict

with statements made in the Feasibi 1ity Report. This needs to be

clarified and documented.
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E-3-298

The most significant mortality factor to caribou could be floating ice.

In many years the spring migration to the calving grounds would

coincide with breakup of the Watana impoundment. During a period of

northerly winds, caribou could encounter open water when they reach the

north shore. Seeing no obvious barrier they would start to swim across

and would encounter a mass of broken floating ice. This would create a

problem similar to floating debris. Mortality could be substantial in

some years.

E-3-299

The impression is created that the four possible responses are mutually

exclusive. More likely all four responses will be exhibited by varying

propo~tions of the herd.

E-3-300

The statement that the Mount Watana sheep population does not occur

near the impoundment is an exampl e of a statement based on a bri ef

period of observation. Sheep have been observed near the impoundment

in the past.
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E-3-30l

All portions of exposed soil at the Jay Creek mineral lick are not used

equally. Some of the most heavily used areas are low on the bluff.

Therefore the percentage of the lick that would be inundated is

misleading. This is also an example of an "operation" impact being

discussed under "construction."

E-3-305

Carrion is not mentioned as a spring brown bear food in the first

paragraph.

The assumption that spring foods are not important to bears is

incorrect. Food intake during periods of stable weight or even weight

loss can be absolutely critical because it reduces a negative energy

balance. A prime example is the importance of winter forage for moose.

The suggesti on that loss of ca rri on is more important than loss of

green vegetation is questionable. A moderate quality, but abundant,

food may be more important to the population than a high quality, but

sparse, food.

The assumption that, because lactating female brown bear do not use

areas that would be inundated, other bears could do well without those

areas is not supportable. Females with cubs probably have overriding

reasons to avoid these areas. This includes the cub1s ability to
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travel and the risk of predation on cubs by males. Pregnant females

develop heavier fat deposits that probably help sustain them during

this period. A female that was not able to coast through this period

would probably lose her cubs and move to riparian areas near the river.

Spring foods in the impoundments are probably most important to

yearlings which emerge from dens in poorer condition, particularly in

years following poor berry crops, and suffer the highest rate of morta

lity. It is unreasonable to conclude that yearlings could survive as

well as a lactating female without spring foods.

E-3-303-308

Importance of spring foods to brown bears is inconsistent among

"construction," "filling" and "operation" sections.

E-3-308

While bears are capable of crossing the impoundments and some will,

there sti 11 may be a hi ndrance of movements between seasonal· food

concentrations that could reduce productivity of the population. This

section is inconsistent with a similar section on black bears (page

310). This is another example of where the potential significance of

an impact to the population is not discussed in even general terms.

The fact that healthy bear populations exist where salmon are not

available is not pertinent. Salmon are one of several seasonal food

concentrations. T.hey are probably most important during years when
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other summer foods, such as berries fail. Bear productivity and

survival are probably higher because salmon are present and hence the

population is generally higher.

The entire brown bear impacts section is filled with unsubstantiated

speculation. Most of it is biased towards minimizing potential

impacts. It fails to consider how several impact mechanisms may work

in combination and how they might influence the population. The impact

section should list important foods of bears by season, indicate how

the project might influence the availability of each food to bears, and

indicate the possible effects of these changes in availability on bear

productivity and survival.

E-3-310

The consequences of disturbance of denning black bear during clearing

are not emphasized. This is likely to cause problems for both bears

and crews. A number of bears are likely to be shot. t1any of the

di sturbed bears wi 11 not be able to fi nd new dens and morta1ity is

likely to be high. This can result in a more rapid, more violent and

more visible adjustment of the bear population to the project.
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E-3-310

There currently is no resident black bear population near the Tyone

River confluence and the Fog Lake area supports low densities.

Therefore it is unreasonable to expect these areas to support viable

populations during operation.

E-3-310

Project facilities may block movements of bear.s from the Devil Canyon

impoundment area to berry areas adjacent to Watana.

E-3-311-312

The entire wolf impact section is deficient in that it fails to

adequately address impacts of reduced prey densities.

Caribou populations may be reduced. Even if changes in caribou numbers

are minor the distribution is likely to be altered in a way that

reduces availability of caribou to specific packs. There are data from

the Susitna basin indicating that moose densities influence wolf

territory size, pack size and pack stability. Some current territories

may be reduced to the point where social factors would cause loss of a

pack.
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E-3-313

The statement that the amount of habitat lost would potentially affect

only two wolverines is not completely accurate. The habitat lost will

remove portions of territories of a number of wolverines, not all of

only two territories.

E-3-314

Impacts of prey loss on belukha whales is inadequately addressed. This

section appears to focus on adult salmon only. Outmigrating salmon and

eulachon are more likely the foods attracting belukhas to the area.

Eulachon in particular may be important. Until effects of the project

on the availability of these foods are determined, no conclusions on

impacts on belukha can be drawn.
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E-3-340

Statements of climatic effects should be documented and quantified with

regard to magnitude of impact.

Elimination of ice scouring is suggested as·a benefit, yet ice scouring

may be the most important factor maintaining early successional stages

north of Talkeetna (on page 289 reducti on in ice scouri ng is seen as

detrimental). Even the potential short term benefits may be offset by

current shrub communities advancing to more mature stages.

E-3-341

The flow regime would be used for fisheries management and its affect

on vegetation should be identified. It could prevent vegetation of

newly exposed substrate and further offset the potential benefits

suggested on page 340.

E-3-340-342

The discussion of downstream effects of Devil Canyon Dam are

misleading. On page 340 it states "moose may benefit from an increased

availability of riparian habitat." Then, on page 341 it points out

that much of the habitat will not be available in winter because of

open water. (The potential effects of ice fog on use of these areas by

moose is ignored.) Finally on page 342 it pulls the two statements

together and states that effects on· moose could be "moderate to
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severe. II Then on page 370 it says changes in vegetation will have a

II small population - level effect. II

This is an example where the combined effects of several impacts have

not been clearly thought out. The full range of possible changes in

vegetation has not been discussed, only the most optimistic

possibilities. When one of several potential overriding factors is

identified, the acreage affected is not quantified.

A far more enlightening impact assessment should be possible by

building a simple model with existing data. The analysis on page 172

takes a step in the right direction but does not carry it to a useful

conclusion. It crudely estimates the maximum acreage that could become

available for vegetation. This should be refined to estimate the

amount that would enter productive successional stages annually during

the life of the project. Uncertainties about rates of colonization

would produce a broad range of estimates, but the order of magnitude of

change and more importantly the chronological patterns of change should

become apparent. Simi 1ar estimates for currently producti ve habi tat

·that will advance to mature stages should be subtracted to provide an

estimate of net change in acreage of value to moose. The proportions

of this acreage that occurs on islands and would be inaccessible to

moose during winter should be subtracted to produce a crude estimate of

possible changes in available winter range.

A similar systematic approach should be applied to all areas that might

be s~bject to habitat loss or alteration. Impacts that show a
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potential for serious effects can then be studied in more detail to

refine the estimates for mitigation planning.

E-3-342

Devi 1 Canyon impoundment wi 11 primari ly affect di fferent moose than

Watana. Therefore the statement that moose population will have

already been greatly reduced is misleading. The summary of impacts

uses the word "minimal" five times in reference to impacts on moose in

the upper basin, but completely fails to convey any impression of the

range of population changes that could occur during the life -of the

project.

E-'3-343

II small proportion of acceptable black bear . habitat

proportion of what area? How important is that proportion?

E-3-350

II What

The orientation of access routes in relation to wildlife concentrations

and -movement patterns shoul d be consi dered. Some subpopul ati ons wi 11

be more heavily impacted than others •. Mortality and habitat loss from

access routes should be added to other impacts affecting the same sub

populations during the same time periods.
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E-3-351

Impacts of road and railroad traffic start at tidewater. Increases in

unscheduled traffic on existing roads, particularly the Parks and

Denali Highways are likely to be substantial. Levels should be

estimated and impacts assessed.

E-3-352

The. timing of railroad and highway traffic is more important than an

average rate. Both seasonal and diurnal patterns should be considered.

Scheduling of traffic should be considered as a mitigation measure.

Secondary impacts of access routes, other than hunting, shoul dbe

considered.

Combined effects of access potential of transmission corridors and

access routes should be considered.

E-3-355

Caribou calving north of the Susitna River is sufficiently dispersed

that no alignment of the Denali access road will avoid calving areas

completely.
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E-3-356

Frequency of traffic wi 11 be substanti ally higher during constructi on

unless unscheduled traffic is restricted.

E-3-355-356

It is not always clear which "herd" is being referred to. The Denali

access road runs through a central part of the upper Susitna-Nenana

subherd's range. It also runs through one of the highest quality

portions of the main Nelchina herd's range. Use of the word

"peripheral" is highly misleading.

Potential cumulative effects of the access routes and impoundments on

caribou range use should be discussed.

E-3-359

Potential alterations of prey distribution, especially caribou, on

specific wolf packs should be discussed.

E-3-360

The access routes will provide excellent access to tundra habitats.

Therefore human use of areas important to wolverine during summer will

increase.
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E-3-366-368

Transmission corridors should be considered along with other impacts.

For example where they intersect the range of a subpopulation the

changes in habitat quality should be added to changes caused by other

project features within the range of the same subpopulation.

Placement and management of transmission lines in proximity to roads

and railroads can influence animal movements and rates of mortality.

For example moose train collisions could be greatly increased if a

transmission corridor attracted moose in a manner that "increased

crossings of the railroad.

E-3-370-371

The big game impact summary is completely inadequate. It addresses

only impacts on ·existing populations. It ignores many impacts,

including some ·judged substantial, suggesting that these need not be

mitigated. It conveys no impression of the potential magnitude of

change, even in current populations. The one effort at quantification

uses the smalles.t possible number of moose that would be impacted by

one mechanism. Even those numbers are stated in a misleading way.

They are numbers estimated on one survey during a mild winter. There

is no basis for the statement that this represents IImost years ,II and it

certainly does not represent even a minimum number of moose that would

be eliminated by the project.
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Appendix C

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Draft Exhibit E
Volume 3, Chapter 5

Socioeconomic Impact

GENERAL COMMENTS

The ADF&G has continuously expressed concern regarding the adequacy of

socioeconomic studies relating to the determination and assessment of

potential impacts of the Susitna Hydroelectric project to fish and wildlife.

Expression of these concerns dates back to· initial meetings with the Alaska

Power Authority in 1979. The original study plan developed by the ADF&G in

1979 contQined an objective designed to assess these very impacts.

Upon review of this chapter, these concerns remain. In our view, little

substantial progress has been made to define project related socioeconomic

impacts.

Impacts to fish and wildlife users have not been adequately addressed,

either in the areas most directly effected by construction or those areas

outside the immediate project area. Portions of the fish and wildlife

resources produced within the Susitna project area are harvested Or utilized

in other more distant regions. There needs to be an assessment of these

uses of fish and wildlife with regard to (1) identification of resources

used; (2) quantification of use levels; (3) description of use patterns

including seasonality, its context within the local communities, etc.; and

(4) description of geographic areas of use.
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Throughout this chapter reference is made to current and/or planned studies.

These studies, however, are not described, objectives are not presented and

time of implementation or completion is not defined.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Page/Paragraph

E-5-6/1

Only characteristics of personal monetary income have been described.

There should be some description (especially in the Local Impact Area)

of relative importance of natural resource harvests as part of the

household income. Any income determination need not necessarily pe

made in monetary terms, but should be done (1) qualitatively by (a)

assigning importance values to the harvest and use of each resource;

(b) assessing culturally significant practices; (c) describing the type

of economic organization of the area; and (2) quantitatively by (a)

assessing amounts of time spent harvesting resources; (b) assessing

estimated proportions of household food consumption; (c) determining

amounts ~f money spent in pursuit of wild resources; and (d) expressing

the overall output or consumption of a household unlt.
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E-5-12/4-6

This section on recreational facilities related to fish and wildiife

resources would be more appropriately termed recreational

opportunities. This area has an abundance of opportunities but little

development like trail systems, shelters and other man-made facilities.

A full assessment of the use of these opportunities and existing facil

ities would be appropriate. Certainly there is information available

on Mt~ McKinley National Park and the State park recreation areas.

E-S-S4/4

The indirect influences affecting commercial businesses dependent upon

fish and wildlife resources as discussed are undefined.

E-S-S4/S

The "partial short term displacement" as discussed is not defined. The

statement made that with increased access, business opportunities will

increase is purely speculative. One might also expect business

opportunities to be reduced as a result of increased access, particu

larly if the business is associated with the commercial use the of

limited fish and wildlife resources.
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E-5-54/7

This paragraph indicates similar factors are necessary for both

successful lodge and guide operations. This statement is incorrect.

Commercial lodges are most successful with improved access and visita

tion by large numbers of visitors or customers. With construction of

new roads, railroads and airstrips the project area would appear to

best fit this. category.

A big game guide, on the other hand, appreciates and can tolerate less

competition from additional hunters and recreational visitors. His

type of business best functions at low levels of human activity and

participation.

E-5-54/8

Loss of additional habitat, and the change in location and amount of

salmon harvested as stated requires definition. The statement 1I1 0ng

term ll impacts to Cook Inlet fishermen and other fish and wildlife users

will be small, is speculative. Long term is not defined, nor are

1I 0ther user groups,1I or IIrecent activity levels. 1I No supportive data

or study results are presented to support this statement. Types of

on-going studies should also be clarified and referenced.

This entire section includes many categories of users who are not

licensed. Trappers and subsistence users, for example, are not
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required to have business licenses to operate. The definition of

business needs to be presented.

SECTION 3.7, LOCAL AND REGIONAL IMPACTS ON FISH AND WILDLIFE USER GROUPS

General Comments

1. Organizationally, the section of FISH is not comparable to that of

GAME which make it deficient in the presentation of vital informa

tion:

a. It makes no mention of guided sport fishing activities which

are a major use of the Susitna River and its tributaries.

b. No mention is made of fishing lodge operations dependent on

Susitna River fisheries.

c. No category comparable to that of liThe Hunter,1I E-5-7S, is

made for sport or subsistence fishermen.

d. The category IIResources ll on E-5-75 elaborates on game

resources, their characteristics and the users of those

resources. Only limited information is currently available

pertaining to recreational and subsistence uses in the

Susitna River Basin. There isa need· for additional data

co11 ecti on.
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e. In the Game section, no "Methodology" is presented as it is

for Fish.

Although it may be true that impacts to the fishery resource depend upon

loss of habitat and subsequent loss of fish, the issue in this section (3.7)

is also the impact upon user groups. In this case, the methodology in this

chapter should address both impacts to the respective user groups, and to

fish and wildlife resources.

Specific Comments

E-5-68/1-3

This section is labeled "Methodology," but provides no methods

appropriate to the evaluation of impacts to user groups. Implicit in

this type of evaluation is the need for a measure of existing use~ The

only statement defining methods is included in Paragraph 2 which

described data used to determine impacts of the dam on the fishery

resources. It should be noted that pink salmon are more abundant on

even years than on odd numbered years. As such, 1981 was a year of low

pink salmon occurrence.
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E-5-68

A survey of community usage of wild resources by Cantwell would be

useful in assessing levels of use and importance of the salmon, moose,

caribou, and other resources.

The Cantwell area is likely to be affected by (1) wildlife population

fluctuations due to construction activity; (2) population fluctuations

because of increased hunting pressure which could result from (a)

increased human population, and/or (b) increased access to resources.

~lhile local residents may not appear as a "s ignificant" portion of the

overall harvest, those resources may very well be important to the

community in many ways.

E-5-68/4

The assumption is made in the first sentence that "••• the commercial

fishery for salmon produced in the Susitna system occurs only in Upper

Cook Inlet." This assumption is invalid since Susitna River salmon

stocks are harvested throughout Cook Inlet, including the lower

district. Impacts to Susitna River fish are indeterminable because it

is not possible to separate the mixed salmon stocks as they migrate

through Cook Inlet.
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E-5-68-69/5

The monetary figures presented here cannot be used to determine the

specific financial loss of Susitna fish, because of the mixed stock

(see comment E-5-68/4). Many of these fish are Kenai River or Kasilof

River fish.

E-5-69/3

The first sentence states liThe specific impacts which would result from

construction of the Susitna dams have not been determined in a manner

which allows accurate quantification. 1I This statement invalidates

comments in E-5-70/1-3, and statements in other Draft Exhibit E report

chapters.

The paragraph does not address impacts to Susitna River salmon

resources downstream of Talkeetna. Greater salmon occurrence exists in

these areas, than does the area further upstream of Talkeetna.

E-5-70/3

Chinook salmon are harvested incidentally by commercial fishermen in

both upper and lower Cook Inlet. Project impacts to these users

requires definition as do the criteria for establishing "significant

quantities ll as stated.
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E-5-71/1

Personal communications with sport fish biologists should be properly

cited.

E-5-71/2

The discussion indicates the area and level of impacts to resident and

migratory fishes is not determined. Chapter 2 and Chapter 3 of the

Draft Exhibit E present relatively detailed presentations of these

impacts.

The statement, "Data on specific angler use of the Susitna and

tributaries above the Talkeetna River confluence are virtually nonexis-

tent." is incorrect. Data are available on angling use in this area

from the ADF&G Statewide Harvest Survey.

Impacts are limited not only to areas upstream of the Talkeetna River

confluence, as implied. Sport harvest of stocks utilizing the upper

Susitna River are thought to occur elsewhere in Cook Inlet, as far·
\

south as the Homer area.

E-5-71/4

Table E.5.40 as referenced in the paragraph omits burbot in the list of

major species. This paragraph states study is underway to define

recreational values of Susitna River fisheries resources which may be
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impacted by the project. We are unaware of these studies, and they

should be referenced.

Section Surrrnary:

The sport fish discussion is not complete nor does it compare with the

commercial section in the presentation of figures and numbers. For example,

population estimates are available for several species as are data regarding

recreational utilization. These data are not presented. The research

mentioned as "currently underway" is not referenced.

E-5-71/5

Generally, the section on Su~sistence Fishing is based on the

assumption that the harvests which occur in Cook Inlet are from the

Susitna River. This assumption is not necessarily true as most of the

effort occurred in the Central District where Kenai and Kasilof salmon

stocks are taken. Information in Stanek (1980) indicated the residency

of subsistence permit holders. Net survey information (Stanek, unpub

lished data) is available depicting general areas utilized by

subsistence fishermen in the Northern District. Similar information is

available for the Central District (ADF&G, 1980).

Additional assessment of user groups should be made under the category

of domestic use of salmon. Salmon for domestic use is o~tained from

corrrnercial, sport and subsistence fisheries.
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Information on use of salmon resources in Tyonek is also available

(Stanek and Foster, 1980). More recently, data were collected during

the spring of 1982 on the specific uses of salmon by Tyonek residents

(Foster, 1982). It is assumed that most of the chinook salmon caught

in the subsistence fishery at Tyonek are Susitna River fish.

E-5-72/2

The value of "subsistence" caught fish cannot adequately be determined

using a shadow price. Usher (1976) described the difficulty in

determining the value of wild foods. The "point of subsistence capture

estimate" would not adequately estimate value. A more appropriate

value would be the processed cost. In addition, the nutritional value,

cultural value, and equipment investment must be added as cost

qua1ifi ers.

It is also stated that value might be determined using "•.. the price of

an equally desirable alternative food source." A major question would

be how an equally desirable food would be determined when, for many

people, there is not a better source in terms of quality, nutritional

value, cultural value, social value and recreational value. Indeed,

salmon is the standard by which value is determined.
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E-5-73

Under the category of Game there is no section on methodology as under

the Fish section.

In the section on "Guides and Guide Services" there is no

quantification of the number of guides operating in the area or their

revenue. In addition quantification of the numbers of people providing

outfitting and transporting services that are not guides is required.

Information is available from the ADF&G· and from the Guide Licensing

and Control Board.

E-5-74/2-3

There is no discussion of available data (Phase 1 of big game reports)

that provide estimates of losses of animals, effects of access, new

hunting regulations, etc., that would influence "available harvestable

animals."

In the category of "Lodge Operators" no indication is made of the

amounts of services and relative value of services furnished.

Many additional lodges on the highway system provide services to the

individuals who hunt along the highway system or who use the highway

system as a point of departure.
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E-5-75/2

Apparently the intention of the statement "The impact of the proposed

project on the lodge operators would be indirect and of the same nature

as that of the guiding industry.1I is that any direct impacts would be

upon the resources. However, in the case of the inundation of land

areas utilized for hunting, camps and travel, the impact would be

direct.

E-5-76/2

Reference to the figure 71,000 animals must be put into proper

perspective with regard to the present management for the population

and range carrying capacity.

E-5-76/3

The information presented deals with the residency of hunters rather

than the experiences they seek.

E-5-77/1

A comparison is drawn between hunting pressures or numbers of hunters

during the early 1970's and 1980's. Hunting pressure is a function of

the number of permits and the number of animals in recent years. This

paragraph is misleading and; in fact, the comparisons are invalid.
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E-5-78/5

The category "Experience Sought" is inappropriate for the informational

content of this section. It provides information on characteristics of

user groups.

E-5-79/2

Although harvest ticket reports allow for the reporting of multiple

means of transportation, analysis of the data allow for only one

primary means of transport. The use of highway vehicles is the most

common method of transport to the general area. Within the area,

however, other forms are more common.

E-5-80/l

References should be noted with regard to who is doing the studies and

their schedules for completion.

E-5-80/2

The first sentence is misleading and inaccurate because the implication

is that regulations will be of greatest impact to the users.

Regulations are a function of resource status and user groups charac

teristics. Those regulations which may be promulgated due to any

reduction in quantities of resources are a reflection of resource

status and perhaps increased user access to the area.

C-14



The statement, "In such cases, the project would cause little or no

additional reduction in hunting opportunity." when referring to

already stringent regulations on some species is inaccurate. Indeed,

some regulations are more stringent as with caribou, but may become

even more stringent if range is inundated and the area of available

habitat is reduced. Regulations on increasing numbers of moose in the

region may be relaxed in the near future, but if these prove

unsatisfactory and mitigation measures do not compensate for moose

losses in the impoundment area, further restrictions may be required.

E-S-80/3

The statements indicating that regulatory structures will be the major

impact on the user is misleading and inappropriately identified as the

major impact on the user.

E-S-80/4

There is no indication of how the quality of the surrounding

environment will be changed thereby affecting the expectations of the

user.

E-S-81/2

Subsistence users in the region.have not been identified with regard to

the use of game resources, except caribou. In this case, a set of

criteria were developed which qualify a certain number of people on a
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first-come first-served basis. For other game resources, further work

is required to determine resource use patterns. Information provided

in the text refers only to caribou.

Although "bringing home food meat may be the Imain goal ,III there are

other goals of the user. These include (1) obtaining a high quality

goods at a relatively low price; (2) fulfilling certain cultural

traditions and obligations to the community and/or family; (3)

attaining goals of self-determination and independence of welfare

programs; and (4) attaining the knowledge and ability to support one's

self.

E-5-82/3-4 &E-5-83/1

Data limitations on trappers do exist; however, a survey of trappers in

the Local Impact Area would be appropriate.

E-5-84/5

The term lion balance" is unclear. There is some question as to whether

existing trappers will benefit or if there will just be more numbers of

trappers due to access. It is doubtful that increased access to the

inundated area will, in fact, benefit trappers since fluctuating water

levels will not benefit more aquatic species especially if draw-downs

occur during winter months where food caches and burrows may become

inaccessible.
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E-5-85/2-3

Construction of access roads and transmission lines may provide added

access to some areas for trappers. However, the loss of habitat and

increased pressure on martens from trapping and human activity

generally may reduce the numbers of marten and thereby be a major loss

to trappers. Paragraph 3 more accurately portrays likely impacts than

does paragraph 2.

E-5-86/3-4

The assessment of trapping activity and its importance to users in the

Local Impact Area should be more extensive. There is some confusion as

who an Alaskan trapper is, compared to "recreational" trappers who

supplement their income by trapping. Especially when, as stated in

paragraph 4, "It is estimated that there are a large number of

residents in the Local Impact Area who do some trapping on a part-time

basis ••• ," more information is required on how large this group is and

the level of importance trapping is to them.

E-5-88/4-6

There is no mention of what people's attitudes were toward changes in

section other than 3.1 and 3.5. Because natural resource use is

important in the area, there should be some indication of local

attitudes toward changes in the availability of resources.
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It therefore follows from E-5-89/3 that only the attitudes presented

with regard to section 3.1 and 3.5 are addressed.

No further mention is made regarding measures to mitigate impacts to

resource users. There should be some indication as to what can be done

to resolve the impacts.
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Appendix 0

Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Draft Exhibit E
Volume 4, Chapter 7

Recreational Resources

GENERAL COMMENTS

This report segment lacks supportive data for many statements related to

project impacts. Statements or discussions are often simplistic, based on

faulty assumptions and methodologies; and lack the necessary definitions to

provide adequate project impact analysis.

In general, analysis of current trends in recreational boating and fishing

in Upper Cook Inlet, leads to the conclusion that many of the recreational

use projections in this report are far too conservative.

Discussion of project impacts in some instances is limited only to

statements that anticipated impacts are similar to others discussed, or to

other impoundment projects. The specific comments that follow will

demonstrate many of these deficiencies.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Page/Paragraph
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E-7 -13/2

Fairbanks is not considered to be within the Southcentral area of

Alaska.

E-7 -13/3

The paragraph implies members of the Knik Kanoers and Kayakers are

representative of the overall increase in recreational boating within

the Susitna River basin. They are not, as they comprise only a minor

segment of the recreational boating users .. Substantially greater

increase in boating, and water oriented recreation with other types of

watercraft has occurred.

E-7-15/3

Lake Susitna, Tyone Lake and Tyone River are already major recreation

areas. They are not potential areas for IIfuture development ll as stated

in the text. Both Lake Susitna and Tyone Lake have numerous

recreational cabins located around their perimeters .

. Boaters are not able to float down the Susitna River and up to Lake

Louise as stated. Powered watercraft are necessary (often equipped

with jet or air-drive propulsion) to ascend the Tyone River, to Tyone

Lake.
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E-7-20/1

We are not aware of any recreational boaters traveling upstream on the

Talkeetna River to Stephen Lake for fishing, due both to the distance

and presence of major rapids on the Talkeetna River.

E-7-21/2

See comment (E-7-20/1)

E-7-24/2

Management of lands for public recreation and appreciation as presented

in the paragraph requires additional clarification. It is not clear

what will be accomplished to achieve these goals.

E-7-25/1

This paragraph refers primarily to wildlife related impacts, and little

mention is made of potential fisheries impacts~ In addition to quarry

activities discussed for Tsusena Creek, it can be anticipated that the

lower reaches of all Susitna River tributaries within the impoundment

may be effected by vegetative clearing, road construction, gravel

removal, as well as the stated water quality changes.

0-3



Paragraph one also implies the actual construction area is a relatively

minor one. It in fact will be almost 50 miles in length, and one which

does not constitute only a minor inconvenience to recreational users.

E-7-25/2

As in the previous paragraph the discussion is directed primarily to

wildlife and wildlife related impacts. The discussion fails to address

the fact that the lower reaches of all clearwater tributaries to the

Susitna River, within the impoundment, will be inundated. These areas

are the most valued aquatic habitats at present, and are the areas

where all recreational use currently occurs.

E-7-25/5

This paragraph does not clarify why fish populations are not expected

to occur in the impoundment. Statements in Chapter 3 (fish, wildlife &

botanical resources) indicate the impoundment waters are expected to

provide additional fisheries habitat.

The apparent inconsistency in these statements, and report segments,

requires clarification.
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E-7-25/6

This paragraph is unclear as to locations of areas where sport fishing

will be disturbed. Dredging reference is to "channel" but does not

clarify if it is within the Susitna River or the tributaries where

sport fishing currently occurs.

Additionally, dredging may create impacts other than just changes in

water quality as stated. Quarry activities, road construction and

resultant recreational use restrictions as a result of these activities

are not discussed.

E-7-26/1

The f10ws predicted during the fill period will not only "temporarily

diminish" fishing opportunities as stated, but will totally eliminate

some of the slough and side channel habitats. The effects of slough

dewatering during the fill period may result in the loss of several

year classes of some species of fish, creating not a temporary impact,

but a "long-term" one.

E-7-26/2

There is no information to support the statement of increased fishing

opportunities with increased winter turbidity levels as stated.
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E-7 -28/1

No data exist to- support the statement that the presence of

construction workers will not have detrimental effects to the

recreational resources, nor is there an adequate discussion of what

constitutes IIproper control. 1I

E-7-28/2-3

References to the impacts of 550 workers, the loss of 32 miles of

river, construction of a 34-mile road, and current uses of the river

are treated superficially. Impacts to recreational resources resulting

from improved road access alone will affect not only waters within the

impoundment but those of adjacent areas as well.

E-7-29/3

This paragraph is speculative. No data are presented to support the

statement that winter fishing is unaffected by increased turbidity

levels. The increase in turbidity levels requires definition.

E-7-30/3

No data are presented to support the assumption that recreational use

is non-specific to the area, and can simply be moved to adjoining

areas. A definition of subject species and recreational uses discussed

is requi red.
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E-7-37/4

Data extracted from the 1970 report should not be used when similar

data from the 1976 and 1981 reports are available. Existing ADF&G data

suggest that per capita participation days and projected increases as

published in the 1970 plan, and for demand estimation, are inappro

priate for 1980 and 2000.

E-7-38/1

Quality is not the same for all activities and should not be discussed

as though it were. The assumption that travel time- and cost totally

influences recreational use is faulty.

E-7-39/4

Data in this paragraph are interpreted incorrectly. A careful review

of the evidence cited does not suggest that fishing effort has been

decreasing in the impact area, or even that it has decreased relative

to statewide trends. Areas used for yearly comparisons do not repre

sent the impact areas. In addition, areas used for comparison were not

the same from year to year.

E-7-40/4

No data are presented in this paragraph to support the assumption of a

declining recreational demand in the Susitna River area. The
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discussion does not define the other "attraction values," nor does it

address the increasing recreational needs of an increasing human popu

lation in the rail belt area.

E-7-41/4

The d9ubling of recreational use as presented is considered conser

vative. With the addition of a road system into the upper Susitna

River area and the expanding human population, greater increases are

expected to occur.

E-7-41/6

With the decreased flows downstream from Devil Canyon dam, and improved

road access to the dam site, we would expect increased days of

recreational use by kayakers, canoers and rafters.
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Appendix E

Susitna Hydroele~tric Project
Draft Exhi bit E

Volume 4, Chapter 9
Land Use

GENERAL COMMENTS

This document is written in such a general manner that it is difficult to

comment on. It contains information that contradicts statements made in

other chapters, and ignores potential impacts to land use and access

downstream from Gold Creek.

Although mitigation ·of impacts to land use is mentioned, there is no

commitment to implementing possible measures. In addition, there is no

discussion of which measures will be implemented or when or how. Some

impacts to land users are completely glossed over and it is suggested that

users will have to accept impacts or move elsewhere.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Page/Paragraph

E-9-2/7

Activities such as consumptive, recreational or subsistence use of fish

and and wildlife resources are considered as dispersed use and isolated

non-site-specific activities which do not involve a commitment of

resources at any particular site.
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Harvest, and production of harvestable resources is specifically

dependant on a commitment of a specific amount of land (habitat).

Participation in the harvest of fish and game (levels of effort) is

therefore site-specific. Consequently, the loss of species habitat

including the lands and waters used as harvest areas will have a

measurable impact both on management of wildlife and on public use.

E-9-3/5

An assumption is made that because the project is isolated and located

in a subarctic environment, extremely low density land use results.

However, use of 1and both by the pub1i c and wi 1dl i fe is seasonal and

can be very high for a specific season.

E-9-15/3

Hunting use of Zone 1 is less than in Zones 2 and 3. However, hunting

in Zones 2 and 3 is basically associated with the existing lodges and

cabins and is more readily quantifiable than identifying independent

hunter effort. Use of ADF&G harvest statistics would help quantify

independent hunter effort ..

Figure E.9.5

Reference to rating public use of lands occurs throughout Chapter 9 and

is ultimately reflected in Figure E.9.5 a map which identifies 11 use

or sample use sites with evaluations of use intensities for each site.
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The designation of Low, Medium and High intensity uses should be

defined.

E-9-32/1

Proposed mitigation for the loss of public use of project lands has

only addressed the consideration of establishing restrictive access

regulations. Other mitigation alternatives should be identified

including replacing opportunities lost with lands that provide equal

value.
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COMMISSIONER'S OFFICE

February 7, 1983

Mr. Gerald L. Wilkerson, CPA
Legislative Auditor
Division of Legislative Audit
Pouch W
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear ~tr. Wilkerson:
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Bill Sheffield, Governor \

P.O. BOX 3-'000 ~
JUNEAU, ALASKA 99802
Phone: (907) 465-4100

ll-K2LH

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game (DFG) has reviewed the
Special Report on the Department of Fish and Game Susitna River
Hydroelectric Project for the fiscal years ending June 30, 1982,
1981 and 19~0 prepared by the Division of Legislative AUdit.
Our comments follow.

Page 3

PLAN OF STUDY - Department of Fish and Game (DFG)

It is correctly stated that the DFG proposed that the aquatic
research studies be conducted through five years in November
1979. However, it should also be added that the concept of
phasing written into our November 1979 proposal was based on the
approach which had been established by the APA for the engineer
ing feasibility studies prior to our November 1979 Plan of Study
(POS) development. It shquld also be noted that the five-year
approach was originally submitted to the APA by the DFG .in
December 1977.

Page 4

CONTRACT AND PLAN OF STUDY - Acres American, Inc.

First paragraph, last line

It should be stated that even with the accelerated purchase
warning by DFG in their POS of 1979, critical equipment and
personnel needs required by DFG could not be acquired in time to
meet ·1980 implementation of the Anadromous Adult Project. It
was for this reason that DFG in their June 1980 RSA program l

statement had planned on implementation of that project in 1981.

It should also be noted that studies on wild biological popu
lations can only be accomplished when the species are present.
The Acres Plan of Study, February 1980 schedule for the DFG
program was out of place with biological reality. For example,
six Side Scan Sonar units ordered by Acres did not arrive on
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February 7, 1983

Mr. Gerald L. Wilkerson, CPA
Legislative Auditor
Division of Legislative Audit
Pouch W
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear ~tr. Wilkerson:

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game (DFG) has reviewed the
Special Report on the Department of Fish and Game Susitna River
Hydroelectric Project for the fiscal years ending June 30, 1982,
1981 and 198U prepared by the Division of Legislative Audit.
Our comments follow.

Page 3

PLAN OF STUDY - Department of Fish and Game (DFG)

It is correctly stated that the DFG proposed that the aquatic
research studies be conducted through five years in November
1979. However, it should also be added that the concept of
phasing written into our November 1979 proposal was based on the
approach which had been established by the APA for the engineer
ing feasibility studies prior to our November 1979 Plan of Study
(POS) development. It should also be noted that the five-year
approach was originally submitted to the APA by the DFG. in
December 1977.

Page 4

CONTRACT AND PLAN OF STUDY - Acres American, Inc.

First paragraph, last line

It should be stated that even with the accelerated purchase
warning by DFG in their POS of 1979, critical equipment and
personnel needs required by DFG could not be acquired in time to
meet ·1980 implementation of the Anadromous Adult Project. It
was for this reason that DFG in their June 1980 RSA program~

statement had planned on implementation of that project in 1981.

It should also be noted that studies on wild biological popu
lations can only be accomplished when the species are present.
The Acres Plan of Study, February 1980 schedule ·for the DFG
program was out of place with biological reality. For example,
six Side Scan Sonar units ordered by Acres did not arrive on
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site until late August 1980, well past the time they could have
been put to effective use (See Enclosure A, November 18, 1982).

Page 7

POSTPONEMENT OF FERC LICENSE SUBMISSION

We fully agree with the APA that the Federal Energy Regulation
Commission (FERC) license submission would be more acceptable
with two complete years of data to report but more importantly
we believe the FERC will w~nt an analysis of that data. After
our FY 83 negotiations, APA agreed that DFG should begin analysis
of pre-project baseline conditions related to fish and their
habitats commencing with the 1982 data. Two other contractors
were also assigned to this task, the Arctic Information and Data
Center (AEID~) and Woodward-Clyde. The AEIDC is responsible for
the 1914-81 pre-project and 1982 post-project impact assessment
and ..analysis. and Woodward-Clyde Consultants, Inc. is responsible
for Exhibit E preparation which includes evaluation of mitigation
alternatives and their ·feasibi1ity. The combined analyses will
provide an assessment of post-project fisheries and habitat
impacts, and provide for the mitigation alternatives necessary
for the required submission to FERC.

We are concerned that APA has altered their recognition of the
complexity of the various steps and time required by the various
Aquatic Study contractors, inclUding DFG, to pr9vide da~a analysis.
The reality is that the analysis of fisheries and habitat data
must proceed in a time frame well beyond the FERC license
submittal date. This was specifically agreed to by the APA, its
prime contractor Acres, AEIDC, and other state and federal
agencies monitoring the feasibility .process. Please refer to my
November 18, 1982, comments to your agency on this topic and the
October 19, 1~82, letter (Enclosure B) to Kent Woh1 of the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife service from my staff.

A copy of our report schedule in the FY 1983 DFG - APA Aquatic
Studies RSA is also included for your reference (Enclosure C).
As you will note our late January submission to APA and the
other Aquatic Study contractors is a draft internal review and a
data transmittal document. The analysis of pre-project con
ditions from DFG will be submitted on June 30, 1983.

We also question your statement that APA had to delay their~

license application submittal because of insufficient fisheries
data. Please note pages two through six of our November 18,
1982, letter to the Division of Legislative Audit where we
previously addressed this issue. The DFG in fact has not delayed
submittal of the FERC license application. Rather it is the
time frame artificially established by the APA that they knew

.. " .. ". ".
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contradicted the advice of the DFG and other agencies which
makes it appear as though the studies were the cause for delay.

APA's EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES

Information must be collected, analyzed, and transmitted in a
timely fashion to insure that potential project impacts are
adequately identified. When this project is. determined econom
ically feasible, we must insure that. mitigation of impacts on
fish, wildlife and their habitats will be incorporated as a part
of the project design, construction,' operation, and management
as required by federal law: It is our contention that the study
issues and licensing schedule problems APA is experiencing would
have been minimized today if this Department's advice and attempts
at cOordination had received adequate consideration.

Enclosure D fdentifies'a source of de~ay other'than the scheduling
an<i-st:udy.-,.impl-ementation constraints we have' experienced, this
Department has been extremely sensitive to the fact. that any
delay, regardless of the project's, 'technical feas.ibility, could
affect its economic feasibility.

We emphasize that DFG's February reports are review and data
transfer documents. Their submissiop. 'to APA by tnat date will
not enable AEIDC to perform an analysis and for' Woodward-Clyde
Consultants to incorporate the material i;l1 the Exhibit E being
submitted to FERC in mid-February•. FERC has given an accommo
dation to the APA which will allow,s~pplemental submittals of
data and analysis documents' to September' of. 1983. DFG expects
to meet the schedule outlined in our'RSA with APA through June
30.

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendation No. 1

The comments on Parts 1 through 3 of this recommendation follow:

1. Accurately identify in advance the objectives and scope for
each year's program.

The objectives of the DFG November 1979 POS are as viable
,today as when they were originally proposed in 1977. The
minimum five-year time frame we recommended in the 1979 POS
to accomplish these objectives is still valid. However, it
should be pointed out that of the six objectives in the DFG
November 1979 POS, only three were funded by APA. The
remaining three objectives have had little attention and
tasks related to these objectives were not assigned to DFG
by APA for further resolution. The first three objectives

.~ .....
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on page 13 of the DFG November 1979 POS, (Enclosure E) are
the ones the DFG is pursuing.

An example of our recognition of the required scope of
study is found in our proposed studies on access and trans
mission corridors in the FY 83 program related to fisheries.
These studies were not funded by APA. Subsequently, in the
list of Deficiencies in the Draft Exhibit E Application
prepared by the FERC dated November 21, 1982, they iden
tified the lack of information on access and transmission
corridors as one of two general deficiencies in the Draft
Exhibit E. This aspect of needed studies was also treated
in our November 1979 POS.

DFG has identified the aquatic study program objectives
including the general and specific scope of studies which
should be executed prior to submitting the license appli
cation to the FERC. However, neither Acres' February 1980
POS""~ nor subsequent State budget appropriations for the
project have been funded based on DFG's expected program
recommendations. Budget levels were established by the APA
without our input and our program was negotiated subsequent
to the funding appropriation received by APA. This process
leads to inadequate funding to conduct needed programs
regardless of whether the objectives and scoping proposed
by DFG are accurate. This deficiency in operations falls
outside the authorities of this Department.

The cycle has been established on reporting procedures and
time duration for studies. Until this year the process has
been for schedules to be drafted by the APA for completion
of work on the assumption that the DFG can accommodate them
regardless of the time requirements associated with the
biological timing of data collection and analysis. Prior
and not after-the-fact consulation on schedules is required.
Every effort has been made to expedite early transmittals
of provisional data to Woodward-Clyde [refer to August 19,
1982, letter (Enclosure F) and (Enclosure G}].

2. Identify the administrative realities which can delay the
Aquatic Research Study's progress and aggressively work to
resolve them.

The DFG has continually identified administrative realiti~s

and constraints from the inception of the Su-Hydro Project.
However, many of the constraints we have identified have at
times been ignored. Where APA and DFG have direct control
over administrative constraints problems have been resolved
to our mutual satisfaction.

" . . ..-: '
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The matter of timely creation of positions through the
State personnel process is a constraint which can, and does
go beyond the direct control of the APA and DFG. Resolution
of this. problem may require prioritization by the State
Administration and Legislature for the APA and DFG to·
receive favored treatment in position classification and
staffing if project objectives are to be met. During the
FY 83 field season, DFG/Su-Hydro made short term borrows of
several positions available within the Department as well
as using college students under the Western Interstate
Commission for Higher,Education (WICHE) program to initiate
field work until Su-Hydro positions were processed. However,
several positions in specialist categories could not be
accommodated in this manner.

3. Develop plans to ensure that the biological data collected
bv the Aquatic Research Study during the summer of 1982 is
submitted with the FERC license application in February
1983.

As stated previously, the data which is being reported in
the late January and February time frame will be, in. accor
dance with the APA-DFG RSA; a draft form product for internal
review to be used to initiate an integr.ated analysis process
by the DFG, AEIDC, and Woodward-Clyde Consultants. It
should be stressed that having the field data in a form
where it is reduced and useable for analysis does not mean
it is useful for inclusion in the FERC license submittal.
The meaningful information is the analysis which identifies
the feasible mitigation alternatives to offset undiversable
project impacts. However, the decisions on the ultimate
disposition and release of data in any form from the DFG
study products is the APA's to make. However, we hope that
the constraints on its use is an area where the APA will
consult with DFG. Misuse or misinterpretation of our data
due to haste in its transmittal could create problems at a
later date which can cause further delays. .

DFG is also contributing a substantial amount of data on
the physical processes and conditions in the Susitna River.
The data is required by other study groups evaluating
water quality, stream hydrology impacts, and project opera
tional flow scenarios. Therefore, in September we began
transferring several early drafts of biological and physL
ical parameters as provisional data summarized in
non-report form to other contractors for their use.

