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11 - AGENCY CONSULTATION

This chapter describes the various processes utilized, and committees
established by the Alaska Power Authority (Power Authority) to provide
agency input into the studies and discussions associated with the
Susitna Hydroelectric Project. This agency consultation and resulting
agency 1nput was requested and provided on both an informal and formal
basis as described below. In addition, the Power Authority conducted
an extensive public participation program. For a discussion of this
general public participation in the project, refer to Appendix D of the
Feasibility Report.

In addition to this agency consultation described, a large number of
agencies were contacted for information during the preparation of the
environmental reports. This resulted in a constant exchange of ideas
and updating on the project's progress.

1 - ORGANIZATION OF CONSULTATION PROGRAM

Consultation with the regulatory agencies was conducted on both a for-
mal and informal basis as described below. Formal consultation was
conducted with the agencies as required by the regulations of the Fed-
eral Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) and was done primarily via
correspondence. Informal consultation was done primarily via numerous
meetings and was conducted to provide an information flow between the
Alaska Power Authority, its consultants, and the agencies to insure
agency input into the project planning and dec¢ision making process.
Figure E.11.1 depicts the organization of the agency consultation pro-
gram.,

1.1 - Formal Consultation

1.1.1'- Régulatory'Rqujrements

The FERC regulations pertaining to applications for license under

Part I of the Federal Power Act require in 18 CFR Part 4, Subpart

E, Section 4.41, that applicants for licenses consult with local,

state, and federal natural resource agencies prior to filing of

their license application. Accordingly, the Alaska Power Author-
- ity formulated a plan to consult with these agencies.

- The process utilized by the Power Authority was based upon circu-
lation of reports of the various aspects of the projects to the
agencies and a written request for agency comments, The reports
circulated were interim reports in specific study areas (fisher-
ies, wildlife, etc.) as discussed below, as well as planning de-
cision reports (access road, transmission line corridors, etc.).

. In addition, pr1or to initiation of proaect studies, the Plan of
"Study and revisions were circulated. Results of the fish and
wildlife mitigation planning efforts were also circulated under

E-11-1



this formal program. Finally, a draft version of Exhibit E of
the Ticense application was provided to all agencies on November
15, 1982.

1.1.2 - Organization

The organization and implementation of the Formal Agency Coordi-
nation Program has been a dynamic process modified because of
agency input. The original organization is explained below, fol-
lowed by an explanation of the revised organization. Correspon-
dence relating to that organizational process appears in Appendix
11.A.

(a) Original Organization

(i) Agency Groups

Subject areas for coordination were selected based
upon those required by the FERC regqulations. These
were water quality and use; fish, wildlife, and bo-
tanical; historical and archeological; recreation;
aesthetics; and land use. State, federal, and Tocal
agencies having jurisdiction over sresources in each
of these subject areas were then placed in the appro-
priate group of agencies which would receive reports
concerning these subjects. A general category was
also added to include agency involvement with policy
decisions. Table E.11.1 lists the agencies original-
ly included in each of these groups.

(i1) Reports Circulated

A Tist of the reports and the groups to which they
were sent appears in Table E.11.2. Because of over-
lapping jurisdictions {one agency present in more
than one group), several agencies received reports on
different subjects. Table E.11.3 lists, by agency,
the reports received.

(b) Revised Organization

Initial circulation of these reports resulted in feedback
from the agencies concerning the organization of the formal
agency coordination program. Following several meetings be-
tween the Power Authority and the agencies, the program was
revised. The revisions included:

- An expansion of the number of groups;

- An expansion of the number of agencies within each group;
and

E-11-2
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- A decrease in the number of reports for which formal com-
ments were requested and, instead, simply providing re-
ports for information as backup documents to reports on
which comments were requested.

Table E.11.4 Tists the revised subject groups and the agen-
cies within each group. Table E.11.5 1ists the reports to
be received by each group, and Table E.11.6 reports the date
they were circulated and their purpose ‘(information or
comment). This revised program exceeds the consultation
required by FERC but was implemented to insure that all
agencies received adequate information,

1.1.3 - Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Review Group

Throughout the Susitna Hydroelectric Project studies, technical
mitigation planning has been conducted by the Power Authority and
its consultants to reduce impacts to fish and wildlife resources.
To insure agency input into this process, a Fish and Wildlife
Mitigation Review Group was established. The purpose of this
group was to review fish and wildlife mitigation options pre-
sented to them and provide comments on priority and practicality
of their options. Agencies invited to be on this committee and
those who accepted are listed in Table E.11.7.

Informa1 Consultation

1.2.1 - Sustina Hydro Steering Committee

The Susitna Hydroelectric Project Steering Committee was estab-
lished in 1980 as a mechanism to insure agency interaction in
project progress and decision making. The first meeting was held
in July 1980 and meetings continue to date. Originally envi-
sioned as a formal process, it was decided the committee would
function as an informal body with official agency comment ad-
dressed via the Formal Agency Coordination Program. Appendix
11.A contains correspondence relative to the establishment of the
Steering Committee. ~

The. committee consists of representatives of state and federal
agencies as Tisted in Table E.11.8. Table E.11.9 Tists the dates
of meetings between the Power Authority and the Steering Commit-
tee and the purpose of these meetings.

1.2.2 - Environmental Workshop

To assist agencies in reviewing the draft Exhibit E a four-day
workshop was held in Anchorage from November 29 to December 2,
1982. The objectives for the workshop agenda and a 1isting of
participants is included in Table E.11.10, E.11.11, and E.11l.12,
respectively.

E-11-3
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2 - PHASES OF REVIEW

The -Susitna studies have included extensive agency consultation, com-
mencing with-a request for review of the Plan of Study in the spring of
1980 through to a request for review and comment on the Draft Exhibit E
on November 15, 1982. The various study phases, items reviewed, and
review schedule are shown on Figure E.11.2.

2.1 - Consultation Prior to Preparation
of Draft FERC License Application

2.1.1 - Plan of Study

The Plan of Study was circulated for review in March 1980, with
public and agency meetings being held in April 1980. The Plan of
Study was further discussed with the Steering Committee .in Sep-
tember 1980. In addition, Environmental Procedure Manuals were

- circulated for review in October 1980. Comments on the Plan of
Study were subsequently received and responded to. This process
insured agency input into the design and future of the study.
Correspondence appears in Appendix 11.B.

2.1.2 - Data Collection and Project Assesément

A1l big game and fisheries baseline data were collected by the
‘Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) under a Reimburseable
‘Services Agreement with the Alaska Power Authority. ADF&G had a
major influence on the direction, scope, and schedule for these
studies. Annual reports for all the environmental subtasks were
distributed in April-May 1981.

In addition to annual environmental reports, comments were re-

.quested on access road reports, transmission 1ine siting reports,
and the Susitna Hydroelectric Project Mid-Study report. Corres-
pondence concerning these documents appears in Appendix 11.C.

2.1.3 - Déve]opment Selection

‘In March 1981, the Development Selection Report was circulated to
agencies for. review and comment. This report compared various
development scenarios within the lower and middle Susitna Basin
as well as alternatives outside the basin. Comments received on
the Development Selection Report appear in Appendix 11.D.

2.1.4 - Mitigation Planning

Mitigation Planning for the Susitna Hydroelectric Project has in-
volved the Power Authority, its consultants, and state and fed-
eral - resource - agencies. A Fisheries Mitigation Core Group,
Wildlife Mitigation Core Group (to develop technical mitigation
plans), and a Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Review Group {to pro-
vide agency input to the mitigation plans) were established.

E-11-5
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A Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy was developed, revised
three times following receipt of comments, and finalized during
the 1981-1982 period. Various mitigation option papers were also
drafted, circulated for comments, and discussed in meetings with
the agencies. Appendix 11.E contains correspondence related to
mitigation planning.

2.1.5 - Feasibility Assessment

On March 15, 1982, the Susitna Feasibility Report was distributed
for review and comments. During April and May all support docu-
ments were distributed. Appendix 11.F contains a 1ist of agen-
cies to whom the report was sent. Also included are agency com-
ments and testimony.

2.1.6 - Additional Studies and Project Refinement

In response to agency concerns and in recognition that further
studies, especially in the area of fisheries, were warranted
prior to submitting a FERC license appliction, the decision was
made by the Alaska Power Authority to delay the license applica-
tion date. Studies and project refinements that received agency
review included the wildlife/habitat model, water quality and
flow modeling, access plans, and downstream flow release sched-
ule. Agency consultation took the form of Steering Committee
meetings, habitat modeling workshop, Fish and Wildlife Mitigation
Review Group meetings, and request for written comment on the re-
vised access plan. Correspondence and minutes of meetings from
the above are contained in Appendix 11.G.

Draft License Review

On November 15, 1982, a Draft Exhibit E of the license applica-
tion was distributed to appropriate federal, state, and Tlocal
agencies for official review and comment. Agencies receiving
copies of this report are listed in Table E.11.12. To assist
agencies in reviewing the Draft Exhibit E, a four-day workshop
was held in Anchorage from November 29 to December 2, 1982. Un-
official agency comments received during- this workshop are in-
cluded in Appendix 11.H. Following the 60-day review period,
comments were received from the resource agencies. These appear
in Appendix 11.1I. Comments relating to any measures or facili-
ties recommended by the agencies that could mitigate potential
impacts of the project are addressed specifically at the end of
appropriate chapters with Exhibit E. If the Power Authority has
not accepted any of these recommendations, the reasons are pre-
sented.

An entire set of comments, including all those relating to miti-
gation, report reviews, assessment of alternatives, and the need
for the project, are included in a comment-response format in
Appendix 11.J. Each comment is presented followed immediately by
the Power Authority's response.

E-11-6
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TABLE E,11.,1: FORMAL AGENCY COORDINATION LIST (ORIGINAL)k

Water Quality and Use Group

Mr. John Katz . ccs
Alaska Department of Natural Resources

Pouch M .

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Colonel Lee Nunn

District Engineer

Alaska District

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.0. Box 7002

Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Mr. John Spencer ccs
Regional Administrator

Region X

U.5. Environmental Protection Agency

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Fish, Wildlife, and Botanical Group

Mr. Robert McVey cc:
Director, Alaska Region

National Marine Fisheries Service

NOAA

P.0. Box 1668 .

Juneau, Alaska 99802 -

Mr. Ernest W. Mueller

Commissioner

Alaska Department of Environmental
Conservation

Pouch 0

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Mr. Keith Schreiner

Regional Director, Region 7
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services
1011 East Tudor Road

Anchorage, Alaska 99503

Mr. Ronald 0. Skoog ce:
Commissioner

State of Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Support Building

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Mr. Alan Carson

Division of Natural Resources

Alaska Department of Natural
Resources

Pouch 7-005

Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Judy Swartz
U.5. Environmental Protection
Agency :

Mail Stop 443

Region X EPA

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Mr. Ron Morris

Director

Anchorage Field Office
National Marine Fisheries
Service

701 C Street, Box 43
Anchorage, Alaska 99513

Mc. Thomas Trent

State of Alaska

Department of Fish .and Game
2207 Shepard Road -
Anchorage, Alaska 99502



TABLE E.11.1: (Page 2)

Historical and Archeological Group

Mr. John E. Cook

Acting Regional Director
Alaska DOffice

National Park Service
540 West Fifth Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

cc:

Ms. Lee McAnerney

Department of Community and Regional Affairs
Pouch B

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Mr. Robert Shaw

State Historic Preservation Officer
Alaska Department of Natural Resources
Division of Parks

619 Warehouse Avenue, Suite 210
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Recreation Group

Mr. John E. Cook cc:
Acting Regional Director

Alaska Office

National Park Service

540 West Fifth Avenue

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Mr. John Katz
Alaska Department of Natural Resources
Pouch M

Juneau, Alaska

CC:

99811

Mr. Lee Wyatt

Planning Director
Matanuska-Susitna Borough
Box B

Palmer, Alaska 99645

Aesthetics and Land Use Group

Mr. Roy Huhndorf

President

Cook Inlet Region, Incorporated
P.0, Drawer 4N

Anchorage, Alaska 99509

Mr. John Katz cc:
Alaska Department of Natural Resources
Pouch M

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Mr. Larry Wright
National Park Service
1011 East Tudor Road
Suite 297 ’

Anchorage, Alaska 99503

Mr. Alan Carson

Division of Natural Resources

Alaska Department of Natural
Resources

Pouch 7-005

Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Mr. Larry Wright
National Park Service
1011 East Tudor Road
Suite 297

Anchorage, Alaska 99503

Mr. Alan Carson

Division of Natural Resources
Alaska Department of Natural
Resources

Pouch 7-005

Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Mr. Alan Carson

Division of Natural Resources
Alaska Department of Natural
Resources

Pouch 7-005

Anchorage, Alaska 99510
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TABLE E,11,1: (Page 3).

Aesthetics and Land Use Group {cont'd)

Mr. John Rego

Bureau of -Land Management
Anchorage District Office
4700 East 72nd Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99507

General

Ms. Wendy Wolt

Office of Coastal Management

Division. of Policy Development and Planning
Pouch AP

Juneau, Alaska 99811



TABLE E£,11,2: ORIGINAL LIST OF REPORTS AND GROUPS TO
WHICH REPORTS WERE/WERE TO BE SENT

Report Group
Plan of Study and Plan of Study Revisions A1
Development Selection Report A1
1980 Annual Environmental Summary Report A1
1980 Annual Reports
Fish Ecology FWB
Big Game FWB
Birds and Non-Game Mammals FwB
Furbearers FWB
Plant Eeology FWB
Land Use ~ ALU
Socioeconomics HA
Cultural Resources HA
Recreation R
Instream Flow Study Plan WQ, FWB, G
Transmission Lime Corridor Screening Report A11
Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy FwB
Feasibility Report A11
1981 Final Phase I Reports A11

FWB = Fish, Wildlife, and Botanical
ALU = Aesthetics, Land Use

HA = Historic and Archaeological

R = Recreation

WQ = Water Quality

G = General
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TABLE E,11,3: ORIGINAL LIST OF AGENCIES AND REPORTS RECE|VED

Agency

Alagka Department of
Natural Resources

Alaska Department of
Fish and Game

Alaska Department of
Envirommental Conservation

Alaska Department of
Community and Regional Affairs

Report

Plan of Study

Plan of Study Revisions

Development Selection Report

1980 Annual Environmental Summary Report
Instream Flow Study Plan

1980 Socioeconomic Annual Report

1980 Cultural Resources Annual Report
1980 _Land Use Annual Report :

1980 ‘Recreation Annual Report
Transmission Line Corridor Screening Report
Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy
feasibility Report

Final Phase I Reports

Plan of Study and Plan of Study Revisions
Development Selection Report

1980 Annual Environmental Summary Report
Instream Flow Study Plan

1980 Fish Ecology Annual Report

1980 Big Game Annual Report

1980 Birds and Non-Game Mammals Annual Report
1980 Furbearers Report

1980 Plant Ecology Report

Tramsmission Line Corridor Screening Report
Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy
Feasibility Report

Final Subtask Reports

Plan of Study

Plan of Study Revisions

Development Selection Report

1980 Annual Enviremmental Summary Report
Instream Flow Study Plan

1980 Fish Ecology Annual Report

1980 Big Game Annual Report

1980 Birds and Non-Game Mammals Annual Report
1980 Furbearers Report

1980 Plant Ecology Report

Transmission Line Corridor Screening Report
Fish and Wildlife Mitigatiom Policy
Feasibility Report

Final Subtask Report

Plan of Study

Plan of Study Revisions

Development Selection Report

1980 Annual Environmental Summary Report:
1980 Socioeconomic Annual Report:

1980 Cultural Resources=Annual’ Report
Transmission Line Corridor.Screening Report
Feasibility Report

Final Subtagk Reports



TABLE E,11.,3: (Page 2)

Agencz

Division of Policy Development
and Planning Office of Coastal
Management

Mant anuska-Susitna Borough

Cook Inlet Region, Inc.

U.S. Environmental Protection

Agency

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

National Marine Fisheries
Service

Report

Plan of Study

Plan of Study Revisions

Development Selection Report

1980 Annuzl Environmental Summary Report
Instream Flow Study Report

Transmission Line Corridor Screening Report
Feasibility Report

Final Subtask Reports

Plan of Study

Plan of Study Revisions .

Development Selection Report

1980 Annual Environmental Summary Report
1980 Recreation Annual Report

Transmission Line Corridor Screening Report
Feasibility Report

Final Phase I Reports

Plan of Study

Plan of Study Revisions

Development Selection Report

1980 Annual Environmental Summary Report
1980 Land Use Annual Report

Transmission Line Corridor Screening Report
Feasibility Report

Final Phase I Reports

Plan of Study

Plan of Study Revisions

Development Selection Report

1980 Annual Environmental Summary Report
Instream Flow Study Plan

Transmission Line Corridor Screening Report
Feasibility Report

1981 Final Phase I Reports

Plan of Study

Plan of Study Revisions

Development Selection Report

1980 Annual Environmental Summary Report
Instream Flow Study Plan

Transmission Line Corridor Screening Report
Feasibility Report

1981 Final Phase I Reports

Plan of Study

Plan of Study Revisions

Development Selection Report

1980 Annual Environmental Summary Report
Instream Flow Study Report

1980 Fish Ecology Annual Report

1980 Big Game Annual Report

1980 Birds and Non-Game Mammals Annual Report
1980 Furbearer Report

1980 Plant Ecology

Transmission Line Corridor Screening Report
Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy
Feasibility Report

1981 Final Phase 1 Reports
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TABLE E,11,3: (Page 3)

Ft)

Agency Report
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Plan of Study
Service Plan of Study Revisions

Development Selection Report
1980 Annual Environmental Summary Report
Instream Flow Study Plan
1980 Fish Ecology Annual Report
o 1980 Big Game Annual Report
1980 Birds and Non-Game Mammals Annual Report
1980 Furbearer Report
1980 Plant Ecology Report
Transmission Line Corridor Screening Report
Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy
Feasibility Report
1981 Final Phase I Reports

=

National Park Service Plan of Study
- Plan of Study Revisions
Development Selection Report
Instream Flow Study Plan
1980 Annual Environmental Summary Report
1980 Socioeconomic Annual Report
1980 Cultural Resources Annual Report
. 1980 Recreation Annual Report
e Transmission Line Corridor Screening Report
Feasibility Report .
1981 Final Phase I Reports

i

‘U.S. Bureau of ‘Land Plan of Study
Management ‘ Plan of Study Revisions
Development Selection Report
_ Instream Flow Study Report
= 1980 Annual Environmental Summary Report
1980 Land Use Annual Report
Transmission Line Corridor Screening Report
Feasibility Report
P 1981 Final Phase 1 Reports

o
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TABLE E.11,4:

AGENCY COORDINATION EXPANDED LIST

Water Quality and Use Group

Mr. Max Brewer *

0ffice of the Director
Special Assistant for Alaska
U.S. Geological Survey

218 East Street

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Mr. John Cook **

Acting Regional Director
Alaska Region

National Park Service
540 West Fifth Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

cec:

Mr. Jobn Katz cc:
Alaska Department of Natural Resources

Pouch M

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Mr. Robert McVey *

Director, Alaska Region

National Marine Fisheries Service
NOAA

P.0. Box 1668

Juneau, Alaska 99802

cc:

Mr. Ernest W. Mueller *
Commissioner

Alaska Department of Environmental
Conservation

Pouch O

Juneau, Alaska 99801

cce

Colonel Lee Nunn

District Engineer

Alaska District

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.0. Box 7002

Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Mr. John Régo

Bureau of Land Management
Anchorage District Office
4700 East 72nd Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99507

Mr. Keith Schreiner *

Regional Director, Region 7
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1011 East Tudor Road
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

cc:

Mr. Ronald 0. Skoog *

Commissioner

State of Alaska Department of Fish & Game
Support Building

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Mr.

Mr. Larry Wright
Natisnal Park Service
1011 East Tudor Road
Suite 297

Anchorage, Alaska 99503

Mr. Alan Carson

Division of Natural Resources
Alaska Department of Natural
Pouch 7-005

Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Mr. Ron Morris

Director

Anchorage Field Office
National Marine Fisheries
Service

701 C Street, Box 43
Anchorage, Alaska 99513

Mr. Bob Martin

Alaska Department of
Environmental Conservation

437 East Street, 2nd Floor
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Mr. Lenny Corin

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Western Alaska Ecological
Service

733 West 4th Avenue

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Thomas Trent

State of Alaska

Department of Fish and Game
2207 Spenard Road .
Anchorage, Alaska 99502

* Added at the suggestion of the Susitna Hydro Steering Committee.

**Added as a result of specific agency request.
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TABLE E,11,4: (Page 2)

Mr. John R. Spencer
Regional Administrator
Region X

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

1200 Sixth Avenue .
Seattle, Washington 98101

cc:

Ms. Judy Swartz

U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency

Mail Stop 443 -

Region X EPA

1200 South 6th Avenue
Seattle, Washington 98101

Fish, Wildlife, and Botanical Group

Mr. Max Brewer *

Office of the Director
Special Assistant for Alaska
U.S. Geological Survey

218 East Street

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Mr. John Katz

Alaska Department of Natural Resources

Pouch M
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Mr. Robert McVey

Director, Alaska Region

National Marine Fisheries Service
NOAA

P.0. Box 1668

Juneau, Alaska 99802

Mr. Ernest W. Mueller

Commissioner

Alaska Department of Environmental
Conservation

Pouch O

Juneau, Alaska 99801

Mr. John Rego *

Bureau of Land Management
Anchorage District Office
4700 East 72nd Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99507

Mr. Keith Schreiner

Regional Director, Region 7
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1011 East Tudor Road
Anchorage, Alaska 99503

Mr. Ronald 0. Skoog
Commisgioner -

State of Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Support Building
Juneau, Alaska 99801

cc:

cc:

cc:

cc:

ce:

Mr. Alan Carson

Division of Natural Resources
Alaska Department of Natural
Pouch 70U5 =

Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Mr..Ron Morris

Director .
Anchorage Field Office
National Marine Fisheries
Service

701 C Street, Box 43 -

Anchorage, Alaska 99513

Mr. Bob Martin

Alaska Department of
Environmental Conservation
437 East Street, 2nd Floor

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Mr. Robert Bowker

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Western Alaska Ecological
Service

733 West 4th Avenue

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Mr. Thomas Trent

State of Alaska

Department of Fish and Game
2207 Spenard Road .
Anchorage, Alaska 99502

* Added at the suggestion of the Susitna Hydro Steering Committee.




TABLE E,11,4: (Page 3)

Mr. John Spencer *
Regional Administrator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Ms. Judy Swartz

U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency

Mail Stop 443

Region X EPA

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Historic and Archaeological Group

Mr. John Cook

Acting Regional Director
Alaska Region

* National Park Service
540 West Fifth Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Ms. Lee McAnerney

cc:

Department of Community and Regional Affairs

Pouch B
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Mr. John Rego *

Bureau of Land Management
Anchorage District Office
4700 East 72nd Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99507

Mr. Robert Shaw

cc:

State Historic Preservation Officer
Alaska Department of Natural Resources

Division of Parks

619 Warehouse Avenue, Suite 210

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Mr. Ronald 0. Skoog *
Commissioner

cCt

State of Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Support Building
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Mr. Lee Wyatt**

Planning Director
Matanuska-Susitna Borough
Box B

Palmer, Alaska 99645

Mr. John Cook

Acting Regional Director
Alaska Region

National Park Service
540 West Fifth Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Recreation Group

Mr. Larry Wright
National Park Service
1011 East Tudor Road
Suite 297

Anchorage, Alaska 99503

Mr. Alan Carson

Division of Natural Resources

Alaska Department of Natural
Resources

Pouch 7-005

Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Mr. Thomas Trent

State of Alaska

Department of Fish and Game
2207 Spenard Road
Anchorage, Alaska 99502

Mr. Larry Wright
National Park Service
1011 East Tudor Road
Suite 297

Anchorage, Alaska 99503

* Added at the suggestion of the Susitna Hydro Steering Committee.
*#*Added as a result of specific agency request.
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TABLE E,11,4: (Page 4)

Mr. John Katz

Alaska Department of Natural Resources
Pouch M

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Mr. Robert McVey *

Director, Alaska Region

National Marine Fisheries Service
NDAA :

P.0. Box 1668

Juneau, Alaska 99802

Mr. Keith Schreiner *

Regional Director, Region 7
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1011 East Tudor Road
Anchorage, Alaska 99503

Mr. Ronald D. Skoog *
Commissioner

State of Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Support Building
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Mr. Lee Wyatt

Planning Director
Matanuska-Susitna Borough
Box B '

Palmer, Alaska 99645

Aesthetics and Land Use

cc:

ccC:

cc:

Mr. Alan Carson

Division of Natural Resources
Alaska Department of Natural
Resources

Pouch 7-005

Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Mr. Ron Morris

Director )

Anchorage field Office
National Marine Fisheries
Service o

701 C Street, Box 43
Anchorage, Alaska 99513

Mr. Thomas Trent

State of Alaska o
Department of Fish and Game
2207 Spenard Road
Anchorage, Alaska 99502

Group

Mr. Johri Cook **

Acting Regional Director -
Alaska ‘Region '
National Park Service

540 West Fifth Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Mr. Roy Huhndorf

President

Cook Inlet Region, Incorporated
P.0. Drawer 4N

Anchorage, Alaska 99509

Mr. John Katz

Alaska Department of Natural Resources
Pouch M

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Mr. John Rego

Bureau of Land Management
Anchorage District Dffice
4700 East 72nd Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99507

cc:

cc:

Mr. Larry Wright

Nat ional Park Service
1011 East Tudor Road
Suite 297

Anchorage, Alaska 99503

Mr. Alan Carson

Division of Natural Resources

Alaska Department of Natural
Resources

Pouch 7-005

Anchorage, Alaska 99510

* Added at the suggestion of the Susitna Hydro Steering Committee.

**Added as the result of specific agency request.
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Mr. Keith Schreiner *

Regional Director, Region 7
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1011 East Tudor Road
Anchorage, Alaska 99503

Mr. Ronald 0. Skoog *

Commissioner

State of Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Support Building

Juneau, Alaska 99801

cc:

Mr. Lee Wyatt**

Planning Director

Mat anuska-Susitna Borough
Box B

Palmer, Alaska 99645

Mr. Thomas Trent

State of Alaska ;
Department of Fish and Game

2207 Spenard Road

Anchorage, Alaska 99502

Socioeconomic Group*

Director of _Planning
Fairbanks North Star Borough
520 5th Avenue

P.0. Box 1267

Fairbanks, Alaska 99701

Mr. Roy Huhndorf

President

Cook Inlet Region, Incorporated
P.0. Drawer 4N

Anchorage, Alaska 99509

Mr. John Katz cc:
Alaska Department of Natural Resources

Pouch M

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Ms, Lee McAnerney

Department of Community and Regional Affairs
Pouch B

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Mr. Michael Meehan

Director, Planning Department
Municipality of Anchorage
Pouch 6-650

Anchorage, Alaska 99502

Mr. Ronald 0. Skoog *

Commissioner

State of Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Support Building

Juneau, Alaska 99801

cc:

Mr. Herb Smelcer, President
General Manager

AHTNA Corporation

Drawer G

Copper Center, Alaska 99573

Mr. Max Dolchak

Executive Director

Cook Inlet Native Association
670 Firewood Lane

Anchorage, Alaska 99502

Mr. Alan Carson

Division of Natural Resources
Alaska Department of Natural
Resources

Pouch 7-005

Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Mr. Thomas Trent

State of Alaska

Department of Fish and Game
2207 Spenard Road
Anchorage, Alaska 99502

* Added at the suggestion of the Susitna Hydro Steering Committee.

**Added as a result of specific agency request.
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TABLE E,11,4: (Page 6)

Mr. Lee Wyatt

Planning Director

Mat anuska-Susitna Borough
Box B

Palmer, Alaska 99645

Geological and Soils Group *

Mr. Max Brewer :
Office of the Director
Special Assistant for Alaska
U.S. Geological Survey

218 East Street ;
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Mr. John Katz

Alaska Department of Natural Resources
Pouch M

Juneau, Alaska 99811

General

Mr. David Haas

State-Federal Assistance Coordinator

State of Alaska

Of fice of the Governor

Division of Policy Development and Planning
Pouch AW i
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Ms. Wendy ¥Wolt

Office of Coastal Management

Division of Policy Development and Planning
Pouch AP

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Mr. Alan Carson

Division of Natural Resources
Alaska Department of Natural
Pouch 7-005

Anchorage, Alaska 99510

* Added at the suggestion of the Susitna Hydro Steering Committee.




TABLE E.11.,5: EXPANDED LIST OF REPORTS AND GROUPS TO WHICH
REPORTS WERE/WERE TO BE SENT

REPDRT

Instream Flow Study Plan

Draft Fishery Mitigation Plan
Draft Wildlife Mitigat ion Plan
Final Phase I Reports:

(a) Fish Ecology

(b) Wildlife Ecology

(c) Plant Ecology

{d) Birds and Non-Game Mammals
(e) Furbearers

(f) Land Use

(g) Socioeconomics

(h) Cultural Resources

(1) Recreation

Land Status Report

Interim Report on Seismic Studies

Final Report on Seismic Studies

Geotechnical Exploration Report on 1980 Studies
Geotechnical Exploration Report on 1981 Studies
Water Quality Report

Water Use Report

River Morphology

Sociocultural Report

Environmental Evaluation of Access Plans
Engineering Evaluation of Access Plans

*ALU = Aesthetics, Land Use
FWB = Fish, Wildlife, and Botanical
HA = Historic, Archaeological
WQ = Water Quality
R = Recreat ion
SE = Socioeconomic
GS = Geology and Soils
G = General

GROUP*

R, ALU
WQ, FWB, R,
WQ, FWB, R,

l

WQ, FwB, R
WQ, FWB, R
FWB, ALD
FWB, R

FWB, R, SE
ALL

FWB, R, ALU,
HA, SE

R

R, ALU, SE,
GS

GS

GS

GS

WQ, FWB, R,

WQ, FWB, R,

WQ, FwB, R,

FWB, HA, R,

WQ, FWB, HA,
WQ, FWB, HA,

AL
ALU

SE, G

ALU

ALU, SE

ALU, GS

ALU, SE

R, ALU, SE, GS
R, ALU, SE, GS

Note: These reports and groups were added to those listed in Table 1.2.

Groups refer to those listed in Table 1.4.
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TABLE E,11,6: REPORTS, DATE SENT, AND PURPOSE

DOCUMENT

Plan of Study
Plan of Study - Revision 1
1980 Summary Environmental Report
1980 Annual. Environmental Reports:
(a) Fish Ecology
(b) Plant Ecology
(c) Big Game, Birds, and Non-Game
Mammals, Furbearers
(d) Land Use
(e) Socioeconomics
(f) Cultural Resources
Transmission Line Corridor Screening
Report
Development Selection Report
Initial Fish and Wildlife Mitigation
Policy
(Revised Mitigation Policy)
Instream Flow Study
Feasibility Report
Draft Fishery Mitigation Plan
Draft Wildlife Mitigation Plan
Phase I Environmental Reports:
(a) Fish Ecology - ADF&G
(b) Wildlife Ecology - ADF&G
(c) Plant Ecology
(d) Bird and Non-Game Mammals
(e) Furbearers
(f) Land Use
(g) Socioeconomics
(h) Cultural Resources
(i) Recreation-
Land Status Report
Interim Report on Seismic Studies
Final Report on Seismic Studies
Geotechnical Exploration Report on
1980 Studies
Geotechnical Exploration Report
1981 Studies
Water Quality Report
Water Use Report
River Morphology Report
Sociocultural Report
Environmental Evaluation of
Access Plans
Access Route Selection Report

*FC
I

Formal Comments Requested
Provided for Information Only

" H

PRIOR TO
03/15/82 03/15/82 04/01/82 04/15/82 04/30/82  PURPOSE*

X FC
X FC

X I

X I

X I

X I

X I

X I

X I
X FC
X FC
X FC
X FC
FC
X FC
FC
FC

X I

X I

X I

X I

X I

X I

X I

X I
X FC

X I

X I

X I

X I

X I

X I

X I

X I

X I

X I

X I



TABLE E.11.7: AGENCIES INVITED AND THOSE WHICH
DECLINED TO BE ON THE FISH AND
WILDLIFE MITIGATION REVIEW GROUP

State Agencies

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Alaska Department of Natural Resources

Federal Agencies

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
National Marine Fisheries Service
U.S. Bureau of Land Management
Environmental Protection Agency
U.5. Geological Survey

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Status

Agreed
Agreed

Agreed
Agreed
Agreed
Agreed
Declined
Declined
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TABLE E.11.8: MEMBERS OF THE SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC
PROJECT STEERING COMMITTEE

State Agencies

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Alaska Department of Natural Resources
Alaska Department of Commerce

Alaska Department of Environmental
Conservation

Other

Federal Agencies

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
U.S. Geology Survey :
National Park Service

National Marine Fisheries Service
U.S. Bureau of Land Management

Environmental Protection Agency
Heritage Conservation and
Recreation Service

Arctic Environmental Information and Data Center

Notes

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Alaska Division of Policy Development and
Planning and Matanuska-Susitna Borough were invited but declined to sit

on the Steering Committee.



TABLE E,11,9:

DATES AND PURPOSE OF STEERING COMMITTEE
MEETINGS WITH APA AND/OR ITS CONSULTANTS

DATE

June 12, 1980
July 17, 1980
November 5, 1980
April 13, 1981

October 20, 198t

December 2, 1981
January 20, 1982

June 14, 1982

November 4, 1982

PURPOSE

Objective of Committee and Introduction
to Project

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission and
State License Process, Instream F jow
Studies

Evaluation of Alternatives to Susitna

Alternatives, Access Road Evaluation, and
Comments on Environmental Studies

Access Road Evaiuation

Exp lanation of Agency Comments Reguests
from APA

Environmental Studies and Concerns,
Fisheries Mitigation

Instream Flow Studies, Access Road
Evaluation, Formalization of Steering
Committee role

Recrganization of Steering Committee,
Status of AEIDC Work and Discussion of
Land Use and Recreation
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TABLE E.11,10: OBJECTIVES OF THE SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC
) ENV IRONMENTAL WORKSHOP

SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT

FERC Llcense Application Exhibit E Presentation and Discussion

Anchorage, Alaska
Holiday !nn

November 29 - December 2, 1982

Objectives -

1. Update federal, state, and local agencies regarding-significant changes in
project features since the Feasibility Report was published in March 1982,

2, Use the presentations and discussions as an interactive process whereby
federal, state, and local agency review of the draft Exhibit E can be
facilitated,

3. Develop a mechanism for continued interaction as the finalized Exhibit E is
prepared for submission to FERC,



TABLE E.11,11: AGENDA OF THE SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT
ENV{RONMENTAL WORKSHOP

Monday, November 29 1:00 PM,

| ntroduction
Project Operational Description

Watana Dam

Devil Canyon Dam
Access
Transmission

Schedule for Preparation of Exhibit E
Group Definition
Tuesday, November 30 9:00 AM,
Group 1 - Water Use and Quality and Fishery Resources
Group 2 ~ Wildlife and Botanical Resources
Group 3 - Socioeconomic/Land Use
Group 4 - Cultural Resources
Wednesday, December 1 9:00 AM,
Group 1 - Water Use and Quality and Fishery Resources
Group 2 - Wildlife and Botanical Resources
Group 3 ~ Recreation and Aesthetics

Thursday, December 2 9:00 AM,

Group 1 - Water Use and Quallty and fishery Resources
Group 2 - Wildlife and Botanical Resources



TABLE E,11,12: LIST OF ATTENDEES

SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT WORKSHOP
Holiday Inn, Anchorage, AK

Monday, November 29, 1982

Name

Michael P, Storonsky
Ph1lip Hoover
Thomas Lavender
Tony Burgess
Michael Grubb
Char lotte Thomas
Steve Fancy
Martha Raynolds
Robert Sener
Dave Tremont
Roland Shanks
Priscilila Lukens
Michele Urban
Tom Arminskl
Leonard Corin
Larry Moulton
Jean Baldridge
Keith Quintaveli
Robert Mohn
George Gleason
John Blzer ,
Jack Roblinson
Randy Fairbanks
Gary Lawiey
George S. Smith
E, James Dixon
B, Agnes Brown
Carole A, Ellerbee
Robert M, Erickson
Tim Smith
Richard Fleming
Bob Madison

Bob Lamke

Bob Martin

Don McKay
George Cunnlingham
Randy Cowart

Al Carson

Paul Janke

Gary Prokosch
Mary Lu Harle
Robin HI I

Peter Rogers
Steve Zrake

Jan Hall

Gary Stackhouse
Brad Smith

Bil! Lawrence
Floyd Sharrock
Bruce Bedard
Ann Rappoport
Bob Everett
Eric Myers

John Rego

Lee Adler

Bill Wilson
Chris Godfrey
Ted Rockwel |
Larry M, Wright
Kevin R, Young
John W, Hayden
Wayne Dyok

Organization

Acres

Acres

Acres

Acres

Acres

Alaska Power Authority
LGL Alaska

LGL Alaska

LGL Alaska

Dept, Community Reglonal Affairs
Cook Inlet Region, Inc,
Acres

Harza/Ebasco

Ataska Power Authority

" USFWS

Woodward—Clyde
Woodward-Clyde

DNR -~ DLwM

Alaska Power Authority
Alaska Power Authority
Harza/Ebasco
Harza/Ebasco
Harza/Ebasco
Harza/Ebasco

University of AK Museum
University of AK Museum
Tyonek Native Corporation
Tyonek Native Corporation
EDAW, Inc,

DNR-Parks (History and Archaeology)

Alaska Power Authority
USGS-WRD

USGS-WRD

ADEC

ADF 3G

ADF&G

ADNR-R&D

ADNR

ADNR

ANDR-Water

ANDR-Water Management
Frank Orth & Associates
Frank Orth & Associates
ADEC

USFWS

USFWS

NMFS

U.S, EPA

NPS

Alaska Power Authority
USFWS-WAES

ESSA Ltd,

NAEC

BLM

AHTNA, Inc,

AEIDC

COE )
USCE Reg., Fnction -

NPS

Acres

Acres

Acres

Telephone
276-4888

LU
"
n

716-853-7525
276-0001
479-2669
274-5714
274-5714
264-2206
274-8638
276-4888
277-1561
276-0001
271-4575
276-2335
276-2335
276-2653
276-0001

n
277-1561

n

"

n

474-7818

272-4548
n
274-3036
264-2139
276-0001
271-4138
”
274-2533
267-2284
n

276-2653
276-2653
"

276-2653
L
206-455-3507
”

274-2533
263-3403
263-3475
271-5006
271-5083
271-4216
276-0001
271-4575
274-5714
276~4244
267-1273
822-3476
279~4523
552-4942
"
271-4236
716-853~7525
907-276-4888
907-276-4888
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APPENDIX 11.A
ORGANIZATION OF CONSULTATION PROGRAM

The Alaska Power Authority established a number of committees and interagency
groups to serve as a means of consulting with federal and state agencies.
This included the Susitna Hydro Steering Committee and the Fish and Wildlife
Mitigation Review Group. In addition, reports concerning each of the major
subject divisions {water quality, recreation, wildlife, etc.) were circulated
to the appropriate agencies responsible for these resources.

This appendix contains correspondence concerning the organization and estab-
lishment of the Susitna Hydro Steering Committee and correspondence relating
to the various agencies groups. The first set of letters address the Susitna
Hydro Steering Committee; the second the agency coordination program. Due to
the importance of mitigation as a separate effort, correspondence concerning
this subject 1is in Appendix 11.E. Correspondence concerning comments on
individual reports is in Appendix 11.C and G.
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ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY

Jung 3, 1989

The Honorable Lee McAnerney

Commissioner

Department. of Community and
Regional Affairs

Pouch B

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Commissioner McAnerney:

The Alaska Power Authority through {ts consultant, Acres American
Incorporated, is in the early stages of a 30-month feasibility study of the
proposed Susitna Hydroelectric Project. Because of the magnitude of this
study, effective interagency coordination will be best accomplished through
formation of a Susitna Hydroelectric Steering Committee. The function of
this committes would be to provide coordinated exchanges of information
between the Alaska Power Authority and interested resource management agencies.
Through this exchange, the concerns of all agencies involved would be identified
early and hopefully prevent unnecessary delays in the progress of the feasi-
bility study, application for the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission license
to construct, and Environmental Impact Statement review.

As proposed, the Steering Committee would be composed of representatives
of resource agencies with responsibilitfes pertaining to the Susitna Hydro-
electric Feasibility Studies and/or the project's environmental consequences.
e therefore invite your agency's participation.

The committee would provide for {nteragency coordination through joint
review of project related materials and development of more {nformed and
uniform positions representing all resource interests. Ue helieve this will
provide a more efficient process of Information exchange.

Proposed objectives for this commitiee are to:

1. Review and comment on study approaches throdghout each phase of the
planning process;

2. 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 to fish and wildlife resources, and

(b) provide the basis for mitigation and compensation of resource
losses which will result from the project;



Commissioner Lee ﬁcAnefj}y

June 3, 19&n .
Page Two

3. Provide a forum for continued project review of all aspescts of the
studies, for a timely exchange of information, and for recommendation of
study redirection, should the accomplishment of speciiic objectives he
in jeopardy;

LI
.

fonitor compliance of the studies with all state and federal laws,
requlations, Executives Orders, and mandates as they apply to fish and
wildi{fe resources; and

(&3]
»

Should your agency elect to participate in the committee, we recommend
that your representative have a technical background enabling him to comment
on the adequacy and approach of ongoing and future feasibility studies, and
be able to speak knowledgeably on the policies and procedures of your agency
with respect to the review of the Federal Ererqgy Requlatoery Commission licanse
application for the project and the subsequent Environmental Statement (ES).

The first Susitna Hydroelectric Steering Committee mzeting will be held
at the Alaska Power Authority, 333 Hest 4th Avenue, Suite 31, Anchorage,
Alaska on June 12th at 9:00 AM. Attached is a sheet with a description of
the agenda for this first meeting. Your attendance is encouraged.

Sincerely,

fric P. Yould
Executive Director

~ Attachment:
as noted

Provide unified agency comments from the committee to the Power Authority.
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Preceding Letter Sent To:

Ms. Lee McAnerney

Department of Community and Regional
Affairs '

Pouch B ‘

Juneau, AK 99811

Mr. Harry Hulsing, Chief
U.S. Geological Survey
Water Resources Division
218 E Street

Anchorage, AK 99501

Colonel Lee Nunn

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.0. Box 708

Anchorage, AK 99510

Mr. Bob Bowker

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
733 West 4th Avenue

Anchorage, AK 99501

Mr. John Rego

U.S. Bureau of Land Management
4700 East 72nd .Avenue
Anchorage, AK 99507

Mr. Robert E. LeResche

Commissioner

Alaska Department of Natural
Resources

Pouch M

Juneau, AK 99811

Mr. Frances A. Ulmer, Director

Division of Policy Development
and Planning

Office of the Governor

Pouch AD

Juneau, AK 99811

Mr. Ronald 0. Skoog

Commissioner

Alaska Department of Fish and
Game

Juneau, AK 99801



ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY

SUSITNA HYDRQ STEERING COMMITTEE

Bob Lamke

U. S. Geological Survey
Hater Resources

733 W. 4th Avenue, Suite 400
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

271-4138

Jahn Rego

Bureau of Land Management
Anchorage District Qffice
4700 E. 72nd Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99502

344-9661

Brad Smith

National Marine Fisheries Studies
701 "C" Street, Box 43
Anchorage, Alaska 99513

271-5006

William J. Wilson ‘

Arctic Environmental Information &
Data Center, (U of A)

707 A Street

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

279-4523

Al Carsan

State of Alaska

Department of Natural Resources
323 E. 4th Avenue

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

279-5577

Tom Trent

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
2207 Spenard Road :
Anchorage, Alaska 99503

274-7583

Larry Wright
Heritage Conservation and
Recreation Service
1011 E. Tudor Road, Suite 297 o
Anchorage, Alaska 99503

276-1666

Lenny Corin _

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
733 W. 4th Avenue, Suite 101
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

271-4575 -

Gary Stackhouse

U. S. Fish & Wildlife Service .
1011 £. Tudor Road

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

276-3800 "

Bob Martin

Department of Environmental -
Conservation

437 E Street

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

274-2533

Mr. Bill Lawrence —
Anchorage Operations Office
Environmental Protection Agency

701 C Street

Anchorage, Alaska 99513

271-5083

Judy Schwarz

Environmental Evaluation Branch
Mail Stop 443

Region X, EPA

1200 6th Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

(206) 442-1285



‘\LAS“A !'U ‘5 14 1\2 EE.&“PE\:E LAY

SUSITHA HYDRO STEL!

TIME: 9:00 AM

DATE June 12, 1980

PLACE Alaska Power Authorit

Y
333 West 4th Avenue, Suite 31
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

AGENDA:

1. A discussion and outlining of the purpose and objectives of the
Susitna dydro Steering Conmittec.

2 A review by Acres American of the procedural aspects of the FERC
lTicense application, the ES review processes, and their perspectives
on the praocedural mileposts for this project.

3. A discussion of the proposed FERC license application and £S5 review
process by the Steering Committee and an assessment of the agencies

iews and mandates to review and comment upon the proposed projsct.

; A zeview of the Susitna Hydro feasibility tasks by /cres fmerican
with-discussion of FERC's possible requirements tor study, technical
standurds. and tand or environmental study subjects which nust e
emphasized.

5. A discussion by the Steering Committee of the cross study task or
interdisciplinary aspects of the Susitna ilydro feasibility studics.

g Steering Comnittec discussion of a proposed agenda for the July
meeting involving representatives of FERC.
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T oath AVENUE - SUITE 371 - ANCHONAGE, ALASKA 99501 Phone: {967) 277
27

CALASK A POWEIR ATUTIHORITY

July 7, 1980

Mr. fonald Morris
Hational Marine Fishery Service
701 "C" Street

Rnchoraﬂ , Alaska 99513
Dear Me. o Horvis:

The Alaska Power Autherity, acting on behalf oi the resource
management agencies, would like to inform you of the second Susitna
Hydro Steering Committee meeting. At the request of the various agencics,
we have made arrangements for representatives of the Federal Lnergy
Regulatory Commission to be present at the meeting in order to answer
tachnical questions. The subject of the first day of this two day
session will consist of a discussion of the general technical aspects of
the FERC and state licensing process whereas the second day will specifically
address the Susitna fisheries and in-stream flow studies programs.

In addition to the above tdpics, an election of a committee chairman
will take-place {please be thinking of prospective candidates for nomination),
and the guxdellnes TO; the committee‘s organitation»wil1'be established.

The first days session. of the second Suswtna Hyoro Steering Committee
meeting will be held at the: ACC Lucy Cuddy Center on July 17th at 8:00 a.m.
The second day's session wi]l be held ‘at the Federal Building, Room C-105
on July 18th at 8:30 z.m, Attached 152 sheet with a description of the
meeting agenda four partxcipation is enuouraged

\x v A

ric Lo Yould
Executive Direcctor

Sincercly,



ist Day

ALASKE A POWHR AUTHORITY

SUSTTNA HYDRQ STEERIKG COMMITTEL MELTING

Nate: July 17, 1980

Time: 5:C0 a.m,

Place: ACC Lucy Cuddy {enter
2nd- Day

NDate: July 18, 19RO

Time: 3:30 a.m.

Place:

AGEHDA

st Day To

f:00

9:30

r T
day 10

2nd

8:20

Federal 8Suilding, Reom £-105

Dics

a.m. - §5:30 a.m.

o Llection of a committee chaivman
° Discussion of the committee's corganization
0 Anv nther items of concern

a.m. - 5:00 p.m.

o General technical overview of FERC licensing process
] Ciscussion of general technical license requirements
for hyroelectric projects [both FERC and State)

o Discussion of Susitna specific technical license

requirements {both FERC and State)
pics

a.m. - 5:00 p.m.

o Potential changes in Susitna #iver hydrology due to
hydroelectric development

) Details of hydrology - water quality monitoring program

8 Details of the ADF&G fisheries program

0 Development of fisheries impact predictions and mitigation
plan:

) Modifications incorporaced into the study proaram 1n order

to accomodate the in-stream flow studies
g Discussion of details on in-stream flow studies
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SUSITNA HYDRO STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING

July 17th & 18th, 1980

Al Carson

Bob Lamke

Bill Wilson
Bil1 ‘Welch

Pat Beckley
John Rego

Bob Bowker
Rickkl Fowler
Gary Stackhouse
Lee Wyatt

Jim Sweeney
Heinz Noonan
Dave Sturdevant

Dick Eakins

HMurray Walsh

Larry Kimball

PERSONS NOTIFIED OF THE MEETING

Department of Natural Resources
U.5.G6.S. - W.R.D.
AEICC-University of Alaska
Heritage Conservation & Rec.
BLM

BLM

U.S. Fish & Wildlife
tnvironmental Comservation

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
Mat-Su Borough

Environmental Protection Agency (US)
Energy & Power Development
Environmental Conservation

Div. of Economic Enterprise
(send twix via 277-1936;

Otfice of Coastal Management

CBT?ﬁn?héig‘ Affairs (Div. of Comm.

279-5577
271-4138
279-4523

277-1666

344-9661

344-9661
271-4575
274-5527
276-3800
745-4801
271-5083
276-0508
465-2636
465-2013

465-3540

279-8636
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. W. James Sweeney, Director

U.5. Environmental Protecticn
Egency

Rocm ES35, Federal Building

761 “C" Street

Anchorage, Alaska - 99501

Dear Mr. Sweeny:

Thank you for your letter regarding the Susitna llydre Steering
Committee meeting of July 17 and 18. T am sorry to hear you were
unable to attend as it was a very informative meeting. The Steering
Committee has, as a resuit of the meeting, evelved into an organization
independent of the Power Authority and acting in a review and advisory
capacity to the Pewer Authority. It is now run wholly by the various
State and Federal agencies. Al farson of the Alaska DNepariment of
hatural Resocurces has taken the responsibility of chairman for the
cormiittee and Tom Trent of the Alaska Department of Fish 4nd Came is
acting as his assistant. [ will see to it that your agency is retained
an the mailing list for the committea. Unfortunately, no meating minutes
were taken although a tape recording fs availabie at the Power Authority.

1 appreciate your continued interest in the cormittee and encourage
vour participation at future meetings.

Sincerely,

Eric P, Yould
Executfve Director



-ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY
January 2, 1981

Robert E. LeResche, Commissioner
Alaska Department of Natural Resources
P8uch M {Mail Stop 1000)

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Commissioner LeResche:

i +Your organization has been cooperating extensively with the Power Authority
1n assessing the potentfal effects of hydroelectric development of the Upper Su-
sitna River 'Basin.  Several different vehicles have been used; meetings, corres-
pondence, ‘and Susitna Hydroelectric Project Steering Committee activities. We
feel that the results reflect close consultation and coordination between our or-
ganizations.

As the study has progressed, more and more {tems requiring consultation have
emerged, and the future will require-a stii1 higher level of {nvolvement. This
anticipated Jeval of activity, plus the fact that the Federal Energy Regulatory
Camission (FERC) and the Fish and Wildlife Coordfnation Act require documentation
of such consultations, suggests it fs now appropriate to be more formal in our ex-
- changes. Accordingly, we advance this suggested prccedure to you for your concur-
rence and/or suggestions for modification. .

In general, we propcse a two step process. The first step will consist of
consultation with the Susitna Hydroelectric Project Steering Committee. That
body will perform evaluations and structure recommendations. The Power Authority
will consider these recommendations and formulate a ppsition. Upon completion of

these actions, the results will be processed through your agency for formal con-
currence.

This represents a slight expansion of the original concept under which the
Steering Committee was structured; the Committee was to act primarily as an ad-
visory bocr to the study team while secondarily facilitating agency involvement
in the study effort. Member agencies were to be represented by senior staffers of
ski11s appropriate to the matters under consideration. This was considered to be
advantageous as {t would facilitate responsiveness by virtus of being relatively

independent of procedural {mpediments, while sti1l ref1ect1ng to a substantial de-
gree the agency viewpoint.

This proposal hopefully preserves those advantages within an expanded role by
permitting attainment of interagency concensus with a relatively low level of in-
put and a high degree of flexibility. It also permits the various agencies to
tailor thelir participation to the specific needs. Finally, the second step of re-
ferral of Steering Comm{ttee de11berat10ns for formal agency concurrence meets requ-
latory and statutory requirements.



January 2, 1981

Frances A. Ulmer, Director

0ffice of the Governor

Division of Pol{cy Development and Planning
Pouch AD (Hail Stop 0164)

Jurcau, Alaska 99811

Gear Fran:

The Power Authority {s studying and assessing the potential effects of hydro-
electric development of the Upper Susitna River Basfn. Accomplishment of that
tasx necessitatas consultation and coordination with various Federal, State and lo-
cal organtzations, including yours.

As the study has progressed, more and more items requiring consultation have
emarged, and the future will require a stil] higher level of Involvement. This
anticipated Yevel of activity, plus the fact that the Federal Energy Requlatory
Commission {(FERC) and the Fish and W11d1ife Coordinaticn Act require documentation
of such consultations, suggests {t iz now appropriate to estabiish a formal pro-
cedure for our contacts. Accordingly e advance the following plan %o you for
your concurrence and/or suquescions for modification.

In genaral, we proposs a two 3tep nrocess. The first step will consist of
consultation with the Susitna Hydroalectric Project Staering Committee. That
body will perform avalbations and stricturs recommendations. The Power Authority
will consider these recommendations and formilate a position. Upon completion of
these actions, the results will ba procassed through the appropriate organizations
for formal concurrance:

1 request your written concurrence with this propesal, or, i you have other
thoughts on ths matter, we are axjous 2o explore them with you.

Sinceraly,

Eric P. Yould
Executive Divrector

cc: B111 Welch, U. S. HCRS
Larry Wright, U. S. YCRS

Jim Thomson, U. S, HRRS. CONCUR:
Sent to:
. . . OW
Alaska Department of Community and Regional Affairs R AM
Alaska Department of Commerce & Economic Deveiopment EﬁY

Office of the Governor, Division of Policy Development and Planning
Matanuska-Susitna Barough

Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1C

Alaska District, Corps of ‘Engineers

~

U. S. Geclogical Survey

Attachment #2



Ll

Agency

ADC&RA
ADC&ED
DPDP
EPA
COE
USGS
MAT-SU
ADF&G
‘ADEC
ADNR
NMFS
BLM
HCRS

USFWS

Attachment #3

ALASKEA POWER AUTHORITY

RESPCNSE SUMMARY

Respond?

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No

Yes
Yes
No

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Comment

Abstain

Concur

Suggest A-95 Procedures
Concur w/option preserved
Does not wish to participa
Concur

Concur
Concur

Concur, w/ontion preserved
Concur, w/option preserved
Concur

Concur, w/option preserved



United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SIERVICE

- RECE]
/N REPLY REFER TO: Wes;;gnwAlsta Ecological Services =IVED
. 4th Avenue, Suite 101 LA N
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 1AN 19 1381

907) 271-457!
(907) 4575 ALASKA POWER AUTHOR| ©

c’ teoag 3
L‘LI !
Eric P. Yould 1, - 1381
Executive Director (/7“{
Alaska Power Authority &

333 W. 4th, Suite 31 ‘
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

pear Mr. Yould: -

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) has received your letter of

2 January 1981 proposing that the agencies comprising the Susitna Hydro-—
electric Steering Committee provide formal concurrence to positions
developed by the Alaska Power Authority (APA) in response to committee
recommendations, We concur with your proposal. However, in the event
that we disagree with APA's position, we reserve the option of providing a
a formal response indicating what is required for FWS concurrence,

,,,,,

Sincerely, -

Field Supervisor

cc: AQES



F.waz

STATE OF AL

JAY 5. HAMMOND, GOVERNOR

\“\4.

DEPARTMENT OF FISHAND GAME

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER | SUnea acasxn

JUNEAU, ALASKA 99801

"~

January 22, 1981 _ , RECE\VED
vpp 4198

Mr, Eric P. Yould, Executive Director wﬂrPovhk;¢ﬂHOR”Y

Alaska Power Authority AR

333 West 4th Avenue

Suite 31

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Mr. Yould:

‘The Alaska Department of Fish and Game has considered your January 2

proposal for an agency consultation process by the Alaska Power Authority
(APA) through the Susitna Hydro Steering Committce. The process for
evaluation and recommendation by staff of this egency, and Lthe formal
agency concurrence action of APA's developed position is acceptable to
this Department. '

I sugpest APA work further with the Sccering Committec to finalize the

details of the implementation of your ptopostd coordination/consultation
. B

process at their next meeting. The Steerirg Committee should be able to

do much in the future to eliminate duplication of coordination and

consultation effort, on both our parts, for the Susitna Hydroelectric

Project. .

Sincerely,

Ronald 0. Skoog
Commissioner -

(307) 465-4100

cc: A. Carsomn



UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

GEOLOGICAL SURVEY )ﬂ

Water Resources Division i/‘
733 West Fourth Avenue, Suite 400
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

January 26, 1981

NLUE gyp
Eric P. Yauld ,,-‘

Executive Director ANZ

Alaska Power Authority o .
333 West Fourth Avenue, Suite 31 R R
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Eric:

We concur with the two-step process of interagency consultation and
coordination in studying the potential effects of the proposed hydro-
power cuevelopment of the upper Susitna River basin outlined in your
letter of January 2, 1981.

The Water Resources Division has no regulatory functions, so formal
concurrence with your agencies actions is not within our field of

authority. However, we can assist in advisory capacities. The Geologic
Division expertise may also be available for consultation. The Conservation
Division is the only Geological Survey division with reg.latory authority
and they have a section that handies hydropower developments.

Sincerely yours,

///77 /"// { /""/-~~~__

ond S. George
Act1ng District Chief
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United States Department of the Interior 2920 {013)

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Anchorage District Office
4700 East 72nd Avenue
-Anchorage, Alaska 99507

JAN 30 1981
RECZIVED
(£ 21981

ALASKA POWEL FUIHORITY
Mr. Eric Yould
Alaska Power Authority
333 West 4th Ave., Suite 31
Anchorage, Alaska 99504

Dear Mr. Yould:

This is in réﬁT} to your letter dated January 2, 1981, questioning the
official nature of the suggestions given during meetings with the Susitna
Hydroelectric Project Steering Committee.

All statements made at these meetings with the Steering Committee are at a
working level and are not to be construed as BLM's official stand or
policy.

All official Bureau policy and positions concerning the Susitna Project
will originate from this office in writing with my signaturc or the sigona-
ture of -an acting District Manager. '

Sincerely yours,

Richard W. Tindall
District Manager




DEPARTMENT OF THE AkaAY
ALASKA DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.Q.BOX 7002
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 98510

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF:

NPAEN-PL-EN

FEB 021981
REGE\VED
T L 1981
Mr. Eric P. Yould FEB kb
Executive Director owWER AUIRGRITY
Alaska Power Authority ALRSKA FOVTE

333 West 4th Avenue Suite 31
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

zngvz;

Dear ﬂp4/§;u1d:

This is in response to your letter of 2 January 1981 concerning
consultation with the Corps of Engineers on your study*of the Upper
Susitna River Basin.

As stated in our letter to you of 12 June 1980, we are unable to _
participate in the Susitna Hydroelectric Project Steering Committee
because of funding and manpower constraints, and we will only be able to
conduct the necessary reviews reguired for the issuance of permits under
our regulatory progranm.

I would suggest that the scoping process prescribed in the regulations of
the Council.on Environmental Quality (see 40 CFR 1501.7) be initiated.
Tnis process, which would involve the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC)}, would help to define the scope of issues to be
addressed and to identify the sigrificant issues to be analyzed in depth
in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The Corps could participate
in the scoping process and, possibly, become a cooperating agency with
FERC in the preparation of the EIS.

If further details are desired by your staff, Mr. Harlan Moore, Chief,

Engineering Division, can be contacted at 752-5135.

Sincerely,

.~

LEE R.  NUNN
Colonel, Corps of Engineers
District Engineer



U wed States Department of- .ue Interior

HERITAGE CONSERVATION AND RECREATION SERVICE
. ALASKA AREA OFFICE

1011 E. Tudor, Suite 297 Anchorage, Alaska 99503
IN REPLY REFER TO: Tele.{207) 277-1666
A800
1201-03a RP

FEB 4 1981

Mr. Eric P. Yould
Executive Director
Alaska Power Authority o
333 West 4th Avenue, Suite 31 "3 61981
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

RECEIVED

ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY

Dear Mr. Yould:

We concur with vour recommendation of January 2, 1981, concerning the
expanded role of the Susistna Hydroelectic Project Steering Committee.
However, we would remind you that we also have a separate coordination

and review function associated with the license application Exhibitc R.
Thank you for the opportunity to consider and comment on the proposal.

Sincereiy,

gt/ “////O‘( /<& Cif

Les
e

‘Yanet McCabe
Regional Director
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REPLY TO PO K £t

atn of: M/S 443 RN
FEB 05 1981

Eric P. Yould, Executive Director
Alaska Power Authority

- 333 West 4 Avenue, Suite 31
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Subpject: Susitha Hydroelectric Project Loordination Procedures
Dear Mr. Yould:

Tnank you for your letter proposing a two-step process tor the coordina-
tion required under the Federal tnergy Hegqulatory Commission reguiations
and the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act. We basically concur with
your proposals. However, we may have further comments on the issues
dealt with in this coordination process once more intormation on each
subject is available and the combined etfects of the project become more
visible.

It is our understanding that so far the Susitna Hydroelectric Project
Steering Committee has worked on the procedures manuai for the 1981 fiela
studies and is now in the process of starting up a subcommittee to deal
with possible mitigation for wildlife impacts. Other issues, 1nciuding
possible mitigation for fisheries impacts, are to be deait with tater
when more information on the resources to be affected will be available.

We would like to be kept informed of both the steering committee and
subcommittee meetings and agendas so that we can participate more
actively when items affecting tPA's areas of responsibility or expertise
will be considered. For now, most of our involvement will have to.pe by
letter anda teiephone due to personnel and travel constraints. Within our
limitations, we will try to be as responsive and nelpfui as possibie.

EPA*s coordinator for this project will continue to be Judi Schwarz, of
my staff. She can be reached at (2u6) 442-1285.

we look forward to working with you in the future. It we can be of
assistance, please do not hesitate to ask.

Sincerely yours,

: P
EbibmﬁCtt (Dtkjy\_
El1zabeth Corbyn, Chief
Environmental Evaluation Branch



R

AR,
1).5. DERPARTMEN ~ . COMMERCE
National Ocaanic « .4 Atmospharic Administration
National Marine Fisheries Service
P. 0. Box 1688, Juneau, Alaska $9802

.

FEE £ 0
REECEIVED
Mr. Eric P. Yould . c 10 1981
Executive Director
Alaska Power Authority SR PO L TIRITY

333 West 4th Ave. Suite 31
Anchorag., Alaska 99501

Dear Mr. Youid:

We have received your letter of January 2, 1981, regarding the
involvement of the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) in the
planning and study of the proposed Susitna River Hydroelectric Project.
We recognize the need for a "higher level of involvement" on®the

part of our agéncy, not only due to certain procedural requirements
but the fact that the proposal has reached a more advanced stage of
study. To this end we have been participating as a member of the
Steering Committee since July. 1980. We feel this involvement

affords us the opportun1ty to evaluate project studies and provide

any input we may feel is necessary.

Regardless of our status with the Steering Committee, we feel formal
agency concurrence with all policy matters and deliberations should
be obtained and therefore, agree with the process you have suggested.

S1ncere1y//\
/V/?

Robekt W. McVey )
Diredtor, AlaskalRegion



STATE OF ALASH /s moe o

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOGR
POUCH AD

DIVISION OF POLICY DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING JUNEAU, ALASKA 99817
/ PHONE: 465-3573

February 19, 1981

Mr. Eric Yould
Executive Director JLASKA POVems oo™
Alaska Power Authority

333 West Fourth Avenue

Suite 31 :

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Eric:

On January 3, you sent a letter referring to consultation and coordination
with various federal, State and local organizations in the study and assess-
ment of potential effects of hydroelectric development in the Upper Susitna
River Basin. Your letter requested my concurrence with your plan or
suggestions for its improvement.

Frankly Eric, the paragraph in your letter that describes your plan is
somewhat brief and general, making concurrence ratner difficult at this time,
[ agree, however, that the study being undertaken is one that should have

a very high level of involvement by interested State and federal agencies as
well as potentially affected local communities.

[ suggest that a more detailed description of the workings of the Susitna
Hydroelectric Project Steering Committee be provided. What may also be
appropriate is the use of your public participation staff to serve a state
government coordination as well as a public involvement function. The
staff could document and disseminate the proceedings of the steering
committee to a wider governmental audience. Such communication could occur
prior to formal Authority position formulation and smooth the process of
required formal concurrence with such positions.

As for meaningful involvement of State and federal agencies in your assessment,
I am enclosing a copy of Administrative Order No. 55, describing the Major
Project Review (MPR) process. This process might be appropriate for the
Steering Committee. The process described can be used by any unit of State
government and is designed to ensure that appropriate State agencies are
involved in analyses from the outset and that each assessment is highly

issue oriented. The technique can be used to involve federal agencies and

the public as well.



My, Eric Yould -2- February 19, 1981

The MPR questions can be modified as needed and a schedule can be prepared
that indicates points at which cooperators are to tie in to the process. MWe
generally include a public review draft in the time line for an analysis.

We have also found that it is essential to the success aof the MPR process for
the lTead unit to be able to sufficiently detach itself from its own project
goals and objectives to administer the analysis in a neutral and objective
fashion. One solution is, of course, to have the analysis administered by a
separate agency.

Eric, I hope that at least some of these ideas are useful to you. From your
letter, we are not too certain as to what involvement process you had in mind.

Please let me know if we can be of any assistance.
Sincerely,

Frances A. Ulmer

Enclosure



Uncer the authoric

ty of Art. I1I, Sections } and 24 of the Alazske Consri-
tution, and AS 44.19.880, znd given the neec for timely, consistent, and
thorough eveluestion of propecsed major prejects or activities, I order
thzt th. following reviev process be instituted:

1. Certein projects, because of their statewice cor regional significance
will be designzted by me as mzjor projects subject o 2 lizjor Project
Review,

Z.

3.

& @ciitely upon receli»t ¢f the creliminery Froiect &nelvsis, the
ision ci Policy Davelcpment aend Plenning (DFDP), Ofificsz of the
ernor, shell forverc informztioneal coples 10 ezch zifected or

interested gzovermmental &gency Ly tne essignec céiles ezch agency
¢hzll subzmit to DPD? its reviev anc ccoczment

5. During thHe period of ezgency review cof the oreliminary Proiect

reRlietly
itnelvsis, tne Public Forum or DPDP, in consuliaiion with the lead
zgency, snezll conduct one or more public meetings in the zifected
erez(s) for the purpose oi receiving public ccomments on the project
cr zctions

£. By the assigned date, DPDP shell submit in writing to the lead
zgency, & summaTy. of the reviev zlong with recomnencaiions for the
finel Proiec: snelvsic.

7. By the assigned date, the lead zgency, in.conjumcticn with DFDP,
shall prepare znd submit to me, in writing ané verbally, 2 finzl
version of 'the Project Anzlvsis. The Project Anzlvsis chzall include
Gissenting views, Treccomencetions for iurtner zctiom &né, vhere
chroprﬁate specific-concitions or mitTigealicn TEESUTES TECESSaTY
for state zpproval ol the project or action.

g, No designested wmejior project or zctiicn will be epproved prior to the
completion of ihe process cdescribed zbove, unless & pricr written
wziver of necessity hzs been obizined irom ne.

2. Tne review gpecified in h T w1 T

) i
cures coateined in AS 46.735
Act, Znd oiher sizie re
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Noes th& project involve technologice], envircrmenizl, {inencizl
or economic Tectors which heve & hich cecrze of unmcerizinsy or
¢. To whet extent is the existing Czte bese eczquzts to znswer ihe
gbove guestions?
3. Are there externzl Tactiors {(e.¢., nétionzl or internztiocneal)
which figure prominently in the success or 7eilure of the project?
Aizernetives
i. Lre ithere economicelly fTeesible &nd socizily eccepteble
giternztives for eccompliishing thz cbjectives oF ths projeci?
Z. Wheiwould be the implicétions ©F non-gporovel o7 thz projsci?
IHrecerieneous
1. Is the proposed project or actiicn competible with locel znd stzte
plzns or policies?
2. What permits, licenses and/or covernmentzl (sizis, loczl and/or
Tederal) epprovals are necessary?
3 Whzt 3¢ the timeteble for verious sieces of the projeci?  How
"flexiblz is ithis schedule? '
&, Whet miticetion mezsures or stipulziions cen be iceniivied to
miniRize the conflicts or problems icentiiisd abov



STATE OF ALASKA / ===

DEPT. OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION /

/ POUCH 8 — JUNEAU 33811

March 2, 1981

Mr. Eric P. ¥Yould y;»‘; _A“
Executive Director . o
Alaska Power Authority e
333 West 4th Avenue, Suite 31
Anchorage, Alaska 992501

Dear Mr. Yould:

Your letter of January 2, 1981 proposes to expand the function
of the Susitna Steering Committee from that af an advisory

body to the study team to one of performing evaluations and
structuring recommendations. I am happy to offer the resources
of this agency to serve in that capacity to a reasonable
extent.

It is not clear to us, however, precisely what may constitute
"items reguiring consultation," as the only substantive
matters to come before the Steering Committee have been
review of the field procedures manuals regarding Task 7 of
the Plan of Study, and review of the preliminary screening

of potencvial hydro sites. Apparently, a more direct link o
with the Power Authority is anticipated, rather than simply
with the study team, since your letter indicates that Steering
Committee recommendations will be considered by the Power
Authority. We will lock forward to additional information,

at an appropriate time, concerning matters that may be

brought before the Steering Committee, and the action requested
of the committee.

Bob Martin will be the representative of this agency to the

Steering Committee as of this date. Bob is the new supervisor —
of ADEC's Southcentral Regional Office.  Bob will receive

whatever support he needs from Dave Sturdevant, who has been

our representative in the past and ™ w who w1ll\bsnt1nue as

Bob's alternate. { \\

AN

~.

ce

Comm1551oner

cc: Deena Henkins, EQM®
Bob Martin, SCRC
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STATE OF ALASHA / «somee e

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

J23 E. 4TH AVENUE

DI VISION OF RESEARCH & DEVELCPMENT ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501
June 5, 1981
JUN~-¢4 1981
Erie Yould , TALASKA POWER AUTHORITY

‘Executive Director

Alaska Power Authority

333 W. 4th Avenue, Suite 31
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. Yould:

The purpose of this letter is to transmit to you a proposed revision
in your June 3, 1980 letter stating the role and objectives of the
Susitna Hydro Steering Committee, The Steering Committee members feel

the following more accurately describes the role and function of the
Committee.

"The Alaska Power Authority through its consultant, Acres American
Incorporated, is carrying out a 30-month feasibility study of the
proposed Susitna Hydroelectric Project. Because of the magnitude of
this study, effective interagency coordination will be best accom-
plished through formation of a Susitna Hydroelectric Steering Committee.
The function of this committee would be to provide coordinated exchanges
of information between the Alaska Power Authority and interested
resource management agencies. Through this exchange, the concerns of
all agencies involved would be identified early and hopefully prevent
unnecessary delays in the progress of these feasibility study, appli-
cation for the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission license to comstruct,
and Environmental Impact Statement review.

As proposed, the Steering Committee would be composed of representatives
of resource agencies with responsibilities pertaining to the Susitna
Hydroelectric Feasibility Studies and/or the project's environmental
consequences. We therefore invite your agency's participation.

The committee would provide for interagency coordination through joint
review of project related materials and development of more informed
and uniform positions representing all resource interests. We believe
this will provide a more efficient process of information exchange.

Proposed objectives for this commlittee are to:

1. ﬁeview and comment on study approaches throughout each phase of
the planning process; '




Eric Yould ’ 2 Ju@; 5, 1981

2. Provide a forum for continued project review of all aspects of
the studies, for a timely exchange of information, and for recom-
mendation of study redirection, should the accomplishment of
specific objectives be in jeopardy;

3. Comment on compliance of the studies with state and federal laws,
regulations, Executives Orders, and mandates as they apply to
fish and wildlife resources; and

4, Provide unified steering committee comments to the Power Authority.

Should your agency elect to participate in the committtee, we recommend
that your representative have a technical background enabling him to
comment on the adequacy and approach of ongoing and future feasibility e
studies, and be able to speak knowledgeably on the policies and procedures
of your agency with respect to the review of the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission license application for the project and the subsequent
Environmental Statement (ES)."

If you have comments or suggestions concerning these proposed revisions,
please advise. e

Sincerely,

Q. Canaon o

Al Carson
Chairman ’ —
Susitna Hydro Steering Committee

cc: Steering Committee
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December 10, 1981

"RECEIVED

Mr. Al Carson

Alaska Department of _ DEC 14 1981
Natural Resources )

Research and Development ACtiv cumsconn munPORATED
555 Cordova :

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Al:

In late November, 1981 you approached me with scme concerns
relative our on—going effort to solicit formal coordination on various
aspects of the Susitna Hydroelectric Project. This led to a series of
meetings between ourselves and the Susitna Hydroelectric Project -
Steering Committee. To broadly summarize those events:

1. Acres American Incorporated, acting for the Power Authority,
has commenced circulation for formal coordination certain
building blocks of the studies that will form the basis for a
project licensing recomendation.

2. In most instances the agency heads (addressees of the formal
requests for coordination) referred the request to staff for
analysis. Almost without exception the staff involved also
had been serving on the Susitna Hydroelectric Project Steering
Camuittee. Largely due to this relationship, the individual
agency staff members elected to use the Steering Committee
structure as a vehicle to discuss their formal ccordination
concerns. As a result of multiple interactions between the
Steering Committee and the Power Authority, a number of issues
have been clarified and cptions for agency response to the
Acres request for formal coordination have been identified.

The Steering Committee has summarized its concerns as follows:

1. In sare cases, the documentation of field study results is not
available coincident with the request for agency comment on
aspects of the project.

2. There has been no decision made vet by the Power Authority,
the State legislature and the administration as to whether
there will be an application to the FERC for the construction

of the project.




Mr. Al Carson
December 10, 1081
Page 2

3. Some of the agencies are concerned about responding to bits
and pieces of the proposed project without being able to
evaluate the entire proposal.

To clarify the Power Anthority intentions relative the reguest for
formal coordination, it is appropriate to lock to basic intentions and
objectives. The present and proposed FERC regulations clearly encourage
pre-application coordination; First, to assure that the project
planning process has taken into account policies and guidelines of
local, state and federal agencies, and second, to assure that the
applicant has solicited agency camments and concerns and has attempted
to address them. Specifically, the proposed FERC regulations
(anticipated to be in effect by time of license application, July 1,
1982) require a request for formal coordination from agencies, provisicon
of up to of sixty (60} days response time to those agencies, and
inclusion of applicant response to agency formal comrents in the license
application. Therefore, one major purpose for the request currently
circulating is to camply with FERC regqulations.

The Power Authority is anxious to accammodate agencies and the
Steering Committee in the decision process. We have demonstrated this
in the past and wish to continue that policy. Our requests for formal
coordination are very much intended to accammodate consideration of
agency comrents in the forrmlation of the project and in the decision
process leading to the Power Authority project licensing recommendation.
Clearly, cur ability to use comments in this fashion is very much a
function of when we receive them.

In response to requlatory requirements, and to our best judgement
of when agency comrent will be most productive we perforce must persist:
in our requests for formal coordination. We hasten to add, however,
that we willingly accept interim comment, informal corment, or any other
variant that gets the information to us in a timely fashion. Mearwhile, o
we will attempt to make available pertinent documentation of field
studies as early as possible so as to assist your review.

I hope this sumary assists you and your colleagues in deciding how
to respond to our requests for formal ccocordination. If other facets to

this action emerge, I would welcame an opportunity to further discuss
them with you.

Sincerely,

David D. Wozniak
Project Engineer

DOW/blm

cc: John Lawrewnce, Acres American, Buffalo
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334 WEST 5th AVENUE - ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501

ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY

Phone: (907) 277-7641
{907) 276-0001

December 17, 1981

Mr. Al Carson

State of Alaska

Department of Natural Resources
323 E. 5th Avenue

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Al:

Just a quick note to advise you we will be meeting with the Cook
Inlet Acquaculture Association on January 21, 1982, 5:30 p.m. in the
Kenai Borough Building. This meeting will also be open to other special
interest groups and the public, who will be notified via direct mailing
and newspaper notices. We will be discussing the probable impact of the
Susitna Hydroelectric Project to the anadromous populations.

You might want to pass this information to your colleagues on the
Steering Committee. Your, as well as their, attendance would be welcome.

%;;yfre1y
FOR THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR /é;ﬁ‘c;zjéy

/ B i
/Iﬁvid 8 Wozniak
Project Manager'®

DOW:m1j

cc: R. Mohn, APA
N. Blunck, APA
J. Lawrence, Acres.
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REEEAREE RTRERR
. O A

PRy A 0
Dave Wozniak -
Project Manager cu e PR SUTHORITY
Alaska Power Authority
334 West 5th Avenue
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Dave:

Per our earlier discussion, this memo identifies the topics the Steering

Committee members believe to be of mutual interest to Dr. Leopold and
ourselves.

I want to emphasize that the Steering Committee members recognize that
Dr. Leopeld s role on the External Review Panel is oversight in nature.
Thus, the Steering Committee members will be leading the discussion on
the topics listed below. OQur objective is to review what we believe to
be the most important Susitna Hydro-related issues in Dr. Leopold's area
of interest and expertise.

The issues and brief descriptions follows:

1. Fish and Wildlife Studies. Discussion of scope, timing and current
status in relation to Susitna hydro feasibility decision making
schedule.

2. Fish and Wildlife Mitigation. Current status and summary of miti-
gation Review Group meeting of 1/20/82 (I understand that Dr. Leopold
will attend 1/20 meeting).

3. Instream Flow Studies. Relationship to mitigation, downstream
impact assessments and power generation-related flow regimes.

4. Access to Proposed Dam Sites. Implications of route alternatives
and public access on caribou, moose, and waterfowl.

5. External Review Panel's Reole in the Future. What are plans,
schedule, and products? Is it useful for Dr. Leopold and Steering

Committee to continue a dialogue? 1If yes, at what frequency and
level?

~

)



. pave Wozniak

Sincerely,

@W

Al Carscon, Chairman
Susitna Hydro Steering Committee

cc: Steering Committee Members
Reed Stoops

January 14, 1982



November 24, 1981

P5700.11.92
T.1297
WILLETT
WITTE Mr. David Haas
3§f“Y O0ffice of the Governor
{ﬁvvwkﬂﬁiljw1$4 Division of Policy Development and Planning
) 11" pouch AW
; Juneau, AK 99811
LAMSB
A Dear Mr. Haas: Susitna Hydroelectric Project
e GH“*VCV Formal Agency Coordination
__{‘ ] As discussed yesterday, I am enclosing a 1ist of all people
within state and federal agencies to whom we are sending
CARLSON Susitna Hydroelectric Project Reports. The list is keyed to
FRETZ explain who gets which reports. We are attempting to insure
COWREY that each agency has the opportunity to review reports dealing
SINGH with resources or issues for which it has jurisdiction.
LA If I can be of further help, pleasa let me know. o
v*ﬁ% :
;gi; S1ncerg}y,
Eon . o /////j;
P /
SHASE John D. Lawrence .
Project Manager
T JDL:d1p
Enclosure

xc: Alaska Power Authority

rrrrr
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SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT

REPORTS CIRCULATED FOR FORMAL AGENCY COORDINATION

Plan of Study

1980 Environmental Summary Report

1980 Fish Ecology Annual Report

1980 Plant Ecology Annual Report

1980 Big Game Annual Report

1980 Furbearer Annual Report

1980 Birds and Non-Game Mammal Annua? Report
1980 Land Use Annual Report

1980 Socioeconomic Annual Report

1980 Cultural Resources Annual Report
Transmission Line Coeridor Screening Report
Development Selection Report

1981 Final Subtask Report

Draft Feasibility Report
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Regional Administrator
Region X

Reports sent/to be sent

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 1, 2, 11, 12, 13, 14
1200 South Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

Col. Lee Nunn

District Engineer

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1, 2, 11, 12, 13, 14
Anchorage District

P.0. Box 7002

Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Mr. Keith Schreiner -
Regional Director, Region 7 1, 2, 3, 4, 5,6, 7, 11,
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 12, 13, 14

1011 E. Tudor Road

Anchorage, Alaska 99503

Mr. Robert McVey

Director, Alaska Region 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7,
National Marine Fisheries Service 11, 12, 13, 14

NOAA

P.0. Box 1668

Juneau, Alaska 99802

Mr. John E. Cook

Regional Director 1, 2, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14
Alaska Office

National Park Service

540 West Fifth Avenue

Anchorage, Alaska 59501

Mr. John Rego

Bureau of Land Management 1, 2, 8, 11, 12, 13, 14
701-C Street

Anchorage, Alaska 9950

Mr. Larry Wright

National Park Service 1, 2, 11, 12, 13, 14
1011 E. Tudor Road, Suite 297

Anchorage, Alaska 99503

Ms. Judy Schwarz

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 1, 2, 11, 12, 13, 14
Mail Stop 443

Region X EPA

1200 South 6th Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Mr. Ron Morris :
Director, Anchorage Field Office 1, 2, 11, 12, 13, 14

National Marine Fisheries Service
701 C Street

Box 43

Anchorage, Alaska 99513




AR

Mr. Ronald 0. Skoog

Commissioner

State of Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Reports -sent/to be sent

1,2, 3, 4, 5,6, 7,11,

12, 13, 14

Mr. Ernest W. Mueller

Commissioner

Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation
Juneau, Alaska 99801

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 11,
12, 13, 14

Mr. Lee Wyatt

Planning Director
Matanuska-Susitna Barough
Box B

Palmer, Alaska 99811

1, 2, 11, 12, 13, 14

Mr. Tom Barnes

Office of Coastal Management

Division of Policy Development & Planning
Pouch AP

Juneau, Alaska_-99811

1, 2, 11, 12, 13, 14

Mr. Roy Huhndorf

Cook Inlet Region Corporation
P.0. Drawer 4N

Anchorage, Alaska 99509

1, 2, 8, 11, 12, 13, 14

Mr. Thomas Trent

State of Alaska
Department of Fish & Game
333 Raspberry Road
Anchorage, Alaska 99502

1, 2, 11, 12, 13, 14

Mr. Bob Martin

Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation
437 E. Street, 2nd Floor

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

1, 2, 11, 12, 13, 14

Mr. Alan Carson

Alaska Department of Natural Resources
323 East 4th Avenue

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

1, 2, 11, 12, 13, 14

Ms. Lee McAnerney

Commissioner

Department of Community & Regional Affairs
Pouch B

Juneau, Alaska 99811

1, 2, 9, 11, 12, 13, 14

Mr. Robert Shaw
State Historic Preservation Officer
Alaska Department of Natural Resources

-Division of Parks

619 Warehouse Avenue, Suite 210
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

1, 2, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13,

Mr. John Katz

Alaska Department of Natural Resources
Pouch M

Juneau, Alaska 99811

1, 2, 8, 11, 12, 13, 14



SUATE OF ALASKA

JAY 5. HAMMOND, Governor .

CRFFICE OF TEHE SOVERNCR

DIVISION OF POLKCY DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING
GOVERNMENTAL COORDINATION UNIT

December 2,

POUCH AW (MS - 0165)
JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811
PHONE: (907) 465-3562

RECEIVED
DEC 7 1981
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1981

Mr. John D. Lawrence

Project Manager, Susitna Hydroelectric Project
Acres American Incorporated

The Liberty Bank Building, Main at Court
Buffalo, New York 14202

Dear Mr., Lawrence:

This letter should clarify a telephone conversation we had on November 23, 1981
and the role of this office in reviewing subsequent materials relating to the
Susitna Hydroelectric Project.

Our office recently received copies of correspondence addressed to Tom Barnes,
formerly of the Alaska Office of Coastal Management (OCM). We conduct Alaska
Coastal Management Program (ACMP) consistency reviews for OCM as well as unified

ALASKA POWER
AUTHORITY

SUSITNA

State responses on many major projects. Thus, OCM notified us of this correspond- =
epce. In this regard, we'd first like to inform you that Ms. Wendy Wolf has
eplaced Tom Barnes at OCM and will handle any future reviews of the Susitna

FILE P5700
- //-92

proposa] for OCM.

for future reviews, we would like to receive a mailing list of all agencies

SEQU’-l .CE NO
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pntacted and a copy of the particular report. We would like to do an informa-
ional review of the feasibility study when it is available. We would expect
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hat an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) would also be prepared for this
ajor project and that we would conduct an ACMP conmsistency review of it. If
bu do prepare such an EIS, we would like to coordinate the mailing of such
ncument with you to simplify our review procedures. We would, of course, like

___tb know if there won't be an EIS.
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lease advise us if you can clarify any of the review process and if you
ave any questions.

Sincerely,

\Zﬁzb@ﬂ;{?yi/wjéﬁéldxa

David W. Haas _
State-Federal Assistance Coordinator
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December 9, 1981
P§700.11.92
T.1338

Mr. David Haas
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ar Mr., Haas:

SOVEY/R
g;? will hopefully address the {ssues raised in your letter of December 2,

and Planning

ch AN
au, Alaska 99811

Susitna Hydroelectric Project
Forma1-Agency Coordination

We will send future correspondence to Ms. Wendy Wolf at the Alaska Office
of Coastal Management. Thank you for notifying us of change in personnel.

We will send you copies of all future reports issued formally for agency
review. My letter to you of November 24, 1981 1isted all recipients
and the reports they will receive.

This formal agency review process we are conducting is for severa1
purposes. Although we have had many meetings with agency personnel, we
have been informad their views do not necessarily represent those of their
agencies. To tnsure concerns of the agencies are addressed and incorporated,
where possible, into project planning and to receive agency input on the
studies, we have implemented this formal process whereby project reports
are sent to agency Commissioners and/or Directors. In addition, the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission requires documentation of agency 1nput
into project planning and mitigation.

The Feasibility Report will be issued by the Alaska Power Authority (APA).
By copy of this letter, I will request you be placed on the distribution
Tist.

The Environmental Impact Statement for this project will be prepared and
issued by the Federal Epgengy Regulatory Commission, on the basis of a
Ticense application to be submitted by APA, should a decision be made to
do so by the state. If you wish to coordinwte mailing of this document,
I suggest you contact Mr. Quentin Edson, Chief of the Environmental
Division {in Washington, D.C.



Mr. David Haas December 9, 1981
page 2

I ?gpe this clarifies matters. Ifyyou have further questions, please
call.

Sincerely,

John D. Lawrence

Project Manager
MMG/ Jmh

cc: E. Yould, APA
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November 25, 198]
P5700.11.92
T.1301

Mr. Tom Trent

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
2207 Spenard Road
Anchorage, AK 99503
Dear Mr. Trent: Susitna Hydroelectric Project
Report Review

As you discussed with Michael Grubb on November 24, 1981,
I am enclosing the following Sus{tna Hydroelectric Reports
which were also sent to Mr. Skoog for ADF&G review and
comment:

. 1980 Environmental Summary Report
1980 Bia Game Annual Report

. 1980 Fish Ecology Annual Report

. 1980 Plant Ecology Annual Report

. 1980 Furbearer Annual Report

. 1980 Bird and Hon-Game Annual Report

NN WN —

As you suggested we will in the future send reports both to
Mr. Skoog and directly to you.

Sincerely,

John D. Lawrence
Project Manager

MMG:d1p

E. Yould/APA
R. Skoog/ADF&G

b { o]

Encliosures



STATE 0

BEPARTMENT @F RATURAL BESOURCES

XTI E STH AVENULE

LNASKON OF RESEARCH & DEVELORENT ANCHORAGE, ALASKR BS2

Jecesber 9, 1981

Eric Yould, Executive Director
Alaska Power Authority

333 West 4th Avenue, Suite 31
Anchorage, AR 99501

Czar Mr. Yould:

-Several state and federal agencies in recent weeks have been asked to .

formally review and provide cosments on several documents relating to

the proposed Susitna Hydroelectyic Project. Although the Susitna Hydro-
electric Steering Cosmittee is an organization that is designed tc pro~

vide informal advice and comsent on matters pertaining to the Susitna

Hydroelectric Project, most of the steering coswittee members received
the ferzal agency response reguest that was sent to the agency direciors
ard coamissioners by Acres. It is primerily because of that fact that the

steering committee feels that it is appropriste and necessary to send

* ALASKA POWER

AUTHORITY

SUSTINA

Hydreslectric Power Project.

FILE P5700
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SEQUENCE #r.
_jAt this steering camittee zeeting, we were provided with our ,’u-s'. g
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3Robart Hehn and Dave Hozniak of the Alaska Power Authoriiy attending.
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ALASKA POWER AL

& letter to you at this time with respect to the Alaska Powrer Authority’s
request for formal agency coordination and review on elements pf the Nisitna

As a result of concerns expressed by wmembers of the steering cusmittee, we
jconvened a meeting on Decesmber 2, 1981 of the steering committee with

1. The formal coordination pian as proposed by Acres has not been
formally or informaliy discussed and reviewed with the agencies
from which the Power Authority requires responses. This is pro-
babiy the most significant objecticn we have with the approach of
Acres,. The contracior sent letters to heads of state and federal
agencies requesting specific cosments on detailed studies and
reports asscciated with the Susitna Hvdroelectric Project without
hz¥ing a complete understanding of the responsibilities and concerns

Z. Scxe of the reports which agencies will be requested to formally
respond to will not be precesdad by the re:cvant datz and study
findings from which the summary report and formal agency comments
should be based. An cbvious example is the review of the 98]
draft annual reperts is required 2 ronths aftar the graft feasi-

of how the Alaskz Power Authority intends to ccnduct the formai cmsultatwn
gnd coordination required for this project. The formal cesrdinaticn process
that ic proposed in the August 1Z, 1831 Acres document to Eric Yould, subject,
"CSusitna Hydroelectric Praoject Formal Coordination Plan®™, is conceptualiy
appropriate but incomplete and deficient. The Tollowing are problesm areas .

a

,,,,,,
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3. The proposed formal coordination plan, as described in the August
12, 1581, document from Acres to APA doss not 2ccurately describe
all the parties and agencies who should receive certain documents.

The steefir-g camittee feels that the formal consultation process should proceed
in a more coordinated and organized fashion in arder to avoid unnecessary
consequences caused by the problems we have jdentified above We offer the

~ following suggestiuns and comments:

1. We recomsend that the APA, as scon as possible, comvene a formal
meeting with agencies to establish the schedule and the process for
for=al coordination for this project. In light of the proposal to
have 3 complete draft feasibility plan availablie on March 15, 1582,
we urge that the Power Authority convene this meeling and get this
matter sorted out with the agencies before January 1, 1882,

2. The formal coordination 11st that will be used for this project
needs to be reviewed and approved by agency representatives to
ensure that it is compiete and comprehensive. Attached to this
letter please find a series of additions to the B/12/81 Acres
1is¢t.

3. Review of the proposed F.E.R.C. regulations in voluse 45 nusber 219
of the Federal Register dated 11/23/81 identified a Jist of informa-
tion categories io be included in Exhibit E. Comparing these re-
quiresents to the ﬂ/‘iZ/S] proposed coordination pian, we find the
following agency review categories missing:

i} Socipeconcmic studiss
1) Alternative designs, locations and ér:ergy'ssurc,es
ift) Geological and soils studies

We agree with the APA epproach of requesting early forzal revies and comments
an pchcy reiated docusments that are reguired in order to put the project
proposal together. For exazple, the reguest for review of the fish and wild-
Tife mitigation pelicy before the specific mitigation proposal for the project
is sutmitted to agencies for review and cozent,

In swzmary, the members of the steering committee found the proposed formal
coardination plan to be revealing and useful to batter undarstand how agencies
will have to respond in erder tc meet the needs of APA. we are particularly
encouraged to see that the instreem flcw study plan is planned to be available
for review and cosment by agencies in Decerber of 1981. Since this is such a
critical elament of the Susitna Study Plan, this deserves attention and re-
sponse from the agencies as soon as possibie,



o

The steering cosmittee hopes that you will find these comments and recoexenda-
tions useful and constructive and s anxious to conmtinue to provide informl
review and advice to the Pewer Authority.

Sincerely yours,

Q8 Carao

Al Carson, Chairman
Susitna Hydroelectric Steering Commitiee

AC:db
cc: Steering Cosmittee -

Reed Stoops

Guentin Edson, Director, Division of Environmentz) Anaiysis, F.E.R.C.
A. Starker Leopcld

,,,,,
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Hydroeiectrlc Project.
Ha‘ter Quality and Use

Alaska DNR, DF & &

"  DEC-
u.S. Army, Corps of Engineers
“ EPA, NPS
" F &S, 65
*  BLM, MMFS
AEIDC

Fish, Wildlife and Botanfcal

A1aska OF& G
DEC
" DRR

U.s. F & WS, 65
" NAFS, EPA
" BLM

AEIDC

Historical and Archeological
Alaska DNR (SHPO), DF & 6
" DCRA
U.S. NPS

" BLM
AEIDC

Recreation

Alaska DNR, DF & G
U.S. KPS

" F & NS, NSFS
Hat-Su Borough
AEIDC

Aesthetics and Land Use

Alaska DNR, DF & G -
U.S. BlM, F & WS, KPS
CIRI '

AREIDC

Gener?]

pPDP, OCH, Governor's Office

- 12/9/81
Recosmended additions to the 8/12/81 agency coordination ‘iist for Susitna



United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE RECE] VED-
1011 E. TUDOR RD.

ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99503 DEC 21 1981
- - (907) 276-3800 ACRES -
, O Auccwsiai inoudr JRATED

__% A _Mr. Eric Yould

o /—“3 Executive Director
o / -7/—Al1aska Power Authority 15 DEC 1ea1
’ 0383 W. 4th Avenue

[ -2
/E: / i Anchorage, Alaska 99501 .

gDEar Mr. Yould:

= The D.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) has been contacted by Acres American
'17 regarding formal coordination of certain aspects of the feasibility study for
ii°/ a»."_{ e Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) license application for the
—!—shsitna Bydroelectric Project. To date four document packets have beemn sub-
—.__ ——mitted to us for formal review. These are the 1980 Environmental Studies
e |____Annua1 Reports, Transmission Line Corridor Screenlng Report, Development
l_ﬂ_ Sélectlon Report, aund the Fish and Wildlife Mltlgatlon Policy.
Tt l
'—]—‘-_ % Inltlally, some confusion arose over these requests. In his letter of
FS T—T__Fovember 16, 1981, Mr. John D. Lawrence {Acres) identified the sources of -
e ; ~ confusion, explalned which documents were to be reviewed and extended the
I -;'q mment period to 45 days. While we appreciate this clarification, we feel a

-

-— -——more formal and explicit plan for formal coordination of the Susitna Project
R P‘_‘——__must be developed. Mr. David D. Wozmniak of your staff addressed the Susitna
; ~_ -_Hydroelectric Steering Committee on this subject at their meeting of

// 3 December 2, 1981, and presented the coordination plan developed by Acres

7%;;-————-/_alletter of August 12, 1981, from John D. Lawrence to Eric Yould).

Mr. Wozniak's brleflng was very beneficial to our understanding of this pro-
cess; however, we feel it is important that the Alaska Power Authority (APA)
understand the position of the FWS on this issue. The FERC regulations
(Federal Register Vol. 46, No. 219, November 13, 1981) require a FERC license
application to document coordinationm with federal resource agencies in the -
Exhibit E. These agencies must be afforded a minimum of 60 days for review
and comment. As such we disagree with the 45-day comment period suggested by
your contractor. Additionally, there are several deficiencies within the
Acres coordination plan which concern us; the first of these being the fact
"that no formal discussion as to this coordination has occurred. Thus, the
contractor arbitrarily decides which documents are of concern to a particular

2)/5;7‘ agency, and what level of coordination will take place. Formal contact should
2) work to insure that all agency concerns and consultations are met so as to
cjl ZL comply with the intentions of the FERC regulations. With the exception of

:7/ f%éy gj certain policy_statements (e.g- Mitigation), the Acres plan calls for formal
Aj agency input before necessary background reports and data are available. An
ALKZS/ obvious example of this is found in the formal coordination plan-product list

/e |
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(attached to the aforementioned letter dated August 12, 1981) where the Draft
Feasibility Report will be released for agency review two months prior to
release of the 1981 Annual Reports. It is unrealistic to assume that
mecAaningful comment can be generated in the absence of such information.

We believe a meeting should be arranged by your office to define the objec-

tives of the required coordination and to develop a plan suitable to both the
APA and the federal resource agencies. In the interim we wil attempt to

respond in a timely manner to all appropriate project documents, but will
withhold comment on those documents which must be supported or clarified by

the results of other studies.

Sincerely,

Acting Assist<nRegional Director

cc: FWS/ROES, WAES
Quentin Edson, Director, Div. of Env. Analysis, FERC
NMFS, EPA, NPS, BLM, USGS, ADEC, ADF&G
Carson/ADNR '
Lawrence/Acres American



RECEIVED

STATE OF ALASKA / ===r=

'ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY
DEPT.OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION
" POUCH 0 — JUNEAU 39811

December 21, 1981

Mr. Eric P. Yould
Executive Director
Alaska Power Authority
334 West 5th Avenue
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Eric:

The Department of Environmental Conservation has been contacted by
Acres American requesting formal coordination and review on five
Susitna Hydroelectric Project documents. These requests were
received in October and November, 1981. There apparently is some
confusion as to what exactly was being requested. In his letter

of November 16, 1981, Mr. John D. Lawrence of Acres clarified the
situation and extended the review period to 45 days. On December 2,
1981, the Susitna Hydroelectric Steering Committee met with oo
Mr. Dave Wozniak of your staff. Dave presented the Acres coordina-
tion plan. This document, plus Dave Wozniak's briefing, provided

a clearer understanding of what we must do to be responsive to the
needs of APA for the Susitna project. :

As noted by the steering committee's letter to you on December 9,
1981, there are sewveral problem areas with the formal coordination
process outlined by Acres. We are particularly concerned that DEC
was not inclufiled in the water guality and use group. Since DEC sets
State Water Quality Standards and regulates water guality throughout
Alaska, I feel our inclusion on the water guality review group is
necessary. _ -

Review of the coordination plan leads me to recommend that it would
be useful for APA and the appropriate agencies to design a single
continuing process for review and comment on the Susitna Hydro-
electric Project. Since we are dealing with a State-sponsored
project, I believe it is appropriate and timely that the State
agencies and APA also determine the funding and personnel needed
for these efforts. Our contacts for this matter are Bob Martin or
Steve Zrake of our Anchorage Regional Office. They can be reached
by phone at 274-2533.

; Mueller
Commissioner

=



pEED

‘Mr. Eric Yould, Executive Director

UNI:I'ED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

National Marine Fisheries Service
P.0. Box 1668 ’

Juneau, Alaskar 99802 RECE&VIED

December 23 , 1981 '_DEC 311981
- ALASKA PQWEB AUTHORITY

Alaska Power Authority
333 W. 4th Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Mr. Yould:

The National Marine Fisheries -Service has been contacted
by ACRES American regarding formal coordination of certain aspects
of the feasibility study for the Federal Energy Regulatory Commis-
sion (FERC) license application of the Susitna Hydroelectric
Project. To date four (4) documents have been submitted to us

- for formal review. These are the 1980 Annual Reports, Transmission

Line Corridor Screening Report, Development Selection Report and
the Fish and Wildlife Mitigation. Policy.

Initially, some confusion arose over these regquests. In
his letter of November 16, 1981, Mr. John D. Lawrence (ACRES) -
identified the sources of confusion, explained which documents
were to be reviewed and extended the comment period to 45 days.
While we appreciate this clarification, we feel a more formal and

-explicit plan for formal coordination of the Susitna Project must

be developed. - Mr. David Wozniak of your staff addressed the
Susitna Hydroelectric Steering Committee on this subject at their
meeting of December 2, 1981, and presented the coordination plan

~developed by ACRES (letter of August 12, 1981, from John D. Lawrence

to Eric Yould). Mr. Wozniak's briefing was very beneficial to

-our understanding of this process, however we feel it is important

that the Alaska Power Authority understands the position of the
NMFS on this issue. The FERC regqulations require a FERC license
application to document coordination with concerned federal agencies
under Exhibit E. Agencies must be afforded a minimum of 60 days
for review and comment. 18 CFR §4.41(f) (46 FR 55926, 55937;
November 13, 1981). We interpret this regquirement to apply to
each document submitted to us for consultation, including in
particular the drafts of Exhibit E and the license application
itself. Moreover, we expect that while there may be documents
which can be reviewed by us in less than 60 days, there are very
likely going to be instances where we will need more time than
that in order to perform a thorough review. '

One reason.we expect to be accorded longer than 60 days
for consultation in some instances, is that formal agency input
is often to be solicited before necessary background reports and

g
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data are ‘available. An obvious example of this is found in the
formal coordination plan-product 1list, where the Draft Fea51b111ty
Report will be released for agency review two months Erlor to
release of the ‘1981 Annual Reports. It is unrealistic to assume
that meaningful comment can be generated in the absence of such
information.

We are ‘also concerned about another apparent deficiency
in the proposed coordination plan. The decisions as to how
coordination is to proceed are left to the contractor, who has
discretion to decide which documents are of concern to a particular
agency, and what level of coordination will take place. This
‘approach has the potential for having the concerns of some agencies
overlooked, and we would urge that the contractor make a special
effort to insure that the consultations are as inclusive as
possible.

We believe a meeting should be arranged by your cffice
to define the objectives of the required coordination and to.
develop a plan suitable to both the APA and the federal resource
agencies. In the interim we will attempt to respond in a timely
-manner to all appropriate project documents, but will withhold
comment on those documents which must be supported or clarified
by the results of other studies. :

Sincerely

Robert W. McVegy
Dire¢ctor, Alds




January 8, 1982
P5700.11.92
T1415

Mr. Ernest W. Mueller:

Commissioner

Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Susitna Hydroelectric Project
Formal Agency Coordination Program

Dear Mr. Mueller:

As you are aware, Acres American has, on behalf of the Alaska Power
Authority, instituted a Formal Agency Coordination Program for the Susitna
Hydroelectric Project. This program has apparently resulted in some
confusion among various agencies as to its intent and scope.

To resolve fhis, a meeting has been arranged for 10:00 a.m. on January 21,
1982, at the office of the Alaska Power Authority, 334 West 5th Avenue,
Anchorage. The purpose of this meeting will be to explain the rationale,
intent, scope, and regulatory requirements for this program.

If you feel you could benefit from this meeting, your attendance is welcome.

Sincerely yours,

John D. Lawrence
Project Manager

MMG/ jgk

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED

LeLutt o Enaneers




Preceding Letter Sent To:

My, Ernest W. Mueller

Commissioner

#laska Depariment of Envivronmental
Conservation

Juneau, AK 899801

My, Robert Shaw
i

State Historic Preservation Officer

Ataska Department of Natural
Respuyrces

519 Warehouse Avenue

Mr, Robert McVey
.
!

Mr. Keith Schreiner

Regional Director

.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
70117 E. Tudor Road ‘
Anchorage, AK 99503

Colonel Lee Nunn

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.0. Box 7002

Anchorage, AK 99510

Regional Adminstrator

U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency

1200 South Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

Mr. John Rego

U.S. Bureau of Land Management
701 € Street

Bnchorage, AK 99501
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CORRESPONDENCE RELATING TO PLAN OF STUDY




APPENDIX 11.B
- PLAN OF STUDY
? The Plan of Study was circulated for review in March 1980 with public and
- agency meetings being held in April 1980. The Plan of Study was further dis-
{ cussed with the Steering-Committee in September 1980 with Environmental
Procedure Manuals being circulated for review in October 1980. Comments on
- the Plan of Study and Procedure Manuals were subsequently received and re-
sponded to.

This appendix contains correspondence from APA to the agencies and their
- responses concerning the Plan of Study and Procedure Manuals. APA's response
to these comments are included.

' Correspondence is presented primarily in chronological order. However, in
some cases, a response to a letter directly follows the letter to facilitate

- an understanding of the flow of communication. This results in an interruption
in the chronological sequence. '
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August 27, 1980

P5700.11
T.375
RECEIVED
Alaska Power Authority ALAIE PORES ALTHORITY,
333 West 4th Avenue
Suite 31
Anchorage, Alaska 99503
Attention: Eric Yould
Dear Eric: Susitna Hydroelectric Project
Distribution of TES Procedures

Manuals

Enclosed please find copies of the TES Procedure Manuals as requested
by yourseives and the Susitna Steering Comnittee. A distribution list
is attached.

Since Mr. Al Carson, Chairman of the Steering Committee is out of town
until August 27, the distribution list for the committee is based on

the key contact list as supplied by Don Baxter on July 18,31980. Please
advise if any changes are made in distribution.

Sincerely,

J. D. Lawrence
KY:pg Project Manager

Encliosures




DISTRIBUTION:
Copies of all procedure manuals to:

APA - E. Yould, R. Mohn
USFEW - Don McKay

DEC - Dave Sturdevant
ADF&G - Tom Trent

ADNR - Al Carson

BLM - John Rego

AEIDC - Chuck Evans

_Copies of Fisheries Manual:

NMFS - B.ad Smith

Copies of Manuals for Subtasks 7.05, 7.06, 7.07 & 7.08:
HCRS - Larry Wright




MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

e DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESQURCES
DIVISION OF RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT

TO:
% SUSITNA HYDRO ELECTRIC DATE. September 4, 1980

STEERING COMMITTEE MEMBERS
(See Distribution List)

e Q}w/ TELEPHONE NO: 279-5577
) FROM: CARS -i..‘ SRR, il_'i;SUBJECT:_ Summary of 7/1]

Steering Committee Chairman and 18 Meetings

FILE NO

fﬁn
and Review of
RLASSA FOWER AUTHORITY Procedures Manuals
ﬁm
The purpose of this letter is two-fold:
- _
j 1. To summarize the major points discussed in the July 17 & 18
‘ meeting of the Susitna Hydro Electric Steering Committee.
fm 2. To transmit to you copies of the Acres American contractor's
’ field manuals which describe in detail how they will comnduct
studies during the 1980 and 1981 field season.
i‘ The first item of business on July 17 was discussions and decisions
‘ leading to the appointment of a chairman. Those in attendance
agreed that Al Carson, Department of Natural Resources, would serve

as chairman of the Steering Committee with Tom Trent, Department of
Fish and Game, serving as Assistant Chairman. There were two
representatives from the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
il (FERC), Mr. Dean Shumway and Mark Robinson. A considerable amount
of time was spent by Messrs. Shumway and Robertson explaining the
role of FERC in the proposed Susitna Hydro Electric Project. The
rest of the morning meeting was devoted to contractor briefings
about the studies included under Task VII (environmental studies)
for the Susitna plan of study. Two significant items were identified
by this review. First, it was obvious from the comments from the
= agency representatives, . coantractors, and subcontractors present
‘ that the agencies were unable to provide a detailed critique of the
plan of study. This is because the widely circulated plan of study
o= did not have adequate detail regarding methodology, approach, or
scope of the proposed studies to enable the reviewer to make reasoned
or useful comments on these matters. Acres American and their
subcontractors stated that this level of detail would be found in
their yet to be published field manuals which describe in detail
the work that the contractors will be doing in the 1980 and 1981
- field seasons. : The Steering Committee members will be provided
o with copies of these field manuals for their review uhen they are
avallable, The significance of this is that the studies that are
being accomplished under the Susitna plan of study for the field
year of 1980 are being carried out without benefit of review,

™ comments, or approval by the various state and federal agencies.
Second, was a concern regarding how the socio-ecqnomic studies
being conducted under the Susitna plan of study related to the fish

- o : ,
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Susitna Hydro . :ctric 2 September 4, 1980

and game ilmpact concerns identified by agency representatives. 1t
was agreed that the Steering Committee will mcet with the socio
economic consultants to learn how these studies relate.

The meeting on July 18 was devoted exclusively to reviewing in
detail and discussing the studies that are necessary in the FERC.
filing concerning fisheries, hydrology, and instream flow. The
most significant issue which appeared from these discussions was
the need to insure that mitigation for fish, wildlife and other
environmental values are integrated into the project designs, etc.
rather than being an add-on or appendage at a later date.

The second purpose of thig letter concerns review of the field
manuals. Accompanying to this letter you will find copies of the
field manuals to be used by the Acres American subcontractors for
carrying out various studies as discussed in a general way within
the Susitna plan of study documents. Please carefully review these
-manuals giving proper emphasis to those studies which are included
within your field of expertise amd your agency's authority and
responsibility. The intent is to have all the Steering Committee
members review these manuals and forward your review comments to

me.

I will then synthesize these comments into a draft letter from

the Steering Committee to APA. Then we will meet to review and
finalize the letter. For the sake of convenience and saving time
in synthesizing comments, please place your comments and concerns
within the appropriate framework as discussed here: The review of
the field manuals 1is intended to detail problems or concerns within
the following six areas:

1.

What is the appropriateness and utility of the studies, i.e.,
do the studies attempt to answer the questions that need
answaring in light of the proposed Susitna Dam?

The scope of the studies, i.e., is the methodology approach
and techniques properly formulated to provide valid and germane

answer (s) which will apply directly to the proposed Susitna
Dam? )

The study approach and methodology, i.e., does the approach
and methodology discussed in the manuals result in findings

and recommendations which are or will bhe scientifically valid?

How do the subtasks of the studies "hang together" to give a
comprehensive picture of the 1lmpact of the project?

How do the various disciplines (e.g., fisherics, seismology,
engineering, recreation) study findings and recomwmendations
affect the other disciplines? The answer to this question

"will identify the hierarchy of values that will be attached to

various components of the project when the '"trade offs" decisions
are made.



Susitna Hydro Flectric 3 September 4, 1980

6. What other issues and concerns did you discover while reviewing
these manuals that need the attention of the Steering Committee?