The last paragraph of this section states that DFG early in
the program suggested that: the "biology of all potential
impact areas be researched in depth." This is not the case
as our program has always emphasized the need to first

......
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assess baseline physical habitat conditions in areas poten
tially impacted by the project. A knowledge of these
conditions is essential to the understanding of the impacts
of the proposed Su-Hydro Project on fish and their habitats.
We must understand the relationships between the biological,
physical, and chemical components of the environment. To
conduct studies of biological and physical factors out of
the same temporal sequence would not provide the data to
support analysis of project impacts on fish and their
habitats. These studies must be concurrent to be meaningful.
Our study plans to date have given balance to the study of
both the biological and physical components of the Susitn~

River aquatic environment. Indeed, the view in this para
graph attributed to APA, that the "APA believed that the
Aquatic Research Study should first identify potential
physical_changes caused by the project" is contradictory to
what we have observed in program scoping discussions. The
Instream Flow and Aquatic Habitat (AH) Project which is
charged with the collection of data to formulate such
observations has consistently been the project element
which APA has shown the most· reluctance to fund. In the FY
83 program we had substantial growth in this program element
and basically doubled our staff levels as APA came to
realize the importance of collecting physical habitat
information.

With regard to the statements on page 10, last paragraph,
we refer you to our comments on this matter shown on page
six of our November 18, 1982, letter to the Division of
Legislative Audit.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the preliminary
audit repo~~. If there are any further questions we will be
pleased to respond.

Sincerely,

~
Don W. Collinsworth
Acting Commissioner

Enclosures
.<

.. : ..... . -: •• c- ,
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PURPOSE OF THE REPORT

In accordance with a Legislative Budget and Audit Committee
request and Title 24 of the Alaska Statutes, this special
report has been prepared on the Department of Fish and
Game's performance in the Susitna River Hydroelectric Pro
ject to determine:

1.. The current status of the Departoent of Fish and Game's
research for the Susitna River Hydroelectric Project.

2. If the Department is accomplishing the Project's goals
and objectives previously established.

3. The Alaska Power Authority's impression of the Depart
ment's performance in the Project.

4. If the Project expenditures incurred by the Departnent
are appropriate and reasonable.
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BACKGROUND INFORVJATION

PURPOSE

The purpose of the Susitna River Hydroelectric Project is to
develop a plan to generate and transmit electrical power
which will:

1. Minimize the cost of electrical power in the market
areas.

2. Minimize adverse environmental and social impacts while
enhancing environmental values.

3. Safeguard life and property.

The current plans propose construction of two dams on the
upper Susitna River at Devil Canyon and Watana.

The Alaska Power Authority· (APA) in the Department of Com
merce and Economic Development (DCED) are responsible for
planning and supervising the Susitna River Hydroelectric
Project.

PLAN OF STUDY - Department of Fish and Game (DFG)

In November 1979, DFG presented to APA a Plan of Study for
researching the environmental impacts of the Susitna River
Hydroelectric Project. DFG listed two research studies in
the Plan of Study.

1. The Aquatic Research Study would collect and analyze.
data about the fishery and aquatic habitat resources in
the Susitna River. DFG· proposed a $4 million budget to
complete the first two years of the Aquatic Research
Study.

-.::_2._:::.:.. ."The.:-:.~er.E~.~.f~~i:-a~-.-:R:e~ea_:;c.4~ S_t."9-~._,,?:o~1.4 col~.ect and analyze::.
data aoout the big game populations in the Susitna River
Basin. DFG proposed a $1.3 "million budget to conplete
the first two years of study.

DFG proposed that both research studies would be completed
in two phases and take five years. The objective of Phase I
is to collect enough biological information to support a
license application to the Federal Energy Regulatory Connis
sion (FERC). The infomation would also be used bv another
contractor to develop mitigation measures for offsetting
potentially harmful environmental impacts of the Susitna
River Hydroelectric Project. The mitigation measures will
also be used in the FERC license. Phase I will collect two
years of research data.

STATE OF ALASKA -3- DIVISION OF LEGISLATIVE AUDIT



Phase II research studies will continue the field investiga
tions initiated during Phase I. Biological data from Phase
II would be used as supplementary information to help pro
cess the FERC application. Phase II is to be conducted for
three years after Phase I is completed.

Also, in the Plan of Study, DFG warned that the Aquatic Re
search Study could be delayed because of the lengthy time it
took to obtain equipment and qualified personnel through the
State personnel and purchase systems. In order to avoid the
delay, DFG suggested that the equipment should be ordered
well in advance of the field work. DFG also suggested that
they 'could obtain their personnel in a ti~ely manner if APA
quickly released the funds for the Aquatic Research Study.

CONTRACT AND PLAN OF STUDY - Acres American, Inc.

On December 19, 1979, APA contracted with Acres American,
Inc. to provide engineering and technical services and coor
dinate the environmental and other studies involved in the
Susitna Project. All the studies would be used in the FERC
application if the Legislature concurs that the Susitna
River Hydroelectric Project should be constructed. Another
responsibility for Acres American, Inc. was to purchase
equipment for APA to be used by DFG in the Aquatic Research
Study. The reason for this responsibility was to develop an
efficient system to purchase needed equipment in a timely
manner. After the Acres American, Inc. contract was signed,
APA had Acres American, Inc. begin ordering equipment for
DFG to use in the Aquatic Research Study.

Acres American, Inc. presented a Plan of Study to APA in
February 1980, which was released to the public. The Febru-·
ary 1980 Plan of Study proposed that the FERC application
would be submitted by June 30, 1982 and would include two
years of biological data collected by DFG's Aquatic and Ter~

restrial Research Studies. The Plan also proposed budgets
totalling $1.4 million and $1.3 million for the Aquatic and
TerrestriaL.Research.Studies •. APA accepted. Acre .. Ar:1erican';

'·"Inc·. t s Plari'ontudy .... "~"-' --

REIHBURSABLE SERVICE AGREEHENTS (RSA) - DFG

In February 1980, APA and DFG signed a RSA (interagency con
tract) to begin the Terrestrial Research Study. The RSA
established that Phase I of the Terrestrial Research Study
was to be completed in two years with a budget of $1.3
million. Phase II is to be budgeted and negotiated at a
later date.

The RSA to begin the Aquatic research Studies took several
~onths to negotiate. Because of differences in approaches
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to the Study, APA and DFG did not sign the RSA's for the
Aquatic Research Studies until June 1980 (see Reconmendation
No.1). The RSA's however, stated that most of the research
for Phase I of the Study would be done in the suomer of 1981
and would be finished by June, 1982. The RSA's established
a budget of $1.7 Qillion for the Division of Conmercial Fish
and Division of Sport Fish to complete Phase I of the Aqua
tic Research Study.

ACQUISITIon OF PERSONNEL - DFG

After the RSA for the Aquatic Study was signed in June,
1980, DFG placed the requests to obtain new positions. As
DFG predicted in their Plan of Study, (see PLAN OF STUDY 
DFG, page 3), they were not able to get their requests for
new positions processed and approved until October 1980.
This was too late for DFG to begin their research for the
summer of 1980 (see RecoIDQendation No.1).

PRELIMIN~~Y FEASIBILITY REPORTS - APA
. \

In March 1981, APA presented a report to the Governor and
Legislature recommending that work should continue on the
Susitna River Hydroelectric Project. The report however,
did note that little environmental information had been col
lected outhe aquatic habitat of the Susitna River Hydro
electric Project due to a late start in DFG field investiga
tions.

In April 1982, APA presented a second feasibility report to
the Governor and Legislature. This report also recoffiQended
that work on the Susitna River Hydroelectric Project should
continue. The report contained information included in
Phase I reports submitted by the Aquatic Research Study and
the Terrestrial Research Study. The Terrestrial Research
Study Phase I reports had 1980 and 1981 research data. The
Aquatic Research Study reports contained only information

:=:,,':=.;.c>'";:t;;,;-,.'=-. __:~glle<;!=-~.Q...r:..4ur~Ilg;,-the. p~ri9.9- :f;rpI+=Oc!:obe.rt.:. ..J.,9fJ_O ..thl:o\lgh..;.~:~;..";':'-;::;7i:"
October, 1981.
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CURRENT STATUS OF THE PROJECT

POSTPONEHENT OF FERC LICENSE SUBMISSION

Because the Aquatic Research Study contained only one year
of research data by June 1982 and not two years, APA has
extended Phase I work to include the summer research work of
1982. APA has also postponed the date for submitting the
FERC license application from July 1982 to February 1983.
One of the reasons for the postponement is to obtain more
data from the Aquatic Research Study (see Recommendation No.
1). APA believes that the application will be more accept
able to FERC if it contains two years of collected data con
cerning the aquatic environment.

APA'S EVALUATION OF ENVIROill1ENTAL STUDIES

APA has told us that the data collected by DFG and reported
in the Phase I studies is comprehensive and useful in evalu
ating the environmental impacts of the Susitna River Hydro
electric Project. APA has expressed concern, however, as to
whether the Aquatic Research Study will have the summer of
1982 data analyzed and summarized in a report by the pro
posed FERC application date (see Recommendation No.1). DFG
has told us that they plan to have the studies completed and
the report written by February, 1983 and are currently on
schedule. They believe that if their report is delayed,
that it will not affect the submission of the FERC license.
They believe that they can submit their report after the
FERC license application has already been submitted.

DFG'S EXPENSES FOR THE RESEARCH STUDIES

As of June 30, 1982, the Division of Game has spent
$1,703,778 on the Terrestrial Research Study and the Divi
sion of Sport Fish and Division of Commercial Fisheries have

. collec~.iY~Jy ..sp~nt:.$2,3Jn,345 on th~_Aquati.c.Bese~rch.Study.
(see Statement of Authorization and Expenditures on page ).
Also $742,200 of equipQent has been purchased for the Aqua
tic Studies by APA and Acres American, Inc. Other services,
including lease space [or offices and storing equipment,
have been provided by APA and Acres American, Inc. These
services have totalled $164,000 (see Notes to the Financial
Statements, Note 3 on page 15). We found these expenditures
to be appropriate and reasonable.

OTHER INFOm'~TION

The contract for Acres American Inc. has totalled to over
$40 million and is to be terminated in March 1983. A joint
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venture, Harza-Ebasco, has been hired to replace Acres Amer
ican Inc. for Phase II of the Susitna River Hydroelectric
Project. APA and DFG expect to conduct research on the Ter
restrial and Aquatic research Studies for Phase II of the
Proj ect another two or three years' after the FERC license
application has been submitted.
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FIUDH1GS AND RECOHMENDATIOliS

Recommendation No.1

1. ob·ectives and sco e

and a ress~ve
which can d7lal2.

3.

The Aquatic Research Study is being conducted by DFG to
provide a resource base for evaluating the environmental
impacts of the proposed Susitna River dams. In addition,
data collected in the Study will supplement information fron
other studies for the Susitna dam license application sent
to the FERC. Delays in the Aquatic Research Study could
delay the Susitna River Hydroelectric Project, resulting in
higher costs because of inflation.

In our review of the performance of the Aquatic Research
Study, we found that the Study's progress is almost a year
behind schedule of the Acres American, Inc. 1980, Plan of
Study, issued in February, 1980. The delayed progress is
one of the reasons why APA decided to postpone the date for
submitting the FERC license from July 1982 to February 1983.

At the beginning of the Susitna River Hydroelectric Project,
APA should have accurately identified the objectives, scope
and time requireoents for the Aquatic Research Study. This
oay.haveprevented the lengthy negotiations. that took place
before the-first reimbursable"service 'agreements- were signed
by APA and DFG (see Background Information, REIMBURSABLE
SERVICE AGREEHENTS, page 4). DFG basically believed that
the general approach of the Aquatic Research Study should be
to assume there would be substantial impacts by the Susitna
River Hydroelectric Project up and down the Susitna River.
The Aquatic Research Study should then begin researching the
biology of all potential i~pact areas in depth. On the oth
er hand, APA believed that the Aquatic Research Study should
first identify potential physical changes caused by the Pro
ject, determine which impacts were important for the accept
ance of the project and only then intensify the study of the
biological relationships. Because of these differences in
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opinion, it took several months for APA and DFG to agree on
the scope of the Aquatic Research Study.

The delay in the Aquatic Research Study also may have been
avoided if APA had realized the administrative realities
that it takes a departnent several months to obtain new em
ployees. Then both APA and DFG should have aggressively
worked to avoid the delay which postponed DFG's field re
search to the late fall of 1980. If DFG had begun their
field research in the summer of 1980, the Aquatic Research
Study may have completed it's second year of research on
schedule (See Background Information, REIMBURSABLE SERVICE
AGREEl'1ENTS (RSA) - DFG, page 4).

APA and DFG have not had previous experience with projects
as large and complex as the Susitna River Hydroelectric
Project and the Aquatic Research Study. Because of these
facts, detailed planning will provide better guidance for
the Aquatic Research Study. APA has already instituted sev
eral steps which we believe will help improve the planning
and coordination of the Aquatic Research Study. H9wever,
there has been concern expressed about whether the data col
lected by the Aquatic Research Study will be available in a
timely manner for the FERC application. We suggest that APA
and DFG meet to identify the potential problems which might
delay the tinely transfer of data and develop plans to solve
then.
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THE LEGISLATURE

BUDGET AND AUDIT COMMITTEE

110veI:lber 1, 1982

HeDbers of the
Legislative Budget and Audit Cocrmittee:

We have examined the Statement of Authorizations and Expen
ditures for the State of Alaska, Department of Fish and
Game, Susitna River Hydroelectric Project, for the Fiscal
Years Ended June 30, 1982, 1981, and 1980. Our examination
was made in accordance with generally accepted auditing
standards and accordingly, included such tests of the ac
counting records and such other auditing procedures as we
considered necessary in the circumstances.

The policy of the State of Alaska is to prepare its finan
cial statements on the basis of accounting described in Note
1. Accordingly, the accompanying financial statement is not
intended to present financial position and results of opera
tion in conformity with generally accepted accounting prin
ciples.

In' our opinion, the Statement of Authorizations and Expendi
tures presents fairly the authorization, expenditures and
closing balances of the State of Alaska, Department of Fish
and Game, Susitna River Hydroelectric Project, for the
Fiscal Years Ended June 30, 1982, 1981, and, 198D, on a
basis of accounting as described in Note 1.

Sincerely,

~1Jtld/{lJa[~
Gerald L. Wilkerson, CPA
Legislative Auditor
Division of Legislative Audit
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STATE OF PJJSKA
DEPARTI-IEIIT OF FISH AND G!IME

SUSITIlA RIVER HYDROELEcrRIC PROJEcr
srA'IDlEI'IT OF AUTIIORIZATIONS AIID EXPElIDlTURES

For the FLscal Years Ended June 30, 1982, 1981, and 1980

Fiscal Year 1982- Expenditures Balances
Fiscal Year 1980 Fiscal Year Fiscal Year FLScal Year Total COntinuing

Servicing Agency Authorizations 1982 1981 1980 Expenditures Programs Lapsed

Division of Administra-
tion $ 50,600 $ 33,287 $ 017 ,313 $ -0- $ 50,600 $ 0 $ 0

Division of Sport Fish 1,789,600 1,194,516 430,520 3,896 1,628,932 159,564 1,104

Division of Fisheries
Rehabilitation,
Fnhancerent, and
Developrent 1,500 -0- 0 1,506 1,506 0 (6)

Division of Ga4e 1,778,589 794,412 648,789 260,577 1,703,778 0 74,811

Division of CocIrercial
Fish 870,500 619,941 132,472 -0- 752,413 118,087 0

Division of Habitat
Protection 12,000 -0- 0 8,532 8,532 0 3,468

Total ~,789 $2,642,156 $1,229,094 $274,511 $4,145,761 $277,651 $79,377

The Notes to the Financial Staterents are an integral part of this staterent.
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STATE OF ALASI~

DEPARTHENT OF FISH AND GANE
SUSITllA RIVER HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT

NOTES TO THE FINANCIAL STATEHENTS
For the Fiscal Years Ended June 30, 1982, 1981, and 1980

Note 1 - Sur.~ary of Significant Accounting Policies

The following is a summary of the significant policies of
the State of Alaska applicable to the Department of Fish and
Gane, Susitna River Hydroelectric Project.

A.

B.

C.

Source of Fundin~. The Department of Fish and Game's
involvement in t e Susitna River Hydroelectric Project
is funded through reimbursable service agreements with
the Alaska Power Authority, Department of Commerce and
Economic· Development.

Fund Accounting. The State of Alaska maintains its
accounting in accordance with the principles of fund
accounting. A fund is a fiscal and accounting entity
established by law to segregate and account for design
ated resources and activities. The activities of the
funding sources described above are in the General
Fund.

Basis of Accounting. The financial statement for De
partment of Fish and Game, Susitna River Hydroelectric
Project is reported on the accrual basis of accounting.

Note 2

The Division of Sport Fish, Division of Commercial Fish
eries, and the Division of Game have received additional
funding from the Alaska Power Authority to continue their
research in Fiscal Year 1983. They received from the Alaska
Pm-ler Author.ity reimbursable service agreements for
$2,771,500, $757,100 and $1,032,000 respectively in July,
1982. This has increased the total funding for the Depart
ment of Fish and Game's involvement in the Susitna River
Hydroelectric-Project to $9,063,389.

Note 3

The Departnent of Fish and Game has been utilizing equip
ment, clerical services, and lease space for personnel and
equipment provided by the Alaska Power Authority and Acres
American, Inc. Up to July, 1982, the amount of equipment
purchased for the Departnent of Fish and Game's use is
$742,204. Other services, including leases, have totaled to
$164,000. These costs are in addition to tho$e expenditures
in the Statement of Authorization and Expenditures and ac-
count for $906,200 of additional expenses. .
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DEPARTMENT 01" FISII AND GAME

COMMISSIONER'S OFFICE

February 7 r 1983

Mr. Gerald L. Wilkerson, CPA
Legislative Auditor
Division of Legislative Audit
Pouch W
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Mr. Wilkerson:

I,8il/ Sheffield, Governor

P.O. BOX 3-2000

/
JUNEAU, ALASKA 99802I Phone: (907) 465-4100

~
' ~ re::;r~ .\iii~ ir·.···.~.!f\( LS~._I L . -:::JI .:J

U F~8 08 i983 L...:./

LEGISLAliVE
AUDIT

"·K2LH

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game (DFG) has reviewed the
Special Report on the Department of Fish and Game Susitna River
Hydroelectric Project for the fiscal years ending June 30, 1982,
1981 and 1980 prepared by the Division of Legislative Audit.
Our comments follow.

Page 3

PLAN OF STUDY - Department of Fish and Game (DFG)

It is correctly stated that the DFG proposed that the aquatic
research studies be conducted through five years in November
1979. However, it should also be added that the concept of
phasing written into our November 1979 proposal was based on the
approach which had been established by the APA for the engineer
ing feasibility studies prior to our November 1979 P"lan of Study
(POS) development. It should also be noted that the five-year
approach was originally submitted to the APA by the DFG in
December 1977.

Page 4

CONTRACT AND PLAN OF STUDY - Acres American, Inc.

First paragraph, last line

It should be stated that even with the accelerated purchase
warning by DFG in their POS of 1979, critical equipment and
personnel needs required by DFG could not be acquired in time to
meet 1980 implementation of the Anadromous Adult Project. It
was for this reason that DFG in their June 1980 RSA program
statement had planned on implementation of that project in 1981.

It should also be noted that studies on wild biological popu
lations can only be accomplished when the species are present.
The Acres Plan of Study, February 1980 schedule for the DFG
program was out of place with biological reality. For example,
six Side Scan Sonar units ordered by Acres did not arrive on
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site until late August 1980, well past the time they could have
been put to effective use (See Enclosure A, November 18, 1982).

Page 7

POSTPONEI1ENT OF FERC LICENSE SUBMISSION

We fully agree with the APA that the Federal Energy Regulation
Commission (FERC) license submission would be more acceptable
with two complete years of data to report but more importantly
we believe the FERC will want an analysis of that data. After
our FY 83 negotiations, APA agreed that DFG should begin analysis
of pre-project baseline conditions related to fish and their
habitats commencing with the 1982 data. Two other contractors
were also assigned to this task, the Arctic Information and Data
Center (AEIDC) and Woodward-Clyde. The AEIDC is responsible for
the 1974-81 pre-project and 1982 post-project impact assessment
and analysis and Woodward-Clyde Consultants, Inc. is responsible
for Exhibit E preparation which includes evaluation of mitigation
alternatives and their feasibility. The combined analyses will
provide an assessment of post-project fisheries and habitat
impacts, and provide for the mitigation alternatives necessary
for the required submission to FERC.

We are concerned that APA has altered their recognition of the
complexity of the various steps and time required by the various
Aquatic Study contractors, including DFG, to provide data analysis.
The reality is that the analysis of fisheries and habitat data
must proceed in a time frame well beyond the FERC license
submittal date. This was specifically agreed to by the APA, its
prime contractor Acres, AEIDC, and other state and federal
agencies monitoring the feasibility process. Please refer to my
November 18, 1982, comments to your agency on this topic and the
October 19, 1982, letter (Enclosure B) to Kent Wohl of the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service from my staff.

A copy of our report schedule in the FY 1983 DFG - APA Aquatic
Studies RSA is also included for your reference (Enclosure C).
As you will note our late January submission to APA and the
other Aquatic Study contractors is a draft internal review and a
data transmittal document. The analysis of pre-project con
ditions from DFG will be submitted on June 30, 1983.

We also question your statement that APA had to delay their
license application submittal because of insufficient fisheries
data. Please note pages two through six of our November 18,
1982, letter to the Division of Legislative Audit where we
previously addressed this issue. The DFG in fact has not delayed
submittal of the FERC license application. Rather it is the
time frame artificially established by the APA that they knew
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contradicted the advice of the DFG and other agencies which
makes it appear as though the studies were the cause for delay.

APA's EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES

Information must be collected, analyzed, and transmitted in a
timely fashion to insure that potential project impacts are
adequately identified. When this project is determined econom
ically feasible, we must insure that mitigation of impacts on
fish, wildlife and their habitats will be incorporated as a part
of the project design, construction, operation, and management
as required by federal law. It is our contention that the study
issues and licensing schedule problems APA is experiencing would
have been minimized today if this Department's advice and attempts
at coordination had received adequate consideration. .

Enclosure D identifies a source of delay other than the scheduling
and study implementation constraints we have experienced., this
Department has been extremely sensitive to the fact that any
delay, regardless of the project's technical feasibility, could
affect its economic feasibility.

We emphasize that DFG's February reports are review and data
transfer documents. Their submission to APA by that date will
not enable AEIDC to perform an analysis and for Woodward-Clyde
Consultants to incorporate th~ material in the Exhibit E being
submitted to FERC in mid-February. FERC has given an accommo
dation to the APA which will allow supplemental submittals of
data and analysis documents to September of 1983. DFG expects
to meet the schedule outlined in cur RSA with APA through June
30.

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendation No. 1

The comments on Parts 1 through 3 of this recommendation follow:

1. Accurately identify in advance the objectives and scope for
each year's program.

The objectives of the DFG November 1979 POS are as viable
today as when they were originally proposed in 1977. The
minimum five-year time frame we recommended in the 1979 pas
to accomplish these objectives is still valid. However, it
should be pointed out that of the six objectives in the DFG
November 1979 pas, only three were funded by APA. The
remaining three objectives have had little attention and
tasks related to these objectives were not assigned to DFG
by APA for further resolution. The first three objectives
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on page 13 of the DFG November 1979 POS, (Enclosure E) are
the ones the DFG is pursuing.

An example of our recognition of the required scope of
study is found in our proposed studies on access and trans
mission corridors in the FY 83 program related to fisheries.
These studies were not funded by APA. Subsequently, in the
list of Deficiencies in the Draft Exhibit E Application
prepared by the FERC dated November 21, 1982, they iden
tified the lack of information on access and'transmission
corridors as one of two general deficiencies in the Draft
Exhibit E. This aspect of needed studies was also treated
in our November 1979 POSe

DFG has identified the aquatic study program objectives
including the general and specific scope of studies which
should be executed prior to submitting the license appli
cation to the FERC. However, neither Acres' February 1980
POS, nor subsequent State budget appropriations for the
project have been funded based on DFG's expected program
recommendations. Budget levels were established by the APA
without our input and our program was negotiated subsequent
to the funding appropriation received by APA. This process
leads to inadequate funding to conduct needed programs
regardless of whether the objectives and scoping proposed
by DFG are accurate. This deficiency in operations falls
outside the authorities of this Department.

The cycle has been established on reporting procedures and
time duration for studies. Until this year the process has
been for schedules to be drafted by the APA for completion
of work on the assumption that the DFG can accommodate them
regardless of the time requirements associated with the
biological timing of data collection and analysis. Prior
and not after-the-fact consulation on schedules- is required.
Every effort has been made to expedite early transmittals
of provisional data to Woodward-Clyde [refer to August 19,
1982, letter (Enclosure F) and (Enclosure G)].

2. Identify the administrative realities which can delay the
Aquatic- Research Study's progress and aggressively work to
resolve them.

The DFG has continually identified administrative realities
and constraints from the inception of the Su-Hydro Project.
However, many of the constraints we -have identified have at
times been ignored~ Where APA and DFG have direct control
over administrative constraints problems have been resolved
to our mutual satisfaction.
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The matter of timely creation of positions through the
State personnel process is a constraint which can, and does
go beyond the direct control of the APA and DFG. Resolution
of this problem may require prioritization by the State
Administration and Legislature for the APA and DFG to
receive favored treatment in position classification and
staffing if project objectives are to be met. During the
FY 83 field season, DFG/Su-Hydro made short term borrows of
several positions available within the Department as well
as using college students under the Western Interstate
Commission for Higher Education'(WICHE) program to initiate
field work until Su-Hydro positions were processed. However,
several positions in specialist categories could not be
accommodated in this manner. .

3. Develop plans to ensure that the biological data collected
bv the Aquatic Research Study during the summer of 1982 is
submitted with the FERC ·license application in February
1983.

As stated previously, the data which is being reported in
the late January and February time frame will be, in accor
dance with the APA-DFG RSA~ a draft form product for internal
review to be used to initiate an integrated analysis process
by the DFG, AEIDC, and Woodward-Clyde Consultants. It
should be stressed that having the field data in a form
where it is reduced and useable for analysis does not mean
it is useful for inclusion in the FERC license submittal.
The meaningful information is the analysis which identifies
the feasible mitigation alternatives to offset undiversable
project impacts. However, the decisions on the ultimate
disposition and release of data in any form from the DFG
study products is the APA's to make. However, we hope that
the constraints on its use is an area where the APA will
consult with DFG. Misuse or misinterpretation of our data
due to haste in its transmittal could create problems at a

. later date which can cause further delays.
- -. ' ••-. '''-'_' -"'--~, -' ..!-'~ - .. • ~-- ~ ~ .'. -_.

DFG is also contributing a substantial amount of data on
the physical processes and conditions in the Susitna River.
The data is required by other study groups evaluating
water quality, stream hydrology impacts, and project opera
tional flow scenarios. Therefore, in September we began
transferring several early drafts of biological and phys
ical parameters as provisional data sUfilffiarized in
non-report form to other contractors for their use.

The last paragraph of this section states that DFG early in
the program suggested that: the "biology of all potential
impact areas be researched in depth." This is not the case
as our program has always emphasized the need to first
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assess baseline physical habitat conditions in areas poten
tially impacted by the project. A knowledge of these
conditions is essential to the understanding of the impacts
of the proposed Su-Hydro Project on fish and their habitats.
We must understand the relationships between the biological,
physical, and chemical components of the environment. To
conduct studies of biological and physical factors out of
the same temporal sequence would not provide the data to
support analysis of project impacts on fish and their
habitats. These studies must be concurrent to be meaningful.
Our study plans to date have given balance to the study of
both the biological and physical components of the Susitna
River aquatic environment. Indeed, the view in this para
graph attributed to APA, that the "APA believed that the
Aquatic Research Study should first identify potential
physical changes caused by the project" is contradictory to
what we have observed in program scoping discussions. The
Instream Flow and Aquatic Habitat (AH) Project which is
charged with the collection of data to formulate such
observations has consistently been the project element
which APA has shown the most reluctance to fund. In the FY
83 program we had substantial growth in this program element
and basically doubled our staff levels as APA came to
realize the importance of collecting physical habitat
information.

With regard to the statements on page 10, last paragraph, .
we refer you to our comments on this matter shown on page
six of our November 18, 1982, letter to the Division of
Legislative Audit.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the preliminary
audit report. If there are any further questions we will be
pleased to respond.

Sincerely,

~-~""""""""
Don W. Collinsworth
Acting Commissioner

Enclosures
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November 1 Q
.L U , 1982

Mr. Daniel A. Allen, CPA Auditor
Division of Legislative Audit
.Pouch N
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear,Hr. Allen:

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) apprec~a~es the
opportunity to respond to your Interim Letter No. 1 of October
29, 1962, regarding your initial findings and ~ecorr~endations on
the ADF&G Susitna Hydro Aquatic Studies.

Your recen~endation No. 1 r~garding the Su Hydro Aquatic Studies
states:

"The Alaska PO'"/er Auth0~ity (APA) .and the Department of Fish and
Game (DFG) shou'ld better plan and. coordinate the tasks· and' ac
tivities of the Acuatic Research Study conducted for the Susitna
Hydroele~tric Dam·Proj~ct."

{~e agree fully t"ith this recoiT'..;.;enda tion. Hot..·ever, some qualifi
cation or ex?ansion of this reco~mendation is required. The
ADF&G ·deserves greate~ recognition for our record of effort,
concern and support fOl:" the coordination process' which t.;e have
re?eatedly expressed over the past eight years on the Su-Hydro
project. ~orrespondence and attempts to coordinate.all aspects
related to £ish and wildlife with the Corps of Engineers {COE) .
1974-1978 and the APA are extensive. However, responses to our
concerns and advice by both the COE and APA have been ,less than
.adequate. Pl~ase refer to my COrMlents to the APA .Board of
Directors, April 16, 1982, enclosed.

This agency has done its best to assist in identifying the bio
logical data needs, programs and schedules in order to comply
with existing federal and State lCl.'"/S and regulations. The
constraints placed on study scope, implementation and compliance
t·.,rith the Federal Energy Regulatory Com..raission (FERC) licensing
process ha:i not been of the D~partment's making, but APA' s. The
APA has often failed tu heed the advice which this Department
and other agencies have offered. These advices were based on

.both Federal and State reouirements which are designed to insure• I

that fish and tHldlife res<!!urces are not diminished. tole fully
recognize ·how important the timely presentation of the fish and
,,,ildlife informat~on is to the SU-dydl.·o Project assessment.
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This in forma tion mu~; t be collec ted, <ll1u lyzcd, and tra nSllI i..tted i!\

a tir.lely fashion to insure that potential project itnp.::lcts arc
'. adequately identified. If the project is determined econom
ically feasible, we must insure that mitigation of such ir.lpacts
on fish, wildlife and their habitats will be incorporated 'us a
part of the project design, construction, operation,' and mana5~~.,

(

ment as required by law. It is, therefore, our contention that i

the'study issues and licensing schedule problems APA is experi- \,
encing would have been minimized or insignifican~ today if this
Depattment's advice and attem?~s at coordination had received I

, adequate consideration.' . ' ~_ ____
I'.-

As you note in the last paragraph of, the first page of your
letter, "Dele_ys in the Aquatic' Studies can delay the Susitna
Project and increase the total project cost because of inflation
and higher interes~ costs." The subject of the source of these
delays has been commented upon by ADF&G numerous times; for
example, in a December 5, 1978, letter to APA, Executive Oirec~or,

Eric Yould, tole stated: "A.lthough there is an aggcessive effo~t

to get the Phase I studies moving along the schedule proposed in
the Susitna Hydro POS (Plan of Study), both th·~ private and
.governmen~al secto:t:'s must recognize that the Susitna Hydro
Project will still be sUbject to the requirements of Federal
envii::'o:1rnental lat.], pa:::-ticularly the Natic:1al Environmental
Poli~~' Act and the Fish and 1;-:ildli'fe Coo:::-dination Act. Inade
quate Phase I studies and failure to meet the standards of these
laws an~ regulations for project feasibility can, and probably
will, result in delays from litigation by prese~vationist and
~n~i-devclopment interests."

I

"

Nhile the preceding comment speaks to a source of delay rather
than the scheduling and study implementation const:::-aints we have

I experienced, this Department has been ext:::-emely sensitive to the
fact that any .delay, regardless of the project's technical

I feasibility, could affect its economic feasibility. The December
Ii ? lette~..!:? t·1r. Yould is appended in its entirety for your
i l.nforma tl.On. .'- ".
'--.-.. _.. _.----

On page two of your letter you state:

--

".

"In our review of the performance of the Aquatic Study, \,re found
that

1. The progre5s of the research study is a lmost a year
behind schedule.

2. DFG's costs hav~ e>:ceedad the original cost estimates by
$900,000.

3. Equipment costs are $300,000 over budget."
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In thc format pcc:;cnt.ed, youe st.iltcments coutd bc til}~cn out. of
cont.ext ilS il sceious indictment. of ADF&G's pcr[ormilnce by il
person who filils t.o read t.he qualifying points in youe texi
v/hich follows these st.atemen t.s. \-:e there race sugges t. you expand
on the introduct.ory statemerit t.o say, "In ou:: revi.:"" of t.he
performance of the l'"quatic Study in t.erms of t.he 1980 original
proposed proiect scope," then follm... each of three· points
directly with either a" discussion or qualifications narrative
concerning t.hat point.

O~r comments on point 1 are:

/'>.s you stated in the third paragraph, "In February 1980 Jl.cres
(Acres American) submitted a plan for conducting Phase I of the

.Susitna Project." "Acres "plan proposed that the Aquatic Studies
should begin in January 1980 and collect two years data for
Phase I. The plan was accepted by APA and distributed to the
pUblic." If you are suggesting here that a year of aquatic
studies, based on Acres and APA's February 1980 study plan, has
been lost you are correct. According to their schedule, the
aquatic studies were to begin iIT January 1980, one month before
Acres came out with their 1980 plan. However, what is missing
is the infor~ation that the 1980 aquatic studies plap. which was
actually approved for initiation by l>.DF&G is based on an RSl\.
agreement with APA \-lith funding to begin on July I, 1980 .
.Therefore, according to the plan. actually agreed upon in June
1980 by ADF&G and API\., our participation \.;es to begin on July 1,
1980 and not January 1980.· "It is important to note that. at t.he
same time that the agreement was signed, personnel classification
documents were also submitted for processing according to State
regulations. However, as you acknowledged in your lettee, these
funded ADF&G positions did not complete State processing until

. October of 1930. Even if these positions had been available'
sooner, the initial study period would still have been limited
~o the process of hiring staff and equipping, planning, and
organizing the field ~hase of the program. Only a limited and
reconnaissance level ~ield activLty could have been initiated
during the open water season as discussed in our November 1979
Plan of Study and other suppor.ting correspondence.

With the recognition that we did not have the approved staff
positions, APA approached us in July and August of 1980 to ask
if \-le could initiate an accelerated field program with increased
funding. Though we advised APA that additional funding for such
a program \.;ould not expedite the State process of acquiring
personnel an RSA in the amount of $218.0 was approved. {ole
calculate that not more than five months of \"wrk \"'as lost
according to our June 1980 study plan and RSA. I hope it is
evident that thelAcres February 1980 study plan schedule was
unrealistic, and that the ADF&G program and schedule actually
agreed upon though dependent on timely staffing was essentially

-25-



Me. Daniel A. Allen November 18, 1982

·~(

",

on ~chcdule. I hope it is recognized th<lt we tried our best to
compensate for these delay~.

With regard to point 2; I would be interested in knowing the
o:::-iginaJ. sourC2 of th~ cost estimate over!:'un iric.ic<'lt~c at
$900,OQO? If it is the February 1980 Acres Study Plan it is an
inappropriate reference due to the different time frames of
execution of Phase I Studies and lack of consi~erati6n of the

I accelerated Phase I elements taken 'on by the Department from the
Phase II request. Instead, our June 6, 1980 Plan of Study and
RSA should have been referenced. According to that agreement,
budget summary (enclosed), the estimated budget for the Phase I
study (July I, 1980 through December 31, 1981)" and Phase II

. study (January 1,' 198,2 th::::-ough December 1982) was $3',145.2. It
should be noted that the ADF&G June 1980 budget did not reflect
Acres support services to ADF&G \vhich were budgeted separately
by Acres and not made available to us. To arrive at an original
budget figure, which assumed no program redirection, we must add
the Phase I FY 81 and FY 82 columns of the June 1980 budget
summary. The figure of $1,717.0 is the correct original budget
figure for the July 1, 1980 to December 31, 1981, Phase I period
which APA had, us budget for in the June 1980 plan. A Phase I
figure to coincide with a fiscal year to match APA's extra six
months to June 30, 1982, \%uld be $2,431.1, an estimate derived
by adding 50% of the Phase II FY 82-83 columns or $714.1 to the
$1,717.0.

A l':~Vimoi ofenclosm:es A and 8 {enclosed) of our RSA amendment
p~o9'r,),r.t/budget revie\o/ sent to API\ on April 3, 1981 gives a
comparison \vith the "original" June 1980 figures for our RSAs
basad on prog!:'am redirection to that point. For Phase I (July

,1, 1920' to December 31, 1981) ADF&G, after program scoping
chtin~es, projected a revised budget of $2,171.6. This change
resulted because APi\. had funded certain program elements and
tasks e.g., administration and support, and report prepa'ration
tasks after January I, ~1981. Howeve:::-, by adding $536.7 from the
Phas~ II column 4 of our April 3, 1981, budget summary to the
$2,171.6 we have the $2,708.3 which was available to ADF&G for
the period July 1, 1981 to June 30, 1982, which was the Phase I
closeout for APA and included part of our Phase II field work.
Remew~er our Phase I and Phase II work scheduled did not confor~

to the budget fiscal year on this projcc~.

The increase of $277.2 in budget from the original 1980 work
plan ($2,431.1 to $2,708.3) includes some of the necessary field
work funding for selected ap[>roved elements from the Phase II
segment.

On Nbvernber 9, 1981 we retJrned to APA \o/ith another budg<::1t
review and the request for Phase II funding from January 1, 1982
to June 30, 1982. The budget summary from that transmittal

-26-



He. Daniel 1\. ,\ll(~n -5-

show:, the pcog cam funded
st.::.te salar-y illcecases.
Pebeuaey 16, 1982, Vlhich
period to June 30, 1982,

at $2,597.1 which incluc:es $'12.2 ~n

I\n addition.:tl $58.0 \"as 2.dded on
brought oue RSA tot2.l foe the Phase I
to $2,G55.J..

Comparing that figure to our original June 1980 estimate of
$2,431.1 indicates that He had an increase of $224.0 for the
period July 1, 1980 to June 30, 1982, not $900.0 as indicated in
.your letter.

Point 3 indicates equipme~t'costs are $300,000 over budget. Our
r~cords indicate that $722.4 was available for equipment purchase
through June 30, 1982. This increase of $307.5 over our original
$414.9 estimate in the June 1980 budget is a result of purchase
of some Phase II equipment for the FY 83 field season (see
correspondence to APA of February 16, 1982 enclosed).
Additional costs resulted from increases after loss of or
renegotiated equipment contracts, purchase of equipment for
replacement of items borro...ed from other ADE'&G programs. to
facilitate project startup, for equipment necessary to support
scope changes including additional data processing capabilities
for the accelerated programs and data analysis required by APA,
or purchase of equip't!\ent 'necessary to replace \.,.orn and unsafe
ite~s. Good equi.p~ent. is v~tal to insuring cre\.;·safety in
remote and hazardous work areas. Such equipment also provides
improved/adequate field camp facilities, which contributes to
crew fie~d effectiveness and improved collection of data with
state-of-the-art teChniques.

The text i~~ediately following the third point in your letter
merits some discussion as well. Although these statements do
much to qualify the three points in your letter, it seems that
it would be appropriate to include a discussion as to how APA
and Acres arrived at the budget figures they advanced in the
February 1980 l\cres Plan of study. It is not clear to us
\ofhether their estimate of $1,444.6 million budcret for the
aquatic studies in th~t document should have'be~nfor Phase I
.to June 30, 1982, as stated in the Acres 1980 plan. In 1980,
the APA had the Department prepare budgets for Phase I based on
the' assumption that Phase I ended on December 30, 1981. This
was with the the exception of some program elements or tasks as
previously mentioned. Perhaps their 1.4 millio~ figuec is due
to a schedule oversight on their part.

The last sentence of the 4th paragraph of page 2 refers to the
change in the PERC license application date states, "The clv~nge
was due, in part, to the insufficient information which would
have bcen provided by the Aquatic Studies for the July, 1932
deadline." The Department has stated befQ~e in correspondence
Glade <lvailable to you during your audit in Anchorage, that a
minimum five year time frame will be required to quantitatively
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assess Su lIyCI:O Project ilHC:hlCts and provide the basis· for an
adequate mitigation plan. 'fhis Dcp<J.etment hils not set PERC
license application deadlines.· The ADF&G has beenchilrged with
the responsibility of collecting field information on a biologi
cal resouece ,... hich doesn't recognize these deadlines. He have
collected a large quantity of good information· but time and
continued effort will be need~d to quantifiably define important
biological and physical relationships which may be impacted by
the Su Hydro Project. Please note my enclosed letter of October
20, 1982, to Mr. Jeff Weltzen which touches on these subjec~s.

We also strongly question whether the lack of fisheries informa
tion, as opposed to other study elements,· \o{as as much of a
factor in the APA' s decision for delaying the FERC license
application date as suggested by APA.

You should also be aware that this year ADF&G has been given a
role beyond our 1981-2 assignment of simply summarizing data
from our field work. In PY 83 we will carry out an essential
task of analysis and assessment of pre-project· aquatic habitat
and environmental conditions. The offer to assume this.vital
role is shown in my cow~ents to the APA Board of Directors on

. April 16 of this year. You should also no~e my cO~uents to the
Board of Directors on the matter of coocdination .as it is
relevant to your reco~~endation stated earlier.

Your last paragraph states, It APA and DFG have not had much
experience with projects as large and complex as the Susitna
pl.·oject and the Aquatic Studies." For the ADF&G, I can· state
this is a "yes and no" proposition. No, \ve have never .brought
together this many people into a sinqular .field project of this
scope or with a budget and biological resource needs identifica
tion controlled outside the Department by non-resource personnel
for a·project pf this size and co~plexity. But, yes, we have an
extensive his·torical be.ckground on the issues about Susit.na, and
other project developments and execution and how to translate·
these issue co~cerns ~nto a field program. We have in the past
conducted this type of program in the field with a high level of
ability and expertise.

Ne agree·detailed planning is necessary, but the constraints of
time scheduling for license application and the failure of APA
and Acres to recognize the timing of biological data collection
and consequent professional reporting has been a problem. This
year for FY 83, AOF&G had to wait until late May 1982 for a
substantive reaction to our study proposals and budgets which
were submitted to APA in early March 1982. The RSAs weren't
signed until June, only a matter of two to three weeks before
our FY 83 field program "'l~S due to stilet. Em.; conducive to good
planning has this process been? Poor at best, but then this
agency was not included in the rule making process. I can state
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Cel. tcgor-icolly tha t good p lal1n infJ l1a:; bcen in [used thcoughou t
this pr-ojcct, as the documents availablc demonstr-utc.

In SUmr.luxy, \-lC concur \oJith your closing !"ccomm~ndation to m~et

with the APA." We hope the APA will make a strong effort to
respond positively in this direction.

Thank you fo~ the opportunity to co~~ent.

Sincerely,

be=-<-¥ R~na ld o. Skoog
Commissioner

Enc losures (5)

cc: Richard Logan
Steve Pennoyer
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Su Hydro IiCluatlc Studies
2207 Sp~nard Road

File # 02-82-7.10

October 19. 1982

Mr. Kenton D. Wohl
Acting Assistant Regional Director
U.S. Department of the Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service
1011 East Tudor Road
Anchorage. Alaska 99503

'Oear Kent:

Thank you for your 5 October 1982 letter of inquiry pertaining to the 19
August 1982 correspondence from Robert A. Hohn. Alaska Power Authority (APA),
to me. Mr. Mohn. as you know. stated that his letter was prompted by an
inquiry from Mark Robinson. Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC). to
Mr. Mohn asking if fisheries information from 1982 would be included in the
APA license application for Su Hydro which is scheduled for submittal to FERC
in February 1983.

Your summarization of the 13 May 1982 and 2 June 1982 meetings on the topic
of data presentation and analysis schedules is accurate. The attached report
schedule from our Reimbursable Services Agreement (RSA) with the APA,
indicates that our final reports for 1982 will follow the February 1983
preparation of the Exhibit E and the 1icense application. As noted at the
meetings referenced by you. this potential situation was recognized by study
participants last spring. It was pointed out then. that the 1982 open water
fisheries and habitat data collection season was projected to extend into
October 1982. The time to reduce and analyze the large volume of complex
data served as the basis for establishing this reporting schedule.
Therefore. as you correctly noted in your letter. it was established by Acres
American. Inc. (Acres) and the APA that "data gatherers" (ADFtr.G) and "impact
assessors" (AEIDC) would be insulated from the FERC license application
preparation schedule.

Accordingly. the AOF&G Su Hydro Aquatic Studies Team will provide the reports
indicated in the attached RSA schedule. However. in an attempt to accomodate
the APA and FERC. we have further communicated with Mr. Robinson and staff
from the APA. Acres. and Woodward-Clyde to determi ne whether any of our

_.~r0Y46tona..l-]..gS2-.open water data would be of value if included as part of the
~~~< February 1982.-fxhibit E document being prepared by Woodward-Clyde before its

presentation by AOF&G in report form. Essentially, the major interest is for
incorporation of 1982 escapement data from our Anadromous Adult project to--------.._---
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Anadromous Adult project to evaluate escapement trends. We, therefore, have
agreed to submit this information in a "provisional" fannat with the
understanding th.'\t it will be subject to correction when presented in our
draft basic data reports. These provisional data will represent first stage
reduction of field forms and will be presented in tabular and graphic format.
Our intent. at present~ is to transfer these provisional data to
Woodward-Clyde in November when Hoodwa rd-Clyde wi 11 be in the process of
re-editing their Exhibit E document.

This provisional data transmittal ties into the current scope of FY 1983 data
reduction activities by the AOF&G and it does not effect a change in our
previously agreed upon reporting schedule. A 1imitation of these data which
will restrict their availability for transfer will be that each transfer must
be comprised of a complete package of a specific data set (e.g .• complete
results of sonar escapement and indexing of adult salmon species through
various reaches of the river). This is because partia1 transfer of data. in
our .view. could lead to erroneous conclusions ,by other' reviewers and
analysts. Therefore. because our open water field season for the Anadromous
Adult Project continued into September. complete reduction of data sets will
not be available until late October and on into November.

We appreciate the opportunity to clarify our situation on the topics you
raised. If you have further questions. please do not hesitate to contact me
again.

Thomas W. Trent
Aquatic Studie~ toordinator
Su Hydro Aquatic Studies
Telephone 274-7583

attachment

cc: ~ommissioner Skoog~ AOF&G
Richard Logan. AOF&G
John Hayden. Acres
Ri cha rd Fl emf ng. APA '"
Robert Mohn.APA
Mark Robinson. FERC
Larry Moulton. Woodward-Clyde
Bill Wilson~'AEIOC

Al Carson. AONR
bec: Project Leaders

L. Heckart
M. Mills
A. Kingsbury

.•.. "

TWT:kw
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Thomas Trent .
Susitna Hydro Aquatic Studies Coordinator
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
2207 Spenard Road
Anchorage. Alaska 99503

Dear Tom:

o5 ocr 1982

/

Recently we received a copy of a letter dated 19 August 1982 from Robert A.
Hohn. the Alaska Power Authority Director of Engineering. addressed to you.
Ue are concerned by the gist of that letter that information transfer has not
proceeded as rapidly as intended and that the Alaska Depart~ent of Fish and
Game (ADF&G) Su Hydro Aquatic Studies Section bears responsibility.

On 13 May 1982 and 2 June 1982. Gary Stackhouse and Leonard Corin. represen
ting the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. were in attendance at meetings during
which tasks and scheduling of the three aquatic studies groups, ADF&G, the
Alaska Environ~ental Information and Data Center (AEIDC), and Hoodward-Clyde
\'/ere discussed. It was expressed by Acres American, Inc. at the 13 Hay
meet ing that:

1. The "data gatherers" (ADF&G) and "impacts assessers" (AEIDC) would be
insulated from the time constraints due to license application deadlines
so as to allow the identification and quantification of project-related
impacts to be completed in a timely fashion; and

2. The ADF&G data base draft reports \Iould be due in January 1983 ~ and then
revised by 15 April 1983. A second draft report would be forthcoming ill
May 1983, and finalized in June 1983. This report would provide an ini
tial biometric analysis and the first assessment of the fisheries-habitat
relationship based upon the 1982 field data. This contractual scheduling
is illustrated (pp. 157 and 160) in the ADF&G Draft Aquatic Studies Pro
cedures Manual for Phase~II of the Susitna Hydro Studies. dated July 1982.

Ue request that you clarify the present scheduling obligations of your office
in regard to product reports. If you believe a meeting would be appropriate
to discuss any new information transfer arrangement, please do not hesitate to
contact me.

Sincerely,

~::;~ckvL~
cc: Commissioner Skoog. ADF~G. Juneau

John Hayden, Acres Amerlcan, Anchorage
Richard Fleming, APA. Anchorage
Robert A. Hohn. /lPA, Anchorage
Mark Robinson. FERC. Washington. D.C.
Larry :lou lton. Uood\'lard-C Iyde. Anchorage
BiII l~i1son. AEIDC, Anchorage
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/ M,)I'cll 1, 1983

April 1,1983

Apri 1 15, 1983

May I, 1983

June 1, 1983

June 30, 1983

June 30, 1983

October 3D, 1983

F. Procedures Manual

J\OF&G, FY 84 Dr-ilft PL1ll of Stuny (POS)

J\PJ\-J\OF&G, FY 84 RSJ\ and pas J\greement.

Contingent on approval of funding by the
Legislature.

ADF&G, Revised Draft Basic Data Report

ADF&G, Draft Fisheries and Habitat Relationships
Report. An internal working document which

functions as a data/information transmittal to
AEIDC and other study participants.

ADF&G, FY 84 Procedures Manual.

ADF&G, Final Draft Fisheries and Habitat
Relationship Report. This is a formal document

available for broad distribution by the APA to

study participants, agencies and the public.

ADF&G, Draft Basic Data Report. This would
cover winter 82/83 work and include incubation

study data. This is an internal working document
and data transmittal to study participants.

AEIDC Proposed, Draft Impact Assessment Report

(The Alaska Department of Fish and Game will provide an annual

update of the aquatic studies procedure manual by June 1 of each
project year.)

A-7
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Thefollnwing discussion outlines the reporting and pl~nning

!'epol-ts and event" the )\OF?G intend to follm·! (1tJI'irlC! rye3, )\lso

included are reports based on the rroposed reporting schedule of

Woodward-Clyde and the Arctic Environmental Information and Data
Center (AEIOC). The information presented is to give a
perspective of planning and reporting events related to the ADF&G

Su Hydro I\quatic Studies. Some prel iminary conceptual detail of
our reports is also presented based on preliminary discussions

with AEIDC regarding our interfacing role in the analysis and
interpretation of pre and post project conditions.

The schedule of planning and reporting events is as follows:

July 15, 1982

July 31, 1982

November 30, 1982

January 31, 1983

January 31, 1983

ADF&G Draft Procedures Manual FY 83 Field
Programs. This is a basic internal ADF&G planning

and field guidance document.

Woodward-Clyde (Proposed) Draft Mitigation Outline

AEIDC (Proposed), Internal Working Document,
conceptualizing and visualizing project impacts on

a non-quantitive basis.

ADF&G, Draft Basic Data Report. This is an
internal working document and also provides for
data transmittal to AEIDC and Woodward-Clyde and

others as appropriate. It basically presents what
the data is, how and where it was collected. The
report would include winter 81/82 data and data
for the ice free season from May thru October
1983. This report does not include habitat versus

fisheries relationship information for' the winter
I

of 82/83 data or incubation study data collected
through the winter of 82/83.

I

Woodward-Clyde (Proposed), Draft Exhibit E.

A-6
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Eric p, Y01l1d
Execl! ti ve {) i I'ee tor
AIus k.l PO\':~r Au 1I1llrity
313 t-les t 4tit Avenue, Sll i te 31
Anc!lol'ugc, J\lus~J 99501

Dear Hr, Yould:

The J\ltlskil Ocpurtmcnt of Fish and Gamc conductcd tl detailed rcvie,'/ of the
proposed lJiolo~Jieal studies in thc Susitna lIy<ll'o P1url of Study (paS) dudng
April of this YNI' to ,lssist thc Coq)S of En9ineers in pas n~visiorl,

Subscqucntly, the resuI ts of this effort \-lcrc printcd in the Junc 1978 pas
documcn t.

In his Junc 23 lcttcl~ trilnsmittinq thc reviscd pas to the I\lasku Pmver
/\uthodty, Colol\l~1 Roh~I'tson of th~ COI'pS stJtcd, "thc activitics defincd
'in this docllment Ihlve been developed to .ldequ.:ttely «ddl'~ss determination of
project fc.,sibility," This stutcllIcnt is only pUI'tiully correct, 1\1 though
the study objectives «1'C adcquate, thc funding is totally inadcquate to
Itlcet thosc olJjectives. '

"

On pu9c tlO, p.'l",~r.,ph 2 of thc reviscd POS, it is stiltcd that "Thc
biolo!t1cal stlldi,~s oull ined in thc Pldn of Study «I'C of sufficicfltdepth to.
provide, .1t the end of Stcp 2, .1 stl't1ll9 illdic.Hian of thc I"'ou,,ble
m"9IlittHI,~ uf t11'~ imp,lets of thc Jll'OjCCt .llld to ev.-thlttlc lH'o.iect feasibility,
but lII,ly he 1I11.1hlc to dl~rillc the 1lI.tllfdtlldl~ or lIIiti9tltiOIl," He agl'cc that
the 1H'('l'o~~d 1',lIttlC of thc llioloCJk.tI ~;tlltlics discu~$cd in thc$e llt1tTativcs,
if I'Cl'ftll'I!,'tI. sllll\! Id ~I i Vl~ ,I S tl'lll\tJ 1nd iCJ t i on 0 r thc fl~JS i l> il i ty 0 f thc
SUSHI'" 11.\'111'0 I'nl.iect. Thl~ hlltl~ICt 1l,'v,~I$ .1S I'I'C$l'lltly .IJlPO\~tillncd hy the
Coq's \-lill, IllI\':"\'l:I', $lH'ely imp,til' -th,~ h~v,~1 of tcchn1l:.t1 .11ld Ill'ofcssional
sophi5tiC.ltil\1I lh·,~tll:d til ddcl1l1ille fc.t~;ihilit.Y,. On J\pl"il 25, 1973, tl
lcttcl' (.lll.Il:Jlt',I) hy [,1111 fl','II1.. lhl~ SlIsitn" lIydm $tlldies (00l'd111<1I:OI' for
thc lkp,wtU:l'lIt, f(lr\\',Il'dl~<1 to lhc Luq\S uf [1I~1'11l1~l~I'$ this IlcP,lI'tll1Cllt's UJsic
i\91'l~l~lIll:lIt l\l tltl: lIl1"t1~;l of th{~ hiolll~lic.t1 Sllhlit..'s .tIIt! .t150 includcd Ollr' .

rccollUllcllllcl! hud"et, flte uudgdS Ill'OPO~cu by lhc UClh\l'llllCIl t 0 f Fi sit und
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Gullle arc thosc ~:Q helip.vc neccssary to provide the necessary infonllJtion to
providc project fCJ$ibi 1i ty"

Altholl~lh there is itn .lCl~lre5sive p.ffort to get the Phase r studies movin9 along
the schcdule pr0l'0$cd in the Stl~itnu Ilydro POS. both the private and ~Jovern

mentc11 sectf>l"$ must I"CCOflll17.e th.lt the Slisitnu lIydr"o Project \·/111 still he
subject to thc rt'Cluirel1lcnt$ of Feder.ll envirollmcnt.ll 1.1\,1. purticlll.lrl.y the
Nutiolhl1 lnvit"Olllllc:nt.ll Pulicy J\ct ."tnt! the Fish t1nd Hildlife Coordilltltion J\ct.
InadequJte 1'1t.1SC [ studics tHld ftli1ure to meet the stundards of these 1.1\·is und
regulations for Ill"ojec:t feitsihi I ity can. unci prohuhly \·Ii"l1. l"CSlIl t in delt1ys
froUl liti9atfon hy lwescrvationist and ilnti-devclopment interests.

<
,;

-.',-

The constrtlints placed on the CoqJS by the 25 olill ion dollar figure in
. proposed Federal gUill",1ntec legislation for suppor~ of the Phase r investi

gations is unfortunate. I t hilS resulted in reverse budgeting from the top.
do\'/n ra thcr thiln fl4 0m the bo t tom. lind consequen t 1Y. \'le be I i eve a I"educed
concern for the udequucy of envirolllllcntill study p.rogl'JIlIS and their pr-ioI4 ities.
This OepJI"tlllcnt believes the budgeting situJtion is poor at bcst. and cvery
effort should be made by the Stilte of J\lilska and our congressional delegation
to correct it by rcvie\·ring and revising the dollar figure for Federal
guarantee legislation to rcflect our Oeparbncntls and other agencies' budget
proposals.

Your support and 1cudership in addressing a solution to our concerris'\'lould be
greatly appreciated.

~d~.
~ )Ronald O. Skoog

."<::7'<JC (ouuniss i one14

Attachment

cc: R. Logan
T. Tt"cnt

.'
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JA" .t HAMMONO. GOVEilNOR ,- ---

1I1RASPBERRY 8ruO

).NCHORAGE J55JZ

Cctuber' 31. 1979

Mr. E~ic Yould, Director
Alaska Power Au~hcr;ty

333 '..1.- 4th Avenue
Anchorage~ Alaska 99510

Dear Mr. 'fould:

The Al=.ska DepartT.snt of Fish and Game is providing·.the enclosed Phase I
2.S'.Jl1onth? por~ion of the 5-year:" fisheries and 'liildlife 5t~dy proposed to
be conduc!s~ as part of the Susitna nydroetectric feasibility investigetions.
The proposals wera developed foilowing discussions with Acres-American
and their environmental 5tudies s~bcontractor, lerr~strial Environmental
Specialists. We nave ~lso met'with repr;sentatives of the U.S. °Fish and
Wiictl iie Sar'rice 'and the Alaska Oepartment of ~latural Resources to'.
obtain their suggestions and advice re'iative to portions of our prcposa1s
and, the cevelopment of a final re'lised plan of st~dy. I must indicate.
howe'ler, that· it should not be inferred tha~ USP~S and AONR have fOr.T~lly

endcr3ed these proposals in their enti~ty. Their formal positions
r-:9arding the entire revised pl~n of study will undoubtadly come during
th~ next agency ana pubiic re'liew stage.

In. his. letter to me on' Cct:ber' 4, Rocer';;- Mohn of your staff disc:Js,sed a
number of issues and subject areas which ~~quired our input on the
developme~t of the re'lised plan' of study. The information pro'lided
herein should satisfy part of t~osa r~quiremen~s outlined oy the APA,
but specific refina~ents adar;ss~ng our concerns outlined in our attached
proposal and comrr.ents of other agencies wil1 be needed during the period
Acres or the Corps of Engine:rs is re'lising t~e?OS next !11onth.- 0'----'-
~~ ,

~/~~7~3i
Thcr.:as ',./. Trent
Re~ional Super'lisor
Habita: Prot~c~ion Section

-3-7-

cc: Repr~santative R. Halford
Re~resentative 8. Rcdgers
Commissioner R.'O~ Skoog . AOF~G

CCrr;;TIissioner c. '..s. ;!ue11er . AOEC
Commissioner :<. ::. LeREsc~e . AOi'lR
J. L:.wr~nca .' Acr~s
J. Sa rnes - TC:S
~. ~owk~r . USF~S
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"

PROGRAM JUSTIFICATION

The programs proposed by the Alaska Depar~~ent of Fish and Game (AOF&G)
are the first phase of a five year study program, necessary in the
opinion of this, Department, to meet the provisions of numerous federal
and state laws and regulations providing for' the consideration of fish
and wildlife values in pre-project pl'anning and evaluation of impact
assessment, project possibility determination, mitigation of probable
impacts should the project be constructed, and survei llance and monitoring
during and after project construction. The biological objectives and
justification are explained in the task work plans; the statutory and
regulatory mandates for conducting, these proposed work plans are outlined
hereafter: .

Federal/State Laws

, Fi sh, and Wi 1dl i fe Coordi nati on Act (P..JCA)

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, draft unlform procedures for
camp1i ance~ May 1979 fu rther standardi zes procedu res and interagency
relationships to insure, ~that wildlife conservation is fully considered
and weighe~ equally with other project- features in agency decision
making processes by integrating such considerations into project planning,
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance procedures, financial
and economic analyses, authorizatiQ1 documents, and project implementation."

As stated in the Federal Register (Vol 44, No. 98) this Act applies not
only in the project area, but wherever project impacts may occur.

Subpart B FWCA ~omp1i ance Procedu res

Sec. 410.2l'Equal consideration
Equal consideration of wildlife resource values in project planning
and approval is the essence of the PACA compliance process. It
requires action agencies (the Alaska Power Authority, APA) to
involve wi'ldlife agencies (the Alaska Department ofFish and Game
and U.S•. Fish' and Wildlife Service,-USHIS) 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 wildlife-"resource-needs and problems··and--~~-'·

developing and evaluating alternative plans.

Sec. 410.22 Consultation
(a) Initiation. rne PxCA 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 PxCA compliance process with both Regional Directors
and the head' of the State wildlife agency exercising administration
over the fish and wildlife resources of the state(s) wherein the
project is"to be constructed and 'early site review'(NRC) applicants.
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The intent of this paragraph (a)(l) of this section is to assist
applicants in designing environmentally sound projects without'
waste of their planning resources and to minimize the potential for
delay in the processing of applications. Action agency implementing
procedures shall' advise that consultation should be initiated by
the applicant at the earliest stages of its project planning, and
that its submissions to wildlife agencies shall indicate the general
work or activ'tty being considered, its purpose(s), and the general
area in which it ;s contemplated.

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), Regulations for Implementing
the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (40
CFR, Parts 1500-1508, July 30, 1979) specifi.es provisions requiring the
integration of the NEPA process process into early planning, the integration
of NEPA reqi rements wi th other ,env; ronmenta1 revi ew and consu'l tati on
requirements', and the use of the scoping process.

Cl ean Wa ter Act

Section 404 of the Clean Water 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 Department of the Army permit(s) be
obtai~ed for certain structures, or work in or affecting waters of the
United States., The application(s) for such a permit(s) will be subject
to review by wildlife agencies.

Ex.ecutive Order 11990 (Wetlands)-

This order was issued ";n order to avoid to the extent possible the
long-term and short-term adverse, impacts associated with the destruction
or modification of wetlands and to avoid direct or indirect ~upport of
new construction in wetlands wherever- there is a practicable altenative," .
and Executive Order 11988 (Floodolains)"was issued lito avoid 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 indirect sU,pport of floodplain development wherever there is a
practicable alternative.," All fede'ral agencies are responsible tlJ
comply wi th thes"e EO's in' the 'p1aiih"i ng" and decfsion-maki ng process.

Endangered Species Act

Section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act, 87 Stat. 884, as amended,
requi res the APA to ask the Secretary of the Interi or. acti ng through
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, whether any listed or proposed
endangered or threatened species may be present in the area of the
Susitna Hydroelectric Power rroject~ 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
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to identify any listed or proposed endangered or threatened species
which are likely to be affected by the cons:ruc:ion project. The assessment
is to be completed within 180 days, unless a time extension is mutually
agreed upon. No contract for physical construction may be entered into
and no physical construction may begin until the Biological Assessment
is completed. In the event the conclusions drawn from the Biological
Assessment are that listed endangered or threatened species are likely
to be affected by the construction p·roject, the APA is required by
Section 7(a) to initiate the consultation process.

Water Resources Council, Principles and Standards

The principles and standards for Planning Water and Related Land Resources
(18 CFR, Part 704, Apri 1 1, 1978) '/Jere 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, State, and local governments; private enterprise and organi
zations; and individuals. These principles include providing the basis
for planning of federal and federally assisted "'''ater' a.nd land resources
programs and projects and federal licensing activities as listed in the
Standards. The President in his June.6, 1978 statement further defined
federal water·policies.

State Laws

Ti tl e 16

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 regulatjons pertaining to fish and
wi 1dl i fe.

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 bed of a specified river, lake or stream, Or to use wheeled, tracked,
Or excavating. equipment or.1og-dragging equipment in the bed of a specified ..
river, lake, or stream, the person or governmental agency shall notify
the commissioner of this intention before the beginning of the' construction
or use.

(c) .... If the commissioner determines to do so, he shall, in the
letter of acknowledga~ent, 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 in 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 usa is begun.

-3- -44-



Purpose. The purpose of this section is to protect and
conserve fish and game and other natural resources. 1964,
At t I Y Gen" No. 1a

Alaska Coastal Management Program·

The recently approved Alaska Coastal Management Program (ACM?) mandates
that all State, Federal and Local government. agencies must coordinate
all planning and development activities in the State's coastal zone to
ensure adequate consideration and protection of Alaska's coastal waters
and resources. As the proposed Susitna Hydropow~r project 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 District Coastal
Plan once it is completed and approved. The Coastal Standards are .'
presently in effect and all State and Federal actions must be consistent
with them. Section 6AA C 80. 130 states that;

(a) habitats in the coastal area which are subject to the Alaska Coastal
Managa~ent Program include:

(1) offshore
.(2.) estuaries
(3) wetlands and tidal flats
(4) rocky islands and sea cliffs
(5) barrier islands and lagoons
(6) exposed high energy coasts

, (7) ri vers, streams and 1akes
(8) important upland habitat

These habitats which are specifically defined in the Standards must be
identified within the Susitna Hydra 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,
physical and chemical characteristics of th~ habitat which contributes
to their capacity to support living resources. Specific guidelines are
also provided for each coastal habitat. The Coastal' Zane Management

- - consistancy requirements ·al'e manadated in bath.. the. Alaskan. and·-Federal-----_- _
CZM Acts and the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act. The Question of
consistancy with CZM standards goes well beyond the FERC licensing
requirements and should be treated as a separate step in determining the

.feasibility of Hydra Power alternatives,

The Alaska Oepar~~ent of Fish and Game has a· strang mandate under these
laws to insure that adequate planning study and evaluation of the fish
and wildlife resources in the Susitna Hydra Project area are completed
and become a part of the decision making information used to determine
project feasibility. If·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 National Environmental Policy Act Implementation Regulations
inc 1udes :
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(a) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action
or parts. of an action.

(b) Minimizing impacts by limiting the degre~ or magnitude of the
action and its implementation.

(c) Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring
the' affected environment.

(d) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation
and maintenance operations during the life of the action.

(e) Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute
resources or environments.

':'5- -46-



ISSUES, PROBLEHS, CONCERNS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
REGARDING THE SUSITNA HYDRO PLAN OF STUDY

Project Review and Interagency Coordination

Because of the magnitude of the Susitna Hydroelectric Feasibility Study,
continuous coordination in accord with the Uniform Procedures for compliance
with the Fish and 'iJildlife Coordination Act will be best accomplished
through formation of a Susitna Hydroelectric Steerin'g COlmlittee. The
function of this committee would be to provide coordinated exchanges of
'information between the Alaska Power Authority and interested resource
management agencies. Through th is-exchange, the concerns of a11 agenci es
involved would be identified early' and hopefully prevent unnecessary
delays i.n the progress of the feasibility study.

We propose. that. the Steeri ng COlmli ttee be composed of. representati ves of
resource agencies with responsibilities pertaining to the Susitha Hydroelectric
Feasibility Studies (AOF&G, AOEC,. AONR, USFWS, USGS, and NMFS). This
cOlmlittee would provide for interagency coordination through joint
review of project related materials and for development, through convening
the committee, of more informed and uniform positions representing all
resource interests to be transmitted to the applicant. This we believe
provides that applicant with a more efficient process for information
exchange.

The obj ecti ves of thi s cOlmli ttee are to: .

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

2. . select the resource sped ali sts who wi 11 undertake the requi red
studies and investigations;

3.

4.

insure that the biological 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 t9 fish and
wildlife resources.;. b)_ prov.ide.. the basis· for. mitigation and ...._.... _._
compensation of resource losses which will result from the
project at the time of submisssion of- a FERC license application;
and c) select the favored mitigation and/or compensation
alternative from the product generated by lib";

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;
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5. assur~ that the studies are conducted in compliance with all
state and federal laws, regulations, Executives Orders, and
mandates as they apply to fish and wildlife resources; and

6. provi de uni fi ed' agency comments from the co~i tte~ to the
appl kant.

rne Susitna Hydroelectric Steering ~ommittee should convene on a regular
basis as dictated by planning and review requirements. However, it
seems appropriate to. meet at a minimum on a monthly basis to exchange
reports and to be advised of progress toward objectives by the Alaska
Power Authority and principle investigators. A record of agreements
reached, recommendations and comments provided, and responsibilities

. assigned in meetings should be distributed to all parties involve~.

Progress reports should be submitted to members of the committee quarterly.
Comments from the committee to APA would then be submitted at a pre
established time thereafter. Comments provided to the Alaska Power
Authority should be appropriately addressed and incorporated into project
documents.'

rne participating members of the committee must have free access 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.

Phase I Studies Initiation\

The programs outlined in the work plans are scoped into a 24 month time
frame for Phase r field work and one additional month covering Phase I
annual report development during January 1982. The completion of several
of these studi es between January 1988 and: Janua.r.y 19~2· is not cons i dered feas i b1e.

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 indicated a minimumoi. 18 months from order to delivery. of~ _._. ~_ .. _
sonar equipment. Also, members of the USFWS who have utilized radio-
telemetry in the State have indicated an up to one year delay in the
fielding of that equipment until. radio frequencies are approved by the
FCC. .

New State personnel regulations may also: affect this Department1s 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 organization~i work which
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must necessarily begin as close to January as possible or further study'
delay will be encountered.

Allowance must be made for the impacts of equipment and personnel constraints
on the abi 1i ty of thi s Department to conduct the proposed fi'sh and
wildlife studies. These are realities which must be dealt with and are
fundamental determinants of the adequacy of the work we have proposed to
do.

Phase II Studies

A major position of the Department for the past several years is that
many of the biological studies must be conducted through a five year
period to proVide the basic cyclical, environmental information needed
to evaluate project impacts and the mitigation r~quirements or alternatives
that are available. In the time availed us, we have not been able to'

\ provi de a speci fic budget or work pl an proposal for the studi es that may
be reqUired in the years succeeding Phase I into Phase II, and it may
not be reasonable to do so at this stage.

Ary, acceptable Plan of Study must insure that studies are continued into
Phase II. It is the position of this Department that study continuation
and redirection should be based on the outcome of Phase I information.
Th~ proposed Susitna Hydroelectric,Steering Committee, which has been
proposed herein, is ftn important group, in our opinion, to insure scoping
and budgeting of Phase II studies are executed in a consistent and
systematic fashion.

Socioeconomic Considerations

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 socioeconomic impacts on commercial, recreational, an~ subsistence
users and industries supporting. them. __ ,Over hal fof Al aska,~s .growi ng _'-_" ,-
population resides in the proximity of the impact area. Not only this
population, but commercial fishermen, 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 problam 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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the habitat that supports the..en \'Jhen comparing them 'n'ith other (more
tangible) monetary resource values and uses associated with hydropower
deve 1opment.

It must be emphasized that to ultimately select the best uses of the
natural resources of the Susitna Basin from which society will receive
the most long term benefit, the net benefits (total benefit minus total
costs) must be adequately evaluated. Consequently, values must be
assigned to each potential resource use. When monetary terms are in
appropriate, agencies will need to devise nonmonetary means of evaluating
impacts to fish and wildlife resources. Existing regulations require
agencies such as the Corps of Engineers (COE) or the Alaska Power Authority
(APA) to search out, develop and follow procedures reasonably calculated
'to bring environmental factors to peer status with dollars and technology
in their decision-making. NEPA directs action agencies to Uthe fullest
extent possible":

identify and develop methods and procedures which will insure
. that presently unquantified envtronmenta1 amenities .and values

may be given appropriate consideration in decisionmaking along
with economic and technical considerations (42 U.S.C. S4332
(a) (B). '

These methods ~hould quantify habitat values 'which are equivalent 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 socia-economic
impacts of the project can be mitigated and at what cost. Furthermore,.
the Water Resources Council directs action agencies to devis'e nonmonetary'
means of evaluating fish and wildlife impacts:

When 'effects cannot or should not be expressed in monetary
terms, they will be set 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 effect under consideration (38 F.R. 24797).

As a result, the often-cited excuse that ·the evaluation of supposedly
"intangible" habitat values is difficult or impo~sib1~ is no longer'
valid (Horvath 1978; Dwyer 1977; Copeland 1976; Harrow 1979).

Specific data to analyze both the nonmonetary and monetary socioeconomic
recreational, social, and cultural values' of the Susitna River Basin are
lacking. It should also be stressed that dn adequate assessment of
monetary values by traditional methods must be based on commercial,
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recreational, and subsistence use data which are not currently available
and not being collected. Designs 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
Department would like to actively participate in planning those portions
pertaining to socioeconomics, recreational, cultural and aesthetic
values of the Susitna River Basin.

Administrative Overhead and Time Delays

Overhead costs have not been included in the attached budget. The
Alaska Departrnment of Fish and Game (ADF&G) normally charges overhead to
cover costs incurred by its Division of Administration. On most outside
contracts, this amounts to -approximately 10 percent of all costs except
equipment. H9wever~ overhead is usually nat charged on reimbursaBle
service agreements (RSA) be~Neen 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 hiring will occur. Howe~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 have APA reimburse the appropriate agencies for actual
costs. These costs should be added to the overall budget.

The time normally required to process purchase requisitions and contracts
is likely to create problems with APA's time table. A similar problem
developed when the Legislature appropriated Bristol Bay disaste~ relief
funds during 1974 after a failure in the salmon run. The problem was solved by.
funding a pas.itian 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 necessarj.

The Susitna Hvdro Coordinator will be responsible for assuring that
the Departmen~ reviews and comments upon the host of State ana Federal
permit actions which may be required each year far land and water use.
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He will be specific~lly responsible for ADF&G Title 16 permit applications
review and development stipulations to prot2ct fish and game.

Estuarine Studies

rne Department of Fish and Game has not attempted to detail possible
estuarine studies for the preliminary final POSe These studies can be
delayed pending the outcome of Phase I studies.

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 studies should be initiated to identify the
potential for project impacts on that environment.
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AQUATIC STUDIES

Introduction

The Susitna River drainage, located north of Cook Inlet, encompasses an
area of 19,400 square miles. Tne free-flowing Susitna River is approximately
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 glaciers and carry a heavy silt load during the ice-free
months, but there"are also many smaller tributaries which are perennially
s11 t-free.

The constructi on of power dams on the. Sus i tna Ri ver wi 11 adversely" affect
portiol1s<o.f the fish and. wildlife resources of the Susitna River Basin.
The two dam system proposed by the Corps of Engineersl(COE) would inundate
in excess cf 50,500 acres of the Susitna 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 construction pad sites
may also impact aquatic and terrestrial communities and their habitat.
Historically, the long-and-short-term environmental impacts of hydroelectric
dams have adversely altered the extremely delicate balance of ecosystems
(Keller 1976; Hagan et a1 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 protect 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 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.

Cook Inlet js 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 Alas~a. In addition to the cowmercial 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 mostimpor-::anc commercial species
in the area, making up over 90 per cent of the total catch from Cook
Inlet; coho and chinook salmon make up the remainder. Chinook and coho
salmon also are the species most favored by the recreational fishermen.

Grayling, rainbow traut, Dolly Varden. burbot. lake trout. and '//hitefish
are some of the important resident fish species common to this system.
Approximately 50 percent of the statewide sport fishing effort occurs
within the Cook 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 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 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 distribution- of adult.
anadromous fish populations within the drainage.

2~ Determine the di stributi on and abundance of selected res i dent
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 anadrcmous fish stocks and
habi tat.

The Department has not developed a speC1i1C work plan for
this objective but strongly believes the Acres-American POS
must be strengthened to cover fish and wildlife concerns during
Phase I.
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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 in th~ 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.
This 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 Ventna River confluence

C. Yentna River to the Talkeetna River confluence

O. Talkeetna River confluence to the 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 locations identified
aboYe~
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JJ4 WEST 5th AVENUE· ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 9950 1

Tom Trent
Su Hydro Aquatic Studies

Coorqinator
Alaska Dept. of Fish &Game
2207 Spenard Road
Anchorage, AK 99503

Dear Tom:

August 19. 1982

Phone: (907) 277-7641
(907) 276-0001

Mark Robinson, FERC's environmental manager for Susitna, called
this week to express his surprise that little 1982 field season data
would be incorporated in the February, 1983 license application. Mark's
reaction is identical to what ours has been: frustration with the slow
transfer of data from the field to the impact analysts and the
mitigation planning team. Mark indicated that FERC's acceptance of the
license application for processing is very much contingent upon 1982
data being included.

We want to work with you to find means to achieve more rapid
transfer of results, at least for some key indicators. I have directed
Richard Fleming to spearhead this effort; he will be contacting you
shortly. along with John Hayden and Larry Moulton.

Your dedication to this goal is essential if the license
application is to be accepted by FERC. Thank you for your help.

Sincerely,

~~~~L
Robert A. r~ohn

Director of Engineering

cc: Commissioner Skoog
John Hayden. Acres
Richard Fleming
Mark Robinson. FERC
Keith Bayha, USFWS BECEIVED.

AUG 2:3 1982

J\1<l;;ka Dept. of Fish & Game
Sport Fish/Susitna Hydro

-56-



''7

""~""~~""~~,~'1;:""'_~-;r~~~~:~~:~;;r;~r-~~~!"':~-'o~~' r;"":'•.:!""!~~~.,:~.;:..:._~:~:'::'~:~~~..~~:·_~._i~..~~----" .../?fl!!:
..... ~.•: :.::.--:t:~;' '. :;r.: .... ::'. : 'J

Septe~er 13, 1982
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Su tlydro Aqu",t1c Stud1",s
2207 Spenard Road
Anchor~ge. Alaska 99503
F11e: 02-82-13.06

z::;.. L /,/1 /! ~ Jl I f" ~' 'Gr _ /VC,! ,'.5:.4.' '.~

Mr. Robert Mahn
Director of Engineering
Alaska Power Authority
334 West 5th Avenue
Anchorage. Alaska 99501

.~ ''; '" . . '.".... ~". ~.. '

regarding Marl< Robinson's
data in the .February ... 1983. .. ". : ~".

. : '\ . 'c .; , ,-. Cc." .':"

Dear Bob:

Thank" ;~'u for: ~~'~r ' 1~i~~;J::~f A~gJ~~ 19, 1982
concerns about"fnclus10n of-1982:ffeld season
lice~"application.:: .~. '.", . .:"
, ,> ' .: "~:' ~ :' " ,', '. . ." ,. .. ~

In previous discussions this spring with APA. Acres, AEIDC and
Woodward-Clyde~;·staff•.1t;has been·:·:recognfzed that complete~.. r:'eporting of
1982 data "would generally be accomplishable within the tfiOO~ lines
established in our current RSA. It was indicated to us by Acres on several
occasions that the new reporting structure of AEIDC and ADF&G in
post-project and preproject analysis of data. respectively. would not be
driven by the FERC license application deadline.

We will. however. do our utmost to develop a list of ·key indicators· as
you have have suggested for early transmittal in draft form. I hope we can
avoid partial data transmittals. however. as these can create confusion for
data analysts.

Currently, our staff is working on the basic data and habitat/fisheries
relationship report outl1nes. Once we have these in hand we wf1Levaluat~.

what is going to be presented in our reports and prepare a ·key indicator
list with APA, AEIDC. Acres and Woodward-Clyde staff that.we can'use to
direct early data reduction and reporting efforts.

Sincerely,

--". .....--....
"...- .. ' .. ~ "/' / .- . ~....... i~' .r , rr ....-7 ...• ;

Thomas W. Trent
Su Hydro Aquatic Studies Ceordinator
Sports Fish Division

cc: Commissioner Skoog
K. Bayha
H. Robinson
R. Fleming
L. Moulton
G Wil

.<.'.,.• son .,. 'r'

J. Hayden "...
R. Logan

bcc: L. Corin
A. Carson
L. Heckart
A. Ki ngsbury
M. Mills
Proje.ct Leaders
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ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY
334 WEST 5th AVENUE· ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501

~la rch 18,

Mr. Gerald Wilkerson
The Legislature Budget and Audit Committee
Division of Legislative Audit
Audit Division
Pouch W
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Mr. Wilkerson:

Phone: (907) 277·7641
(907) 276·0001

The Alaska Power Authority acknowledges receipt of your audit
entitled "A Special Report on the Department of Fish and Game, Susitna
River Hydroelectric Project for the Fiscal Years Ended June 30, 1982,
1981, and 1980 11

•

Please note that events occurring since the investigation have
overtaken the third recommendation. As a result of extensive
coordination and intensive effort, biological data collected by the
Aquatic Research Team during the summer of 1982 \'las inc.orporated in the
February 1983 Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) license
application to a substantial degree. Complete ADF&G data reports are
being transmitted to FERC during March 1983 as companion documents to
the license application. FERC is expected to determine, during the next
month, that the environmental portions of the license application are
acceptable for processing.

With respect to your first recommendation, work is presently
underway to identify the objective and scope for next summer's ·field
season.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on thi s report, as well as
on the earlier draft.

L7, ---U
Et';C P, Youl d ~
Executive Director
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OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER

May 12, 1983

Mr. Eric F. Myers
Northern Alaska Environmental Center
833 Gambell Street - Suite B
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

-+-,\--1 I

<../ V- -0;>'" I. I_lv\ ~ /

BILL SHEFFIHD, GOVERNOR D

P.O.BOX 3·2000
JUNEA U, ALASKA 99802
PHONE: (901) 465·4100

t t·K t 2 L H

Dear Mr. Myers:

Re: Susitna Hydroelectric Project

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) has reviewed your letter
of April 25, 1983, wherein the Department's evaluation of potential .
impacts to fishery resources of the Susitna River and tributaries
attributable to construction and operation of the Susitna Hydroelectric
Project is requested. Your questions stem from comments made by a
representative of the Alaska Power Authority (APA) at a public briefing
hosted by the Cook Inlet Aquaculture Association on March 25, 1983.

\

The ADF&G position on the assessment of potential impacts to:fishery
resources associated with the Susitna Hydroelectric Project has not
changed appreciably from that outlined in the ADF&G correspondence you
have referenced. The Department's interest in gaining sufficient data
to identify and quantify potential impacts to fisheries and in
developing an acceptable mitigation plan continues to be demonstrated.
As recently as 23 January 1983 in comments to the APA on the Draft
Exhibit E of the license application to the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commissipn (FERC), the ADF&G recommended that additional data collection
and analysis be undertaken by the APA to address more comprehensively
potential impacts to fishery resources and mitigation planning.

The questions you have asked in your April 25, 1983 letter and our
responses follow.

1. "Has the availability of the 1982 open water field season-.data
provided the Department with sufficient information to project
a worst case senario for the project's fishery impacts?"

Fishery data from the 1982 field season have been made available to the
APA and its contractors. We expect that they will consider this
information in conjunction with data collected previously to assess
impacts. Once an update of the impact assessment is made available to
us, we will evaluate its adequacy. The ADF&G developed a recommended



Mr. Eric F. Myers -3- May 12, 1983

The SuHydro study team has not conducted comprehensive fishery studies
of the Susitna River below Talkeetna. Therefore, the level of
understanding of that reach of the Susitna is r.elatively low. The ADF&G
is on record as recommending sufficient study of the Susitna River
downstream from Talkeetna to assess potential impacts from changes in
water quality and quantity. .

5. IIDoes the Department· feel that changes in water quality
parameters (as distinguished from physical impacts associated
with changes in flow regimes) can be'discounted as a possible
source of significant impacts?1I

Changes in water quality during project operation may adversely affect
fishery resources of the Susitna River system...Io-date..the affects of
changes in temperature and turbidity have not been fully assessed. We
understand that tne APA is planning to conduct a temperature monitoring
study that will help in the assessment of potential impacts of the
operational temperature regime on fisheries.

6. IIWith the APA undertaking active reconsideration of the scope
and scale of the project (e.g. lowering the Watana Dam height,
building.Devil Canyon first, only building one dam, etc.) can
the Department adequately evaluate the fishery impacts to be
expected from the project?1I

The ADF&G has not been provided plans and specifications for
alternatives to the Susitna Hydroelectric Project other than those
contained in the Draft Exhibit E. Therefore we are unable to assess the
related impacts to fisherie5-',at·t-Mbutable--~l.t~na;t..l.ves.

&~~)j ~:L
Don W. COllinswo~~
Conmi ssiO/ler

cc: R. Logan
C. Yanagawa
R. Redick
D. Daisy
A. Ki ngsbury





ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY
334 WEST 5th AVENUE· ANCHORAG E, ALASKA 99501 Phone: (907) 277·7641

(907) 276-0001

October 7, 1983
~." /''\. ......... -.-....~

I
~t:ro,C'- \",;', .

The Honorable Don Collinsworth
Conmissioner
Department of Fi sh &, Game
Subport Building
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Re: Susitna Hydroelectric Project Settlement'Process

Dear Conmissioner Collinsworth:

On July 29, 1983, the Federal Energy Regulatory Conmission
(FERC) accepted the Application for License for the Susitna Hydro
electric Project. With acceptance of the License Application, FERC
has begun its licensing process which, among other things, requires
agency and public consultation and review of the application,
preparation and review of a draft and final environmental impact
statement, need for power hearings, and environmental hearings, if
ordered.