Please provide me your written review comments no later than close
of business, Friday, September 26, 1980. I[ you have questions,
comments or revisions on the matters discussed in this letter,
please contact me at 279-5577.

cc: E. Yould, APA

Distribution List

Don McKay
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
733 W, 4th, Suite 101}

. Anchorage, AK 99501

Tom Trent

Alaska Dept. of Fish and Game
333 Raspberry Road

Anchorage, AK 99502

Al Carson

Alaska Dept. of Natural Resources
323 E. 4th Avenue

Anchorage, AK 99501

Johu Rego

Bureau of Land Management
Anchorage District Office
4700 E.' 72nd Avenue
Anchorage, AK 99502

Bob Lamke

U.53. Geological Survey

Water Resources

733 VWest 4th Avenue,- Suite 400
Anchorage, AK 99501

Bill Wilson or Chuck Evans

~Arctic Environmental Information

and Data Center (U of AK)
707 "A" Street
Anchorage, AK 99501



Susitna Hydro Electric 4

Dave Sturdevant : ,
Department of Environmental Conservation
Pouch "Q" '

Juneau, AK 99811

Larry Wright or Bill Welch

Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service
1011 East Tudor Road, Suite 297

Anchorage, AK 99503

Brad Smith or Ron rHorris

National Marine Fisheries Service
701 "C" Street, Box 43

Anchorage, AK 99513

September 4, 1980



ALASKA PCHER AUTHORTTY

Susitna Hydro Steering Committee

c/o Al Carson

Alaska Department of liatural Regources
323 East 4th Avenue

Anchorage, Alaska 93501

Dear Al:

ast week we forwardad to you for distribution to the Susitma
ilydro Sterring Carmittee, copies of the envirormental procedures menuals
applicsble to POS Task 7, as prepared by Texrestrial Enviromsental
Specialists, Inc. (TES). These mamuals should answer womy of the questions
releting to the details of oir Plan of Study. e would appracilats it 1£
your coamittee would Teview and comment on these mmmuals at its earliest
comvenience. e will then prepare wrxitten respenses to any comments re-
ceived, If in following this process there are still cutstanding questicns
that require detailed technical respenses, we w7ill be plsased to have
the gppropriate principal imvestigators male a presentaticn to your comdttee,

T.E.S. wishes to rointain positive control over these mamuals, and
e weuld like to facilitate that wish., Tha attached forms minht bz use-
ful to you towerds that goal. '
Trusting this procedure meets with your approval.
Sincerely,

FOR THE EXECUTIVE DIRECIOR

Pcbert A. I'ohn
Director of Engineering

cc: J. Lawrence
J. Gill

nclosures: As stated

Cd:et:
COUICUR :
EFY:

——

TIM:

—

Did:

et



ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY
RECORD OF RECEIPT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL PROCEDURE MANUALS

COPIES ASSIGNED TO

SUBTASK TITLE COPY #
7.05 Sociceconomic Analysis ...cuveeiiiiii it iiianaaanas
7.06 Cultural Resources Investigation ..................
7.07 Land Use Analysis ....ounoiiiiiiniiiieninnnnnns
7.08 Recreation Planning ..........ccciiiminininnnanns
7.10 Fish Ecology - Impact Assessment and Mitigation ...
7.11 Wildlife Ecology - Furbearers ........ccoieiiennnenn _
7.11 wildlife'Ecology - Big Game Impact Assessment
and Mitigation ... ..o i it
7.11 Wildlife Ecology - Birds and Non-Game Mammals .....
7.12 Plant ECOYOGY v.iiiierii ittt i iaeieaaccaranannns -

7.14 Access Road ANALYSTS .....oveoressenseeaneenannes

———————



SUSITNA STEERING COMMITTEE

Racord Of Distribution Of
Environmental Procedure Manuals

CoPY SUB- COPY
iK TITLE # RECIPIENT TASK TITLE # RECIPIENT
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A.OM B LETTER TU THE PJBLIC AT L&RGE AmD 10 ML IRVLRLSTLD AGERCIES
£RD GRGR‘HZATIGIES

" On February 4. iG80, #r. Iric Yould, Execetive Director of the
Alaska Power Authoriiy, prepared s Torwarding letter fnlregucing the
detaticd Plan ot Study for the Susitna Hydrorlociric Projeci. He neied
at the time that the plan did not permanentiy fix the mamner in wiich
the proposed work would be sceomplished and.exprassed his desires thint
your assistance wau?d contribute to its steady fuprovemest.

The Project. Téam has Leen heavily engaged during the pasi nine
monthe In accov@l ishing the many tasks and subtasks which Loncther will
uitimateiy Tead tu- the basis upsn which tuc Stale of Alaska con mske on
informtd decision as ‘to whethep 11 caxit or stwuld preceed with the Susitma .
Hydroelectric Preject.. (onstruciton of a camp was completed in April 198G
near the Watana dam sl t,c Field crews have opsrated since then from the
Katana Conp am$ from a number of other Igratfons. Tuportant faformstion
has been and continues to be collected, Yo kaow mech more now about
the geology, hydwhioay, scismdloyy, environment, and esppcia‘.'iy ahput
the concerns and {nfterests of the public.

‘ : Even while the work has progressed, irtc Yauid s pro "r.-tu. dusires
kr ponzs have been realized. A numher of inportsnt chsnyes have béba made to the
: - TY plan. 1his volusw documents the revisions and briefly describes thefr
PRisiT cnesis. Once @gain, your coreful review and comuents wouid Lo vory
much appreciated- 1 qint:en*'ly hope you will take the time to address

“_j' ? Joem to:

G edLE RO, ‘ Hz-. Hancy Blunck

- Public Participstion fo‘!cer
Alasko Power Suthiority
333 West 4th Avenue, Suite 31
Amchorage, Alaska 5{9501

VNS
o | INITIAL

u.i.

i

Cn behalf of the entire Prpiect Yeam, i wand, 1o exXpress our ghprecia-
tion for the strong interest you have expressced Lo dote. With your
o J"C‘- ssistance, the revised plan will continue to be a dynamic document.

Sincercly,

1
[N 0

L
o

. s
20

1
--|fm' P

dohn 0. Lawrence
Projoct Hansgor
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= JAY S, HAMMOND, EOVERNOR

BDEPFPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

323 F. 4TH AVENUE
DIVISION OF RESEARCH &DEVELOPMENT ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501

279-5577

November 21, 1980

ey SV E
Eric Yould RECZIVED
Executive Director ,
Alaska Power Authority ey 2% 1980
333 W. 4th Avenue, Suite 31 ) Ly
Anchoragea AK 99501 . . f-U:ﬂ.\ GO b

Dear Mr., Yould:

The purpose of this letter is to provide you with the.Suslitna Hydro
Steering Committee review comments regarvding the procedures manuals

which describe the Task 7 studies being done under the contract between

APA and Acres American. As you know the Susitna Hydro Steering Committee
is composed of representatives from state and federal agencies and the
University of Alaska. “Functlon of this committee Ls to provide coordinated
exchanges of information between APA and the Lntprested rasource

management agencies.

The Steering Committee met with representatives from Acres American
and its subcontractors on July 17 and 18, 1980. The purpose of this
meeting was to review the envirommental studies portion of the contract
with Acres American and their subcontractors. It soon hecame apparent
that the subcontractors were unable to provide the Steering Committee
members with an: adequate level of detail concerning the scope and

me thodology which would be used to carry these studies out. The Acres
American represeantative stated that the level of detail that we were
looking for would be found in their yet to be published procedures
manuals, We agreed that it would be appropriate for Acras American to
provide coples of these procedures manuals to members of the Steerlng
Committee for thelr review and comments. The following procedureq
manuals were provided by Acres Amerlcan for our review:

Subtask 7.05 Socioeconcmic Analysisk

- Subtask 7,06 Cultural Resources Investigation

Suhtask 7.07 Land Use Analys(s

'_Subtask 7.08 Recreation Plaﬁnlng
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Subtask 7.10 Fish Ecology Impact Assessment and Mitigation Planning

Subtask 7.11 Wildlife Ecology (Big Game Impact Assessment and Mitigation
Planning, Fur Bearers, and Birds and Non-Game Mammals)

Subtask 7.12 Plant Ecology
Subtask 7.14 Access Road Analysis

The following agencies were provided copies of the procedures manuals

and have responded with review comments: Alaska Department of Environmental
Conservation, Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Alaska Department of i
Natural Resources, U.S. Geological Survey, National Marine Fishery

Service, Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service, U.S. Fish and

Wildlife Service, and the Arctic Environmental Information and Data

Center, The following. is a synthesis of the comments from these

agencies. Appended to this letter are copies of the written comments

which were received from those agencies identified above.

SUBTASK 7.05 SOCIQOECONOMIC ANALYSIS

Review of the procedures manuals indlicates that °this study may not
address the indirect but highly significant impact of coastruction and
operation of the project on residents living in the region. The boom
that occurred during the construction of the Trans-Alaska Qil Pipeline
(TAPS) gives us an insight into the sorts of impacts that may be _ o
expected. For example, traffic congestion, strip develcpment of small
communities, stores out of necessary goods and materials because of
accelerated demand by construction. 1In order that the socioeconomic
impact studies may be more comprehensive and address these sorts of
impacts we make the following seven recommendatlons:

i. Local and regional recreational facilities and opportunities
should be assessed to determine the ability of those facilities
to handle additional users in light of increased demand.

2. The study should address the probability of additional
industrialization of the region as a result of power from the
project. Then the study needs to assess the impacts and
socioecomomic implications of industrialization scenarios that
would be driven by this project.

3. The study should address the cost and availiability of products oo
and services, This should also address the inflatlonary fimpacts
that are usually associated with a boom type cyclical expansion
such as construction of a project of thls magnitude may cause.

4, The study should address the cultural opportunlties and how they
' may be affected in both positive and negative ways by the proposed
project. : ' v
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S The study needs to address the implications of the project on a
composition of the people who live in the reglon. An obvious
first step would be to establish baseline survey data in the
preconstruction era so that we know what the populatlion composition
is in this area before constructlion begins, '

&, An assessment of the changes in the socicpolitlcal structure of
the region that could be expected result from the change In the
economy as a result of construction an operation and subsequent
developments that would be driven by thls project.

/e The analysis does not address the impacts.of‘thé project on users
of fish and wildlife resources. I refer you here specifically to
memos included in the Department of Fish and Game review submittal
which indicate that Acres and others deemed it inappropriate for
the Department of Fish and Game to carry these studles out.
However, in our review of all the studlies identified above we

find that neither Acres American nor any of other of the sub-
contractors have included this importaant issue In their plan of
work. The scope of the analysis does not include any work designed
to mitigate the project Impacts on fish and wildlife.

SUBTASK 7.06 CULTURAL RESOURCES INVESTIGATION

Although this study was not formatted or laid out in a way similar to

the others the review comments indicate that the approach in the scope
and methodology proposed is appropriate and sufficient for the task at
hand. : '

SUBTASK 7.07 LAND USE ANALYSIS

The following comments were made:

1, The scope of the land use analysis needs to be expanded so that
the downstream impacts all the way to salt water are adequately
addressed., As an example of a downstream impact which is not
included but needs to be addressed is the issue of navigability
on the Susitna River below the proposed dam.

2.. There is no apparent linkage or coordination between the land use
analysis and the socioeconomic and recreational studlies.

3.- APA should seriocusly reconsider the declsion that has been made

' to delay future land use analysis. The contractors state that
data from other disciplines may be needed to "fine tune” this
study., However, we can assume most of these values or issues and
get on with one of the most critical studles that could provide
data to be used In making the decision as to whether Susitna
should be built or not. It is recommended that APA consider the
use of scenarios to describe future land use with and without the
project.,
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A recommended way to begin addressing downstream impacts is to
become informed about the work currently being done in this area
by local, state, and federal agencles. This will help to eliminate
any duplication of work. Once APA [s aware of whzt studies
agencies have done the APA contractors can be tasked to synthesize o
the existing studies and complete only additicnal studies needed

to complete the scenarios.

SUBTASK 7.08 RECREATION PLANNING

1. Scope of the recreation planning appears to be Incomplete. The
total thrust of the study appears to focus on recreational opportunities -
in the impoundment area with the obvious underlying assumption
that Susitna Dam will be built. What is absent iz any sort of
assessnent of the proposed project impacts on exisring recreation P
navigation and land use in the river valley above, within, and
below the proposed project. There (s no question that we have to
carefully plan for reservoir recreation development assuming
there is a prnject. It is also obvious that the compelling need
that needs to be met today Is a valid and accurate determination
of existing recreational values so that this decision can be
factored into the ultimate decision as to whether Susitna should o
be built or not. An equally important result would be identificatlon
cf those values for mitigation which will be required if the
project is built,

2. This study needs to include a documentation of the flowing water
resources and uses that would be impacted by the project,

3. This study needs to document the existing upstream uses of Susitna.

SUBTASK 7.10 FISH ECOLOGY'IMPACT ASSESSMENT AND MITIGATION PLANNING

1. It is acknowledged that none of the reviewers had a comprehensive
picture of how this task will be carried out. The reason is the
Department of Fish and Game will be actually doing much of this “”
work as a subcontractor to Acres American and has not had the
staff or the resources necessary to put together its procedures
manual for this facet of the work. The comments given below
should be gqualified with acknowledgement of this fact.

2. The contractors need to broaden their scope of mitigation concepts
~tha .are included {n the studles. There are other cptions available
for mltigation plannlng above and beyond what is included in the
procedures manual as it is now written. 1T refer you to the
detailed comments made by ADF&G,

3, We recommend that an assessment of effectiveness of mitigation
used on other projects to reduce impacts also be studied before
we determine what sorts of mitigation techniques will be applied
to the proposed Susitna project. The reason for recommending
this is to enhance the pfobability that the mitigation we apply
to the Susitna project will be successful. -
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4, Table 2 should be amended to identify the issue of the effect of
the project on rearing, fish passage and egg Incubation in the
Sugitna River from its mouth upstream te the proposed dam site.

5. The mitigation alternatives should include a cost benefit analysis
in phase 2. ' ’

6. There is a lack of adequate particlpation by resource management
agencies in the Impact assessment or mitigation planning as
proposed in this procedures manual.

7. The water quality subtask within thls study needs Ffurther review
regarding the extent of data required and details about timing of
the data collection.

SUBTASK 7.11 WILDLIFE ECOLOGY

A. Big Game Assessment and Mitigation Planning

1. This study does not describe the methodology that will bhe

‘ used for assessing impacts to be mitigated. The procedures
manual discussion of formation of a mitigation team and a
series of meetings and conferences as a methodology is
inadequate.

2. The scope of mitigation concepts needs to be broadened in
this study. The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
defines mltlgatlon in five dlEferent ways:

8. Av01ding impact all together by not taking a certain
action of parts of an action,

b. Mlnlmizing 1mpacLs by limiting the degree or magnitude
of the action and its Ilmplementation.

Ce Rectifiying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or
restoring the effected environment.

d. Reddcing or limiting the impact over time by preservation
and maintenance operatlons durlng the 1ife of the
action.

e, Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing
substitute resources for environments.

Since the Sustina project will be subject to an environmental
impact stdtement the Alaska Power Authority should

assure that the contractors preparing the application
adequately address all aspects of mitigation in order

that the submittal will be adequate foxr the E.I.S.
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Wildlife Ecology ~ Fur Bearers

1. Scope of these studies needs to be extended to salt water.
The reason is the proposed Susitna hydropower project will
have impacts all the way to salt water,

2. This manual does not acknowledge the need for mitigation for
these living resources. It 1is recommended that the procedures
manual be revised to reflect the need for mitigation for fur
bearers.

3. The manual describes surveys which will he done only in the
winter. The seasonality of this approach will result in
certain data biases and lack of data for the intervening
months.

4, The studies state that radio collaring of animals will be
done. How will the radio collar data be used?

Wildlife Ecology - Birds and Non-game Mammals
1, The scope of these studles needs to extend to salt water.,

2. The procedures manual falls to acknowledge the need for
mitigation of birds and non-game animals. It is recommended
that the procedures manuals be revised to reflect this need.

General comments on wildlife ecology procedures manuals,

There is a compelling need to integrate the wildlife and the

plant ecology studies so that the end results are meaningful and
useful to the decisions which will be made. FEach of these study
elements should apply appropriate quantitative methodologies to
evaluate animal habitats., The methodology used may depend on the
characteristics of the species or group of specles they are
dealing with. Whatever method is adopted, it must be biologically
justifiable and provide a relative estimate of the habitat value
per area unit for the study area.

SUBTASK 7.12 PLANT ECOLOGY

]-'

The scope of these studies needs to be expanded from the dam site
all the way to salt water. The reason for this is that construction
and operation of the dam will impact vegetation to that extent,

There needs to be a high level of integratlon and coordination
between the plant ecology, hydrology, ahd the wildlife impact

assessment studies. This is because a great part of the wildlife
lmpact mitigation will be based on vegetation.

,,,,,,
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3. The definition of wetlands used for classifying habltats should
be compatible with data already collected In the Susitna Basin by
the cooperative study underway with DNR, ADF&G, and SCS. We
recommend that the classification system developed by the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service and described in "Classification of
Wetlands and Deep Water Habitats of the United States” (FWS/OBS79/31)
be considered as the wetland classification for these studies. .

SUBTASK 7.14 ACCESS ROAD ANALYSIS

l. The analysis of alternatives does not indicate whether stream
‘crossings will be reviewed to determine extent of icing and
adverse environmental impact as a result of crossing these streams.
Stream crossing and structures should be desxgned to avoid creating
icing and ercsion problems,

2. This analysis should include assessing the effects of an increase
in fishing due to newly opened road access as part of its scope
of work. :

3. There is an obvious linkage between access roads for this project
and land use/fish and wildlife studies. Review of the manuals
does not indicate that the appropriate process or mechanism {s in
place to see that this occurs. '

GENERAL COMMENTS

It is the consehsus of the Steering Committee that each study task
procedures manual should include two maps:

1. A map that delineates the boundaries of thP specific study tasks
described in the respective manual

2. A second map delineating the overall study area, ie from the
mouth of the Susitna River to the Denali Highway.

SUMMARY

In conclusion, the above comments should be considered as summary

comments designed to flag the most significant and compelling Llssues
which require correction or rectification in order to assure that the
procedures and approaches used in the studies will yield the answers
necessary to make the most informed and best decision regarding the
proposed Susitna project. The Steering Committee members believe the most
compelling need is for a well-conceived process to improve the linkage
and coordination of the various studies. .This is particularly true in
several of these studies where one element is dependent upon findlngs

of other studies. An example is the need for fisheries impact mitigation
to be built upon the assessment of the existing fishery resources and

the instream flow/hydrology studies. The recognition of the sequentiai
nature of this process is lacking in the procedures manuals reviewed.
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We also would like to emphasize the importance of the relationship
between the ultimate design of the procedural manuals and a particular
study product; that product belng identification of and development of
mitigation measures for the human and natural resources heing studled.
We have recommended several times above that mitigation be added or
broadened in scope on a resource by resource basis, Thls concern is
based on our collective experience in assessing the adequacy of the
mitigative features of countless environmental statements; they are

of ten very weak in this critical area. As the mitigation efforts may
be a key to assessing the feasibility of this project and a key to the
success of the environmental statement that may follow, we urge you to
integrate "mitigation™ into all systems designed to assess human and
natural resource impacts.

Sincerely,

A Caren_

Al Carson
Chairman Susitna Hydro Steering Committee

cc: Steering Committee Members
Reed Stoops
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MEMORANDUM

FROM:

State@ of Alaska

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
DIVISION OF RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT

T0. SUSITNA HYDRO ELECTRIC DATE: (October 29, 1980
STEERING COMMITTEE MEMBERS -
(See Distribution List) FILE NO
Q C TELEPHONE MO:
AL CARSON SUBJECT Ngovember 5, 1980 Meeting

Steering Committee Chairman

There will be a meeting of the Steering Committee at 8:30 A.M. on Wednesday,
November 5, 1980 at the University of Alaska Anchorage Campus Center
Executive Conference Room. The Campus Center is Tocated approximately 3
blocks east of the corner of 36th Avenue and Lake Otis off Providence.
Attached is a sketch showing the location of the conference room on the
lower level.

The-purpose of this meeting is:

{1) To finalize Steering Committee review comments on the
procedures manuals used by ACRES and_their-contractors;

(2) To comment upon ACRES approach to identification of
power alternatives in the railbelt. Attached please
find a packet of information for your review before
the meeting.

(3) To identify any other tasks or actions that the members
of the steering committee wish.

The 8:30 A.M. to Noon session will be devoted to 1tems 1 and 3. The 1:00
to 5:00 P. M session will address 1tem 2. o

Please give this meeting your highest pr1or1ty for 11/5/80 Your partic-
ipation is vital if our effort is to be successful. :

DISTRIBUTION LIST ;
' S oiveED

Don McKay ' 0

U. S. Fish & Wildlife Serv1ce CT

733 W. 4th Ave., Suite 101 S 30 1_980 ,
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 VALASKA POWER AUInOKiTY
Tom Trent ’ S

AK Dept. of Fish & Game
333 Raspberry Road ‘
Anchorage, Alaska 99502

John. cho

Bureau of Land Management
Anchorage District Office
4700 E. 72nd Avenue

‘Anchorage, Alaska 99502

02-G01 A(Rev.10/79)



SUSITNA HYDRO ELECTRIC
STEERING COMMITTEE MEMBERS

DISTRIBUTION LIST CONTINUED

Bab Lamke

U. S. Geological Survey
Water Resources

733 W. 4th Ave., Suite 400
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Bill Wilson or Chuck Evans

Arctic Environmental Information
and Data Center (U of A)

707 "A" Street

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dave Sturdevant

Dept. of Environmental Conservation

Pouch llOll
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Larry Wright or Bill Welch

Heritage Conservation and
Recreation Service

1011 E. Tudor Road, Suite 297

Anchorage, Alaska 99503

Brad Smith or Ron Morris

National Marine Fisheries Service
701 "C" Street, Box 43

Anchorage, Alaska 99513

Atta;hments

bcc: R. Stoops - R&D
D. Wozniak - A.P.A.

October 29, 1980
Page 2
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ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY

Hovembar 26, 1589

Mr. John Lawrence

Attn: Kevin Young

Acres American, Inc.

800 Liberty Bank Building
Main 0 Court

Buffalo, Hew York 14202

Dear ¥evin:

Attached is the finished version of the Susitna Hydroelectric Steering Com-
mittee findinas to the Task 7 Procedures Manuals. A working draft was presented
to us during the November 5, 1980 meeting; this version incorporates comments made
at that meeting. AS you will see, it differs from that working draft in minor
detail only. Also attached are agency source documents, rasources praviously un-
available to us.

As I surmarized to the Steering Cormittee at the tovember 5 meeting, the
Power Authority considers the majority of the comments to be reasonable, help-
ful, and worthy of immediate incorporation. !le accordingly solicit your posi-
tive approach to accommodation of the Steering committee comments and recommend-
ations. '

I suggest we very quickly address the acceptable reccrmendations and then move
on to focus our energies on those that require detailed evaluation. To insure we
are in agreement, I suggest you advise us on a point by point basis those comments
you recammend accepting, with narrative as to method of incorporation. In separate
correspondence, advise us of those comments for which you have reservations. and
your recommendaticns thereto. In view of the fact that we have been privy to the
Steering Committee thinking since early November, you should be able to do this
well before the Christmas Holidays. Such a timetable will hopefully facilitate

early resolution of all the comments in time for a report to the Steering Commit-
tee at their next convening.

Sincerely,

FOR ThE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

David Hozniak
Project Engineer

Attachment: As noted CONCUR
cc: J. Haydei.. Acres Buffalo w/o attachment RAM
J. Gill, Acres, Anchorage, w/o attachment
A. Carson, Department of Natural Resources, Anchorage, w/o attachment
Hark Robinson, FERC, 825 N. Capitol St., NE, Washington, D. C. 20426

MFR: Next convening tentatively scheduied for Februrary, 1981.
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ALASKA POMER AUTHORITY

Hovember 26, 1980

#r. Al Carson

State of Alaska

Department of Natural Resources
323 E. 4th Avenue

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Al:

Thank you for your efforts in pulling together the Susitna Hydroelectric
Steering Committee review of the Task:7 Procedures Manuals. I have formally
forwarded “he comments to Acres American, Inc., with instructions to act prompt-
1y on the iacommendations. I anticipate the vast majority will be considered
by the end of the year, with the remainder addressed shortly thereafter. I am
planning on giving 2 report on their disposition at the next convening of the
committee, which I am assuming will be in February, 1981.

Once again, thanks to you and your committee members.
| Sincerely,
FOR THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTDR

David Wozniak
Project Engineer

cc:  Don HcKay
U. S. Fish & Hildlife Service
733 W. 4th Ave,, Suite 101
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Tom Trent

Alaska Department of Fish & Game
333 Raspberry Road

Anchorage, Alaska 99502

John Rego - CONCUR
Bureau of Land Management oA :
Anchorage District Office _ : ' M

4700 E. 72nd Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99502

Bob Lamke

U. 5. Geological Survey
Water Resources

733 H. 4th Ave., Suite 400
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Bi11 Wilson or Chuck Evans

Arctic Enviromnmental Information
and Data Center (U of A)

707 *A" Street

Anchorage, Alaska 99501
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RNovember 26, 1980
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Bave Sturdevant

Department of Environmental Conservatfion
Pouch "Q0"

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Larry HWright or Bill Welch

Heritage Conservation and
Recreation Servica

1011 E. Tudor Road, Suite 297

Anchorage, Alaska 99503

8rad Smith or Ron Yorris
National Marine Fisheries Studies
701 "C" Street, Box 43

_ Anchoragz, Alaska 99513
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ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY

Harch 25, 1951

Hr. Al Carson
Chairman, Susitna Hydro
Steering Committee

‘Alaska Department of Hatural Resources

323 East Ath Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Mr. Carson:

of study.

I regret that it has taken so long to react to the Steering Committee's
suggestions on improving the Susitna hydroelectric¢ project environmental plan

1t took a number of months for Acres and 1ts subcontractors to de-

velop and transmit their set of responses and plan of action. The Power
Authority received that transmittal on March 2, 1981. We have not been able
1o make any final decisions on scope changes, however, for two reasons, First,
Acres has not yet provided the program modification suggestions in any detail

of scope or cost.

Secondly, the Power Authority has had to wafit for other

program components (such as Tasks 4 and 5) to be evaluated for necessary scope
changes. It Is only in reviewing the entire
jdentify areas for jmprovement, assess their cost {mpact. evaluate their rela-
tive merit and established priorities among the myriad competing needs.

The Power Authority will have prepared i

first year program that we can

ts set of recommended scope changes

and resultant supplementary budget request by April 3, 1981. It remains to be
seen whether all, none or a portion of the supplemental funds will be forthcom-

ing.

for either April 13, 14, or 15.

I have requestéd previously that you organize a Stearing Committee meeting

At thfs meeting, we will present our proposed

program modifications, which I trust you will find go a long way toward satisfy-

i{ng the Committee'’s concerns.

In preparation for that meeting, I have attached a

copy of the Acres response to the Steering Committee comments. The detailed ra-

cormendations, while not contained in the attachment, will be presented at the
Steeripg Committee meeting.

FOR THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

Attachment: As stated

ceC:

with attachment

Sincer=ly,

Robert A. Fohn
Director of Engineering

Susitna Hydro Steering Committee Members



In response to the Susitna Hydro Steering Committee's review of the TES pro- .
cedure manuals we submit the faollowing:

Introduction

We appreciate the time and effort expended by all the members of the Steering
Committee in their review of our procedure manuals. In general our responses
are directed towards each of the specific comments as presented in the
sythesis prepared by Mr. Al Carson. Comments presented in the introduction

and conclusion are addressed first As appropriate our response to some comments
are combined to present a clarification regarding subtask interactions.

GenEr31 Comments

1) In defense of our subcontractors it was not our understanding that the
purpose of July 17, 1980 meeting was to review the environmental studies
but rather to compare the requirements of FERC to other federal and state
government permitting agencies. I[n this context an overview of our
environmental program was presented. We concur that in some of the more
conp{og?rsigl areas i.e. socioeconomics, adequate study details were not
available. .

The. offer was then extended, and agreed to by the Steering Committee, that
procedure manuals be made available for review.

2) As the Steering Committee have stated “the most compelling need is for a
well-conceived process to improve linkage and coordination of the various
studies." We concur that this is essential and have expended considerable
effort in this direction. Some misunderstanding may have precipitated
from the review of the procedure manuals as these manuals were prepared
as practical subtask - specific documents designed for (1) exchange of
program design details (2) control of adherence to the study program
(3) and essurance of continuity in the event of changes in oroject per-

sonnel. -

Qur coordination efforts will concentrate on the following areas:

1) interaction among study participants

2) informal interaction with government agencies to acquire insight
into concerns and general policies '

3) formal interaction with government agencies to allow input and
review of study design, development selection, project design and

~ mitigation planning

4) interaction with the public in the form of informatiaon supply and

input into the decision making process

Documentation of coordination to date will be included in the environmental

annual reports to be available in April 1981. In addition we have requested -
TES. to prepare an outline of their coordination process which will be supple-

mented by Acres and supplied to the Steering Committee for review if desired.
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3) An area of primary concern appears to be the extent of effort dwrected

towards studying the Lower Susitna Basin between TaIkeefna and Cook Inlet
during the Phase I period.

Our approach to date as outlined under Subtask 3.10 of our POS is "to
estimate the flow regime, sediment regime and morphological characteristics

-of the lower Susitna River under natural conditions and (prepare) a

preliminary determination of morphological impacts which could result
from flow regulation and sediment trapping at the Susitna Project."

"A preliminary evaluation of the potential morphological changes, and
impact on the river characteristics due to flow requlation will be made
during the early part of 1981. If considered necessary at this stage, an
expanded field data collection and study- program aimed at evaluating
impacts in more_.detail will be developed in con1unct1on with the DNR and
presented for cons1derat1on to APA."

It is our opinion that the results of this study are necessary before

the merits of any detailed downstream studies can be fully assessed.

It is obvious that we require a more comprehensive understand1nq of the
resource agencies concerns, the reasons for these concerns and the study
approach they would like us to adopt. To facilitate this TES during the
month of March 1981 will contact the respective agencies directly, to
discuss. these and any other concerns that may exist.



7.05 Socioceconcmic

Although major projects like the Trans-Alaska 0il Pipeline provide justification
for the need of adequate preproject soicoeconomic analysis, care must be taken
in making direct comparison as to the types of impacts associated with a large
centralized project such as Susitna vs a transient type construction associated
with a pipeline. Susitna should produce a relatively self contained, controlled,
centralized work camp established for a 10 - 15 year perioed. For this reason a
first step in our socioeconomic program, through a review of other similar

type projects, is to identify the most probable types of impacts to be antic-
ipated. Our studies will then concentrate on these areas of most probable
impact.

We have, however, for some time been considering the need to advance some of
the Phase II socioeconomic studies into Phase I. The extent of changes in
scoge and timing of our studies will be discussed in more detail with the
Steering Comittee and FERC following their review of these responses.

To present a clarification as to the comprehensiveness of our socioeconomic
program a listing of categories and variables being incorporated'into our
socioeconomic profiles is attached (Exhibit 1). This listing is refered to
in our response to the seven Steering Committee comments.

Comment 1:

Local and regional recreational facilities and opportunities should be
assessed to determine- the ability of those facilities to handle additional
users in 11ght of increased demand.

Response:

Recreational facilities will be addressed on two fronts within the
context of the Socioeconomic Analysis during Phase [. ‘ork Package

2 entails development of a detailed socioeconomic profile, the
methodology for which is described on pages 7-10 in the Procedures Manual.

“... The profiles will include...public facilities, availability,.
adequacy, and cost...". This includes public recreation facilities. To
the extent applicable in Phase I, this analysis will address the “ability
of those facilities” at local and regional levels to handle additional
users" as suggested by the Steering Committee.

Additically, we have become aware of a special study currently underway
by Mat->u Borough, the results of which will be considered as an aid in

"our analysis. Recreational categories and variables to be investigated

are shown in Section VII Exhibit I.

Comment 2:

The study should address the probability of additional industrialization
of the region as a result of power from the project. Then the study
needs to assess the impacts and socioeconomic implications of indus-
trialization scenarios that would be driven by this project.



Response'

In our eva)uat1on of the economic base we will be developxng a prof11e
of the'major basic industry components. (Exhibit I section V) We will
review potential .incentives for industrial development created by stable
energy, availability and assess the socioeconomic implications of hav1ng
these incentives materialize.

Comment 3:

The study should address the cost and availability of products and
~services. This should also address the inflationary impacts that are
usually associated with a boom type cyclical expansion such as con-

struction of a project of this magnitude may cause.

Response:

The availability of products will be addressed under the headings of
wholesale trade, retail trade, services etc. as indicated in Exhibit I
section V. The cost and relationship of cost to income will be addressed
through our assessment of the Consumer Price Index, income and smployment
pattarns (Exhibit 1 section VI).

Comment 4:

The study should address the cultural opportunities and how they may
be affected in both positive and negative ways by the proposed project.

Response:

Qur present study addresses cultural opportunities under the categories
of:

1) Community organ1zat1ons, social 1nteract1on enterta1nment
etc. (Exmtnt I section II)

2) Public services - parks, recreation, libraries, education.
(Exhibit I section IV)

3) Recreation - Exhibit I section IV}

We do appraciate, however, through your comments and comments from the general
public that cultural aspects, especially at the local level, are not being fully
addressed. We are preparing the details of a program to respond to this and
will present it to the Steering Committee an outline of qur scope as saon as

it is available.

Comment 5:

The study needs to address the implications of the project on a com-
position of the people who.live in the region. An obvious first step
would be to establish baseline survey data in the preconstruct1on era
so that we know what the population composition is in this area before
construction begins.



Response:

As stated in the procedure manual, a purpose of Phase I socioeconomic
studies is to “identify and describe the existing socioeconomic conditions
and to determine which are most Tikely to be impacted by the Susitna
Hydroelectric Project". Sections I and Il of Exhibit I identify the o
categories for which secondary data on the composition of the people

who live in the region will be collected. The adequacy of this data base.

will be reviewed prior to making any decisions regarding program modi-
fications.

Comment 6:

An assessment of the changes in the sociopo]itical'structure of the region
that could be expected (to) result from the change in the economy as a:

result of construction...(and) operat1on and subsequent developments that P
wou]d.be driven by this proJect.

Responsa:

Our study efforts are directed towards an assessment of the socioeconomic
changes that could result from the project. In this context we will be
assessing impacts on local government services, revenues and expenditures.
In our opinion, however, an assessment as to changes in the sociopolitical
structure of the region resulting from these sociceconomic changes would
be very speculative, not cost effective and beyond the requirements for

a license application.

Commént 7:

(a)
(b)

(c)

(d)

Response:

(1)

(2)

The analysis does not address the impacts of the project an users aof

fish and wildiife resources.

I refer you here specifically to memos 1nc1uded in the Department of

Fish and Game review submittal which indicate that Acres and others -

deemed it 1nappropr1ate for the Department of Fish and Game to carry

these studies out. -
However, in our review of all the studies identified above we find

-that neither Acres American nor any of other of (sic) the subcontractors

have included this important issue in their plan of work.
The scope of the analysis does not include any work designed to mitigate
the project impacts on fish and wildlife.

Due to the sequential nature of our studies the analysis of the impacts

of the project on users of fish and wildlife resources cannot be accom-
plished until the impacts on the resources themselves have been identified.
As indicated in the procedure manual, work packages 8 and 9 dealing with
these topics will be performed in detail during Phase II.

We did deem it inappropriate that AOF&G, cor any other permitting agency
conduct the impact assessment and mitigation planning camponents of our
study. To do otherwise would have compromised the legitimacy of agency e
objectivity during license review. Hcwever under all the components of
our study we intend to provide a format for review and consideration of
all potential concerns from appropriate State and Federal agencies
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(3) Refer to response 1.

(4) Fish and wildlife mitigation is not considered as a sociceconomic com-
ponent of our study but is addressed in detail under Subtasks 7:10 and
7:1; as indicated in the procedure manuals.

Subtask 7.06 Cultural Resources [nvestigation

Comment:
Although this study was not formatted or laid out in a way similar to
the others the review comments indicate that the approach in the scaope
and methodology proposed is appropriate and sufficjent for the task at
hand.

Response:
No comment.

Subtask 7.07 Land Use Analysis

Comment 1:

(a) The scope of the land use analysis needs to be expanded so that the
downstream impacts ail the way to salt water are adegquately addressed.

{(b) As an example of a downstream impact which is not included but needs to
be addressed is the issue of navigability on the Susitna River below the
proposed dam.

Response:

(a) As stated in our procedure manual cur study area for land use is con-
centrated in the Upper Susitna Basin and extends downstream as far as
Gold Creek. In our opinion the majority of land use impacts directly
related to a Susitna development will occur in this area. Certain land
use components outside this study area are being addressed as part of
our socioeconomic, fisheries and wildlife studies.

(b) As you are aware concern has been raised regarding recreational navigation,
and riverine based recreational/land use activities in the section of the
river between Talkeetna and Cook Inlet. We are in the process of
assessing these concerns and foresee the possibility as an extension to
our fisheries and hydrology studies. a program to identify: 1) access
to the river by water, air and land and 2) movement within the river
itself. Any such study would provide input into the land use, recreation,
sociosconcmic and fish/wildlife-resource utilization components of our
study. The details of any such y program modification will be submitted
to the Steering committee for review as soon as available.

Commentﬂéz

There "is no apparent linkage or coordination between the land use
analysis and the socioceconomic and recreational studies.



Response:

There is a definite linkage and coordination between Tand use, socio-
economic, recreation, hydrology, and fish and wildlife components of
our study. Although this coordination exists at the study team level
it is “bvious that a lack of communication does exist between the study
team and the resource agencies.

Throughaut the remainder of the Susitna studies we will be exerting
considerable effort to bridge this gap and will be soliciting your
advice on means of establishing efficient avenues of communication.

Comment 3:

APA should seriously reconsider the decision that has been made to
delay future land use analysis. The contractors state that data from
other disciplines may be needed to "fine tune" this study. However,

we can assume most of these values or issues and get on with one of the
most critical studies that could provide data to be used in making the
decision as to whether Susitna should be built or not. It is recommended
that APA consider the use of scenarios to describe future land use with
and without the’project. A recormended way to begin addressing down-
stream impacts is to become informed about the work ‘currently being done
in this area by local, state, and federal agencies. This will help to
eliminate any duplication of work. Once APA is aware of what studies
agencies have done the APA contractors can be tasked to synethesize the
existing studies and complete only additicnal studies needed to complete
the scenarios.

Response:

We accept the Steering Committee's recommendation that we review and -
synthesize the information available from existing studies being con-

ducted by local, state and federal agencies. This has been accomplished

to some extent by our socioceconomic, 1and use and recreation consultants
however, we will ensure, through additional contact, that all available
information has been acquired. Once obtained we will assess the applica-
bility of these studies to the Susitna Project, incorporate the infor-
mation into our studies as appropriate and determine if additional studies
during Phase I[I are required.

We do,. however, identify the need for a recognition of the differences .
in objectives and scope between a Susitna Project Environmental Assess-

ment study and studies conducted by agencies under their mandate of

overal]l Susitna Basin Resource Management.

Subtask 7.08 Recreation Planning

Comments: -

1. Scope of the recreation planning appears to be incomplete. The tota)
thrust of the study appears to focus on recreational opportunitiass
‘the impoundment area with the obvious underlying assumption that Susizna

B
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Dam will be built. What is absent is any sort of assessment of the
proposed project impacts on existing recreation navigation and land

use in the river valley above, within, and below the proposed prOJECt
There is na question that we have to carefully plan -for reservoir rec-
reation development assuming there is a project. It is also obvious

that the compelling need that needs to be met today is a valid and.
accurate determination of existing recreational values so that this
decision can be factored into the ultimate decision as to whether Susitna
should be built or not.. An equally important result would be identification
of those values for mitigation which will be required if the project

is built.

2. This study needs to include a documentation or the flowing water
resources and uses that would be impacted by the project.

3. This study needs to document the existing upstream uses of Susitna.
Response:

lie have made a clear distinction between 1) FERC requirements for the
development of a recreation plan within the project boundaries and

2) an overall assessment of recreation resources and impacts on these
resgources.

Subtask 7:08 responds directly to FERC requirements and is directed
towards a reservoir recreation plan that would be impiemented if a
Susitna development is approved. Thus the study focus is on recreational
opportunities in the impoundment and surrounding area and does assume
that the plan would only be implemented if the Susitna dam is built.

The assessment of existingkreéreation resourcegﬂandithe impacts upon
them are addressed under appropriate subtasks, specifically 7:07 -
Land Use Analysis and 7:05 Socioeconomic.

Subtask 7:10 Fish Ecology Impact Assessment and Mitigation Planning

Comment 1:

It is acknowledged that none of the reviewers had a:zomprehensive
picture of how this task will be carried.out. The reason is the
Department of Fish and Game will be actually doing much of this work

as a subcontractor to Acres American and has not had the staff or the
resources necessary to put together its procedures manual for this facet
of the work. The comments given below should be qualified with ac-
knowledgment of this fact.

Response:

ADF&G have made substantial progress in their fisheries data collection
program. The present emphasis is to establish the basis of their
program and to. implement the field studies. Following this, detailed
procedure manuals will be prepared and should be available for Stesring
Committee review by April 1981.



Comment 2:

The contractors need to broaden their scope of mitigation concepts that
are-included in the studies. There are other options available for

mitigation planning above and beyond what is included in the Procedures
Manual as it is now written. [ refer you to the detailed comments made
by ADFAG. '

Response:

We view mitigation planning as a dynamic process and are prepared to
consider any additional options available. As a means of obtaining
agency-input and review we plan to establish a fisheries mitigation task
force similar to that organized under Subtask 7.11.

Comment 3:

We recommend that an assessment of effectiveness of mitigation used

on other projects to reduce impacts also be studied befors we deter-
mine what sorts of mitigation techniques will be applied.to the proposed
Susitna project. The reason for recommending this is to enhance the
probability’ that the mitigation we apply to the Susitna project will

be successful. _

Response:

The intent of our review and evaluation of mitigation measures used
on other projects is to assess their effectiveness and to determ1ne
their applicability to the Susitna Project.

Comment 4:

Table 2 should be amended to identify the issue of the effect of the
project on rearing, fish passage and egq incubation in the Susitna
River from its mouth upstream to the proposed dam site.

Response:

It is our intent to address these issues and Table 2 will be ammended
accordingly.

Comment 5:

'The mi*igation alternatives should include a cost benefit analysis in
Phase II.

Response:

The costs associated with recommended mitigation will be identified in
Phase I with actual cost-benefit analysis cons1dered in Phase II.
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Comment 6&:

There is a lack of adequate pérticipation by resource management agencies
in the impact assessment or mitigation planning as proposed in this
Procedures Manual. :

Response:

See response to comment 2.

'Connent 7:

The water gquality subtask within this study needs further review
regarding the extent of data required and details about timing of the
data collection.

‘Respaonse:

R&M Consultants has prepared a Procedures Manual for the water quality
program. Review of this document may provide the required details about
timing and data collection.

Subtask 7.11 Wildlife Ecology

A. Big Game Assessment and Mitigation Planning

Comment 1:>

This study does not describe the methodology that will be used for
assessing impacts to be mitigated. The Procedures Manual discussion

of formation of a mitigation team and a series of meetings and conferences
as a methodology is inadequate.

Response:

The methodology for impact assessment and mitigation was not developed

in detail because it was believed that a more effective program could

be prepared following the collection of data in 1980. Rather than

develop more than a general approach, it was considered to be preferable

first to gain an understanding of the relative population levels of
~various species and also identify critical habitat types. In this

manner a detailed approach to impact assessment and mitigation will

be prepared based on at least a preliminary understanding of the wild-

lifes/habitat realtionships operative in the project area. The Procedures

Manual will be amended as soon as approach details are finalized.
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Comment 2:

Thg scope of mitigation concepts needs to be broadened in this study.
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) defines mitigation in five
different ways: a

3. Avoiding impact all together by not taking a certain action...(ar)
parts of an action. —

b. Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the acticn
and - its implementation.

c. Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring -
the...(affected) environment.

d. Reducing or limiting the impact over time by preservation and main-
tenance operations during the life of the action.

e. Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute
resources...{or) environments.

Since the Susitna project will be subject to an environmental impact
statement the.Alaska Power Authority should assure that the contractors
preparing the application adequately address all aspects of mitigation
in order that the submittal will be adequate for the E.I.S.

Response:

To date we have concentrated our mitigation effaorts on approaches a) and
b) (aveiding or minimizing impacts) through providing enviroamental
input into development selection and preliminary design. This aporoach
will be expanded to include approaches ¢, d and e following development
selection.

8. WNildlife Ecoclogy - Furbearers

Comment 1:

Scope of these studies needs to be extended to salt water. The reason
is the proposed Susitna hydropower project will have impacts all the
way to salt water.

Response:

The scope of the furbearer studies that concern aquatic furbearers

(e.g. muskrats, beaver, and river otters) have already been extended

on a limited basis downstream to the Delta Islands. At the present time
there does not appear to be justification for extending the study effort
any further downstream. Should the results of Phase I indicate that
further extension is in order, it will be proposed for Phase II.

Comment 2:
This manual does not acknowledge the need for mitigation for these

living resources. It is recommenqed that the Procedures Manual be
revised to reflect the need for mitigation for furbearers.
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Responsa:

Although mitigation was not mentioned in the Procedures Manual, it will
certainly be addressed in the furbearer studies. [n order to strengthen
the interdisciplinary coerdination concerning mitigation, the Principal
Investigator of the furbearer studies has been added to the mitigation
task force as described in the Big Game Procedures Manual.

Comment 3:

The manual describes surveys which will be done only in the winter. The
seasonality of this approach will result in cartain data biases and lack
of data for the intervening months.

Response:

As indicated on page 12 of the Furbearer Procedures Manual, field:
activities will be conducted throughout the year and are not restricted
to the winter months. Some of the survey activities that are being
conducted during the non-winter months include locating fox dens,
collecting furbearer scats, and monitoring of radic-collared animals.

Comment 4:

The studies state that radio collaring of animals will be done. How
will the radio collar data be used’

Responsa:

Radio telemetry data will be used to determine the home range size of
key furbearers. This information, in conjunction with the Vvegetation
maps, will enable the generation of an estimate of how many animals the
area can normally support. The radio telemetry data are also being
used to determine seasonal distribution and habitat utilization of kay
furbearers.

Note Concérning Furbearer Procedures Manual:

Since it was impossible, prior to the initiation of these studies,

to est blish specitic techniques that would be highly =2ffective in
sampling the furbearers, many of the techniques outlined in the Procedures
Manual have been modified following the first field season. An amend--
ment to the furbearer manual will be produced in spring, 1981, and will
reflect the refined approach that is now being used.

C. Wildlife Ecoleay - Birds and Non-game Mammals

Comment 1:

The scope of these studies needs to extend to salt water.

12



Response:

At the present time, bird and non-game mammal studies are being conducted
as far downstream as Sherman. With the exception of a bald eagle nest
survey, there are no studies planned for this discipline downstream of
Talkeetna. Insufficient data exist to support the conclusion that major
terrestrial impacts will take place downstream from Talkeetna. At the
present time, the expenditure of funds to study birds and non-game
mammals in this area does not appear warranted. Should the results of
the Phase [ hydrology 'studies indicate that major changes in terrestrial
habitat are likely to occur, an intensive Phase II program will be imple-
mented.

p—

Comment 2:

The Procedures Manual fails to acknowledge the need for mitigation of
birds and non-game animals. [t is recommended that the Procedures
Manuals be revised to reflect this need.

Response

Although mitigation was not mentioned in the Procedures Manpal, it will
certainly be addressed in the birds and non-game mammal studies. In -
order to strengthen the interdisciplinary coordination concerning mitigation,
the Principal Investigator for bird and non-game mammal studies has been

added to the m1t1gat1on task force as described in the Big Game Procedures
Manual.

General Comments on Wildlife Ecology Procedures Manuals
Comment:

There is a compelling need to integrate the wildlife and the plant
ecoloqgy studies so that the end results are meaningful and useful

to the decisions which will be made. Each of these study elements should
apply appropriate quantitative methodologies to evaluate animal

habitats. The methodology used may depend on the characteristics of

the species or group ef species they are dealing with. Whatever method
is adopted, it must be biologically justifiable and provide a relative
estimate of the habitat value per area unit for the study area. '

Response:

The assessment of impacts will be based to a very large degree on
project-related disturbance of wildlife habitat. Although the inter-
relationships between the plant ecology studies and the various wildlife
studies were not emphasized in the Procedures Manuals, there has been,
and will continue to be, a h1gh1y coord]nated effort between Subtasks
7.11. and 7.12.

13
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Subtask 7.12 Plant Ecology

Comment 1:

The scbpe of these studies needs to be e;panded from the dam site all the
way to salt water. The reason for this is that construction and operation
of the dam will impact vegetation to that extent.

Response:

Under Phase I, the present intent is to extend certain of the plant

ecology studles downstream to Delta [slands. The degree and extent. of
impact downstream, especially below Delta Islands, has not as yet been
defined. The impact downstream will depend, to a considerable degree,

on the facility design and hydrological information which is not currently
available or not finalized. For this reason, it was initially decided that
it would be best to wait until the extent of hydrologic impact is known
below the Delta Islands, before specific vegetation studies are performed
for this region. If studles are warranted below Delta Is]ands. then they
would be proposed for Phase II.

Comment 2:

There needs to be a high level of integration and coordination between
the plant ecology, hydrology, and the wildlife impact assessment studies.
This is because a great part of the wildlife impact mitigation w111 be -
based an vegetat1on

Response:

e agree that a high level of .integration and coordination between the
piant ecology, hydrolegy, and the wildlife impact assessment studies

is needed. The need for this integration and coordination is stated in
several places in the Plant Ecology Procedures Manual. There is a major
section entitled "Input Required From Other Sources"” in which subsections
entitlaed "Hydrology" and "Wildlife Information" are included. The need
for coordination among disciplines is also stated in several of the
Wildlife Procedures Manuals and was discussed in detail under the response
to the general comments under Subtask 7.11 Wildlife Ecology. In summary,
we believe that the need for coordination has been recognized from the
outset. We feel that we have fuifilled this need to date and plan to
continue to do so throughout the study.

Comment 3:

The definition of wetlands used for classifying habitats should be
compatible with data already collected in the Susitna Basin by the
coaperative study underway with ONR, ADF&G, and SCS. We recommend
that the classification system developed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and described in "Classification of Wetlands and Deep Water
Service Habitats of the United States” (FWS/0BS79/31) be considered

as the wetland classification for these studies.
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Response:

The classification system developed by the USF&WS for wetlands and
deepwater habitats will be used for the wetlands mapping effort. There
has been some coordination with the SCS concerning wetlands and there
are pi.ns for additional coordination with ADF&4G and DNR.

Subtask 7.14 Access Road Analysis

Comment 1:

The analysis of alternatives does not indicate whether stream crossings
will be reviewed to determine extent of icing and adverse environmental
impact as a result of crossing these streams. Stream crossing and .
structures should be designed to avoid creating icing and erosion
problems.

rrrr

Responsa:

Stream crossings are an important part of the access route environmental
analysis and will definitely be considered in routing and later in impact-—
and mitigation planning for the selected route. Included in impact
assessment and mitigation planning will be analysis of designs to avoid
potential ice dam problems during break-up, and associated erosion
problems. Consideration will also be given to minimizing erosion
problems. Consideration will also be given to minimizing impacts
associated with actual construction of bridge facilities and culverts,
i.e. habitat disturbance and erosion potential.

Comment 2:

This analysis should include assessing the effects of an increase in
fishing due to newly opened road access as part of its scope of work.

Response:

The analysis will include assessing the effects of an increase in

fishing due to newly opened road access. The potential impacts on

the fish community and habitat from a biological standpoint will be
addressed under Subtask 7.10, Fish Ecology Studies, and the recreational
impacts or conditions resulting from increased access to this area will -
be handled under Subtask 7.07, Land Use Analysis. [n like manner, other
environmental subtasks (e.g. vegetation, cultural resources, wildlife)

will deal with increased access as it affects these specific disciplines.

Comment 3:

Thera is an obvious linkage between access roads for this project and
Jand use/fish and wildlife studies. Review of the manuals does not
indicate that the approoriate process or mechanism is in place to ses
that this occurs..



Response:

Subtask 7.14 (Access Road Environmental Analysis) is essentially a
coordination subtask for this specific project component since it has
obviously far-reaching impacts. The Procedures Manual states that
the actual analysis is to be done by Principal Investigators within
each environmental subtask. A major coordination effort was felt to
be necessary due to the interplay of roles between APA, Acres, R&M, TES,
ADF&G “nd the various environmental subcontractors. To this end,
carrespondence exchange and maps and information.exchange has occurred
since April, 1980. In November, a meeting was held in Anchorage at
which time representatives of APA, Acres, R&M, TES, ADF&G, and other
environmental subcontractors discussed various altermative routes.
Information exchange continues on a daily basis, and will continue
through route selection and preparation of the FERC application.

General Comments

Comment:

[t is the consensus of the Steering Committee that each study task
Procedures Manual should include two maps:

1. A map that delineates the boundaries of the specific study tasks
described in the respective manual.

2. A second map delineating the overall study area, i.e., from the
mouth of the Susitna River to the Denali Highway.

Response:

1. Maps of specific study areas would certainly be useful. In several
subtasks, part of the work performed during the first year was a
determination of the appropriate study area. Such maps are thus
planned for the 1980 Annual Reports and will be incorporated into
the respective Procedures Manuals with the next required amendment
to each manual. _

2. A composite map showing the %elatfonship of specific. study areas
will be presented in. our summary annual report.

16




. PGPULATION

A. Poputation tevels

1. Historical
2. Present

3. Projected
4,

Component of Change (births, deaths,
in-out migration)

B. Ethaicity, Culturé, Religion

C. Population Distribution {city, torough,
state} by:

Age

Sex

Race

Occupation (general)
Education

a. Retired, wage, salary
b. Sector, activity

c. Etmployment
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D. Population Density

m
'

Family/Household Characteristics
Extent
Marital Status
Migration patterns
a. mobility/stability
b. point of origin
C. out/in migration
4. Length of Residence
a. in house
b. in community
c. in state
5. Place of work (commuting distance)

LMy
. SRR

F. Attitudes Toward Change/Economic Deavelopment

G. Projections

- L . . . . . o
Each of these categories and variables will be addressed to the extent

that data and information allow and to the extent that they are relzvant
tTor the purposes of this analysis
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A.

B.

Historical Info (growth rate)

Type

1. Single family

2. Multi-family

3. Mobile home

4. Recreation Facilities
5. Transient Facilities

* Variabies to be considered for above
3 number of units
b. quality

o cost/prices

d. vacancy rate

Vacancy Rate

Status

1. Renting
2. Buying
3. Own

4.

Other:

Land availability
Zoning/Building Regulations (& patterns)
Financial Climate (incentives/disincentives)

Real Estate Activity

1. Sales '
2. Construction
3. Plans

P.2jections
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A.
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1.
2.
3.
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1.
2.
3.
4.

Tax

overnment Structure/Organization

Towns
Cities
Barouans

overnment Services

Water Supply and Treatment

Waste Water Treatment

Solid Waste Disposal

Police Praotection

Legal System {courts, retention faciiities)
Fire Pratection

Health Care (inciuding Social Services)
Parks and Recreation

Libraries

Education (day care, vocational, others)
Public Transportation

Roads and Highway Syste

Telephone Service/Communication
Flectric Power Service

Variables to be considered for above

d. Service area

b. Usage figures
c. Deployment patterns (distances/response
times)
d. Capacity figqures
e. Conditien/quality
f. Relevant stancdards
g. Occurrence rates
h. Plans for expansion
i. Government expenditures
Base and Revenues
Taxes
a. personal
i. rates
ii. Dbase

b. industry

i. rates
ii. base

c. Sales
i. rates
-ii. base

d. other
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2. Other revenue sources
3. Government debt (borrowing capacity)

Projections
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A. General Description (Histcry and Areaz irends)

[ &)

Total Work Force
C. Employment Multiplier
D. Gutput Multiplier

E. Major Basic Industry Description
] Construction
Mining
Agriculture

Timber and related products
Manufacturing
Fisnhery
0i1 and gas
Transportation

i. Rail

ii. Air -

iii. Motor transport

iv. Marine
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9. Public Utilities
10. Comnunications
11. Wholesale trade
12. Retail trade
13. Finance, insurance, real estate
14, Services
15. Public Administration (Federal, State, lLocal)
16. Tourism

* Variables to be considered for above

a. history

'b. statistics (present sales, prod., etc.)
c. employment

1. Tlabor force

2. percent of total work force
3. payroll

4. average wage rate

resource base (land use)
service area

usage figures

capacity

condition/quality

product value

marketing patterns ,

. relative to state and U.S.
future outlook
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G.

Conclusions

Proiections
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A. Historical Labor Changes

B. Employment
1. Preasent Profile (employment by sector)
a. absolute
b. percentage

2. Multipliers
a. basic industry to
b. expori trade sector
C. services

3. Length of work week

4. Seasonality

C.  Occupaticnal Staffing Patterns by

1. Sector/Industry

2. Ethnicity

3. Sex

4. Unemployvment

5. Percentage of work force

6. Wages (selected occupations)
G. Working Conditions and Absenteeism
E. Union Presence

F. Unemployment 7or Area

1. Age
2. Sex
3. Race
G. Income
1. History

2. Per Capita Income
a. General
b. Sex
c. Ethnicity
3. Source
a. Wages/salaries
b. Social Security
4. Subsjstence income (moderate standard of living)
5. Consumer Price Index {(CPI)

H. Projections




LALD USE
&. Historical/General
B. Land Tenure {awnership)
C. txisting
1. Forestry
2. Aariculture
3. Mining
4, Timber
5. Native Lands
6. Federal
7 State
B. Parks
9. Qi1 and Gas
10. Unexploited Natural Resources
11. Industry/Commercial
12. Urban
13. Rural
14, . Residential
i5. Military
16. Transportation
* Variables to be considered for above
a. acres
b. wvalue
c. ownership
d. management plans
e. historical trends
f. npercentage of total
D. Population Density
E. Land Use Plans and Control
1. Public
2. Private
3. Municipalities
4. Borouch
5. Fiood plains
E. Projections
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Ao Utilizing Fish & Wildlive Recources
1. Sport Fishery

a. A1l species
2. HWildiife

Waterfowl, Birds
Other Furbearers

a. Caribou

b. Moose

c. Black Bear

d. Brown Bear

e. Mountain Goats
f. Sheep

g. Wolverine

1.

J.

* Variables to be considered for zhove
1. Historical
2. Present

a. area {acres and Tocation)

b. effort (visitor days/# of visitors) -

€. Success (harvest)

d. Resident (pt. of origin/% of total)

e. HNon-Resident {g=n. geo. pt. of origin/
% of total)

f. Species {stats ralative to State)

g. Subsistence (personal consumption/
business)

h. Trophy

i. Management Plans

- 1. Reaulations
ii. Revenues (total/relative to
state/flow of money)
iii. Enforcement (ways/numbers/capacity)

B. Not Related to Fish & Wildlife Reserves
1. Water Sports (canoe, kayak, rafting)

a. Historical
b. Area
1. effort
: 2. resident/non-resident pt. of origin
2. Land Sports (hiking, picnicing, climbing)
a. Historical
b. Area
1. effort
2. resident/non-resident pt. of origin

C.  Other
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Projections

Air Taxi Operators (
Lodge Owners {#/$)
#)

z

]

/)



23 JUN 1980

Mr. Eric P, Yould

Executive Director

Alaska Power Authortity

333 Vest 4th Avenue, Sulfte 31
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Mr. Yould:

This letter tramsmits to the Alaska Power Authority. (APA) comments
of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) relatlvq to fish and
wlldlife aspacts of the Susitna Hydroelectrie Feasibility Study.
Our comments are based on a review of the February 1980 Plan of
Study {(P0OS) developed by Acres American, Inc,, coordination with
Acres, other federal and state resource agencles involved in the
Susltna projcct, and fleld review of habitats of the project area
potentially affected by a hydroelectric project. —

Generally we belleve that most of the environmental studies outlined
in the February 1980 POS are adequate tc obtaln data from which to
assess the impacts of a hydroelectric project on the Susltna River
to fish and wildife resources. MHowever, the studies outlined in the
P0S provide a general overview of goals and expected results. There
4s 1little reference to the specific methodologies of reecarch design,
specific timings of study Iinitlation, methods of data analysls, and
anticipated format of resulte. Consequently, we are unable to fully
evaluate study plans. Apparently, more specific fnformation is
available in study-specific procedures manuals, Reviev of thesge
manuals may clarify some of the concerns expressed herein, At this
time, wve formally request a copy of the procedures manuals for the
flsheries, willdlife ecology, and plant ecology studies For our
review,

Based on our review of the POS and discussions with Acres, we believe

that the following deficiencies of the environmental studies require
attentfon, The schedule for license application and submittal of an

Exhiblt S to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commiseion (FERC) does r
not allow sufficient time to lnclude a rigorous evaluatlon of project

{npacts to fish and wildlife rescurces or preparation of a plan to

mitigate and compensate impacts to those resources, —

Although wlldlife ecology studies are comprehensive in that they
include avifeuna and big game, furbearer, and nongame mammal fnvestl-
gatlons, wuch less emphaslr 18 pleced on obtaining data on nongame
marmale and avifauna than selected game and furbearer speclea, In
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addition, no mitipgation plan, or study of these animals downstream
from the darmsite lg imentloned In the POS. Discussions with repre--
sentatives of Terrestrlal Environmental Speclalists (TES) indicate
that they intend to develop mitlgatlen plans for nongame willdlife
and establlsh study areas downstream from the damsites, It is
imperatlve that we revicw these tasks for adequacy. The National
Fnvironmental Policy Act (MHEPA), Flsh and Wildlife Coordination Act,
and other guldellues requlre that Impacts to all fish and wildlife
resources be ldentlfled and mitigated. Furthermore, we believe that
the assessment of project Inmpacts be based on.the overall value of
habltats to endemlc gpecles vwhilch Includes but ls not solely dependent
con population data, ‘

Comnents and questlouns speclflic to tasks descrlbed In the February
1920 POS follow:

Subtask 2.10 -~ Access Roads
° Please provlde us a map of the alternative access routes as
soon as avallable and indlcate 1f the selected route(s) will be
temporary or permanent.

Subtssk 2,16 - Hydrographic Surveys
° Vhy are rlver proflles limited to Talkeetna and above? In

order to establish backfround data to messure potentlal chauge

in the river configuration and habitats downstream from Talkectuna,
should profiles also be taken in this area in conjunction with
data to he collected under Subtask 3.107

Subtasks 6.09 and 6.10 -~ Establish Design Crliterfa for the Watana
and Devll Canyon Development

* Are desligns of potential mitigation structures Included here?

Subtask €.14 - Spillway Design Criterla
° Do these crlterla include contlngency meaaures to avold water
quallity problems sBuch as nltrofen supersaturation?

Task 7 - ILnvironmental Studics
* RBecause the FUS Is {avolved Iin a number of permitting and
review functions relatlve to the Susltna:Hydroelectrlc project,
wve would appreclate belng lkept Inforised of project progress.
Thus, we are requestling coples of reporte prepared for cenviron-
mental discliplines (hydrology, flsherles, wlldlife eceology,
plant ecology, hablitat analysia) as they ere revliewed by APA,



Subtask 7,2 - Monltoring of Fleld Activities for Environmental
Acceptability,

Several study activitfes will potentlally impact migratory
birds Including waterfowl and raptors. We suggest that the
Acres or APA fleld representative contact the FWS to be certain
that he iIs awvare of data on hald cagle nestlng locatlons, —
trunpeter swan nesting habitats, and other pertinent data.

Also, we would like to be provlded the opportunity tc periodi-

cally monitor activitfes that may disturb raptors and other

migratory birds. Therecfore, we request a schedule of the

tiring and duration of study events that Include activities

that potentially disturb waterfowl and raptors. We are

partlicularly concerned with survey and acrlal photography ’
activitiee requirlng helicopter support.

Subtask 7,09 - Susitna Transmissfon Line Assessment -

Remote lakes In the Matanuska-Susitna Valley are utilized by
trumpeter swans for nesting and rearlng cygnets durlng summer
and fall, Recent data indicata that continued development "and
dlsturbance on lakes used for nesting ls causing birds to
abandon certain areas. The gelection of a transmission corridor
should be accomplished cognizant of the habitat requlirements

and movement patterns of migratory birds.

Subtask 7,10 — Fish Ecology Studies

Major comments concerning fleshery investigations were provided
to APA in previous correspondence, From the Information pro-
vided i{n the February 1980 POS, we are uncertain of the preclae
tining of initiation of study tasks. We would appreciate
receipt of the present schedule of flshery related studies at
your convenience,

Subtask 7.11 - Wildlife Ecology Studies

Data collected for habitat analyals should be done in a2 manner

to accommodate all terrestrial wildlife. This will permit sn

evaluatlion of the effects of habitat alteration on wildlife In .
terms of habitat unit values.

Any mitigatlon plan developcd must be developed in cooperation
with regource agencies as defined [n the Filsh and Wildlife
Coordination Act. Also, the mitlgation plan should be incor-
porated into the Exhibit S of the FLRC license appllication.

Necause many of the ficld studies have been fnitlated or are
scheduled to commence soon, it is imperatlve that an Intenge
survey of the project area be conducted for peregrinec falcons .
prior to the initiation of potentially disturbing activities,



Under the FERC process, suffliclent data must be obtalned -to
develop a blologicel assessment of endangered speccles relatlve
to the potentlal Impacts of project activities, Based on the
biologpical assessnment, the FERC may be required to consult with
the FWS concerning endangered specles under Section 7 of the
Endancgered Specles Act. The consultation process will be
greatly expedlted if sufficient data have been gathered and
evaluated In the Initfial study phase, ~

¢ The outllines for avifauna and nongame mammal studles are quite
general and it is difficult to deternine what will be accom-
plished. The objectives and goals need to be presented in more
detall,

* Recent surveys of the Susitna Ri{ver and tributaries located
more bald eagle nests along the maln river below the dansite
than previously expected. Conscquently, the Ilmpact of altered
flow on eagles needs to be assessed.

Subtask 7.12 - Plant Ecology Studies

° An Lmportant objective of the plant ecology studles ls to
measure potential habitat change over time. Habltats in the
arca of project influence should be mapped at 1:63,360, This
scale should be expanded to 1:25,000 in riparian habitata
dovnstream from the dansite(s) that will potentlially be altered
by the project.

. 1

. Vegetatlon cover maps and hablitat requlrement characteristics
of wildlife should be compared to determine the quantity and
quality of habitat lost for wildlife groups and to predict
impacts on specles of wildlife. This implieg that wlldlife and
vegetation studies be conducted In a complementary manner and
that the purpose of plant ecology studfes be kept in full view,
Cover type maps are of little use for predicting Impacts Lf the
habitat requirements of wildlife specles are not known,

Subtask 8,04 - Tower, Mardware, and Conducter Studlcs

* Studies should include desipgn of a transmission line to avoid
electrocution of raptors and collislons with migratory blrds.

Subtask 9.02 - Prepare Prellminary Cost Estimate

° Cost cstimates should ({nclude the costs of added features to
mitipate Impacts to flsh and wildlife resources.

As you are sware, the FWS Is required by federal laws and pollcles
to ensure that decislonmakers are provided Informatlon whereby
wildlife values can be fully considered and welghed equally with




other fecaturee ln the planning of water resource development pro-
jects. As a result of these responsibllitlies, we have an obligation
for Insuring that an adequate Exhlbit S is prepared. Exhibit S is
paramount to the deslgnlong of an environmentally sound project slnce
1ts purpose Is: (1) to Identify and evaluate the effect of alter-
natlve project proposals; and (2) to descrlbe measures necessary to
censerve and enhance fish and willdilfe resources. Exhiblt S, there-
fore, should contain a mitigation plan and functlonal deslgn drawings
or other project features as may be determined necessary for the
protectlon, conservatlon, improvement, and m{tigation of losses to
fish and wildlife resources.

Ve can see no advantage in pregsenting an applicatlon to FERC, which
will be reviewed by FWS, that does not contain an adequate assess-
ment of project impacts to fish and wildlife resources and practical
nitigation plan. Submission of an Fxhibit S under a compresscd tlme
frame can only hinder the designing of an environmentally sound
project. The FWS recommends that the license application be delayed
vntil sufficient blological data are available,

Thank you for the opportunlty to comment on this project.

Sincerely,

. jgned dY
Orx€1“:} gcﬁretner

ith b
Aﬁ%ﬁ Director

cc: ACES, WAES
PLM, ADF&C, NMFS, Anchorage
FUS/0EC, FERC, Vashington D.C.
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ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY

September 12, 19320

¢y Keith Schreiner

Area Director

Fish & Wildlife Service
Department of the Interior
1011 fast Tudor Road
Anchorage, Alaska 938503

pDear Yr. Schreiner:

This is & response to your letter dated June 23, 1920 transmitting
comments relative to fish and wildlife aspects of the Susitna Hydroelectric
Project Feasibility Study. We would have wished that you had been able
to provide your written comments sooner in as much as our Plan of Study (PCS)
was published and distributed in February. It was difficult to alter our
first field season program with your comments arriving as they did in late
June. Despite the lack of timeliness, we definitely appreciate your
comments and have given them careful consideration. My responses are
keyed to the page numbers and paragraphs of your letter, a copy of which
has been attached for easy reference.

Page 1, Paragraph 2

The study-specific procedure manuals for the majority of the environmental
subtasks have been completed and were submitted to the Susitna Steering
Committee during the week of September 1, 133C. A complete set has been
designated for Mr. Don McKay, F&WS. '

Page 1, Paragraph 3

He view our POS as a two-phased effort with impact analysis and mitigation
planning (as well as data collection} extending beyond the date of license
application. In the Plan of Study {P0S) and Procedures Manuals, pre-license
application and post-license application studies are referred to as Phase I

and Phase 11, respectively. The anticipated post-license application studies .

are summarized in Section A-6 of the February 1980 Plan of Study and were
described in even greater detail in the Technical Appendix of the September
1979 POS; these plans will be refined on the basis of Phase I findings.

Page 1, last Paragraph, continuing onto
Page 2, Paragraph 1

The nongame studies cannot be rigidly compared to game and furbearer
studies. Differences in study effort, as reflected in budget allotments,
result from a variety of reasons, including equipment and logistic expenses,



mr. Keith Schreiner ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY

September 12, 1980 ¢
Page Two ¢

differences in home ranye and habitat use, recreation and economic importance,
and 1ife span. The nongame studfes will allow a thorough evaluation of impact
and, 1f necessary, sufficient data to develop a mitigation plan.

At the present time, limited furbearer surveys are planned downstream of
the Devil Canyon dam site as far as Delta Islands. Some avian studies will
pbe conducted downstream as far as Gold Creek. Ro avian studies are planned
for the area south of Gold Creek other than an aerial survey for raptor -
nests, which will be conducted in 1981 if deemed necessary (as discussed in

the response to the comment of Page 4, Paragraph 3). The approach of Phase I

studies is to concentrate in areas where impact will definitely occur, such

as the impoundment zones. Since the extent of impact on downstream habitats,
particularly those south of Talkeetna, cannot be predicted until further

progress ts made on the hydrology and engineering design studies, only limited

effort was appropriated for this aspect of the project. If the results of the o~
Phase I hydrology and engineering work indicate that major changes will occur
downstream, the Phase II ecology studies will be designed to evaluate in more

detail the downstream habitats.

Page 2, Subtask 2.10 - Access Roads

As soon as available we will provide a map of the alternative access routes.

- The question of whether the selected route(s) will be temporary or permanent

is part of our ongoing studies which will require input from varfous dis-

ciplines and government agencies including FAWS. F&WS advice will be sought —
in this regard during the impact/mitigation phase of our studies.

Page 2, Subtask 2.16 - Hydrographic Surveys

As discussed and agreed to in the Susitna workshop of July 17-18, 1980, the

question regarding the necessity or feasibility of establishing detailed

river profiles downstream of Talkeetna would be postponed until the spring =
of 1981. Following the acquisition of 1980/81 winter fisheries data and

a reconnafssance assessment of the Susitna hydraulic characteristics, a

decisfon on the development of river profiles downstream of Talkeetna will

be made.

Page 2, Subtask 6.09 and 6.10 - Design Criteria for Watana and Devil Canyon
Development

These subtasks will include the establishment of design criteria for mitigation
structures as required.

Page 2, Subtask 6.14 - Spiliway Design Criteria

These criteria will include contingency measures to avoid or alleviate water
quality problems such as nitrogen supersaturation.



“r. Keith Schrc1ger
September 12, 18c0
page Three

page 2, Jask 7 - Environmental Studies

+ is our intention to keep F&WS and other appropriate government agencies
informed of our progress and will forward copies of environmental reports
to you 1n a timely fashion.

Page 3, Subtask 7.2 - Monitoring of Field Activities for Environmental
Acceptability

As part of our program to acquire existing information, F&WS will be contacte
regarding data on bald eagle nesting locations, trumpeter swan nesting habitat
and other pertinent data. Hlest locations discovered are now on file at Watan:
pase Camp and helicopter pilots are kept informed of areas to avoid. Detailec
records are being maintained of activities requiring helicopter support.

These records can be acquired by contacting Mr. Jim Gill, Acres American
Incorporated, Anchorage.

A 1isting and general schedule of study events that may disturb waterfowl

and raptors can be supplied; however, a detailed meaningful schedule would

be difficult to develop since location-specific scheduling is done on a
day-to-day basis as study needs dictate. If F&YS desire an activity listing,
please advise. Upon request, we could then provide F&KS (with short notice)
the actual timing of specific events.

Page 3, Subtask 7.09 - Susitna Transmissfon Line Assessment

Available biological data, such as F&4HWS data on breeding areas for trumpeter
swans, will be used in the environmental assessment to be performed for the
transmission corridor.

Page 3, Subtask 7.10 - Fish Ecology Studies

As F&UWS are aware, the fisherfes field studies are to be conducted by ADF&G.
As soon as ADF&G acquire the staff to conduct these studies a detailed
schedule and procedures manual will be prepared. {pon receipt, we will
forward this fnformation to F&WS. A general schedule for fmpact assessment
and mitigation planning fs included in the TES procedures manual.

Page 3, Subtask 7.11 - Wildlife Ecology Studfes

We share the F&WS concern for applicability of habitat analysis to all
terrestrial wildlife. As described in the various Procedures Manuals,
habitat data specific to each wildlife group are being collected in the
varfous subtask disciplines, and in the plant ecology subtask in a manner
that will be applicable to all groups of wildlife.

Cooperation with resource agencies in the mitigatfon planning process is
proposed in the Procedures Manual for Big Game Impact Assessment and
Mitigation Planning. The extent to which the mitigation plan will need to
be further developed during Phase II is also discussed in this Procedure
Manual. . _
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September 12, 1950
Page Four

An aerial survey was conducted for peregrine falcons in early July 1980, and
none were found. Other study team members have been advised to report any
incidental observations to the TES Field Representative. If any peregrines
are seen in the course of the study, team members will insure that all
potentially disturbing activities are scheduled to avoid areas known to be
used by the peregrines. HWe are confident that our endangered species progranm
will provide adequate data and analysis thereof for review of the Susitna
Project by both F&WS and FERC.

The Procedures Manual for Birds and Hon-game Mammals provides many additional
details concerning the study effort.

The aerial survey for raptors, conducted in the impoundment zone during
1930, will be evaluated and 1f deemed necessary altered or expanded to

cover the downstream area. Serious consideration will be given to extending
the 1981 aerial raptor survey to Talkeetna. A more intensive analysis

will probably not be conducted until sufficient hydrology and engineering
work has been performed to determine whether the expenditure of additional
funds is warranted.

Page 4, Subtask 7.12 - Plant Ecology Studies

The plant ecology mapping efforts are in exact agreement with those recommended
by FEWS. These mapping scales were identified in the February 1980 Plan of
Study, having been determined on the basis of a coordination meeting held in
October 1979 at which F&WS was representated.

One of the major purposes of the plant ecology studies is to allow a compre-
hensive evaluation of habitat alteration that may result from the Susitna
Project. Habitat data are being collected in conjunction with cover type
mapping that is being performed in Phase I; plant succession studies are
befng conducted in Phase I: and an in-depth moose habitat study is planned
for Phase II. In addition, ADF&G is collecting habitat data throughout

the study.

Page 4, Subtask 8.04 - Tower, Hardware, and Conductor Studies —

The transmission design team will review l1iterature on design consideration
to avoid raptor electrocution and incorporate this, as required, into the
design criterfa. If the transmission corridor routing analysis to be per-
formed under Subtask 7.09 indicates a potential collision problem at any
specific location, special mitigation efforts will be incorporated.

Page 4, Subtask 9.02 - Prepare Preliminary Cost Estimate

Cbst estimates for mitigation efforts will be prepared on a preliminary basis
during Phase I. Cost estimates will be refined during Phase II.




Page Five

Page 5 - Exhibit S

As outlined in our POS it is our objective to submit the FERC an adequate
license application by June 1982, OQur application will contain an assessment
of impacts to fish and wildlife resources and practical mitigation measures.
[t is realized that Phase Il studies will be required to confirm some aspects
of our assesswent and to finalize mitigation plans. If for unforeseen reasons
it is determined in 1982 that an adequate application cannot be prepared on
schedule, we will reassess cur position. Once again your timeliness in the
future would be very much appreciated.

Sincerely,

Eric P. Yould
Executive Director

Attachument:
Letter from Keith Schreiner dated June 23, 16820

cc: Tom Trent, ADF&G
Brad Smith, NMFS
Lurt McVee, BLM
Dean Shumway, FERC




APPENDIX E11C

CORRESPONDENCE RELATING TO
DATA COLLECTION AND PROJECT ASSESSMENT



P

APPENDIX 11.C
DATA COLLECTION AND PROJECT ASSESSMENT

A1l big game and fisheries baseline data were collected by the Alaska
Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) under a Reimburseable Services Agreement
with the Alaska Power Authority. ADF&G had ‘a major inf]dence on the direction,
scope, and schedule for these studies. Annual reports for all the environ-
mental subtasks were distributed in April-May 1981.

This appendix contains correspondence concerning transmittal of documents to

" resource agencies and their response to.these documents. Subjects include

review of access road reports, transm1ss1on line s1t1ng reports, annual
environmental reports, ‘and the Sus1tna Hydroe]ectr1c Project Mid-Study Report.

Correspondence is presented primarily in chronological order. However, in
some cases, a response to a letter directly follows the Tetter to facilitate _
an understanding of the flow of communication. This results in an interrpution

jn the chronological sequence.
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-thereby minimizing the potential for delsy im the processing of

RECEIVED'O(;T 10 579

UNITED STATES

FISH AND VILDLIFE SERVICE
1091 £ SUDON D
ANCHORAGE, ALAZKA 29502

RECEIVED

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 5£p27 1579

AL25XA POWER AUTHERITC

" 1207) 276 3800

' A S5 ¢
kr. Erie P. Yould # 4 SEP ars

Exacutive Director

Alaska Powar Authority
333 West 4th fosnue, Suite 31

- INFORM...{. ...

\
—T—
» r Pt z a | g
Anchorege, alaska 99301 = £ | =
- 1) = H
' -] a |z
Desr ¥r. Yould: . -
_ : *|pcw :
‘We were informed by your latzer of Aupuat 28, 1979, that the Alasky | 7 |MRV i
Power Authority (APA) is preparing &n application for license to tha| ;] JPS| i
Fedzral Energy Regulatory Commission (PERC) for the praopazed Nydro ~ipres—
electric Power Davelopment within the Upper Busitna River 3Bagin, .
Adseka. 7The purpese of rhis letter is tv point oput federal £izh 2 TAD
wildlife responsibilitics and to insurs adequate consideration of ':3
£3sh and wildiife rerource loes pesvention, mitigstion, cappcnaa- Rl :
tion, and enhancement th;au&hbut the planning and deglulan-mak;ng T

process am-nc:.:x.cd with the Spgiins projmct.

The pre-appiication p;anning period asgoclated with the proposed -;
r!‘

Suxitas Hydvaelactrie Power Davelepment isn wery eritizal comnsiderd

the masgnituddiof the project, limited exinting dsta for £i=h sad

-wildifife resouliear, asd amount of effert requivnd for the Fillng off

a walirconceived application for license with PERC. TInedidition,
chpprebensive cayly plaoning is tequisita to the dssigning of an'
eovirodoentslly sound projort apd eptimal uge of the planning prr,o

——

l

neexssary permit and license applications ond cowplying wizh warion
auvirommental roviaw rnquirc—cntn. : : :

Federsl sgenciex involved in thg analyxis andfor sppzoval of a
noz-federal water-related projsct bave many vesponsibilicies under
varicus Bxdcutive Orders (EQ), laws, aud poltcies to provent and
oitigate impacte to fish and wildiife resourzes, as well s& to
nn"m_m'.u those tegpurgess 1o identify and insuse reccgnition of
directivee of vilmost importance and ralevasce to the g:atectiea of
fish sod wildlifs reaources, wa list the *ollovi_g snd ipciude a
brisf sumaarﬂ of mEasures requirsd:

(- The ¥1ah sod Wildlife Coordinstion ket, draft Uniforn
Proceduree for Compliance, May 18, 1979, stsadardlizaa
- procedured 3nd Interagency reletfonships Lo fpsuvre, “that
wildlife conasrvation 1s fully considerad and weighesd
equelly with other prejzet features in agency decision~ .
waking processes by lutegrating such gensidaratxaﬂs into

=

<y

?
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proisct planming, Nattonal Foeironmental Policy ket (REPA)
cozpliance proceduree, fipsncisl and economie -apalyses,
authorigation documents, and project Sspleomeptatisa.™

The Council on Envirommental Quality'# {CE) Regulations
{or Implepanticg the Procedursl Provielens of the Rational

_ Envirommanial Policy Act (40 CTFR, Parts 1500-1502, July

30, 127%) specifies plovisions reguirizg the integration
of the HEPS process inte amarly plamming, the integratiom
of HEPA requirsments with other envitommental reviev and
consultation reguirsments, and the use of the sooping
process,

Section 404 of the Clesa Water Act of 1977 apd resultiog
final rulez for implementation of the regnlarory permit
progras of the Corps of Fogplioesrs (33 CFR, Paris 320-329,
Joly 19, 1977) requires that a Deparimsot of the Aruy
permit(g) be obtained fer certain structures or wock in or
affecting waters of the United States. The applicatioca(s)
for such a permitisn) will ba aubjecs to revievw by wildlife
Sgenziag, _

Executive Order 11990 {(Watlandz) was izsued "in crder to
gvoid to the cxient poxzible the long-ierm and short-ternm
adverse impacks assoclatsd vith tha destrustion or zodi-

" Figation of wetlands a2nd to gvold direct or indizept

support of new constmnotion io wellands vherever thére is
a practicable zltarmative,”™ asd Zzecutive Ordar 11988
{Floodplalas) wasd iasued “to aveid to tha extent possible
ths long~ternm snd short—tétn adverse impa;ta associated
with the ocoupdney and modification 6f floodplaias and %0
aveid direct and indireer support of floodplain dgvelap—
pent wherever thete 18 a practicable slternative.® All

faderal agsncies are respensible te comply with these EO's

{n the planning aad-decieicn—mazing PTOCRER.

Bection 7{c) of the Esdargered Species Act, B7 ftat. 884,

&5 smeonded, reguirfes FERC o azk the Bacratary of the
Interior, acting through the V.3. Fish aad Rildlife Servics,
vhather asy 1iszed or proposed endangared or thraatened
cpecies :f"_*l}' be present inm the mvrea of thz Susitss Hydro—
electris Powcr Project. If the ¥isgh and Widlife Barviece

agvises thai such apecies may ba present in the area of

the project, FZRC ie reguired by Sectism 7(c) te conduct &
Bioicgical Assessment to identify any listed or proposad
endengernd or threatened specles whick are ilikaly to be
affected by the consiruetics project. The assesrFment 18
to be cowpleted withie 180 days, unless a time cxtension

is murually agreed spon.

,,,,,
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Ro contract for physical comstruction faay de emtered into
and oo phyxnical construction may begin uptll the Biolegical’
sasegagent 18 completed, In the gvent the concloxions
dravn from tha Biological Agseasmant are thai listed
endangerszd or threatensd species ate 1ik2ly to be affrcted
by the eonztruction project, FERG 13 required by Sectios
7(a) to initizie the consultation precessa.

(6) Water Besourcas founcil, Principles and Standards fox
Plapaipg Water and Related Land Rezourzes (18 CFR, Pazt
764, April 1, 197§) ware estahlished for plananipg the uvse
of the water and relatad land tesources of the Upited
Sitatex to achieve objectivex, dercermined coaparatively,
through the coordinated sctions of tha Federal, State, and
local governmonts, privais eaterpriss and organizations,
and individuals. These priaciples imclude providing the
basis for plannimg of federal and federally assisted watsr
and land resources progrimz and prol}ects and faderal
licsnaing astivities ag listed in the Standards.

It is oul understznding that yuor agescy has contractaed with thiree
independent consultsnt Firms for aach to dsvelop s ceomprehensive
plan of study (POS) to iselude biolegical studias associated with
the Susituna projsct and that from tha three ipdepesndent POS's and
the existipg Corpe of FEmzinmerz’ Plap of Study, An ultimate compre~—
hensive 808 will bs derived. The actions necassary to comply with
the sboved listad lawe, policies, and Z0's dwasomstrate the nacessity
for closx conenitation with fedaral and state wildiife agenciesa
thtnnhbbut projact p1anh4nk and inalencnaatiou.

It is imperative thst cﬁgrdirn?rd plamning bz ifnitietad new with a1l
approprlate parties, and that such piannisg include the counvening of
geopine meatinge to ineclude participation oy atate and Fedurasl
#i1dliTz agencies. The purpose of the sooping meafings ahould
include:r developing 8 codprehengiva POS which insucrea full wiigdlife
agency participation thronghout wsach *‘haee of the planning and
review processee; detarmining who, amosg the federal and mtate
wildlife sgepcien or the applicant, will undertake snd sver=ce the
required studies and investigsations; insuring xdoduate and timely
funding of thosa performing the studicm; and uutnblluhing sutually
acenptable target dates for the 1n‘tia£10n apd completicn of xredies,
The adhcrence to these sugsestions will ipsure that sdequate infor-

- axgicd -Ls collected to anable the deterisation of project impacts

aad develop messuras te prevent, mitigate, &nd compensste for fich
and wildilic Joszen.



Hr, Erie P. Yould bBegea

¥e look Fgrward to worhing closely with youtr agency spd orhers
lnvolwed in this ztudy, and ireet that this letter will serva g
notice sf the pecessity for early {sveivement of snd consultation
with wilslife azsancies. ’

$incerely yours,
{/ -y
7 Qﬁ’;{/, o~ -
A 2 B RN add
Bty SeadDisector M AT )
ce:  AOES, WAVS - N
’ FERC, Washington
ES, ¥Washington
OF, Raahitugton .
CZ, ADFES, Aschorape '
WMF2, BLM, ADRE, Auchorsge
ADZC, EPA, $CS5, USCE, Anchorage -
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Mr. Gary Hickman

Area Director

United States Department of
the “Interior

Fish and Wildlife Service

1011 E. Tudor Road ‘

Anchorage, AK' 99503

Dear Mr. Hickman: - | Susitna Hydroelectric Project

Thank you for your letter dated September 24 concerning federal fish and
wildlife responsibilities for FERC licensing of the Susitna Project. We
who1ehearted1y concur that all activities related to licensing of the
project require careful planning and coordination with all local, state
and federal agencies involved. We also agree that the environmental base-
line studies, and the ensuing assessments and development of appropriate
investigation, compensation and enhancement measures are of particular
concern. We fully intend to address these matters in as comprehensive and
thorough a manner as possible either through the Corps of Eng1neers or our
consultants, Acres American Inc. Selection of the Corps or Acres is
anticipated in November. : '

Some preliminary scoping meetings have already been initiated on our behalf

by Acres American Inc and Terrestrial Environmental Specialists Inc with

the Alaska Departments of Fish and Game and Natural Resources, the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service. We have also
been in touch with Ron Corso of the FERC to solicit his views on the approach
we should take in obtaining the necessary licenses for the project. It is

“our understanding that a key factor in the license application will be a

valid demonstration to the FERC that all involved agencies have been consulted
and that plans for compliance with the appropriate regulations have been
agreed. We have every intention of meeting this requirement to the complete
satisfaction of FERC. Referring to the list of regulatIOns in your letter

we have been advised by Mr. Corso as follows:

(1) Fish and Wildlife Coord1nat1on Act: FERC's own regulations will
govern for federal 11cens1ng of the Susitna Project.

(2) CEQ Regu1at1ons FERC's own regulations will govern for federal
11cens1ng._ ' - :

(3) Section 404 of the Clean Water Act: compliance is necessary.

(4) Executive Order 11990 (Wetlands), and Execut1ve'0rdEr 11988

’ V(Floodplalns) FERC's own regu]at1ons are expected to govern
in the case of Susitna.

(5) ’Endangered_Spec1es Act: compliance is hecessary;



(6) Water Resources Council, Principles and Standards: these only apply
for federal projects, and would not apply if the state selects a
private consultant to undertake the Susitna Feasibility Study.

You should also be aware that we.are planning to directly involve the
ADF3G, ADNR, and possibly other state and federal agencies in appropriate
areas of study. We will gladly keep you informed of progress in all
aspects of the study which are subject to your jurisdiction and look for-
ward to a close and mutually productive relationship.

Sincerely yours,

Eric P. Yould .
Executive Director
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-~ STATE OF ALASRR"/ "' e

[l

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
\ 323 E, 4TH AVENUE
o : DIVISION OF RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 89501

279-5577
s March 26, 1981
ALASKA POWER
AUTHORITY
o - =~ 2 v
—_SUSITNA Eric Yould RECZIVED
FILE > Executive Director 10227 1981
_ =S Alaska Power Authority : e
“EQUENCE_NO.| 333 West 4th, Suite 31
-~ ]/ ¢ 7¢ /] Anchorage, AK 99501 ALASKA POWER AUTHORTE
?
%il g | g [Dear Mr. Yould:
TRy @ =
<& b a Z [The purpose of this letter is to transmit to you the findings and
- =/Ebs recommnendations of the Susitna Hydro Steering Committee in response to
B - APA's request for input and recommendations on the selection of an
i access toad to the Susitna Hydro Dam sites. On March 6, 1981, Alaska
JKL Power Authority staff, contractors and subcontractors provided several
- RRH agency representatives with a briefing and a request for comments 1n
a#a ‘ order to make a determination for surface access to the dam sites. It
'C:RI was requested that our comments be provided to APA by March 23, 1981.
- HEN As a result of comments and concerns expressed by agency representatives
at the March 6 meeting, I agreed to convene the Susitna Hydro Steering
FUA Committee in order to identify and coordinate the concerns of those
APA agency representatives regarding access to the Susitna Hydro sites.
o WwCC The Susitna Hydro Steering Committee met on Friday, March 20, 1981, -
' TES We spent the afternoon discussing varlous issues and concerns surrounding
"&M access to the dam sites with the subcontractors to Acres American. As
ADF&B a result of these discussions and review of the pertinent documents,
=) BUF—5 < ‘report studies, etc,, the Susitna Hydro Steering Coumittee makes the
=3 'I!l.. following comments and recommendations:

l. The Steering Committee representatives recommend coordination
between the decision about access road routes and transmission
line routes. Until this issue was raised by a Steering Committee

= member at the March 20 wmeeting there had been little discussion.

The documents reviewed indicate that this was not a criterion for

establishing potentlal access routes.,

2. There needs to be a systematic declsion-making process explicitly
laid out for determining an access route for the Susitna dams,
This decision~making process should be straight forward so that
agency participants can understand and effectively participate in
establishing proposed access routes, There needs to be a broad
range of criterlia established for determining the acceptability
or nonacceptibllity of various route alternatives. Information
provided by Acres and their subcontractors to date indicates that
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the criteria used to determine access roads were eight in number

and are roadway and railroad technical design parameters exclusively,
It is the recommendation of the Steering Committee members that
there are numerous other criteria which are critical and need
consideration along with the technical road and railroad design
parameters. I would refer you to an attached document entitled
"Suitability for Haul Roads™ to give you an example of a more
comprehensive lists of criteria that need to be imncorporated in

any decision with respect to access to the dam sites.

3. There needs to be a clearer explanation and understanding of the
decisions regarding the timing of building access roads vs. FERC
approval for the project. We were advised by subcontractors that
the timing depends on which access mode and route is determined.
The time of construction and design of these routes variles from
one to three years. The agencles on the Steerlng Committee need
to have a better understanding of how these facts and assumptions
interrelate to each other in order to make informed recommendatioms
to APA.

4, There are numerous specific decisions that will be required
regardless of which access mode and route is ultimately determined
the most appropriate. The location and development of these
facilities could significantly affect the preference and recommendations
from agencies., For example, identification of gravel sites,
spoll sites, stream cressings, constructlion camp service and
maintenance facilities will be needed. The members of the Susitna
Hydro Steering Committee unanimously felt that it was important
and necessary for APA to provide an understanding of how these
decisions will be made and how a quality control system will be
in effect to ensure that tasks are accomplished in accordance
with approvals and designs.

5. The Susitna Hydro Steering Committee members in reviewing the
March 6 and 20 meetings and discussing with subcontractors have
determined that data gathering planned for this summer should be
carried out on several access routes 1n order to make the final
decision as to which one 1s most acceptable, To make a determinaticn
on a specific route with the lack of data/information that we are
currently dealing with and then send researchers and data gatherers
into the field thils summer to gather site specific data on only
one route 1s of questionable utility and logic. The primary
reason why this is questionable 1s because unless comparable data
on several of the prime routes 1s provided, the agencies will be
unable to provide comments as to which route 1s most acceptable,
In summary, we see the gathering and analysis of data on several
proposed routes as the rational basis for making:a determination

as to which access route should be ultimately chosen.

In sumnmary, the Steering Committee wishes to emphasize that it is
willing and anxious to work cooperatively and expeditiously with APA

in identifying and resolving the numerous questions which need to be
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answered in order to make ratlonal decisions with respect to access to
Susitna Hydro sites. Once you and your staff have had an opportunity
to review this letter, I would appreclate an opportunity to sit down
and discuss the specifics of these comments in further detail.

Sincerely yours,

Q8

Al Carson, Chairman
Susitna Hydro Steering Committee

ec: Susitna Hydro Steering Committee Members
R. E. LeResche
Reed Stoops
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Mr. AT Carson, Chafrman
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Susftna Hydro Steering Committee
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Alagka Department of Natural Resources
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. Anchorage, AK 99502
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/géar Mr. Carson: Susitna Hydroelectric Project

Access Road Studies

%
CHED ~ 2]

GILL /< <74

LOWREY

L .
/ 1 acknowledge receipt of your letter of March 26, 1381, to Eric

Wl

{RETZ

Yould, APA. Presentiy, I am in the process of reviewing your com-
p wents and recommendations. I appreciate the Steering Committee's
willingness to work cooperatively with APA in identifying and

‘HUSTEAD

resolving the numerous questions relating to access roads and other

BOVE

aspects of the Susitna studies.

He are presently developing a systematic decision-making process

CHASE

that can be utilized for access road selection and for other

major decisions that will be made as part of the Susitna studies.

The decisfon has been made to obtaim afir photos on all three

maJor access corridors, thus, eliminating the necessity of an

early decision for a preferred corridor.

17,7

Qur decision as to which corridor or corriders will receive detailed
study will not be made unti] we complete our evaluation of overail .
objectives, selection criteria, and data base. The Steering
Comnittee will be given the opportunity to review our selection
process and recommendatfons prior to us making a final decision.

Trusting this meets with your approval.

Sincerely,

Kevin R. Young
KRY:db



ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY

April 15, 1981

Mr. Ef11 Law “nce

Anchorage Operations Office
Environmental Protection Agency
710 C Street '
Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Dear Mr. Lawrence:

Attached is a mid-point report on Susitna Hydroelectric Project. It s
forwarded for your information in response to your earlier expressicn of in-

terest within the context of the Susitna Hydroelectric Project Steering
Committee.

I have asked Mr. Allan Carson, the Chairman of that committee, to forward
meeting minutes to you and to ensure that you are advised of scheduled meetings.

Sincere]y.
FOR THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

" David D. Hozniak
Project Engineer

Attachment: As noted B
cc: Allan Carson w/o attachment
CONCUR:

DM
RAM



ALASKA POWER AUTIIORITY

MEMORANDUM
\\
T0: For the Record i DATE: May 1, 198]
FROM: David D. Wozniak KE» SUBJECT: Steering Committee Mailings

sy
On April 23, 1981, copies of the APA mid-yeéf report and the Plan of Study
were hand carried to USGS and AEIDC. Copies of the mid-year report were
earlier mailed to other members of the Steering Committee. With this

action, all member of the Steering Committee either possess or have access
to both documents.
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ATE OF ALASHA / -—m

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

323 E. 4TH AVENUE

DIVISION OF RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501
279-5577
May 8, 1981 RECEIVED
g 171981
Eric Yould R, \
Executive Director AU£&APOVkR1“HHORﬂ{

Alaska Power Authority
333 W. 4th Avenue, Suite 31
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear: Eric:

The Susitna Hydro Steering Committee has reviewed the Alaska Power
Authority's March 1981 Mid Report to Governor Hammond and the Alaska
Legislature, Specific comments from the Steering Committe members
regarding this report are provided below. In general, ho%ever, the
Committee was disappointed that APA did not permit our review of this
report prior to its circulation, as several members have discovered
factual errors in several locations in the text, and most have reservations
about conclusions reached by APA regarding environmental feasibility.
Dave Woznlak has assured me that, in the future, the Steering Committee
will be included as reviewers of all APA documents of this nature on
the Susitana Project,. and in particular I have been assured that the
Steering Committee members will be provided an opportunity to comment
upon the draft of the final feasibility report to the Governor and
Legislature scheduled for March, 1982,

The following are specific comments on the 1981 Mid Report:

1. There appears to be a great deal of misunderstanding on the
part of the External Review Panel (and perhaps others associated
with this project) regarding both the scope and the completion
date for the feasibility studies. The feasibility studies
currently underway will not, as we understand it, terminate
in mid-1982 when the Application for License is filed with
FERC (assuming the decision is made to file). Feasibility
studies will in fact continue for several more years in
order to gather sufficient environmental or other informationm -
with which a reasoned decision can finally be made whether
or not to construct (FERC staff alone will require a great
deal more information than will be_available in 1982 with
which they can prepare a draft environmental impact statement).
The March 20, 1981 letter signed by five members of the
External Review Panel refers to "...feaslbility studies...
completion in April, 1982" and "...present studies, supplemented
by appropriate additional investigations, to their 1982
completion date,”" While "Phase I" may end in 1982, "Phase
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II" will continue for several more years, as we perceive it.
We suggest you make this point clear both with the External

Review Panel and with the Govermor and Legislature. We also
suggest that, via your public participatiom activities, the

public be fully and accurately informed about the length of

time required to (a) determine whether or not to apply for a
FERC license, (b) finally determine project feasibility, and
{(c) obtain a FERC license and actually begin construction.

2. The Steering Committee is of the opinion that the report is
too much of a '"sales document'" rather than a balanced assessment
of what is known to date regarding Susitna feasibility.
example, 1t is stated on page 7-6 "whether positive or
negative the overall change in the Cook Inlet salmon fishery
will probably be slight." Recognizing the paucity of supporting
data the committee feels this conclusion, and others like it
in the Environmental Implications chapter, are premature.

For

3. Individual Steering Committee members have found technical
errors in various places in this report. Rather than enumerate
these detailed comments at this time, you may expect comments

from individual Steering Committee members or their agencies
in the near future.

Finally, I have been informed that the External Review Panel plans to
convene in Alaska in the near future., I request an opportunity for
the Steering Committee to meet with the Panel, perhaps when they are
briefed on this year's field studies. Also, in order to keep members
of this External Review Panel appraised of future Steering Committee
concerns and technical comments on the Susitna studies, we feel it
appropriate to circulate to Panel members letters, memoranda, etc. .
generated from the Steering Committee., We believe the Panel members
would benefit from Steering Committee comments, particularly since
they might not otherwise have an opportunity to gain insights into

state and federal agency scientific/technical, regulatory, and public
interest concerns.

I hope you find these comments constructive. We will provide Mr. Wozniak
a detailed outline of steering committee interests and concerns regarding
the Plan of Study at our May 28 meeting.

Sincerely,

Q& Canapa

Al Carson
Chairman

cc: Dave Wozniak
Steering Committee Members




ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY

June 2, 1981

Mr. Al Carson

Chafrman

Susitna Hydroelectric Steering
Committee _

Departuent of Natural Resources

323 E. 4th Avenue .

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Al:

Thank you for your letter dated Hay 8, 1981 concerning the 1981 Mid Report
and associated matters. Regretfully, heavy travel commitments within the
office have slowed this response somewhat. lNonetheless, 1t 1s important
that the points raised by your letter be addressed

Our current schedule calls for the publishing of a very well developed
draft of the final feasibility study report by March 15, 1982. I reaffim
our comnitment to provide this draft to you and fellow members of the
Steel 'ng Committee for review. I think there is scme confusion, however,
concerning other documents to be reviewed. Ia principle, the Power
Authority welcomes the Steering Committee revisw of our various effort..
Unfortunately, we have not yet agreed as to the 1tems worthy of Steering
Comittee review. As I have noted to you on several occasions, we would
1ike to interact with the Cceomittee rather than continue the 1nterm1 ttent,
somewhat adversary contacts that have characterized our past discussions.
If we are to be truly interactive, your contribution to defining the areas
of interaction is essentfal. To that objective, let me repeat my suggestion
that the Steering Committee, utilizing the Plan of Study as its guideline,
identify specific areas and/or events and the associatod degree of depth
with which they wish to be involved. Given a clear understanding of
expected areas of interaction, the problem of Steering Committee review
or nonreview of the Hid Report might not have occurred.

Insofar as future project milestones are concerned, the effort currently
in progress, varfously called "Feasibility Study” and/or "Phase I", has
as major objectives, determining the technical and economic feasibility
of the proposal, and, i1f feasible, generating the data necessary for a
Federal Energy Regulatory Commissfon {FERC) license application. This
step 1s bounded by a Power Authority contract with Acres American, Inc.,
a contract which terminates in mid-1982. That date 1s consistent with 2
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legislatively mandated Power Authority recommendation to the Governor

and Legislature by April, 1982 on project continuation or abandonment.

The underlying assumption is that sufficient information will be available
by that time to make a reascned and reasonable judagmant on whether or not
to submit the license application. (Please note that this is not a -
decision to "buiid® or “not build", a point I will address further on.)
Strictly speaking then, the "Feasibility Study” will in fact terminate
in mid-1982, by virtue of the contract terminating.

If the mid-1982 decision is to continue with the Susitna Hydroelectric
Project proposal, we will enter a period freguently reofervad to as

Phase II. It would be characterized by submittal of the FERC license
application, commencement of detailed engineering development, and contin-
uance of a substantial amount of {nvestigations of the project area,
including such subjects as fish resources. B8y mid-1984, it is anticipated
the license application, as supplemented and modified by the continuing
fnvestigatfons, will be approved. Given FERC approval (and a number oY
other, lesser regulatory approvals), the question of build or not butld
will then be referred to the State government, where a decisi{on on con-
struction will emerge through the political procgess.-

Recent discussions with the External Review Panal suggests that they are :
Very clear on this sequence of events, and this same concept, (although

worded slightly differently) was advanced in the Hid Report. Accordingly,

I must conclude that both the panel and the public have been fully and

accurately informed about the project flow. Certainly, there was no intent

to be anything less than accurate, and intimations to that effect warrant
strong objection.

I regret your latter arrived tco late to accommedate a joint convening of
the Steering Coomittee and the External Review Pamel. As a partial accom-
modation to your request for such a joint convening, please let me note
that the meetings of June 3-5, 1581 are gpen to the public, and members

of the Steering Committee are more than welcome to observe the proceedings.
(The Committee was made aware of this last week.) He agree with your
suggestion that the External Review Panel be kept appraised of Steering
Committee concerns and technical coments, and have no cbjection whatsoever
to circulating letters, memoranda, etc., generated by the Steering Committee.
However, a review of such material indicates the only data generated by

the comnittee to date are comments to the procedures manuals, a letter
concerning the access proposals, and your May 8, 1981 letter. Finally,
with respect to a joint convening, we are certainly agreeable. I think

we need further discussion to define format and attendance; for example,

I am not sure that our geotechnical representative would gain greatly from
comments advanced by the matural sciences community. Perhaps we will

want to focus our efforts on the environmental representative, Dr. Lespold.
Further, to be efficient {substantial expense fs involved in bringing the
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panel members to Alaska and paying their per d1EM) as wall as professismal
I am sure you will want to give some thought to the structuringéand ?f#ﬁi1=
content of your formal presentations. I would welcome continued dialogus
on this subject. : ¢ claiogia

Sincerely,
David D. Wozniak

Project Manager

- CONCUR: RAM
EPY



2207 Spenard Road
Anchorage, Alaska

DEPARTMENT OF FISII AND GAME 99503
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August 21, 1981 U 0218, d 02-V-81-TES-8.0
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Mr. Jeffrey 0. Barnes

Environmental Study Manager

Terrestrial Environmental Specialists

R.D. 1 Box 388 e
Phoenix, New York -13135

RE: Anchorage-Fairbanks Preliminary Transmission Route Selection
Dear Jeff:

Attached are the comments by Region II of the Habitat Division to the
proposed Anchorage-Fairbanks Transm1ss1on Route.

I might note that Sport Fish Division's Regional Supervisor, Russ

Redick, indicated in a recent meeting that a State Division of Parks
access and wayside development extending from the Parks Highway on the .
north side of Willow Creek to the Susitna River is envisioned for possible
development if funding is approved the Legislature this next session.
Consideration should be given to the potentia] impact of the transmission
line to that proposed development, which is expected to receive heavy
recreational use. i

The Su Hydro Aquatic Studies Team has no additional comments at this
time.

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

cc: C. Yanagawa
E gggne1der



- MEMORANDUM

= vo: Thomas W. Trent

: Su-Hydro Aquatic Coordinator
Sport Fish Division

e Anchorage

- FROM:Car]l M. Yanagawa W

Regional Supervisor
Habitat Divisi

{JY: Th 5?73T\§rm1nski,

]

O2-IT-Bl ~“WF oo
ezfd<%|flcs
State of Alds =

pate:  August 6, 1981 !?6]3
2, o Sy
“FILE NO: ‘/‘7“' N ’;. . -\_@O-
- 344-0541, Ext. 6;95'30 L <
.TELEPHDNE NO: - ‘ R { . -._‘:_p_,:

SUBJECT: Anchorage Fairbanks
Preliminary Transmission elg,ﬁhz
Route Selection o 0

gional Lands Specialist

Region II has reviewed the pre11m1nary route selection for the proposed

transm1551on Tine and submlts the following comments:

In areas where the line approaches or 1nfr1nges upon ‘Susitna State Game

Refuge, alignment should be adjusted to avoid areas utilized by moose

and waterfowl. Clearing and construction near these areas should be
scheduled to minimize disturbances to wildlife. o

The R-0-W segment from Cook Inlet to Talkeetna especially_.east of the

f‘ Parks Highway north of Willow should be cleared and encouraged to regenerate
as moose browse. Between Willow and Talkeetna this has the benefit of
possibly halting the westward winter migration of-moose to the Susitna

- River. On years with heavy.snowfall as many as 200 moose have been-

‘ killed by motorists and trains as they wander through the area. "In
addition, R-0-W clearing and construction must be scheduled to prevent

Ll

confllcts with moose and sport hunt1ng activities.

wlth respect ‘to stream crossings, most of the streams within the proposed
corridor provide spawning and rearing habitat for anadromous fish. We
do not expect any significant fisheries impacts from an aerial line,

however, R-0-W clearing must be avoided at crossing sites to maintain
watershed integrity and preserve riparian wildlife hab1tats.

We suspect that there w111 be a great public outcry w1th respect to the

aesthetics-visual impacts related to the proposed alignment, especially’
= where it nears the highway, popular recreation areas and small communities.

We suggest that APA conduct pub11c hear1ngs regard1ng the proposed
alignment and delete or relign those segments of the route that are’

and/or winter construction.

“ most objectionable. Most of our concerns can be met through use of ..
timing constraints, stream buffers, selective clearing, helicopter

If you have further questions, please contact us.
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BEFABTMENT OF NATURAL BESGUECES
IXYE #TM AVENUE

DIVESERY OF RESEARCH & DEVEL OPUENT AmcrnRAGE. aLASKA SO
FFa-Th53

Bowember 5, 1981
REGEIVED

af s ey
NOY 823l

#r. Eric ¥ould, Executive Directar ] o
Alaska Power Buthority ZACHA FOER AUTERY

Dear Hr, ‘fmﬂ..d:

The purpase of this lstter is to transwit to the Alaska Power Authority
{AP4) coments from the Susitna Bydreelectric Stesring Camsittee (SHSC) con-
cerning APR's proposals for access to the proposed Susitne River dam sites.
These comeents are in response 1o information provided the HiSC froa two access
route seatings with APA and their contraciors and the dooments greparsd by APA
conttractors and distribefed durieg these meetings. AL the October 20. 1981
ageting APA requesied SHSC comments by Movesher 6, 1581, The SHSE appreciates
the fact that APA continued detailed consideration and studies of several acgess -
route opiicns this yedr rather than focusing on 2 3ingie Toute,

The SHAL review identified four areas of concern that eerited commeni
Thuse four are:
1. A critique of the studies of 2vcess routes which provide for conf
tion of the dams.
ekt B . _ i  SEQ.EL0E e
2. The relationship beitween timing of dccess roule consirucison and{E 7, 5 7
Cacoral Enaroy Reguiaiony Commcotan (FERCY Soorma I li674
ederai Energy Regulatlory Comsmission {FERC; aporoval for dams. (5 —5
’ z ¥ = -
3.  The reiztionship of access route decision and sodes of access WIE S 2 -
rogionsl land use management pglicies. : g2 =
¥

4. The issucs resultant from Tand status and Tand cemership affectes
the proposed project. ‘

the potential impacts of borrow sites apd zccess 1o these sites, and frans
=issfon Tine{s! routing. Access corridors which serve 2 dml, or triple, furpos
in regard o these other projoct acress needs would be highly desirabie frem-s

(%

ecision-makim criteria.




=,

The acces: preferences expressed beigw periain io the general localioen
cited for the corridors and Ire based upon the enviromsental data and conciu-
sions contained within the enyiromental donments preparsd for Subtask Z.10.
Access Road Assessment. [t does nol regresent our endorscment of 2@ particuiar
i-miig-wide corridor, 2s presented.

The SIBC zgrees with the Terresirial Lnviromeental Saemansts Im:- posi-
tion that arcess viz fhe ﬁ aska railrcad to Goid Creek is emyirgmeentaliy pre-
ferable. Railroad access to at Jeast Devil Canyon would aileviate the ﬁeag for
a staging erea at Gold Creek and the consequent human sctivity, land use, fuel
5piils, and othe~ Impacis on the Gold Creek ares. ¥e recogmized that a2 staging
area at Devi! Canyon would be required in any case. Iheasenftmsmssme
terminus of a railroad appears ito make » greal deal of sewe, Additicnally,
fesl that the south zide route from Gwid Creek to Devil Canyon is grefﬂraale
since & trail aiready exists there, From Devil Canyon $o Malana, we prefer a
route en the porth side of the Susiine Hiver, At the October 20, 1581 sestieg
the S50 s foformed by B . favid Wozniak of APA that there were twn {2}
addftional railroad routesmode options {a total of 10) . If feasihle we gon-
erally prefer & rafl mnde af access to and within the project site.