\ This project, because of its magnitude and complexity, has
raised many concerns: related to fish, wildl ife and socioeconomic
impacts. Your agency has been in the forefront with respect to
identification of issues and concerns and has provided the Alaska
Power Authority with recommendations related to study plans, impact
assessment and regulatory matters for the past several years. The
ultimate goal of our interaction has been to identify both the
beneficial and undesirable potentials of the project, and through
appropriate design and operation bring them to acceptable balance.
This baJancing act is no simple task considering the diverse, and
sometimes conflicting interests represented by the various resource,
agencies. We hope, however, that with diligent effort we should be'
able to resolve outstanding issues. We hope you will join with us
in setting as a goal for this and next year, achieving equitable
settlement of remaining issues.

The FERC licencing process incorporates a prehearing "settle
ment process· during which the applicant and other participants
settle their differences, and hopefully, eliminate the necessity
for administrative hearings. If major matters remain unsettled,
FERC holds administrative hearings in which the participants
present their cases to an administrative law jUdge who renders a
decision. Based upon these hearings which will include consid
eration of the final EIS, the FERC Commissioners make their deci
sion on project licensing.

231/016



ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY
334 WEST 5th AVENUE· ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501 Phone: (907) 277·7641

(907) 276-0001

-.~~......

Re: Susitna Hydroelectric Project Settlement'Process

The Honorable Don Collinsworth
COlTlTlissioner
Department of Fish &,Game
Subport Building
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Ocr i '-, ;983

Dear COlTlTlissioner Collinsworth:

On July 29, 1983, the Federal Energy Regulatory COlTlTlission
(FERC) accepted the Application for License for the Susitna Hydro
electric Project. With acceptance of the License Application, FERC
has begun its licensing process which, among other things, requires
agency and public consultation and review of the application,
preparation and review of a draft and final environmental impact
statement, need for power hearings, and environmental hearings, if
ordered.

\ This project, because of its magnitude and complexity, has
raised many concerns: related to fish, wildlife and socioeconomic
impacts. Your agency has been in the forefront with respect to
identification of issues and concerns and has provided the Alaska
Power Authority with recommendations related to study plans, impact
assessment and regulato~ matters for the past several years. The
ultimate goal of our interaction has been to identify both the
beneficial and undesirable potentials of the project, and through
appropriate design and operation bring them to acceptable balance.
This baJancing act is no simple task considering the diverse, and
sometimes conflicting interests represented by the various resource,
agencies. We hope, however, that with diligent effort we should be'
able to resolve outstanding issues. We hope you will join with us
in setting as a goal for this and next year, achieving equitable
settlement of remaining issues.

The FERC licencing process incorporates a prehearing "settle
ment process" during which the applicant and other participants
settle their differences, and hopefully, eliminate the necessity
for administrative hearings. If major matters remain unsettled,
FERC holds administrative hearings in which the participants
present their cases to an administrative law judge who renders a
decision. Based upon these hearings which will include consid
eration of the final EIS, the FERC Commissioners make their deci
sion on project licensing.

231/016
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FERC may condition a license as it deems appropriate. Con
sequently, a license may carry stipulations or conditions which are
not fully satisfactory to either the applicant resource agencies or
intervenor. Prehearing settlement allows for developing an
"Alaskan solution" rather than one emanating from Washington, D.C.
Hearings can also be an expensive and time consuming process. The
current FERC schedule allows approximately 20 months for the
environmental hearing process.

We hope that your agency.agrees that it is necessary to devote
considerable energy toward reaching an equitable settlement and
avoid hearings. Our first step in this effort has been to research
all correspondence from your agency to the Power Authority regard
ing the Susitna project as well as your testimony to our Board of
Directors, to identify issues your agency has raised related to the
project. A listing of these issues appears as Appendix A to this
letter. We would appreciate your review of this listing. It is
our perception that as studies have continued and more data become
available, some of'your agency's issues have been dealt with
adequate'y while others have gained greater prominence. We see
this trend continuing during the future, but hope that it is now
possible for your agency to determine which issues remain outstand
ing.

The second item we wish to discuss with you is your statutory
'responsibility with respect to the Susitna licensing and project
review process.

We have reviewed the Alaska Statutes Title 16, although not
exhaustively, and understand your mand~te is to manage, protect,
maintain, improve and extend the fish, game and aquatic plant
resources of the state in the interest of the economy and general
well-being of the state (Sec. 16.05.020. Functions of the commis
sioner,). Further review of A.S. Title 16 and Title 5, Alaska
Administrative Code leads us to believe, more specifically, your
mandate relates to management and allocation (recognizing the roles
of the Boards of Fish &Game) of fish and game resources and with·
respect to anadromous fisheries, protection of habitat and the
management of state game refuges, sanctuaries and critical habitat
areas.

We also recognize your role in the National Environmental
Protection Act (NEPA) (42 USC 4332(c), 40 CFR 1500-1508) process
The Fish &Wildlife Coordination Act (16 USC 662) (Reorganization
Plan 4-1970), and the Federal Power Act (16 USC 797(c) 799-803,
18 CFR 4-40(d) and 4.31(f).

We would appreciate meeting with you and/or your staff to
discuss Appendix A to add or delete issues as is appropriate and to
discuss your role in the settlement process. We propose that we

231/016
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meet sometime during the period October 24 - November 4, 1983. It
might be helpful to have your assistant attorney general in atten
dance when discussing mandates and responsibilities related to the
FERC process. Our contact person in this effort will be
Mr. Thomas J. Arminski, and he will contact you to arrange a
specific meeting time and place. Please do not hesitate to contact
him if you have any questions.

"

~cer:1Y·X. .Jj
Eric P. Yould ~
Executive Director

Attachment as stated.

cc; Carl Yanagawa, Alaska Dept. Fish &Game, Anchorage
Jeff lowenfels, Birch, Bittner, Horton et al
Jack Robinson t Harza-Ebasco.

231/016
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APPENDIX A
Contents

Introduct ion

List of Issues Raised by Your Agency

Master Bibliography of Sources
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Introduction

Each ; ssue on the

of identification.

as follows:

Subtask

attached list bears an alphanumeric designation for ease

The system used for the al pha part of the des i gnat ion is

Alpha Designation

Aquatic Resources

Terrestrial Resources

Social Sciences

Cultural

Socioeconomics

Recreation

Aesthetics

Land Use

A

T

SC

SS

SR

SA

SL

Within each subtask (Aquatic Resources, Terrestrial Resources, Social

Sciences) each issue bears a different number. The resulting alphanumeric

designation is unique for each issue and at the same time indicates the

general topic with which each issue deals.

As issues are resolved during t~e settlement process, the alphanumeric
I

designations for those issues will be retired, and will not be used for any

new issues which may later be ~ded to the list. Instead, any new issues

will be assigned their own unique alphanumeric designation.

The list of issues raised by your agency was developed from a master list

which also contains the issues raised by a number of other agencies. Thus,

your agency's list of issues does not necessarily contain issues from all

APPENDIX/A
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the subtask categori es referred to above, nor do the issues on your 1i st

necessarily conserve strict numerical order within the subtask categories.

Your issues 1i st ind icates in abbrev iated form the source used to identify

each issue. At the end of this Appendix, we have provided a master

bibliography with more complete information on each of the sources cited.

APPENOIX/A
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~RELIMINARY 4 October 1983

SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC ~ROJECT: AGENCY-RAISED ISSUES

Subtask: Aquatic Resources

ALASKA D~ARTMENT OF FISB AND GAME

ISSUE

Page 1

SOURCE

of 11

A-5.

A-6.

A-7.

A-8.

A-9.

A-lO.

A-l!.

A-12.

A-lJ.

A-14.

A-IS.

A-16.

Water quality effects of waste materials
discharged into the. river by communities
and industrial operations downstream of
the dam during ~onstruction and
operation.

Temperature con~itions in all reaches of
the ~iver affec~ed by construction and
operation. .

Sediment levels and turbidity affected
by construction and operation.

Effects of construction and operation of
project on aquatic animal organisms.

Effects of construction activities on
fishery resources in the access road
corri,dor.

Effects of construction activities on
fishery resources in transmission line
corri,dors.

Effects of construction and operation on
ice conditions upstream of the dams.

Effects of construction and operation on
ice conaitions downstream of the dams.

What is the life of the reservoir?

What effect will release of sediment and
glacial flour to prolong the life of the
reservoir (if this is done) have
downstream?

Effects of operation of reservoir(s) on
dissolved nitrogen concentrations
downstream of dam(s).

Effect of altered flows on winter icing
in Cook Inlet.

5. DWight« Trihey
81 survey

6. DWight « Trihey
81 survey

7. DWight « Trihey
81 Survey

8. DWight « Trihey
81 Survey

9. DWight « Trihey
81 Survey

10. Dwight « Trihey
81 Survey

11. Dwight « Trihey
81 Survey

12. Dwight « Trihey
81 Survey

13. DWight" Trihey
81 Survey

14. Dwight « Trihey
81 Survey

15. DWight & Trihey
81 Survey

16. Dwight & Trihey
81 Survey
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4 October 1983

SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT: AGENCY-RAISED ISSUES

subtask: Aquatic Resources
ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

ISSUE

A-17. Estuary impacts need evaluation.

A-18. Overwintering of resident and juvenile
anadromous fish in the mainstem needs to
be evaluated.

A-19. Impacts on access of juvenile salmon to
east side tributaries below: Talkeetna
for rearing.

A-20. Water quality impacts downstream from
Talkeetna.

A-21. Water quantity impacts downstream from
Talkeetna.

A-22. Sedi~ent transport conditions at the
confluence .of the Susitna, Chulitna and
T,alkeetna Rivers.

A-23. Adequate mitigation studies.

A-24. Impacts on rearing, fish passage, and
egg incubation in the mainstem river
from its mouth upstream. I

A-2S. A cost/benefit analysis of potential
mitigation alternatives must be made.

A-26. Access of the public and commercial
interests to fisheries provided by
mitigation program.

Page --L of ..l.L

SOURCE

17. DWight & Trihey
81 Survey

18. Dwight & Trihey
81 survey

19. DWight & Trihey
81 Survey

20. Dwight & Trihey
81 Survey

21. Dwight & Trihey
81 Survey

22. Dwight & Trihey
81 Survey

23. .Dwight & Trihey
81 Survey

24. Letter Trent
to Carson
oct 13, 1980

25. Letter Trent
to Carson
OCt 13, 1980

26. Letter Trent
to Carson
oct 13, 1980
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PRELIMINARY 4 October 1983

SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT: AGENCY-RAISED ISSUES

SUbtask: Aquatic Resources

ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

ISSUE

A-27. Access road impacts on fisheries
including access for fishing.

A-28. The entire length of the river should be
evaluated for-project impacts.

A-29. Effects of T-Line corridor to maintain
watershed integrity.

A-30. Effects of the alignment of T-Line
corridors on aquatic resources.

A-31. Change in the bed characteristics of
areas utilized by chum salmon for
mainstem spawning.

A-32. Influence of changes to sediment
transport patterns on productivity of
the aquatic community.

A-33. post-prbject effects on downstream
turbidity.

A-34. The costs of aquatic mitigation
specified.

Page 3 of 11

SOURCE

27. Letter Trent
to Carson
Oct. 13, 1980

28. Letter Trent
to Carson
OCt. 13, 1980

29. Memo from Yanagawa
to Trent
August 6, 1981

30. Memo from Yanagawa
to Trent
August 6, 1981

31. Letter Trent
to Weltzin
Jan. 19, 1982
and April 16, 1982
Boa'rd testimony

32. Letter Trent
to Weltzin
Jan. 19, 1982
and Apr il 16, 1982
Board testimony

33. Letter Trent
to Weltzin
Jan. 19, 1982
and April 16, 1982
Board testimony

34. Testimony before
APA Board
April 16, 1982
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SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT: AGENCY-RAISED ISSUES

subtask: Aquatic Resources
ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME Page 4 of 11

ISSUE SOURCE

A-3S. Instream flows required to maintain
present POPulati~ns of fish below the
two dams. The areas immediately below
the dam sites as well as areas further
downstream should be included.

3S. Letter to
APA Board

.July 27, 1982

A-4l. Slough,modification plans.

A-40. Grayling hatchery for impoundment losses.

A-43. Instream analysis on side channels to
look at the mitigation options.

A-42.· Instream flow analysis on sloughs to
look at the mitigation options.

36. Letter to
:
APA Board
July 27, 1982

37. Letter to
APA Board
July 27, 1982

38. Letter to
APA Board
JUly 27, 1982

39. Letter to
APA Board
July 27, 1982

40. Comments at
December 2, 1982
Workshop

41. Comments at
December 2, 1982
Workshop

42. Letter to
APA
June 3, 1983

43. Letter to
APA
June 3, 1983

44. Letter to
APA
June 3, 1983

Temperature regimes should be evaluated
concurrently with stream flows.

A-36.

A-38. Impacts from construction and
maintenance of the transmission corri~or

should be evaluated.

A-39. ,Impacts from construction and
maintenance of access road corridor
should be evaluated.

A-37. Compare options for onsite mitigation of
fisheries impacts with possibilities for
hatcheries.

A-44. Instream analysis on mouths of
tributaries to look at the mitigation
options.
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SUSITNA BYDROELECTRIC PROJECT: AGENCY-RAISED ISSUES

Subtask: Terrestrial Resources
Page 5 of 11

ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

ISSUE SOURCE

T-l Downstream Effects

The assessment of the extent and severity of
downstream habitat alteration needs to be
refined. Need to continue hydrologic and
veg~ta~ion succession modelling and additioAal
field studies where necessary, in order to
refine impact assessment and mitigation planning
for downstream effects. Should use
geomorphological cross-sections information and
possibly monitor these cross-sections.

T-3 ~ix Approach to Summarize
Impacts/Mitigation Measures

Need to evaluate impacts and especially .
mitigation measures for each species relative to
all others using a matrix format. Consider
aquatic resources in this matrix analysis.

T-ll Estimates of Project Area Recreatio~al Use

Need better estimates of current and future
recreational use of the project area.

T-16 Traff~lated Impacts

Extent of and effects of increased traffic on
various road and railroad segments have not
adequately been evaluated and related to big
game disturbance and collision mortality.

1.

3.

11.

16.

Testimony before APA
Board 4/16/82 p.l (FWS)
Draft Ex. E Comments
p. 34, 35, 37, 58
68, 69, 98 (NS)
Feb/Mar '83 Workshop
Recommendation p. ISS"
162 (FWS)
Draft EX:. E
Comments B-6, B-7 (ADFG)
Feb/Mar '83 Workshop
Recommendation p. 155,
162 (ADFG)

Draft Ex. E
Comments p. 18-19 (NS)
Feb/Mar '83 Workshop
Recommendation p. 163
(ADFG)

Feb/Mar '83 Workshop
Recommendation p. 154

Draft Ex. E
Comments p. B-52
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PRELIMINARY 4 October 1983

SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT:

Subtask: Terrestrial Resources

ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

ISSUE

AGENCY-RAISED ISSUES

Page _6_ of ..!.L

SOURCE

T-18 Secondary Effects~~rovedA~

Effects of secondary development and increased
recreational use resulting from improved access
have not been,f41ly evaluated.

T-19 Cumulative Impacts

Effects of cumulative impacts have generally not
been adequately addressed.

T-20 quantificati~~of Impacts

In general, impacts have not been adequately
quantified and determinations of significance
have not,been well-documented.

T-2l ~~ts Bas~d on Current Populations

Impact evaluations should be based on the range
of population 1~ve1s that could reasonably be
expected to occ~r during the life of the project
rather than on current population levels as is
generally done.

T-28 Snow Accumulation Data

Need data on snow accumulation by elevation in
the upper Susitna Basin.

18.

19.

20.

21.

28.

Draft Ex. E
Comments - E. B-6
(ADFG)
Testimony before APA
Board 4/16/82 p. 1
( FWS)

Draft Ex. E
Comments - p. 19
(FWS)
Draft Ex. E
Comments - p. B-5,
B-55 (ADFG)

Draft Ex. E
Comments - p. B-3
(ADFG)
Draft Ex. E
Comments - p. 17 (FWS)
Testimony before APA
Board 4/16/82 p. 1
( FWS)

Draft Ex. E
Comments - p. B-3,
B-4, B-5

Feb/Mar '83 Workshop
Recommendations p. 154
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SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT: AGENCY-RAISED ISSUES

subtask: Terrestrial Resources

ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

ISSUE SOURCE

Page 7 of 11

T-30 Moose Browse Mappin~

Need to provide a quantifiable data base
for precise type and areal extent of moose
browse within the direct impact area to
support carrying cap~city modeling.

T-34 Moose carrying Capacity Mo~

Need to conduct a habitat-based assessment of
moose habitat loss/modification impacts as the
basis for impact prediction and mitigation
planning.

T-35 Moose Habitat Enhancement

Need to evaluate techniques for increasing
moose carrying capacity through habitat
enhancement and identify candidate areas for
habitae enhancement in order to mitigate for
project-induced'carrying capacity reductions.

T-36 Moose Browse In~entory

Need to conduct a moose browse inventory in the
impoundment areas to support the moose carrying
capacity modeting efforts.

30.

,34.

35.

36.

Draft Ex. E
Comments p. 45 (FWS) ,
Feb/Mar 183 Workshop
Recommendations
p. 160 (ADFG)

Draft Ex. E
Comments p. 17, 18
52, 72 (FWS)
Feb/Mar 183 Workshop
Recommendation p. 161
(ADFG)

Draft Ex. E.
Comments p. 40, ,72
(FWS)
Letcer 10/5/82 p. 4
(FWS)
Feb/Mar 183 Workshop
Recommendations
p. 161, 162, 177
(ADFG)

Draft Ex. E
Comments p. 34 (FWS)
Feb/Mar 183 Workshop
Recommendation
p. 160 (ADFG)
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PRELIMINARY 4 October 1983

SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT: AGENCY-RAISED ISSUES

SUbtask: Terrestrial Resources

ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

ISSUE

Page~ of Ll--

SOu~CE

T-37 Moose Food Habits

Need to conduct a limited moose food habits
study to support the moose carrying capacity
modeling efforts.

T-3S Spring Plant Phenology

Need to determine the temporal and spatial
pattern of spring plant green-up in and adjacent
to the impoundment zones in order to assess the
significance of this seasonal forage resource to
moose and bear reproduction and carrying
capacity and to assess the portion of the
resource to be lost due to impoundments. Also,
need this information to refine the evaluation
of microclimate changes, due to the reservoirs,
on spring green-up.

T-39 Uestream Moose Field Studies

Need more data on moose numqers, herd composi
tion, calf mortality and movements (especially
during the critical winter and spring periods)
relative to the impoundment areas to refine
impact assessment and mitigation planning.

T-40 Downstream Moose Field Studie~
I

Need more data on moose use of downstream ri
parian areas during winter and spring to refine
impact assessment and mitigation planning,
especially because of the annual variability in
this use. Also need more data on moose popUla
tion, sex, and age composition on the downstream
disturbed sites.

37.

38.

39.

40.

Draft Ex. E
Comments p. 4S (FWS)
Feb/Mar 'S3-Workshop
Recommendation
p. 160 (ADFG)

Draft Ex. E
Comments p. 36, S3
(FWS)
Feb/Mar 'S3 Workshop
Recommend~tion

p. 159, 160 (ADFG)

Feb/Mar 'S3 Workshop
Recommendation <

p. 175, 176 CADFG)
Draft Ex. E
Comments p. 47
(FWS)

Feb/Mar 'S3 Workshop
Recommendation p. 177
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SUSITNA BYDROELECTRIC PROJECT: AGENCY-RAISED ISSUES

Subtask: Te~restrial Resou~ces

ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

ISSUE

Page ---5L- of -lL

SOURCE

T-41 Severe Winter Field Studie~

Need to gather intensive data on moose distribu
tion, habitat selection and wolf predation
during a severe winter.

T-43 Wolf Field Studies

Need to gather more information on movements,
territory locations, predation rates, etc., of
wolves in upstream zone of impact to refine
assessment and mitigation planning.

T-~4 Black and Brown Bear Fi~~ Studies

Need to gather more information on habitat use
(especially relative to the impoundments),
denning habitats and availability of food habits
to refine impact assessment and mitigation
planning. Need to better evaluate impqrtance
of salmon to area bears. Overall, need to
better quantifY impacts and discuss cumulative
impacts on brown bears.

41.

43.

44.

Feb/Mar '83 Workshop
Recomm~ndation p. 177

Feb/Har '83 Workshop
Recommendation p. 176

Feb/Har '83 Workshop
Recommendation
p. 171, 172, 179,
180,· 181 (ADFG)
Draft Ex. E
Comments p. 57, 63
(FWS)
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SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT: AGENCY-RAISED ISSUES

Subtask: Social Sciences

ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

ISSUE

Page~ of -ll--

SOURCE

SS-15

55-16

SS-17

The cost~ of educating the
project-induced population need to be
examined as well as the'effects of the
education costs on Mat-Su Borough tax
rates.

Impacts to fish and wildlife users
have not been adequately addressed.

Some description should be provided on
the relative importance of natural
resource harvests as part of household
income.

15.

16.

17.

socioeconomic
Workshop
(19 July 1983)

Letter to APA,
13 Jan 1983
(Vol. lOB)

Letter to APA,
13 Jan 1983
(Vol. lOB)

55-18 Indirect and direct impacts to
commercial businesses dependent upon
fish and wildlife resources are
undefined.

\

55-19 Impacts to sUbsistence and recreation
user groups and to fish and wildlife
resources should be addressed.

SS-20 A survey of community usage of
wildlife resources by Cantwell
residents would be useful in assessing
levels', of use and importance of
salmon, moose, and caribou.

55-21 Additional assessment of user groups
should be made for the domestic use of
salmon.

55-22 The asse~sment of trapping activity
and its importance to users in the
Local Impact Area should be more
extensive.

55-50 Effects of project construction and
operation on instream flow as it
relates to socioeconomics should be
examined •

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

50.

Letter to APA,
13 Jan 1983
(Vol. lOB)

Letter to APA,
13 Jan 1983
(Vol. lOB)

Letter to APA,
13 Jan 1983
(Vol. lOB)

Letter to APA,
13 Jan 1983
(Vol. lOB)

Letter to APA,
13 Jan 1983
(Vol. lOB)

Dwight & -rrihey
81 Survey
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SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT: AGENCY-RAISED ISSUES

SUbtask: Social Sciences

ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

ISSUE SOURCE

Page 11 of 11

SR-52 Many of the recreational use projections
are underestimated~

SR-53 Management of lands for pUblic
recreation and appreciation requires
additional clarification.

SR-54 The discussion of wildlife and
recreation fails to address impacts to
inundated tributaries to the Susitna
River.

SR-55 There is inadequate discussion of
construction worker policies regarding
use of recreation resources.

SR-56 A definition of wildlife species and
recreational uses is needed.

SR-58 Discuss impacts on recreation to
east-side tributaries below Talkeetna.

SR-78 Effects of project construction and 
operation on instream flow as it relates
to recreation resources should be
examined •

t

SA-83 Effects of project construction and
operation on instream flow as it relates
to aesthetic resources should be
examined.

SL-84 Potential railroad impacts to land use
and access downstream from Gold Creek
should be addressed.

SL-85 proposed mitigation measures and their
implementation need to be more clearly
outlined.

SL-86 proposed mitigation for the loss of
pUblic use of project lands should
identify alternatives such as replacing
opportunities lost with lands that
provide equal value.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

58.

78.

83.

84.

85.

86.

Letter to' APA,
13 Jan 1983
(Vol. lOB)

Letter to APA,
13 Jan 1983
(Vol. -lOB)

Letter to APA,
13 Jan 1983
(Vol. lOB)

Letter to APA,
13 Jan 1983
(Vol. lOB)

Letter to APA,
13 Jan 1983
(Vol. lOB)

Dwight & Trihey
81 Survey

Dwight & Trihey
81 Survey

Dwight ~ Trihey
81 Survey

Letter to APA,
13 Jan 1983
(Vol. lOB)

Letter to APA
13 Jan 1983
(Vol. lOB)

Letter to APA,
13 Jan 1983
(Vol. lOB)
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State of Alaska

Don W~ CO].'linSWOrthU 1-;L~SUBJECT:

Commissioner' ~ .
Department of Fish and Game

TO:

FROM:

. Richard A. Lyon
Commissioner
Department of Commerce

& E~onomic Development

DATE:

FILE NO:

TELEPHONE NO:

October 12, 1983

465-4180

Funding for ADF&G
Participation in
Hydroelectric
Project P~inq

-
"!:

.,'

The' magnitude 011 environmental modifications created by either
the Snsitna pr9Posalor other hydroelectric projects will have
far reaching ~onsequences, on this:Department. I'would therefore
like 1:0 bring. to your attention, as Chairman of the Alaska Power
Author!:ty Board, three items of concern to this Department•

• ~<;.{l.. ':~., .;. ... -.._"-r;:.:~._.:;:-:::.:.r~:.:::~ \~_.:;'.~.;.:/'_.~.;,:'~.'~". . . ~

.I ...."'·. ·.The:7lieduc1:I~n· in--'funding of several project elements of the

Y~:%lfi~~~~:~~~:,':~~~d~:~: .". " . '. '>'" ,.:,
i-:,:2.'.~~~/:~t'~P;.p~~.J!,pt,~~ty of tMs Department receiving funds to

:~ . """._,~~~~!.:,~p~~~~: review an~;.eva.lua~o~. o~ the Susitna hy~o- ..·..~=:!~~~:i::~~~:'1~i ~Vi.;,,";~~·;~
.... , .~~d·' llydrct pro-j.ect:s. .. ..' . .. :~ ..' ~ '. . ";~,.'.•,~{.'.:..,.~.'~;,.,' ... ).>7;./..~~:¥.'~~~~:(:~r:·: '-.' ":"'~::"'':'' .. ' .: '.> ',...' -. . .' <','

.<:.~:~:~oS:$-: o~:-: study elements caused by the ~se iri"'"
... ,/':~"~~~'"~''' :~./~£~:~:the·. Sus::ltna' :qaaticstudies an~ vi.ldllfe.. ~oject
. ':'~~~I&~rt::,:~::Dep~t :l:0Dl. azalFlng· an adequa:t:.e eval.uation of
··~~<;~~~~::r".;.:::·.,;tee:.~·:-~~ac1:s:and adviS'ing" on appropriate mi.ti.gation recom-

'~~I:~~§¥~~~e~~ve1:oi;d~e~~~sf~d~J::~o~p=ri;~
.",:",,:..>,~:,}-~.:~ed': ': in··. Encl.osures 1-3 the proposed cuts,. their-'

i'~t'~~~~~~;;~~~~~~~r;~~:~sta~~t~riOrlti:.~:~.. ~> :;~:;;;,~ '::,:: ... >'.~/:~
:;Se~Cit;<:::t' .. ha.ve:·c:Oncex:ns wi.th respect to this Depart:#1ent"s ability

.··:·~j;;:'i#ovfdEi di8riir:'reviev and' comment on proposed' SusJ:tn'a Hydro
a~~t!es.. -":r propose that the: Department be providea;.'$7.'·,2.00 to

.p,i8pa:J:e:· ..ad~te PQUcy !~.l andyses and respon~~~,' Depart

.~tal !nva];vemen1: would: focus on Ddnimizinq pote~t.iu adVerse
.' ';,~~~~',;;:.f'~~··Jtirdroe1;eetrl.e development throuqh an.~r~iS o·f the

., e€~ ~'construction and operation on t"ish, vi1dU£..e:,.habitat,
.~ • T~ :~~~~'~'~,,!-:"; ~;~::~~:" ..... " "'7~~::~?'~:~~L:''!

..: ,.', •. _.~!'" !!!t. Power Authority ro~tinely requests analyses and recom-
.. :'meiid~tions ~roIII the Department as an essential component of its
..&VaEtia1:.ionof aydro project development and operation on fish,.

wfld.l.tfe" habitats, and huma·n·· use (Enclosure 4). In order that
~:the'~"projects are conducted in a' timely manner and wi1:h adequate

concern for loealresources, early, indepth analyses and comments
to the Power Authority are essential. . :~'''}--~

~



.."- Richard A. Lyon -2- October 12, 1983

.:

_ ....
.-: .

Department and the
understanding which
a level of funding

: .
' ..;. -

".,..-; ....

- ...~:.

We suggest that it may be u·seful for this
Power Authority to enter into a memorandum of
would define evaluation tasks and guarantee
necessary to carry them out•

.... . .~

I will not detail each proposal (a~cept as enclosures) because
Dr. Richard Logan, Director of the Sport Fisheries Division, will
be present at your Board me~ting to answer any questions you ·or
the Board ·.might have.

,),'~ '":.. ' ..
Encl.osUres "- - -. -

cc: Commissioner Casey
Director McDowell.
Commissioner Wunnicke

._ .':,'.. :. ~. ·~:·~"?~\:·.;~~~~4.~~:.·:
bcc: Richard Logan . ;

:> John Clark. (HYD. 3;. 0)
,Carl Yanagawa - . , ... .'~ ........

• ': :~. .. ., . <.~. ;'.:"'."'! '~"~":.' ..&.
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SUSITNA HYDRO PRESENTATION

Aquatic Studies

Impact FY 84 Budget Reductions

Issue: ADF&G Aquatic Studies FY84 Program and B~dget Reduction and their

General Consequences.

Background: The ADF&G Su Hydro Aquatic Studies Team has' made several - ....~<

iterations of program and budget proposals since March of this year. The

first proposed program and budget submitted to the APA on March 8, 1983 was

for about 4.0 million dollars.

Reductions in program to approximately $~.O million on June 10, 1983 had the

follqwing major consequences:

10 Eliminated continuing impoundment area fisheries work in streams

which will be itlundated and in the portions of the stream systems

above future reservoir elevations. Stream habitat and fisheries
t

above reservoir elevations· have not been evaluated. This will

\

result in a lack of information on the fishery resources which may

be directly impacted by inundation or secondarily impacted by the

improved public access to the project areas •.

.'



:

2. Eliminated the Fairbanks to Anchorage intertie corridor work. This

'will result in a lack of information on the fishery resources which

may be directly impacted or secondarily impacted by improved access

or construction activities into the project areas.

3. Elimin~ted lake survey work necessary to evaluate the assessment of

primary !lnd secondary impacts of the proj ~ct on impoundment area

fisheries. Secondary impacts from improved public access and'

increased human population and utilization on the area fisheries may

be particularly important." These impacts will not be e'ffectively""t,',.;.,

evaluated and managed because of the lack of information.

4. Reduces the impoundment area access and transmission corridor work

by 50 percent. That is, the geographic area we could effectively

survey to provide information to mitigate primary and secondary

impacts is one half of the" necessary coverage.

5. Eliminates water quantity and quality data collection studies

designed to support reservoir modelling studies conducted by project

e~gineers. Without these data it is not possible to test or adjust

the accuracy of computer models.

\
6. Eliminated pilot mitigation studies. Evaluation of the feasibility

and effectiveness of certain mitigation techniques has been delayed.



7. Reduced the level of aquatic habitat and instream flow studies and

resident and juvenile anadromous fisheries studies in the Devil

Canyon to Talkeetna reach of the river. Impacts to aquatic habitat

and the indigenous fish species at various flow increments will

therefore be delayed or not determined.

8. Eliminated food habit and aquatic invertebrate studies in the

Talkeetna to Devil Canyon reach. As a result we will not be able to

assess whether p~oj~ct flows will affect the food resources of fish

and whether post-project conditions will have beneficial or detri- -;......._~

mental impacts on fish.

9. Eliminated the initiation of studies on effects of incremental flow

on aquatic habitats. instream flow and resident and juvenile.

anadromous fish populations in the Susitna River belo"'f Talkeetna.

FERC indicated in their deficiencies comments that an incremental

analysis of flows is needed below Talkeetna. These 'studies are

instrumental to the appraisal of impacts at various flows.

10. ~liminated the proposed Flathorn Station study site which would have

quantified salmon escapements between river mile (RM) 25 to 77 in

the Talkeetna to Cook Inlet reach of the river. The magnitude of

the fish populations and production of salmon utilizing this portion

of the river will not be determined.

The APA's proposed reduction of the June 10. 1983. program by an additional

$700K has the following consequences.

-3-



1. Eliminated the capability of the Aquatic Studies Program to reduce,

analyze and report the 1983 open water season results at the same

level as in prior segments. This will delay the process of quanti-

fication of impacts and will detract from the quality of impact

assessment and mitigation planning by other environmental study

participants. It also eliminates our ability to provide early

provisional data transmittal requests on a case-by-case basis.

2. Eliminates winter temperature monitoring. This will affect the

modeling and impact assessment efforts to determine if the river -:'i',:~~

system may have enhanced or detrimental temperatures changes for

fis\1.

3. Eliminates the slough and tributary incubation studies and other

resident and juvenile anadromous fish work. Quantitative informa-

tion to evaluate changes· in flows and the impacts on sloughs or

resident and juvenile anadromous fish will not be available,to make

necessary impact analysis and objective mitigation decisions.

4. Essentially eliminates the projects capability to effectively field
I

productive 1984 open water studies. in the spring required for the

incremental evaluation of aquatic habitat and instream flow and of

resident and juvenile anadromous populations. This program

reduction will eliminate or postpone the open water field season

programs after July 1. Consequently we feel that the review and

licensing process may have to be postponed until these field

programs are conducted.

-4-



5. Eliminates any further work on stream and lake fisheries along

access corridors routes. This will affect the ability of the

resource managers to: assess primary and secondary impacts from

construction, improved public access and to mitigate these efforts

through stipulations on the timing and method of construction or

through regulation of the fisheries, to avoid overfishing or other

management problems.

Recommendations:

..~

1. The ADF&G recommends, at a minimum. the restoration of $418.7K to

support item number one programs listed in the Priority One list,

(Table 1).

2. Restoration' of the remaining Priority One studies. (numbers two

through five) to restore: .

a. data a,ullysis. and reporting capabilities to the extent

possible at this late date.

b. capabilities to have a functioning field program in the Devil

Canyon to Talkeetna reach of the river during the open water

field season in 1984.

Total reinstatement of Priority One items would amount to

$645.9K including the additional administrative costs.



3. all Priority Two items to provide for assessment of fish habitats

and instream flow and fish populations down stream of Talkeetna.

These funds and programs were basically eliminated from our

March 8. 1983 proposal and the funds would be dedicated to the .start

of data collection in the 1984 spring open water field season.

-n-



AQUATIC STUDIES

PRIORITIZATION TABLE OF FY 84 FUNDING REINSTATEMENT
REQUESTS FOR AUGMENTING EXISTING FUNDING LEVELS

Priority One Priority Two
Total
Add'1- Total

1. AH RJ DP Helicopter Cost 1. RJ Cost
A,B A A-E 94 hrs $418.7K A $ 91. 9K

2~ RJ 2. AH RJ DP
B 94 hrs 107.7K A B A 128.5K

3. RJ 3. RJ
C' 22.9K C,D 91.8K-_....... ':

~
4. RJ 4.

D 26.4K AA 20.0K

5. AH RJ
C E 45.2K

6. Administrative Costs 25.0K

TOTAL $645.9K TOTAL $332.2K

KEY TO PROGRAMS LISTED IN PRIORITIZATION FUNDING REQUEST TABLES ABOVE

Aquatic Habitat and Instream Flow Studies (AH)

Priority One Programs

A. ~ish Habitat Studies (FRS)
Talkeetna to Devil Canyon

B. Instream Flow and Evaluation Studies (IFE)
Cook Inlet to Impoundment

C. Quality Assurance and Laboratory Operations (QuALO)

Priority Two Programs

$129.5K

86.2K

17.5K
$233.2K

A. FRS - Cook Inlet to Talkeetna $ 80.0K
$ 80.0K

Anadromous Adult Studies (AA)

. A. Pil9t Mitigation Studies $ 20.0K
$ 20.0K



Resident and Juvenile Anadromous Studies (RJ)

Priority One Programs

A. Juvenile Anadromous Habitat Studies
(JARS) - Devil Canyon to Talkeetna

B." 'Re~:ddent FiSh....St·udi~;·~"·~' _.~ ...._..;. ..•; .......--"-+,«-

Devil Canyon to Talkeetna

C. Emergent and Outmigrant Juvenile Anadromous
Studies - Devil Canyon to Talkeetna

D. Ac~ess and Tr~nsmission Corridor Study

E. Additional Quality Assurance and Support

Priority Two Programs

$ 80.8K

z:::..~· ." .... ~.

73.7K

22.9K

26.4K

27.7K
$231.5K

...,...:e--...~

A.

B.

C.

D.

Emergent and Outmigrant Study
Cook Inlet to Talkeetna

Juvenile Anadromous Habitat Studies and .
Resident Fish Studies - Cook Inlet to Talkeetna

Access and Transmission Corridor

Quality Assurance and Support

$ 91.9K

29.0K

41.0K

50.8K
$212.7K

\

Data Processing and Cartography Support Unit (DP)

Priority One Programs

A. Cartography Support

B. Programming Support

C. Llaison and Quality Control

D. Additional Programming Support

E. Data Entry and Control

Priority Two Programs

$ 9.6K

20.9K

4.3K

25.8K

27.6K
$ 88.2K

A. Data Entry. Control and Cartography Support

o

$ 19.5K
$ 19.5K



SUSITNA HYDRO PRESENTATION

Reinstatement of Aquatic Studies

Downstream of Talkeetna

Issue: Proposed funding and the potential for fisheries and aquatic habitat

impacts by the proposed Susitna Hydroelectric Project downstream of the

Chulitna, - Susitna - Talkeetna rivers confluence.

....~

Background: The Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) has been on

record since 1974 that potential Susitna· Hydroelectric Project. impacts need

to be assessed from the prospective dam sites downstream to' the Cook Inlet

estuary. This view was reiterated in ADF&G's November 1979 proposal to the

Alaska Power Authority (APA) for fish and wildlife studies.

Geographic priorities for study established by the APA in 1980 were as

follows:

1. Impoundment areas below peak reservoir elevations.

2. Devil Canyon dam site to Talkeetna reach of the river.

3. Talkeetna to Cook Inlet reach of the river.

In 1981 and 1982 the funded field studies worked toward quantification of the

aquatic resource impacts in the first two priority areas. Work in the third

priority area was funded at a reconnaissance level. Reconnaissance level work

is designed to provide preliminary information for future use in delineating



appropriate integrated studies. Because of the general nature of the data

collected by the reconnaissance surveys, this information, from Talkeetna to

Cook Inlet, cannot be used to provide for any quantifiable impact assessments.

In 1983, APA requested ADF&G to focus programs on aquatic resource impacts and

issues in the Devil Canyon to Talkeetna reach of the Susitna River.

Presently, no fisheries or aquat1~ habitat work is directed toward quantifying
t

fishery and aquatic habitat impacts in the Talkeetna to Cook Inlet reach of

the river.

ADF&G feels that work in the Devil Canyon to Talkeetna River reach. must

continue to focus on programs which will provide quantification of resource

impacts. However. we believe the question of impacts downstream of Talkeetna

should not be left to a judgemental evaluation of reconnaissance level data

For example. an impact that might affect 10 percent of the fish below

Talkeetna may be equivalent to an impact affecting 100 percent of the fish

above Talkeetna. It is technically possible to provide data which will enable

a much improved assessment of aquatic resource impacts below Talkeetna.

In the iWi;6-:::j~'r,",o.~f-·'-~"'t>·\:.'-"::·5"':&."j''j~;'!:'Cf1-''''''''''''''~4'1Wft>W~~''-'...,.-' K_~-.-""-'~~""''''''''' In
:tJ!~~~~~":'~···-·~~:~'."~::~~~~5~s;~....~-;~_~~~-~%~:~_~:~! ~~.;~~~_,:~~-~~~~,::->~~·~··t~~E~~~~·

.. -~ .•_••. ~ .. t. _. ·'·~\~·~-~-~·':~·;;.'·--"··"""7i,~",......,,,,, __, _ _ __ . _•... __ ._ ~~~.-. l~~:;'

the 0P11l1ou~>of, the:'ADF&G~.'>the"~;:1.~;~~~~ti~~~~~~fiDa'l~:::~;-
-'. ,"-'-r1¥-7:;'.~~_~;",""_",;,~"~_~,,,,:,,:;,~,;,,,:~,,;~ H~~-~'~ . ~>;r......''r_<''~----'''''- '. - •

,iI81ai;::t.AAt'judgement,t' nor establish the level or extent of impact. Unsubstanti-

ated judgement of impacts is unacceptable to ADF&G; the goal should be to

quantify impacts to the best extent possible.
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Recommendations

1. Multidisciplinary studies in hydraulics, hydrology, fisheries and aquatic

habitat in the Talkeetna to Cook Inlet reach of the Susitna River must be

begun as soon as practicable.

The goal of the studies should be to proce~d.from a reconnaissance level to a

qualitative, and then quantitative level of impact assessment consistent with

state-of-the art techniques and study methods.

Flow releases for fisheries and aquatic habitat, wildlife, and navigation

impact mitigation cannot be negotiated, until the State and federal agencies'

and the public fully understand the consequences of the operational'flows from

the Susitna Hydroelectric Project dam sites to Cook Inlet.



,., ..•1,'
l _ .. ~ . "\.'.

Susitna Hydroelectric Project

Big Game Studies

Issue: Game studies FY 84 program and budget reductions~

;

Background: At the start of the Susitna Project, it was anticipated that it

would take about five years to produce an adequate ass~ssment of the impacts,

on wildlife. This time frame assumed a carefully designed, well documented,

interdisciplinary approach. We believed it would take about two years to

l:earn enough about local wildlife populations to identify impact mechanisuis~

and develop -hypotheses. The next three years were to be used to evaluate

these hypotheses and quantify impacts. Annual variation in factors such as

winter severity also required that some activities -be repeated for at least

five years.

Unfortunately, a carefully designed, well documented approach was not de

ve10p~d and interdisciplinary coordination was poor. In particular, needed

vegetation and hydrology information was either not collected or was of

insufficient quality to support an assessment of impacts on wildlife. ADF&G

pointed out the problems repeatedly but could do little more, as the
I

hydrology, vegetation and impact assessment were the responsibility of other

contractors. Virtually nothing was done to improve the situation until

mid-1982 when new consultants (LGL) took over the impact assessment.

The new consultants improved the level of coordination substantially and tasks

were identified to resolve some of the major deficiencies. Some key issues

such as downstream effects on moose habitat were not adequately addressed and

no .system for organizing and documen~ing the impact assessment was developed.



".,

I
r.
';

'.
,-

It was at this stage that the license application was written. In general,

data collected after fall 1981 were not included and the improved coordination

had not yet produced results that could be incorporated. Consequently, the

wildlife sections of Exhibit E are incomplete, contain much unsubstantiated

speculation, and present very little quantification. They do contain many

specific promi$es of continued study and refinement of impact assessment.

Current Status

Wildlife studies have progressed to: a point where it is likely most of the"~

potential impact mechanisms have been identified. However,. there is some

doubt, and in some cases complete disagreement, as to the si~ificance of some

of the mechanisms which could require maj or mitigation as conclusions have'

been based on hypotheses that have not been adequately tested. Few mechanisms

have been quantified in a meaningful ma~ner. In many cases, it is impossible

I

even to assign an order of magnitude to the impact. Many mechanisms are
,

likely to work in concert with other mechanisms resulting in a greater cumula-

tive impact on wildlife populations. Preliminary simulation models have been

developed in an attempt to organize impacts so their cumulative effects can be

examined. '.However, these models have not yet produced results.

Before an acceptable impact assessment can be completed, there needs to bea

systematic identification of potential impact mechanisms. Each mechanism

.~.-j.,

needs to be evaluated. 'those impacts that appear serious and may require

specific mitigation measures need to be quantified to the extent practical.

Finally, these impacts need to be viewed together so that reasonable pre-

dictions of what will happen to wildlife populations if the project is built

can be made and a workable foundation for mitigation planning can be laid.
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Much of what needs to be done requires only careful planning and analysis of

available data. However, there is still a need to conduct field studies to

determine annual variation, particularly in factors influenced by winter

severity, and to quantify specific habitat and population parameters.

Effect of "Full" FY 84 Funding

/
The so-called "full" FY84 funding would have provided ADF&G with $1,000.0 plus

evere winter conting~ncy fund and other contractors with sufficient

. -funds to plan and document t.he program, conduct specific vegetation study
K 1q ~ ,tf tasks identified in a series of coordination meetings: and to continue de;;i~p::: -.;""!w.«r

ment of models.

This level of funding, if accompanied by good planning, would have preserved

the progress made in FY83. Substantial progress would have been made on some

of the major impact issues although some,of these will not be resolved until

1985 regardless of funding. 1here would still be some major issues that would

not be addressed. Therefore, the "ful~" funding would have allowed signi-

ficant progress toward impact assessment, but wouler not have allowed its

completiqn.

Effect of Current Funding

The current funding level is not likely to significantly advance the licensing

process for the'following reasons.
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1. Exhibit E makes specific promises of continued studies and refinement of

impacts. Failure to fulfill these promises is likely to undermine APA's

credibility with FERC. Few of the studies identified will be fulfilled

with the present budget.

2. APA's failure to systematically plan and document their program has been

a chronic problem. They simply don't know' what ~till needs to be done.

The progress that was made in FY83 has already been undermined. Little

planning or coordination has been done since April. This is not entirely

a budget problem. The PilfY;Pfi~~e;,pr~~res"-.w.as;"'de was du~fiii·t~··Er-br1ef~
;,;;;o:t~""~-""''' • " "'"t. < .~.. •••• -...:- , -- •••J"t••_ ~.; _-,~ "_-;' '.••' ,•.•\.~j.';:.~:,...:::. ~, .•:..>,. -...._" ..~- .. "..~ ', .~ _;~~...

~~·re:2~··:,thE{·eonSuitiiiii;;:r~~p~~~ibl~::'; for' terrestrial impact assessment.

(~~k!~!~i~~l~~~~9!:~~,;tJ.lib~~nieut,.role. ro .Harza.~Ebasco.

Harza-Ebasco has provided little direction to the program. Under the

current budget the consultants will not be able. to devote enough manpower

of the proper caliber to ensure adequate planning and documentation.

3. Specific vegetation tasks were identified during coordination meetings in

FY83 and mentioned in Exhibit E. They include a phenology study, a pilot

browse study, a moose food habits study, vegetation mapping and intensive

browse sampling. Current funding levels will not even allow analysis of,

existing data. Personnel who collected the data are on the verge of

seeking other employment. Money spent in 1983 will be in part wasted and

planned FY8S work compromised.

4. ADF&G's big game studies have been cut back to a level where there is a

substantial risk that we will not be able to detect changes from previous

years. This is important because we have seen major changes in how moose

and bears use the impoundment areas each year, indicating that we do not



yet fully understand the importance of those areas. We have had a series

of moderate or mild Yinters. There yill be a major setback if ye have

severe yinter and fail to detect it or be unable to evaluate it.

Continuity is important. Batteries in radiocollared animals yill run

doYn yhether data are being collected or ~ot.. If ye "put off" data

collection a year it will be necessary to re-collar animals. This will

increase proj ect costs substantially and because of the seasonality of

the work could delay results more than one year.

Recommendations

fI
, ADF&G should be funded at the full $1,000.0 plus a $98.4 severe winter contin-

gency fund level shoYn in the RSA. The University of Alaska ·shou1d be given

adequate funding to complete the plant phenology, 'pilot browse and moose food

habi'ts studies. New vegetation maps should be produced. Most important a
. .

systematic planning effort should be initiated to document the status of the

program, identify further needs and guide mitigation planning. This planning

effort requires a greater commitment than has been demonstrated by AFA or

Harza-Ebasco.
I

Alternative 1

The minimum funding level to prevent loss of current investments and get the

program on track would be to fund items 1-5 on the attached list, fully

implement planning and documentation and fund data analysis and reporting

writing on the plant phenology and pilot browse studies.



Alternative 2

An intermediate approach that would preserve ongoing work without starting new

studies entails Alternative 1 plus reinstatement of items 6 thru 11 and the

remainder of the vegetation tasks. (Items 12-15 can be delayed one year

without harming other aspects of the program.)

_&.-



Big Game

The following are items deleted from the FY84 big game study budget to
reduce the budget from 1~000K to 700K. They are listed in the order
in which they would be reinstated. Several projects have been reduced
by pereentages increasing the risk of failing to meet objectives.

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

Increase the level of monitoring upstream moose
to 80% of the level necessary to reliably
document winter and spring movements and habitat
selection in the immediate vicinity of the
impoundments.

Increase level of data analysis
and reporting to a level that will support
improvement of the impact assessment and modelling
effort.

Increase the level of monicori~g of upstream
bears to 85% of desired level.

Census moose in the upstream primary impact zone.

Reinstate monitoring of downstream. bears.

Caribou calf survival count.

Cost
(x$1000)

33:'

20-

20

7

5.

• 7. \ Increase monitoring of downstream moose to the level
necessarily to reliably document changes in winter
and spring movements and habitat selection.

8. Increase upstream moose monitoring to 100% of
of desired level~ as above.

9. Increase bear monitoring to 100% as above.

10. Incrsse caribou monitoring to level necessary
to reliably detect major movements in the
vicinity of the impoundments and access routes.

11. Reinstate wolf program at minimal level necessary
·to determine size of currently marked packs.

12. Moose calf mortality study.

13. Evaluate moose use of downstream disturbed sites.

14. Caribou census

15. Intensive monitoring of bears to support calf
mortality study.

-7':'

25

15

25

12

23

35

45

10

10
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The below inforination of the final bid· tal:::W.ation for the AI.ASKA HUN1'ER

SAFE-ReSR:N3IBI.E embroidered emblems is fumished t=er your request.

BranJ.ed Enlblan Co.
7920 Foster
Overland Pa:r.k, KS. 62204
(913) 648-7920 .
3,000 .27 each
4,000 .25 each

Gaooo Inc.
Box 532
Mi1foi:d, cr. 06460
(203) \ 877-0305
3,000 .295 each

National Ehlbroideres Emblem
Box 4762
carson, CA. 90745
(213) 537-4900
3,000.30each
5,000 .27 each

l

Swissartex Emble:n Inc.
Box 8093
Ashvilien, OC. 28804
(704) 645-7281
3,000 .318 each

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Joseph S. Tamas
Purchasing Coordinator
(907) 267-2208

A-B Emblem
Box 695
weaverville, N.C. 28787
(704)645-3015
3,000 .322 each
4,000 .299 each
5,000 .277 each

Chicago Embroidery
1715 west Ohio St.
Chicago, II., 60622
(312) 666-4232
3,000 .45 each

K:roesen Inc.
1514 2m Ave.
seattle, 'WA. 98101
(206) 622-3853
3,000 .49 each





MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

DATE: November 23, 19S3



Logan -2- November 23, 1983

Economic Development and Chairman of the APA Board of Oirectprs on
October 12, 1983 made reference to the possibility of obtaining coordination
funds, which now may be foregone as an additional' item.

... '

~ '.'

._The a1ternat i ve whi ch I proposed to you i nvo1ved retain i ng the 58. OK .i n the
field study programs, and reinstating the coordination role. of the·,;~.u Hydro

,:..,~quat~c;:$~u~te~ :~oor~inat()r .. This.. role was,!~~reJ1lOved~,from ~!~. ;:y~arrs~';:':~~A
.' ' . ..under;,the ';'d~rection"'of arva:greement·:between,your;self·.and·:Ric~ar<lJlemiQg1.q~,...

, . ":'., . ,t~~":A~~';~~'~~~~/~~2~~' c~P..~.J n~.~ "~L~ .:'.. ::-,'. ':.~\ ;:'S;~<7~:~~ ~::~::~;' :,'~~:: :t~~:f'~:' ':;,":~t{rt~i:~t~g>~*J~~~ :.~(i.~>
,._.,,_"_.':~.__ ~·2·The1~m6st:;f~~quent:a&ttinJ!ntlT~r.~·oUrsep~'f~ti9r[~~,s,-~ehft,he,·:APt.'~cs~~311tort:::W.~t':':{:~.L~

'sep'arationFof :fie1d data' collectors: -from,,"a'ny . regu1a:tory.responsib,1Jity't<.::is .;. t .,:

.necessary to avoid: a "co.~f1 ict .of 'fn'terest"':'" WhY.:;sthis;~·separati·on~·~.vQ!ds'a' .
'. conf1 ict.of. interest is·'not clear~'::as:,:ADF&G:and'cmany :Cithet.'"'agenc,ie's·;of.ten
'::collect. andanalyze'field : data :forAnan<i~iemerit:·ptirpos·e·;··~fo~)'whic.h·t~eY~:1lave

.- ..'. maJor .. regulatory, i~res~6nsibi.1ities·~.<:.~··A~oth~r.':':s1;~J;ed..·:ijason'~~f;s;--"thaJ;';~~~~e
.,,<d1:1.~ti.on!of:>th~-~~~(iintoteg~~a~.ory/acJ1v!t1~.~)~y.;;~e~reas.e.'th.~~~,~M~~.Yrof'.. ;:<~~
.f\~.~:~'.". " "<":~~he:7f)e1 d ·',w.~rk.;,;.~nd J:~ata.:.ana~ysls~~, Thi s~:~agree~p~,,:·w~uld~~;iu~f:~.~~p'p-',o.r:t)f.. . r
2!':.:'c.;:: '.' ..[ Cld~l.t~onal:"'pers,onnel·"tohand1ethe, regul~tory ..fju~~.rJ .;,.~<~~es ~;~o,~'::)1pp~~r':~o: .:j
)~~~. i ~~. ..... ~:. ,.~' .:i~. J>~::~~on.s1~~~n:t 'twi#J ·:t~e.z.i.n~5 s~nce ~::6f >~.P:A>,~!>·~:t'.av:~jthe-:'~~~.~Y~,ro.Ls~!J:~y.·c~e.~I1). '. ',-;,:r ..
~::..~-.~.~~:Ji$>,.':.'...::.,."':"',.,.:~'.'';..~.;:...~.:.,.~.,,:~.~.~:..,,'_~'_"::.~.'.'.·,;.7': '·.£·:,:~~~t9~alJy':!':'remov~d<Trom-tJ1e .....~ep.artmentts:~·r:(!gul~~Q~,~~~jV}~l.es: ...~':-¥~lw.,111Y;;~op~m()n~.':~ /tf:
;). :.,:' ,. !"':'fsome;:;bf ·~ttle :';~ll'on:stated""-'oreasdns'! ~fof:'c:'rernovaltQfIour~{former~1:OOrdfnat1:tirf;:.ai1d:·'(:·'

, :,> : pb)J.fy/pos'i t'ion" recomnendati on'~:'roi es.:.J n:;th{'RSA:aJoe -as:rfoll0\.;5:; :~{~{L~~~,~ :~': :3,;.;. ,0,-

~:L.+:'";·.i;··'~ ·'·';;fi..)~,~ .. Th·e:.,Ap.A,reco:g~·lZe~~;th~t;·thEr:3.jIJlP~.~-4\a~~Jy.~i$;';a~;~':mitig~t!oir·~j~n~ing.·, . :.';~/~.
oi:': ;·;:'i~.~';.kf~i;;;;,·~.;~conddcted~:by{ .;ot· ....,. ontr.~ctO~;~4·\lia~·iladiinuate;~~Jidi'~at~%Y#;;.i-tI;,;f~"....~. ~.• ··1."I'?-".:l·:!i····JF:..,{'~..:t'·.:-- "~'''', " . ~.,f•.. , "'"'~.-."'l, ....!-~ .•.,.,~...... ~~'i';'~" :F- ....;.~..... ,...... ;::'t J;il!;'. "....' .. '. ~-=tl" ·,,·,'·~itt;· ',""' ..
;~A!:~i:·~,:~f4~~]~~~~J~~,i:~·~f1~~~~~~~~~~ ,.2~1ili11;~I~;~1.umg~~~~1t:.t~~$.~~r~~:~/~~':
i'~·;':':'''''·<'~~·'· . .: : -":<:.:--' ".'t:''.';, .posl tic".' and pol i cy.::: o~::?.aDt)Ut· tectlnitalfdfef.ects'·;:;QUldt·;be~·~reatly; ;,,'~ .~ r:'·i
~~:~':"':~:;'~~?>; .'~;' ~:,~. ,.. dimiriis·lield;;···::~·qth'er~:tie~~rtroe.t:\tal·':-o:f;~ic~t~e'Xp1!ct~:!:~.;[a(f\~ViewS:",~c;r
~}';.~. ~ ...~.~ .., . '.~ -.:;'~.' 'woula-be 'pressed' byttme."and···lacl{~:()f.·sU·f·ffcJ~l1t~_ba~~g~~.II1~·~';into . '.;
," .'.;' ~;. } . prepa.ri ng;:.less: adequ'ate.....revj ews .... UI}~solv~~tt.1 s~~s.j;~~.w(),!! ~~~haye::'a ',~" .'~

~+0~~i~~~2<.:/. ::'::·'~·?f·~·~i.~ .\~~~,a{~0·~~~~~~e~~i::i·~g~;~i~~~~;,··;~~l~~~irl£~~£~~}~~~~~:~~·· ',~.~
~) .' application and has been ·:hopingthe·res.our.ce:!1na"ag~n·t!:agen~ies
' ..~ will. fail to r.ecognize therir'orfail tohave':a c'ons1stent,~·.follow-up.

2~ The APA recognizes that the ADF&G;SuHyd.ro Aqua~ic Studies Team has
:""'~:i' ":':; ....;: . .' .:" ;/. .: ~~'~t~e: :f~1'l·; .c;'ae.a~JlitY9·:!,)<n~~JeqWi!)Y·(l~df.~~~'p.e~;:~~~~.::e.o··.:9.9,:,:, ~,~y«?n~~~~~~.'lr!;: . ,;.
. ·f"· '., ',;;. ~ .";:"'. '.... ;'.... ,fleld't:liat~·~col1ecti.on~::rol~d:iand::~~:~l!e:r':1a1"!~ly~t~~;of::'·U~~~Pf()J~.(;1;.·~" ;','
<!:l~; ~0(;:~~"t4'·:<. :;:~·}~::,,~~/L. ·\<:Q.n.~:f"ti9n~:~;~~j ..~.~~e··~~·~na,ly"~~. ~;~~of'jf~J?~t~ s~~~~~J~r~$".~Q~~1.on~-;~~!i;~:· .... ,
~]f.i'f:,~$'+·'"·~i(i ::~~~~~~:'(-~P9tE!l1t~;jl.l;.;nl;i1~1 g~~1 0~i9'pP.Pt;t~~j;t.i ~.j;~~~~~~rJl~~jy·~~t~~~~Yf~Il(~~~~·~~;:1~~i'::.
::~'!~.~;.•.:;~.~>~",;d'r;:·!·';':~·.'{''<F>:;~.~.t·. ·~an·;Ao,f.;.~~;s:"wj.tb~·?'m1n]~1;)t~e.ffott ..'<JasJt.ar:.:·;:re.'..sultt;Of.~~~r:,;/4ay¢rto.";:day~~.~: .... ~..
.:... ~, .,...:t":-~:., ..•.•. " .....~."--'-.•,:.. .-" ..... :a:.. ,•. '.' "di"'t""h" "<:"I"':/.'~~'-"'- 1 'd'" ··...-···~,·O· b..···~···· ·1··~~~·_·".~,··· ..=-•. ,.... ".....•... ,
~ .. ':..:·:··';-L/ .;-;:.: ·b.~;.;-.,e~,pe~,.,.ences:'r.' an .: .ec_ ..nlC:~!I;~·:~~!19w .e.ge•.>.;·.< v...~~ ..y':';{t:p~,,~~,,~pP-E!~#can:;;'.:::. "',-
:,:;,;",,:~, """.: '::),;' :dupl1ca~e ?ur thr~.e·;,y~ars..::of; ..~)(perlence ...and: ha.ve·a~anclJe:::Qn,·'the: ....
..' ' ..: ... " ·"potent·ial' lmpacts as does<Su.·Hydro staff~:f9r.··tf1eDepartment<to

. . fullY ·a~d adequately make Ii .factua1 .translation of' PrOject~":impa'cts' .
and integrate technical facts and information into the'more general
concerns or issues of the management divisions it must ,be provided
that cOflll1uni~ation with our group is.possible on a routine basis~

;j,.:',.;, /",~:!: :~. Th~"A~~ ·was· d1stress~d'~;la'st spring by .the in'put~ of"my:;~taff and':~yself~in-tbe '~
~~' "~.:,~\ ..... :.. ,·rey,i.ew of;the.. ExtH~·i:t~ ~j;prov'ide~ to ~he:Habi.t!lt[):fvi~~.j.9n.and.·s~ff:~~f-.t.he
;,,> "i:-S: ·.~~~g~~nt divisions i~~. ~~~i.~n II. That·:;~vlewWQuf'~~.not hay~+-~e~,~.::as ,.
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MEMORANDUM State of Alaska ,Af
TO: Richard logan

Director
Sport Fish Division - Juneau

DATE

FILE NO:

January 13. 1984

02-84-13.0

TELEPHONE NO:

FROM:

~---<
/ /:;1/

Thomas W. Trent
Aquatic Studies Coordinator
Su Hydro Aquatic Studies - Anchorage

SUBJECT: Observations On The Alaska
Power Authority - Alaska
Department Of Fish And Game
Meeting In Juneau of
December 15. 1983.

As you suggested I am communicating several concerns and observations
regarding the meeting held in Juneau between the Alaska Power Authority (APA)
and Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) on December 15, 1983.

TERROR LAKE PROJECT

The discussion by APA provided a picture of the Terror Lake negotiation
process between the Federal Energy Regulatory (FERC) applicant and U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service (USFWS), which seemed to give credit to them for the way
in ·which the settlement was reached. Some clarification regarding these
negotiations is important to make.

These are:

1. Negotiations were carried out between Kodiak Electric Association (KEA)
and the USFWS, not between the APA and USFWS.

2. USFWS had a major influence on the applicant because the hydro project
was constructed in a federal refuge, the first project of this type in a
federal refuge anywhere.

3. Keith Bayha of USFWS at a recent meeting has conceded that one
deficiency of their negotiations was the lack of documentation. As a
result some points they thought they'd gained were lost because of the
lack of written documentary evidence of agreement.

4. In the report MConducting FERC Envi ronmenta1 Assessment: A Case study
and recomnendat10ns from the Terror Lake ProjectMprepared by Stewart
Olive and Berton Lamb of the USFWS under a cooperative agreement with
the U.S. Department of Energy, APA, ADF&G, and Region 7, USFWS, it is
stated in the section on MA Summary of Strategies":

MAlaska Power Authority
The role of APA can be characterized as "interested observer. M APA was
evolving from a funding agency to a construction and management agency.
The legislature was in the process of passing the statutes necessary to
complete this transformation. APA anticipated responsibility for
constructing projects similar to Terror Lake.

02'()()IA(Rev. 10/79)
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2.

APA's motivation in the negotiations was to limit the concessions that
KEA had to make. while providing support for the project. At the base
of APA's strat was establishi" the recede"t of limiti" the number
o concess ons an extent 0 m t gat on necessary to ave pro ects
approved in Alaska. Despite this interest. APA was not actively
involved. The fact that APA observed this process is important because
APA now administers the Terror lake Project and 1s negotiating for a
FERC license on the Susftna River Project.- (The underlining is mine).

Susitna Hydro Issues

At the time I started this memorandUII. I had not received the December 23
memorandum from John Clark transllIitting the sUfIIlIary of the meeting between
APA and ADF&G in Juneau on December 15. 1984. which just came. My comments
hereafter relate to those minutes.

Item 6.

The proposed deadline of the end of the settlement process practically
insures adJainistrative hearings in IQY view. A competent assesSllent of
impacts and a satisfactory mitigation plan w11 1 not be available by that
time. is my opinion. Studies to define instream flow needs below Talkeetna
are just beginning in FY85. Will instream flows be negotiated without the
information from that program? Also. more than one year of work RJay be
needed for .that areas before satisfactory conclusions can be drawn.

Item 9.

While in Juneau for the December 15 meeting I expressed some reservation
regarding the submission of a list of issues at the meeting that might be
constructe~ as being -blessedR or RembracedR by ADF&G. John Clark did,
however, in the meeting provide some qualification to the use of the list, I
do not recall his exact words but believe qualification is necessary for the
following reasons:

1. The list of issues transmitted by Habitat Division are a
coapllation or reorganization of an APA developed list of issues
and a -brainstorm- list by USFWS staff.

The APA l1st of issues is historically incomplete and largely
ignores a large voltnae of written dOCUMentation on issues and
questions emanating from the ADF&G Commissioner's office. The APA
list relies more on ADF&G staff level correspondence or information
retrieved in interviews with ADF&G staff that can be termed
-brainstormingR of potential issues or impacts.

I think it is as important to document not only the how, why or what of the
issues but also the who or source of this issue cOlll1lentary. ADF&G should
develop a list of issues based on policy or position statements (at a minimum
from 1977 on) from the Commissioner's office or from delegated spokesman not
from the APA list. While we are not intervenors, I believe it is incumbent
on ADF&G to fonulize and docannent its own list of issues based on the
highest administrative level of thetr presentation to the APA and with an
accurate chronology of presentation. ·The APA list and consequently ADF&S's
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\I_r.e,.particularly weak on the subject of mitigation, for which ADF&G has had
~.uch more to say at the policy and position level in prior correspondence.

Our eoa.issioner should not be in the position of explaining how a staff
member's informal comments became issue positions which 'may contradict
correspondence from his office about the sallie issue. Adopting APA's list
without thorough development or our own list and comparison against that list
lMy lead ,:to this. The potential for litigation requires that our fonaal
record on :1ssues, policies and positions is complete.

The Habitat position funded by APA has an excellent task aheaq of it, that is
to cOllPl1e and document ADF&G issue, position, and pol1cy statements from the
original sources.

Regarding-the identification of impact .echanis.s. I think, this is a good
idea. The problems is that the project engineers have not yet decided what
the project is going to be :like or the general operating scenerio.
Identification of iaapact lleChanislllS in the "aquatic eiw'fro.-ent is quite
dependent on their deciding how the project will be generally operated, e.g.,
base load or peaking operation.

Item 10.

The representatives of ADF&G should be fully aware of ADF&G's prior policy.
position, and issue documentation as indicated under Ita. 9. This is an ADF&G
list that1s accurate,. historically, and chronologically complete•

.IteII 11.

If APA had done their ~rk, it would be evident that they largely have
this infotmation frona fonner policy, position or issue doCUllents froll ADF&G.
Lowenfels, for example, prepared a report a couple of years ago which
incorporated aaterial on agency mandates. ~

Item 12.

I beHeve. APA is still intent on maintaining the -gag rule- on
communications. You heard the discussion at the .eating.suggesting they were
trying to dete...ine if our reports are public dOCUllents and also the
discussion about making -aterial available to intervenors under the -rule of
discovery-. 'Short and sweet, this Mans to lie, if you don't know about it we
are not _Icing it available, and consequently your analytical and decision
making process will not be as informed. This would be a cUllbersOE and
aggravating process, and I predict would serve only to cause delays in the
settleaent process.

One question I have which was not asked at the meeting is: Since ADF&G is
not an intervenor will it be afforded the salle privileges of obtaining
infol'llation as other agencies that are? Also, because ADF&G is not an
intervenor why are they so concerned about infonaation that is transmitted
fr08 ADF&G Su Hydro to the management divisions? We have information that is
quite useful for in-season management of commercial fisheries, for example.
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Februa~ 13, 1985

.::+'~. Larry Gil bertson
Aquatic Group Leader
Harza-Ebasco Susitna Joint Venture
711 H Street
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

,_%.,-- == = zw:::::::::w:e:u:cz

Please find. attached our comments on the draft Long-Term Aquatic Monitoring
Plan.

In general, the plan needs a better definition of purpose and objective. The
plan\is not solidly defined and leaves the reader pondering the question of
impact assessment. Before a'plan such as this is drafted an assessment of
the -impacts related to the project are needed~ As of yet there appears to be:
no clear assessment provided in this or previous reports.

A major shortcoming in our view, is the lack of a clear resident fish
monitoring program in the middle river and in the impoundment. We feel that
the adult and juvenile salmon programs will not provide sufficient overlap
for resident species in the middle river. The lower river monitoring
requirements also need to be addressed. There also needs to be a program to
monitor impoundment grayling and other species in lateral lakes and streams
as project (construction) personnel and other incidental activities will
impact resident species.

The discussion on heavy metals needs improvement. We suggest that more
discus~ion of the need for this program and an improved analysis of potential
problems be prepared before the monitoring program be developed.

If we can be of additional assistance, please feel free to call on me.

cFJln~ ~_'......__-'
Dana Schmidt i

Acting Aquatic Studies Coordinator
Su Hydro Aquatic Studies
Department of Fish and Game
(907.) 274-7583

cc:Project Leaders
La Bartlett
A. Bingham
E. Marchegiani/APA
R. Flem1ng/APA
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page, paragraph comment

1,

1,

2,

2, \

2

2,

1

2

2

Construction is scheduled to begin pending issuance of a

license •.•

The term natural condi·tions may be better stated as

pre-project conditions throughout the plan text.

Will the impacts be unique to each phase of the project

relative to the pre-project conditions, or what? There

are no impacts associated with the pre-project condition.

(1) Assess the potential efficiency .••.

(1) This document only addresses ...

(3) If impacts are to be assessed, wouldn't they be

actual impacts? A monitoring program would study actual

impacts whi 1e an i nstream flow or other impact program

would assess potential impacts.

Why are impacts being assessed in a monitoring plan?

Monitoring of impacts for operation only does not agree

with the last sentence in this paragraph but if it is

meant as it reads, more detail on the pre-project and

construction phases should be given.



Only the middle reach is discussed in detail in the text

of the plan. Perhaps it should be made clear here that

the plan will address only those impacts that affect the

middle reach. If potential impacts are identified in the

lower river, the monitoring plan will require some

expansion.

General Comments on Section 1.0

This section confusing as worded. It does not adequately describe the

background behind the development of a aquatic monitoring plan or how it will

fit into the license or settlement processes.

3,

3,

1

2

Isn I t the IFRR report by EWT&A supposed to provi de an

understanding which impacts need to be monitored? If

not, is this plan intended to assess impacts? If it is

intended as an impact assessment, it is not adequate for

that purpose.

The purposes of the monitoring program is to:

verify pre-project impact predictions.

How do the first and second objectives differ?



3,

3,

4,

4,

5,

3

4

2

3

1

if necessary, provide input to refine operations and

mitigation measures.

provide supplemental baseline information to evaluate

impacts and mitigation options.

How many objectives are there? The section on purposes

reads like the objectives.

Is the final plan part of the settlement or licensing

process or both?

When will an open workshop be held? A schedule of events

is needed.

Wi 11 the parameters whi ch are important and whi ch are

good indicators be the same? Who will decide which are

important and good indicators? Does only readily

measured and analyzed parameters imply that expensive or

difficult parameters to measure (if needed) will not be

measured?

Only the pre-project monitoring program relative to this

plan will begin in 1985. Data applicable to the program

has been collected over the past several years.



5,

5,

2

3

An appendix summarizing the previously collected data

should be included.

If the schedule will address only the specific parameters

mentioned in the plan it should be stated here; or the

state specific parameters mentioned to avoid confusion.

Up to page 5 there has been no clear statement of what

. projected impacts are being discussed so how can they be

confirmed?

- ~._.

Who will decide if mitigation measures require

modification? Will there be a committee to decide this

and agree on speci fi c modifi cati ons? Wi 11 the resource

agencies be on any committee; formed for this purpose?

After rectification of "severe impacts", a decrease in

field study can only be justified after long-term

monitoring of the modification result is complete.

Does this paragraph mean to say that only significant or

severe impacts will be corrected? Again, who makes these

decisions?

When will the monitoring program schedule be available?



6,

6,

1

2

What is meant by acceptable 1imits? Is thi s the no net

loss mentioned on page 28, paragraph 4?

4. Mercury/heavy metals. How can you monitor something

that has not been completely assessed?

Upwelling should be a 5th category to the water quality

list.

There should be a resident fish program to monitor

rearing populations and mainstem overwintering. A
__.. _", u. __ " ._. ~. .. _ ... _,_"" . ..._;;ez._••• ._.. ..u • " .._.

program for resident fish need not be large but it does

need to be considered.

8, . 2 concentration can exceed ...

The sentence on the decay rate below Devil Canyon is not

true. The slopes (figure 2) are not significantly

8,

11,

3

2

di fferent.

Additional pre-project data?

How will the effects of spillway discharge be evaluated?

Do we wait for the 50 year flood mentioned on page 7,

paragraph 4?

An additional objective should reassess mitigation

actions if necessary.



11,

12,

12,

13,

13,

13,

3

1

4

1

2

3

Concentrations previously collected.

Testing and operation of the cone values at both Watana

and Devil Canyon dams.

Continual monitoring at Curry is not needed. A decay

rate profile can be obtained by floating the river at

various discharges.

Dissolved gas sampling over a full range of with-project

u ftowShas a1reaay been comp1eted :--

Wha!- .. affect,. if any, will power _house flows have on gas

supersaturation.

Monitoring of gas supersaturation should probably be

instituted for the history of the project and not just

until the cone values operate satisfactorily.

If significant amounts of data have already been

collected why is one full season of continuous

pre-project monitoring needed? Why not just fill in the

gaps?

This paragraph answers the questions posed about the

preceding paragraph. The information about the use of

pre-project data should be disclosed in paragraph 2.



. Table 1

Relationships that will be better defined are those:

We suppose that continuous recordings would include a

wide range of discharges .

Dissolved gas monitoring may have to be done more than

one season if a full range of pre-project flows are to be

experienced.

Resident species have been omitted. See comment 6, 2.

General Comment on Gas Saturation

The current exceeding of water standards by total dissolved gas (TOG)

suggests that a long term record may be desirable for legal reasons.

15,

16,

3

2 It would be helpful if river miles were reported with the

mentioned sloughs so the reader can form a mental image as

to how far apart the ice front will be on warm and cold

years.



16, 3 There is not enough data on food habits and on the

impacts of temperature changes of food sources to say

this impact is anything but potential. Metabolism and

food requirements will be elevated with increased water

temperature. If the food supply is not adequate,

starvati on and suscepti bil ity to di sease coul d result.

Also, fish growth will be affected all year round.

Reducing growth of juvenile fish in the open water

season.

Altering the overwintering and incubation habitat

_ cond_iti_12ns~ .• ThiL.c;ou l_~_.~J sQ l_ength~ i ncubati on time

and delay the emergence.

Overtopping of upstream berms is not supposed to happen

if they are raised.

Other potential impacts which should be listed are: 1)

warmer water in the fall could alter the migration

patterns of overwintering juvenile salmon; and 2)

temperature changes could- stimulate and affect

outmigration timing of juvenile salmon so they would

reach Cook Inlet at an unfavorable time from the

standpoint of food availability.



17,

19,

19,

19,

20,

20,

21,

3

1

2

3

2

4

1

Other stations should include the key slough and side

channel sites.

There is no comparative data on the present overwintering

mortality for "young salmon". There is only egg to

outmigrant data on the survival of 0+ chum and sockeye

salmon. The 1984-85 winter program should help define

overwintering mortality.

A statement on the refi nement of operati ng procedures

such as this should be included for all subjects

discussed.

The peak turbidity units may be too high. It would be

better to report the weekly or monthly averages and

ranges.

To detect changes in a fishery resource, or fisheries

resources as stated here, would require that that

particular resource be monitored. It is stated that not

all the important resources are being considered in this

plan. Is it being assumed that if the conditions for a

few are monitored the others will be covered as well?

The comment for 20, 2 applies to this objective as well.

What is meant by a "fairly" extensive coverage?



21,

22,

23, \

23,

3

3

1

2

Will weekly sampling provide an adequate representation

of natural turbi dity conditi ons? Present data suggests

wide variation can occur over a single week. We

recommend daily samp1i ng at the Curry or Talkeetna fi sh

migrant study sites.

Whose standard methods? There are several in use.

How do you plan to analyze suspended sediment versus

turbi dity data?

If turbidity can not be controlled, are there any

mUiga.!ion options planned? _

It is not true that only Hg Ilbioaccumulates ll to dangerous

levels in aquatic organism. There are several papers

written on the effects of heavy metal leechates from mine

tailings that will refute this statement.

The word Ilbioaccumulate ll can not be found in any English

l~nguage dictionary that we are aware of. Perhaps using

"concentrates" would be better.

Would not, in many cases, chelation tend to inhibit the

toxicity of heavy metals?



23, 3 How will fewer fish in the impoundment minimize Hg

"bi oaccumu 1ati on" in those affected? It seems that the

24,

25, \

25,

25,

26,

3

2

3

4

4

effects will just be less noticeable because of "limited

fish populations".

It is not true that Zn will not concentrate to dangerous

levels within aquatic organisms. Much work has been done

in Idaho and Montana on the effects of Zn, Cu, Cd and Hg

as pri nci pa1 heavy metals in aquati c systems. E. Woody

Trihey should be aware of much of the work done on the

Couer d'alene River drainage in Idaho by Washington State
.• _ .. ._. .. c_.~_._ ._ ..... _ . ._~ ._•. ,._.~_.~,_ + • __ • ~_.~._._l 1__ _. ."_'

University and the University of Idaho in the early

.19.70' s.

Technically there is no "tundra" in the impoundment area.

Muskeg perhaps, but not tundra by definition.

Restructure the 1ast sentence to read "These areas wi 11

be samples for both natural (pre-project is preferred)

and with-project conditions.

Wouldn't it be better to select one or two target species

ubiquitous to both areas? For example burbot and Arctic

gray1 i ng.

. How many fish are needed each year for the study?



26,

27, 3

28,

29,

6

2

2

Do the author(s) mean inorganic nitrogen and phosphorus?

The project may potentially affect discharge from middle

river sloughs? Seems it will for certain especially if

berms are made at their heads.

A major shortcoming of this plan is the lack of a

resident fish program. See our FY 86 plan of study for

our proposal. The numbers of rainbow trout, Arctic

grayling, Dolly Varden and other resident species will

likely increase with the project. Burbot, currently more

a subsistence species than a sport species, will likely

be reduced in numbers.

Does the incidental catch of sportfish referred to mean

those taken by the fi shwheel s? Very 1ittle pertinent

information on trends in population size and composition

can be ascertained from this method because of low

catches and seasonal movements. Fishwheels are

ineffective when sampling resident species with the

possible exception of humpback whitefish. Fishwheels are

deployed after the immigration (May) and removed before

the outmigration (September/October).

In 1983, only sockeye and chum were tagged with coded

wire tags by ADF&G. Delete the extra wording of sloughs

in this sentence.



29,

30,

30,

30,

3

1

2

3

RE: the last sentence. We don't have population and

survival parameters for juvenile chinook, coho or pink

salmon. Only indices of distribution and relative

abundance. Are estimates of population and survival for

these species going to be part of the program?

A monitoring effort on the Talkeetna River should be

considered as a control.

Mentions of juvenile fish in the adult subobjectives

seems inappropriate and should perhaps be in the juvenile

section.

Thi s depends on the accurate and complete operati on of

the Adult Anadromous program because all survival

estimates are based on this data. The cold branding

program on chinook and coho may provide some data but if

we are going to be expected to provide data on all five

species, we had better initiate a program with open water

this spring.

Monitor long-term trends in the numbers and the timing of

emergence •..

Will there be a program to provide this data over the

long term?



31,

31,

31,

31,

32,

2

3

4

5

2

Sunshine, in addition to Curry, is needed to monitor the

adult escapement.

A permanent monitoring station should be developed on the

Talkeetna River to provide baseline data for comparison

to post-project conditions on the Susitna River.

Only scale samples need be collected to determine age,

weights are not necessary for age determination.

We do not have the correct type of sonar (Biosonics) to

place near fishwheels at Curry and still expect to

accurately differentiate betw~e~ adults destined for the

middle reach and those engaged in milling activity.

Sonar may replace the need for mark/recapture efforts but

until sonar can differentiate species, age, sex and

size, fishwheels will be a necessary component.

Length, age and sex sampling is done at the fishwheels

and not on the spawni ng grounds. Tag numbers, except

for "observation life" tags, can not be reliably observed

during surveys of live salmon. Other tag numbers can be

recorded from carcasses only.

Smolt traps are better termed outmigrant traps.



32, 4 Again, a control station on the Talkeetna River needs

consideration.

33, 2 Don't forget that juveniles need to get in and out

(resident fish also) before the adults return •
.........

33, 5 Delete to measure run size from the first sentence. Also

change sentence tense.

What are "natural" levels of production?

The last sentence is nonsensical and should be reworded.





Alaska Dept. of Fish &Game
Susitna Hydro AquatIc StudiJiLEPHONE NO:

~on 'f!. ~ollinsworth ~.~ SUBJECT:
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Department of Fish .and Game

,MEMORANDUM
RECEIVED

TO: Distribution

FROM:

JUN 27 1985

::;tate Or AlaSka,4t~
o Z/fS'"' 13 ·Qi

OATE: June 18, 1985

FILE ,NO:

465-4100

~e.r!anizati.n of
the Susitna A~uatic

Stu.ies

The enclosed administrative reorganization plan for the
Susitna Aquatic Studies Program'takes effect July 1, 1985.
This reorganization is necessary at this time to ensure
continuity in the administrat.ion of the Susitna Aquatic
Studies Program for this coming open water field season.

Effective July 1, 1985, the Susitna Aquatic Studies Program
will be administered by Region II of the Division of Com
mercial Fisheries, with the Susitna Aquatic Studies coordi
nator position being directly supervised by the regional
supervisor of that region. The coordinator will be
responsible, under the direction of the regional supervisor,
for planning and coordinating all departmental salmon.
escapement activities on the Susitna River, in addition to
administrating the RSA between the Alaska Power Authority
(APA) and the Division of Commercial Fisheries for FY 86.

The, coordinator will also summarize all of the salmon
escapement data collected to date in the Susi tna River by
the combined efforts of the Divisions of Sport Fish and
Commercial Fisheries into one departmental technical data
report. In addition, the coordinator will chair a committee
of regional Sport Fish and Commercial Fisheries staff to
ensure proper planning. of future Susitna River escapement
studies.

To accomplish these tasks, the coordinator FB IV position
will be transferred to Region II of the Division of '-Com
mercial ~isheries.

All of the remaining Susitna Aquatic Studies Program perma
nent PCNs, with the exception of one Biometrician I/ II
position, will remain in the division they are currently
assigned to through the duration of FY 86. Any lay-offs
that may occur during FY 86 in the Susitna Aquatic Studies
Program will follow DOA guidelines with the PCNs remaining
within their currently assigned division. As such, the
reorganization effects only the general administration of
the Susitna Aquatic Studies Program, not the divisional
status of PCNs. Any loaned PCNs will be returned to their
respective source when they are vacated. P<;Ns that were



created with the provision that they were solely for the
Susitna Aquatic Studies Program will not be transferred from
the program. All vacated positions will be either returned,
if bo~rowed, or remain vacant, unless the position is
required to be filled to meet specific contractual obliga
tions under the FY 86 agreement with the APA.

The Susitna Aquatic Studies biometrics staff will remain
under the supervision of the Division of Sport Fish State
wide Biometrician 'lII, with the exception of the one
Biometrician IIII position, which wi-ll be transferred to
Region II of the Division of Commercial Fisheries.

All Susitna regulatory activities proposed for FY 86 will be
implemented under separate contractual agreements between
the APA and the Division of Sport Fish, for funding a
regulatory support team, and the Habitat Division, for
funding that division's permitting and project review
staff. The Division of Sport Fish will make its technical
expertise in instream flow analysis available to the Habitat
Division for the review of the various regulatory aspects of
the Susitna project. The Habitat Division will use _this
information for coordinating the development of departmental
policy positions and in representing the department's
position on the Susitna project. The four individuals
within the Sport Fish Division who are covered by that·
division's RSA with the APA will be required to work out of
the Anchorage Raspberry Road office in order to ensure
physical sepa~ation between that division's participation in
the regulatory activities of the department and the other
contractual requirements of the Susitna Aquatic Studies
program.

The enclosed reorganization plan and supporting documents
detail the rationale and organizational structure °I' am
implementing by copy of this-memorandum.

Enclosures

Distribution:

R. Logan
B. Baker
L. Pamplin
S. Moberly
H. Mills
S. Marshall
S. Eide
L. Bandirola

cc: Denny Kelso
Steven Pennoyer

K. Parker
K. Florey
C. Yanagawa
D. Daisy
R. Redick
D. ~iatsjold

D. Schmidt
J. Wayman



REORGANIZATION PLAN FOR SU HYDRO AQUATIC STUDIES PROGRAM
ALASKA DEPARIMENT OF FISH AND GAME

1. Introduction

Historical Organization and Objectives

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) Su Hydro Aquatic Studies Team
was organized in 1980. The team was established to ensure that the ADF&G
would have an adequate and legitimate data base from which it could fulfill
its statutory responsibilities to provide a timely evaluation of the
potential impacts of the development of the hydro-electric facilities at
Watana and Devil Canyon.

The ADF&G Susitna Hydro Aquatic Studies program was initiated with a five
year study plan developed in October. 1979. The general goal of the program
under this five year plan has been to collect and analyze baseline fishery
and aquatic habitat information on the pre-project fishery resources of the
Susitna River basin with the intent of continuing the study program in the
event ot project construction. Six objectives were initially outlined in the
1979 five year plan. These were to:

1. Determine 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 aquatic habitat and instream flow seasonal
requirements 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.

5. Determine the impact the Devil Canyon proj ect will have on the
aquatic ecosystemS- and any required mitigation prior to a
construction approval decision.

6. Determine a long-term plan of study, if the project is authorized.
to monitor the impacts during and after project completion.

Information pertaining to the first three objectives has been supplied to the
Alaska Power Authority (APA) at the end of each fiscal year in the form of
basic data. reports summarizing the pre-project conditions of fishery
resources and their response to flow variations in the Susitna River basin.