The SHSL identified three (3} environmentaily sensitive areas that should
be avoided. Those are:

1. The routes fros the fenali Highay.

Z.  The route crossing the Indian River and through setiands 10 the Parks
Highway.

i
¥
5
:

Susitna Kiver §

2

3, k2 route an the scuth side aof th
tha proposed Hatsna dag site.

in evaluating the access route selection process undertaken by the APA and
1ts contractors, the S..ear;ng {eenitice fqﬂst:ans the wvalidiily of the mr-:ﬁ-
tine in 1593 assusption/mandate, The “He've got to hurry up and put in- z road
to meet the 1993 deadline® =}3u“{!ﬂ._h gppears, fro= currently zvailable ra.; .-
and the brisfings received by the Susitma Hydrosleciric Steering Lomsittec an
Octgber 20, 1981, to point toward the ascessity of a oionser rosd consiructed
before a FEHD Ticense 15 granted, or seleciion of an apparently envirorementaily

unagceptable denalt Highway access route.

ln

tocal utilities are mot appresching construction of 2 project t‘-rn magniluds

af Susitna in 1993 as a2 foregone conclusion and are making cantimgency plans is

EEEt projected pamer needs. 6as and coal genarsted power options are ?:az'ing
examined. In addition, Ffeesibility studies ara csrrently | {
the .5, Argy Corps of Er-gzrai:rs zr the ARA

generating sites. Tk ; :

proyida :."{nm:'t

thEt The 1993 ﬁﬂﬁﬁ! ine®

isperative. Thus the SHSC does not believe the 1993 deadiin constrain
*“fe overall decision-making procecs and the grderly progress of various studies
i Fermittd

agencies, includin
pverall project.

ian
an project .eas.bﬁ ity and envi



Public atgess to the dam sites and through the Upper Susitna Yalley is
canplex and 2 controversial subject and we belicve this issue shauld be given
thorough evaiuation in the route selection process. How canstruction-related
access is oblained to 3 greal extent determines ihe project-relatzd wildiife and
socloeconomic jmpacts. tThe APA has been soliciting the views of local residents
(Talkeetna, Trapper Creek. etc.) in regard to the zccess question. The majority
of resicents want to minimize impacts to both their community and tie Upper
Susitna Valley. The APR has solicited the vicws of the. ctate and federal resource 7
agencies. It has been the predominant ¥iew of these agencies, which represent
public interests on & state or national level, that groject-related wildlife
impacts shouid be limited to the mximum extent practicable. In addition, the
AFA has expressed the desire to(maximize the cptions for future public access.
de beliave that these views mesh, Rinimizing impacts and maximiring options for
future public 2ccess can be achieved by mimicking, to the extent possible, the
states quo. For example, 1o provide full public aceess through a road system,
forecioses the future option of maintaining the existing character of the Upper
Susitra valiey.

Use of rail as the access wode fncreases the potential for management and
control of socioecanomic and environmental impacts. Maxfuized rail use provides
for the Tollowing advantages over rgad access: )

i. Mafstains 2 maximum range of future decision optiens.

2. f{mviﬁes for coatrol of workey impacts on local] communities and wild-
life,

3. Decresses the polential of hazardous saterinl spills due 10 adverse
wasther conditions and siitiple handlina.

4, Disturbance tc wildiife adjzcant to the route can be sore easily
contralied. ‘

5. Direct access vight-of-way refated habitat josses can be significantly
tmited. ,

~ Briefly the land siatus of the project area has nol changed significentiy
within the iast year. There are several comnlex problems concerning Tand siatus
that have been brought to your attention by BLM.

Thank you for the epportunity to raview and comment on the Actess koad
Asscssment decuments.  We ook forward to receiving the Tin3al version of these
documents after Rovember 15, 1981, and anticipate providing additional recom-
mendations into this decision-making process.

Sincarsly,

o {-}

Q‘% M.
Al Carson, (haivman
Susitna Kydroesleciric
Steering Coemittes

cer DL Hoanisk, APK
Steering Comitise Hanbers

g

2. Stoops
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- Mr. John Rego

WILLETT

Bureau of Land Management

WITTE

BERRY

701-C Street

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Susitna.Hydroelectrie Project

~ | HAYDEN

LAMB

Transmission Corridor Report

LAWRENCE

SINCLAIR

Dear Mr. Rego:

VANDERBURGH

=

As you know, Acres American, Incorporated is under contract to the Alaska

b

Power Authority to conduct a feasibility study and prepare a Federal Energy

CARLSON

Regulatory Commission (FERC) license application for the Susitna Hydro-

FRETZ

JEX

electric Project. The scheduled date for submission of the application is

LOWREY

in June of 1982.

SINGH

Federal law and FERC regulations require that the reports supporting the

FERC application be prepared in consultation with Federal and State agen-

cies having managerial authority over certain project aspects. This coor-

HUSTEAD

BOVE

d1nat1on must be documented in the 11cense app11cat10n.,,

A great deal of coordination. has taken place at agency staff 1evels by dir-

CHASEV

ect part1c1pation in studies or by participation in committees and task

groups. ' This input, however, has been primarily by staff and may not nec-

essar11y reflect the views of the agency. For this reason, we are conduct-

ing a parallel formal coordination process, by requesting agency comments

F’-ﬂ

on key study outputs. The plan of study was the first document coordinated
in this manner. Over the next year, there will be several more. This par-
allel process will affect the other coordination activities of the study.

At this time, we request that the Bureau of Land Management review the
attached Report, “Transmission Line Corridor Screening Closeout Report”,
particularly in the areas of aesthetics, land use, and land management.

' ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED



Development Selection Report - 2 November 9, 1981

Your prompt attention to this matter will enable us to continue planning
the best possible development for all interests. A response within thirty
days of receipts would be great]y appreciated. Please send a copy of your
comments to: '
.»Er1c Yould, Executive Director

Alaska Power Authority

333 West 4th Avenue -

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Very truly yours,

/LLNJ f/ut
k_zggb/ John D. Lawrence -

JDL/MMG: jgk Project Manager

cc: Eric Yould, Alaska Power Authority ﬁiﬁ .

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATEL —




Preceding Letter Sent To:

Mr. Lee Wyatt

Planning Director
Matanuska-Susitna Borough
Box B

Palmer AK 99645

Mr. John Rego

Bureau of Land Management
701 C.Street

Anchorage, AK 99501

Mr. Tom Barnes

O0ffice of Coastal Management

Division of Policy Development
and Planning

Pouch AP

Juneau, AK 99811

Mr. John E. Cook
Regional Director
National Park Service
540 West Fifth Avenue
Anchorage, AK 99501

Mr. Ernest W. Mueller

Commissioner

Alaska Department of
Environmental Conservation

Juneau, AK 99801

Ms. Lee McAnerney

Department of Regional Affairs
Pouch B _

Juneau, AK 99811

Mr. Ronald 0. Skoog

Commissioner

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Juneau, AK 99801

Mr. Keith Schreiner

Regional Director

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
11011 E. Tudor Road

Anchorage, AK 99503

Colonel Lee Nunn

District Engineer

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.0. Box 7002

Anchorage, AK 99510

Mr. John Katz

Alaska Department of Natural
Resources

Pouch M

Junean, AK 99811

Mr. Robert Shaw
State Historic Preservation
Office

‘Alaska Department of Natural

Resources
619 Warehouse Avenue
Anchorage, AK 99501

Regional Administrator

U.S. Environmental Proection
Agency

1200 South Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

Mr. Robert McVey, Director
Alaska Region

‘National Marine Fisheries Service

P.0. Box 1668
Juneau, AK 99802



~surpassed our expectations of site incidence in the area. The report shpow

STATE OF ALASKA
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December 4, 1981 ACRES Reicag INCORPIRATED ;
Re: 1130-13 | | | i

AC QN

TED

£

Bigiata.

LN BAY,

DCW

John D. Lawrence : T DL i

Project Manager »

cAD |

Acres American, Inc.

The Liberty Bank Building, Main at Court __Qghjnfi
Buffalo, New York 14202 : AW H

JPS

||

Dear Mr. Lawrence:

tPZH

Bty

We have reviewed the 1980 reports by the University of Alaska Museum dedIip

Bl sNT

|

with the cultural resources of the Susitna Hydroelectric project area. [Th

DWL

report documents the survey activities conducted during 1980 which adeguete

Jreay

accomplish the tasks outlined in the proposed work plan. The sampling plap-
a

designed on the basis of geomorphic features and known use areas seems tio

| ki RC

§ a2RY

that the first level inventory was very competently conducted and recordkd

The second year activities as outlined in the procedures manual was accopm-

TN

plished in the 1981 field season according to informationr gaimed throug

X,

understand that the field research strategy was changed slightly from th

/

verbal communication with the principle archaeological investigators. W
Ll
ET-

expected due to information gained during 1980. These changes appear to

g
4 Fl LE

more directly addressed problems which surfaced during the course of analys
of the 1980 data. A fimal review of the 1981 results and reports will have
await receipt of that document.

We feel that the steps taken thus far in the cultural resource management o
the project have been excellent and one of the few instances of adequate le
time. We would like to make the observation that the work thus far is only
preliminary to the work yet needed for the Susitna Hydroelectric project.

Reconnaissance and testing of yet to be examined areas should continue. Th

is
to

f
ad

e .

clearances of specific areas of disturbance provided as additional survey by

the Museum should indicate the continued need for clearances of ancillary
projects which could affect cultural resources. Also, a formal mitigation
plan for those sites to be affected by the project must be formulated. Onc
definite decisions on the route of access to the project area from existing
road systems are made, those access routes and material sites must be exami
for conflicts and needs for mitigation. Issuance of a permit by the Federa
Energy Regulatory Commission should and probably will include provisioas
specifying under federal law the need for such protection.

e

ned
1
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John D. Lawrence
December 4, 1981
Page 2 -

If you have any questions regarding our comments contained'here, please call
us. We look forward to receiving the report on 1981 field work.

Sincerely,

Chip Dennelein
Director

Robert . Shaw
State Historic Preservation Officer

By:

cc: Dr. E. James Dixon
Curator of Archaeology
University of Alaska Museum
University of Alaska
Fairbanks, Alaska 99701

Eric Yould

Executive Director
Alaska Power Authority
333 W. 4th Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

DR:clk
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DEC 2 & 1981

John D. Lawrence

Acres American, Incorporated
The Liberty Bank Building
Main at Court

Buffalo, New York 14202

SUBJECT: Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Summary Annual Environmental
Report-1980 and Transmission Line Corridor Screening Report

Dear Mr., Lawrence:

Thank you for sending us the above reports for our review. We have also
received the Development Selection Report and will be forwarding our
comments to you on that report before the end of December.

We appreciate the extensive coordination effort and the opportunity to
review and comment on Susitna reports as they are prepared. 1 further
appreciate your attempts to ensure that the views of the Agency are
adequately reflected in this process. While we have been coordinating
with the Susitna Interagency Steering Committee, our budget restrictions
have limited our active participation more than I would like. In this
regard, it would be extremely helpful to us if you could provide us an
overview of your consultation plan and the schedule for future reviews.
This will better enable us to give you timely comprehensive comments on
the various segments of the study, with the overall project perspective
in mind.

EPA is particularly interested in information on wetland mapping, water
guality and water quantity modeling and project alternatives. The 1980
Environmental Report appropriately points out the interrelationships and

ecology. However, it does not cover EPA's areas of interest directly.

g

7

E_adgimpor'tance of these areas to wildlife survival and downstream fish
e

We would like to review the reports on these subjects when they are

available.

|

T

ACRES Awcnivan bibeEriRAI T
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We support the emphasis in the Environmental Report and related studies
on identifying ways to minimize the environmental impacts of the Susitna
project. In particular, selection of the access route and type of access
is an issue witn long term environmental consequences wnich offers many
opportunities for minimizing impacts. EPA supports the concept of
minimizing impacts by use of a single corridor for both access and trans-
mission needs, as pointed out in poth the Transmission Line Corridor
Screening Report and the Environmental Report. We encourage you to
incorporate tnese kinds of suggestions from agencies and the Steering
Committee into the project selection, construction and operation plans.
Such commitments will certa1n1y pos1t1ve1y influence rev1ews of any FERC
11cense application.

We have some concerns with the conclusions about the Central Study area
in the Transmission Line Corridor Screening Report. There appear to be
different opinions on the environmental consequences of selecting Corri-
dor 1 versus Corridor 14, We feel that additional areas should be
included in future studies of the central corridor, to provide a broader
data base from which such conclusions can be drawn. More specifically,
in this area, Corridor One {ABCD), which roughly follows the south side
of the Susitna River, is the recommended corridor based on Acre's techni-
cal, economic and environmental criteria. Corridor 14 (AJCD) follows the
same route as Corridor 1 from Gold Creek to Devils Canyon, but crosses to
tne north side of the Susitna River for the section from Devils Canyon to
the Watana dam site. Corridor 14 nas technical and economic ratings as
high as Corridor 1, but was not recommended because of environmental and
land use conflicts in segment CJ. On solely environmental grounds, it
appears that an access route similar to Corridor 14 is preferred to
Corridor 1 by both Terrestrial Environmental Specialists, Incorporated
(Environmental Report page 73 and 82) and the Susitna Hydroelectric
Steering Committee (letter from Al Carson, Chairman, to Eric Yould, dated
November 5, 1981.) Therefore, the areas of the central corridor to be
further studied should include the north side of the river between Devils
Canyon and the Watana dam site to encompass segment CJA as well as
segment CBA.

One reason for the different conclusions regarding the environmentally
preferable route between Devils Canyon and the Watana Dam site may be the
Environmental Report's and the Steering Committee's identification of the
most environmentally sensitive areas, wnhich then have the nighest priori--
ty to be avoided. It may be desirable to use a similar approach during
tne more detailed route selection studies, especially in areas where
wetlands must be crossed. Identifying and-then avoiding primary and
secondary impacts to the most valuable wetland habitats should be an
important part of the more detailed studies of all three transmission

-study areas.
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We appreciate the opportunity to review this report. Please contact me
or Judi Schwarz, of my staff, if you would like to discuss our comments.
We can be ffeached at (206) 442-1266 and (206) 442-1096, respectively.

Eric Yould, Alaska Power Authority
Al Carson, Department of Natural Resources
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. John R. Spencer

gional Administrator

.S. Environmental Protection Agency
on X

@ Sixth Avenue '
AW _ENCE attle, Washington 98101

ar Mr..Spencar: Susitna Hydroelectric Project

Formal A8ency Coordination

ank you for your letter of December 21, 1981;
ggestions are very much appreciated.
the issues you raised:

your constructive
I will attempt to respond

1. 1 am enclosing a description of our formal agency coordination
pian, indicating which agencies will receive which reports.
Regarding schedule, EPA will be recefving the following
renorts on or around the followina dates:

a) Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Options - January 1932
b) Instream Flow Study Plan - February 1982

c) Susitna Feasibility Study - March 1982

Under separate cover you will be receiving an invitation to
attend a meeting in Anchorage on January 21, 1982 explaining
our Formal Agency Coordinaaion Program.
2. HWetland mapping nas been conducted as part of the study.
For your information, I am enclosing the 1980 Plant Ecology
Summary Report and a set of vegetatfon maps. All wetlands
within the proposed impoundment zones {including a one half
mile buffer) and within known borrow area were mapped, utilizing

the new U.S. Fish and Wi1d1ife Service Classification (Cowardin
et. al. 1979),




Mr. John R, Spencer January 4, 1982

page 2

3. " Project alternatives are discussed in the Development Selection

Report which you have received and will be disaussed further
in the Feas{bility Study.

4. Water quality {ssues and water quantity modeling results will
be found in the Feasibii{ty Study.

5. Following selection of the accass route, the transmission Tine
corridor in the central study area has been expanded (as
indicatad on page 7-4 of the Transmission Line Corr{dor Screening
Report) to include a larger area on the north side of the Susitna
River. This will result in a single corrddor being used for
both the access route and the transmission line corridor. This
was done bath to eeduce impacts via access and to avoid the
large wetland areas on the south side of the Susitna River.

6. Transmission 1ine routing studies are currently being conducted.
Wetlands is a parameter in the selection process. I think you
can appreciate, however, 1t will not be possible to avoid ail
wetlands in the area, simply becausa there are so many.

Again, thank yog for your comments. If you have further questions, please
let me know.

Sinceraly yours,

John D. Lawrence

Project Manager
MMG/Jh

.ce: E. Yould, APA



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmaspheric Administration

National Marine Fisheries Service
P.0. Box 1668
Juneau, Alaska 99802

December 31, 1981

- RTCEIVED
Mr. John D. Lawrence, Project Manager :

.~ ACRES American Inco:porated JAN 0 4 1382

: Consulting Engineers B e s
The Liberty Bank Building Main at Court ACRes wicniinn InGUKEURATED

poca Buffalo, New York 14202

Dear Mr. Lawrence:

‘ We have received the Susitna Hydroelectric Project Environmental Report
prepared by Terrestrial Environmental Specialists (TES). We have limited
our review of this series of documents to those concerning the fisheries

- studies, i.e., the Summary Annual Report and Fish Ecology Annual Report.

The presentation of 1980 work done by TES towards assessing the impacts
e of development and operations of the project on the fishery and proposing
: measures to minimize or mitigate adverse impacts was reviewed without
~ substantial comment, as much of it was very preliminary. Also, no
review was made of the 1980 fish ecology program due to delay in pub-
lishing the detailed procedures manual. In addition to *the lack of
substantial information presented in these reports, we believe the timing
of this review request makes an in-depth agency review inappropriate.

#saskA POWER | The main benefit derived from this review would have been to allow changes
| AuTHORITY or redirection of efforts to be made in the 1981 field studies. However,
 SUSITNA | as of this date, the 1981 environmental studies have been completed.

FILE P5700

__;Z_;f_ wé look forward to receiving the 1981 Environmental Studies Annual Reports,
7§cQUENCE NO. as these documents should provide the basis for our review of the draft

FeasibiTity Report.

o 2L/
iz ﬁ[ o Sincerely,
19 @
gl ]
[ -
=z o P e ’%M

Robert H. McVey

ek
g
oy
z
;;L_?.«_tﬂg_?f Director, Alaska Region
P CAD
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FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

IN REPLY REFER TO: 1011 E. TUDOR RD. ' JAN 1 9 195
WAES ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99503 ACn;
(907) 276-3800 ® dinchiGAY MEORP=oaT
05 JAN 1982 '

Mr. Erie Yould
Executive Director
Alaska Power Authority
334 W. Fifth Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Mr. Yould:

Mr. John Lawrence of Acres American, in his letter of November 9, 1981,
requested that we review the Transmission Corridor Report. We offer the
following comments:

Although we realize that the Amchorage-Pairbanks Transmission Intertie was
assessed by Gilbert/Commonwealth and not Acres American, the two studies —
need to be fully compatible, coordinated, and unified in a single document
for submission to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC).

NETHORITY
' @UJS’IT!':\IR___ The conclusion of the Intertie study was that it is. justifiable in the

4 absence of the Susitna Hydroelectric Project. However, the Susitna

PRE P570R J' Project is not wiable without the Intertie. In that we anticipate
‘IL/—;@Z reviewing the Intertie as a component of the Susitna Hydroelectric FERC

SEQUENCE ¥0, license application, we believe it should be included in the pre-licemnse

- ALIBIA ROWER g

A48 coordination process.

4 5 g § The extensive public participation workshops undertaken for the Intertie

5 i b § were well done and provided for an effective interagency and public

<i%2}| o© %.] dialogue. We highly commend the Alaska Power Authority (APA) for that -
“Toew program. We recommend that a similar effort be undertaken for the Susitna

Transmission corridors selection process.

-

8§
AN
» N\
e}

i

: Land ownership is a potentizl major issue and needs to be fully explored.
A%y Tt is not evident from this report that a sufficient effort was expended.
/’/;f

SIWH The list of authorities contacted (p 8-3) does not list representatives of
Jps either the Bureau of Land Management or the Alaska Department of Natural -
tPGH Resources, the principal state and federal land management agencies.

e
b= SNT ggy Remote lakes, such as those in the Matanuska-Susitna Valley, are utilized
DWL by trumpeter swans for nesting and rearing cygnets during summer and
. fall. Recent data indicate that continued development and disturbance on
lakes used for nesting is causing birds to abandon certain areas.
‘ Selection of a transmission corridor should be accomplished cognizant of
S a0 the habitat requirements and movement patterns of waterfowl and other

; W:LL migratory birds.

3
i
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As required by the Endangered Species Act (87 Stat. 884, as amended), the
FERC, or their designee, should formally request a list of threatened or
endangered species from this agenecy. If the list indicates that these species
are present in the project area, FERC is required under Section 7(c) to
conduct a Biological Assessment. This assessment would identify any listed
or proposed threatened or endangered species and discuss potential project
related impacts. The assessment is to be completed within 180 days after
receipt of the official list, unless a time extension is mutually agreed

. upon. .It should be noted, that this work toward the assessment may have

already been completed through your previous investigations, and should be
included as part of the Envirommental Impact Statement for the project. 1In
any event, no contract for physical construction may be entered into and no
physical construction may begin until the Biological Assessment is completed.
If the conclusions drawn from the Biological Assessment indicate that endan-
gered or threatened species are likely to . be affected by the construction
project, FERC is required by Section 7(a) to request formal consultation.

Management of the transmission lime right-of-way (ROW) could result in positive
or negative habitat value impacts. TIn certain situations clearing of the
entire ROW width can be undertaken to. enhance moose browse. 1In other places
minimal habitat disturbance may be the most appropriate management. Once
transmission corridors have been agreed to, discussions as to appropriate
habitat management practices should be initiated with the FWS and the Alaska
Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G). Clearing for the purpose of enhancing
moose browse should only be done after an on-ground evaluation by the ADF&G

and Alaska Plant Materials Center to ensure that vegetation within that
corridor can be enhanced by clearing.

Where the proposed alignment follows the existing highway, railroad, or

utility corridors, the potential for disturbances to wildlife habitats would
be minimized. Access to the dams should be fully coordinated with transmission
line routing. Access corridors which serve a dual purpose in regard to

project access needs would be highly desirable from.several decision-making
criteria. '

Public access to the damsites and through the Upper Susitna Valley is a
complex and a controversial subject and we believe this issue should be given
thorough evaluation in the selection of access routes, mode of access, trans-
mission line routing, and method of maintenance access for the transmission
lines. How construction- and maintenance-related access is obtained to a
great extent determines the project-related wildlife and socioeconomic impacts.
Construction and maintenance of transmission lines should not provide for
additional public access over that provided by the dam access route.

We concur with the report conclusion that of the three corridor alternatives
presented for Healy to Fairbanks, segment ABC is the most acceptable. Our
preference would be for the transmission line to closely parallel and when-
ever possible to share the existing Healy-Fairbanks transmission line ROW.
Also, we believe that an additional alternative, that of sharing the railroad
ROW, should be evaluated.

We concur with the Acres American position that segmenﬁ AEF is the least
desirable alternative of those presented for the Willow to Anchorage
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segment. We also agree that segment AB would have extensive adverse f'
envirommental impacts. However, we believe further study should be

undertaken to evaluate corridor options from Willow to Palmer which are

closely aligned with the highway or other existing ROW's.

Mitigation for transmission line construction and maintenance impacts
would need to be incorporated into the overall mitigation program for the
project. In addition to recommendations emanating from aforementioned
points we would expect recommendations such as the following to be
incorporated into the plan:

(1) Should any eagle nest be found in specific siting of the line, a
330-foot windfirm buffer would be established around the nest trees;

(2) winter construction would be used in wetlands to minimize adverse

impacts and in the vicinity of rivers so crossing can be by ice
bridges;

(3) helicopters would be used to construct and maintain the transmission
line in areas not easily accessible from existing rocads, trails,
railroads, or planmned ground access for which the primary purpose
Wwould not be related to the transmisson line;

(4) where overland maintenance access is adopted, such access would be
minimized to no more than one route between major stream crossings or
other geographic barriers; and

(5) 100-foot-wide vegetation buffers remain along all streams and rivers
crossed by the transmission lines.

Specific comments:

1.2 Existing Transmission Systems in the Railbelt: The implicatiom of
including the Glennallen~Valdez transmission system is that the Susitna
Hydroelectric Project would serve this area. If this is the intention,
then transmission line corridor alternatives to interconnect with the
Glennallen-Valdez system need to be evaluated and circulated for review.

5.6 Description of Corridors

{c) DNorthern Study Aiea

(i) Corridor One - Healy to Fairbanks via Parks Highway: Paragraph 4.
We do not believe that the option of closely paralleling and sharing
rights-of-way with the existing Healy-Fairbanks transmisson line
‘should have been dropped from further consideration prior to public
and agency participation. '

Table 5.1 Technical, Economic, and Environmental Criteria Used in Corridor
Selection: Additional environmental selection criteria should be: minimize W“
wetland impacts; minimize river crossings; minimize visual, esthetic impacts;
minimize impacts on natural systems; minimize erosion; and minimize impacts on
existing life styles. o
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6.4 Reliability - Access: The proposed construction and maintenance access
needs to be presented. Also a discussion of the proposed method of
construction for the different segments.

6.5

Screening Criteria

(a)
(1)

(11)

(b)
(1

(c)

(11)

‘Technical Screeming Criteria

Primary Aspects: Topography:. Steep terrain would increase erosion
potential and would thus be a negative envirommental factor.

Secondary Aspects: Vegetation and Clearing: Heavily forested areas
need not be cleared. Selective cutting and topping of trees are
environmentally and esthetically more acceptable. Habitat modifica-
tion to enhance values for target species should be thoroughly
evaluated. Also, clearing of bankside vegetation is not generally
considered an acceptable procedure. .

Economic ScreeningﬁCriteria

Primary Aspects: Right-of-Way: Paragraph 3. Refer to comments
above (6.5(a)(ii)).

Environmental Screening Criteria: Enhancement opportunities as well
as potential negative impacts to fish and wildlife resources should
be evaluated in relationship to habitat modificatlon. In addition,

‘refer to comments above (Table 5.1). =~ T

Secondary Aspects: Length: The consideration that the longer the

" transmission line the greater the environmenal constraints is not

borne out by experience. Minimizing adverse environmental impacts
can usually be achieved by closely paralleling or sharing existing
transportation or utility ROW's. This rarely results in the shortest
transmission line. '

Soils: It should be recognized that scarification of the land would
not be comsidered an environmentally acceptable procedure.

Cultural Resources: Contacts should be made with the appropriate
state and federal agencies. Contact should be initiated with the
National Park Service and the Alaska Department of Natural
Resources.

Vegetation: Proper timing of construction would help to minimize
impacts.

Fishery Resources: Refer to comments ~immediately above. Secondary
impacts related to increased access also need to be examined.

Wildlife Resources: Increased access could have serious secondary
impacts such as increased hunting pressure and increased human/
w1ldlife conflicts.
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7. Conclusions and Recommendations: The Anchorage—-Fairbanks Transmission
Intertie study should be fully integrated into the Susitna Hydroelectric

Project Transmission Line Corridor report. The entire package should be
circulated for public and agency review.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Transmission
Corridor Report. ,

Sincerely,

WM

Regional Director

~cc: FWS-ROES, WAES, NAES
Quentin Edson/FERC
NMFS, EPA, NPS, BLM, USGS, ADEC, ADF&G, AEIDC
Carson/ADNR
Lawrence/Acres American



Lo

A

=S

April 14, 1982

P5700.11.71
T.1647
Mr. John A.'Morrfson .
Acting Assistant Regional Director
U.S. Fish and W{ld1ife Service
1011 East Tuder Road
Anchorage, AK 99503
Dear Mr. Morrison: Susitna Hydroelectric Project

Transmission Line Corridor
Screening Report

Thank you for your letter of January 5, 1982, to Mr. Eric Yould, commenting
on the Transmission Line Corridor Report. The flurry of activity in
producing the Susitna Hydroelectric Project Feasibility Report has delayed
this response for which I apologize.

I will attempt to address, in the same order, the issues you raised in
your letter:

1.

The intertie 1is a separate transmission line and does not require an

FERC 1icense. The intertie will be constructed, operating, and carrying
non-Sus{tna generated power prior to completion of the Susitna Project.
The Susitna Project will only require additional of lines to the existing
intertie right-of-way. We are currently discussing with FERC {f these
new Tines will be under FERC jurisdication.

The transmission 1ine route selection is not being addressad through
separate meetings but through the public and agency meetings ocgurring
in March and April. The results of these meetings will provide input
to the decision making process as to final route selection.

Land ownership by major category was provided for the entire trans-
mission 1ine study area on maps developed by the resource planners of
CIRI/HN. This material was utilized in the corridor screening and

route selection process. TES discussed the location of the transmission

- lines with Art Hosterman and John Rego of BLM and Dean Brown, Michael

Francer, and Linda Arndt, among others, of DNR.

ADF&G and the U.S. Fish and Wild1ife Service were contacted during

this study. ADF&C was provided a copy of the preliminary routing study
and their comments 1ncorporated in the final route selection. Bruce
Conant of the U.S. Fish and Wildl4fe Service in Juneau, who conducted
recent swan nesting surveys, was also contacted and the information
provided utilized {n the corridor selection.
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service -2

§. With regard to endangered species, ADFAG personnel were contacted to
obtain information on known location and habitats of these species
within the study area. The corridors reflect consideration of this
data. FERC wi1l conduct the Section 7 consultation process.

6. Resource agency requirements regarding right-of-way management will be
incorporated into construction and maintenance activities through the
permitting process.

7. Since publication of the transmissfon 1ine corridor screening report,
further studies on both the corridors between the dam sites and the
access route studies have been conducted. The access route report, to
be issued in April,-concludes the most environmentally acceptable
route between the two dam sites is on the north side of the Susitna
River. In order to utilize a common corridor, 1t is riow planned to
place the transmission lines on the north side of the Susitna River;

* this routing 1s contajned in the Susitna Draft Feasibility Report.
Should proposed access routing change, consideration will be given to
moving the transmission line route to maintain the common corridor
concept. ,

8. We agree that public access {s a compliex and controversial subject.
We experienced the wide range of opinions on this subject when con-
ducting public meetings on the access route. Decisions on extent of
public access will be made in the broader farum of the permitting
process which includes concerns of the resource management agencies.

9. Due to existing land use, aesthetic and 1ifestyle constraints, con-
sideration was given to paralleling existing rights-of-way and utilizing
existing access points whenever possible. The existing Healy-Fairbanks
transmissfon 1ine was the focus of studies in the northern study area.
Closely paralleldgg this line, the Parks Highway or the raflroad right-
of-way was considered but rejected due to the extent and severity of
resultant impacts. These impacts were: the need to remove buildings
located adjacent to these corridors; placement of conspicuous trans-
mission facilities in the foreground viewshed of ex{sting houses; and
placement of transmission facilities in the foreground viewshed of the
major travel corridors of the railbelt region.

10. Consideration of alternatives south and east of Willow, including those
aligned with existing rights-of-way, was undertaken in the corridor
selection process. Due to the presence of the proposed capital site,
topographic 1imitations, and existing land use limitation, especially
in the area from Eklutna to Anchorage, it was concluded routing options
to the south and west of Willow would result in fewer environmental
impacts.

11. As mentioned above, the permitting process will incorporate resource
agency requirements regarding right-of-way clearing and maintenance. The
techniques you mention may be stipulations to construction with which the
Power Authority would comply.
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u.s.

12.

13.
14.

15.

16.
17.

18.

19.

20.

21‘

Fish and Wild1{fe Service -3

It is not the intention for the Susitna Hydroelectric Project to
provide service to the Glemnallen-Valdez area in the near future. If

service was provided, it would be based on economics and need; current

load forecasts indicate no such needs until after the year 2000.

See response number 9 regarding the Healy-Fairbanks line.

With the exception of ex1st1ng 1ifestyle, all the technical environ-

mental criteria you suggest be added to Table 5.1 for corridor selection
were ytilized in the corridor screening process as discussed on Pages
6-5 through 6-9 and displayed in Tables 6.4, 6.5, and 6.6. ‘

Access for construction and maintenance will be defined following final
right-of-way selection. The corridor selection proces$ has resulted

fn much of the proposed corridor being located in close proximity to
existing secondary roads, survey lines, tractor traiils, or existing
transmission 1ines, thereby reducing access needs.

Steep terrain was considered as a negative environmental factor as
discussed on Page 6-7.

Clearing needs will be more fully evaluated following fi§ht-of-way
selection.

The result of the corridor screening report was the selection of
corridors several miles in width. A final right-of-way, 400-700 feet
wide, will be selected at a Tater date. Enhancement opportunities will
be considered when selecting this final right-of-way.

He agree that longer length of a transmission line does not necessaril
mean greater envirommental impacts. TThe wording on Page €-6 reflects
this, stating "A Tonger 1ine will require more construction activity
than a shorter line, will disturb more land area, and will have a
greater {nherent (underlining added) probability of encountering
environmental constraints."

Construction procedures will be designed to minimize scarification.
The pemmitting process may result in stipdidlations to prevent or mitigate
scarification.

The National Park Service and the State Historic Preservation Offices
will be contactad regarding cultural resources.

[ assume your comment regarding proper timing of construction would
minimize vegetation impacts refers to winter construction in wetlands.
This 1s recommended as a mitigation technique on Page 7-6 of the

report.
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23. The opportunities for increased access, where desirabie, and for
restricted access (through use of discontinuous access roads, physical
barriers, etc.) will be considered during right-of-way selection. The
requirements of the resource management agencies will be {ncluded in the =
permitting process which will result in a decision on the extent of
public access to be allowed.

I appreciate your comments on our report and hope these responses are

satisfactory. In summary, eddttional studfiés and mitigation planning will

be conducted in the near future; this reviewed report and the Feasibility

Report mark the beginning of this process. o

Sincerely,

John Lawrence
Project Manager

BE:coy
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Dear

I am enclosing for your review the following reports prepared by the
Alaska Department of Fish and Game for the Susitna Hydroelectric

Project:

1. Final Draft Report, Adult Anadramous Fisheries Project

2. Resident and Juvenile Anadramous Fish Investigations on the Lower
Susitna River

3. Aquatic Habitat Investigations.

These reports are provided for your information only; they are not part
of our formal Agency Coordination Program. Comments are not requested
but will certainly be accepted.

Sincerely,



Preceding Letter Sent To:

Mr. Al Carson

Division of Research & Development
Department of Natural Resources
323 East Fourth Avenue

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Mr. Bradley Smith :
Environmental Assessment Division
National Marine Fisheries Service
Federal Building & U.S. Court House
701 C Street, Box 43

Anchorage, Alaska 99513

Mr. Michael Scoti .
District Fisheries Biclogist
U.S. Bureau of Land Management
4700 East 72nd Street
Anchorage, Alaska 99507

Mr. Gary Stackhouse

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
1011 East Tudor Road
Anchorage, Alaska 99502

Mr. Carl Yanagawa

Regional Supervisor for Habitat Division
Alaska Department of Fish & Game

333 Raspberry Road

Anchorage, Alaska 99502

Ms. Jud) Schwarz )
Envirenmental Evaluation Branch

U.S. Enviranmental Protection Agency
Region X

1200 Sixth Avenue .

Seattle, Washington 98101




ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY

April 15, 1931

Hr. Gary Stackhouse

‘U. S. Fish & Hildlife Service

1101 E. Tudor Road
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Gary:

Attached is a copy of our report to the Legislature as promised by me
earlier this week. [ am alse sending a copy to Bruce Apple.

Bruce tells me he has.a copy of the PTan of Study. Since these are an
endangered species, I would appreciate 1t {f you would share his copy as
you structure your shopping 1ist of areas of concern.

Sincerely, .
FOR THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

David B. Yozniak
Project Enginaer

Attachment: As noted

CONCUR:

DHW
RAM



ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY

April 15, 1981

HMs. Judy Schwartz

tnvironmental Evaluation Branch
iafl Stop 443

Region 10, EPA

1200 6th Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Ms. Schwartz:

Attached 1s a mid-point report on Susitna Hydroelectric Project. It is
forwarded for your information in response to your earlier expression of in-
terest within the context of the Susitna Hydroelectric Project Steering
Committee.

I have asked Mr. Allan Carson, the Chafrman of that committee, to forward
meeting minutes to you and to ensure that you are advised of scheduled meetings.

Sincerely,
FOR THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

David D. Wozniak
Project Engineer

Attachment: As noted

cc: Allan Carson w/o attachment
CONCUR:

DW
RAM



819 WAREHOUSE DR., SUITE 21D

- DEPARTMENT OF FATURAL RESOURCES O o S

DIVISION QF PARKS PHONE: 2744676

December 4, 1981

Re: 1130-13
Z]
Joba D. Lawrence
e Project Manager
‘ Acres American, Inec.
The Liberty Bank Building, Main at Court
Buffalo, New York 14202

Dear Mr. Lawrence:

o We have reviewed the 1980 reports by the University of Alaska Huseum dealing
with the cultural resources of the Susitoa Hydroelectric project area. The.
report documents the survey activities conducted during 1980 which adequately
r accomplish the tasks outlined in the propesed work plan. The sampling plan

: designed on the basis of geoworphic features and knoown use areas seems to have
surpassed our expectations of site incidence in the area. The report shows

- that the first level inventory was very competently conducted and recorded.

‘ The second year activities as outlined in the procedures mapual was accom-
plished in the 1981 field season according to information gaimed through
verbal communication with the principle archaeological investigators. We

<  understand that the field research strategy was changed slightly from that

| expected due to information gained during 1980. These changes appear to have

‘more directly addressed problems which surfaced during the course of analysis-

of the 1980 data. A final review of the 1981 results and reports will have to

avait receipt of that document. .

.. e feel that the steps taken thus far in the cultural resource management of
; the project have been excellent and one of the few instances of adequate lead
time. We would like to make the observatiom that the work thus far is only
Preliminary to the work yet needed for the Susitoa Hydroelectric project.
= Reconpaissance and testing of yet to be examioed areas should continue. The
clearances of specific areas of disturbance provided as additional survey by
the Museum should indicate the contipued need for clearances of ancillary
projects which could affect cultural resources. Also, a formal mitigatjon"~
plan for those sites to be affected by the project must be formulated. Once
definite decisions on the route of access to the project area from existing
road systems are made, those access routes aod material sites must be examined
™™ for conflicts and peeds for mitigation. Issuance of a permit by the Federal
: Eoergy Regulatory Commission sbould and probably will ioclude provisioans
~pecifying under federal law tbe need for such protecticn.




Joha D. Lawrecnce
December 4, 1981
Page 2 -

If you have any questions regarding our comments contained bere, please call
us. We look forward to receiving the report on 1981 field work.

Sincerely,

Chip Dennelein
Director

State Historic Preservation Officer

cc: Dr, E. James Dixon
Curator of Archaeology
University of Alaska Museum
University of Alaska
Fairbanks, Alaska 99701

Eric Yould

Executive Director
Alaska Power Authority
333 ¥W. 4th Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 93501

1

DR:clk
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FLT | February 19, 1982
[.g—f.';‘r;.., P5700.11.92
Ll Ll T1519

Colonel Lee R. Nunn

Department of the Army

Alaska District, Corps of Engineers
P.0. Box 7002

Anchorage, AK 99510

Dear Colonel Nunn: Susitna Hydroelectric Project
‘Plant Ecology Repert

Thank you for your letter of February 1 regarding your review of the
following reports: Environmental Summary Annual Report -, 1980, Development

“Selection Report, and Transmission Line Corridor Screening Close Out Report.

As a result of your comment concerning wetlands, I am enclosing for your
information a copy of the 1980 Plant Ecology Report which more specifically
addresses the wetlands issue. Also enclosed is a copy of the vegetat1on

and wetlands maps which are referred to in tﬁ$+r report.
tho

Thank you again for your letter.

Sincerely, -

{ : :4éé%iv/vA—«C—//1L”/Z”////”’/—

John Lawrence
Project Manager

MG:ccv
Enclosures

cc: E. Yould - APA

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED

Co. s e mmaey
L Tl TR Ly S

P L T L o~
SRttty Brra B tm o ffne omr Cognt

- rs o Tre.EEN mres -
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e ENKE GRUBB?
JORA RAVDEW

United States Department of the Interior
M PLUMMER

& FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE STEVE FAAJC,Y ‘
IN REPLY REFER TO: 1011 E. TUDOR RD.
WAES ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99503

(907) 276-3800
17 Aug 1982

Eric P. Yould

Executive Director

Alaska Power Authority

334 W. 5th Avenue, 2nd Floor
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Mr. Yould:

The Alaska Power Authority (APA), by letter dated 29 July 1982, requestéd
comments from the Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) regarding construction
access alternatives for the proposed Susitna Hydroelectric Project. We hope,
with this letter, to convey our immediate concerns regarding this subject to
facilitate your decision-making. This letter should not be construed as
providing in toto our concerns related to project access. We fully intend to
provide substantive comments on this, and related issues, upon receipt of the
draft Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) license application Exhibit
E. (Federal Register Vol. 46, No. 219, November 13, 1981).

The FWS has expressed, through our participation on the Susitna Hydroelectric
Steering Committee (SHSC) (letters dated 26 March 1981 and 5 November 1982),
concerns as to the direction and emphasis which this issue has taken.

It is apparent that the APA has been lead to the present 3 access alternatives
by the conclusion that power must be the forthcoming in 1993. Presently, the
1993 deadline is constraining the overall decision-making process and the o
orderly progress of various studies on project feasibility and environmental

impacts and alternatives. The External Review Panel, in their Report,

presented to the Board of Directors, Alaska Power Authority on 15 April 1982,

did not acknowledge the 1993 mandate, prefering to state that:

“The arrival of any opportune time to proceed with construction will
depend on critical issues of finance and marketing of power which cannot e
now be accurately forecast. OQur recommendation is that tender documents
with all supporting geotechnical investigations and design studies be
developed. We estimate that a total period of three to four years will be
required for this phase of work. The project will then be ready to be
implemented whenever the financial climate for contracting becomes
favorable. The advantages of proceeding in this manner are:

(1) The economic benefits of being ready for financing;
(2) the momentum of the ongoing study and an informed staff; and
(3) the ability to avoid a crash design program.
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The disadvantage is the small risk of loss of the design costs in the
event that, for some reason, the project is never built.

. « » This Panel is of the opinion that the economic climate will
eventually indicate that it is advisable to proceed with the construction
of the Susitna project and at that time it will be in the best 1nterests
of the State of Alaska to develop this important natural resource.”

Given the above the FWS continues to endorse the views expressed in the
Steering Committee letter dated 5 November:

“The SHSC agrees with the Terrestrial Environmental Specialists, Inc.
position that access via the Alaska Railroad to Gold Creek is
environmentally preferable. Railroad access to at least Devil Canyon
would alleviate the need for a staging area at Gold Creek and the ,
consequent human activity, land use, fuel spills, and other impacts on the
Gold Creek area. We recognize that a staging area at Devil Canyon would
be required in any case. The use of this area as the terminus of a
railroad appears to make a great deal of sense. Additionally, we feel
that the south side route from Gold Creek to Devil Canyon is preferable
since a trail already exists there. From Devil Canyon to Watana, we
prefer a route on the north side of the Susitna River . . . . If feasible
we generally prefer a rail mode of access to and within the project site.

The SHSC identified three (3) environmentally sensitive areas that should
be avoided. Those are:

1. The routes from the Denali Highway.

2. The route crossing the Indian River and through wetlands to the
Parks Highway.

3. The route on the south side of the Susitna River from Devil
Canyon to the proposed Watana dam site.

« « « Use of rail as the access mode increases the potential for
management and control of socioeconomic and environmental impacts.
Maximized rail use provides for the following advantages over road access:

1. Maintains a maximum range of future decision options.

2. Provides for control of worker impacts om local communities and
wildlife.

3. Decreases the potential of hazardous material spills due to
adverse weather conditions and multiple handling.

4. Disturbance to wildlife adjacent to the route can be more easily
controlled.

5. Direct access right—of-way related habitat losses can be
significantly limited."”




We believe that rail, in conjunction with air access, would provide dependable
service and that a redundant system of rail and road is not a necessary pro-
ject feature and, as stated above, is environmentally undesirable.

An assessment of corridor route alternatives must weigh the potential impacts
of borrow sites and access to these sites, and transmission line(s) routing
and maintenance. Access corridors which serve a dual, or triple, purpose in
regard to those other project access needs would be highly desirable from all
decision-making criteria.

Public access to the damsites and through the Upper Susitna Valley is a
complex and a controversial subject. and we believe this issue should be given
thorough evaluation in the selection of:access routes, mode of access, trans-
mission line routing, and method of maintenance access for the transmission
lines. How construction and maintenance related access is obtained to a great
extent determines the project-related wildlife and socioeconomic impacts.

The following comments are provided in light of our concerns and are not an
endorsement of these routing alternatives.

Alternative 17

Terrestrial Environmental Specialists, Inc. expressed the opinion that the
Denali Highway alternatives should not be considered. The view that the risk
of substantial negative impact to the Nelchina caribou herd from a Denali
Highway route is high has also been expressed by Karl Schneider, Research
Coordinator, Susitna Hydroelectric Big Game Studies, Alaska Department of Fish
and Game. We concur. There may be a difference of opinion amongst partici-
pants in the Susitna Hydroelectric Project Study as to the extent of the

risk. However, we must conclude that the Nelchina caribou herd could be
substantially negatively impacted by an access route connecting the Denali
Highway to the Watana camp; and that these risks are avoidable.

In addition to potential risk to the caribou, the Denali route cuts across
valuable moose, brown bear, and black bear habitat between the Watana camp and
Deadman Lake. Although no major river crossings would be involved, numerous
small river and tributary crossings would need to occur along this route and
could pose extensive problems to numerous virgin grayling fisheriés.

Alternative 16

A southern routing between the dam sites could intersect movements of large
nunbers of brown bears to and from Prairie Creek. The upper Prairie Creek,
Stephan Lake, and the Fog Lakes regions support large year-round mocse concen-—
trations. Impacts to furbearers and waterfowl also appear to be less
avoidable in a southern routing between Watana and Devil Canyon in comparison

to a northern access route.
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Alternative 13

We favor an access route to the north of tne Susitna River between the two dam
sites. However, we cannot endorse the proposed routing. Given the stated
rationale that the siting of the Devil Canyon dam was partially an attempt to
avoid adversely impacting the important salmonid fishery of Portage Creek we
are highly concerned with any plans to place a road in close proximity to the
creek for approximately 1 mile. This places the fishery in a highly
vulnerable position in respect to erosion and hazardous spills.

In summary, the FWS recommends:

1. That justification for the power-on-line in 1993 planning objective be
clarified.

2 Rail access into the project site, to the exclusion of a road connection,
with routing north of the Susitmna River between the two dam sites.

3. That alternatives for borrow sites and their access, and transmission
line(s) routing be provided so that they can be con51dered in conjunction

with construction access routing.

4. That public access to the upper Susitna basin should be evaluated within
the context of the project's need to minimize, to the extent p0551ble,
adverse impacts to fish and wildlife, and their habitats.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

’ \_
~. /— T
Acting »%fn-m it O e AR

Assistan /Reglonal Director

cc: FWS-ROES,WAES
Quentin Edson/FERC
APA, NMFS, EPA, NPS, USGS, ADEC, AEIDC
ADF&G, Hab. Div., Su Hydro/Aquatic Studies
Robin Sener/LGL
- APA Board Members



United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

Alaska Regional Office
540 West Fifth Avenue
IN REFLY REFER TO: Anchorage, Alaska 99501

L7621(AR0-PCR) -

0CT 22 1982

Dr. E. James Dixon, Jr.
Curator of Archeology
University of Alaska Museum
University of Alaska
Fairbanks, Alaska 99701

Dear Dr. Dixon:

Our staff has. examined the Susitna Hydroelectric Project cultural resources
final report, im particular the identification and testing program elements of
the research desiign, and find these and their field application to be very
adequate methods and procedures for the discovery and evaluation of archeologi-
cal and historicall resources in the project area. Consultation between our
staff archeologists and project personnel from the University of Alaska Museum
and Acres Americam, as you well know, have occurred several times since the
project's tnception, and we have thus been kept abreast of most developments
relating to cultural resources management matters. We hope that the level of
identificatiom, testing, and evaluation conducted to date continues as the
project proceeds, to assure the highest levels of resource protection and
compliance with Federal and State historic preservation law.

We Took fiarward to evaivating your mitigation p1an for cultural resources
occurring in the project area. _

Sincere]y,
My~
Regional Director -

Alaska Region

cc:
Floyd Sharrock, Alaska Regional Office
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NOV - 21982
United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

‘ARlaska Regional Office
, 540 West Fifth Avenue
IN REFLY REFER TO: ' Anchorage, Alaska 99501

L7621(AR0-PCR)

0CT 22 1982

Dr. E. James Dixon, Jr.
Curator of Archeology
University of Alaska Museum
University of Alaska
Fairbanks, Alaska 99701

Dear Dr. Dixon:

Our staff has examined the Susitna Hydroelectric Project cultural resources
final report, in particular the identification and testing program elements of
the research design, and find these and their field application to be very

‘adequate methods and procedures for the discovery and evaluation of archeologi-

cal and historical resources in the project area. Consultation between our
staff archeologists and project personnel from the University of Alaska Museum
and Acres American, as you well know, have occurred several times since ‘the
project's inception, and we have thus been kept abreast of most developments
relating to cultural resources management matters. We hope that the level of

identification, testing, and evaluation conducted to date continues as thd arEaowm

project proceeds, to assure the highest levels of resource protection and AUTHORITY
compliance with Federal and State historic preservation law. SUSTTNA
We look forward to evaiuating your mitigation plan for cultural resources | ;“LE.PS?QD/

occurring in the project area. '
SEQUENCE NO:.

= /1943

Sincerely,

e

AT 23

| aCTiION
DISTRIB.
INITiAL

| T INFORM.

I

Regional Director ' ~ VTS

e SIL
Floyd Sharrock, Alaska Reglonal Office
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NOTES OF MEETING

DATE: April 6, 1981 : PROJECT 'NUMBER: AAI 218

LOCATION: DNR, Division of Minerals and Energy Management; 703 W. Northern
Lights Blvd., Anchorage

ATTENDEES: Glenn Harrison, Director; Division of Minerals and Energy
Management. J.0. Barnes, R.J. Krogseng, TES

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION:

Mr. Barnes gave a short presentation summarizing the history of the Susitna
Project and the role of Acres and TES in the present studies being conducted
for the Alaska Power Authority.

Mr. Harrison responded that his divisions main interests involved coal, oil
and gas -and that he foresaw few problems that the Susitna proaect would
cause in his areas of interest. : -

Mr. Harrison felt that the project "sounds good” and was well thought out.

Mr. Harrison also commented that it would be good, as far as his division
was concerned, to have some roads built into the Susitna area.

Mr. Harrison stated that he appreciated the meeting and that he would like
- to be kept informed on a periodic basis. N

P.r'epar'ed by ﬂb/ /g—-ﬁ,ﬂ———f
R.3. krbgsend/TES

faal
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NOTES OF MEETING

DATE: April 6, 1981 PROJECT NUMBER: AAI 218

LOCATION: Alaska Departmeﬁt of Transportation, Aviation Building, Anchorage -

ATTENDEES:- Jay Bergstrand, DOT, Area Planner; J.0. Barnes and R.J. Krogseng,
TES , , _

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION:

Jeff Barnes outlined the history of the Susitna Project and Acres and TES's

role in the present studies. MNr. Bergstrand was familar with the project
and had been present at some of,theA Susitna project meetings.

Mr. Bergstrand requested a copy of the Environmental Annual Reports, and
he was referred to Nancy Blunck's office at APA.

Mr. Bergstrand asked about transmission line high voltage effects, fish
passage problems around the d’ams; what was planned for ‘disSosing of the
timber in the impoundment areas, and was burning being considered as a

mitigation measure for moose?

- Mr. Bergstrand was pafticuIar]y interested in the planning process for 'Access

Roads, Transmission Line routes and transportation corridors. He showed us
proposed routes for new roads in the Lower Susitna Basin and we discussed
where they would cross the proposed transmission lines.

Mr. Bergstrand requested more in-f"_pr:n;a-ti'on regarding the impact and amount
of flying activity during the study and construction periods the Susitna
Project would have on the Talkeetna Airport. This information would be

used to ascertain if the state would have to provide more services at the

Talkeetna airport. ( A letter requesting this information was sent to

Mr. Brownfield of Acres on April 16, 1981).

Prepared by _%—%M
, -dJd. Kr{dgsengf"TES
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Mr. Baya inquired about the status of legislative funding to cover the rest
of Phase I studies and the transition period.

Mr. Baya wanted to know if any incremental instream flow work was being done
on the Susitna River by the state.

Mr. Baya feels that more attention needs to be paid to instream flow impacts,
the effects can be far-reaching. He pointed out that the move of the state
capitol, urban growth of Anchorage and the Mat-Su,.the proposed causeway to
Point MacKenzie, all could cause serious impacts and need to be considered in
a8 regional planning effort. He also pointed out the need to recognize the
secondary impacts that a large supply of hydroelectric power would cause.

Mr. Baya pointed out that the Fish and Wildlife Service will be asked by the
Secretary (of Interior) to respond with comments during the FERC review process.
The FEWS also has the requirement to coordinate fish and wildlife view points
from the different agencies. Mr. Baya feels that the Susitna project has moved
forward too far without funding for Fish and Wildlife Service participation.

He would Tike to have a man assigned full time to the Susitna project to
monitor the stUdies and keep him up to date because in the near future he will
have to ask himself "can I sign off on that?"

Mr. Baya feels that the APA needs to find a way to get the F&WS actively involved.
They need money to finance a staff position (approximately $50 - 60,000 a man
year). Normally when the Corps of Engineers have a project they would give the
F&WS money every six months through an allocation transfer.

Mr. Baya commented that recent cutbacks have caused problems and will probably
result in a reduction in staff. In spite of these problems Mr. Baya said "we
want to help plan a sound program..... we don't want to be obstructionists.”
"...but without funding for a full time position it will be virtually impossible
to completly review the study in a short period of time.

Mr. Baya commented that in projects in the Lower 48 states they have found that
cften they had not Tooked far enough down the road to be aware of all of the
impacts. For instance, along the Mississippi River the State of Mississippi

is losing 16 miles of Delta every year, because river channelization is dumping
sediments in deep water instead of spreading them over the delta areas.



NOTES OF MEETING

DATE: April 6, 1981 PROJECT NUMBER: AAI 218

LOCATION: DNR Office, 323 East 4th Ave., Anchorage

ATTENDEES: Mr. Ted Smith, Director, State Division of Forrest, Land & Water
Management, ADNR. Mr. J.0. Barnes, Mr. R.J. Krogseng, TES

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION: |

Jeff Barnes outlined the history of the Susitna Project and TES's role in the

studies.

Mr. Smith had recently talked to Brent Petrie (now of APA) about the Susitna
project and he appreciated the briefing and the concerns shown for his departments
interests.

Mr. Smith expects to gef relief from the Legislative mandates which he feels
are causing many of the problems in the state land disposal program.

‘Mr. Smith feels that the access roads for the Susitna Project will help to
open up and provide access for more state disposal lands.

Mr. Smith strongly feels that the Alaska Power Authority should file applications
~ for water rights as soon as possible to both reserve the water rights and to heip
DNR plan. (A1aska has recently adopted a water rights law similar to that of
Montana and other Western s;ates). He also would Tike to see appiications

from APA designating approximate routes for access roads and transmission lines
so they can be included in DNR's plahning at the earliest possible date.

Prepared by _%%—-W"z'
-d. Keébgseng//TES



NOTES OF MEETING

DATE: April 7, 1981 PROJECT NUMBER: AAI 218

LOCATION: State Parks Headguarters, 619 Warehouse Aveﬁue, Anchorage
ATTENDEES:- Jack Wiles, Robert Shaw, Doug Reger, Alaska State Parks; Kevin
Young, Acres; Jeff Barnes, Lew Cutler, R.J. Krogseng, TES.

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION:

Mr. Barnes gave a short presentation covering the histdry of the Susitna

Project and the role p1ayed by Acres, TES, and other subcontractors in the
present study for the Alaska Power Authority.

" Mr. Shaw and Mr. Reger requested a copy of the Plan of Study and the Archaeology
Procedures Manual. (Mr. Cutler will go over the Annual-Report with Mr. Reger
on the 8th of April).

Mr. Wiles was concerned that if the State Parks Department would be the'manager
around the reservoir area, how big was the area going to be, or would it just
be the 200 foot buffer strip.

,,,,,

‘Mr. Reger wanted to know what was?%he FERC application. He also wanted to know
if the FERC people would consult with his staff office. He also commented that
they hadn't been involved up till now.

Mr. Shaw wanted to know what the overall construction schedule would be.
Mr. Wiles inquired about the status of the access road and what the present
plans were.

It was also established that artifacts that came from native owned ground are
usually placed in the University of Alaska Museum to be held in trust for the

natives.

All attendees agreed that the-Susitna Project "sounds good" and they were
satisfied with the planning that had gone into the studies.

Prepared by
R.J. Krogseng,//TES -
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NOTES OF MEETING

DATE: April 7, 1981 PROJECT NUMBER: AAI 218

LOCATION: USF&WS, Tudor Road, Anchorage

ATTENDEES: Keith Baya, Assistant Area Director FEWS; Kevin Young, Acres;
J.0. Barnes and R.J. Krogseng, TES.

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION:
Mr. Baya was recently assigned to Alaska so Mr. Barnes's presentation covered

the history of the Susitna Project, the role of Acres and TES in performing the
studies for the Alaska Power Authority, and an outline of the studies in
progress to help bring Mr. Baya up-to-date on the project.

Mr. Baya appreciated the briefing on the project and commented that he would
like to see the Susitna River studied all the way down to the esturary to be
sure there were no unforeseen problems. He acknowledges thatdeffecté on the
Tower river may be difficult to measure.” He also felt that another question
that will arise is "why disn't it like other hydro projects?”

Mr. Baya felt that the NEPA decision making process should be followed.

Mr. Baya believes that the Susitna study is going to be one of the major studies
for the next few years. He feels that the Fish and Wildlife Service needs to

“be involved in these studies and that his people have some expertise, but they

need to be on the ground to be able to see and supervise the studies.” Tf "~
they are not included Mr. Baya believes the "----FERC coordination may take
longer than felt politically wise or timely."

Mr. Baya expressed an interest in what studies were planned for the coming year.

If there is an early June tour for Starker Leopold, Mr. Kei th Baya would like
to be included.

Mr. Baya wanted to know.if Habitat Evaluation Procedures (HEP) were being used
in the studies. He felt that it may be necessary to do a HEP analysis ‘later on.

Mr. Baya inquired'about Dr. B. Kesse]'s Avian and Small Mammal Studies and what
was scheduled for the summer field studies.
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Mr. Baya also commented on the EIS that will be written on the Beluga Coal
fields in the next few months, and how they plan to build a model to help
figure out what (data) is driving the system.. They also will be loocking
at the question of whether it would be better to build a port at Tyonek or
haul the coal by rai]road;to Seward.

Prepared”h{_éggééz—-zyﬁ—c-f7'
~J. Kébgseng/ TES




NOTES OF MEETING

DATE: April 7, 1981 ‘ PROJECT NUMBER: AAI 218
LOCATION: Department of Community & Regional Affairs, 225 Cordova,
- Building B, Anchorage :

ATTENDEES: Ed Busch, Senior Planner; Lamar Cotten, Associate Planner;
. Kevin Young, Acres; J.0. Barnes and R.J. Krogseng, TES.

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION:

Mr. Barnes gave an overyiew of the history of the Susitna project, Acres
and TES's involvement in the present studies and our reason for talking
to people from their department.

Mr. Busch was aware of the steering committee through Al Carson. Mr. Busch's
department provides planning assistance to communities upbn;request. The
Department-also has a management program. One of their programs provides
coastal zone management for the Matanuska-Susitna Borough. This cou]d

exténd up the Susitna River. ‘

Hr. Busch's office has had sporadic involvement with the Susitna project.
He was on the rgview committee on contractor selection and also attended
some of the workshops.

Mr. Busch voiced some concefns that his office has about planning for the
Susitna project. He feels there will be a number of impacts on local
governments, and he wanted to know if their concerns had been considered?
Mr. Busch believes that the -Matanuska-Susitna Borough will bear the brunt
of the impacts (positive and negative) caused by the Susitna projéct. A
major problem will be providing increased services.

Mr. Busch wanted to know if the access roads would be kept open after the
project was finished and who will maintain them. He also wanted to know,
if the railroad is built, has anyone considered the impact to Talkeetna
caused by people driving to Talkeetna, parking and taking the train?

Mr. Busch.recommended that TES do community profiles on the towns and villages
that would receive most of the impact. As a minimum he suggested community
profiles on Talkeetna, Cantwell, Paxson and Gold Creek. A community pfﬁ?i]e'

is a collection of information with photos and a map of the community.
(examples were provided). The profiles have been costing $10-11,000 to produce
with the majority of the expenses going for pér diem expenses and cartography.
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(Northwest Gas Pipeline Company produced some of the examples).

Mr. Busch pointed out that if a village is incorporated into a second class
city (such as Talkeetna) they are able to have more input in planning and
governing themselves. For the smaller villages the State Legislature is

the governing body, with the actual planning done by Mr. Busch's department.
Wildlife planning is done by the ADF&G,and the Matanuska-Susitna Borough
provides the schools. Mr. Busch does not speak for the Borough unless he

has been fequested to do so.

Mr. Busch feels the number of construction workers has been under—estimated,
as an example, the Alyeska pipeline was under-estimated.

Mr. Busch recommended that a permanent construction camp be built for the
project-— The temporary camps built for the pipeline are still being used
and it would have been cheaper in the long run to build permanent camps.

Mr. Busch commented that people from Frank Orth and Assoc1ates have talked
to persomnel in his office.

'Mr. Busch also pointed out that the only way his office gets involved is
when they have been asked to by the community. '

Prepared by 6@£?/

L/ Kr@z’ng, “TES




NOTES OF MEETING.

DATE: April 8, 1981 ' - PROJECT NUMBER: AAI 218

LOCATION: Department of Public Safety, Division of Fish and Wildlife
Protection, 5700 E. Tudor Road, Anchorage

ATTENDEES: CoTonel Robert J. Stickl es, Director; Lt. Col. Tetzlaff, Capt.
. Wayne Fleek, Lt. Rod Mills, Department of Public Safety; Kevin

Young, Acres; J.0. Barnes and R.J. Krogseng, TES.

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION:

- Mr. Barnes presented an overview of the history of the Susitna project and
the part played by Acres and TES in the present studies being conducted for

- the Alaska Power Authority.

Col. Stickles requested that his department receive copies of the annual
reports for Fish, Big Game and Access Roads.

Col. Stickles asked what effect the dams would have on the flow of the -Susitna
River below Talkeetna."” He also wanted to know what water temperature changes
may occur. He was very interested in the possible effects the:project would
have on moose and caribou. Col. Stickles aiso wanted to know how many miles

of access roads were planned.

Col. Stickles wanted to know what ice effects were expected in the impound-
ment area and also the effects expected in the downstream reaches of the river.
He also wanted to know what the construction time table was and when it would
start. He needed this information to help plan for fhe placement of officers.
He will probably assign an officer to Chulitna when'constructioh startS. |

Capt. Fleek asked about the amount of helicopter useage during the studies.
He also wanted to know where the transmission line routes you1d be and if

there would be access roads along them.

Capt. Fleek wanted to know how many people would be 1iving vear the dams for -
maintenance and operation of them. '

Capt. Fleek wanted to know if the impoundment areas were going to be logged.
He also was concerned that ice shelving might cause caribou crossing problems.
Capt. Fleek commented on the large number of bear in the area and wanted to
know if we had had any bear probiems. He also requested that Fish and
Wildiife Protection Division be sent the results of the Mitigation Committee.
Their division would like to be in_on mitigation planning.
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A1l agreed that Protection Division's greatest concern would be the access
provided to the area. They wanted to know if a landing strip was going to
be built. They would alsc be interested in getting permission to store
extra gas for their helicopter at Camp Watana later on.

Lt. Mills said that they could tell us the number of guides using the area,
and he agreed to send Krogseng a list of the guides and their best guess on
the number of hunters using the area.

Reported by 4//

7 R.g. Krog/{;ﬁg, TES
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NOTES OF MEETING

DATE: Apr'll 8, 1981 ’ ' PROJ;ECT NUMBER: AAI 218

LOCATION: Department of Energy, Federal Building, Anchorage

ATTENDEES. Fred Chiei, Deputy Reg1onal Representative; Kevin Young, Acres;
Jd.0. Barnes and R.J. Krogseng, TES. ,

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION:

Mr. Barnes made his presentation covering the history of the Susitna project
and the role of Acres and TES in the present studies being conducted for the

Al aské Power Authority.

Mr. Chiei appreciated being kept informed on the status of the project.

Mr. Chiei commented that his office ts an off-shoot of the Secretary's‘ofﬁce
and that he deals primarily with energy'policy’.

Mr. Chiei noted that the FERC people operate out of his office when they are
in town, while the FERC engineers operate out of San Francisco. He also
commented on the need for energy planning.

Mr. Chi’ei said that his office tries to stay out of the states territory in
energy matters, although a Tot of things have not surfaced yet. He prefers
it to be more of a state project and is happy to see state funding for it.

Mr. Chiei commented that hydroelectric projects_like the Susitna p;r_gj_gct_
release energy 1ike coal, oil _and_gas that can be shipped elsewhere in the
U.S. which helps to distribute the country's energy more evenly.

Mr. Chiei said that he doesn't see any problems at this point and periodic
reports (like this meeting) would be sufficient. He would also be interested
in seeing the development scenario when it is developed.

Mr. Chiei would 1ike to receive information from Acres on the Tidal Power
Study.

Reported by Mﬁ'

gi dJd. KaogsenﬂTES



NOTES OF MEETING

DATE: April 8, 1981 PROJECT NUMBER: AAI 218
LOCATION: National Park Service, 530 West 5th Avenue, Anchorage
ATTENDEES: Howard R. Wagner, Associate Director, Carl Stoddard, Terry
‘ Caf]strom, Ross Cavenaugh, National Park Service; Kevin Young,
Acres; J.0. Barnes, R.J. Krogseng, TES.

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION:

Mr. Barnes outlined the'histbny of the Susitna project and the role Acres
and TES have in the present studies being conducted for the Alaska Power
Authority.

Mr. Cavenaugh asked how the Fish and Wildlife studies fit into the overall
planning process. He also asked what was being done about cultural resources.
Mr.Cavenaugh. also wanted to know what effect the project would have on the
proposed Denali Scenic highway. \

Mr. Wagner said that he would be very interested in the transmission line
route, especially where it is near the park (Denali). If the route passes

through park boundaries, the right-of-way approval may need congressional level
approval. They want to keep the transmission 1line out of the park.

Mr. Caristrom wanted to know what range of considerations or options were
available. He commented that access could be a direct problem. The Denali-
National Park is only on the west side of the Parks highway, but the trans-
mission 1ine would have a direct impact on the land across the road. He
also wanted to be sure that someone was looking at indirect impacts caused

by the project.

Mr. Wagner also commented that USGS would soon have 1:250,000 scale maps with
the new park boundries marked on them.
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NOTES OF MEETING

DATE: April 8, 1981 | PROJECT NUMBER: AAI 218

LOCATION: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Elmendorf AFB, Anchorage

’ATI‘ENDEES: Lt. Col. Perkins, Deputy District Engineer; Kevin Young, Acres;

J.0. Barnes and R.J. Krogseng, TES.
SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION:

Mr. Barnes briefly covered the role of Acres and TES in the present studies

of the Susitna project being performed for the Alaska Power Authority.

Lt. Col. Perkins stated that the Corps has no funding for any work on the
Susitna project.-

Lt. Col. Perkins strongly feels that the state should be asking the Corps;
What permits will -be required? The state should also inquire about getting
one blanket permit for the project.

Lt. Col. Perkins wanted to know if we knew what permits would be needed, in
particular any section 404 classification of wetlands would be filled in.
He recommended that the head of his environmental group be contacted.

Lt. Col. Perkins also noted that the access roads will reguire permits to
cross wetlands; also any dredging or filling that is required. Permits will
also be required for constructing the transmission Tines, especially if access
roads are built.

Lt. Col. Perkins pointed out that it takes a minimum of 200-220 days to procéss

a permit, and if there are any objections they may have to be resolved in
Washington, which will require even more time.

Reported by__%—‘q
R.J{Y ngsﬂg, TES



NOTES OF MEETING

DATE: April 9, 1981 PROJECT NUMBER: AAI 218

LOCATION: NOAA Nationé] Marine Fisheries Service, Federal Building,
Anchorage

ATTENDEES: Ronald Morris, Supervisor, Anchorage Field Office, Brad Smith,
NOAA Fisheries Biologist; J.0. Barnes and R.J. Krogseng, TES.

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION:

Mr. Barnes gave a presentation covering the history of the Susitna project
and the role of Acres and TES in the present studies being conducted for

the Alaska Power Authority.

Mr. Morris and Mr. Smith are both members of the Susitna Hydro Steering
Committee and they will coordinate their work with the state fisheries

pecple.

Mr. Smith will be in contact with Dr. Dana Schmidt of TES concerning the
fisheries studies. |

Mr. Morris asked about dam design features and said that he will be in contact

with NOAA engineers in the Oregon office.

Mr. Morris said that théy appreciated the contact.

Reported by%.«-———f

R.d. ﬁfogsen TES
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NOTES OF MEETING

DATE: April 9, 1981 PROJECT NUMBER: AAI 218

LOCATION: Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation, 437 E. Street,
Anchorage

ATTENDEES: Bob Martin, Regional Environmental Supervisor, Steve Zrake, DEC;
Kevin Young, Acres; J.0. Barnes and R.J. Krogseng, TES

- SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION

Mr. Barnes outlined the history of the Susitna Project and the role of Acres
and TES in the present studies being conducted for the Alaska Power Authority.

Mr. Martin asked what impacts or changes were expected on water quality or
air quality. He also wanted to know if the studies wera long enough to

establish a proper baseline period.

Under socioeconomic, Mr. Martin wanted to know if we had studied power genera-
tion needs. He was referred to the ISER study.

Mr. Martin wanted to know if the studies would continue after the FERC applica-
tion has been made. Mr. Martin also wanted to know "why the FERC application
date was set so soon". As an example, Mr. Martin wanted to know why the
decision on the access road had to be made so soon; he wasn't even "comfor-
table” with how the three routes had been selected. He stated that his
department Wpu]d Tike to keep access down because it would be easier to manage.

The Departmeqt of Environmental Conservation's interests in the Susitna area
are administered out of Mr. Martins Anchorage office. His major point of
contact is the Susitna Hydroelectric Project Steering Committee.

DEC's direct regulatory responsibility is waste water, drinking water, and
solid waste disposal. DEC also has an interest in instream activities.

Mr. Martin recommended appliying for a variance to build the construction.
camps to provide for drinking water and waste water and solid waste disposal.

Mr. Martin feels that the major impacts of construction activities are going
to be the access roads and the locations of construction camps.

Mr. Martin said that it may be easier to have just one transportation corridor.
As an example, in transportation and handling of fuel, accidents are bound

to happen, like a truck may roll off the road. He feels that it is important
to avoid as many critical habitat areas as possible.



Mr. Martin was also interested in the water quality studies. He feels it is
very important to get a complete water quality series before road construc-
tion starts. He wants to be able to measure construction effects, such as
the run off into streams .{rom road building.

Mr. Martin is also interested in the smaller feeder streams that wou]d be
impacted by roads. He feels that 2-3 years of data from studies would be

sufficient.

Mr. Martin expressed a concern about communities along the river disposing

of wastes in the Susitna River.

Mr. Martin was especially concerned about the fuel transportation and storage
system and the amount of fuel that would be used in a large project like
Susitna. He feels it is-necessary to plan to avoid or minimize accidents

or spills. ‘

Mr. Martin commented on the need to maintain ecological integrity through
Tand use and public use planning, and to have a voice in other areas that

he can't regulate. He wants to see rational land use development, something
that doesn’t interfere with habitat.

Mr. Martin also wants to see more attention paid to using enerﬁy alternatives
such as Retherford's recommendation to use e]ectricity‘to run pipeline pumps
instead of using oil or gas.

Mr. Martin strongly recommended building a centralized construction camp.
He also recommended building where the permanent facilities will be located.

Mr. Zrake wanted to know if under sociqcu1tura1 impacts we were looking at
individual desires too? He also wanted to know if this would cover the trans-
mission line too.

Mr. Martin stated that DEC does not have any studies in progress that affect
Susitna. They are working on a wetlands study with specific Alaska guidelines.
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NOTES OF MEETING

DATE: April 9, 1981 ~ PROJECT NUMBER: AAI-218

LOCATION: U.S. Fish and Wildiife Service, Tudor Road, Anchorage, Alaska

ATTENDEES: Mel Munson, Chief Ecological Serviées; Gary Stackhouse, F&WS;
Kevin Young, ACRES; J. 0. Barnes and R. J. Krogseng, TES.

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION:
Mr. Barnes outlined the history .of the Susitna Project and the role of Acres
and TES in the present studies being conducted for the Alaska Power Authority.

Mr. Munson asked what ADF&G's role was in the studies. He also wanted to
know what the time frame was for all of the studies and when the EIS came
into the pfcture. Mr.'Barnes.oﬁt]ined the FERC process and where the dif-
ferent parts fit in.

‘Mr. Munson wanted to know if we had a preliminary permit for the project. —He
felt that it was important that the state file soon.

In 1952 Mr. Munson looked at 20 different proposed dams for River.Basin Studies.
Devil Canyon and Watana Dams were part of that study. At that time he did not
find any salmon in-the upper Susitna River.

Mr. Munson wanted to know if ADF&G was Tooking at winter moose range in the
study area. From personal experience in the area, he felt that the south
facing S]opes on the north side of the canyon from half way between Devil Can-
yon to Watana were important to the moose population during the winter.

Mr. Munson has watched caribou swim the river in many different places in the

~ Watana area, they appear to get out any place they can get up the canyon wall.

Mr. Munson commented that during peak numbers of caribou he has seen 6-8000
caribou on Mt. Watana alone. A1so during peak numbers be has watched them
crossing the Susitna River where many trying to swim the river would be cirried
down-stream and drown. 'He has seen hundreds of dead caribou washed up on shore.

Mr. Munson wanted to know what was planned to mitigate for losses of moose habi-
tat. He also commented that he opposed the Denali Dam because it would flood a