The data and conclusions in these ADF&G reports are being used by the APA and
its sub-contractors to assess ?otential post-project impacts on the fish
resources of the Susitna River and their aquatic habitats ..



To meet the first three objectives. the ADF&G/Susitna Hydro Aquatic Studies
Program was initially divided into three principal study units. each
assessing what was viewed as essentially unique aspects of the fisheries and
.associat~d habitat resources of the Susitna River basin. These three study
units were the Adult Anadromous Fish Studies (AA) program. the Resident and
Juvenile Anadromous Studies (RJ) program. and the Aquatic Habitat and
Instream Flow Studies (AR) program. Two additional support units were also
created. the Data Processing (DP) Unit and the Administrative Support Unit.
Another study unit. the ~econdary Task Coordination Support Unit. was later
added to the overall study program to meet increased data interpretation
demands of the APA and to review and edit other draft reports prepared by the
various APA Su Hydro private contractors.

Future Needs and New Objectives

The 1980-84 studies primarily addressed the data collection and pre-project
condition analyses which will be required by the department to provide a
basis for assessing impacts of the proposed hydroelectric development on
fisheries and habitat resources. W~th the completion of the upcoming year
(FY 86), approximately five years of data on the fishery resources and a
large number of studies on the habitat requirements of all species and
important life phases will have been obtained. This collection effort and
subsequent analysis reflects nearly $15 million dollars in expenditures.

. * .
With the completion of objectives 1-3 and 4 above. the re~aining two
objectives (5 and 6) remain to be implemented by the ADF&G to enable it to
meet its statutory requirements and enable the APA to complete the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) licensing process. Objectives 5 and 6
include the completion of the quantification of impacts of the proposed
hydroelectric project. the development of a departmental mitigation strategy
that addresses the impacts, and provide a monitoring program or enforcement
structure to all of the ADF&G to ensure the mitigation plan is implemented
and effective.

Specifically, the following activities will be. required to meet Obj ectives 5
and 6:

1. .- Completion of ongoing spring 1985 field studies that are of a
short-term nature (and associated reports).

2. Continue monitoring efforts to provide a long-term reference to
assess actual project impacts and mitigation success. Implement
any additional monitoring required to address site-specific
mitigation efforts.

*Objective 4 is currently being addressed by Harza Ebasco and its
subcontractors.
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3. Provide analytical summaries of the previously established data
base that can be used by resource group policy makers in the
regulatory process and that can be used by Alaska Power Authority
(APA) and its contractors in mitigation planning.

4. Provide critical review of documents prepared by the APA, FERC and
their consultants through the Habitat Division to ensure
depar~ental policies are being implemented in the proposed
development.

5. Develop a departmental policy through the
concerning the desired type of mitigation
recommended for implementation to the APA.

Habitat Division
activities to be

Problems with Current Organization in Meeting Future Needs

The current organizational structure of the Susitna Aquatic Hydro Studies
within the ADF&G and the contractual agreement with the APA are primarily
designed to provide field data collection and analysis of data only as it
pertains to pre-project conditions. Unfortunately, direct transmittal of
this information, and ,its interpretation, to the Habitat Division is not
permitted under the existing structure and contractual agreement.
Accordingly, the major requirements in the future are insuring that the data
collected by the ADF&G and other consultants to the APA, and the existing
pre-proj ect analyses of these data, are integrated into the ADF&G proj ect
review process and that these data are properly interpreted for use by the
ADF&G. '

The only source of experti'se presently available to the department in the
area, of instream flow assessment and in understanding of the fishery
resources of the Susitna River in the vicinity of the project is within the
present ADF&G Susitna Aquatic Studies Team. Yet, there is a ban against the
communication and interchange of data and interpretation of these data
between the ADF&G Habitat Division and ADF&G· Susitna Aquatic Studies Team
within the department. It is, therefore, highly probable that the
interpretation of data by the ADF&G Susitna Aquatic Studies Team will
disagree with the interpretation of information by the Habitat Division of
the department.

As the Susitna project becomes more visible during the FERC hearing process,
. .

the public could easily be exposed to two departmental positions because of
the separation of the ADF&G Susitna Aquatic Studies Team from the remainder
of the department. This problem could also occur in other management
functions of the department with differences in interpretation of the
population data that may affect public understanding of management decisions.

In the development of mitigation plans with the FERC and negotiations of an
instream flow, it is essential that interpretation of the fish~ries resource
data from Susitna Aquatic Studies Team be consistent and completed in a
timely manner.
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Therefore, the reorganization plan discussed below would integrate the
expertise within the ADF&G Susitna Aquatic Studies Team into the department
and resolve these deficiencies.

The proposed reorganiz'ation also ensures that the analytical capabilities
that the APA requires to interpret Susitna Aquatic Studies and related
fishery and habitat data. remain available through the settlement process and
FERC licensing hearings.

Part of the proposed reorganization duplicates the administrative structure
which has been used by the ADF&G. Division of Game, Susitna Aquatic
Terrestrial Study Team since 1980.

In summary. a reorganization of the Susitna Aquatic Study Team is necessary
to ensure that the investment the State of Alaska has made in an intensive
Susitna River data collection effort be fully utilized in the hydroelectric
project decision making process. This can only be accomplished by properly
incorporating the data base collected by the ADF&G Susitna Aquatic Studies
Team into the ADF&G regulatory process. This reorganization is based on the
premise that it is desirable to both the ADF&G and the APA that the
department have one evaluation of the collected data base.

II. Proposed Reorganization

The following reorganiza.tion plan resolves most of the problems discussed
above. The current administrative structure of the ADF&G Susitna Aquatic
Studies Team is depicted in the flow diagram in Attachment A. The
reorganization plan is depicted in Attachment B. Information flow within the
department and to and from the APA is illustrated in Attachment C.

The reorganization both redistributes and divides the existing Aquatic
Habitat and Instream Flow (AH). Adult Anadromous (AA). and Resident and
Juvenile Anadromous (RJ) projects and the administration and data processing
into components: .

1) a field monitoring program, including completion of short term
studies. and

2) an analytical and technical support progr~.

3) a technical instream flow evaluation program in support of
departmental regulatory functions.

The current Susitna Aquatic Studies Program Coordinator pos~t~on (FE IV) will
supervise the first two program components. Sufficient administrative staff
will provide personnel and administrative support to these programs. These
two progr~s would be administered under the Division of Commercial
Fisheries, Region II Supervisor with indirect supervision by the Division of
Sport Fish, Region II Supervisor. ..
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The field monitoring program of component one will complete ongoing field
tasks started in FY as, complete short-term studies and monitoring
activities, and initiate a long-term monitoring program. The long-term and
short-term monitoring programs of component one will be administered by two
Sport Fish FB III level proj ect leaders. Both programs within the first
component will be assisted by eight of the FB II's currently within the
eXisting three AR, RJ, and AA projects. General analytical support for these
activities will be provided by the second program component.

The second program component is designed to ensure proper interpretation·of
the existing data base. A group of the FB II level biologists from the three
f~eld programs and data processing support staff form this second component.
This group will be headed by a Biometrician II and will incorporate three
FB II biologists. Assuming there are no layoffs in the Sport Fish Division,
this group will represent a portion of the individuals with the most writing
and analytical experience necessary for incorporating all facets of the
existing ADF&G Susitna'Aquatic Studies Team in their work. Also included in
this group are various clerical and report preparation support staff
positions. Overall instream flow technical oversight and support of this
program component will be provided by the Division of Sport Fish Biometrician
III and supporting staff.

This second program component will provide data summaries of fish population
data and reports and instream flow data that will be usable by regional
policy makers and A'£A cons.ultants. Finally, they will assist in providing
the general analytical assistance and data base management to the first
program component.

A third' program component will be developed completely separate from the
first' ewo, under direct supervision of the Statewide Biometrician III, Sport
Fish. This component will consist of a Sport Fish FB III coordinator and ewo
Sport Fish FB II's. The third program component provides detailed review and
analysis of A'£A documents pertaining to instream flow and aquatic habitat
studies.

To ensure a common departmental policy position, all documents developed by
the third program component and comments from other fisheries reviewers will
be assembled by the FB III coordinator of this third program component group
and be circulated for review to the Region II Fisheries Division designees.
After input from the other 'divisions, the Habitat Division will be
responsible for formulating a coordinated department policy position to be
transmitted to the A'£A. In summary, this proposed reorganizacion of the
existing ADF&G Susitna Aquatic Studies Team program will provide a
consistency between the fisheries program and the current relationship of the
Division of Game, Susitna River program with the Region II Division of Game
and Habitat; thus, ~llowing the department to meet its statucory mandates.

Description of Change in Administrative Scructure

The following is a summary of permanent personnel distribution in the
proposed restructuring. The specific assignments of FB nt,s may change whe.n
a final program is developed. No layoff ·situation. for FB II t s is anticipated
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uncil che spring of 1986. Spore Fish and Commercial Fish pen's are
designaced as such. buc may be reclassified or reassigned in che final plan.
Although personnel availability. fucure plans. and individual skills are
considered in this reorganization. individuals are not specifically assigned
to any of the positions outlined.

'".
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PERSONNEL

(Permanent Staff Only)

Administration--(Program Coordination)

*SF FB IV - Program Coordinator

Support Services

SF Administrative Assistant I
SF Clerk Typist II (temporary)
SF Accounting Clerk II
SF Clerk Typist III

I. Field Monitoring and Studies Group (Component One)

Short Term Studies '(No Further Studies Planned Bevond FY 86)

Coordination and subproject supervision

1 SF FB III (temporary) Group Leader and Coordinator
2 SF FB II
1 CF FB II

*This position will be transferred to the Division of Commercial Fisheries
and will be directed by the Division of Commercial Fisheries Regior. II
Regional Supervisor.
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Long Term Studies .

Coordination and subproject supervision

1 SF FB III Group Leader and Coordination
2 CF FB II's
3 SF FB II's

Support Services for Long and Short Term Studies

1 SF Maintenance Mechanic (WG II)
1 SF Maintenance Mechanic (NPP)

II. Analytical Study Group (Component Two)

1 SF Biometrician II Group Leader*

3 SF FB II's

Data Processing Support Staff**

1 SF Biometrician II (part time)
2 SF Analyst/Programmer III
1 SF Dat~ Processing Clerk II

III. Susitna River Instream Flow Evaluation Regulatory Support Team
(Component Three)**

1 SF FB III Group Leader and Coordinator
2 SF FB II's
1 SF Clerk/Typist II

* To be transferred to the Division of Commercial Fisheries
** Technical administration to be provided by the Sport Fish Division

Biometrician III.
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III. Time Schedule for Reorganization

Components One and Two are scheduled for implementation on July 1, 1985 and
Component Three by July 1, 1985. Deliverables for each group and a due date
will be -established in the RSA with the Alaska Power Authority. This will
also include a distribution of seasonal personneL It is anticipated that
the analytical and evaluation group be funded from APA RSA funds during FY 86
and will continue past that time if required by the ongoing regulatory
process. The short term monitoring studies and continuation studies will not
be extended beyond FY 86.unless mutually agreed upon by APA and ADF&G. The
long term monitoring studies will be continued throughout the development of
the project.
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ATTACHMENT A
EXISTING AOF&G SU HYDRO TABLES OF ORGANIZATION
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DIRECTOR OF SPORT FISH DIVISION (SF)
• • •

§U HYDRO AQUATIC STUDIES COORDINATOR
fiSHERY BIOLOGIST IV· PCN 4188

SF BIOMETRICS
BIOMETRICIAN III.

I
I
I
I
I

SF REGION II SUPERVISOR

I
RESEARCH COORDINATOR
. fB IV

IL.. _

DIRECTOR OF COMMERCIAL FISH DIVISION (Cf)

I
Cf REGION II SUPERVISORI .

I
I

-. -1

DATA PROCESS~G AND
CARTOGRAPHY SUPPORT----------------11 ASSISTANT AQUATIC STUDIES

PROJECT LEAQEB COOROINATOB_
BIOMETRICIAN II- PCN 4187 fiSHERY BIOLOGIST III· PCN 4220

f

(a .. DATA PROCESSING Tobl. 01 OtlonlJolloII)
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•
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••
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••• -----~-------_£
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I
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• SEE RJ TABLE Of ORGANIZA nON
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••• SEE AA TABLE Of ORGANIZATION
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I
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PCN 4193

fl SHE RY BIOLOGIST I
PCN 1834
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. . . I . I
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I
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I
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I
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. PCN 4216

INRIAN RIVER
(Cold Branding)

I
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AQUATIC HABITAT ANO'G'W'INSTREAM FLOW STUDIES
TABLE OF ORGANIZATION
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PROJECT LEADER
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PCN 4244

4240

FISH TECH III
PCN 167~ (borrowed)

LOWER
RIVER

MODELLING

(2) fiSH. BIO. I
PCN 4202

4231

MIDDLE
RIVER

MODELLING

un fiSH. BIO.I
PCN 4209

4210
4181
4186
1369 (borrowed)

I
fiSH TECH II
PCN KO~8A (temp.)

PHYSICAL
DATA

COLLECTION

(6) fiSH. BIO. 1
PCN 4126

4213
4217
4214
4116
4234

I
(2) fiSH TECH 11

PCN 1~36 (borrowed)
1370 (borrowed)

INCUBATION
REPORT

PASSAGE
VALIDATION

fOOD
AVAILABILITY

STUDY

(2) fiSH. 810. I
PCN 4180

4101

"

• peN 4207 ALSO SERVES AS THE ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY SUf
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ADULT/!:;,!!!?ANADROMOUS. "'" .
TABLE ORGANIZATION

FY 85

MITIGATION HABITAT I
COORDINATOR

PROJECT LEADER.
fiSHERY BIOLOGIST III - peN 1721

I MIDDLE RIVER SURVEY ,
fiSHERY BIOLOGIST I - PCN 1)~8

fiSH TECH II - PCN 1786

fiSHERY BIOLOGIST II - PCN 1717

. I .
MAINSTEM a TRIB.

TEMPERATURE STUDY
fiSH. 810.1 - PCN 1798

fiSH TECH II - PCN 1783

MIDDLE RIVER
MITIGATION

fiSH. BIO. I'· PCN 178B
fiSH TECH II • peN 1783

ASSISTANT PROJECT LEADER SUPPORT BIOLOGIST
fllHERY BIPLOGIST II • PCN 1768 fiSHERY 810LOGIST II • PCN 1761

I
LOWER RIVER SURVEY~

fiSH TECH II • PCN 'roAl'er
fiSH TECH II • PCN hona'er
fiSH TECH II • PCN trou'"
fiSH TECH II . PCN hon,'.r

OPERATIONS CONTROL LEADER ~XrEDITOR YENTNA ~

fiSHERY BIOLOGIST II • PCN 4184 fiSH TECH II· PCN 1787 fiSH TECH II .
fiSH TECH II,
fiSH TECH II·

I
fLATHORN STATION

fT II - PCN-.1384
fT II • PCNI797 '
fT H· PCN 1786
fTII·PCNI421
fT 11- PCN 1379
0:-1 II- PCN 163~

FT II - PCN honsler
J:'T.I n ......... a ~.

SUNSHINE STATI0ti
f8 I • PCN 1798
fT 11·- PCN 178B
fT II· PCN 1791
fT II· PCN 1638
fT II· PCN 4243
fT II· peN iren".,
FT 11- PCN tronahr

TAtKEETNA STATION
fB I . PCN 1367
fT II • peN 1792
fT II • PCN 1796 •
fT II· PCN 1387 .
fT II - PCN 'rona'er

CURRY STATION
fB I - PCN 1308
fT II- PCN 1784

STREAM lifE
fB I . PCN 1309

SONAR fEASIBILI
f8 I - PCN 1770
fT II· PCN Iron.'.
fT II- PCN Iron.'.



ATTACHMENT B
PROPOSED TABLES OF ORGANIZATION FOR REORGANIZING

THE ADF.&G SU HYDRO TEAM



"'~~.!.!'!!!. !~~' ~ 11·,·'·....:1'·111

• '. ,,111_' I ,,' t;t I J I ~,Il

'_II v I
--~.

PROPOSED REORG'j;.;,"~.ZATION PLAN I
fY 86

---OtllleT

- - IIIOUI«;1

., III II'·.

:1~! 11~1.

I 1'1, IV"
\ .:" Ill's
I IIl ••nel' I' 1:'" II
I 1I".,.·lrhi:II' II"
l '\11:11)'$1/1'11'1:1.11111." III
I Iklla 1'.....:'·~sln~ Cler" II
I ClrlOllrapl,t'r II
I UerVl'rl'iSI II
I f.Ierk/'l )l'i Mill
I A.Inlin. Assi. I
I A<:,'ount inll Oer" II

II fit 11'11
I ~tl inl. n:ch (I"'; III

·1'0 he transfer ...:,1 III CUl1Illl:rdal
Fhhedell.

COMMERCIAL fiSH DIVISION

REGION II REGIONAL SUPERVISOR -•
IMOIIIIOIIIHO • JAIII COM'LUIOfI IlUO'

IU", SUS"H. lllIlA nuolUI .- -
I

SUSITNA RIVER I
AQUATIC STUDIES

PROGRAM COORDINATOR
fa IV

AOMIH. ASS.T. I -
I

SPORT fiSH DIVIS~

RESEARCH
Sf 810

I
REGION II

___ ~::A~!!JOORDINATOR

or

Prepare draft policy documents nn
plannln9 fnr the Susltna Prolect f
t~ the Olvtsion In Its coordlnate~
of departmental polley positlon5.

Rr.vlew SUIltna Instream 'low and.
docu.~nts for the reglona' Hablta'
proViding. I' desired. additionAl
supportln9 the rr.vlews.

I I'---I
CLERK TYPIST III ACCT. CLERK II CLERK TYPIST II

11£"'·1

f8 1111 UM'·I
IIHOIll UAN nuolu I

I
1!1 f8 II

COOIIOIIIUIOH
.IUI'UVISIOH

0:'·21·.:'

filii
ILONi TUN ITUOIUI

I
r I

( 61 f8 II MAINT. MECH. IWi "I
COOAOIHUION MAINT. MECH. INN'I
• IU,UVISION

BIOMETRICIAH II 810METRICIAN 1111
IANALYlIUL "UO, IUM, '11& "NI I

lusnHA 1'11111 ITUOIUI I

r-------;2-;-A::-S;-"~OGRAMMER III

DATA PROCfSSING CLERK II
CARTOGRAPHER II

UI f8 II

I
uln

Provide species-based data
su~rl.s for the hlltorlca'
Susltn; data bas••

Provide habitat-based dAta
summaries for the hlstorlca'
Susltna data base.

Provldr. peneral data processing
services for the Co«mercla'
fish Susltna Alver StUdies
Progra••

fa III
(lUI"HA IIIVU IHS1

fLOW IVALUATI
II111UlUOllY IUPI'OIl

rc<
121 fll II

I
US. I



ATTACHMENT C
ADF&G DIVISIONAL INFORMATION FLOW



COMMERCIAL FISH
DIVISION

I

SUSITNA RIV\,.....it STUDIES

REGULATORY a TECHNICAL DATA

INFOR.MATION FLOW
FY 86·

• ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY •
I
I

HABITAT DIVISION - - - - - - - - ,I .
. I . I

SPORT FISH I
DIVISION I

: I
r - - - - - - SUSITNA RIVER - - - , I

INSTREAM FLOW F.R.E.D. GAME
EVALUATION REGULATORY DIVISION

SUPPORT TEAM I
I SUSITNA RIVER

AQUATIC STUDIES
TEAM

3/19/6.5
"Il: 00 o. m.

SUSITNA RIVER I

TERRESTRIAL
STUDY TEAM

--- DATA COl.LECTION OR SUMMARIZATI(

--- --- REGULATORY RESPONSE





; .-.:, .

May 12, 1981

Mr. Jeff Weltzin
Fairbanks Environmental Center
218 Driveway
Fairbanks, Alaska 99701

tile () z. - T ..~l -;!";:G-1.(.

JAYS ~M~~;;'/

, '-K8LH

The Department of Fish and Game has reviewed the "Susitna Hydroelectric
Mid Report" to Governor Hammond and the Alaska Legislature, prepared by
the Alaska Power Authority (APA) with special attention to the conclusions
section starting on page 7-6 which you questioned in your March letter
to me.

To be fair to the preparers of the Mid Report, we have looked at the
total text of the Task 7 environmental studies, pages 7-1 through 7-9 of
that report. The overall discussion of the environmental implications
on fisheries (p. 7-1 to 7-2), Wildlife (p. 7-2 to 7-5), land use analysis
(p. 7-5), cultural resources (p. 7-5), recreation planning (p. 7-5), and
plant ecology (p. 7-6) presents a generally even-handed presentation of
the issues. There are some points, however, which require clarification
pertaining to our evaluation of the environmental section.

p. 7-1 para. 3

The Alaska Power Authority states:

"The 30 month feasibility study currently underway (identified as Phase
I) will provide sufficient data for a license application to the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC). However, it will not provide all
the data ultimately needed, because the study period is too short to
observe a substantially complete life cycle of certain species. Also,
Phase I develops only preliminary mitigation measures. Accordingly,
Phase II is planned to run concurrent with the FERC license application
processing. Phase II studies will continue field investigations initiated
during Phase I and will fully develop mitigation plans. During the FERC
license processing, results of these Phase II studies will be integrated
into the original license application. The amplified application will
then form the basis for license approval or disapproval by FERC. The
investigations comprising the Phase I program include fisheries, wildlife,
plant ecology, land use analysis, cultural resources, recreation planning
and socio-economic analysis."

With respect to the above statements, I would like to reiterate a comment
made to you by my office in a letter on Harch 19, 1981. This COllJnent is
as follows:



Mr. Jeff Weltzin 2 May 12, 1981

"The Department has some difference of op~nl0n with the APA regarding
total adequacy of the Phase I information which will be submitted
to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) to initiate the
license application process in 1982 (refer also to the ADF&G
October 1979 Plan of Study). However, APA has indicated their
committment to the continuation of the aquatic studies into Phase
II to continue answering these impact issues. In the end, the
determination as to the adequacy of the data at the time of the
preliminary license submission is essentially the FERC's to make.
Our difference with the APA concerns the ability of their consultant
group to evaluate the potential project impacts with basically one
year's data on fisheries. FERC may, however, find that the data
and preliminary evaluations given to that agency are sufficient to
begin the licensing and EIS development process provided that the
APA and the Acres American and TES consultant groups provide a
strong qualification of unresolved issues, and a plan and budget
for continuing aquatic studies to assess the substance of these
issues before the final decision to approve or disapprove the
project is made."

The commentary by APA in paragraph 3 of page 7-1 is basically consistent
with our understanding of the Phase I and Phase II processes which they
have portrayed to this Department and other state and federal resource
agencies. I've restated my former comment to you to specifically point
out our prior understanding of the committment which APA has made to
continuation of studies into Phase II, and which is explicitly outlined
in the APA statements of the Mid Report. But, I reemphasize, that
project feasibility from the environmental standpoint will not be de
termined in the opinion of this Department by April 1982.

I understand that some statements made in presentations to special
interest groups by APA representatives have construed that the feasi
bility study process will terminate in April 1982, and that sufficient
information will be available at that time to make a decision to construct
the project. For example, in the Mid Report it is stated in the letter
to Governor Hammond signed by the APA Board of Directors that, "While
the Board is confident in making this recommendation to continue the
feasibility studies, our conclusions regarding project feasibility will
not be reached until April 1982." (Emphasis added)

This Department believes the above statement reflects a contradictory
and misleading representation of the Phase I and Phase II processes. A
consistent definition of the process to pUblic, special interest groups,
agencies, individuals, and project contractortsneeds to be understood
by everyone~

We believe that APA's representation to the ADF&G and Su Hydro Steering
Committee on the Phase IjPhase II break is that it is 1) a milepost at
which a license application to FERC will be made, and 2) a decision
point for redirection and continuation of the studies, as necessary, to
make final resolution of project feasibility and define mitigation
alternatives. In the context presented to us by APA, the Phase II
decision point is not to determine to initiate project construction, nor
to end the feasibility studies as some of the statements seem to
indicate.
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Since judgement of impacts is a necessary and integral facet of determi
nation of project feasibility, and since this Department does not believe
that project impacts will be reasonably known by April 1982, I would
agree that the Mid Report appears to be counter to past reports and
positions of this Department regarding the Su Hydro Project and the
assessment of impacts as you suggested in your March letter.

On P. 7-6, para. 6 sentences 1 and 2 the Mid Report states:

"It must be firmly stated that insufficient data exists as of the date
of this report to definitively predict the overall impact of the Susitna
Basin development. From that inability follows a corresponding inability
to judge the acceptability or lack thereof of the probable impact.2Y
"2/ Thes~ conclusions are based on discussions with members of the-Acres
study team (p. 7-9)."

The Department of Fish and Game agrees with these statements. Yet, the
text following these sentences seems to depart into a series of statements
based on conjecture and speculation. For example, line 5 continues:

"The Susitna project will result in a change in stream flow, but there
is as much evidence to indicate that these alterations would create a
positive overall fisheries impact as there is to suggest the opposite."

My staff indicates the question of positive impact potentials has often
been posed to them by APA and Acres American staff in discussions of the
research needed to determine project impacts. In responding, the ADF&G
staff has indicated that such potentials do exist provided the flows,
water quality, spawning substrates and rearing areas belo~ the project
meet the specific requirements of the fish species present such as
chinook salmon. However, it has been pointed out as well, that the
water quality studies downstream of the project, and in the impoundment
itself, may not be adequately examining information on this aspect of
the physical environment important to fish. If they are not, we will be
unable to determine with reasonable scientific objectivity whether the
impact of the project on fisheries will be positive or negative.

The remainder of the conclusions section cites certain impressions and
interpretations. The Department hopes that the conjecture expressed:
"~~ether positive or negative the overall change in the Cook Inlet
salmon fishery will probably be slight}tI ~~~~~~.

Unfortunately, it is to early, based on current understanding of the
distribution of anadromous stocks in the Susitna River and their contri
bution to the Cook Inlet fishery, to make this statement with any positive
assurance.

Cumulative indirect impacts from a hydroelectric project may have 4

substantial affect on total fisheries production. Impacts on the fisheries
populations of the important spawning tributaries may be very direct, if
the juveniles rear for a significant portion of the year in the mainstem
Susitna River. Preliminary data collected by the ADF&G Su Hydro Aquatic
studies team from January 1981 to the present shows, for example, that

•



Hr. Jeff Weltzin 4 Hay 12, 1981

juvenile chinook salmon are distributed in the mainstem, sloughs and
side channels from the vicinity of Alexander Creek on the Susitna just
above the mouth of the Susitna River on Cook Inlet to Portage Creek the
last tributary on the mains tern just below the Devil Canyon site.

Studies by Hay (1981) and D'oust and Clark (1980) indicate that the
potential for ·dissolved nitrogen entrainment may be influenced more by
the design of a dam and the rate of spill rather than the number of dams
which are built. Based upon a preliminary operational scheme of 400 MW,
the Devils Canyon Dam mean spill for the months of August has been
projected at 5,964 cfs (Acres 1981). We believe that this spill rate
may have the potential for the formation of dissolved gas supersatura
tion below Devils Canyon, and could therefore negatively impact the
fishery resource. It is our hope that studies of the potential for
dissolved gas supersaturation will be conducted and dam and operational
designs be evaluated for eliminating this potential impact.

We appreciate your interest, please keep this Department informed of
concerns the Fairbanks Environmental Center has regarding the Su Hydro

SP~ojectl· \~.v) L .~~ t~&1/1Ij v-c.1'iV.
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VII. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

A substantial portion of the feasibility study is being directed to en
vironmental considerations. Objectives are (1) to assess the probable
environmental effects that would be caused by development of the Susitna
Basin for hydroelectric purposes, and (2) to insure that any schemes
devised for the hydroelectric development of the basin fully consider
and integrate environmental considerations.

During the first year of the study, a comprehensive review of existing
literature was made, and field studies were initiated. Existing data
were used in the preliminary planning of the basin development. Findings
derived from the continuing field investigations will be used to modify
those initial development plans, leading by the end of the study to a
sound project configuration and to identification of mitigative actions
as needed.

The 30 month feasibility study currently unden/ay (identified as Phase
I) will provide sufficient data for a license application to the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC). However, it will not provide all
the data ultimately needed, because the study period is too short to
observe a substantially complete life cycle of certain species. Also,
Phase I develops only preliminary mitigation measures. Accordingly,
Phase II is planned to run concurrent with the FERC license application
processing. Phase II studies will continue field investigations initiated
during Phase I and will fully develop mitigation plans. During the FERC
license processing, results of these Phase II studies will be integrated
into the original license application. The amplified application will
then form the basis for license approval or ~isapproval by FERC. The
investigations comprising the Phase I program include fisheries, wildlife,
plant ecology, land use analysis, cultural resources, recreation planning
and socio-economic analysis.

The literature search provided a base line for predicting some probable
effC'cts of developing the Susitna Basin. That literature survey suggested
that while there might be both gains and losses from the environmental
viewpoint, none were of sufficiently major or irretrievable effect as to
unequivocally rule out the project concept. New field data being collected
are tending to reinforce the initial literature suggestions. Conclusions
evolving frolll the first year of field investigations will not be available
IIlllil Avril/May 1981. Ilowever, indications and tentative expectations
are emerging. They are discussed below} together with expanded details
of the various areas of investigation.l

FISHERIES

Although it is generally known that the Susitna River has heavy anadromous
runs, relatively little is known about the contribution of the Susitna
Basin_to the total Cook Inlet fisheries-,-the capacity of the basin to rear
fish, or the distribution of fish by species and season. The initial
objective of the fisheries studies is, via field surveys, to answer these
points. The principal field investigator (the Alaska Department of Fish
,lIlel GillllP) i<; ,onrillcting on pxt('n~,ive proOrillll of sampling. mopping and
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assesslJlent to detenlline the relative abundance and distribution of adult
anadromous fish populations within the Susitna drainage, determine the
distribution and abundance of selected juvenile anadromous fish popula
tions, and delineate the seasonal habitat requirements of the anadromous
and the resident fish species.during each stage of their life histories. A
related outcome of the field investigations will be an assessment of the
economic, recreational, social and aesthetic values of the existing resi
dent and anadromous fish stocks and habitat. These investigations are
directed at the entire basin, from the Tyone River confluence down into the
Cook Inlet. Hydroelectric development of the Susitna River will change the
nature of the river below the dam sites. The normal flow regime will
change from the present flow pattern of high flows in the summer and very
low flows in the winter to a more or less uniform discharge below Devil
Canyon dam. Also, the sedimentation characteristics, temperature and
chemical halance of the river might be affected. Extensive hydrologic
investigdtions are presently underway to assess present river conditions
and to predict conditions after development. These predictions will then
be integrated with data from the fish studies to provide an impact assess
ment on fisheries.

Because of a late start of the ADF&G field investigations, few field data
have been gathered to date. However, information from the literature
search together with first year hydrologic data suggests several possible
effects after development. .

The upper Susitna River, whose flow would be regulated by the proposed
dams, contributes about 40 percent of the total annual Susitna River flow
passing the Parks Highway Bridge and approximately 17 percent of the total
Susitna River flow entering Cook Inlet. Seasonal flow changes will be
greatest immediately below the dam with increasing attenuation downstream
towards Cook Inlet as tributaries augment the volume of the river. Accor
ding to preliminary indications there are no anadromous fish above Devil
Canyon because fast-moving rough water at that location' poses a natural
barrier to their migration. If true, the dams will not cut off any tradi
tiorldl spawning migration. However, changes in the character of the river
below tIle dams may alter the habitat for survival of young salmon spawned
in lower tributaries. These changes may be deleterious (or perhaps bene
ficial) to salmon fry. Additional hydrologic data are needed to better
judge the changes in flow that may be anticipated.

It is suspected that resident fish species in the upper reaches of the
Sus1tna are very limited. The creation of an extensive reservoir behind
Devil Canyon dam suggests that resident fish populations might be developed
through increasing existing species or introduction of new species. How
ever, the annual draw down cycle of the Watana reservoir will be suffi
ciently great to preclude any meaningful resident population there. Much
more work needs to be done before these points can be answered.

WILDLIFE

The wildlife studies are subdivided into a number of components and are
discussed below. Extensive interrelation exists between the various wild
life' studies and cOlllplilllr>ntary studies of plant ecology, recreation planning,
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land use analysis, socio-economic analysis, access road location, and
design development.

Wildlife investigations are being pursued by the Alaska Department of
Fish and Game and the University of Alaska, Fairbanks. The primary
objective is to define the types and extent of wildlife habitats in
the study area, and the utilization of those habitats by wildlife.
These data will serve to predict the probable effects on wildlife of
river impoundments. They likewise will be a basis for planning miti
gation measures.

Wildlife Studies: Caribou

First year investigations concentrated on estimation of numbers,
comrosition of sub-herds, delineation of calving areas, determination
of migratory routes, and timing of movements. Particular emphasis was
placed on evaluating potential impacts of the proposed impoundments on
movements and sub-herd isolation of the caribou. Study techniques
used included radio collaring, aerial tracking, and photography.

The Nelchina caribou population is estimated to number about 17,000
animals, divided into several sub-heards. The bulk of the animals
summer in the Talkeetna Mountains and foothills, with others occupying
several localities on the north side of the Susitna River. During the
rut in autumn most of the caribou congregate on the Lake Louise Flat.
Winter concentrations in 1980 occurred from the Maclaren River east to
the Chistochina River, and in the Slide-Mountain-Little Nelchina River
arca. These seasonal movements involve crossings of the Susitna River
in the sector to be inundated by the Watana dam. The impoundments
will be something of an impediment to migration, but because it is
relatively narrow caribou can swim across it readily provided that the
shorelines are not blocked by ice shelves, frozen mud banks, or floating
timber. Cros~ings undertaken during spring break-up would appear to
be the most troublesome. At that time the animals are in weakened
condition and ice flows are treacherous.

Development of access roads, air fields, and transmission lines may
prove disruptive to caribou moveQents and general welfare. Particular
concern should be directed to minimizing disturbance of the animals on
their traditional calving grounds in the Talkeetna Hills and Oshetna/~

Kosina hills, which lie just south and north of the Watana impoundment.
Improved access by hunters would permit increased hunting of the
caribou.

1)j';lxihution ilne! 1ll0VCIllcnt studies ilnd habitat selection studies will
conlinue through Ph.lse I with routine monitoring of radio-collared
c<.11·ibotl.

Wildlife Studies: Moose

Major points of investigation concern numbers of moose, seasonal
habitat uses, movement patterns, and supplies of forage on winter
ranges. Approximately 2,000 moose were estimated to exist on the
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upper Susitna basin. -Forty of these were captured and fitted with
radio collars and their movements monitored. Of 563 observations of
lIlarked animals, 6 to 9 percent occurred in areas scheduled to be
inundated, largely by the Watana dam. More data are needed, especially
in winter, to interpret adverse effects of inundation on riparian
moose range. Calf production in this population is high, signifying
adequate nutrition at present. ~'any calves are lost to predators,
particularly brown bears.

In the lower Susitna valley 10 moose were collared and their movements
traced. Some lived all year close to the river, while others migrated
seasonally to adjoining uplands. Willow, cottonwood, rose, and highbrush
cranberry were preferred browse foods. An important issue to be
further studied is the possible effect on these forage species of
changes in river discharge and channel meandering.

Wildlife Studies: Gall Sheep

An aerial survey of sheep ranges was conducted in July, 1980. Three
discrete areas of occupied range were identified, namely, Watana Creek
hills, Portage-Tsusena, and Mount Watana. All are close to the areas
to be impounded, and disturbance may become a factor in sheep welfare.
The current population is estimated to be near 300 animals. Aerial
surveys will be repeated in 1981.

Wildlife Studies: Black and Brown Bears-- ---

Studies are being conducted to determine the distribution and abundance
of black and brown bears in the vicinity of the proposed impoundment
areas, seasonal ranges, including denning areas, and movement patterns
of bears. In 1980, 27 black bears and 27 brown bears were captured and
lIlarked using helicopter darting techniques. Adults were radio-collared
and their movements traced. Brown bears uti~ize the proposed impoundment
areas in spring but spend summer and autumn at higher elevations; they
also den at these upper sites. Black bears drop down in late autumn
to select dens near the river at elevations that will be inundated.
All summer they frequent the timbered slopes which will be close to
the level of flooding. This species probably will be more severely
affected by the hydro-development than the brown bear. However, both
species are abundant at present and probably- will still be present i~

~oodly numbers after development. -

Wildlife Studies: Wolf, Wolverine

Five wolf packs were identified in the study area and 23 wolves were
captured and fitted with radio collars to trace movements. The average
C;;7C of (1 pack's territory was 450 sq. mL (212 to 821). The five
packs conslituted at least 40 animals in spring 1980. By fall, the
pdcks had increased to 77 wolves. Moose were the principal prey
(52X), with caribou second (38%). Each pack made a kill about every
fourth day. The most important potential impact of-the Susitna hydro~

electric project on wolves would relate to reductions in numbers of
prey.
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Four wolverines were radio-collared and 86 radio locations were obtained
in 1980. Home ranges were large, as would be suspected (100 to 150
sq. mi. for males, 33 sq. mi. for a female). Wolverines prey largely
on rodents, hares, and an occasional caribou calf. They seem to be
somewhat intolerant of human disturbance but probably would be little
affected by hydrodevelopment.

LAND USE ANALYSIS

Lund use analysis studies are being conducted by the University of
Alaska, Fairbanks. Primary objectives are to evaluate past, present,
and future land use trends, describe present and future resource
management programs and identify the major changes in land use that
could result from the hydroelectric development of the Susitna Basin.
Investigative tools have included inventories, review of resource
management planning done to date, and assessment of present land use
legal constraints such as the recently passed 0-2 bill.

Data to date indicates little resource management planning done or
proposed for the Susitna area. A complicating factor is the heterogeneous
lIIosaic of land management activities and objectives as a result of the
fragmentation brought about through the ANCSA and state land selection
events. One of the major concerns relates to access to the area that
will result from a basin development. Increased access would bring
more opportunity to use the land, leading to more pressure on existing
resources. This could force a change in land use, the lifestyle of
those who have used and are still using the area, and could alter the
ecological system. No assessments are available yet as to the degree
of severity of these changes.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

The objectives of this investigation are to identify archaelogical,
historical, and paleontological resources in the project area, to test
and evaluate these resources, and to propose mitigation measures and
lessen the impact of ground disturbing activities. The principal
investigator is the University of Alaska Museum. Activities to date
have included a literature search, substantial aerial photography,
~valuation, and some archealogical excavation.

A nUlliber of sitl'S have been identified that contain finds from both
historic and prehistoric times. While only limited assessment of the
finds has been made, no unexpected data has emerged. If this trend
continues, post-basin development impacts will not be extreme. However,
this assessment could be substantially qualified by next year's investi
gations.

RECREATION PLANNING

In addition to assessing the recreational aspects as part of the
wildlife, land use and socioeconomic feasibility study subtasks, the
principal investigator (University of Alaska, Fairbanks) is coordinating

7-5

,q
1 0



the preparation of a recreation plan for development of the total
project lands and waters associated with the basin development. The
oojectlves of this plan are to provide the most socially acceptable
and desirable mix of public recreation opportunities in concert with
conservation and preservation objectives.

Considerations include the degree of access generally desired, extra
polating therefrom the amount of utilization of project lands that
would result, balancing that degree of utilization against the capa
bility of the project lands to support it and to identify and incorporate
unique natural features, recreational opportunities or other unusual
characteristics. Techniques used include inventorying, crossfeeding
from other feasibility study subtasks, consultation with management
agencies at all governmental levels, and seeking public input on the
various alternative recreation concepts.

To date, only broad concepts have been developed. Response to these
brOdd scenarios suggest moderate to high development is desired.
Substantial further input and refinement to the proposals is necessary
before an optimized configuration can result.

PLANT ECOLOGY

The plant ecology studies, being principally investigated by the
University of Alaska, Fairbanks, have as their objective the mapping
and characterization of the vegetation/habitat types ocurring in the
project area. Desired results include identification of rare or
endangered types, concentrations·or conditions, and support to other
investigations such as food source assessment for fauna. Principle
investigative tools have been high altitude infra-red photography and
landsat imagery.

To date, vegetation types and dispersal have been roughly categorized.
Principle vegetation types in the area of inundation are closed mixed
conifer and deciduous forest, closed and open conifer forest, tall
stlrubland and op~n and closed shrubland.losses of vegetation/habitat
in the drea of proposed haul roads and borrow areas will probably
consist largely of low shrubland and mat-and cushion tundra. It
appears that no biologically important types will be lost. Assessment
of the impact of loss of habitat remains to be made.

CONCLUSIONS

It JIIust be finnly stated that insufficient data exists as of the date
of this report to definitively predict the overall impact of the
Susitna Basin development. From that inability follows a corresponding
inability to judge the acceptability or lack thereof of the probable
impact. 27 The Susitna project will result in a change in stream flow,
but there is as much evidence to indicate that these alterations would
create a positive overall fisheries impact as there is to suggest the
opposite. Whether positive or negative the overall change in the Cook
Inlet salilion fishery will probably be slight. Although the Susitna
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may be a major salmon producer for the Cook Inlet the major Susitna
contributions are expected to come from tributaries such as the Yentna,
Kashwitna, Willow, Deshka, etc. - none of which are affected directly
by Susitna development. Some questions for which there is totally
inadequate data to even speculate on impacts are - what is the importance
of the mainstem Susitna for winter rearing and how important for
spawning and rearing are the sloughs and side channels? These questions
are being addressed in the Phase I studies. It may be worth noting
that some of the aspects of other hydro projects which have created
significant impacts on fisheries are not inherent to Susitna. For
instance:

1. There is no direct blockage of fish migration or escapement
resulting from the dam itself.

2. There are no significant river diversions resulting in sub
sequent low flows in the diverted river.

3. Regulation is being factored into design to eliminate signi
ficant daily fluctuations in flow.

4. Nitrogen entrainment will not be significantly increased
because there are not numerous reservoirs in series.

"
.!

j

The possibility may exist for enhancing the Susitna River salmon
fishery by taking steps to remove the velocity barrier at Devil Canyon
and thereby open the upper Susitna River to salmon access. It is not
known at this time whether the existence of the Susitna Hydroelectric
Project would be an assistance or an impediment to the realization of
this concept.

There will, of course, be a reduction in wildlife habitat resulting
from inundation. The magnitude of this reduction is a key question
which cannot be quantified until more data is available. However, the
basin's most sensitive moose, caribou and furbearer areas are upstream
of the Watana reservoir area.

Numerous concerns have been raised regarding the potential social
impacts of the project. Continual reference is made to the pipeline
projPct. As with any large construction project, there will be un
uvoidable socioeconomic effects in the local, regional and state
dreas. However~ the pipeline had a large, transient, short-term 
construction force. much less controllable than a large, central,
long-tenD (lO - 15 years) workforce as would be associated with Susitna.
The degree to which this workforce is selfcontained can be controlled.

The influence of people in the area is likely to have a greater impact
on the local area than the project itself. If the wildlife and land
use disbenefits associated with increased access outweigh the social
benefits of increased-access, measures can be taken to restrict access.
Since total restriction is not realistic, impacts will result from
human intrusion into this relatively pristine area.
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The absence to date of findings of serious negative impacts suggests
stlldies should continue. Study continuation has the supplemental
benefit of substantially increasing the data base of the southcentral
Alaska ecological systems, a worthwhile benefit whether the Susitna
Basin is developed for jts hyDroelectric potential or not. -

No uttempt is made in this report to assess the environmental implica
tions of alternatives to hydroelectric development of the Susitna
lias in. When the requirement for this report was established, the
Power Authority was responsible for assessing alternatives to Susitna
hydroelectric development. However, subsequent legislation removed
the study of alternatives from the Power Authority and transferred it
to the Governor's office. The Governor's staff, in turn, contracted
assessment of alternatives to Battelle Northwest Laboratories. In the
absence of alternatives assessment, the Power Authority is unable to
effectively evaluate environmental impacts stemming from those alternatives.
However, the Battelle Northwest Laboratories contract includes such
environmental assessments. Battelle will also independently investigate
the projected need for power (which will largely influence the question
of timing and degree of future power development) and they will assess
the full range of alternatives to meet that projected power need. As
noted previously, their assessment of alternatives will include such
factors as environmental impact and their social and economic costs.
Battelle's efforts are scheduled to be completed by April 1982 so that
the decision-making process will have the benefit of both the Battelle
findings and the recommendations of the Power Authority.
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SECTION VII. ENDNOTES

!!

. 2/-

The discussions of fisheries and wildlife were provided by Dr.
Starker Leopold, member of the Susitna External Review Panel. Dr.
Leopold based his presentation on his previous knowledge of the
project area on interviews with study team members and on the first
set of annual reports from the environmental study team. The sections
on Land Use, Cultural Resources, Recreation Planning and Plant Ecology
were summarized from Subtask 11.01 - Project Overview, Second draft,
Acres American Incorporated, February 11, 1981, pages 10-4 through 1
25 .

These conclusions-are based on discussions with members of the Acres
study team. I

I

I
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JAY S. HAMMOND, Co'unor

~ST'£s

March 19, 1981

Mr. Jeff Weltzin
Fairbanks Environmental Center
218 Driveway
Fairbanks, Alaska 99701

Dear Mr. Weltzin:

Your letter of February 12 poses several questions regarding the posi
tion of the Department of Fish and Game on enhancement of salmon fisheries
in the upper Susitna River drainage. This Department is aware of the
interest in salmon enhancement connected with this project and our view
is presented hereafter in response to your questions.

1. lfnat is p~F&G's position regarding evaluation of upper Susitna
salmon enhancement within the context of the Susitna s-tudies?

The studies being conducted in Phase I by the Department of Fish and
Game on the Susitna River's fishery resources are primarily directed
towards evaluating the existing anadromous and resident fish communities
and their seasonal habitat requirements. This study is expected to
continue until the longer Phase II program begins in July of 1982 under
which we will then attempt to identify the potential impacts of the
proposed two dam system on the fishery resources and outline mitigative
alternatives. The long term goal of this Department with respect to
potential impacts of the Susitna Hydro Project on fishery resources is
to seek mitigation of these impacts to minimize any losses of the fis~

and wildlife resources and habitat that sustains them.

It has been the policy of this Department that a firm, individual, or
governmental body constructing or developing a project is not required
to mitigate impacts to fish and wildlife resources from development
project which would achieve an end result that enhances the fish and
wildlife resources above the overall pre-project level; rather, the
constructing entity is expected to achieve a parity of production with
the existing identified pre-project production and value of these
resources within the areas of impact. I might note, however, that
mitigation to parity by the const~Jcting entity could occur by enhance
ment of fish and wildlife production and human access to the fish and

~~wildlife resources in another location.

~ .
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Our position is, "therefore, that the Department would review enhancement
as a possible mitigation measure for offsetting a substantial project
impact on natural stocks of fish during Phase II of the studies. The
Department will not request the Alaska Power Authority to address, en
hancement based on the conjecture that a viable enhancement project
without the hydro project is possible in the upper Susitna Basin.
Attempting to establish salmon runs with or without the hydropower
project in the upper Susitna basin is a complex issue to evaluate in
itself, and may involve possible environmental impacts on naturally
occurring resident stocks which mayor may not be acceptable. The study
of the introductions of salmon for enhancement purposes in the upper
drainage is inadvisable at this time, in our opinion, unless the Alaska
Power Authority adopts a policy or position by which they co~~it to
enhancement studies, ~ld thereafter, commit to not only mitigation at

-parity of possible natural fish stock impacts, but also to enhancement
of fishery stocks above existing production levels.

2. How would ~~F&G address upper Susitna sa~~on enhancement?

The Department would address upper Susitna salmon enhancement based on
its potential feasibility and the evaluation of its need and value in
relation to proposed enhancement projects throughout the Cook Inlet
area. A long term planning process for the identification of potential
enhancement projects is ongoing at present by the Cook Inlet Regional
Planning Team'CCIRPT) "composed of the Cook Inlet Aquaculture Association
(ClM), and ADF&G f_S 'Sport Fish Division, Commercial Fish Division, and
Fisheries Rehabilitation and Enhancement Division (FRED). The attached
memo by Ken Tarbox of the Soldotna Office of ADF&G Commercial Fish
Division to Tom Walker of CIM includes a list of known, developing, and
suspected rehabilitation and enhancement projects they are reviewing
presently.

Also attached for your information are two 1977 memoranda between Jim
Riis, Sport Fish Division and Paul Janke of FRED; regarding the barrier
to salmon mitigation in the Devil's Canyon reach of the Susitna River,
and possible methods Df passing fish around that barrier.

J. Is there adeqvflte funding in the Fish Ecology studies budget to
give proper evalvfltion to potential and feasibility of salmon
enr~cement within the phase one time frame on the Susitna Studies?