highly productivity area.



~~~~~

Mr. Munson also wanted to know if we were looking at the area above the

Tyone River.

Mr. Young outlined the various dam schemes that had been considered and why
the Devil Canyon - Watana scheme had been selected. Mr. Munson commented

that it was a good choice.

Mr. Munson said that one of the things he was interested in was what we were .
going to do to mitigate for lost moose habitat. He felt that there was a |

need for habitat development on upper Watana Creek. - Mr. Munson also suggested
burning, cutting or even sprigging willows as th1ngs to consider on Tsusena

Creek.

Mr. Munson was interested in the mitigation task force and its review group,
although he commented that there is not much you can do for caribou.

Mr. Stackhouse asked = what the status of the mitigation policy was. He
hoped the group would be able to produce a policy for APA. Mr. Stackhouse
also wanted to know what the basis for mitigation would be, was it going to be

based on an acre. for an acre or an animal for an animal?

- Mr Stackhouse also asked about the vegetation analysis that was being per-
formed;he was concerned that the studies be of a high enough quality to be
able to use HEP (Habitat Evaluation Procedures) on the vegetation studies at

a Tater date.

Mr. Stackhouse wanted to know if any hydraulic changes were expected in the
river or if any icing problems were anticipated. He was also concerned about
the possibility of any vegetation changes.

Mr. Stackhouse felt there was a bossibi1ity of some prob]ems'below'DeVi1 Can-
yon and he wanted to know if a re-reg dam was going to be put in. Mr. Stackhouse
wanted to know what the planned construction ﬁeriods for the dams were going

to be, and {f the Devil Canyon Coffer Dam would be big enough to serve as a

da11y re-reg dam..

Mr. Munson asked about the eipected water quality for the Susitna River between ==
Devil Canyon and Talkeetna. He commented that it probably would have similar
conditions to that found in Tazlina Lake. Mr. Munson wated to know if any

S — S
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enhancement of the fisheries was expected,’1ike in'Kenai or Skilak Lake;

Mr. Munson would like to'receive a copy of R&M's Hydrology Report. He was
interested in their prediction of winter ice conditions.

Mr. Stackhouse commented that he felt that one of the biggest -problems in the
study was the fact that ADFAG hadn't published a procedures manual for the
fisheries study yet. He was also concerned that one person from ADF&G wore
two hats; he worked on the Susitna project and was also involved in the state
permitting process.

Mr. Stackhouse was very concerned that APA had notkfi1ed a preliminary pgnnit
yet. - He commentgd that withpqt the permit the F&WS has no official position
to initiate a formal scoping process under their normal NEAPA-FERC procedures.

Mr. Munson commented that under standard conditions the state and‘federa1
F&WS work together on Exhibit S.

Mr. Stackhouse pointed out that they need to tie in with the work being done
on transmission corridors and they also need to work with the Steering Committee.

Mr. Stackhouse feels that time is the over-riding factor in the studies. For
instance, if a railroad is constructed for the access method, it would cost
an extra year.

Mr. Munson summed up his comments on a recreational standpbint by pointing out
that the reservoirs were not going to be good for fishing; that the Devil
Canyon reservoir would provide some recreational boating, but that the main
uses for the rgservoirs"wou1d be to provide access for hunting.

Mr. Stackhouse commented that he would 1ike to see a copy of the instream flow
studies. |

Prepared by //

R.d. rogsizg)/.



NOTES OF MEETING

DATE: April 9, 1981 PROJECT NUMBER: AAI 218
LOCATION: Bureau of Land Management, District Office, Anchorage -
ATTENDEES: Art Hosterman, Lou Carufel, Gary Seitz, Bob Ward, John Rego,

BLM; Kevin Youhg, Acres; J.0. Barnes and R.J. Krogseng, TES

- SUMMARY OF D1SCUSSION

Mr. Barnes made a presentation covering the history of the Susitna Project and
the role of Acres and TES in the present studies being conducted for the
Alaska Power Authority. He also covered the studies and reports that are
being prepared as part of the study..

Mr. Seitz wanted to know if .-FERC was responsible for the EIS. He also wanted
to know-if FERC would be asking BLM for permits or when BLM would get a chance
to outline their reguirements.

Mr. Rego wanted to know if FERC would be the lead agency. The present permit
is good for three (3) years of studies. After that construction permits would

probably be necessary.

Mr. Rego sfated that he would 1ike to see all three access routes studied;
the Denali route north, the south route to Devil Canyon and the north service
road between both dams. He commented that their Mr. Beckley has built a lot
of roads and tha£ he ought to take a look at the different routes.

Mr. Hosterman wanted to know "what are the biggest problems?* Also, what is

the role of the State Fish and Game Department in the studies. He also wanted
to know about Cultural Resources and how they were being taken care of. Mr.
Hosterman also asked about Human Resources and the Natives and their interests.

Mr. Hosterman wanted to know if induced seismicity caused by .the weight

o

of the dam and reservoir was being considered. Also asked the question of
how_muéh permafrost was in the area and whether or not it was being studied.

The group also felt that public participation in study changes was a good idea.

It was also felt that "if you are going to do one right this is .the one."

Prepared by“_gét:u1p1gsqﬁbt—~—1? _
R.J. (érogsﬁ : i
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NOTES OF MEETING

 DATE: April 9, 1981 ' PROJECT NUMBER: AAI 218

LOCATION: Alaska Department of Fish & Game, 333 Raspberry Road, Anchorage
ATTENDEES: Carl Yanagawa, Regional Supervisor, Habitat Protection; Kevin
Young, Acres; J.0. Barnes and Robert J. Krogseng, TES

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION:

Mr. Barnes gave a short presentation outlining the history of the Susitna
project and the role of Acres and TES in the present studies being. conducted
for the Alaska Power Authority.

Mr. Yanagawa outlined the state permit system in which Mr. Trent is still the
State Coordinator for the Department of Fish and Game for permits, although

Mr. Yanagawa issues the permits. Mr. Trent gathers the data and other informa-
tion that Mr. Yanagawa uses to issue the permits. The normal procedure is for
Mr. Yanagawa to get a coﬁsensus from the different departments to help make

the final decision.

Mr. Yanagawa commented that he is preSentJy short-handed in his department. He
has a position number but no funding for it.

Mr. Yanagawa had some questions about the access roads. He especially wanted
to know when the road was going to be used. He said the Department of Fish
and Game would be prepared to make recommendations and trade off in regards
to the access roads, but they did not have any real hang-ups about them.

As a result of a decision made in Juneau in March, Mr. Yanagawa will not be a
member of the Steering Committee. The policy of the department is that Mr.
Trent is the coordinator for ADF&G. The coordinator helps make the departments

. decisions. Mr. Trent is the only one who can raise official ouestions on the

Susitna project.

Drawing from his pipeline experience, Mr. Yanagawa commented that this was the
wrong job for a total preservationist, because sometimes you just have to get

- in and do your best to find the best route or method available and go with that,

that not evetything will be perfect. He recommended getting in and looking at
routes early. -Sometimes a probfem can be solved by just moving the road 20 feet

lTeft or right.




Mr. Yanagawa also feels that you need to keep asking yourself "if you spend
another million dollars, how much more information are you going to get™?
He also feels that it is important to make everyone aware of the assumptions
that you are making up front.

Mr. Yanagawa also feels that you need to pick a starting place, because you
cannot wait for all the answers to come in before you start.

Also, drawing on his experience in building the pipeline, Mr. Yanagawa
recommended forgetting about building a constrcution camp for temporary use
and go ahead and design for permanent use, because you will save money in

the long run.

Prepared by

g
R.J. Efogse?€7/




NOTES OF MEETING

DATE: April 10, 1981 PROJECT NUMBER: AAI-Z18

LOCATION: University of Alaska, Arctic Enviromental Information and Data
Center, 707 A Street, Anchorage, Alaska 99501 (907) 279 - 4523

ATTENDEES: William J. Wilson, Fisheries Biologist AEIDC; Kevin Young, Acres;
J. 0. Barnes and R. J. Krogseng, TES.

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION:
Mr. Barnes gave a short presentation covering the history of the Susitna

Project and the role Acres and TES have in the present study being con-

ducted for the Alaska Power Authority.

Mr. Wilson was the project Leader for the Terror Lake project on Kodiak Is-
Iand.‘and he discussed his experience in filing the FERC Ticense application.

Mr. Wilson was concerned about the slow start by ADF&G on the fisheries study.

He felt that FERC's immediate reaction will probably be to reject the application
and ask for more information. He also felt that organizations like "Susitna

Now" should be aware of this and be expecting the request for more information.

Mr. Wilson feels that some of the fishery study tasks will require alot of
work, because some drainages in the Susitna basin do not have very much that

is known about them.

Mr. Wilson also commented that the instream flow studies may be a problem,

~because there is not much expertise available capable of doing the studies.

On thé Terror Lake Project Mr. Wilson said that they used joint participation
where USGS, F2WS and AEIDC crew members walked the streams together to pick
out the study sites, because you can't pick them off from a map. Mr. Wilson
Teels that you have to know what the project is going to do to the stream
flows and that incremental instream flow studies will give you that flexi-
bility.

Mr. Wilson commented that FERC would like to see an agreement between State
and Federal agencies over policies and requirements.




As a member of the Susitna Hydroelectric Project Steering Committee, Mr.
wi1sqn is concerned about the lack of information on what is going on.

He felt that it took too long to hear back on the Steering Committee's
comments on the procedure manuals, and that Acres should have responded
sooner. Mr. Wilson also felt that the Steering Committee should have seen
the access road report earlier. He feels that preliminary information
should be made available to the Steering Committee as soon as possible.

Mr. Wilson feels that Acres should publish more data in a "this is what we
found" format and not just "this is what we conclude”. '

Mr. Wilson feels that the Sgeering Committee should be a competent and helpful
sounding board for the project. He feels that the Steering Committee can help
save steps by pointing out pitfalls and other regulation mandates that need

to be complied with as part of their advisory capacity. The Steering Committee
cannot play a part in policy decisions, but they can give feedback on what

was discussed to both sides.

As part of a University of Alaska policy, Mr. Wilson would like to see more
knowledge made available to the public. He would also 1ike to see a centra-
lized depository or library of information on the project that would make
available the procedures manuals, maps, photos, charts, diagrams, andmreports

from the project.

Mr. Wilson is also interested in seeing an informal Steering Committee meet{ng
at Acres to provide an opportunity to open a dialogue with the Acres engineers.

Prepared by /

R.J.okro
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NOTES OF MEETING

DATE: April 10, 1981 PROJECT NUMBER: AAI 218

LOCATION: Alaska Divisian of Natural Resources, 323 East 4th Avenue, Anchorage

ATTENDEES: Al Carson, Deputy Director, Di#ision of Research and Development,
DNR; Kevin Young, Acres; 4.0. Barnes and R.J. Krogseng, TES

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION:
Mr. Barnes summarized the ideas and concerns that had been expressed during

the series of meetings with the various agencies.

The primary request from those who were also members of the Steering Committee
was the request to get information to the Steering Committee in time for them
to review it before the meeting.

Also high on the 1ist was the desire for a central depository at the library
where all of the information would be available to more people.

Not everyone was knowledgeable about access roads; more information has to be
distributed to get people up to speed. It should also be understood that some
areas are incremental, that some minor impacts may work together to cause a
major impact. It is also felt that it is important to send out the criteria

on objectives that are to be used in making decisions to the Steering Committee
members and ask for their comments on the fitness of the criteria.

It is also important to get the ground rules set up before a dispute has started
in order to avoid tunnel vision or having people argue about different parts of

a question.

There is still some confusion on how the FERC process works. It also appears
necessary to get docketed or to put in a preliminary license application which
will also authorize the Fish and Wildlife service to become involved in the

study.

Mr. Carson said he would be willing to help reinforce any concerns such as

engineering disputes that may arise.



Mr. Carson commented that he liked his meeting with APA, Acres and TES. He
felt that it was open and not defensive. He also said that he is willing to -
start having Steering Committee meetings for discussion of problems, instead

of fighting over problems.

Mr. Carson would 1ike to see a copy of the Acres and TES monthly progress
reports sent to the Steering Committee because it proVides an overview of

what is happening. .

Mr. Carson said the Steering Committee would like to know the decision making
time lines. They also would 1ike to know when studies and reports come in.

Mr. Carson said that a critiéa] need which he feels needs attention is the

need for an understanding of technical, engineering, and socio-economic in-

formation, fed together in a holistic . approach to the whole problem. He

said that we need to inter-mesh ideas before people such as engineers have a

vested interest in their design. o

Mr. Young explained how he works closely with the design engineers to bring
environmental and social concerns into the design at an early stage to try
to avoid future problems.

Mr. Carson commented on the need to get input from the Steering Committee
members before certain design milestones are reached.

Mr. Carson said he would 1ike to see EIS scoping'procedures and activities used

in solving some of the problems.

Another suggestion Mr. Carson made was for Acres and TES to touch base with

the Steering Committee with a conceptual type outline. To ask the Steering
Committee members "do you think this will do;it?“_FwiTT it achieve our

purpose?” He feels it is important to make sure you are using the right process
before you go out and do all the work. |

Mr. Carson also commented that enlightened engineers are better to work with -

Prepared by: }f:;v;§=1¢‘—":2L,
é(J. Kréggéng

than biologists.
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APPENDIX 11.D
DEVELOPMENT SELECTION

In March 1981, the Development Selection Report was circulated to agencies for
review and comment. This report compared various development scenarios within
the Middle and Upper Susitna Basin as well as alternatives outside the basin.
The following are comments received on the Development Selection Report.

Correspondence is presented primarily in chronological order. However, in

some cases, a response to a letter directly follows the letter to facilitate

an understanding of the flow of communication. This results in an interruption
in the chronological sequence.
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November 14, 1980
P5700.11.74
T.546

Mr. A1 Carson ,

Chairman, Susitna Hydro Steering Committee
Department of Natural Resources

619 Warehouse Drive

Suite 210

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Al: Susitna Hydroelectric Project
‘ Steering Committee Review of Potential

Hydroelectric Development Sites

Thank you for the opportunity of meeting with the Steering Committee
on November 5, 1980. I personally found it disappointing that my
objective of establishing a workshop atmosphere where the members of.
the Steering Committee could have a positive input into our selection
of candidate hydro sites did not materialize. However, I realize
that our objectives for this component of the Susitna studies may not
have been adequately explained. In this regard I have attached a
further explanation of our objectives as prepared by Robert Mohn of

APA.

I have accepted your suggestion that the most efficient means of obtaining
input from the Steering Committee is to 1) identify in-house the short
list of candidate sites we propose for further study; 2) present this

Tist to the Steering Committee for review and comment, and 3) incorporate
these comments into our final selection and review.

Presented on Table 1 is our short list of candidate sites proposed for
further study. As mentioned on November 5 it is essential for planning
purposes to retain 4-6 sites within each of the size categories listed.
These sites were selected from the Tist presented on Table 2. Table 2
represents sites that have passed through our rough economic and
environmental screening. Although I realize that the Steering Committee
disagreed with our rough screening criteria it is my opinion that using
this criteria allowed us to eliminate the least environmentally acceptable
schemes.



Mr. Al Carson November 14, 1980
Chairman, Susitna Hydro Steering Committee page 2

I would appreciate receiving the Steering Committee's review and comments
on the sites presented in Table 1. If for any reason you find that any
of these sites are totally unacceptable, I request that you recommend

a replacement of similar size from the sites listed in Table 2. This
replacement is essential so that we can retain 4-6 candidate sites in
each size category. Information relating to location and design para-
meters for each site was included in the information packets distributed
prior to our November 5 meeting.

Trusting this approach meets with your approval.

Sincerely,

/,‘.‘
Kevin Young
Environmental Coordinator

KRY/ jmh
Attachments
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Tab1e I

Candidate Sites for Future Study

Size <25 MW

Tustumena
Allison Creek
Silver Lake

Strandline Lake

25-100 MW

Sriow

Hicks

Cache
Keetna
Talkeetna-2

Lower Chulitna

>100 MW

Chakachamna
Johnson
Browne

Land

Tokichitna



Table 2

Sites Passing Rough Screening

Size <25 MW 25-100 MW >100 MW
Strandline L. Whiskers Snow Lane
Lower Beluga Coal Kenai Lower Tokichitna
Lower Lake Cr. Chulitna Gerstle Yentna
Allison Cr. Ohio Tanana R. Cathedral Bluffs
Grant Lake Lower Chulitna  Bruskasna Johnson
McClure Bay Cache ‘Kantishna R. Browne
Upper Nellie Juan Greenstone Upper Beluga Tazilna
Power Creek Talkeetna 2 Coffee Kenai Lake
Silver Lake Granite Gorge Gulkana R. Chakachamna
Solomon Gulch Keetna Klutina
Tus tumena Sheep Creek ~ Bradley Lake

Skwentna Hick's Site

Talachulitna Lowe



ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY

MEMORANDUM
TO: Susitna Steering Committee DATE: November 25, 1980
Members
. rapy, y : , .
FROM: Robert A. Mohn ]ir?%??’ SUBJECT: Environmental screening
Director of Engineering ' of hydroelectric
" Alaska Power Authority ‘ "~ sites

There has been some measure of frustration and disappointment on all sides
associated with the attempt by Acres American to solicit input from the Steering
Committee at the committee's last meeting. It seems to me that an important
factor in the lack of success may stem from misunderstanding or uncertainty
about this exercise in relation to an "alternatives study".

As you probably remember, the original Acres plan of study (POS) called for
a study of alternatives to Susitna as the primary element of Task 1. Information

;about alternatives was to be developed, a screening mechanism was to be employed

to narrow the range of acceptable options, and the Susitna project was to be
compared against the preferred alternative. This work was to be conducted in
parallel with the detailed studies of the Susitna project, and its goal was to
formulate several optimized "without Susitna® plans. In other words, Task 1 was
meant to be a thorough search for a plan that would be preferable to Susitna
development.

The Power Authority requested supplemental funding to adequately fund Task
1 after some early criticism of the funding level and study scope. The requested

- $1.3 million was appropriated but with the caveat that the alternatives study

wou!d be performed by someone other than Acres. The Governor's 4-person policy
review committee (Uimer, Lehr, Quinlan and Conway) selected Battelle to do the
work.

The elimination of Task 1 from our study plan left a significant hole.
This was the case because information that was to be developed in Task 1 was
critical to the formulation of the preferred Susitna basin development plan and
to the economic evaluation of the Susitna plan. River basin planners cannot
formulate an optimal Susitna plan without knowing what the remainder of the
Railbelt power system components are likely to be, and the economic analysts
cannot evaluate benefits and costs without having a "without Susitna" plan to
compare to. -

So, the Power Authority and Acres responded to the termination of Task 1 by
augmenting the design development work in Task 6. This permitted .the Susitna
study to stay on track by incorporating that portion of Task 1 needed for Susitna
plan formulation. The objective of this work is not to formulate an optimal set
of alternatives; that is being done by Battelle. Instead the purpose is to
gather information about 1ikely components of a future Railbelt power system as
a frame of reference for Susitna project formulation.

’




ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY

MEMORANDUM

T0: Susitna Steering Committee
Members
DATE: November 25, 1980

It is in this gathering of information about 1ikely system components and
in establishing the frame of reference that your assistance has been sought. To
reiterate, the exercise is in support of Susitna project formulation; it is not
meant to replace the Battelle alternatives study or be the final word on alter-
natives.
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. - ; / 323 E. 4TH AVENUE
DIVISION OF RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT /' ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501

279-5577

December 11, 1980

Don McKay

U. S. Fish & Wildlife Service
733 W. 4th Ave., Suite 101
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Mr. McKay:

Enclosed please find a 11/14/80 letter from Kevin Young of Acres American

concerning review of potential hydroelectric sites. You will recall that we

discussed this with Mr. Young during our afternoon session on November 5, 1980.

There is also a memorandum from Robert Mohn of the Alaska Power Authefifigﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂiﬁ"‘

describes why A.P.A. has contracted ACRES to do this task. {  AtTAomiTy I~-
|

i SUSITNA

Please review the documents as explained in Mr. Young's letter and fbrwand P5700
your comments to me e1ther in wr1t1ng or by phone by December 31, 1980.

Sincerely, LT
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Al Carson, Chairman
Susitna Hydro Steering Committee
Enclosures

cc: Eric Yould - A.P.A.
Kevin Young - ACRES
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DEPFPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES /

f
. ! 323 E. 4TH AVENUE
DIVISION OF RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501

279-5577

December 11, 1980

Tom Trent

AK Department of Fish & Game
333 Raspberry Road
Anchorage, Alaska 99502

Dear Mr. Trent:

Enclosed please find a 11/14/80 letter from Kevin Young of Acres American
concerning review of potential hydroelectric sites. You will recall that we
discussed this with Mr. Young during our afternocon session on November 5, 1980.
There is also a memorandum from Robert Mohn of the Alaska Power Authority which
describes why A.P.A. has contracted ACRES to do this task.

Please review the documents as explained in Mr. Young's letter and forward
your comments to me either in writing or by phone by December 31, 1980.

Sincerely,

Q) Carer

A1 Carson, Chairman
Susitna Hydro Steering Committee

Enclasures

cc: Eric Yould - A.P.A.
Kevin Young - ACRES
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oy ! JAr 5 HAMMOND, GOVERNOR

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES !
' 223 4THAVENUE

DIVISION OF RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT | ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501
' 279-5577

December 11, 1980

John Rego

Bureau of Land Management
Anchorage District Office
4700 €. 72nd Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99502

Dear Mr. Rego:

Enclosed please find a 11/14/80 letter from Kevin Young of Acres American

concerning review of potential hydroelectric sites. You will recall that we

discussed this with Mr. Young during our afternoon session on November 5, 1580.

There is alsoc a memorandum from Robert Mohn of the Alaska Power Authority which
~ describes why A.P.A. has contracted ACRES to do this task.

Please review the documents as exp1ainéd in Mr. Young's letter and forward
your comments to me either in writing or by phone by December 31, 1980. :

Sincerely,
Al Carson, Chairman

Susitna Hydro Steering Committee

Enclosures

ce: Er%c Yould - A.P.A.
Kevin Young - ACRES
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES //
323 E. 4TH AVENUE

DIVISION QF RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT ;’ ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501
279-5577

December 11, 1980

Bob Lamke

U. S. Geological Survey
Water Resources

733 W. 4th Ave., Suite 400
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Mr. Lamke:

Enclosed please find a 11/14/80 letter from Kevin Young of Acres American
concerning review of potential hydroelectric sites. You will recall that we
discussed this with Mr. Young during our afternoon session on November 5, 1980.
There is also a memorandum from Robert Mohn of the Alaska Power Authority which
describes why A.P.A. has contracted ACRES to do this task. :

Please review the documents as explained in Mr. Young's letter and forward
your comments to me either in writing or by phone by December 31, 1980.

Sincerely,

Od Lo

Al Carson, Chairman
Susitna Hydro Steering Committee

Enclosures

cc: Eric Yould - A.P.A.
Kevin Young - ACRES
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,." 323 E. ATH AVENUE
DIVISION OF RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT { ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501

279-5577

December 11, 1980

Bi1l Wilson or Chuck Evans

Arctic Environmental Information
and Data Center (U of A)

707 "A" Street

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Messrs. Wilson & Evans:

Enclosed please find a 11/14/80 Tetter from Kevin Young of Acres American
concerning review of potential hydroelectric sites. You will recall that we
discussed this with Mr. Young during our afternoon session on November 5, 1980.
There is also a memorandum from Robert Mohn of the Alaska Power Authority which
‘describes why A.P.A. has contracted ACRES to do this task.

Please review the documents as explained in Mr. Young's letter and forward
your comments to me either in writing or by phone by December 31, 1980.

Sincerely,

Ox Coaram

Al Carson, Chairman
Susitna Hydro Steering Committee

Enclosures

cc: Eric Yould - A.P.A.
"~ Kevin Young - ACRES
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
323 E. 4TH AVENUE

DIVISION OF RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT ,’ ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501
279-5577

December 11, 1980

Dave Sturdevant

Department of Environmental
Conservation

Poucﬁ/sg"

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Mr. Sturdevant:

Enclosed please find a 11/14/80 letter from Kevin Young of Acres American
concerning review of potential hydroelectric sites. You will recall that we
discussed this with Mr. Young during our afternoon session on November 5, 1980.
There is also a memorandum from Robert Mohn of the Alaska Power Authority which
describes why A.P.A. has contracted ACRES to do this task.

Please review the documents as explained in Mr. Young's letter and forward
your comments to me either in writing or by phone by December 31, 1980.

Sincerely,

O Cannsn,

Al Carson, Chairman
Susitna Hydro Steering Committee

Enclosures

cc: Eric Yould - A.P.A.
Kevin Young - ACRES



)

I}

OO CE=E O ANTFE D NN ALRg i

SagAbhil= g B AR RO T I

AN P ot BN Ty p 7 JAY S HAMMONO, SOVERNOR
DU E 9 s

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
323 E, 4TH AVENUE

DIVISION OF RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT | ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99501
’ ' - 279-5577

December 11, 1980

Larry Wright or Bill Welch

Heritage Conservation and
Recreation Service

1011 E. Tudor Road, Suite 297

Anchorage, Alaska 99503

Dear Messrs. Wright & Welch:

Enclosed piease find a 11/14/80 letter from Kevin Young of Acres American
‘concerning review of potential hydroelectric sites. You will recall that we
discussed this with Mr. Young during our afternoon session on November 5, 1980.
There is also a memorandum from Robert Mohn of the Alaska Power Authority which
describes why A.P.A. has contracted ACRES to do this task.

Please review the documents as exp]ainéd in Mr. Young's letter and forward
your comments to me either in writing or by phone by December 31, 1980.

Sincerely,

O

Al Carson, Chairman
Susitna Hydro Steering Committee

Enclosures

cc: Eric Youid - A.P.A.
Kevin Young - ACRES
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December 11, 1980

Brad Smith or Ron Morris

National Marine Fisheries Service
701 “C" Street, Box 43

Anchorage, Alaska 99513

Dear Messrs. Smith & Morris:

Enclosed please find a 11/14/80 letter from Kevin Young of Acres American
concerning review of potential hydroelectric sites. You will recall that we
discussed this with Mr. Young during our afternoon session on November 5, 1980.
There is also a memorandum from Robert Mohn of the Alaska Power Authority which
describes why A.P.A. has contracted ACRES to do this task.

Please review the documents as explained in Mr. Ybung's letter and forward
your comments to me either in writing or by phone by December 31, 1980.

Sincerely,

N Coruen,

Al Carson, Chairman
Susitna Hydro Steering Committee

Encliosures

cc: Eric Yould - A.P.A.
Kevin Young - ACRES
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UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY
Water Resources Division
733 M. Fourth Ave., Suite 400 RECEIVED
Anchorage, Alaska 99501
JUL 25 1981

 ALASKA POWC: 42 THCkiTY

July 27, 1981

Al Carson

State of Alaska

Department of Natural Resources
323 E. Fourth Avenue

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Mr. Carson:

I have reviewed the Draft Development Selection Report for the proposed
Susitna Hydroelectric Project as requested in the APA transmittal of
June 18, 1981, The reyiew was limited to the evaluation process used
by Acres, the relative impacts of several alternative development plans
of Susitna hydroelectric resources, and the conclusion that the Natana-
Devil Canyon plan is the preferred basin alternative.

There were no problems involyed in understanding the selection process
used by Acres and there were encugh data and information presented to
compare the final candidate (alternative) plans. The relative impaets

of the candidates were presented in an understandable and credible manner.
Although enly a qualitative evaluation of impacts is presented (pending
reports of on- go1ng studies), a reasonable conclusion is that the Watana-

Deyil Canyon plan is the preferred candidate for Sus1tna hydroe]ectrxc
development.

f? "/Jx ’ L(w"\a/
"Robert D. Lamke

cc: David D. Wozniak, Projeet Engineer, APA, Anchorage, AK /



.onmentgl Information and Data Center
707 A Street
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

PHONE (907} 279-4523

UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA
RECEIVED

August 4, 1981 St 5 1981
ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY

Dave Wozniak

Alaska Power Authority

333 W. 4th AVenue, Suite 31
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Dave:

Per your request to the members of the Susitna Steering Committee, I
have quickly reviewed the Development Selection Report prepared by
‘Acres. 1In general I found it logical in approach and complete in re-
gards to the relevant factors one should evaluate when reducing multiple
options. )

1 havé only the fdllowing specific comments:

1. The location and environmental effects of developing borrow
material sites is not well documented and incorporated into
the first part of the report. Enormous qunatities would be
required for most of the dams, and the removal, stockpiling,
and transport of this material could be a significant factor
influencing the decision-making process. |

2. Significant efforts are currently being expended in environ-
mental study of this region, the results of which are not yet
available. Factoring this new knowledge into the decision-
making process could have influenced the nature of the final
scheme; or is the current environmental study effort geared
only toward the effects of the "selected plan (page 9-1)" and
not for input to the overall selection process? In general 1
found the environmental effects of the alternative options
addressed very superficially.

I hope my comments are of interest.

Sincerely,

William J. Wilson

Supervisor, Resource and Science
Services Division

Senior Research Analyst in Fisheries

WIW/g

cc: Al Carson



United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
ALASKA STATE OFFICE

334 West Fifth Avenue, Suite 250

IN REPLY REFER TO!

Anchorage, Alaska 99501 RECEIVED

1201-03a n ‘
AUE 5 1931 s 7 1981

ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY

.Mr. David D. Wozniak

Susitna Hydro Project Engineer
Alaska Power Authority

333 West 4th Avenue, Suite 31
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear David:

In response to your request I have reviewed the Draft Devel-
opment Selection Report for the Susitna Project. Based upon
the information presented in the report, I would judge the
evaluation process to be satisfactory. However, I would not
want to recommend or otherwise comment on a preferred basin
alternative prior to the completion of ongoing studies which
will further guantify the anticipated environmental impacts.
I assume the final report will refléct a more precise com-
parison of environmental impacts for the dam sites under
consideration. :

An additional item of interest which should perhaps be
included in the final report is a comparison of the expected
life of the project for each alternative dam site considering
the effect of silt accumulation in the reservoirs.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the report. The
above comments are my own and should not be interpreted as
representing the official position of the National Park

Service.
Slncerely,
% D2

Larry M. Wright
Outdooxr Recreation Planner

CONSERVE.

AMERICA'S

ENERAY

Save Energy and You Serve America!
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A ' {U S Second Floor -
Lf j I ' ] / Anchorage, AK 9950.

DEPT. OF EXVIRONMENTAL ¢ONSERYATION / ;0. Box 1207

NGUTHCENTRAT REG

Dave Wozniak

Project Engineer

Alaska Power Authority

333 W. 4th Avenue, Suite 31
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Mr. Wozniak:

; Soldntna. Alaska G9669
. (307) 252 5210

P.O. Box 1064
Wasilla, Alaska 99687
(907) 3756-5033

,,_
4

August 14, 1981

We have reviewed sactions 7 and 8 of the Susitna Hydroelectric Project
Development Selection Report (second draft June 198l). We find that the o
plan selection methodology used in section 8 meets the objectives of
determining an optimum Susitna Basin Development Plan and of making a
preliminary assessment of a selected plan by an alternatives comparison,
The increased emphasis over previous analyses of the envirommental
acceptability of the alternatives 1is good.

At this time, this Department does not endorse any particular plan. We
would, however, recommend the Steering Committee openly discuss the
Watana Dam - Tunnel option because of its reduced environmental and

aesthetic impact.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this document. We appreciate
your effort im soliciting Su-Hydro Steering Committee involvement, If
you have any questions regarding these comments please contact Steven

Zrake of this office.

cc: Steve Zrake
Dave Studevant
A}l Carsoun - DXNR

BM/SZ/mn

Sincerely,

Bob Martin
Reglonal Envirommental Supervisor
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: P5700.10

Mr. Lee Wyatt

Planning Director
Matanuska-Susitna Barough
Box B

Palmer, Alaska 99645

Susitna Hydroelectric Project
Development Selection Report

Dear Mr. Wyatt:

As you know, Acres American, Incorporated is under contract to the Alaska
Power Authority to conduct a feasibility study and prepare a Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (FERC) license application for the Susitna Hydro-
electric Project. The scheduled date for submission of the application is
in June of 1982.

Federal law and FERC regulations require that the reports supporting the
FERC application be prepared in consultation with Federal and State agen-
cies having managerial authority over certain project aspects. This coor-
dination must be documented in the license application.

A great deal of coordination has taken place at agency staff levels by dir-
ect participation in studies or by participation in committees and task
groups. This input, however, has been primarily by staff and may not nec-
essarily reflect the views of the agency. For this reason, we are conduct-
ing a parallel formal coordination process, by requesting agency comments
on key study outputs. The plan of study was the first document coordinated
in this manner. Over the next year, there will be several more. This par-
allel process will affect the other coordination activities of the study.

At this time, we request that the Matanuska-Susitna Barough review the
attached Report, particularly in the areas impacting on the environment.

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED

Consulting Engineers
The Liberly 8ank Builo:ng Main at Court
Bu'falo. Now York 14202

Te'spiore T1E-253.7328 Te ex 91-6420 ~THRES EUF

Tt D res Coiur s a MDD Patsturgh, PA Falergn NC- Washinglor DC




Development Selection Report - 2 Octoper 21, 1981

Your prompt attention to this matter will enable us to continue planning
the best possible development for all interests. A response within thirty
days of receipts would be greatly appreciated. Please send a copy of your
comments to:

Mr. Eric Yould, Executive Director

Alaska Power Authority

333 West 4th Avenue

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Very truly yours,

John U. Lawrence
JDL : jgk Project Manager

-
cc: Eric, Yould, Alaska Power Authority
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Preceding Letter Sent To:

Mr. Lee Wyatt

Planning Director
Matanuska-Susitna Borough
Box B

Palmer AK 99645

Mr. John Rego -~
Bureau of Land Management
701 C Street

Anchorage, AK 99501

Mr. Tom Barnes ‘ :

Office of Coastal Management

Division of Policy Deve]opment
and PTlanning

Pouch AP

Juneau, AK 99811

Mr. John E. :Cook
Regional Director
National Park Service
540 West Fifth Avenue
Anchorage, AK 99501

"Mr. Ernest W. Mueller

Commissioner

~ Alaska Department of

- Environmental Conservation
Juneau, AK 99801\ o

Ms, Lee McAnerney
Department of Regional Affairs

Pouch B

Juneau, AK 99811

Mr. Ronald 0. Skoog

Commissioner
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Juneau, AK 99801

Mr. Keith Schreiner
Regional Director
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
11011 E. . Tudor Road
Anchorage, AK 99503

Colonel Lee Nunn

District Engineer

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.0. Box 7002

Anchorage, AK 99510

Mr. John Katz

A1aska Department of Natural
Resources

Pouch M :

Junean, AK 99811

Mr. Robert Shaw

State Historic Preservat1on
Office

Alaska Department of Natural
Resources

619 Warehouse Avenue

Anchorage, ‘AK 99501

- ‘Regional Administrator

U.S. Envirommental Proect1on
-Agency

1200 South . Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

Mr. Robert McVey, Director

- Alaska Region
‘National Marine Fisheries Service

P.0. Box 1668
Juneau, AKX 99802
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Alaska Dept. of Fish & Game
Sport Fish/Susitna Hydro

Mr. Ronald 0. Skoog

Commissioner

State of Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Susitna Hydroelectric Project
Development Selection Report

Dear Mr. Skoog:

As you know, Acres American Incorporated is under contract to the Alaska
Power Authority to conduct a feasibility study and prepare a Federal Energy
Regqulatory Commission (FERC) license application for the Susitna Hydro-
electric Project. The scheduled date for submission of the application is
in June of 1982.

Federal law and FERC regulations require that the reports supporting the
FERC application be prepared in consultation with Federal and State agen-
cies having managerial authority over certain project aspects. This coor-
dination must be documented in the license application. -

A great deal of coordination has taken place at agency staff levels by dir-

ect participation in studies or by participation in committees and task
groups. This input, however, has been primarily by staff and may not nec-
essarily reflect the views of the agency. For this reason, we are conduct-
ing a parallel formal coordination process by requesting agency comments on
key study outputs. The plan of study was the first document coordinated in
this manner. Over the next year, there will be several more. This parallel
process will affect the other coordination activities of the study.

At this time, we request that the Department of Fish and Game review the
attached Report, "Development Selection Report", particularly in the areas
impacting on the Pish and game resources.

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED
Consu'ting Eng:neers

The Libe-ty 82nk Building. L'ain at Court

Buitale Nz York 3262
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Development Selection keporti - =  hovenber §, 19zl

Your prompt attention to this matter will enable us to continue planning
the best possible development for all interests. A response within thirty

days of receipts would be greatly appreciated. Please send a copy of your
comments to:

Mr. Eric Yould, Executive Director
- Alaska Power Authority

333 West 4th Avenue

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Very tru]y yours,

‘ ohn D. Lawrence
JDL/MMG: jgk Project Manager

cc: Eric Yould, Alaska Power Authority
Mr. Thomas Trent, Department of Fish & Game

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED



n;;iii@ December 4, 1981
: P5700.11.92

T.1330 ©

Mr. Lee Wyatt

WILLETT . .

WITTE Planning Director

BERAY Matanuska-Susitna Barough
Box B
Palmer, Alaska 99645

HAYDEN

LAMB

LAWRENCE

SINCLAIR

VANDERBURGH

__(' -— Susitna Hydroelectric Project
: Document Transmittal Form
CARLSON
FRETZ Dear Mr. Wyatt:
JE X
LOWREY . . . .
SINGH Enclosed is a document transmittal form which should have accompanied our

package dated November 10 containing copies of the Development Selection
Report and its appendices. The document transmittal form is part of a
newly-implemented procedure at Acres which is intended to verify the arrival
HUSTEAD of documents shipped via various carriers and thus alleviate as quickly as
BOVE . . . . -

possible any problems which may arise due to documents being misplaced
during transit.

SHASE If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call.
~ Sincerely yours,
(e L]

S John D. Lawrence
Project Manager

JEM/ jh
Enclosures

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED
Consutuing Ercineers
Tre Libetty 8z2nv Bu.'zng "er at Court

So''zia bes Yook 122062

-4
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Preceding Letter Sent To:

Mr. Lee Wyatt

Planning Director
Matanuska-Susitna Borough
Box B

Palmer AK 99645

Mr. John Rego

Bureau of Land Management
701 C Street

Anchorage, AK 99501

Mr. Tom Barnes

Office of Coastal Management

Division of Policy Development
and Planning

Pouch AP

Juneau, AK 99811

Mr.. John E. Cook
Regional Director
National Park Service
540 West Fifth Avenue
Anchorage, AK 99501

Mr. Ernest W. Mueller

Commissioner . .

Alaska Department -of
Environmental Conservation

Juneau, AK 99801

Ms. Lee McAnerney

Department of Regional Affairs
Pouch B - -

Juneau, AK 99811

Mr.-Rona1d 0. Skoog
Commissioner
Alaska Department of Fish and Game

~Juneau, AK 99801

Mr. Keith Schreiner

Regional Director

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serv1ce
11011 E. Tudor Road

Anchorage, AK 99503

Colonel Lee Nunn

District Engineer

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.0. Box 7002

Anchorage, AK 99510

Mr. John Katz

Alaska Department of Natural
Resources

Pouch M

Junean, AK 99811

Mr. Robert Shaw

State Historic Preservation
Office

Alaska Department of Natural
. Résources

619 Warehouse Avenue

Anchorage, AK 99501

Regional Administrator

U S. Env1ronmenta1 Proection
~ Agency

1200 South Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

Mr. Robert McVey, Director

‘Alaska Region
" National Marine Fisheries Service

P.0. Box 1668
Juneau, AK 99802



17 DEC 1581

Mr. Eric Yould

ILxecutive Director
£laska FPower Authority
333 ¥W. 4cth Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Mr. Yould:

¥r. Joha Lawrence of Acres American, by letter of November 9, 1981,
requested that the Fish and Wildlife Service review the Development
Selection Report for the Susitna Hydroelectric Feasibility Study. We
offer the following comments:

1. The decision-wmaking methodology (selection process) does mot pro-
vide an equitable basis for comparison of all study elements. The
problem that we have identified fs that at the time major decision
points are reached, Information is much more detailed in regard to
engineering and economic factors than envirommental considerations.
We recommend that the process be modified so that all study elements.
are equal (scope and depth), before they are presented to the '
decision-maker.

2. Although alternatives to Susitna are being studied separately by
Battelle, comparisons were drawn within the selection report. ‘The
‘comparison of Susitna development to altermative hydroelectric
power development is stated as economic only. The comparison to
thermal generation 1g, although not noted as such, solely based on
an economic evaluation.

In regard to sensitivity testing of the all thermal versus Susitna
power development options the report states (p. 9-11), "A comparison
of alternatives to Susitna is outside the realm of these studies...."”
The following conclusion is, however, offered on p. 9-1, "...the
future development of Railbelt electric power generation sources
should include a Susitna liydroelectric Project."” These statements
are in apparent conflict. '
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The following statement addresses the Susitna development environmental
studies and review (p. 9-11), “Identifying compensation measures -and the
actual prediction of environmental impacts are the aubject of ongoing
studies. The results of these studies will be included in our 1982
fcasibility report to be available prior to making the decision as to
whether or not to proceed with FERC licensing.’' 1t should be noted that
much of the information for inclusion in the feasibility report will be
preliminary. It is our oplnion that the rudimentary nature of this
Inforustion would preclude a credible impact analysis at that time.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Design Selection
Report. .

Sincerely,

s/ Tst /‘{mvmservb

Aoting

AyidmntRegional Director
cc: FWS-ROES, WAES
#MFS, Anchorage
Quentin Edeon’, PERC
Lawrence, Acres American



The preceding letter was received and reviewed. Although no formal response
was prepared, our comments are as follows:

(1) It was most efficient to determine if a site could technically be developed
and it it would be economically attractive prior to collecting environ-
mental information. Once a site passed the initial economic and engi-
neering screening, full consideration was given to environmental consider-
ations. Figures E.10.1 and E.10.4 depict the selection process.

(2) Environmental factors were considered when comparing Susitna to other
sources of power. This information is included in an expanded form in
Chapter 10, Section 4 of Exhibit E of the license application.

(3) The schedule for filing the license application was deve]oped from June
1982 to February 1983 to allow incorporation of additional environmental
data and to refine the impact analysis and mitigation planning. In
addition, the Alaska Power Authority will be funding continuing environ-
mental studies. '
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“¥r. Zric Yould, txecutive ODirector

Alaska Power Authority
334 W. Fifth Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska  $250]

Desr Hr. Yould:

In response to a Hovember 16, 1231 letter frem the Acres Amerfcan Inc,
Hauau-r, Mr. John D. lLawrence, we have the following cumments concerning
Susitna project reports. The reports reviewed include:
Sumzary Report (Hay 1981); Trarsnission Line Corridor Screening Rnﬁnrt {54
1221); and tke Devaloﬁment Selection Report {fctober 1%381).

Provisicn fer cultural rescurce identification end B
approvriate and adaguate.  Alsc, 1t would appear tha
adenuatoely athess=4 by the slanning pro:ess.

The evaluaticn process described in the
to bz very adecuate. This azency dees not reconrend a particu?ar tasin powy
cevelooment plan.  Fowaver, wo doc note on pagje §-26 that the tunnel schomg
reconnized by the report as telns environmentally superior, anc vould prege
many of the resource values currently associated with t

t would te helpful to the reo
roport or gerdabs prepérad $es

vz losk forward to the eopsriunity to revisw subseauent
addition to Lelnn included in the historical and arche

crovps fdentified for fomaal coordication, this ansncy shouls reriaps alsq
1nc14d~ﬂ withiu the water ouality and use, assih
are interosted in project releted recreation funa

bevoad the zreject boundary.

Stacarely,
75/ Dovrlas G. Warnock

reienal BMlroctor
Alaska Hezion

cc:
Joon DL Lawrencs, Acres foericen Iac., SO0 Liberty Bank 24iléing,

Yort 140w
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Lol March 1, 1982
P5700.11
T.1425

Mr. Douglas G. Warnock
Assistant Regional Director
Alaska Region

National Park Service

540 West Fifth Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 -

Dear Mr. Warnock: Susitna Hydroelectric Project

I thank you for your December 30, 1981 response to our request for
review and comment on Susitna project reports forwarded to your agency.

I am pleased that you are satisfied to date with our cultural resource
identification and management, recreation planning and Development
Selection evaluation process.

In regards to the review of subsequent reports we are receptive to
including your agency in the water quality and use, aesthetics and land

use groups if you consider this information beneficial in performing

your formal review of project related recreation impacts. We are enclosing
the 1980 Land Use Annual Report.

51 cere]y yours,

/ / o e

n D. Lawrence
Project Manager
KRY/jmh

Enclosure

xc: Eric Yould, APA

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED

o ToL o aecs
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APPENDIX E11E

CORRESPONDENCE RELATING TO
MITIGATION PLANNING
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APPENDIX 11.E
MITIGATION PLANNING

Mitigation planning for the Susitna Project has involved APA, its consultants,
and the state and federal resource agencies. A Fisheries Mitigation Core
Group, Wildlife Mitigation Core Group, and Fish and Wildlife Review Group -
were established. A Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy was developed, re-
vised three times following receipt of comments, and finalized during the
1981-1982 period.  Various mitigation options papers were also drafted,
circulated for comments, and discussed in meetings with the agencies.

This section contains correspondence and meeting notes of the above activities.
Correspondence is presented primarily in chronological order. However, in
some cases, a response to a letter directly follows the letter to facilitate
an understanding of the flow of communication. This results in an interruption
in the chronological sequence.

It should be noted that correspondence and meeting notes, regarding the
modeling workshops, are not included. Although this workshop relates to
mitigation planning, it also relates to ongoing studies. Hence, it is in the
Additional Studies and Project Refinement section.
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SUSITNA WILDLIFE MITIGATION TASK FORCE
NOTES OF MEETING
January 30, 1981

Anchorage, Alaska

Compiled by: Edward T. Reed
Wildiife Ecology Group Leader
Terrestrial Environmental
Specialists, Inc.

The meeting was commenced at 9:00 a.m.

Mr. Reed gave a brief introduction and requested that all participants
(see attached 1ist) introduce themselves and indicate the organ1zat1on
they represented. In his introduction, Mr. Reed identified the major
problem associated with the deve10pment of a Susitna wildlife:
mitigation program as the fact that in some cases data collection will
not be complete until after the submittal of a license application to
FERC (July 1, 1982). Thus the level of detail that can be incorporated
into a program at the end of Phase I will vary among the various =«
components of the wildlife studies, and in some cases there will be
insufficient data available to develop a finely-tuned mitigation plan.

. Carson asked what the relationship was between this meeting and the
Steering Committee comments on the Task 7 Procedures Manuals. Or.
Lucid and Mr. Reed responded that, although mitigation planning was
among the topics commented upon by the Steering Committee, this Task
Force had been planned prior to the Steering Committee's comments and
was not in response to the comments.

Mr. Wozniak explained some of the history that preceded this meeting,
including the role of the Steering Committee and indicated that this

meeting represented a formal consultation between the Power Authority
(including the Power Authority's representatives, i.e. Acres and TES)
and federal and state agencies as called for by the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act.

Mr. Reed presented a brief outline (attached) describing the
organization and functioning of the task force. At the request of Mr.
Carson, the word "procedures™ (Purpose of the Task Force, Item #1)} was

changed to "options”.
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dual role of Mr. Schneider as a representative of ADF&G was

cussed by Schneider, Trent, Reed, Lucid, Carson, and Wozniak. A
concensus was reached that Mr. Schneider‘s participation in the core
group Was appropriate due to his technical participation on the Susitna
Study Team as Teader of the big game studies. A1l official responses
from ADF&G as a participant in the review group will be handled by Mr.
Trent, who will consult with Mr. Schneider on technical matters. This
arrangement was satisfactory to the meeting participants.

’

There were no comments concerning information on the outline pertaining
to the Role of the Core Group, the Role of the Review Group, or the
Role of the Task Force Coordinator. :

Mr. Carson raised the issue of whether or not members of the review
group should be required to prepare a written discussion of concerns,
issues and policy statements. Mr. Carson felt that it was the
responsibility of TES to prepare such material for review and comment
by the review group. Following discussion of this issue, it was agreed
that the Task Force Coordinator would draft a policy statement
incorporating agency concerns and submit it to the review group for
comment. It was suggested that agency concerns could be better
identified through personal interviews with representatives of each
agency. TES and Acres will consider this approach.

hr. Wozniak questioned whether or not all appropriate agencies were
included in the mitigation task force. The involvement of the U.S.
Corps of Engineers, the Environmental Protection Agency, and the
National Marine Fisheries Service were raised. TES and Acres will keep
these agencies in mind as the task force proceeds, although Mr. Reed
indicated that the participation of these agencies may be either
premature at this point in time, or be more appropriately included in
the fisheries mitigation effort. Mr. Wozniak also raised the guestion
of involvement by special interest groups. Mr. Reed and Dr. Lucid
responded that the concerns of special interest groups were more
appropriately coordinated through the Power Authority's public
participation program. TES will prepare a list of agencies and/or
groups that may be considered for consultation in the future if
pertinent issues concerning such groups develop.

It was discussed, and generally agreed upon, that there are limitations
to the level of detail of mitigation planning that can be performed
within the Phase I time frame. ODr. lucid, Mr. Reed, and Mr. McMullen
pointed out, nevertheless, that to comply with FERC regulations, the
license application must represent a commitment on the part of the
applicant and that identification of "options" may not be sufficient.
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w g2 decided that individual review group members will address all

» respondence to the APA, with a copy being sent directly to Mr. Reed,
%, will back-channel a copy to Mr. Young at Acres. Mr. Wozniak

" rized the Task Force Coordinator {Mr. Reed) to represent the core
—up and correspond directly with members of the review group. Mr.-
iedr?quested written confirmation of this authorization from Mr.
rang.  Mr. Young indicated that Acres would provide the requested

~acumentation.

following discussion, it was agreed that Mr. Reed would reevaluate the
schedule outlined on the handout. Mr. Carson requested that a meeting
re held following preparation of a policy statement and review by the

review group members.

¥r. Stackhouse indicated that the USFWS had recently (within the past

week) published a statement of mitigation policy in the Federal
Register. * Mr. Reed thanked Mr. Stackhouse for this information and

indicated that the policy statement would be reviewed at the earliest

possible date.

Following discussion it was decided that the core group should first:
prepare ‘a mitigation policy, and following review, proceed with the
preparation of a mitigation plan.

. Stackhouse stated that cost effectiveness of mitigation plans is an
aiportant concern of the USFWS. :

The question was raised by Dr. Lucid as to whether the applicant had
any responsibility to enhance a resource, as opposed to avoidance of
impacts or compensation. It was agreed that TES, in its mitigation
planning, would "identify enhancement opportunities™ and stop there.

The subject of compensation of impact on one species (e.g. moose) by
enhancement of another (e.g. salmon) was mentioned. No agreement was
reached on the validity of this concept.

The question of whether or not the review group should have a chairman
was raised. Mr. Reed expressed concern that some details may be lost
if one person was responsible for compiling and possibly summarizing
agency comments. Mr. Carson also advised against the appointment of a
chairman at this time. For the present. time, the idea of a review
group chairman was dropped.

Mr. Reed requested that a list be prepared with the name, mailing
address, and phone number of all review group members. This list was
completed and is attached. ‘ S

The meeting was' adjourned at approximately 11:15 a.m.



PARTICIPANT

Edward Reed
Joseph McMullen
Vin;ent Lucid
Robert Krogseng
Richard Taber
Jay lcKendrick
William Coi]ins
Brina Kessel
Steven McDonald
Philip Gipson
Karl Schneider
Thomas Trent
'Keviﬁ Young
David Wozniak
Bruce Bedard
Alan Carson-
Mike Scott

Gary Stackhouse

Bruce Appie

SUSITNA WILDLIFE MITIGATION TASK FORCE
.MEETING OF JANUARY 30, 1981

ANCHORAGE, ALASKA

LIST OF PARTICIPANTS

REPRESENTING

Terrestrial Environmental Specialists, Inc.
Terrestrial Environmental Specialists, Inc.
Terrestrial Environmental Specialists, Inc.
Terrestrial Environmental Specialists, Inc.
Terrestrial Environmental Specialists, Inc.
University of Alaska

University of Alaska

University of Alaska

University of Alaska

University of Alaska

Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Alaska Oepartment of fish and Game

Acres American, Inc.

Alaska Power Authority

Alaska Power Authority

Alaska Department of Natural Resourées
United States Bureau of Land Management
United States Fish and Wildlife Service

United States Fish and Wildlife Service
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MEMO

L T0 Members of the Susitna Wildlife Mitigation Task Force

FROM: Edward T. Reed, Task Force Coordinator
DATE: June 16, 1981; 218.683

RE: Comments concerning the preliminary policy outline.

Enclosed please find another copy of the preliminary outline for the
wildlife mitigation policy statement. I have inserted review comments
that have been received todate. The comments have been placed
immediately following the appropriate item. In the case of those
comments ‘that pertain to an entire section, they follow the last item
of each section. In most cases, comments have been transcribed
verbatum, although some comments had to be extracted from the .
correspondence and minor editorial changes were made.

It should be noted that this was a detailed out11ne and 'some of the
comments would have been unnecessary if a fleshed out text version was
available for review. It was impossible to totally explain all of the
details and ram1f1cat1ons of each item within the context of an
out11ne

P1ease review the comments made by other task force members and be
prepared to discuss possible adjustments to the policy statement. As
noted in my memo of May 8, 1981, the next meeting of the mitigation
task force will be held at 9:00 a.m. on Monday, June 29th, in the Acres
Anchorage Office. Hopefully a final version of the policy statement
can be agreed upon during that meeting and we can move forward with a
discussion of how best to develop a mitigation plan based upon the
policy statement.



WILDLIFE MITIGATION
A STATEMENT OF POLICY
PRELIMINARY OUTLINE

1 - BACKGROUND

1.1 - The Need

Included will be a general discussion of the value of the
environment and why it is necessary to reduce or avoid negative
impacts while still permitting reasonable energy development.

Comment
USF&WS:

This section should include a discussion of the need to
adequately assess the environmental resources of the study area
to determine the compatibility of the proposed project and to
evaluate mitigation to adequately reduce or avoid negative

.impacts to environmental resources, including fish and wildlife

resources, so that no net loss of habitat value occurs.

1.2 - Legal Mandates

1.3 -

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission regulations, the Fish
and Wildlife Coordination Act, and the National Environmental
Policy Act will be discussed, as well as a consideration of the
role of state and federal natural resource agencies whose task it
is to protect and manage wildlife resources.

Definition of Mitigation

This will be the 5 part NEPA definition.

-
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5 _ gENRAL POLICIES TO BE CARRIED OUT BY THE APPLICANT

-

2.1 - Basic Intent of the Applicant

(a) The goal of the applicant is to strive, within the bounds of
feasibility and reasonable costs, to minimize the negative
impacts of the Susitna Project and compensate for
unavoidable losses of wildlife and wildlife habitat.

Comment
USF&NWS:

. The goal of the applicant should be to develop a plan to fully
mitigate unavoidable impacts which would result from the
construction and operation of the project with full compensation
for unavoidable losses to fish and wildlife resources.

(b) The success of the mitigation effort will be considered the
difference between impacts without mitigation and impacts
with mitigation. A "no net loss of habitat value” will
serve as the benchmark for measuring both the success of the
mitigation effort and project impacts.

Comment

USFEWS:
Success of the mitigation effort should be assessed through
comparison of habitat value of the study area with the project,
including the mitigation plan, vs. without the project, over the
project 1ife. No net loss of habitat value, as determined by
pre- anq,post-project studies js the goa?. Acceptable habitat
evaluation procedures (such as the Fish and Wildlife Service's
Habitat Evaluation Procedures and Instream Flow Methodology)
should be used to accomplish this goal.

McMullen: :

"No net loss of habitat value" looks good, but it must be decided
how to assess habitat value. Aiso, are with and/or without
project scenarios going to be considered?



Gipson:
Good statement.

(c} The applicant will provide assurances that the agreed upon
mitigation plan will be a stipulated part of the
construction and operation plans of the project and will be
executed by either the applicant or any other organization
charged with managing the project.

Comment

USF&HWS:
The mitigation plan should be developed by the applicant, in
coordination with the state and federal resource agencies. The
plan, as agreed upon by the coordinating agencies, should be
submitted by the applicant to the Federal Energy Requlatory
Commission (FERC) as a component of the application to be
incorporated into the license.

2.2 - Input From Agencies and the Public

(a) The applicant will provide opportunities for the ‘review and
evaluation of concerns and recommendations presented by the
public -as well as by federal and state agencies.

Comment

USFRWS:
Additional review and evaluation of the project will be provided
through formal agencies comments in response to state and/or
federally administered licensing and permitting programs.

(b} Agency comments and recommendations will be provided by
those members of the Mitigation Task Force that represent
agencies, while the concerns of the public and special
interest groups will be coordinated through other means.
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Comment
Gipson: ‘
You mzy wish to spell out how input will be obtained from the

public and how to weight the recommendations from individuals,
interest groups, and governmental agencies.

McMullen: _ ,
One of the comments at the Steering Committee meeting was that

the agency representatives in many instances cannot "officially"

represent their agency.

2.3 - Avoidance and Reduction of Impacts

(a) During the feasibility studies (prior to FERC license
submittal) and the subsequent preparation of preliminary
engineering specifications (following FERC license
submittal), the applicant will take into consideration, and
whefe practical (both from the standpoint of actual
feasibility as well as cost}, incorporate recommendations to

avoid and/or reduce negative impacts on wildlife resources.

Comment

USF&WS: 7 ‘
The project, including mitigation found to be acceptable to the
state and federal resource agencies, should be eva]uated‘in
regard to reasonable cost; not with and without the mitigation
plan. The total cost of mitigation then becomes part of the
total project cost.

(b} Also considered under this policy will be operation
stipulations that can be implemented to reduce negative
impacts on the wildlife resource. Recommendations for
operation stipulations will be provided to the design
engineer during both the feasibility studies and the
preliminary engineering phase as appropriate.



Comment

USFE&WS:
Construction and cperating stipulations to reduce negative
impacts to fish and wildlife resources should be evaluated during
the feasibility studies. Stipulations found acceptable by the
coordinating agencies should be incorporated into the mitigation
plan submitted as part of the license application.

2.4 - Compensation for Unavoidable Losses of Wildlife Resources

(a) Where biologically feasible and cost effective management
techniques are available, the applicant will institute
management efforts to compensate for unavoidable impacts.

Comment

USF&WS:
Compensation for unavoidable losses to fish and wildlife
resources should be in accordance with a plan developed by the
applicant, in coordination with state and federal resource
agencies. The plan, found acceptable to the coordinating
agencies should be submitted to FERC for incorporation into the
project license. The compensation plan, a component of the
overall mitigation plan, should be the result of a habitat
evaluation, utilizing a procedure judged acceptable to the state
and federal agencies with primary responsibility for fish and
wildlife resources.

(b) Where possible, compensation will be of an in-kind nature.
This applies to both wildlife species as well as
habitats.

Comment

USF&NWS:
In-kind compensation where "possible"; should be mutually
determined by the app]ichnt and the coordinating state and federal

agencies, prior to licensing.
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phic “ioverage of the Wildlife Mitigation Policy

(a) In re;ar:d\to both impact avoidance and compensation, the
mitigatizon policy will address all wildlife species
utilizingg the impoundment zone and other project related
areas (e=.g., borrow sites), as well as the'ripari;n zone

" downstrezam to Talkeetna. -

Comment

USF&WS:
Determination of the extent of impacts attributable to the project
needs to be azcomplished. Formulation of a mitigation plan cannot
proceed until the extent of the impacts, both direct and indirect,
has been identified.

McMullen: _
If key or target species are used to evaluate habitat values then
this may requ?re rewording. ’

Gipson:
What treatment will be given to access roads, power line rights-
of -way, and.pcssib1e buffer zones around the impoundments?

(b) Downstrezm from Talkeetna to Cook Inlet the primary
mitigation effort will be directed towards any impacts that
might occur in regard to riparian habitats.

Comment

USFEWS: : _ :
‘The mitigation effort should be directed at reducing impacts where
they are identified, addressing all primary and secondary impact
areas, for all project features.

Taber:
It seems probable that 100% mitigation above the dam will not be
feasible, so mitigation below the dam may be one of the next best
choices. If a broad view of what "below the dam" consists of is
maintained, then more mitigation options will be available than if
the view is narrow.



2.6 -~ Establishment of Priorities

(a) Although all wildlife species will be considered (including

- Comment

McMullen:

big game species, non-game species, and furbearers), it will
be necessary to identify the "key" or "target" species and
establish some order of priority in regard to the development

of a mitigation plan.

If key or target species are used to evaluate habitat values then

this may require rewording.

{b) In order to prepare a mitigation plan that can be

Comment
-Gipson:

successfully implemented while at the same time placing
mitigation efforts in perspective, certain wildlife species
and/or habitats will be given priority in mitigation planning"
based on: 1) importance of the species/habitat both to
Alaskan residents and the ecosystem; {2) availability of
practical mitigation measures; (3) species with special
status, such as threatened or endangered; {4) estimated costs
required to execute mitigation measures. This list of
criteria is not organized in any priority order.

Possibly something should be added to indicate that some
ecological criteria will be used to establish priorities, in
addition to human values. For example, those species that
contribute significantly to total energy flow through the system
(small mammals and nesting birds) and/or those species that make
up the bulk of animal biomass (again small mammals) should be

considered important.

McMullen:

These criteria could be easily expanded to be utilized in‘the
generation of relative value indicies.




USF&HS: (pertains to 2.6 in general)
Since all wildlife species are to be considered, "key" species
should be chosen so that they represent particular segments
(guilds) of the community. Species which provide guild
representation and are also considered "important” by the resource
agencies and/or public should be given priority. Species which
are federally listed as threatened or endangered, oriprdposed for
listing, must be handled separately in accordance with Section 7
of the Endangered Species Act. The practicality of the mitigation

plan developed, in regard to the concerns of the applicant and

coordinating agencies, would be demonstrated through its
acceptability to these agencies.

2.7 - Impact-Rel ated Versus Non-ImpactéRe1ated Lands

(a) To the greatest extent possible, mitigation measures will be
implemented on or immediately adjacent to the area where the
impact takes place.

(b) Where this is not possible, priority will be given first to
suitable areas as close as possible to the area of impact.

(c) As a last resort, areas totally removed from the impact area
will be considered for mitigation efforts.

Comment (pertains to 2.7 in general)
USFEMWS:
Statements apply to both direct and indirect impacts.

Schneider:’
In sections 2.7 and 2.8, you emphasize mitigation close to the
impact area even to the point of enhancement of a different
species rather than move to a more distant area. The problem is
in definition of such terms as "reasonable proximity". Users of
wildlife are fairly mobile and tend to greatly favor one species
over another. This, combined with practical considerations, might
make it difficult to stick with the policv



1 hz.<=n't given this a great deal of thought, but an alternate
apprz=zh might be to direct mitigation measures at the animal
popu” =tion or subpopulation impacted when this is clearly

feasi=le.

When —he feasibility of this approach is in doubt, perhaps
mitic=iion measures should be directed at user groups. A series
of al=—=rnate mitigation masures could be drawn’up and submitted
for pumblic review.

The pcint is that the public might agree with your policy, but

“disag—=e with your plan when they see what it means in reality.
Why ncZ recognize that the issue is complex and subjective from
the start?

2.8 - In-Kind Compensation Versus Availability of Areas Suitable For
Mitic=ztion

(a) 1In the event that suitable areas for in-kind compensation
for a particular species/habitat do not exist within
reasonable proximity to the impact area, the first priority
will be to compensate for such loss by enhancement of a
different species and/or habitat that is close to the impact
area.

(b) If compensation by means of a different species proves
impractical or unacceptable, in-kind compensation in areas
totally removed from the impact area will be considered.

Comment (pertains to 2.8 in general)
Schneider:
See comment under 2.7.
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2.9 - Land Ownership

~(a) Interviews will be conducted with private owners as well as

pertinent state and federal agencies to preliminarily identify
" land use policies or ownership that may act as constraints on

mitigation efforts.

(b) Where no land use constraints have been identified, the
‘analysis of mitigation alternatives will proceed based on

biological factors.

(C) Following review by agencies and private landowners for-
compatibility with land use policies, the mitigation plan will
then be reassessed and adjusted as necessary in order to. |
insure that proposed actions can be legally and practically
executed. Where mitigation opportunities exist, the applicant

“will work closely with Tand management agencies to insure the

successful implementation of the plan.

2.10 - Restoration of Disturbed Areas

The applicant will consider various options {e.g. regrading .and
revegetation, pefmitting natural invasion and succession, etc.)
in the reclamation of areas that will be disturbed by project
‘activities such as borrow areas and construction camps. -

Comment
USF&WS:

Restoration of disturbed areas should be ‘in accordance with a plan
deveToped'by the applicant, in coordination with the state and
federal resource agencies. The plan, found acceptable to the

~coordinating agencies should be submitted to FERC for incorporation

into the project license.



McKendrick:
I would emphasize that the revegetation, etc., of borrow areas be
coordinated with land use policies of owners. Also, considering
such areas as prospective browse production sites may be feasible,
if there is any soil available after excavation. They may be
considered potential sites to compensate for browse losses in the

impoundment areas.

Heavy grass seeding will probably retard natural succession of
browse species. We really need to examine some of the myriads of
highway and seismic disturbances to see if we can identify
successional sequences and bypasses and develop some reasonable
scheme in habitat formation for this region.

2.117< Nuisance Animals

In order to avoid altering the natural behavior of animals
resident to the project area, rules designed'to prevent, or
reduce nuisance animal problems will be established. Procedures
will also be formulated to relocate problem animals.

Comment

USF&WS:
A plan, found acceptable to the coordination agencies, should be
developed and submitted to FERC for incorporatibn into the project

Ticense.

Schneider:
Re]ocationvis generally a poor policy as animals usually return or
cause problems in other areas. Animals can be captured only under
permits issues by the Commissioner of Fish and Game. He will set
policy on this issues, not APA.

Gipson:
Other possibilities may be: 1) strict garbage control and
disposal, 2) fencing of semi-permanent camps, 3) education
programs for workers to prevent feeding and harassing wild animals
in order to reduce impacts and conflicts with people.
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2.12 - Access

(a)

(b)

Since the potential impact of increased human access on
wildlife is a major concern, measures will be considered and
the most appropriate ones implemented to reduce impacts on
wildlife as a result of improved access.

This will include access policies during both the

construction and operation phases of .the project.

Comment (pertains to 2.12 in general)

USF8WS:

Afplan, found acceptable to the coordinating agencies, should be
developed and submitted to FERC for incorporation into the project

license.

\

2.13 - Hunting

(a)

(b)

(c)

Acknowledging that sport hunting is an important component
of the Alaskan lifestyle and economy, it will be
incorporated as a major component in mitigation planning.

Hunting rules and/or recommendations to insure the safety of
project personnel and the public will be considered.

For obvious reasons, any policy determination concerning
hunting must be integrated with access policy and the
applicant will consider both actéss and hunting policy in a

coordinated manner.

Comment (pertains to 2.13 in general)

USF&HWS:

This section should be expanded to incTude other forms of wildlife
recreation as well, e.g., bird watching, photography. A plan,
found acceptable to the coordinating agencies, should be developed
and submitted to FERC for incorporation into the project license.



Gipson:
I would V1ike for you to include trapping and fishing in this
section if you feel they are appropriate for inclusion.

Schneider:
Replace "sport hunting” with "hunting and trapping". Many
Alaskans would interpret your wording to exclude subsistence
hunting, This issue is both difficult to define and highly
emotional. There is no need to raise it here. Obviously, we want
to preserve all legal hunting and trapping options.

Any hunting rules or policies other than those instituted by an
employer on their employees are the responsibility of the Board of
Game. APA can make recommendations as can any group or
individual, but it is up to the Board of Game to examine all
factors and set regulations for dealing with problems.

Reed:
It may be that this section is not appropriate at all for
inclusion with a wildlife mitigation policy effort and may be
better suited for prime consideration under the recreation
planning portion of the Susitna study effort; although
coordination between recreation planners and the wildlife
mitigation group is certainly necessary.

2.14 - Responsibility For Implementation of the Mitigation Plan

{a) Prior to the initiation of construction an agreement will be
reached for determining responsibility for implementation of
the mitigation plan.

Comment

USF&MS:
Responsibility for implementation of the mitigation plan rests
with the applicant. Any agreements entered into by the applicant
for the delegation of direct implementation authority for the
mitigation plan would need to include stipulations to prevent
deviation from the accepted plan.



Reed:

Due to wording there is some confusion between 2.14 (a) and 2.1
(c). The intent of the wording in 2.1 {c) was to indicate-that
the applicant (APA) was ultimately responsible for seeing that the
mitigation plan is executed as agreed upon. The purpose of 2.14
(c) was not to indicate that any organization other than the
applicant would have ultimate responsibility, but to indicate that

“an agreement would have to be reached as to exactly who (ADF3G,

USF&WS, TES, etc.) would actually execute the plan. A rewording,
or further explanation is needed to prevent a misunderstanding

‘between these two items.

(b) Realizing that a m1t1gat1on monitoring team will be
‘necessary to insure the proper and successfu1 ‘execution of
the mitigation plan, part of the plan will detail the
structure and responsibilities of such a monitoring body.

Comment
USF&WS:

2.15

The mitigation monitoring team should include representatives of
the applicant, FERC, and the state and federal agencies with
designated responsibility for fish and wildlife resources. The
financing, composition, and plan of study should be agreed to by
the prospective participants during the formulation of “the
mitigation plan as a component of the mitigation ﬁ]an to be
submitted to FERC for incorporation into the license.

- Modification of the Mitigation Plan

(a) As part of the mitigation plan a monitoring program will be
estab]fshed, the purpose of which will be to monitor
wildlife populations during the construction and operation
of the project in order to determine the effectiveness of
the plan as well as to identify problems that were not
anticipated during the initial preparation of the plan.




Comment
USF&WS:
See comments above (2.14.b).

Gipson:
This section, 2.15 (a) is good.

(b) The mitigation plan will be sufficiently flexible so that if
adequate data secured durimg the monitoring of wildlife
populations indicate that the mitigation effort should be
modified, the mitigation plan can be adjusted accordingly;
this may involve an increased effort in some areas where the
original plan has proven ineffective, as well as a reduction in
some cases where impacts failed to materialize as predicted.

Comment

USF&WS:
Any modification to the mitigation plan should be coordinated with, and
agreeable to, the state and federal agencies with designated
responsibility for fish and wildlife resources.

General Comments

McKendrick:
Bill Collins and I both received and read the Preliminary Outline.
Generally, it appears acceptable and comprehensive.

Wozniak:
We have no comments relative to the version of the Mitigation Policy
outline transmitted to us by Ed Reed's memo of May 8, 1981. (Note:
The APA did review an earlier version and provided suggestions and
comments that were incorporated into this review version).

Gipson:
This is a well written outline. You may want a section treating use of
4-whee) drive vehicles and snow machines.
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USF&WS: ,
We appreciate the opportunity‘to'reviewftheﬂpréT

£

%ﬁinéry%du;1{héa
ngildlife Mitigation: A Statemént of Policy". -We have done so in
light of the Fish and Wildlife Service's Mitigation Policy (copy

attached) and have provided comments which are consistent with that
policy. |
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MEMO

T0:
FROM:
DATE:
RE:

Members of the Susitna Wildlife Mitigation Task Force

‘Edﬁard T. Reed, Task Force Coordinator

July 24, 1981; 218.730

Meeting notes

Enclosed please find a copy of the notes of the June 29, 1981 meeting of
the wildlife mitigation task force. I have compiled these notes based on
my interprétation of the comments made during the meeting. If you feel

that I missed any major items or misunderstood certain statements please

Tet me know and I will prepare a revised version of the notes. I am now

moving forward with the preparation of a draft policy statement an SKA POVER
development of a decision making methodology. You will be receivigg
copies of these as they are completed.
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SUSITNA WILDLIFE MITIGATION TASK FORCE
" NOTES OF MEETING -
June 29, 1981
Anchorage;‘AIaSka

Compiled by: Edward T. Reed
Wildlife Ecology Group Leader
Terrestrial Environmental -

'_Specialists, Inc.

The meeting was commenced at 9:00 a.m. A list of participants is
attached.

Mr. Reed gave a brief intrbduction and description of what had taken
place since the last meeting. He then asked'if the participants would
like to make any general comments concerning the policy outline prior to
beginning a detailed discussion of the items contained within the
outline. - ‘ “

Mr. Wozniak requeéted‘that_the purpose of the meeting be to move towards
a finalized statement as the next product.

Mr. Trent stated that although the policy addressed federal reéu]ations,‘

there are state reQU]atiOns concerning mitigation in draft form, and the
mitigation effort should stand prepared to include the intent and
approach presented in those state regulations. He also indicated that
the state regulations would use the five basic forms of mitigation as

~defined by NEPA, but will go further in stressing the priority of the

forms. He indicated that the new regulations would be incorporated
under Title 16 Taw. Mr. Trent also suggésted that a matrix type
approach be developed to be used in reviewing the various forms of
mitigation that might be used on the Susitna Project.



Mr. Trent said that for the purpose of developing mitigation policy it
would be advisable to involve the personnel responsible for the
fisheries mitigation effort. Mr. Schneider agreed that the policy
statements for both fish and wildlife should be basically the same. Mr.
Wozniak also indicated that this would be preferable. Mr. Wozniak then
requested that Mr. Reed take the appropriate steps to obt;in the
involvement of the fisheries group. Mr. Reed agreed to contact the
appropriate fisheries personnel and request that they accelerate the
establishment of a fisheries mitigation task force and be provided with
information pertaining to the policy statement currently being prepared
by the wildlife task force.

A digg;ssion took place concerning the level of mitigation p]aﬁning that
would be available for inclusion with the FERC license application
versus what will have to follow during Phase II. Mr. Wozniak warned
that Phase II should not serve as a convenient excuse for not having
critical portions of the‘application prepared for the projected
submittal date. Mr. Carson indicated that a commitment to the process
that would be used throughout the mitigation effort should be an
important item for the application. Since the discussion indicated that