As stated earlier, the Su Hydro Aquatic Studies are not designed to.
expressly evaluate anyone mitigation alternative, such as the feasi
bility of salmon enhancement in the upper Susitna Basin (with or without
the proposed hydroelectric project). The Department believes the funding
(as currently being renegotiated) for those project activities we are
directly conducting in FY 81 and FY 82, is sufficient to support the
data collection and general objectives of assessment of project impacts

~~~~~as. outlined_in the_June_30 ,,1980 RSA.~he Department has some _difference"·.~=~~~~~
of opinion with the APA regarding total adequacy of the Phase I information
which will be submitted to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(FERC) to initiate the license application process in 1982 (refer also
to the ADF&G October 1980 Plan of Study). However, APA has indicated
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their committment to the continuation of the aquatic studies into Phase
II to continue answering these impact issues. In the end, the determina
tion as to the adequacy of the data at the time of the preliminary
license submission is essentially the FERC's to make. Our difference
with the APA concerns the ability of their consultant group to evaluate
the potential project impacts with basically one year's data on fisheries.
FERC may, however, find that the data and preliminary evaluations given
to that agency are sufficient to begin the licensing and EIS development
processes provided that the APA and the Acres American and TES consultant
groups provide a strong qualification of unresolved issues, and a plan
and budget for continuing aquatic studies to assess the substance of
these issues before the final decision to approve or disapprove the
project is made.

4. If adeqv.a-te funding for study of upper Susima salmon enh..ancement
is not available in the existi?1..g Fish Ecology studies" do you plan
to seek the necessary funding this session?

The Department does not plan to seek funding this session to specifically
provide for enhancement studies in the upper Susitna basin. Most of
the work being conducted under our existing program would be basic to
initial studies required for determining enhancement potential of the
upper basin, however. .

5. Does ADF&G consider study of upper Susitna salmoneniuz"';cement to
fall vr~er its legal mandate to ma?1.age" protect" maintain" erJwnce"
and extend the fish and game of Alaska?

Certainly, this is a part of our legal mandate, but functionally the
resolution of enhancement potential in the upper Susitna basin is not
the APA's responsibility to fund and support. The separate regional
planning process in the Cook Inlet on the rehabilitation and enhancement
of salmon fisheries, being conducted by ClAA and the management elements
of the Department's fisheries divisions, is the mechanism by which
consideration of enhancement would be scheduled, prioritized, and evaluated.

If you have further questions regarding the Su Hydro Aquatic Studies
related issues from this Department's view~oint do not hesitate to
contact my office again.

Sincerely, .

~d/:dd£!
Ronald O. Skoog
Commissioner
(907) 465-4100

.

- _. .. cc:~D~~Wozniak,
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Harch 9, 1981

Ed,,-crd I\eed
Terrestrial Envirolli~ental Specialists, Inc.
RD. 1, Box 388
Phoenix, Arizona 13135

Dear Ed:

As you know, I have had concerns about the overall study approach of the
Susitna Project since its inception. In particular, I have been
concerned about compatibility of big game and plant ecology studies. In
correspondence and meetings between October 1979 and January 1980, we
discussed this issue at length.' Some modifications were made in the
plant ecology studies, but it appeared that available photography would
not permit the desired level of resolution in vegetation maps. Since we
appeared stuck with that situation for Phase I, I decided to wait until
Dr. Taber was appointed and the first vegetation maps were available for
review.

At our first meeting in December 1980, Dr. Taber shared our reservations
that it might be difficult to relate the vegetation maps to our animal
location Gata in a way that would indicate habitat selectivity. We
examined a n~T.ber of alternatives and decided to attempt a scheme where
we would classify habitat at random points using the same methods we use
at animal locations. This would allow us to assess the availability of
various habitat characteristics to the animal. This scheme was beyo~d

the scope of our original studies, but we felt it was important enough
to at least test the procedure during Phase I.

Last week we reviewed this scheme for the third time and took a closer
look at the 1:24,000 scale vegetation maps. We reluctantlyc6ncluded
that there were major problems with both approaches. The m~in problem
is that both the maps and our aerial classifications tend to focus on
overstory, yet understory is probably more important to the animals. At
certain times, particularly in fall, we can classify some understory
from the ai~ but at other times we can do no b~tter than the maps. Some
habitat/animal relationships will be obvious even with crude maps, but
there is a vast area of medium density spruce that appears to have a
heterogeneQus understory. We believe that a different approach is
needed to determine habitat selectivity in such areas.
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I strongly reC0;[::Tlend that a determined effort be JTlade to design Fh3se II
studies that will effectively deal with the problem. Substantial
expertise in ungulate/habitat relationships exists, some of it in
Alaska. I feel we should enlist the aid of these individuals in the
design effort. Otherwise, we are likely to waste time and money on a
half baked assessment. The timing of Phase II proposals is not clear to
me, but I recommend that you start the design process over the next
month or so to allow rnaxi::;JUlll time for thoughtful input.

In the meantime, we will continue to collect data in a maDDer that will
permit a simple assessment of animal use of geographic areas. we will
continue to classify vegetation and other enviror~ental parameters at
all of our animal locations. ~~en the 1:63,360 vegetation maps are
available, we will test the compatihility of the maps with our aerial
classifications.

In suw~ary, we will strive to collect our data in a manner that will be
compatible with whatever final approach to impact assessment is selected
so that no options will be precluded. we will gladly participate to the
extent we can in designing, testing and implementing a study approach.

Sincerely,

~
Karl B. Schneider
Research Coordinator
Division of Game

cc: Kevin Young, Acres
Richard Taber, U. of w.
Robert Mohn, APA
Tom Trent, ADF&G
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· . Juneau - A hydroelectric dam
\ proposed to be built on the Stikine
· River by a British Columbia firm is

nOl warranted and "probably should
not be buill," Alaska's govell)or said
Tuesday. . . ' "
~, "I don't think it's an appropriate,
project. I dop't think W's warranted.
ldon't think it's cost effective. I
don't think it's viable and 1 think it
probably should not be built," Gov.
Jay Hap1mond said. :,'

Hammond also Said he 'was as-
sured recently by British Columbia
Premier William Bennett that' the

'. hydroelectric project proposed by
B.C: Hydro probably would not be
built. . ' \

According to Hammond,' Bennett
said "you can go home and tel)' the
people there won't be a nickel spent
to construct that project during my
term in office." ~. .

,RC. Hydro has been conductmg
I field studies on the Stikine and lsku!

{ I rivers' since 1978, and considering
construction of five dams, two on the
Stikine about 140 to 160' miles up
stream'frem the_U.S.-Canada border
and three on the" Iskut River, 11

major Stikine tributary, 'about 50
miles from the border. '

The rivers flow from'BrltishCO:
lumbia' into Southeast Alaska near

, Wrangell and Petersburg. • '; ,
, The proposed dams have spurred .

some opposition in Canada, and alSo '
in Southeast AI?ska, wher~ fisher-':
men are concerned the dams could "
harm downstream king, coho and
sockeye salmon runs:
. State Department of Fish and,
Game officials have warned that
changes in stream flows even far
above the salmon spawning beds '.
could do significant Cia.mage. '

Hammond. said that an.....·earlier
statement he made about tile hy- '
droeJectric project may have''been
misinterpreted. Following a meeting

'with BennEtt in Whitehorse in late
January, Hammond announced tJiat
some of his fears about the dams had
been alleviatea:<' .,;f.;, :c.'c; 1 ;';'......~:.

. '. ' But Hammond ~i(iTuesday ~th~' ,
.•-::: reason his concerns were put to rest .'
.' -' was'. that 'he waS conviiiced oy'.con-::;

versatkm.L..w:itb, -Bennett 'that the
project woUld not be built. "0~'~:~."!':' .....__•·'·'~r·~<;,; /0~;r"=:
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EPARTllENT OF FISH AND GAME

~F&F~ @~ &~&~~&

Dear Mr. Yould:

September 28, 1979

In accordance with the request in your letter of August 28, the Department
of Fish and Game has reviewe9 the plans of study prepared by Harza
Engineering, res-American Inc., and International Engineering Inc. to
evaluate theSUtT1 ~ vironmental studies they propose. The
emphasis of our review focused on those programs and interdisciplinary
tasks related to determining project feasibility and impacts with respect
to fish and wildlife. We appreciate the opportunity to make this Department1s
recommendations with regard to the selection of a private sector consultant
to conduct the Susitna Hydro engineering and environmental feasibility
studies and to advise you of related issues.

Mr. Eric Yould, Director
Alaska Power Authority
333 W. 4th Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99510

In earlier correspondence to you on August 10th, the Department of Fish
and Game described our expectations with regard to the developw~nt of
the three consultant plans of study and the specific points we would
address in a review of their products and which are summarized as follows:

1. Scope of studies - that is, the degree to which the study
objectives meet biological data needs and integrate biological
studies into a multi-disciplinary effort which can provide an
assessment of project impacts.

2. Statutory and regulatory requirements - that is, the degree to
which Federal, State and local statutory and regulatory requirements
are recognized in the plannins process so there are no surprises
resulting in delay of the envlronmental assessment process to
determine the proj~ct feasibility.

3. Study time frames - that is, first, the degree to which
biological studies must follow the natural events of biological
cycles and the physical factors of habitat and environment
influencing them, to arrive at a point where our best and most
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timely judgement of project impacts and mitigation requirements
can be made. And second, the degree to which project and task
scheduling accomodates the development of the field staff and
administrative organization to carry out studies, coordinate
studies, and make logistic and equipment arrangements to
maximize the results of these studies.

4. Funding - that is, the degree to which a commitment is made
to guarantee equal consideration of fish and wildlife resources
through all phases of the project from initial planning to
construction (if the project is approved) and thereafter.
Monitoring of the impacts and operation of mitigation and
enhancement programs is also essential.

In reality, this Department had five plans of study before it in this
review. They are:

1. Alaska Department of Fish and Game, December 1977.

2. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, June 1978.

3. Acres-American, September 1979.

4. Harza Engineering~ September 1979.

5. International Engineering, September 1979.

Overall, it is our opinion that each of these plans of study is inadequate
for the reasons we discuss hereafter for each.

Alaska Deoartment of Fish and Game December 1977

1. Scope of Studies - The scope of studies by the Department of
Fish and Game basically covers the objectives for fish and
wildlife investigations as viewed solely by this. Department.
While we did our best to cover multi-disciplinary aspects of
an environmental program related to fish and wildlife resources,
vegetation analysis~ water quality~ hydrology, recreation and
socio-economics that could be conducted by the Department, the
study does not display the advantages of the integration of a
true multi-disciplinary effort by other specialists representing
the engineering and other non-fish and wildlife disciplines.

2. Statutory and Regulatory Requirements - The current status
of the National Environmental Policy Act, Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act, Coastal Zone ManagB~ent Regulations, and the
applicability of Alaska Statute 16.05.870, the Anadromous Fish
Act, to this project are not clearly addressed.

3. Study Time Frames - The time frames fit those required to
meet the fish and wildlife investigations goal of providing
our best judgement of project impacts in relation to the
cycles and life histories of fish and wildlife in this basin.
Further, they provide the time which is essential for organizing
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and administering these investigations. Important mileposts
in coordination of possible alternatives for license application
or EIS development are not detailed, however.

4. Funding - The budgets developed by ADF&G reflect the first
steps toward a cost saving and minimization of duplication of
effort that a coordinated multi- disciplinary effort could
potentially provide (based upon limited data provided in the
Corps of Engineers draft POS of October 1977). Interdisciplinary
studies however, can and should be refined further. The
budgets are the costs projected by ADF&G in 1977 dollars and
donlt reflect current and possibly inflationary values or
costs of fish and wildlife investigations proposed by the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service. lid like to reiterate Commissioner
Ronald O. Skoogls comment in his December 21, 1977 letter to
Robert Ward, Chairman of the Alaska Power Authority, 80ard of
Directors, transmitting this proposal, that is, "We believe
from our extensive experience that we have excellent insight
into what it actually costs to do business in the State."

U.S. Army CorDs of Engineers, June 1978

1. Scope of Study - The biological investigations of this plan
of study are the result of a limited coordination effort
between the Corps and the Department of Fish and Game. Narratively,
this plan of study covers the scope of task areas of the
biological investigations in a manner satisfactory to the
Department of Fish and Game. The plan of study also provides
for the shift of certain tasks exclusively from the biological
investigations to other task descriptions in hydrology and
water quality, making this a better effort at an inter-disciplinary
study than found in the Corps' original draft of October 1977.

2. Statutory and Regulatory Requirements - The Corps I June 1978
pas does not in our view reflect the current status or consideration
of impacts of this project on fish and wildlife and mitigation
in accordance with the Fish and Wildife Coordination- Act and
the National Environmental Policy Act. It also does not
consider the application of AS 16.05.870, the new Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission and Coastal Zone Management
Regulati ons to thi s project.

3. Study Time Frames - The Corps I studies were scoped into a 46
month time frame, which we believed to be inadequate. The
Corps did allow, however, that continuation studies beyond the
46 month period to 60 months may be required. However, the
wording in their pas implies that the construction decision
will occur before completing portions of the 5 year biological
studies we consider essential.

4. Funding - The Corpsls attachment of a 4.3 million dollar budget
to biological investigations was inadequate in this Departmentls
view. -For the 46 month time frame, we proposed a 7.9 million
dollar budget in 1977 dollars.
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Scopes of Study - The present consultant plans of study are scoped in
varying degrees of adequacy by the three firms. IECOls proposal is
deficient in both the aquatic and terrestral segments. Acres' proposal
does not have a satisfactory aquatic studies proposal but has a stronger
description the terrestrial studies tasks. Harza1s proposal contains
the best aquatic studies presentation and has done a fair job on the
terrestrial wildlife tasks also. In balance, Harza's biological investigations
proposals provide for a better state-of-the-art application of study
techniques and methodologies, such as radio telemetry, sonar application,
and instream flow. I must point out, that although all three firms have
adopted portions of the Department of Fish and Gamels ideas or suggestions;
the focus and results of their proposed activities are not totally in
accord with the Department.

Statutory and Regulatory Requirements

All three consultant firms address FERC licensing and exhibit preparation
requirements, but there is no specific discussion of the impact of the
requirements of AS 16.05.870, the Fish and Wildlife Coordinati'on Act,
and Coastal Zone Management Act regulatory requirements regarding coordination,
planning, and environmental protection in relation to this project.

Study Time Frames - All three firms were constrained to a 30 month.
time frame to FERC license application in accord with the APA contract
specifications. IECD does emphasize a three-year study on anadromous
species and a two-year study on large mammals but this is inconsistent
with this Department1s view of a required five-year study on some populations
and habitats. Both Acres and Harza more strongly emphasize the continuation
of fish and wildife investigations. We believe that APA must give the
contractor for the final PDS stronger direction to provide for the
review of pre--FERC license studjes, and provide a mechanism for the
review, redirection and continuation of selected projects post-FERC
license application~

Budgets - Because of the relatively short review· time afforded this
Department, we could not make an adequate assessment of the merits of
the three consultant firms' POS budgets. Their interdisciplinary study
plans and scoping of fish and wildlife tasks were not specifically
budgeted in all cases. The numbers of personnel dedicated to fish and
wildlife tasks detailed by two of the consultants (Acres and Harzaj is
also difficult to breakdown. We can only leave our final evaluation on
the adequacy of the fish and wildlife investigations budgets to the one
submitted in the final POS.

At this juncture, we recognize that the selection of a consultant to
prepare a final POS and to implement the studies involved must be based
on factors involving not only the fish and wildlife investigations.
This Department desires to assure that the best final POS is developed.
To accomplish this, we believe the fish and wildlife agencies must be
the key participants in the development of the final POS. The consultant
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firm selected should be one which has developed the best overall plan of
study. That firm and the APA will have to make a commitment to synthesize
a new final plan of study incorporating the concerns of the fish and
wildlife agencies which meets our special statutory mandates for the
protection of fish and wildlife resources. Funding for this planning
and coordination will be required by ADF&G.

I would like to advise you here of some of the requirements of the Fish
and Wildlife Coordination Act, Fish and Game Code, (Title 16), and
Coastal Zone Manage~ent Act which can influence this project.

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, draft Uniform Procedures for
compliance, ~~y 1979 further standardizes procedures and interagency
relationships to insure, "that wildlife conservation is fully considered
and weighed equally with other project features in agency decision-
making processes by integrating such considerations into project planning,
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance procedures, financial
and economic analyses, authorization documents, and project implementation."

Subpart B-FWCA Compliance Procedures

Sec. 410.21 Equal consideration.
Equal consideration of wildlife resource values in project planning

and approval is the essence of the FWCA compliance process. It requires
action agencies to involve wildlife agencies throughout their planning,
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 developing
and evaluating alternative plans.

Sec. 410.22 Consultation
(a) Initiation. The FWCA 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 approvaTs
which require a water-dependent power project approval from the Federal
Energy Regulartory 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 state(s) wherein the project is to be constructed and early site
review (NRC) applicants. The intent of this paragraph (a)(l) of this
section is to assist applicants in designing environmentally sound
projects without waste of their planning resources and to minimize the
potential for delay in the processing of applications. Action agency
implementing procedures shall advise that consultation should be initiated
by the applicant at the earliest stages of tts project planning, and
that its submissions to wildlife agencies shall indicate the general
work or activity being considered, its purpose(s), and the general area
in which it is contemplated.
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In order to comply with these procedures, APA should initiate the
process of consultation with the fish and wildlife agencies.

Title 16

Title 16, independently of Federal laws, mandates the Alaska Department
of Fish and Game to manage, protect, maintain, enhance, and extend the
fish, game, and aquatic plant resources and the habitat that sustains
them including assisting the U.S. Fish and Wildife Service in the enforcement
of federal 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 bed of a specifiad river, lake or stream, or to use
wheeled, tracked, or excavating equipment or log-dragging equipment
in the bed of a specified river, lake, or stream, the person or
governmental agency shall notify the commissioner of this intention
before the beginning of the construction or use.

c) .••• If the commissioner determines to do so, he shall, in
the letter of acknowledgement, require the person of 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 game in connection with the construction
or work, or in connection with the use, and the approximate date
the- constrtJction-~ work,--or use-: w.i-ll 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 constrijction or use is begun.

Purpose. - The purpose of this section is to protect and
conserve fish and game and other natural resurces. 1964. Att'y
Gen., No. 10.

Alaska Coastal Management Program

The recently approved Alaska Coastal Management Program (ACMP) mandates
that all State, Federal and Local government agencies must coordinat&
all planning and development activities in the State's coastal zone to
ensure adequate consideration and protection of Alaska's coastal waters
and resources. As the proposed Susitna Hydropower project 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 ~~t~Su Borough's District Coastal
Plan once it is completed and approved. The Coastal Standards are •
presently in effect and all State and Federal actions must be consistent
with them. Section 6 AA C 80.130 states that:

(a) habitats in the coastal area which are subject to the Alaska Coastal
Management Program include:

(1) offshore areas
(2) estuari es
(3) wetlands and tidal flats
(4) rocky islands and sea cliffs



E.. Yould -.~ -1- 9/28/79

_~C:'?:~_
>::-~.:-
-~~:?~ -.

'--~ > =.:::~-
":'__.. ~:: ~~

(5) harrier isTandsand lagoons
(6) expo.se:ri high ef1ergy coasts
(7) .MYers.;~. andlakes-----._------:. -

(at .i~upT~-ha?i~t:"=-=-~~-=--=~_~;:~_~

;.

--.-.

..... ~.

".-,;-:

--':: .::" -":'1:"

'';: ~.~

.-J' - ~_.:"'<_r
~'. .

'.J;;

~ _~:>7-:; .....' -.
..,;.

:0-

-

~

"'"..- ;.

--"

. --t

......:'';'' -_.

~~
~

• -. or

". }' ..

~-'....
. r

, ..-';

:* .,.;~~-~

. ~-':Tne:se habitats- Whiai-are.s~TlcaTIj iiti"flnec in-the Standanis IDLlSt be:
. :::Jdenttfied witlii"n tbe. Susitna Hydro Study area du:ring the feasibility-
~ :'~s::twiies- In addititm!lt- -sectl00-Cbl-:st:ates-:·ttiat habitatS corrtailied in (aT-- _m_ - -- -_.

'..a:f1:bis sectiOlis1ialTOe'liimaged-S:O as-tO ma:iirtal!1 or' enliance the biologieal,.-·· ---_ --.
.' --- /~ical and dieiifcal'-CharaaeriStics-or the' iiib-iut-Which eoritrifnrtes - - - -'., -. ~ .. -:-
2 _-~~\tc:- their capacf"fYt:&~support-rrv"in9reSaiu.rces,-- SpeCific guidelines are- - -- - ---~~
;~~·~?;~-:~alsiQ. provided 'f'cir eacli-Coas:t:IlT~habftat: 'The-eoastarZOne. Mana~t - -- - -, ---.~.....~-~
::\;;:~:~~·.causistancy requjM:ien~ are-maridatea'fn-oot!i the AlaSkan ana Federal'" - ~.: -----~._ .~

~~,~-:<~.CZKAc:ts and tbet'lsli- and" liiTdTi'fe--COOfdlriatiaf ACt.:. -orne-question Qr- . -- --~--.

~ ~:--:'::,:_f:aDsistinc:ywitb-1:Z!rsta'nCfardS-gcieS' .en--l:ie.Yoi:1fr1:he. FERC 11ceris:in9---~ .-----_. -=--:: -~

:7;;.~·.:::.~:.·~~trementsa.n!rSb:OuTdDe~~asi~te-StaP-iff'determnfng-tiie--.----.. -_.,-_-:-
>' ~:~~~~~·feasibility Q.f-Mjcfro.---P-~~1terna.t:fyes:.- .-- - '-'.'- --- ...' - -' "---'--- ,,-.-.-- ....-:-~-::-~.
~.«~*;.::'(~~;.:'::'''~... ..' .:$-.~r~-~~-~~-:.-~.,_--~.~~~.::_-- ~.,--:-:"":-~-~--....-..!-.--"-*'-. -:---~-:-'"'-.- ---:---- --.#--~~~-;:.~.~-

:~;~~~;-.!hank YOQ. for the ~ltj to coriiteii~-we ~eipea-- to' provide Il.lm"e _ . _

.;.:....-.~_·~:f~i~tioo to-~ chIrtng: the next weeks regarding the development ofa· .', -:.

:r:i~?~s~~1: ~ c.c~:~:::';~i;":~:~~,:~~?:;,:-~?J--~ =-;~~~,~~=;----:~=_. '--;~---, :~:.~~~: -~
':::, ~--:' .. ~"'. "'. '.-.'~... --~ . .. .,~,'.-. ._~- .

~ -*.~••-•• ~. ~ -._"' ' =-.. .... : .. ' ~.-:> .

- . t"'~ ~ - R:II: ~-T.-----'~--' .
o--~ ;:~.7O:; ~SS-'1ner.·. .,.-..w.Wl5iU·. '. :.--' ~ -'.

-:-' - . :-.~"': ntl"f:!CtnrS..~G9'JWleau. .:r -'-

'~'II wa1s..t1'uac-~-~- .- ~~- -:-.:-'
: ,~':-_o_-,.;_._.~ W~Sdiie~r_,..~AildWrage~~~~··-· ~;..,
-~ _,~-- ~--~:;. Rep;. RMantcodqeFS-;-rafniiljfS- ---:;--.::-'~-::.. -, . _: ", ,_. -.
-' .-:Z"- Rep.;. R.icl~J1ikTfo:'d;~iilC ~.. - .-- ~:. . --- r~: .. -

·i~~:;~__:::f~,~~r~~~;~"C~~~~.~~~f;;;i~E~ ~-~~ ~.
":::~:-~~(;C Reg.;-ona·l Supervis0r:S-:: HPS: ". _: -~:'::';_~!,..:d:~?:~--' :=:-- ;-. _.'
. '_ -".~-~-.: .--~ -'. Reg.;orra,T Super-visors:: - An-chorage:- .: .:. - -.~. - -. ~- -~'~"

::':- -: '-: '" Dave- Sturdevant :--.ADEB,..-Juneau. _-- _.. ,'<-". --

'. '"
.'~~~~ -.r- •

;;":.

.'" ....;

..:;.;..~

7 -=-

"..

--: ;~~~::-~-

- .~. :';'~::- ~.~:~;- .:';----.. .-....,:. _.

, , .;:

- -'. -- --.- -'';'





- I.. /

,'. L~oAr_.-.........,~.........;..~........_~-~ ...........,.......-'-~,,-~~....,.~..::..-.-_ ..,w ,', """>-__---..................;...,..,-'"'_

835'0' Stn:et"202. AnCtlor;)~.AI<ls:::a 99501 (g071 :17G.4244

t~
""'~tk~

~lrJ~
..

fltCR

So'Hd ot Trus1eu

Ch.liftn.tn:

Margaret S, Tileston
Pflesfdent. AIJSk~ Center
for true environment

Anc.hor~9'C. AbUc~

Roderir.k A. Cameron
Attorney
$.4.t:lo, w •• n..

Corrrnissioner i<onalrl O. Skooo
Alasy.rt DeDartm~nt of Fish &G~me

Subpnrt Buildina
Juneau, AK .99801

Dear Commissioner Skoog:
Robert M. Goldberq
Attorney
Mene," ..e. Ala.k3

John S. Hedland
Attorney

Anchora~.AI,uka

Cdi3 M. Hunter
M4.mbe,. Federl'~Star. LJ:l'Id
V\. ~.t\ni"q Commfti.lon

Alaska

Oif~ctOt, AI~Sk.J CoopeuUve
WHdl1ft Rc'SelrCfl Unit
Vnlv1:'tlty ot AJ.a.SI<"
F.lro.nk., AIUkll

J.mes E. Kowalsky
Ai."u R~O.

Friend. e t the E..lftn
F.,irbJnkS. Ah:lk-i

William K. Reilly
P.U1_ Con\cyv.aUon FOlJnd..

W,uI\Jn 9lon • D. C.

Or. George )'1. Rogers
!.co n omI1t. 11''lS!!t'u1e tor SocJ~'

J "'<2 ({un~ Rene,lrcn •
\,)Mi"uuty or AI,aSk..
)...,,, .... \1. AhJ\c,

Or. Arion R. TUlling
;{O,",O"T\IU. U.n.lv. or AhsL.:~.

~... tt. ' .... tetlor CommlU.e
...... u .....I'\~ot'\. O.C-

. n"l><t1 H. Weeden
f' .... 't'"".,.... ,..,qi~I1f1l

~ .. ,..~,
.~- .....-,., 0*' ,(.\t"",.
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I hav~ been fo 11 ov-:rtng the Sus i tna Dam oro.i ect and am
inter~sted in learning ~are about your Department1s views on
the ~roposed nraject. Since ADF &r, has exhibit~d much interest
in the area surroundi"9 the [iro[)osed d;:1fi1, your vi 1;\-/5 vii 11 be
especially useful to those evaluatin~ the proDosed project.
In particular, I would like to find out:

1. How ADF &G Dl~ns to cnonera~e with the Corns of
Enaineers, the U.S. Fish & Hi1dlife' Service, and the Alaska
Power Authority in coordinatinq studies to be done, and goals
to be accomplished during the feasibility study.

2. Hhat sorts of studies are needed before the feasibil ity
of the dam, from the viewpoint of its effects on fish and
wildlife. can be deter~ined.

a. HON much tif.1c Y/ill be needed to CO!:1D1ete the
s~udies. This time estimate should include
study planning and analysis.

b. How much mon~y will be required to conduct the
studies. If oossihle this should be broken down
into dollar a~ounts nceded for: each year of study •

3. In lioht of past studies conducted in the area,
,...hat is the Deoartnentt.s current view rr.CJardinn notential
im0acts of the' proposed project, on fish"and w{~a~ffe in the
area?

I would also aQpreciat9 receiving any. copies of ADF &G
reports relevant to the proposed project.

Thrtnk you for your l,r:lp. 1 look fordard to receiving
your reply in the near future.

Sincerely yours,

/ //7
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I ha Vf: been fo 11 O\>Jrtng the Sus i tna Dam oro.i ect and am
inter~sted in learning ~ore about your Department1s views on
the proposed Droject. Since ADF &r, has exhibit~d much interest
in the area surrounding the proposed d~m, your vi~ws will be
especially useful to those evaluatin0 the prooosed project.
In particular, I would like to find out:

1. How ADF &G pl~ns to coonera~e with the Corns of
Engineers, the U.S. Fish &Hildlife Service, and the Alaska
Power Authority in coordinatinq studies to be done, and goals
to be accomplished during the feasibility study.

2. hlhat sorts of studies are needed before the feasibility
of the dam, from the vi C:~'JPoi nt of its effects on fi sh and
wildlife. can be determined.

a. HO\-I much tif.1e wi 11 be needed to cO!:l!ll ete the
s~udies. This time estimate should include
study planning and cnalysis.

b. How much mon~y will be required to conduct the
studies. If oossihle this should be broken down
into dollar a~ounts nceded for: each year of study.

3. In lioht of past studies conducted in th2 area,
what is the Depart~cntls current view re~arding notential
imracts of the proposed project. on fish and wi~a~ffe in the
area?

I would also aQpreciat9 receiving any. copies of ADF &G
reports relevant to the pro~osed proj~ct.

Th<l.nk you for your l-Jr:lp. I look fort'lard to receiving
your rep1)' in the neal~ future.

Sincerely yours,

I //1
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"'.arch 30, 1979

Ms. Suzanne Weller
Trustees for Alaska
835 "0" Street #202
Anchorage, Alaska 99501
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Dear Ms. Weller:

I have enclosed two documents which should largely answer the'questions you
posed in your 1etter of March 12. Our corrments on your questions are
summarized below.

Question:

. ,.....

1. How the Department of Fish and Game plans to cooperate with the
Corps of Engineers, the U.S. Fish &Wildlife Service, and the Alaska
Power Authority 1n coordinating studies to be done, and goals to be
accomplished during the feasibility study?

: ....
jo •

Answer: The Department of Fish and Game hopes to insure that the
biological studies proposed in the June 1978 Phase I Plan of Study
(POS) for the Susitna Hydro Project are carried out. He will be
coordinating our activities with each of the above mentioned and
other agencies in an attempt to insure that all studies outlined in
the pas are conducted and all requirements of State and Federal law
are satisfied.

2. What sorts of studies are needed before the feasibility of the dam,
from the viewpoint of its effects on fish and wildlife, can be
determi ned?

Answer: The biological investigations proposed in the June 1978 PO~

identify the basic biological investigations which we believe are
necessary and required to assesS the feasibility of the Susitna
Hydro Project.
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Harch 30, 1979

Ms. Suzanne Weller
Trustees for Alaska
835 "0" Street #202
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Ms. Weller:

r have enclosed two documents which should largely answer the' questions you
posed in your letter of ~~rch12. Our comments on your questions are
summarized below.
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1. How the Department of Fish and Game plans to cooperate with the
Corps of Engineers, the U.S. Fish &Wildlife Service, and the Alaska
Power Authority in coordinating studies to be done, and goals to be
accomplished during the feasibility study?

r ...
j'

~

Answer: The Department of Fish and Game hopes to insure that the
biological studies proposed in the June 1978 Phase I Plan of Study
(POS) for the Susitna Hydro Project are carried out. He will be
coordinating our activities with each of the above mentioned and
other agencies in an attempt to insure that all studies outlined in
the POS are conducted and all requirements of State and Federal law
are satisfied.

~1 •

2. What sorts of studies are needed before the feasibility of the dam,
from the viewpoint of its effects on fish and wildlife, can be
determined?
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Answer: The biological investigations proposed in the June 1978 pas
identify the basic biological investigations which we believe are
necessary and required to assesS the feasibility of the Susitna
Hydro Project.
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a. How much time will be needed to complete the studies? This time
estimate should include study planning and analysis.

b. How much money will be required to-conduct the studies? If possible,
this should be broken down into dollar amounts needed for each
year of study?

Answer (a &b): Please refer to the enclosed briefing document
entit1ed nSusitna Hydro Biological Investigations." It includes a
commentary on the budgets proposed by ADF&G for the full term 46
month feasibility investigations of the Phase I POS and our-views on
the need for a five year study in lieu of the shorter, 46 month
investigation. '

-,

In light of past studies conducted in the area, what is the
Depart~ent(s current vie# regarding potential impacts of the
proposed project, on fish and wildlife in the area?

\
Answer: Please refer to the appropriate section of the "Susitna Hydro

Biological Investigations" briefing document and our 1978 report to
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, HPreliminary Environ~~ntal

Assessment of Hydroelectric Development on the Susitna River."

3.
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The Department of Fish and Game appreciates your interest in t~e proposed
Susitna Hydro biological investigations. If you have further questions
regarding our involvement in the feasibility studies, please contact Thomas
Trent, Regional Supervisor of the Habitat Protection Section in Anchorage,
telephone 344-0541, extension 133.·

Thank you for your inquiry on this matter. I hope this material will prove
useful to you. ~.....

< ([;;;: /

r Ar/,Ronald O.~~~
'0 f Commissioneroog .

cc; T. Trent

bee: C. Es tas

ROS:RL:n~T:~
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Susitna Hydro Biological Investigations

1. Background

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) has been actively

involved in coordinating, proposing, and conducting biological

studies related to the Susitna Hydropower Project since 1974. From

that time to today, we have had o~ny problems in attaining the

scope of study and funding the. Department believes is necessary to

adequately assess the biological impacts of this proposed hydropower

development.

Initially our concerns were not only limited to funding of adequate

studies, but also included geographic areas which would be studied.

E~rly on in the Susitna Hydro environmental assessment, the Corps

of Engineer.s (CDE) restricted our work to the immediate impoundment

area and downstream to the confluence of the Chulitna River. One

gain we feel we have made is the consideration of the impacts of

this project, the largest hydro development in North America, on

the downstream enviroJlment below the Susitna dams and the area

above the impoundment.

Tne Oepart~ent of Fish and Game, through its data review of possible

fish, wildlife and ot~er environmental impacts of the Susitna Hydro project

has identified a number of concerns. As a data base we have only a

-1-
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done to date. We believe the assessment of fish and wildlife

resources impacts in Phase I of the Susitna Hydro studies are

fundamental to the determination of this project1s feasibility. If

the project proves feasible, these biological studies are basic to

the mitigation of fish and wildlife impacts when the project is

constructed.

A. Fi sheri es Studi es Backarourid

Background knowledge of the Susitna River basin is limited. The

proposed hydroelectric development necessitates gaining a thorough

knowledge of its natural characteristics and fish and wildlife

populations prior to .final dam design approval and 'constructloo--'

authorization to enaole protection of the aquatic and terrestrial

communities from unnecessary losses.

The Susitna River basin provides important habitat to a wide variety

of fish species, both resident and anadromous. Five species of

Pacific salmon (chinook, coho, chum, pink, and sockeye) utilize the

Susitna River drainage for spawning and rearing. The udjority of

the chinook, coho, chum, and pink salmon production in the Cook

I 1 .... ....... Th' . .n ek area occurs Wl~nln ~ 1S aralnage. Grayling, rainbow trout,

Dolly Varden, burDot, lake traut, whitefish, and sculpins are some

of the more common and important resident fish species.

Baseline environmental fisheries studies have been conducted by

ADF&G intermittently since 1974. The p~ojects were financed with



Federal funding averaging 529,000 per year in 1974, 1975, and 1976,

and an allocation of $100,000 in 1977. The National Marine Fisheries

Service (NMFS) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USPWS) first

contracted ADF&G ~o conduct a one-year assessment of salmon populations

utilizing the Susitna River in the vicinity of the proposed Devils

Canyon dam site during 1974. The objectives of the~e studies were

to determine the adult salmon distribution, relative abundance, and

migrational timing and to determine juvenile rearing areas (Barrett,

1974). Funding was received in 1975, 1976, and 1977 from USPWS to

continue and expand these studies and to monitor the physical and

chemical parameters associated with the mainstem Susitna (USFWS,

1976; and Riis, 1977). Additional baseline studies were not initiated

during ·1978 due to lack of funding. A characteristic of ADF&G fish

and wildlife studies to date on the Susitna Hydro Project area has

been the discontinuity, uncertainty, and low levels of funding from

several sources.

·B. Wildlife Studies Background

The Susitna River basin has long been recognized as an extremely

rugged wilderness area of high aesthetic appeal and as an important

habitat to a wide variety of terrestrial wildlife species (ADF&G,

unpubl. data). Most important to sport an~ subsistance users are

moose and caribou, and to a lesser extent, grizzly bear and sheep.

Hydroelectric development has been under consider.ation in this area

for a number of years and seme very general ungulate population

,
I



assessment work was begun in 1974 and completed in the spring of

1975 (USFWS, 1975). Additional studies were not conducted in the

project area until Parch of 1977 when limited funds were made

available to begin acquiring baseline information on moose and

caribou populations within and adjacent to the project area. Funds

received by Game Division for work to 'date were $2,000, $14,500,

$46,700, and $16,500 for FY 74, FY 75, FY 77-78, and FY 78-79,

respectively.

~ ~
C. Evolution of the Prooosed Phase I Susitna Hydro Biological Investigations

1. 1975 ProDosal

The ADF&G entered "its first comprehensive proposal for fish

and wildlife investigations to the USFWS, and through that

agency to the COE, on Nov~uber 18, 1975. That proposal spread

investigations over a five year period from FY 77 through FY

81, and indicated a cost of 3.62 million for"ADF&G field work.

To that figure should be added an additional cost for USFWS

and NMFS coordination of $525,000, and therefore a total cost

of 4.145 million dollars for proposed" fish and wildlife work.

Estimated cost of the Susitna Hydro Project construction in

1975 was 1.5 billion dollars.

2. 1977 Proposal

On Dec8uber 15, 1977, the ADF&G completed a review of the COE
I I



prepared draft Susitna Hydropower Plan of Study (POS) of

Septa~ber 1977. In our commen~s to that document~ we included

the Depa~wnent's estimate of fish and wildlife and habitat

investigation costs and our recommendation of needed studies.

Total costs for ADF&G field investigations for a five year

period totaled 10.5 million dollars. This increase over 1975

was due not only to inflationary factors, but also because our

limited studies from 1974 through 1977 indicated new problem

areas where impactS'on fish and wildlife must be assessed.
. \

Estimated construction cost for the Susitna Hydro Project in-

" -1977 was 2.1 billion dollars.

3. 1978- ProDosal

The Department-revised its December 1977 proposal early in
:i- ,-- -'"",

1978 to fit the 46 month time frame for Phase I studies whic~'if =' ,-,-- -_. .

the Alaska Power Authority (APA) and CaE said would be imposed.

Tne Department objected then, and still does, to the compression

of the time frame for biological investigations. My stafr
\

believes quite strongly that a minimum five year period is

needed for an adequate biological study of the Susitna River

Basin. The area encomoassed is larae and comc1ex. Anadromous. .. .
fish runs, for exar:~le, pose special problems of study because

some salmon stocks have a five year life cycle.

-5-



In the June 1978 Susitna Hydropower Plan of Study, the CDE

gave some recognition to the need to complete fish and wildlife

studies covering complete life cycles by stating in paragraph

2 on page 40 of the POS that: Il some of the biological studies

will require continuation through step 3 into construction to

provide a base of life cycle, habitat, and other information

needed to outline possible mitigation studies. 1I However, we

have no guarantee that funding to support these continuation

studies will be uade available. Furthermore, the preceding

POS statement infers that the construction decision will occur

before completing portions of the biological studies that are

necessary for making the project feasibility decision. This

c1early is in conflict with the Council on Environmental

Quality Proposed Regulations under NEPA of June 9, 1978.

The Department1s latest total budget recommendation of 7.9
.

million dollars for 46 months for Phase I feasiblility investi-

gations related to fish and wildlife was submitted to the

Corps on April 19, 1978. The Corps and APA, over our objections,

finally included a budget of 4.3 million dollars in the Susitna

Hydro POS in June of 1978, a difference of ~.6 million dollars.

This is a difference we find hard to resolve considering the

job we must do to adequately assess the feasib1ity of this

proposed project.

-6-



An indepe~dent analysis for Spor~ Fish Division by Milo Bell,

a consulting engineer with extensive experience on Pacific

Northwest hydro projects and fisheries related studies in

Washington, indicated the fisheries feasiblity investigations

for a hydro project the size of Susitna Hydro would-run to

about 5. a mill i on do 11 ars, a fi gure comparable wi th our own

estimate of 5.1 million dollars.

Estimated construction cost of the Susitna Hydro Project at

this time, rtarch 1979, is 2.6 billion dollars.

Therefore, the Department has seen the cost of the Susitna

Hydro Project rapidly escalate from 1.5 billion dollars in

1975 to 2.6 billion dollars in 1979, a 73 percent increase.

V~anwhi1e, the proposed budget for support of fish and wildife

studies has gone from 4.145 million dollars in 1975 to 4.3

million dollars (imposed by the Corps and APA), a 3.7 percent

increase.

4. 1979 ProDosed One Year Funding of Fish and Wildlife Biological

Investigations Fundin~

On NOVember 3, 1978, the Deparwuent was contacted by the Corps

of Engineers with a request to provide our estiwated budget

for 1979 biological investigation adjusted from our prior

fiscal year development to a calender year and on a quarterly

basis for the 1979 calendar year by November 4, 1978. These

figures developed by ADF&G were: <'l ./



4th
Quarter

S' 43,000.00
30,000.00

1st
1979 Quarter

Anadromous Fish Studies
Resident Fish Studies
Aquatic Plants &Animals
Economic Studies
Support &Planning $10,000.00
Wildlife Studies

$10,000.00

II. Constraints and Things to be Done

A. P1annino and Coordination

2nd
Quarter

S115, 000.00
80,000.00
5,000.00

10,000.00
32,000.00
20,000.00

$262,000.00

3rd
Quarter

$115,000.00
250,000.00*
99,000.00
15,000.00
90,000.00

80,000.00 150,000.00
$649,000.00 $223,000.00
*Sonar Development

The Department's involvement with Susitna River Hydro Project has,

in the past, been characterized by the implementation of short term

projects, hastily contrived out of necessity, without the opportunity

for long term and ongoing planning.

Due to the nature, magnitude, and complexity pf the biological

investigations necessary to assess the impacts of this project,

detailed and comprehensive planning is essential. Only following

this period of preparation can we insure the adequacy of fiscally
.

responsible biological studies designed to fully assess project

impacts.

In the first two quarters of this Department's proposed work on the

Susitna Hydro biological investigations, we have a great need to do

~~re detailed planning of specific project activities, methodology,

and development of the ~rganization and of the expertise to effectively

carry through Qur proposed investigations and assure their integrity.

y



We consider it essential the very best expertise in the field of

hydro projects be utilized during this planning process. This o~y

necessitate contracting various qualified personnel from the northwest

where the IIs tate of the art ll is well developed. It will likely

necessitate travel to these northwestern states by key personnel to

consult with qualified individuals and organizations.

A good deal of interagency coordination will be necessary and

mutual fielding of various projects will require planning and

organization. For example, we know the U.S. Fish and Wildlife

Service will conduct specific study segments and the U.S. Geological

Survey yet others. In the interest of economy and obtaining the

best results, these activities require coordination•

•
We feel strongly that suitable time must be allocated to the

process of planning and coordination before any field staff are

hired, or biological studies fielded if adequate professional level

results are expected.

Outcomes of the planning effort should be:

1. a table of organization for the administrative support

and field staff to direct and carry out the biological·

investigations

C1



2. the development of job descriptions and specific work

plans and subcontract work items for Department biological

'j nvesti gati ons

3. the timetables for training personnel, development of

special equipment, and the state of the art methodologies,

and subcontracts for field studies.

B. Personnel

A project of this magnitude will necessitate employing personnel

who possess both experience and knowledge of specific disciplines.

For example, we will need people who are experts in the field of

hydrology as it relates to fish and wildlife, those with engineering

background, those capable of performing complex water/wildlife

computer modeling, etc. It is going to be necessary for this

Department to go outsi de its own organi zati on to. recrui t many of

these individuals, as we, to date, have not experienced the need

which creates experience in these disciplines.
....

It should be understood that this hydro evaluation is going to

require a staff of experts who work SOl~on this project. We

cannot expect a biologically sound study to occur with adequate,

professional solutions and answers if it is conducted on a part

time basis by existing Departuent staff, as in the past. Personnel



"

constraints are particularly binding for the fisheries related

work, because the Department1s fisheries division staff are totally

dedicated to uanagement and research problems in other areas.

There simply has to be a staff of qualified individuals, with the

c~ployment guarantees necessary to provide continuity to long term

studies.

C. Funding

While the adequacy, or inadequacy of funding to perform fish and

wildlife studies has been a major Departmental concern over the
.

past several years, the continuity of it in the future is even a

greater one. As this hydro project and initiation of the long term

biological studies nears reality, it is paramount that money be

appropriated for more than a few months or even a single fis~al

year at a time. The accomplishment of the biological studies will

require long term contracts for work, equipment development, and

the maintenance of a qualified professional level staff. Personnel

qualified to plan and conduct the involved research necessary to

assess the impacts of the Susitna Hydro Praject~ cannot be recruited

without long term c~ployme~t guarantees.

Timing of funding appropriations are, and will continue to be, of

critical importance; and again support the need for funding beyond

a: given fiscal year. For example, many of the studies can only be

conducted at brief seasonal periods of the year due to particular I

_11_



stream flow needs, migrational movemen~s of wildlife, or spawning

migrations of a specific fish species. To miss one of these periods,

due to money appropriation difficulties" is to miss an entire study

year.

D. Equipment and Material Aquisition

A great amount of materials~ equipment, and scientific gear will be

required for these studies. Much of it will require ordering well

in advance. Pajor sonar and telemetry development is anticipated

for fish migrational studies.

~any of these items will be ordered in one fiscal year and perhaps

not received until the next one. Again, monies must be available

beyond a single year. If funding terminates, we will likely have

a number of commitu~nts to purchase special equipment which will

have to'be honored.

E. Surrrrati on

Without continuity of funding beyond a single fiscal year, the

personnel to plan and conduct the hydro related studies cannot be

adequately recruited and/or retained. The large sum of money which

may be authorized will, under these circumstances, be of little
•

use.

-12-



The Deparwoent is being asked to participate in a biological evaluation

of the largest hydroelectric project ever planned. It is critically

important the project be planned, conducted, and finally assessed

in a ~~nner which brings credit to the State and which minimizes fish

and wildlife resource protection and mitigation of project impacts.

Tne guarantee of continuity in study funding and timing ~~y be the

single most important factor in achieving this goal.

--- ......

\

II. Potential Imnacts

A. Fisheries

1. With considerable study of the projectls impact· on fish and

wildlife resources yet to be accomplished, the ADF&G has

collected sufficient information and addressed the potential

biolo~ical impacts of th~ Susitna Hydro proposal in a number

of doclli~ents which allow us to state that fish and wildlife
~

resources will be adversely impacted.

The construction and subsequent operation of the Devils Canyon

and Watana dams will result in long-term ecological changes.

Tne two dams will ~inundate an estimated 50,550 acres of the

Susitna River Basin aquatic and terrestrial habitat upstream

of Devils Canyon. Regulation of the mainstem river will

substantially alter the natural flow regime downstream.



Secondary impacts such as improved road, wa~er, and fioatplane

access o~y create some additional problems in regulating

hunter and fishermen harvest.

Following is a brief summation of the major impacts of the

proposed dams illustrating the importance of comprehensive

biological studies to determine the extent these impacts will

affect fish and wildlife populations.

Susitna Fisheries and Aauatic Habitat

The fish populations are the most obvious aspects of the

aquatic community where impacts will be evident due to their

high economic and recreational impartance to the people of

Alaska and the nation. However, impacts are not limited to·

the fishery resource alone due to the complex interrelationships

between all biologic~l compo~ents of, and within, the aquatic

community and the associated habitat. Our preliminary studies

have partially defined that the effects of impoundment and

construction activities will include alteration of the natural
.

flow regimes, water temperatures, water chemistry, transport

of o~terials, and the quantity of wetted habitat. Habitat

requirements of the critical life history phases for passage,

spawning, egg incubation, and juvenile rearing of the Susitna

salmon species studied are quite specific. The USFWS Cooperative

lnstream Flow Service Group has developed criteria which



demon~trate the narrow tolerances of certain salmonid and

resident species to the hydrauiic parameters of velocity,

depth, substrate, and temperature (Bovee, 1978). ihe seasonally

wide fluctuations of water velocity, depth, temperature, .

substrate and sediment of the free flowing mainstem Susitna,

its sloughs and tributaries determine the availability and

accessability of salmon habitat. Thus, any alterations to the

existing Susitna aquatic ecosystem which restrict or reduce

the availability of required habitat, will also reduce fish

production in the Susitna Basin and Cook Inlet estuary.

For example, it is important to note that although the Susitna

River is glacial and turbid more than half of the year, ~1e

river clears during the win~er months and becomes the w~jor

winter rearing area for salmonids as they migrate from the

clearwater tributaries and sloughs which freeze and dewater.

Chinook and coho salmon, which are of high interest to both

corrrnercial harvesters and sport anglers in the Cook Inlet area

are dependent on these freshwater rearing areas· of the Susitna

for a period of one tp two years before migrating to saltwater.

Tnase important rearjng areas will be lost downstream of the

dams because the river will be turbid year round and have a

higher water velocity due to a reversal of the natural seasonal

flow and stage conditions after construction. Although total

salmon escap~oent esti,,~tes have not been derived for this

syste~, it is probably the second or third largest sockeye



,

salmon production area within Cook Inlet. Economically) the

estimated average annual commercial value of the sockeye,

king, pink, chum, and coho Susitna salmon stocks was $8,721,780

in 1975. This does not include thel975 estirrated value of

$3,701)745 for the additional salmon in the Susitna River

Basin necessary for producing this estirr~ted potential catch.

Although figures for subsequent yea~ are unavailable because

of insuffient data, it can be assumed the value of this fishery

has greatly increased.

Economic values related to recreation are unavailable but

assumed to be high due to high concentration of the population

adjacent to the Susitna River. Non-consumptive economic

values are also unavailable.
•

B. Terrestrial Wildlife

2. The proposed Susitna Hydropower Project will have impacts on

several wildlife species which either reside in the project

area, use the area for migration or other seasonal purposes or

use habitat downstream which will be altered by the stabilization

of water flow. Although many species of animals could be

potentially influenced, terrestrial studies to date have focused

on ungulate populations, prirr~rily moose and caribou.

-16-
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Moose

Moose are likely to be adversely affected in several ways.

1. Loss of habitat by inundation within the imooundment areas.

Preliminary studies indicate that several moose subpopulations

occupy drainges flowing into the impoundrr~nt areas. Tnese

moose spend much of the year outside of the impoundment areas

but each winter tend to migrate into or across these areas.

Much winter range will probably be lost. This will be particularly

critical in severe winters. Therefore t a substantial reduction

in the number of moose in a large area surrounding the impoundments

will_~robably occur.

Moose numbers are currently reduced in the area probably

because of a combination of severe winters and predation.

Therefore, hunter harvest has been restricted in recent years.

However, an average of 146 are taken annually by 475 to 500

hunters from the moose 5ubpopulation that will probably be

impacted directly by the impoundments. This comprises about

3.5 percent of the statewide harvest of moose. However t the

importance of the area to hunters is expected- to increase as

new National Parks and private land holdings restrict the area

available to uany hunters. If there were a 50 percent reduction

in these moose subpopulations, there could be a loss of harvest

of over 7500 moose over the 100 year life span of the project.



, . <.

The reduction in moose densities could also lead to chronic

predation problems. Tne impact on non-consumptive use of

moose· is difficult to estimate at this time. The Watana

impoundment is expected to impact more moose than the Devils

Canyon.

z. Loss of browse downstream.

The river bottom downstream to Cook Inlet provide winter range
<

for moose from Game Management Units 13, 14, and 16. Stabilization

of water fiows may cause much of the willow in this area to be-

replaced by spruce. This could lead to a reduction in moose

numbers in all of these units especially in severe winters.

Adequate data are not presently available to eve~roughly

estimate the magnitude of this impact.

3. Accidents

Moose, especially calves, frequently becc~e ffiiJ;d in mud. Ice

shelving caused by winter drawdown also could lead to accidental

moose deaths. The Watana impoundment would greatly increase

the potential of fatal accidents but there is no way to estimate

the importance of this at present.

-18-



Caribou

While some loss of caribou habitat may occur, the greatest

impact would be through blockage of migrations. In past

years, many caribou have migrated across the Susitna River in

the impound~ent area after calving. Although specific harvest

data on the Nelchina caribou herd for this area are currently

unavailable, rr~jor harvests of these caribou occurs in the

vicinity of the Denali Highway during years of high numbers of

caribou migration across the Susitna River. At the present

time, it is not known if the impoundments will block the

caribou from portions of their range or whether they will

attempt to cross or go around the impoundrr.~nts. It could lead

to overgra~ing of portions of the range and abandonment of

other areas or increas~mortality due to accidents in attemDts
~ .

to cross the impoundment.

Other Soeci es

The impoundments will almost certainly reduce nu~bers of

bears, wolves, wolverines, other furbearers, small game, and

non-game species through loss of habitat. Furbearers and

waterfowl may be reduced downstream as a result of altered

water flow and fluctuations in the river that are important

in providing the stimulus for new riparian vegetative succession

with plant species important to these wildlife populations.
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A small population of Oal1 sheep may be adversely affected by

disturbance during construction unless human activities,

particularly aircraft traffic are controlled.

c. Socioeconomics and Recreation

It is important to recognize that any direct or indirect

biological impacts of this project may, and likely will,

affect the recreational and/or commercial utilization of major

salmon and resident fish species, and wildlife species and

their associated habitat. The close proximity of municipalities

containing half the human population of Alaska emphasizes the

socia-economic values of the fish, wildlife, and habitat

resources of the Susitna River Basin. The Susitna drainage is

highly used and important to the sport and commercial fisherman,

the recreational enthusiast, industry, and municipalities.

Tne popularity of Denali State Park and nearby Mt McKinJey

National Park further attests to the high social~ recreational,

and aesthetic qualities of the area. Specific data on these

subjects in the hydroelectric project area watersheds are

incomplete or lacking. Adding to the importance of the area

for fishing and hunting is the enactment of the 0-2 and Antiquities

fict provisions on other lands where certain recreational uses

may be restricted.

D. Navigability

Much of the Susitna River drainage downstream of the proposed hydro

development is one of major recreational development. Stream side



recreational sites and subdivisions are markedly increasing the

nu~bers of people utilizing the river for transportation during

both the summer and winter seasons.

It is unknown to what degree the substantial change in natural

stream flows u~y affect travel and transportation (both recreational

and commercial) of these downstream river portions. They may,

however, be quite significant.

3/7/79
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Honorable Senator Mike Gravel
United States Senate
3121 Dirksen Senate Office Building
WaShington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Gravel:

I have just completed reading an article attributed to you in the recent
issue (Vol. VIs No.2) of Catalyst. In your article, you discuss the great
potential for hydroelectric development in Alaska and the need to properly
plan for such development and other land uses. I could not agree with you
more that the key to t~e future orderly developw~nt of Alaska's land and
water resources lays in proper and timely planning. It is the issue of
planning for fish and wildlife needs that prompts my concern with your
Catalyst, article.

The proposed Susitna River hydroelectric project is presented in your
article as a project embraced by environmentalists and having no effect on
fish life. As to the former assertion, I have no comment. I am, however,
concerned with the abrupt dismissal of the fishery values of the Susitna
River represented in your latter statement.

The main purpose of this letter is to appraise you and your VJashington
staff of the progress to date by the Department of Fish and GameJs field
staff in compiling baseline pre-impoundment fish and wildlife resource
data. The Alaska Department of Fish and Game has conducted baseline
environmental fisheries studies since 1974 in the upper and lower Susitna
River drainages with limited financial support from the National ~Erine

Fisheries Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Federal funding
of this Department1s activities terrrnnated December 31, 1977, with consider
able study of the projectJs impact on fish and wildlife resources yet to be
accomplished, but with sufficient information on hand to allow us to state
that fish and wildlife resources will be adversely impacted. The construction
and subsequent operation of the Devils, Canyon and Hatana dams will result
in long-term ecological changes. Most notably, the level and flow patterns
of the Susitna River will be altered in significant ways and will create
adverse impacts to fisheries resources both upstrefu~ and, more importantly,
downstream of the proposed dams.
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Honorable Senator Mike Gravel
United States Senate
3121 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington. D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Gravel:

I have just completed reading an article attributed to you in the recent
issue (Vol. VI, No.2) of Catalyst. In your article, you discuss the great
potential for hydroelectric development in Alaska and the need to properly
plan for such development and other land uses. I could not agree with you
more that the key to the future orderly development of Alaska's land and
water resources lays in proper and timely planning. It is the issue of
planning for fish and wildlife needs that prompts my concern with your
Catalyst, article.·

The proposed Susitna River hydroelectric project is presented in your
article as a project embraced by environmentalists and having no effect on
fish life. As to the former assertion, I have no comment. I am, however,
concerned with the abrupt dismissal of the fishery values of the Susitna
River represented in your latter statement.

The w41n purpose of this letter is to appraise you and your Washington
staff of the progress to date by the Department of Fish and Game's field
staff in compiling baseline pre-impoundment fish and wildlife resource
data. The Alaska Department of Fish and Game has conducted baseline
environmental fisheries studies since 1974 in the upper and lower Susitna
River drainages with limited financial support from the National ~~rine

Fisheries Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Federal funding
of this Department's activities terminated December 3l~ 1977, with consider
able study of the project's impact on fish and wildlife resources yet to be
accomplished, but with sufficient information on hand to allow us to state
that fish and wildlife resources will be adversely impacted. The construction
and subsequent operation of the Devils. Canyon and \-latana dams will result
in long-term ecological changes. Most notably, the level and flow patterns
of the Susitna River will be altered in significant ways and will create
adverse impacts to fisheries resources both upstream and, more importantly,
dOh~stream of the proposed dams.
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Sef1!i!tclT Gravel -2- sel;rtembE~r 7 11 1918

For example, chinook and coho salron, which are of high interest to both
commercial harvesters and sport anglers in the Cook Inlet area are dependent
on the freshwater rearing areas of the Susi'tna for a period of one to two
years before mi grati 09 to sal twatef'. These important reari ng areas. will be
lost downstream of the dams because the river will be turbid year-round and
seasonal flow and stage will be the reverse of natural conditions after
construction..

Our preliminary studies have partially defined that the effects of impoundment .
and construction activities will include alteration of the natural f1o~

regimes, water temperatures, water chemistry. transport of materials and
the quantity of wetted habitat. These changes will disrupt the trophic .
structure and habitat composition downstream from the dam, and will eventually
reduce or eliminate certain terrestrial and aquatic populations.

In response to your recent comments, I have concentrated herein on fisheries
issues. Fisheries studies relating to the Hydroelectric Project on the
Susitna were not conducted this year due to lack of funding; however.
wildlife associa~ad studies were continued with $16~500 in State funds.
When Federal assistance lapsed" the Alaska Power Authority recognized the
economic and biological benefits of continuing moose radio-telemetry studies
with presently radio-collared animals and provided the necessar-Y funding.

Additional Federal funding» unfortunately, terminated due to U.S. Corps of
Engineers priorities in other areas. Your article referred to the Phase I
activities relating to the $usitna Dam: nAt present, the Corps is at the
proposed sites conducting Phase I activities, which include complete design
and cost/benefit ana lyses as well as a Final Environmental Impact Statement. II

Actually, the Corps of Engineers is conducting their foundation studies at
the damsites while no fisheries war" 1s underway at the present time.
Wit~out adequate funding and sufficiently timed preconstruction Phase 1
studies to further assess and define the magnitude of impact from the
proposed construction activity and from operation of the facilities. a
final Environmental Impact Statement cannot be prepared and will result in
a delay of a cor~truction decision. It is important to note that mitigation
features have not yet been defined to offset anticipated impacts to fish
and wildl ife resources between the impoundment area and downstream from the
dam site.

i
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t hope that my corrments and the enclosed draft,on this Department's
1971-78 field progress report will assist you in evaluating this important
project. Please feel free to call me for any additional information.
There is the serious cnatter of funding to continue our pre-impoundment
studies. and as a member of the Environmental and Public Works Cormrlttee
perhaps you could assist in this regard.

Si~.

Ronaff8>. Skoog
~~ioner

Enclosure

ce: Honorable Ted Stevens
Honorable Donald E. Young

bee: T. Trent
R. AndretS
L lo9n

~. .n -e..-

.~~-
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In less than a decade, Alaska has earned a reputation
as America's energy storehouse.

With the Trans-Alaska Pipeline delivering crude oil
from North America's largest known petroleum reser
voir, and with a route chosen for a natural gas pipeline
extending 4,800 miles to the midwest and west coast,
Alaska has become a crucial supplier of American
produced petroleum.

Senator Alike Gravel, D·A laska, is
sening his second term in the U.S.

_, ~ Senate. He is a member of the
-., SFinance Commillee. and chairman

:::.-1 of its subcommillee on energy; he is
also a member of the Em'ironment
and Public Works Committee. and
chairs its subcommillee on .....ater
resources.

Prudhoe Bay contains almost 30 percent of America's
proven reserves of oil. And during the coming years, this
field will provide some 10 percent of the oil used per
annum in the United States.

Alaska's huge coal reserves add to the "energy store
house" reputation. The U.S. Geological Survey has esti
mated Alaska's coal resources at over 130 billion short
tons. By comparison, demonstrated coal resources in the
lower 48 states total 437 billion short tons.

Important, however, as these resources are for the
nation, Alaska's own energy future lies largely with yet
another energy source, one that is cleaner, more reliable
and ultimately cheaper than fossil fuels-hydroelectric
power.

Alaska possesses hydroelectric potential in an abun
dance as great as that of its fossil fuels. A third of the
freshwater runoff of the entire nation is found in Alaska,
and the Alaska Power Administration has estimated the
state's hydroelectric potential at as much as 172 billion
kilowatt hours per year. Hydro-generated electricity in
the United States in 1975 totalled 304 billion kilowatt
hours.



This 2300Joot-long bridge across the Yukon River was built to carry heavy trafficfor the traIlS A laska pipeline project.
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Hydroelectric power can be provided to most ofAlas
ka's population, both in the high-demand "railbelt" area
which includes Anchorage and Fairbanks, and in the
smaller, isolated cities ofsoutheast Alaska. Even where it
can't provide power directly, as in the remote interior
villages, hydroelectric development can help lower elec
tricity costs through a statewide power authority.

It is not surprising that, among all its energy riches,
Alaska should choose the one which constitutes a renew
able resource. In fact, the choice can be seen as part of a
widespread preference for a renewable recourse econ
omy in Alaska.

The effects of unplanned development in the Lower
and of the ever-increasing burning of fossil fuels,

have become well known while Alaska is still mostly
wilderness. Indeed, many Alaskans came north to escape
the worst of twentieth century growth and pollution.

Alaska's opportunity to plan a different and better
future for itself is unprecedented. Three factors work to

- the state's advantage: I) a huge undeveloped land mass
that is soon to undergo extensive changes of ownership;
2) a politically active populace; and, 3) coincidental with
the land transfers, a massive infusion ofoil dollars.

Wilderness Nature OfAlaska

The true wilderness nature of much of the state is not
appreciated by most who have not witnessed it. There
are, for example, less than 3,000 miles of paved highway
in all ofAlaska's 586,000 square miles. .

At present, the federal government Owns more than 90
percent of this expanse of 365 million acres. But a great
redistribution of the land is imminent. Some 104 million
acres will pass to state ownership under the terms of the
Alaska Statehood Act, and 44 million more acres will go
into the private ownership of the Alaska Native corpora
tions which were created by the Alaska Native Claims
Settlement Act.



These sudden extensive changes in land' ownership
create a climate that is conducive to land use planning.
And in fact, a Joint Federal-State Land Use Planning
Commission already exists in Alaska. The Commission is
now. dealing with proposals to redesignate as much as
half the remaining federally-owned acreage as parks,
forests and refuges.

But the life of the Commission could well be extended
beyond this task, and it could-and, I believe, should-act
as a statewide land use planner. No other state has had
this opportunity to put land use planning into effect vir
tually from the beginning ofland-development.

The degree of participatory democracy in Alaska is
also noteworthy. Alaskans as a group are well educated
and politically aware, and they are accustomed to mak
ing their voices heard.

A recent case in point is the state's Public Forum.
Under this program of meetings and polls, the state
government sought out Alaskans' desires for the future.
Overwhelmingly, citizens identified the issue of growth
as a controversial one, and they said they preferred a
state economy based on renewable resources.

The final factor in making Alaska's opportunity
unique is its sudden, near-overwhelming influx ofmoney
from petroleum development. With the oil pipeline on
stream, Alaska can look forward to income approaching
$1 billion per year from current oil production alone.
North Slope gas will add more when the gas pipeline is in
place. And several other areas of the state, both on- and
off":shore, are considered to be among the most promis-
ing in the country for new oil discoveries. •

Use orPetroleum-Generated Income

It seems ironic that income from non-renewable
petroleum should provide the key to a renewable
resource future in Alaska-and even more ironic insofar
as oil income can help make renewable energy, through
hydropower, a reality.

In fact, Alaskans' insistence on turning their oil in
come into a self-renewing and self-sustaining economic
base is the product of a hard lesson that the state learned
in the first years ofthe North Slope bonanza.

After the discovery of oil at Prudhoe Bay, the state
conducted a sale of oil leases in 1969 which yielded $900
million. This represented a huge windfall. almost five
times the size of that year's state budget.

Alaska, which had never been able to afford the kinds
of social programs it needed, used much of the $900
million to expand education, health care and public
works programs. All state programs, in fact, were ex
panded. But the lease money could not sustain these
programs beyond a few years, and when the pipeline and
its income were delayed, the state found itself running a
$200 million yearly deficit..

The virtual disappearance of the $900 million made a
deep impression on Alaskans, and they became commit-

ted to using future oil income to help build a self
sustaining economic foundation based on renewable
resource industries.

State Permanent Fund

Voters in 1976 passed a constitutional amendment
creating a state Permanent Fund, an economic "nest
egg'" built from oil income. At least 25 percent of the
income from oil and other non-renewable resources must
be set aside in the fund. The principal must be put in
income-producing investments, including loans to Alas
ka industry. Interest may be spent or retained. State
officials have researched other such permanent funds in
Alberta, New Mexico, Kuwait and Venezuela-in addi
tion to ~he Japan Development Bank-for guidance on
investment qfthe Alaska fund.

Income to the Alaska fund is estimated at $1.3 billion
by 1985 ifonly the 25 percent minimurn is invested-or as
much as $5 billion if 100 percent were invested. In addi
tion, the Alaska Renewable Resources Fund, established
by the state legislature in 1974, takes effect this July. Five
percent of the money Alaska collects from non
renewable resources must be set aside in this fund to
develop renewable resource industries.

It is in this context, then, that Alaska is looking to its
hydroelectric potential as a renewable base for its energy
needs.

These 62foot.high crude oil storage tanks, sho....n here ....hile still under
construction, are at the Valdez terminalfor the trans A /aska pipeline.
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A lthough not specifically designated as animal crossings, some elevatedpordons ofthe trans A laska pipelineprovide adequate clearanceforpassage of
large migrating or roaming animals. There are about 360 such sites along the 8oo-mile line.

In Southeast Alaska, 40 percent of electricity needs for a~d owned by the same people who would benefit
already are met by hydro-power. But in Anchorage, from It
where demand is largest, natural gas is being burned to Phase I Activities-Susitna Dams
generate power; and in Fairbanks, the basic fuel for At present, the Corps is at the proposed sites conduct-
electricity is coal. ... . ing Phase I activities, which include complete design and

More than half the hvdroelectnc potential remammg cost/benefit analyses as well as a final Environmental
. the U.S. is to be found in Alaska. Many potential sites Impact Statement. If these result in a go-ahead decision

i in the southeast, and new small hydro developments for the project, the first dam could be on line by 1986 and
can be added to serve the sma!l cities there. The most the sec~md_~YJ920 _ __:.._~::-.-="_:':_ ..
dramatic hydro-power potentIal, however, IS on -the'-- Amon.g'thos·e who were. quick to recognize Alaska's
Susitna River about halfway between Anchorage and great hydro-power potential was the late Senator Hubert
Fairbanks. .. Humphrey, who said during a visit to the state 18 years

This site has been referred to by envlf~nmentalists ~s ago that hydro-power was "one of the greatest of ~II
the best in the state for a large hydro. proJect. T~e SUSlt- Alaska resources-this power is a vital and essential
na's water is gla~ial, meani.ng ther~ 1$ no ~sh lIfe to. b.e requirement for the development of Alaska as a whole,
affected. The project would mvolve mundatIOn ofa mI~I- and most of her resources." I have proposed naming the
mum amount ofland and thus minimal interfere~ceWIth Susitna project for Senator Humphrey and the state
wildlife, especially at the deep gorge called DevIls Can- . legislature is already acting on the proposal. .

yon. . Alaskans are anxious to build an economy that Will
The project would involve constructmg two darns, one enhance rather than deorade the environment of the

at Devils Canyon and one upriver from the canyon. The nation's most spectacular~tate.
combined capacity of the two darns would be 1,568 Reaching this and other objectives will be aided by the
megawatts. Together, they would gene!"ate. an average great shifts in land ownership and land management in
6.91 billion kilowatt hours per yea~, which IS more .than Alaska which are creating a climate conducive to un-
60 perce~t of the power n~eds ~roJected for. the rail belt precedented land use planning, and Alaskans can.be
area. As m all hydroelectnc projects, the estImated $ 1.5 relied upon to participate vigorously in the planmng
biliion cost for the Susitna projec~ would ~e almost en- process.
tirely for the initial dam constructIOn, leavmg the power As mentioned before, it is somewhat ironic that the
that is produced free from inflationary pressures. key to using these unusual assets and to avoiding the

Under the Alaska Hydroelectric Power Development mistakes that others have .mad~ is being given to Alas-
Act, which passed Congress in 1976, a ·new method of kans in the form of gr.eat l~fuslOns of money generat~d

would be used to build the Susitna darns. In from non-renewable 011. ThIS money can be used to bUild
e'!9&ence, the state would pay the U.S. Corps ofEngineers, a capita! infra.structure geared toward renewable
as contractors throuoh the sale of bonds-meaning that resource mdustnes. And among the features of such an
unlike many l~rge w;ter projects, this one would be paid infrastructure is an energy base ofhydroelectric power.•
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October 11, 1978

Ron Skoog
Commissioner
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Subpart Building
Juneau, Alaska 99801

,..

\
-,:.
..

Dear Ron:

,
I. .

':[-C'J/'"'>. " . J
...., .. ! l, f .l

" .: ,.1. Cr::1C!.:
I just received your letter relative to my article

which appeared in Catalyst m~sazine and appreciat~ your
critique of my remarks on the Susitna darn project.

I particularly appreciated your synopsis of the
projected impact the hydroelectric facility may have
on the Susitna river fishery and the need for further
study of the situation before full construction can get
underway.

In that regard I must be advised on three matters.
First, how much money is required to conduct the required
fishery impac t study in the upper and 10vJc!:' Sus i tna
River draintiges. Second, of the total amount of money
that is needed, what is the break down on amounts and
sources from \-Jhicil it can be obtained? S?ccifically,
how much can be made available for such a study from
ADF & G, hmv much C.-:ln be counted on from ~~ational i'farine
Fisheries Service, and finally how much must come from
the Corp of En~inecrs.

Third, what is the time frame involved in tn~s type
of fishery impact study? Can you 8ive me an idea of hOtv
extensive this type of study is, what it entails and,
most ilt1portantly, hO'\\7 much time it will require?

If you can prOVide ~e answers to these questions at
your earliest possible conv~nience, it will enable us to
do \vh.:lt \Ve can to ensure the appropriate study, of the impact
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Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Subpart Bt.rilding
Juneau, Alaska 99801

....
Dear Ron: .,:. \

. '. ~

I : 'II)
• J

:. " •J
"[-C::J'!£.,:, 1 ........1."1#'.-' . " \ .•. ' '.. \- " '; \..=.:

I just received your le~ter relative to my article
which arpeared in C~t~lyst m~sazine and appreciat~ your
critique of my remarks on the Susitna dam project.

I particularly appreciated your synopsis of the
projected impact the hydroelectric facility may have
on the Susitna river fishery and the need for further
study of the situation before full construction can get
underway.

In that regard I must be advised on three matters.
First, how much money is required to conduct the required
fishery impact study in the upper and lower Susitna
River drain~ges. Second, of the total amount of money
that is needed. what is the bre~k down on nmounts and
sources from \·Jhicl1 it can be obtained? S;')ccifically,
how much can be made available for such a study from
ADF & G, hm..; much C.:ln be COlln ted on from i'~a tiona1 l·Iarine
Fisheries Service, and finally how much must come from
the Corp of En~inccrs.

Third, what is the time frame involved in this type
of fishery imp~ct study? Ciln you give me an idea of how
extensive this type of study is, what it entails and,
most importantly, how much time it will require?

If you can provide fue answers to these questions at
your earliest possible conv~nience, it will enable us to
do what we can to ensure tile appropriate study of the impact
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on the Susitn~ fishery is c~rricd out while ~t the same
time ensuring that work on the Susitna project is not
unduly delayed.

With best wishes.
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Sincerely,
,'J

/~7~
. Hike Gl:'~vcl

'.
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The Honorable Mike Gravel
. United States Senau:

3121 Cirksen Senate Offica 8ldg.
Hashington. D.C. 20510

Re: Susitna Hydro Project

Dear Senator Gravel:

Thank you for your letter of October 11 requesting further info~4tion on
the budgets required for fisheries invastigations relative to the Susitna
Hydro Project. Al~10ugh you requested information related only to fish
eries~ I wouid like to take t1is opportunity to familiarize you with all of
-~1e biological investigations and inform you of our concerns ~garding these
fish and wildlife studies.

"'..
You asked: RHow much money is required to conduct the required fishery
impact study in the Upper and Lower Susitna River drair:il9~s?tl Enclosed are
the pages of the June 1973 Phase I Plan of Study (POS) pr-epared by the Corps
of Engineers (Attncmnent 1) which address all proposed biOlogical investi
gations. The infoni~tion contained in tiese pages outlines L1e proposed
biological studies Hhich should be a part of work perfor-:,ed to aid in the
determination of the feasibility of this Susitna Hydro Pro,ject. Studies 8-2
through B-7 a~ roquired to ass:::ss the ir.;pact of the p~posed project cn tile
Susitna River1s fisheries resources. Using the Corps projected cost the
fisheries portion of these studies would arnount to $2,264,000. The Depar·t
ruent estimates Llat S5,158,OCO ~~uld be requil~d to ade~uately perform t~ese

studies.

Secondly, you requested: uOf the total aH.Dunt of money that .is needed, what
is L1e breakdovm on a;.~unts and sources frc~ which it can be obtained?
Specifically hO~1 much can be r:;ade available for such a study fror.1 i10:='::S, tlm1
much can be counted on from Nationa1 f.!arioe Fisheries Ser/ice, and fiTia11y,
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The Honorable Mike Gravel
. United Stau:;s Senat::

3121 Dirksen Senate Office
~ashington. D.C. 20510

Re: Susitna Hydro Project

Dear Senator Gravel:
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Thank you for your letter of October 11 requesting further info~4tion on
the budgets required for fisheries investigations relative to the Susitna
Hydro Project. Al~,ough you requested informaticn related only to fish
eries~ r would like to take t1is opportunity to familiarize you with all of
-~,e biological investigations and inform you of our concerns regarding these
fish and wildlife studies.

".
You asked: "How much money is required to conduct the required fishery
impact study in the Upper and Lowei'" Susitna River drair:il9Bs?" Enclosed are
the pages of the June 1973 Phase I Plan of Study (paS) p~pared by the Corps
of Engineers (AttnCCTIilent 1) which address all proposed bioio91cal investi
gations. The infor~,~tion contained in tiese pages outlines ~le proposed
biological studies \'Ihicn should be a part of work peifo~d to aid in the
deterulination of the feasibility of this Susitna lIydro Project. Studies 8-2
through B-7 are 12quirt;d to ass:;ss tole ir;;pact of the proposed project cn C,i:
Susitna River1s fisheries resources. Using the Corps projected cost the
fi " . , ~ J-h .•• 1d . .... $" '"V'4 0"'0 -. !"'I ...+slienes por'Cl0n or Wiese S1:UClieS WQU arnoun-c \.0 ~,i.O , 1..J. ilie tJep;~f;'-

~ent esti~ates Llat $5,158,000 ~~uld be requil~d to adequately perform ~~ese

stUdies ..

Secondly, you requested: uOf the total aH.~unt of money that .is needed, what
is ~1e breakdo\'m on ar.~unts and sources fro~ which it can be obtained?
Specifically hm1 much can be r:;ade available for such a study rror.1 J~Df,:;G1 t:C\'l
much can be counted on from j'{ationa1 !-!arin~ Fisheries Serl;cs, and filially,
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ouch ll".ust c~frorn the carps of E..'lgin~rs?a The table in Attac~nt Z
sh~ the Phasa I ud~e~ proposed by t,e ~r~~_~~.3 million doilars) and by
the vepar1:ment (7. . ,11100 do11aT'S) and ttle aliTercnces be~n t.;;e budgets
in dollars and percent. As you will note, there is a 3.5 ~il1ion dollar
difference bet'treen the CDT?s and ADF~G budget proposals. A r-ecent letter to
Eric You1d 7 E.'tec.Jtive Dirr:ctcr of the Alaska Pcwer- Authority (Att2chrr:ent 3)"
further e....q::n~sses our concerns of the inadequacy of funding for t.18 Phase I
biological investigations.

We believe ~,e iuOney for the Phase! investigations should COi:~ from ~~e

federal govenJa.'-ent t..1rough the Corps of Engineers or through State appro
priations .for the full term (45 rr;onths) of the proposed s"tudies. Funding
may be available this year if the State of Alaska appropriates cenieen
1 and 8 million dollars to initiate the first year of Phase I st~d;es.

However. there is no assuranca that the remainder of the investigations ~11

be funcL~.

This ~partrnent does not have the funds to divert into the study of 't.1e
Susitna Hydro Project. Diversion of Federal Aid in Hildlife Restoration
(P-R) or Federal Aid in Fisheries Restoration (D-J) funds and projects to
study fish and wildlife iwpacts would result in sport hunters and fishenrl€n
subsidizing investigations of a project affecting not only these user
groups but ~;e bread spectrum of the public. Also, all of the ~pa~~ntts

D-J and ?-R funds are currently dedicated to ongoing studies.

Tha third question you asked: RUhat is t.;e t1Ine fra.~ involved in this tJpe
of fis!1cry impact study?a is critical to our success in maintaining t~e

fisimr'j_ ?S v.'e sta~d in the attached let""..er to the A?A, we believe a
strong indication of L~ feasibility of this project with respect to fish
and \'tildlife can be stated if the prop...;Sed Phase I studies in the POS are
carried out. TIsere are effectively three full field years possible in the
46 ~nt' Phase I time fr~~. Tr~ ti~~ fraffias are basically laid out in the
enclosed biological investigations section of ~,e POS (Attach~nt 1, pages
22...0-3(2). All sa1mon species have in excess of trIO year life cyc1es and
cer~in studies, to acc~~~data the investigation of species wi~, life
cycles up to five years, should be extended eeyond that three years to a
full fiVe year ti~e frame. Earlier proposals by ~1is ~partr.~nt for five
rciirs of study 1'/Qu1d have cost. ten l:1i11ion dollars •. Until the feasibility
investigations are c~lete and the potential fish and ~iidlife i~acts

iC8,tifi~d, projecticn on time and cost of fish and wildlife mitigation
studies are not preseQtly possible.

I hope t~at the ~terial enclosed, and our discussion will point out that
alternatives far providing the budgets ror biological investisaticns must be
explored. We seek your assistance in determining if ~~e Susitna Hydro
Project is feasible froo a biological standpoint. If ~~e decision is r.~ce
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to proceed with construction .. 't.~ also seek you!" assist2.nCE in seeing that
the project is dcne in a Ir.zm..'1er tthich mitigates fish and wildlife resourca
losses. Please contact this Department if you need tiiOre infor'i..ation.

Sincerely,

~onald O. Skoog
Coa:I1ssioner

Attac.ht'~nts (4)

ex:: R. Logan
T. Trent

'..!"

ROSta~~

".




	SuHydro BKGD binder_001
	SuHydro BKGD binder_002