at a minimum, it will be possible to have prepared a policy statement,
an approach to mitigation, and an outline of the olan. Mr. Reed asked
representatives of the U.S. Fish and WildliTe Service if that Tlevel of
af fort would satisfy their review needs as stipulated under the Fish and
Wildlife Coordination Act. Mr. Stackhouse replied that in the absence
of a complete, detailed mitigation plan, they (USF&WS) would not be able
to make a final recommendation.

Mr. Schneider suggestéd that the next step should be the development of
a process, or methodology, to be used in making mitigation decisjons.
This suggestion was received favorably by the other participants.

In reviewing the meeting to this point, Mr. Reed and Mr. Wozniak agreed
that the next steps should be to expand the outline to a draft policy
statement, prepare a decision making methodology, and develop an outline
of the plan. .
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At this point it was agreed to review the policy outline, item by 1tem,
commenting on the information and determ1n1ng which items are
appropriate for a policy statement and wh1ch items m1ght be more
suitable for inclusion in other sections ~ The following notes are
organized by items correspond1nq/10'the outlirne.

1.1 - Mr. Trent indicated that there is a need to study the resources
and for the APA to commit to mitigation. "He suggested substituting

"mitigate® for "reduce or avoid.®

1.2 - Mr. Trent reiterated the need to take into consideration state

policies and regulations. Mr. Carson suggested consideration of the DNR

Instream Flow Bill and the Coastal Zone Management Group.

1.3 - Mr. Trent suggested that the remaining items discuss mitigation
collectively rather than identifying only certain forms of mitigation.

2.1

(a) - Mr. Trent said that a compromise position is needed somewhere
between the phrases "agreeable to all agencies" and "feasible and
reasonable." Mr. Carson suggested removina the phrase “feasible and
reasonable." Mr. Trent<suggésted dsing a phrase such as, "to strive to
mitigate the negative -impacts.” Mr. Schneider mentioned that reality
should be kept in mind when defining the intent. : ‘

(b) - Mr. Wozniak indicated that there was no problem with this item but
felt that it should be removed from the policy statement and
incorporated at a different po1nt in the mitigation plan. Mr. Carson
agreed. ‘

(c) - Mr. Wozniak indicated that this item would be part of the license
and indicated that an associated goal would be to reach an agreement
between the resource agencies and the applicant.
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2.2 - Mr. Carson discussed the roles of the APA and the resource
agencies as they pertain to public input. The possibility of agency
personnel being available at public workshops to present the position of
their respective agencies was discussed. ‘Mr. Wozniak 1iked the idea of
agency personnel being available during public meetings.

2.3

(a) - Mr. Carson reiterated a previously expressed concern about the
wording of this item. Mr. Wozniak remarked that the agencies and the
APA are polarized in regi}d to this item. Following discussion it was
agreed that what is needed is a rewording that will provide the agencies
with stronger assurances, while at the same time not totally committing
the APA. '

(b) - It was agreed that this item is too specific for a policy
statement and might be more appropriately incorporated into a
"methodology” section.

2.4 - Mr. Trent suggested that the forms of mitigation be combined under
a more general category. It was agreed that this section should be
removed from the policy statement and placed elsewhere.

2.5 - Mr. Stackhouse expressed interest in how the coverage would be
defined. It was agreed that this section may also be more appropriately

covered in a subsequent portion of the mitigation plan.

2.6 thru 2.13 - It was agreed that these sections would also be more
appropriately addressed in other portions of the mitigétion plan.

2.14 - Mr. Wozniak indicated that the APA is in agreément with this item
and has no problem with the wording. Mr. Carson felt that 2.14({b)
should be reworded to include the word "funding” and suggested the
following wording,"...part of the plan will detail the structure,
funding, and responsibilities...” Mr. Wozniak felt that this may be a
problem at this time and indicated that funding arrangements are an
itemthat would have to be negotiated at a later date. Mr. Wozniak also
felt that is was a good idea for the agencies to provide a commitment to

cooperate in this effort.




LY
|

2.15 - Mr. Wozniak stated that the APA i§ in agreement with this item
and has no problem with the wording. '

Mr. Carson expressed the opinion that the mitigation effort was going
well and he was pleased with the approach being taken so far.

The meeting’was adjourned at approximately 11:30 a.m.
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Edward Reed
Leonard Corin
Gary Stackhouse
Davia/ﬁozniak
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Thomas Trent
Joseph McMullen
Kar1 Schneider
Philip Gipson
Alan Carson
Robert Krogseng
Jay McKendrick

SUSITNA WILDLIFE MITIGATION TASK FORCE
MEETING OF JUNE 29, 1981
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA
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REPRESENTING

Terrestrial Environmental Specialists, Inc.
United States Fish and Wildlife Service
United States Fish and Wildlife Service
Alaska Power Authority

TES/University of Alaska

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Terrestrial Environmental Specialists, Inc.
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
TES/University of Alaska

Alaska Department of Natural Resources
Terrestrial Environmental Specialists, Inc.
TES/University of Alaska
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October 6, 1981 RECEIVED

OCT 15 198]
ALASKA POWER AUJHGIRITY

Mr. Eric P. Yould
Executive Director
Alaska Power Authority
3334 West 5th Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Mr. You]d'

Involvement of this agency with efforts by others to explore the
potential for hydroelectric development on the Susitna River dates

back to 1973. In 1974, we had contracted Environaid for a study titled
"A Hydrologic Reeonna1ssance of the Susitna River Below Deyil's Canyon",
and more recently we have been a participant on the Susitna Steer1ng ‘
Committee.

Ye appreciate the opportunity presented in your letter of September 25, 1981
to extend our participation by becoming a member on the Susitna Fisheries
Mitigation Task Force, Review Committee. I have directed Brad Smith of

our Environmental Assessment Division (EAD}, Anchorage Field Office to-
represent National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) on this important com-
mittee. Mr. Smith will fully participate_on the Review Committee and be
responsible for drafting the recommended NMFS' position.

‘Please continue to send official correspondence through our Regional

Office. Delays in NMFS response time associated with our routing of

your materials to and from the Anchorage EAD Field Office could be

reduced if you would provide a courtesy copy of correspondence dir-
ectly to Mr. Smith..

Should you have further questions regarding Mr. Smith's involvement,
please contact Ron Morris, the supervisor of the Anchorage. EAD Field Office:

Bradley K. Smith and Ronald J. Morris
National Marine Fisheries Service
Federal Building & U.S. Court House
701 C Street, Box 43
Anchorage, Alaska 99513
Phone: (907) 271-500€

Sincere]y,

Q@&awwf

Robert W. McVey
Cirector, Alaska Region

UNITED STATEs DERPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administratian



334 WEST 5th AVENUE - ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501 Phone: (9Q7) 277-7641

RECEIVED 50T 1 198
ALASEKA POWER AUTHORITY

(907) 277-0851
(907) 276-0001

September 25, 1981

Mr. Robert McVey

Director, Alaska Region

Alaska Marine Fisheries Service
P.0. Box 1668

Juneau, Alaska 99802

Dear Mr. McVey:

Integral to our study of the potential effects of hydroelectric
development of the Upper Susitna River Basin is the formulation of
fisheries mitigation plans. To that goal, a Fisheries Mitigation Task
Force, in two parts, is being formed. One part will be a core group of
the principal investigators. Their task will be to identify and address
impacts, and develop appropriate mitigation plans. A second group will
act as a review comnittee commenting on the efforts of the core group.

You are invited to be a member of the Review Committee. If you
agree, your role would be to work in concert with other concerned agencies
to assess the adequacy of the impact predicitons and associated mitigatiwe-—-=__* ------
planning. In addition to reaping the benefits of your expertise, your ALASKA POW:R

AUTH f
participation would also fulfill key consultation requirements outlined o

. s . SUSITN
in the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission {FERC) regulations and in e "Af
the provision of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act. _ FILE P5700

.
—————

A similar structure was established early this year for wildlife SEQUENLh NC
mitigation. An early objective will be to reorganize into one common
review committee for mitigation, overviewing separate core groups for
fisheries and wildlife. You might consider this when you appoint your
organizational representative.

We welcome your participation in this key planning area, and we
hope to hear from you soon with the names and telephone numbers of your
designated representation.

Sincere]y,

{
£

SRy Wi

Eric P. Yould

RER

Execup1ve Director —
cc: John Lawrence ' DL ™
Jim Gil PR B
HRS |
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
ALASKA DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.O. BOX 7002
ANCHORAGé.ALASKﬁ 98510

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF:

NPAEN-PL-EN , ~ 13 0CT 198
oCT20 1981

Mr. Eric P. Yould
Executive Director
Alaska Power Authority
334 West 5th Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Mr. “ou 'Ird:

This is in respohse to your letter of 25 September 1981 concerning Corps of
Engineers participation in the Upper Susitna River Basin Fisheries Mitigation
Review Committee.

Unfortunately, the continued funding and manpower constraints under which we
must operate make it necessary for me to decline your invitation. However, we
will provide the reviews required for the issuance of permits under our
regulatory program.

If I can be of further assistance, please contact me directly. If further
details are desired by your staff, contact can be made with Mr. Harlan Moore,
Chief, Engineering Division at 752-5135.

Sincerj;ii::>

~ LEE R. NUNN
Colonel, Corps of Engineers
District Engineer
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DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GA ME _
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER | Soneay, aoaska sosor

October 23, 1981

Mr. Eric P. Yould

Alaska Power Authority
334 West 5th Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

-Dear Mr. Yould:

—
Thank you for your invitation to place a member of my staff on the
committee being established to review mitigatory recommendations for the
Susitna Hydroelectric project. I have designated Mr. Carl Yanagawa,
Regional Supervisor for the Habitat Division, to sit as our represent-
ative on the review committee.

I anticipate that Mr. Yanagawa will work closely with the other members
of the committee, and with Tom Trent and Karl Schneider, to develop
sound policy recommendations for Su-Hydro.

Mr. Yanagawa's office is in the Fish and Game building at 333 Raspberry
Road and he can be reached at 267-2138.

Sincerely,

Ronald 0. Skoog
Commissioner E
(907) 465-4100
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REPLY TO - :
annor: M/S 443 ALASKA POWER A

Utheany
' "RECEIVED
Eric P. Yould, Executive Director
Alaska Power Authority OCT 3 A 1531
534 West 5th Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 ‘ ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY

- Dear M;ié;dakﬁf;—”'

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) accepts your invitation to
participate on the Review Committee for the Fisheries Mitigation Task
Force on the hydroelectric development of the Upper Susitna River Basin.

EPA generally relies on the state and Federal fish and wildlife agencies
for the technical input and evaluation on such task forces. However, I
feel that we may be able to provide as a member of the Review Committee,
a different perspective which may help your efforts. Because of our
limited resources both in staff and travel money, our participation will
have to be somewhat 1imited.

I have designated Ms. .Judi Schwarz as our formal contact for the activi-
ties of this Review Committee. Ms. Schwarz is in the Environmental
Evaluation Branch in our Seattle Office and has had primary contact with
the Susitna project through our EIS review responsibilities. She can be
reached at (206) 442-1285, 1 have also asked Jim Sweeney, Director of
our Alaska Operations Office to provide support in this effort because of
his proximity and knowledge of the unique Alaska conditions. His tele-
phone number in Anchorage is (907) 271-5083. ‘

We look forward to actively participating on this Review Committee. Any
information you can Ssend us on the activities of the wildlife mitigation
task force would be appreciated.

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to become actively involved in
this important development. _

JohJ Rl. Spencer
Regjorjal Administrator

cc: Jim Sweeney




STATE OF ALASHA / wemoe e

ilhl'\llTHEI\T OF NATURAL RESOURCES POUCH M
JUNEAU, ALASKA 998171
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER PHONE:  (907)465~2400

December 1, 1981 L Wep

Mr. Eric Yould
Executive Director
hRlaska Power Authority
334 West 5th Avenue
Anchorage, AK 98501

Dear Eric:

This letter is in response to your September 28, 1981 letter
offering an opportunity for DNR participation on the mitigation
review committee for the proposed Susitna Hydroelectric
Project.

Al Carson of the Division of Research and Development will

be our representative for the comm;ttee He can be reached

by phone at 276 2653.

Thanks for providing us with the opportunity to participate
in this important endeavor.

Sincerely,

ohn W. Xatz
Commissioner

cc:- Reed Stoops

10-JOLH
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Mr. Keith Schreiner @@} ID E]

Regional Director, Region 7
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
1011 E. Tudor Road
Anchorage, Alaska 99503

Dear Mr. Schreiner:
A member of your staff advises me you did not receive

my letter of September 25, 1981, inviting your participation
to the Susitna Hydroelectric Project mitigation Review

~Group. Let me hasten to repeat the invitation.

Integral to our study of the potential effects of
hydroelectric development of the Upper Susitna River Basin
is the formulation of fisheries mitigation plans. Tc that
goal, a Fisheries Mitigation Task Force, in two parts, is-
being formed. One part will be a core group of the
principal investigators. Their task will be to identify and
address impacts, and develop appropriate mitigation plans.

A Second group will act as a review committee commenting on
the efforts of the core group.

You are invited to be a member of the Review Committee.
If you agree, your role would be to work in concert with
other concerned agencies to assess the adegquacy of the
impact predictions and associated mitigative planning. In
addition to reaping the benefits of vour expertise, vour
participation would also fulfill key consultation
requirements outlined in the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC) regulations and in the provisions of the
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act.

A similar structure was established early this year for
wildlife mitigation. An early objective will be to
reorganize into one common review committee for mitication,
overviewing separate core groups for fisheries and wildlife.
You might consider this when you appoint your organizational
representative.

Phone: (907) 277-7641
(907) 276-0001
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Mr. Ernest W. Mueller

Commissioner

Alaska Department of Environmental Conservat1on

Juneau, Alaska 99801 -

Susitna Hydroelectric Project
Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy

Dear Mr. Mueller:

As you know, Acres American, Incorporated is under contract to the Alaska

Power Authority (APA) to conduct a feasibility study and prepare a Federal

Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) license application for the Susitna
Hydroelectric Project. The scheduled date for submission of the application -
is in June of 1982.

~Federal law and FERC regulations require that the reports supporting the
FERC application be prepared in consultation with Federal and State agen-
cies having managerial authority over certain project aspects. This coor-
dination must be documented in the license application.

A great aeal of coordination has taken place at agency staff levels by dir-

ect participation in studies or by participation in committees and task

groups. This input, however, has been primarily by staff and may not nec- —
essarily reflect the views of the agency. Ffor this reason, we are conduct-

ing a parallel formal coordination process, by requesting agency comments

on key study outputs. The plan of study was the first document coordinated

in this manner. Over the next yesar, there will be several more. This par-

allel process will affect the other coordination activities of the study.

At this time, we request that the Alaska Department of Environmental o
Conservation review the attached Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy, which
has been developed by APA, the resource agencies and Terrestrial
Environmental Spec1a11sts,

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED

~

TLthr ;E 3 NCErs
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Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy November 19, 1981
Page 2 ’

Your prompt attention to this matter will enable us to continue planning
the best possible development for all interests. A response within thirty
days of receipts would be greatly appreciated. Please send a copy of your
comments to me and to:

Mr. Eric Yould, Executive Director
Alaska Power Authority

333 West 4th Avenue

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Very truly yours,

M\.Cb\ L«.M—tm« /MG

John D. Lawrence '

JDL/MMG: jgk Project Manager
Enc.

cc: Bob Martin
(letter only)

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED
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Mr. Robert McVey

Director, Alaska Region

National Marine Fisheries Service
NOAA v

P.0. Box 1668

Juneau, Alaska 99802

Susitna Hydroelectric Project
Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy

Dear Mr. McVey:

As you know, Acres American, Incorporated is under contract to the Alaska
Power Authority (APA) to conduct a feasibility study and prepare a Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) license application for the Susitna
Hydroelectric Project. The scheduled date for submission of the application
is in June of 1982.

Federal law and FERC regulations require that the reports supporting the
FERC application be prepared in consultation with Federal and State agen-
cies having managerial authority over certain project aspects. This coor-
dination must be documented in the license application.

A great deal of coordination has taken place at agency staff levels by dir-
ect participation in studies or by participation in committees and task
groups. This input, however, has been primarily by staff and may not nec-
essarily reflect the views of the agency. For this reason, we are conduct-
ing a parallel formal coordination process, by requesting agency comments
on key study outputs. The plan of study was the first document coordinated
in this manner. Over the next year, there will be several more. This par-
allel process will affect the other coordination activities of the study.

At this time, we request that the National Marine Fisheries Service review
the attached Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy, which has been developed
by APA, the resource agencies and Terrestrial Environmental Specialists.

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED
T .ruatting Bz neers
Tttty Bumb Bu'trg Waonoat Ceurt

“Lm e s Yote 145202
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Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy November 19, 1981
Page 2

Your prompt attention to this matter will enable us to continue planning
the best possible development for all interests. A response within thirty
days of receipts would be greatly appreciated. Please send a copy of your
comments to me and to:

Mr. Eric Yould, Executive Director -
Alaska Power Authority

333 West 4th Avenue

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Very truly yours,

LA D Lo S

John D. Lawrence

JDL/MMG: jgk Project Manager
Enc.

cc: Ron Morris
(1etter only)

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED
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November 19, 1981 -
P5700.11.91

1

Mr. Keith Schreiner

Regional Director, Region 7
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1011 E. Tudor Road _
Anchorage, Alaska 99503

Susitna Hydroe]ectrit Project
Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy

Dear Mr. Schreiner:

As you know, Acres American, Incorporated is under contract to the Alaska
Power Authority (APA) to conduct a feasibility study and prepare a Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) license application for the Susitna
Hydroelectric Project. The scheduled date for submission of the application
is in June of 1982.

Federal law and FERC regulations require that the reports supporting the
FEKRC application be prepared in consultation with Federal and State agen-
cies having managerial authority over certain project aspects. This coor-
dination must be documented in the license application.

A great deal of coordination has taken place at agency staff levels by dir-
ect participation in studies or by participation in committees and task
groups. This input, however, has been primarily by staff and may not nec-
essarily reflect the views of the agency. For this reason, we are conduct-
ing a parallel formal coordination process, by requesting agency comments
on key study outputs. The plan of study was the first document coordinated
in this manner. Over the next year, there will be several more. This par-
allel process will affect the other coordination activities of the study.

At this time, we request that the U.S. Fish and wildlife Service review the
attached Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy, which has been developed by
APA, the resource agencies and Terrestrial Environmental Specialists.

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED
oLu'iry Engereers
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Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy November 19, 1981
Page 2 '

Your prompt attention to this matter will enable us to continue planning
the best possible development for all interests. A response within thirty
~days of receipts would be greatly appreciated. Please send a copy of your

comments to me and to:

Mr. Eric Yould, Executive Director
Alaska Power Authority

333 West 4th Avenue.

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Very truly yours,

_ John D. Lawrence
JDL/MMG: jgk Project Manager
Enc.’

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED
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l November 19, 1981
P5700.11.92

Mr. Ronald Skoog
Commissioner

-+ State of Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Susitna Hydroe]ectric Project
Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy

Dear Mr. Skoog:

As you know, Acres American, Incorporated is under contract to the Alaska
Power Authority (APA) to conduct a feasibility study and prepare a Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) license. application for the Susitna
Hydroelectric Project. The scheduled date for submission of the application
is in June of 1982.

Federal law and FERC regulations require that the reports supporting the
FERC application be prepared in consultation with Federal and State agen-
cies having managerial authority over certain project aspects. This coor-
dination must be documented in the license application.

A great deal of coordination has t.:en place at agency staff levels by dir-
ect participation in studies or by participation in committees and task
groups. This input, however, has been primarily by staff and may not nec-
essarily reflect the views of the agency. For this reason, we are conduct-
ing a parallel formal coordination process, by requesting agency comments
on key study outputs. The plan of study was the first document coordinated
in this manner. Over the next year, there will be several more. This par-
allel process will affect the other coordination activities of the study.

At tnhis time, we request that the State of Alaska Department of Fish and
Game review the attached Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy, which has been
developed by APA, the resource agencies and Terrestrial Environmental
Specialists.

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPCRATED

Ceor 'i-3 Engreers

The Lovisty Bank Eui'Song L'zn 2t Count
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Toe &7 I-TLgE e < 2z FLFRES BUF




o= Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy November 19, 1981
Page 2 ' _

Your prompt attention to this matter will enable us to continue planning
the best possible development for all interests. A response within thirty
- days of receipts would be greatly appreciated. Please send & copy of your

comments to me and to:

pm Mr. Eric Yould, Executive Director
Alaska Power Authority
333 West 4th Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Very truly yours,

John D. Lawrence
o JDL/MMG: jgk Project Manager
Enc.

cc: Tom Trent
(letter only)

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED

- T
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STATE OF ALASKA / "o

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME M'T‘E_S [\t\\.\\\hhu b

P.O. BOX 3-
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER NER, Aiexa ves02

pHoNE: (907) 465-4100
December 30, 1981

Mr. John D. Lawrence

Project Manager

Acres American, Inc.

The Liberty Bank Building, Main at Court
Buffalo, New York 14202

Dear Mr. Lawrence:

The ATaska Department of Fish and Game has reviewed the "Susitna Hydroelectric

Project Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy" dated November 1981 and has several

comments to offer. The Department is drafting a mitigation policy approval we
. intend to use for all hydroelectric projects throughout the State. We

v

MJSKAfP%EﬁPEC1ate your effort but feel our parallel effort is the alternative we select
AUTHORYYy take. 1In the interim, however, I have provided comments to your document
SUSITNAat. tan be used to improve your policy as drafted.

| FILE P57RD
i A SPECific Comments
il-ex cz
i ,:Qiff,;lqu—Sect1on 1 - Introduction
:_'4:—..2—-1-&' I/' ST AT ',"l-.: o .
=1 ¢ | _, In this section which reads as follows, we recommend inclusion of the
? i 1 = underlined phrase.
2ivs T
—L;;Lfém‘h;l-tA mandate of the Alaska Power Authority (APA) charter is to develop
=7 i supplies of electrical energy to meet the present and future needs of the
L_‘j+fff_jﬁ__ Etate of Alaska. APA also recognizes the value of our natural resources
SR nd accepts the responsibility of insuring that the development of any new

~projects is as compatible as possible with the fish and wildlife resources

-'—i:21”04 and_the habitat that sustains them) of the State and that the overaill

f€cts of any such projects will be beneficial to the State as a whole.

—_— _ iIn this regard APA has prepared a Fisheries and Wildlife M1t1gat1on Policy
——. . for the Susitna Hydroelectric Project as contained herein.'

'@, Comment: The primary goal of mitigation is to avoid, minimize, rectify,
. reduce or compensate for impacts on fish and w11d11fe habitats.

—— 2 - Sect1on 2 - Legal Mandates

4,4—"4/T1n this section which reads as follows, we suggest inclusion of the

_‘l__:____ -11’759'

| .4 FILE |

!

underlined phrase:
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"There are numerous state and federal laws and regulations that
specifically require mitigation planning. The mitigation policy and plans
contained within this document are designed to comply with the collective
and specific intent of these legal mandates. Following are the major laws
or regulations that require the consideration (and eventual implementation)
of mitigation efforts.”

Comment: Consideration of mitigation is not an end in itself, the
implementation of mitigation is the eventual goal and obligation which the
APA must meet under the terms of State and Federal law and regulation.

Section 2 - Protection of Fish and Game

Ih the first paragraph, first sentence, that reads as follows, we suggest
the underlined phrase be inserted:

The Alaska state laws pertaining to the disturbance of streams important to
anadromous fish address the need to reduce (or prevent) impacts on fish and
game that may result from such action.

Comment: Avoidance as well as minimization of impacts is also of concern
to ADF&G.

Section 2 - Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 2nd paragraph

We suggest the paragraph include a statement which indicates measures of
mitigation as well as facilities for mitigation be described. To describe
only facilities suggests that only engineering solutions for mitigation are
considered. It will be necessary to describe any measures for mitigation.
that may involve, for example, in-kind replacement of hab1tat or avoijdance
of impact alternatives.

Comment: ” For this statement to be an accurate portrayal of FERC
regulation, this addition is suggested.

Section - 3.3 Implementation of the Mitﬁggtion Plan

In the first paragraph of this section, it is stated that, "Prior to
implementing the plan; an agreement will be reached as to the most
efficient manner in which to execute the p]an."

Comment: It should be stated with whom this agreement is to be reached.
Perhaps suggestions can be worked out with the Su Hydro Steering Committee.

- Also it is stated in the second paragraph of this section, "Rea11z1ng that

a mitigation monitoring team will be necessary to insure the proper and
successful execution of the mitigation plan, part of the p]an will detail
the structure and respons1b1?1t1es of such a monitoring body."

Comment: APA should be aware that this monitoring body or its functions

will not supersede individual, agency mandates.
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Section 3.4 Modification of the Mitigation Plan

In the second paragraph of this section which reads as follows, we suggest
the insertion of the underlined phrases:

"The mitigation plan will be sufficiently flexible so that if data secured
during the monitoring of fish and wildlife populations and habitats
indicate that the mitigation effort should be modified, the mitigation plan
can be adjusted accordingly. This may involve an increased effort where
impacts failed to materialize as predicted. ‘Any modifications to the
mitigation plan proposed by the monitoring team will not be implemented
without consultation (and approval of) appropriate state and federal
agencies and approval of APA. The need for continuing this monitoring will
be reviewed periodically. The monitoring program will be terminated when
the need for further mitigation is considered unnecessary."

Comment: APA approval alone does not supersede the mandates of state and
federal agencies to assure that mitigation to be performed is prudent and
feasible and in concert with what is known about project impacts.

Section 4 - Approach to Developing the Fish and Wildlife Plans

The third paragraph of this section reads as follows:

"Following the identification of impact issues, the Core Group will agree
upon a logical order of priority for addressing the impact issues. This
will include ranking resources in order of their importance. The ranking
will take into consideration a variety of factors such as ecological value,
consumptive value, and nonconsumptive value. Other factors may be
considered in the ranking if deemed necessary. The impact issues will also
be considered in regard to the confidence associated with the impact
prediction. In other words, those resources that will most certainly be
impacted wjll be given priority over impact issues where there is less
confidence in the impacts actually occurring. The result of this dual
prioritization will be the application of mitigation planning efforts in a
logical and effective manner. The results of the prioritization process
will be sent to appropriate state and federal resource agencies for review
and comment."

Comment: The Department of Fish and Game does not consider what appears to
be a subjective ranking of resources in their "order of importance" to be a
satisfactory approach to addressing impact issues. There is no substitute
for a factual assessment of data voids, studies to fill these voids, and a
rational approach to impact assessment based on factual evidence. Ranking
as suggested here only supports this Department's long-time conviction that
adequate information to make reasonable impact analysis and mitigation plan
development cannot be done in the time frame established for the FERC
license application by the Legislature and APA.

The fifth paragraph of this section states:
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"Mitigation for each impact issue will be considered according to the types
and sequence identified by the CEQ (Figure 2). If a proposed form of
mitigation is technically infeasible, only partially effective, or in
conflict with other project objectives, the evaluation will proceed to the
next form. ATl options considered will be evaluated and documented. The
result of this process will be an identification and evaiuation of feasible
mitigation options for each impact issue and a description of residual
impacts.”

Comment: The statement in the second sentence of this paragraph, "or in
conflict with other project objectives," indicates equal consideration of
fish and wildlife values would not be given in the mitigation planning
effort conducted by Acres American, Terrestrial Environmental Services and
APA. 1t is doubtful that any fish and wildlife impact issue would not be
in conflict with APA's primary objective to construct the Su Hydro Project,
and automatically mitigation alternatives would generally fall into the
compensatory realm of mitigation defined in Section 3.5. This Department
will closely examine the products of the impact evaluation and mitigation
planning effort to be sure equal consideration is given to fish and
wildlife resource values and that summary and arbitrary dismissal of
feasible mitigation alternatives which may be in conflict with "project
objectives” is not the primary factor in arriving at a mitigation plan.

- Paragraph 7 of this section states:

"Additional items that may be addressed by the Core Group include an
identification of organizations qualified to execute the mitigation plan
and recommendations concerning the staffing, funding and responsibilities
of the mitigation monitoring team."

Comment: The Core Group may make its recommendations, but agencies such as
this Department with a direct responsibility for the management of fish and
wildlife resources will in accord with its . resource management and
protection responsibilities, make its own recommendations to define
staffing or funding levels and responsibilities for the mitigation
monitoring team. It is our view that APA and its subcontractors do not
have oversight on mitigation alternatives or means of implementation.
Mitigation and the final approval of its acceptability lies with this
Department and other resource agencies with similar mandates. It will be
the obligation of APA to implement mitigation plans in accord with the
approval of these agencies. In addition, it appears that the "mitigation
review group" is responsible for "informal agency review and comment" on
the proposed mitigation options. This informal review is "considered by
APA and the Core Group prior to the preparation of . . . mitigation plans.
However, the option being reviewed (informally) by the mitigation review
g;oupfqrg those developed by the Core group in Step 2. This needs to be
clarified. ;

In paragraph 8 of this section it states:
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"During the implementation of the plan, which will include both the
construction and operation phases of the project until further mitigation
is deemed unnecessary, the mitigation monitoring team will review the work
and evaluate the effectiveness of the plan (Step 5). To accomplish this
goal, the monitoring team will have the responsibility of assuring that the
agreed upon plan is properly executed by the designated organizations. The
team will be provided with the results of ongoing monitoring efforts. This
will enable the team to determine in which cases the mitigation plan is
effective, where it has proven to be less than effective, and also in which
cases the predicted impact did not materialize and the proposed mitigation
efforts are unnecessary. The monitoring team will submit regularly
scheduled reports concerning the mitigation effort, and where appropriate,
propose modifications to the plan."

Comment: It should be resolved now as to who pays for the participation by
agencies in the mitigation monitoring team. The APA should state its
commitment to funding participation by agency team members or mitigation
study groups.

General Comments

1.

2.

This Department does not believe adequate opportunity will be afforded the
natural resource agencies to evaluate or review mitigation plans due to the
accelerated nature of APA's schedule.

To date, for example, the Fisheries Mitigation Task Force Review Group has
not been afforded an opportunity to assess ongoing impact assessment and
mitigation plans being developed by Terrestrial Environmental Services.

Also, the Department has relayed to the APA on numerous occasions our
concern that a more extended period of fisheries studies needs to be
performed before adequate impact analysis is made and thence feasible
mitigation alternatives developed.

A section outlining the membership and relationships of the Mitigation Task
Force, and Core Group will need to be included.

I am interested in obtaining a copy of a plan that clearly sets out the
schedules for formal review of specific products by appropriate agencies in
order that this Department can adequately respond in a timely and responsible
manner to APA.

If you have questions, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely,

%w

nald 0. Skoog
mmissioner

/.ZS
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TAMB Alaska Department of Fish and Game
JLAWRENCE P 0. Box 3-2000
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A Ergh ar Mr. Skoog: : Susitna Hydroelectric Project
~E S Comments on Fish and Wild} 1fe
CARLSON Mitigation Policy
FRETZ
e sv—tlear Mr. Skoog:
SINGH

ja appreciate receiving your comments on the "Susjitna Hydroelectric
Aroject Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy” dated December 30, 1981.
[ _______In addition to addressing your comments in our revised edftfon of the
Sot=AR  ddlicy, I have elected to respond directly to the concerns you have

raised. My comments are organized in the order presented fn your
ecember 30 letter. :

L e

- | CHASE

. Sect1on'1 - Introduction

ur definition of fish and wild11fe resources 1nc1uded'the'hab1tat which
ustains them but for clarification we will include the phrase "and the
abjtat that sustains them" as you recommended.

i)

Cormment: We accept the CEQ definition and priority sequence for
mitigation.

2. Section 2 - legal Mandates

- He accept that the 1np1ementat1on of mitigation is the eventuai goal
and will include the phrase "and eventual implementation” as you recormended.

Comment: APA 1s committed to implement appropriate mitfgation plans.

EN

3. Section 2 - Protectioh'of‘Fish_and Game -

To broaden the perzpective of the first sentence in the first paragraph
we will substitute the word mitigate for reduce. The definition of
mitigate in this context being avoid, minimize, re¢t1fy. reduce or
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compensate tor impacts.

Comment: Avoidance of impacts will be the first mitigation option explored.

We will add the phrase "measures and" in the last 1ine of this paragraph.
Comment: This addition meets your request.

5. Section 3.3 - Implementation of the Mitigation Plan

It is our intent to reach an agreement, through FERC, with those resource
agencies having the mandate to approve the mitigation plan and the implementation
specific agencies have not been stated since it is not considered appropriate

for APA to define other agencies mandates. - It is also considered inappropriate
to discuss such agreements through an informal group such as the Susitna

Hydro Steering Committee. . :

Comment: APA accepts that the proposed monitory body or its function would
not supersede individual agency mandate. In fact such.monitoring
may be conducted through agencies fulfilling their mandates.

6. Section 3.4 - Modification of the Mitidation Plan

APA intends to work with the appropriate state and federal agencies during
implementation of the plan, including any modifications. The Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission must approve any modification to mitigation
stipulation in the license. It is anticipated FERC would not approve these
modifications without first consulting with the appropriate agencies..

Comment: It was not intended to imply APA approval superseded the mandate
of state and federal agencies.

7. Section 4 - Approach to Developing Fish and Wildlife Plans

Third paragraph:

The intent of the ranking of resources is "order of importance was to
direct mitigation efforts towards those resources where, even without an
extensive data base, it is predicted the greatest impacts would occur.

As an example, the concentration of the fisheries mitigation efforts

has been towards the anadromous fisheries between Talkeetna and Devil
Canyon, as this is an important reserve and there is higher potential for
impact in this section than further downstream.

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED
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Comment: The delay in the Ticense application will permit a more detailed
- mitigation plan to be developed.
Fifth paragraph:
a Comment: The intent of this procedure is to consider each impact issue

and to review all practicable mitigation options within the
intent of the National Environmental Policy Act. If a mitigation
n option that avoids an impact is identified which is technically
' feasible, effective and not in conflict with any other project
objective, the need to address other alternatives was not
considered necessary. The intent of sentence 2, paragraph 5

- was to state that if such an option does not exist, we will pro-
ceed to evaluate other options.
== No mitigation options will be arbitrarily dismissed. As stated
in the policy, "ALL options will be evaluated and documented."
. The policy will be revised to make this clear.
Paragraph Seven:
= Comment: FERC requires APA to prepare a_mitigation plan prepared in

consultation with appropriate resource agencies. This plan
will be based on recommendations from the core groups and
= review and comment from the agencies via the Fish and Wildlife
‘ Mitigation Review Group and the formal agency review process. .
Subsequent to the FERC filing, the plans will be reviewed by
-‘FERC and other agencies and an acceptable plan finalized. It
is not APA's intent that the mitigation planning be in conflict
in any way with the management and protection responsibility
of any agencies.

=
: Paragraph Eight:
= Comment: The Susitna project is being prepared by a state agency. As
3 such, it would be premature to commit funding for involvement
of other agencies at this time.

a General Comments

1. The three month delay in the license application will permit agency
- review and input to the mitigation plan.

2. The Policy will be revised to include a description of purpose of
pan the core and review groups. You will be receiving a letter with
; the Feasibility Report out11n1ng what reports will be sent to your
‘ department.
’ﬂh
= ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED

' 
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We very much appreciate your comments on the policy and hope my responses
are satisfactory. If you have any questions, please call.

Sincerely yours,
v did

‘/' Jahn D. Lawrence
Project Manager

MMG/ jh

ACRES AMERICAN . INCORPORATED
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LA A POWER
AUTHORITY

Mr. Eric Yould
Executive Director
Alaska Power Authority
333 W. 4th Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Mr. Yould:

This letter responds to a request by John Lawrence of Acres Americam that the
Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) review the Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy
for the Susitna Hydroelectric Feasibility Study. The request was made by
letter dated November 19, 1981. Our review of the Alaska Power Authority’'s
(APA) Policy Statement has been undertaken in light of the FWS Mitigation
Policy (Federal Register Vol. 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). We have enclosed
a copy of our Mitigation Policy and havepreviously transferred a copy to your
subcontractor, Terrestrial Enviromental Specialists, Inc. (see enclosed letter
dated 4 June 198l1). By maximizing consistency between the two policy
statements, avoidance of policy disagreements between the APA and the FWS can
be accomplished. Long-term benefits would accrue throughout the process
including when and if project mitigation monitoring is in place and wodifica-

jiyé!l]!ﬁ.__tions to ongoing mitigation could be evaluated under onme policy.

It P5700
= 4

Eriefly, the Service's mitigation policy reflects the goal that the most

QFENCE NO,
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important fish and wildlife resources should receive the greatest level of
itigation when the environment of a particular area is changed. The FWS
olicy divides the mitigation planning process into three components: (1)
resource category determinations; (2) impact assessment; and (3) mitigation
recommendations. By creating four resource categories, the FWS can vary the
degree of mitigation it recommends according to the value and scarcity of the

habitat at risk.

Q
_,L-QC'W
¢ iDL |

Our resource category, "...determinations will contain a technical rationale

CAD
05|

consistent with the designation criteria. The rationale will: (1) outline
the reasons why the evaluation species were selected; (2) discuss the value of
the habitats to the evaluation species; and (3) discuss and contrast the

~ WH

PR S—

relative scarcity of the fish and wildlife resource on a national and
ecoregion section basis.”™ (F.R. Vol. 46, No. 15, p. 7658). Special con-
sideration would be given to notable, ™...aquatic and terrestrial sites
including legally designated or set-aside areas such as sanctuaries, fish and

wildlife management areas, hatcheries, and refuges, and other aquatic sites
such as floodplains, wetlands, mudflats, vegetated shallows, coral reefs,
riffles and pools, and springs and seeps.” (F.R. Vol. 46, No. 15, pp.
7658-~7659).. In the aforementioned sites, the mitigation goal to which the
Service would strive for is either no loss of existing habitat value (Resource
Category 1) or no net loss of in-kind habitat value (Resource Category 2).
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The Service intends to recommend mitigation where a biological change
constitutes an adverse impact. Our evaluation of project impacts and
recommended mitigation would be based, to the extent applicable, on the
Service's Habitat Evaluation Procedures and Instream Flow Incremental
Methodology. Both of these methodologies have been suggested to APA and its
consultants on several occasions. It should be recognized that streamlining
the mitigation process can be accomplished by conformance between the
Service's and an applicant's impact assessment techniques. The larger the
proposal, the greater the potential savings in time. This idea was a
principal behind the formulation of our mitigation policy and adoption of
official evaluation procedures.

In accordance with our mitigation policy, "The Service may recommend support
of projects or other proposals when the following criteria are met: (1) they
are ecologically sound; (2) the least envirommentally damaging reasonable
alternative is selected; (3) every reasonable effort is made to avoid or
minimize damages or loss of fish and wildlife resources and uses; (4) all
important recommended means and measures have been adopted with guaranteed
implementation to satisfactorily compensate for unavoidable damage or loss
consistent with the appropriate mitigation goal; and (5) for wetlands and
shallow water habitats, the proposed activity is clearly water dependent and
there is a demonstrated public need.”™ (F.R. Vol. 46, No. 15, p. 7659).

Specific comments:

1.0 Introduction: This section should include a discussion of the need to
adequately assess the environmental resources of the study area to
determine the environmental compatibility of a proposed project and to
evaluate mitigation to adequately reduce or avoid negative impacts to
environmental resources, including fish and wildlife resources, so that no
net loss of habitat value occurs.

2.0 Legal Mandates: It should be recognized that the intent of the specified
lavs and regulations is that project-related adverse biological impacts be
fully mitigated. In addition, that a plan be developed, acceptable to the
resource agencies with mandated fish and wildlife management responsi-
bilities, and inmnplemented as a component of the proposal.

2.2 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA): It is the responsibility of the
lead federal agency, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC), to
fully comply with NEPA.

2.3 Federal Energy Regulatory Commission: Regulations for, “Application for
License for Major Unconstructed Projects and Major Modified Projects,”
(F.R. Vol 46, No. 219, November 13, 1981) were adopted December 14, 1981.
References in your policy to FERC regulations should reflect this. It
should be recognized that within the Exhibit E, "The applicant must
provide a report that describes the fish, wildlife, and botanical
resources in the vicinity of the proposed project; expected impacts of the
project on these resources; and mitigation, enhancement, or protection
measures proposed by the applicant. The report must be prepared in
consultation with the state agency or agencies with responsibility for
these resources, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Kational Marine
Fisheries Service (if the proposed project may affect anadromous,
estuarine, or marine fish resources), and any state or federal agency with
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NMFS, EPA, NPS, BLM, USGS, ADEC, ADF&G
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Lawrence/Acres American
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— par Mr. Manson: Sus{tna Hydroelectric Project
5 Tenth Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy
AT, f—\v‘JQ'L"')‘/ . ’

CA:;SON Thank you for your letter of December 30, 1981, commenting on the Fish

e apd Wildlife Mitigation Policy for the Susitna llvdroelectric Feasibility

LOWREY Study. ‘e appraeciated receiving a copy of the F&WS Mitigation Policy

SINGH 2fd your explanation of it.

I{will attempt to mespond to each of your corments, numbered as in
= seag—Ygur letter.

BOVE

0 Introduction:
K C Hau\/{fj.g _ )

CHASE This section was purposefully kept short so that the policy would not
be overbearing. Ye do not feel it necessary to discuss the issues
you mentioned, as they are covered in detail in the Feasibility

! Report. At the suggestion of the Alaska Department of Fish and Game,
l we have added the phrase "fidH and wildlife resources of the state”.
2.0 Legal Mandate:
The entire policy and particularly sections 3 and 4 explain that
APA 1intends to develop and implement a mitigation plan in coordination
with the agencies with mandated fish and wild1ife mitigation
responsibilities.
2.2 National Environmental Policy Act:

Sfnce FERC is a federal agency, they are covered by the staéement
"Federal agencies shall to the fullest extent possibleY.
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2.3 Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

The policy will reflect the fact these regulations were adopted.
Exhibit E will be prepared as described in the regulations.

2.4 Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act
Reference to FERC has been incorporated.
3.1 Basic Intent of the Applicant

The statement "The FERC will resolve any disputes which APA and the
agencies cannot resolve" has been added.

3.2 Consultation with Natural Resource Agencies and the Public

A section explaining the mechanism for coordination with the agencies
has been added to the beginning of the policy. The agencies will be
involved in the plan both prior and subsequent to FERC filing.

3.3 Implementation of the Mitigation Plan

The implementation of the mitigation plan is recognized by APA to -
be its responsibility.

3.4 Modification of the Mitigation Plan Paragraph 2

It is recognized any modification to or termination of the mitigation
efforts would be subject to FERC approval. It is assumed FERC would
consult with the agencies during this process.

4.0 Approach to Developing the Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plan Paragraph 3

The intent of this paragraph was to direct mitigation efforts towards
those resources where, even without an extensive data base, it is
predicted the greatest impacts would occur. As an example, the
concentration of the fisheries mitigation efforts has been towards the
anadromous fisheries between Devil Canyon and Talkeetna, as this is

an important resource and there is a higher potential for impact

in this section than further downstream.

Paragraph 5

The intent of this procedure is to consider each impact issue and to
review all practicable mitigation options within the intent of the
National Environmental Policy Act. If a mitigation option is
identified that avoids an impact, is technically feasible, effective
and not in conflict with any other project objectives, the need to
address other alternatives was not considered necessary. The

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED
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intent of sentence 2, paragraph 5 was to state that if such an
option does not exist, we will proceed to evaluate other options.
As stated in the policy, "All options will be evaluated and docu-
mented.” The policy will be revised to make this clear.

Paragraph 7

This paragraph has been expanded to include the Fish and Wildlife
Mitigation Review Group involvement in the plan's development.

Paragraph 9

Your statement has been incorporated.

Paragraph 10

We agree with your statement. The FERC must approve any modification
to mitigation stipulations in the license. It is anticipated FERC
would not approve the modifications without first consulting with
the appropriate agencies.

Thank you again for your time. If you have any questions regarding my
responses, feel free to contact me.

Sincerely yours,

/ /f

/’/; W
ohn D. Lawrence
Project Manager

MMG/ jmh

E. Yould, APA
K. Schreiner

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED
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National Marine Fisheries Service
P.0. Box 1668

December 31, 1981 Juneau, Alaska 99802

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

RECEIVED

fh’tﬂ
Mr. John D. Lawrence JAN 0 4 1982
po= Acres American, Inc. N
- 900 Liberty Bank Building ACRES AMERICAN \HCURPORATED
Main at Court :
- Buffalo, New York 14202
' Dear Mr. Lawrence:
= We have received your letter of November 19, 1981, requesting the comments
of the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) on the Fish and Wildlife
Mitigation Policy for the Susitna Hydroelectric Project. Having reviewed
- the statement we offer the following comments.
The statement adequately reflects the intent of such a mitigation policy
N and presents an accurate overview of those legal mandates which require
mitigation to be considered in designing hydroelectric projects. We
have several specific comments dealing with the operation of the proposed
mitigation plan, which follow. ,
| 3.1 Basic Intent of the Applicant
The last paragraph states that this methodology outlines a
" T ALASKA POWER process for resolving conflict between the Power Authority and
AUTHORITY resource agencies. We do not feel this has been satisfactorily
SUSITNA accomplished within the general policy statement (Sec. 3) and
FILE P5700 suggest additional effort be made to establish such a conflict
‘ S F resolution methodology.
: s L7
iEQUE"\EEJ‘i?; 3.2 COnsulta’tiOn 'with Natural Resource Agencies & the Public
1 1=l o . Realizing that Section 4, step 3, development of an acceptable
_J_g‘ =E 2 mitigation plan, is to be completed by March 1982, we assume that
g0 2 E steps 1 and 2 of the same section are by now substantially completed.
‘ | Yet, contrary to the second sentence of 3.2, "During the early
FL—“EE’?E{’ stages of planning, representatives of state and federal agencies
el P will be encouraged to consult with the applicant and the applicants
'CAD representatives, as members of the Mitigation Task Force.",
;"—.Q o5 - we have yet to be contacted regarding the status of this impor-
e | L o4 tant element, and the Mitigation Task Force review committee has
L T ns L not met as of this date.
J__ IPGH 3.3 Implementation of the Mitigation Plan
: ENS
| ;rﬁ' We are pleased to see the plan include provisions for post-
| DWL construction monitoring of mitigation measures and opportunities.
e MRV
TTERCT
l Ar AL
|| e .
| FILE |




The applicant should note, however, that such a provision will

be integral to the mitigation plan and the associated costs should

be included with the Ticense application, and not "resolved through -
parties after the mitigation plan is complete." This is supported

in the FERC regulations, 4.41 (F)(3)(iv)(D), which require

Exhibit E to contain an estimate of the costs of construction,

operation, and maintenance of any proposed facilities or imple-

mentation of any (mitigation) measures.

3.4 Modification of the Mitigatiaon Plan

The Tast sentence, dealing with termination, should state that
termination of any mitigation measure stipulated in the FERC
license will require an amendment to that license.

4 Approach to Developing the Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plans

Paragraph 3, sentence 6. Change 'will' to 'may', as priority will
be assigned both by the 1ikelihood of impact and sensitivity of
the resource.

Paragraph 5, sentence 2. The fact that a form of mitigation is in

conflict with project objectives or only partially effective should .
not prevent it from further consideration. Such a statement strains

the term "reasonable alternatives" and does not comply with the

~spirit or intent of the National Environmental Policy Act.

Paragraph 7. As outlined, no formal agency input into the mitigation

plan will occur prior to application to FERC. FERC regulations

require Exhibit E to contain a report describing proposed mitigation -
measures, prepared in consultation with state and federal resource

agencies. The process described here falls short of this required
consultation. We suggest formal agency review of the draft fisheries

and wildlife mitigation plans occur prior to license application.

We appreciate this opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,
< —
s Robert W. McVey ’
| . Director, Alaska Region
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? Mr. Robert W. McVey
‘ Director, Alaska Region
L weleTr  Nat{onal Marine Fisherles Service
EeRe .D. Box 1668 .
x Juneau, Alaska 59302
B _ Hear Mr. McVey: Susitna Hydroelectric Project
: ’HA;DEN Fish and Wildl{fe Mitigation Policy
LAME ‘ ‘ , . . o ) .
R LS thank you for your December 31, 1981 response to our request for
. “Tvancersurcrjomments on the Susitna Fish and HWild1{ife Mitigation Policy. I have
Veou Hesponddd to your comments in the order in which they vere presented. .
r .1 - Basic Intent of the Applicant : |
CARLSON o - ‘ . .
f:sz —Cur approach to resolving fish and vwildlife mitigation confiicts between
= LOWREY PA and the.resource agencies {is outlined in Step 3, Section 4, of the
- {SINGH Hitigation Policy. As stated, it basically involves reviev and comment
kAT oAz the Fish and Wildlife Mitication Review Group representing the
source agencies. In additior, although not specifically stated

X
STEAD _
" {BOVE

R e

our policy, any draft mitigation plans will be submitted to resource
encies for formal comment and review prior to the submission of a

FRC 1icense application. Our policy will be modified to include this.

CHASE

.2 - Cdnsultation with Natyra] Resource Acencies and the Public

S-cti&ﬁ_ﬁ, Step 3, Development of an Acceptable Mitigation Plan, will

npt be completed by March of 1282, However, mitigatfon coptions will

he assessed and preferred options tocether with their technical feasi-

bi11ity and potential effectiveness will be presented in the March 1982
Feasibility Report. ‘

The first meeting of the Hitigation Review Group will occur in March.1982.
An finvitation will be sent to Bradley Smith as a representative of your
agency. This meeting will provide the resource agencies with an opportunity
to discuss, with the liitigation Core Groups, the various mitigation options
presently being considered. The details of a draft mitigation plan will

be completed subsequent to the Feasibility Report and prior to the FERC
license application. v

3.4 - lModification of the Mitication Plan

We agree that the termination of any mitigation measure stipulated in
the FERC license would require FERC approval. In regards to the mon-
itoring program, we anticipate that the FERC license will allow for
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the termination of the monitoring program when the need for further
mitigation is considered unnecessary. We have modified the policy to
state termination would be subject to FERC approval.

4.4 - Approach to Developing the Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plans

Paragraph 3, sentence 6, refers to the functioning of the Mitigation
Core Group which will be concentrating its efforts towards resources
most 1ikely to be impacted.

Paragraph 5, sentence 2. This sentence is contained under Step 2 en-
titled "Option Analysis Procedure". The intent of this procedure is

to consider each impact issue and to review all practicable mitigation
options within the intent of the National Environmental Policy Act.

If a mitigation option that avoids an impact is identified which is
technically feasible, effective, and not in conflict with any other
project objectives, the need to address other alternatives was not
considered necessary. The intent of sentence 2, paragraph 5, was to
state that if such an option does not exist, we will proceed to evaluate

other options. "All options considered will be evaluated and documented.

The result of this process will be an identification and evaluation of
feasible mitigation options for each impact issue and a description of
residual impacts."

The selection of which options are to be further considered in the de-
velopment of an acceptable mitigation plan is addressed under Step 3.
Paragraph 7. M1t1gat1on options will be forwarded to the Fish and
Wildlife Mitigation Review Group allowing for agency review and comment.
In addition, our mitigation policy will be modified to reflect our
intent to have the draft mitigation plan formally reviewed by agencies
prior to application to FERC.

I appreciate your comments and trust our response satisfies the concern
you have expressed.

Sincerely,

i

John D. Lawrence
Project Manager
KRY/jmh

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED
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| Rxde WS 443
' 4 FEB 1982
Kevin R. Young
o Acres American Incorporated
! The Liberty Bank Buﬂdmg
Main at Court
= Buffalo, NY 14202
Subject: . Susitna Hydroelectric Project Fish and Wi 1dhfe Mitigation
— Policy and Draft Analyses of Mitigation Options
Dear Mr. Young:
i Thank you for sending us copies of the above papers for our review. From
conversations with Mike Grubb, of your staff, we understand that Acres
American has decided that further work is necessary on the mitigation
e AL POWER options papers before agency comments will be solicited. Therefore, this
;’I"]"_‘:; letter will-address EPA's comments on the mitigation policy paper only.
> . -
- FILE P5700 In general, we believe that the overall mitigation approach is good. In
.7/.94 } particular, the use of the CEQ definition of mitigation encourages the
SEQUENCE NO- most satisfactory types of mitigation to be considered first. This is
3 O-1 reflected in Figure 2, Option Analysis. The establishment of a long-term
e = 5/5 monitoring plan and acknowledgment that the mitigation plan will be
C2ls| @ changed if necessary is also commendable.
ColEl = |
,,..§ z g ’§ We do have some concerns about implementation of this policy, especially
| ] — 1 over the next year while the mitigation plan for the FERC license appli-
_| _|PEW i~ ] cation is still being developed. Some issues and mitigation measures must
~ [untds | d be incorporated into the preliminary engineering and design stages of the
o [’ capl ¢ projects and, from our review of the Acres American reports, we are aware
‘—_B_}-J Yo% gowr tl:uat this is being done. One good example is spi]]wa_y_design to c:woid
~I=5d . 7,1 M trogen supersaturation. However, there are a great many other issues
s “——1% where the agencies and the public do not have sufficient information yet
4 | P51 | on the impacts to judge either how much mitigation will be needed or what
_J_{IPeH{ | sort of mitigation might be successful. For example, EPA will not have
| | ENS ian_y pre- and post-project water quality data until the feasibility study
SHT 1 is circulated (letter from John D. Lawrence to John R. Spencer, January 4,
DWL - 1982. ) Development of an-option analysis which reflects the possible suc-
I wrv 4 cessful mitigation measures for the entire range of potential impacts,
po—}.— nRC - . including the worst case, appears to be a useful step at this time.
B _] However, the agencies and the public may have difficulty evaluating the
m.__l_ /,','!:/ ’
rd dbnnle 421D
-



adequacy of a mitigation plan until more impact information is available.
EPA would have been faced with this situation in reviewing the fishery
mitigation plan if Acres American had wanted our comments at this time.
We have one other suggestion for your consideration. Because of the
location and magnitude of the impacts, new mitigation methods or methods
new to this region of Alaska may eventually be identified. Because it
will be several years before the mitigation plan is finalized, it may be
possible to test the feasibility of some of these ideas before mitigation
itself must start. Such an approach may have long-term environmental and
economic benefits. ‘

Some additional minor comments are presented in the attachment.
We look forward to reviewing the option papers. If you would like to dis-

cuss our comments, Judi Schwarz of the Environmental Evaluation Branch may
be contacted for more information. She can be reached at (206) 442-1096.

Sincere ly,

/ Q(ﬂﬁaﬂ
Gary O0'Neal, Director
Environmental Services Division

cc: Al Carson, DNR
Dave Wozniak, APA

,,,,,,
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Susitna Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy

Attachment -

FERC Requlations

For your information, FERC published the new regulations on license

applications on November 13, 1981. The section of fish and wildlife
mitigation can be found at 46 FR 55938. FERC has made some wording

changes, but the substance is essentially unchanged.

Definitions

The policy statement refers to a Mitigation Task Force, a Mitigation
Review Group, and a Core Group of the Mitigation Task Force. The com-
position and method of selection of each group should be described.
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r. Gary 0'Neal, Director

Tawrence— Hnvironmental Services Division

SINCLAIR 4.S. Environmental Protection Agency
VANDERBURG 'ngion X
Voo 1200 Sixth Avenue
o I attle, Washington 98101
Xd (avvbhin v 7
L Hear Mr.|{0'Neal: Susitna Hydroelectric Project
TeEX : Fish and Wildlife Mitiaation Policy
LOWREY .
SR fhank you for your letter of February 4, 1982 regarding the Susitna
v P ra- Fish and Wild11fe Mitigation Policy.
—, .sTeap  He will be discussing Mitigation further in early liarch meetings with

BOVE

e Core and Review Groups and attempting to focus in on the major

finpact {ssues and define further studies necessary to develop adequate

fitication. You will be invited to this meeting.

CHASE

Thank you again for your comments.

Sinceraly,

e

John D. Lawrence
Project Manager
MMG/Jh

E. Yould, APA
J. Spencer, EPA

cc:
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RECEIVED
nv:ronmental NOV 30 1981

i R.D. 1 BOX 388 PHOENIX, N.Y. 13135 (313)595-7228

MEMO
TO: Members of the Fisheries Mitigation Technical Group
FROM: Russell J. Nemecek
DATE: November 25, 1981; 218.880
RE:  Mitigation Options ALASKA POWER
AUTHORITY
' SUSITNA
| . FILE P570Q
Enclosed are initial evaluations of impacts and mitigation options /a8
available for operational flows on the downstream fisheries and the SEGUENCE NO
flooding of streams in the impoundment zones. Please review this "VF— ;5;4!‘2
material before our December 10th meeting in Seattle, since this will -
be the essence of our discussions. If you have any comments or zlZ] o .
additional input to make prior to our meeting, please contact me. 21351 & =
Pryour | .
e
“FT g
l'!—‘G;’
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STATE OF ALASKA / -

PEPARTMENT OF NATURAL BESOGURCES

323 E. 4TH AVENUE

DIVISION OF RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT ] ANCHORAGE; +ALASKA 39501
December 9, 1981 SR IR R
Mr. David Wozniak gy, OOVIER AU

Alaska Power Authority
334 West 5th Avenue, 2nd Floor
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Mr. Wozniak:

The Susitna Hydroelectric Steering Committee (SHSC) would like to receive
additional information from your office regarding the status and progress of
the Mitigation Task Force. As you know, preparation of an adequate Federal
Energz/Regulatory Commission (FERC) Ticense application regquires that Exhibit
E identify the proposed measures to mitigate impacts or to protect and en-
hance the resources. We believe coordination of this vital study item
should occur early and on a continuing basis. I am aware that the APA has
also recognized this need by creating two Mitigation Task Force core groups
composed of principal investigators and a Mitigation Review Committee com-
posed of representatives of various concerned agencies. While several mem-
bers of the Review Committee sit on the SHSC, they have received no informa-
tion on the progress of either core group. Additionally, the Fish and Wild-
1ife Mitigation Policy recently developed by APA for the Susitna Hydroelec-
tric Project stresses the need for close coordination. Although no time
schedule is established in this mitigation plan, it is obvious that steps 1
and 2 (identification of impacts, ranking of impacts and identification and
review of mitigative alternatives) should be substantially completed by now
if step 3 (development of an acceptable mitigation plan) is to be achieved
by the March 15, 1982 draft feasibility report deadline.

Therefore, I am requesting that you provide any applicable information
regarding the Mitigation Task Force groups and their progress to date. The
minutes from past meetings would be particularly helpful here. As the SHSC
is eager to discuss these concerns, I believe a short briefing may be most
effective. I will be contacting you to arrange for such a meeting, hopefully
during the week of 12/13/81.

Sincerely,

CLQ C«menf\_

Al Carson
Chairman, Susitna Hydroelectric Steering Committee

AC:db

cc: Steering Committee
R. Stoops
Quentin Edson, F.E.R.C.



- ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY

334 WEST 5th AVENUE - ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501 R E C E I V E D Phone: (907) 277-7641
- , (907) 276-0001
| | | DEC 21 1981
s » ABRIQ nmtiibAN INLURPUMTED

December 15, 1981

Mr. Al Carson

- Department of Natural Resources
! Division of Research and
Development

I 555 Cordova
‘ Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Al:

I am in receipt of your letter of December 8, 1981 soliciting (on
behalf of the Susitna Hydroelectric Project Steering Committee)
o= additional information concerning the Mitigation Task Force. I am happy
3 to camply, in part because it affords me an opportunity to correct some

PJ_ ALASKA POWER apparent misconceptions.
AUTHORITY
SUSITNA First, while I have no objection to Steering Committee
TR LE P5700 participation on ocur mitigation Planni_ng, I am somewhat s:urprised. As
i .7 was made clear early on, mitigation planning (and specifically the
' ————— | Mitigation Task Force Review Group activities) is being done within the
- SEQUENCE NO. formal coordination and consultation framework of the Fish and Wildlife
= P/4G4 | Coordination Act and F.E.R.C. Requlations. By contrast, the Steering
s | Comittee has worked vigorously to remain informal commentators to the
" BlE| 2 2 Sustina Hydroelectric Project proposal. If the Steering Committee
T T elects to join us in mitigation planning, it should be understocd that
s ] e z we will treat their participation as "formal®™. That in turn leads to
T iocw other minor procedural concerns, such as what to do about dual
A /:/\—Li Y representation, etc.
- €AD Second, you misjudge slightly our timetable on mitigation planning.
JDG We are just now in the midst of identification of impacts. Physical
S TWH constraints have led to this timetable: Field studies had to be
o JPS carpleted and summarized, hydrology data formulated so that power
1 PGH generation simulation (which leads to water release/stage information)
ENS could be done, etc. We have by no means fully scoped impact yet, but we
N SNT are rapidly advancing.
! PWL) _ Which leads me to the key point; when will an assessment be
| MRV possible? The most comprehensive will appear in the draft feasibility
,L. HRC - report, to be published March 15, 1982. A less camprehensive, but
- _|gEey
-
.. | 1 FILE




nonetheless fairly rigorous, assessment will be provided to the Review
Group when they convene January 20, 1982. I know you are a member of
that Review Group. You should be receiving your formal invitation very
soon, if not by now. I suggest Steering Committee involvement, if any,
be subsequent to that convening.

Sincerely,

FOR THE EXFCUTIVE DIRECTCR ’ ﬂ"j/

David DY Woz
Project Manager J

DDW/blm

ce: John Lawrence, Acres American (w/cy of Carson letter)
Quentin Edson, F.E.R.C.
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Ms. Janet McCabe

Area Director

U.S. Geological Survey
1011 E. Tudor

Suite 297

Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Ms. McCabe: Susitna Hydroelectric Project
' Fish and Wildlife Mitigation
Review Group

In September of this year the Alaska Power Authority (APA) invited you or
a member of your staff to participate in a Fish and Wildlife Mitigation
Review Group for the Susitna Hydroelectric Project. To date, APA has

‘received no response.

The first Review Group meeting is to be held January 20, 1982, at 10:00 a.m,
at the offices of APA. Please inform APA if you will be attending this
meeting and if you wish to participate in future mitigation planning efforts.
If so, we will send material for your review prior to this meeting.

Thank you.
Sincerely,
e Gonng [res
Kevin Young
MG:adh | Environmental Coordinater
cc: APA

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED
Czriult-g Ergreers

5 Mgt Court
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Mr. Carl Yanagawa

Regional Supervisor for Habitat Division
Alaska Department of Fish & Game

333 Raspberry Road

Anchorage, Alaska 99502

Dear Mr. Yanagawa:

As a member of the group established to review fish and wildlife mitigation
recommendations on the Susitna Hydroelectric Project, I request your atten-
dance at a meeting on January 20, 1982, at 10:00 a.m., in the office of the
Alaska Power Authority. In the first week of January, I will forward for
your review, a preliminary outline of project operations, impact issues, and
mitigation options as prepared by our design team and the fish and wildlife
mitigation technical core groups. I would appreciate receiving by January
30, 1982, any written comments you may have regarding our approach, results,
or evaluations to date.

Following the preparation of the Feasibility Report, which will contain more
detailed information on project operations and our evaluation of these oper-
ations, an opportunity will be provided for you to perform a more thorough
review.

If you have any questions relating to this meeting or the proposed functions
of the review group, please contact Mr. Dave Wozniak of APA or myself at
716-853-7525.

Sincerely,

Lns Yoz [

Kevin Young
Susitna Environmental Coordinator

MG/ jk

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED
Conzuiting Engincers

The Liberty Bank Buiiding, NMain at Court

Buftalo. New York 13202 —
Telephore T1€-833-7525 Te'ex §1-€222 ACRZIS SUF

Other Oitices: Cclumi’a. MD Pitisburgh, PA. Raleigh. NC: Washington, DC



Preceding Letter Sent To:

Mr. Carl Yanagawa

Regional Supervisor for Habitat
Division

Alaska Department of Fish and Game

333 Raspberry Road

Anchorage, AK 99502

Ms. Juli Schwarz

Environmental Evaluation Branch

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region X

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

Mr. Bradley Smith

Environmental Assessment Division
National Marine Fisheries Service
Federal Building and U.S. Court House
701 C Street, Box 43

Anchorage, AK 99513

Mr. Al Carson

Department of Natural Resources
323 East Fourth Avenue
Anchorage, AK 99501

Mr. Michael Scott ,

U.S. Bureau of Land Management
4700 East 72nd Street
Anchorage, AK 99507

Mr. Gary Stackhouse
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1011 East Tudor Road
Anchorage, AK 99502



January 7, 1982

P5700.11.70
' T.1395
Mr. Carl Yanagawa
Regional Supervisor for Habitat Division
Alaska Dezpartment of Fish & Came
333 Raspberry Road
Anchorage, Alaska 99502
Cear Mr. Yanagawa: Bus{tna Hydroelectric Project

Fish and Kildlife Mitigation
Review Group Meeting

Enclosed for your review:
1) Susitnz Hydroelectric Project Fish and Wildlife ¥itigation Policy.
2) Draft Analysis of Wildlife !liticatfon Cptions.
3) Draft Analysis of Fisheries Mit{gation Options.
These documents will be discussed at the Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Peview
Broup Heeting to be Beld at 9:00 a.m. {note change of time from letter
oF Decermber 18, 1531) on January 22, 1222 at the office of the Alaska
Poviar Authorfty, 334 Hest Sth Avenue, Anchorageg I hape you will be
able to attend the meetinc.

Sincerely yours,

Kevin R. Young

: Susitna Environmental Coordinator
MG/ jmh _

Enclosures
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Preceding Letter Sent To:

Mr. Carl Yanagawa

Regional Supervisor for Habitat
Division

Alaska Department of Fish and Game

333 Raspberry Road ’

Anchorage, AK 99502

Ms. Juli Schwarz

Environmental Evaluation Branch

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region X

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

Mr. Bradley Smith

Environmental Assessment Division
National Marine Fisheries Service
Federal Building and U.S. Court House
701 C Street, Box 43

Anchorage, AK 99513

Mr. Al Carson

Department of Natural Resources
323 East Fourth Avenue
Anchorage, AK 99501

Mr. Michael Scott

U.S. Bureau of Land Management
4700 East 72nd Street
Anchorage, AK 939507

Mr. Gary Stackhouse
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1011 East Tudor Road
Anchorage, AK 99502



February 26, 1982

P5700.11.70
T.1543
Mr. Carl Yanagawa
Regional Supervisor for Habitat Division
Alaska Department of Fish & Game
333 Raspberry Road
Anchorage, Alaska 99502
Dear Mr. Yanagawa: Susitna Hydroelectric Project

Fish and Wildlife Mitigation

As discussed through Vern Smith of our Anchorage office, meetings to re-
view fish and wildlife mitigation efforts are scheduled for March 11 and
12, 1982 in the offices of Acres American, 1577 C Street, Suite 305,
Anchorage, Alaska.

As these meetings are expected to be in the form of technical workshops,
a complete day on each of the topics of fish and wildlife is considered
necessary. Proposed agendas are enclosed. I will also forward, within
the week, updated information packets addressing fish and w11d11fe im-
pact issues and mitigation options.

As fisheries issues are being discussed on a separate day from wildlife
issues, please feel free to have different technical personnel attend
each of the meetings if you consider it appropriate.

As we consider these meetings to be an important component in improving
the coordination between your agency and our fish and wildlife mitigation
core groups, your attendance is encouraged.

If you have any questions relating to these meetings p1ease contact my-
self or Vern Smith (907-276-4888).

Sincerely,

Kevin Young
Environmental Coordinator

KRY:dlp

Enclosures
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Preceding Letter Sent To:

Mr. Carl Yanagawa

Regional Supervisor for Habitat
Division

Alaska Department of Fish and Game

333 Raspberry Road

Anchorage, AK 99502

Ms. Juli Schwarz

Environmental Evaluation Branch

u.sS. Env1r0nmenta1 Protection Agency
Region X

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

Mr. Bradley Smith :
Environmental Assessment Division
National Marine Fisheries Service
Federal Building and U.S. Court House
701 C Street, Box 43

Anchorage, AK 99513

Mr. Al Carson

Department of Natural Resources
323 East Fourth Avenue
Anchorage, AK 99501

Mr. Michael Scott

U.S. Bureau of Land Management
4700 East 72nd Street
Anchorage, AK 99507

Mr. Gary Stackhouse

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serv1ce
1011 East Tudor Road -
Anchorage, AK 99502



March 2, 1982

P5700.11.7¢C
T.15%2
Mr. Carl Yanagawa .
Regional Supervisor for Habitat Division
Alaska Denartment of Fish & Game
833 Raspberry Road
Anchorage, Alaska $9502
Dear Mr. Yanaqgawa: Susitna Hydroelectric Project

Fish and Wildl{fe Mitigation
Review Croup Meeting

Fncloses for vour information are:

1. The Susitna Hydroslectric Project Fish
and Wildlife Miticaticn Policy (Revised)

2. Wildlife Miticaticn Ontions (Revised)
3. Fisheries Mitinatfcn Options (Revised)

Please review these documerts prior to the meeting of the
Fich and Wildlife 1tieation Review &roup on March 173, 1332
at 3:32 am in the officcs of Acres American, 1577 C Street,
Anchorage. Ve will discuss the Policy and Y41d14fz Mitiaa-
tien Ontions on the 1Cth and the Fisherizs Mitigation Or-
tions on the 1ith, as referrca to in the invitstion leotter

of February 25, 1322,

Thank you very muck,

Sincerely,

Kevin Younno
Susitna Envircormental
Coordipator
KRY:dlp

Enclosures
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Preceding Letter Sent To:

Mr. Carl Yanagawa

Regional Supervisor for Habitat
Division

Alaska Department of Fish and Game

333 Raspberry Road

Anchorage, AK 99502

Ms. Juli Schwarz

Environmental Evaluation Branch
U.S. Environmental Protection Agenc
Region X ‘
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

Mr. Bradiey Smith

Environmental Assessment Division
National Marine Fisheries Service
Federal Building and U.S. Court House
701 C Street, Box 43

Anchorage, AK 99513

Mr. Al Carson

Department of Natural Resources
323 East Fourth Avenue
Anchorage, AK 99501

Mr. Michael Scott

U.S. Bureau of Land Management
4700 East 72nd Street
Anchorage, AK 99507

Mr. Gary Stackhouse
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
10171 East Tudor Road
Anchorage, AK 99502



SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT

FISH AND WILDLIFE MITIGATION REVIEW. GROUP MEETING
March 10, 1982

Held at the Offices of Alaska Power Authority, Anchorage
Attendees: See attached ]ist.

The meeting followed fhe attached agenda. The revised Fish and Wildlife
~Mitigation Policy was discussed. Agreement was reached on all areas where
further revisions were suggested. The policy will be modified and circulated
to the review group members by April 15, 1982.

Ed Reed and Karl Schneider presented the results of the wildlife baseline
studies and impacts prediction. Attendees were provided with the sections of
the Feasibility Report addressing these issues.

General mitigation options were discussed. HEP was not dismissed but
questioned as to its validity to big game species in Alaska. It was agreed
some kind of habitat evaluation, inAaddition'to popu]atibn studies would have
to be conducted. TES has developed a habitat analysis method (used on the
access road studies) and this may be modified and used. The question of

land set aside was also discussed but no decision reached.

Ed Reed suggested, for discussion purposes, the option of APA funding a
permanent research station in the Upper Susitna Basin. It was agreed this
was an option but should be considered only if other options (avoid, reduce,
etc.) fail, i.e. it would be used on out-of-kind compensation.

Studies for Phase II to quantify impacts and for mitigation planning were
reviewed with Attachment A forming the basis for discussion. The BLM burn
in the Alphabet Hills may not proceed dur to lack of burn plan being written
and possible requirement for an archaeological clearance. APA may contact
BLM to determine how a go decision could be reached.
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March 16, 1982
P5700.11.70
T1598

Mr. Karl Schneider

Research Coordinator

Divistion of Game

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
333 Raspberry Road

Anchorage, AK 99502

Dear Karl: Susftna Hydroelectric Project
Proposed Phase Il Studfes

I am enclosigg a copy of the document briefly describing the proposed
Phase II Susitna W11d1ife and Vegetation studies. This was prepared based
on the work of the Core Group and Review Group on March 10-12, 1982.

I wish to thank you for your time and input during both the review and
Core Croup meetings. 1 feel we made real progress toward resolving some
of the {ssues that had been hanging, particularly the wildlife/habitat
relationship issue. I understand Dr. Taber will be sending you a brief
description of a system he proposes and, following your review, we will
proceed to discuss the issue with the Core Group and others whom you feel
appioggiate. As we discussed, TES will take the lead in arranging for the
works hop.

Thank you again for your time; I will be in touch.

Sincerely,

Michael Grubb

MG: ccv
Enclosure

cc: E. Yould, APA
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March 24, 1982
P5700.11.91
T1610

Ms. Judi Schwarz

Environmental Evaluation Branch

Mafl Stop 443

U.S. Environmental Protection Agenqy
Region X

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 981Q1

Dear Judi: ~ Susitna Hydroelectric Project
: Fisheries Mitigation

As we discussed, I am enclosing a copy of two documents distributed at

the March 19th meeting of the Susitna Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Review
Group. One document is a revision of the fisheries document provided to
you and other members of the group on March 8th. The other document is a
summary of wild1ife and vegetation studies proposed for Phase 11 of the
project. This document was based on Phase I studies, comments from the
Re51$gtﬁroup on the 10th, and work of the Wild1ife Core Group on March 11th
an .

The Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy was also discussed on the 10th. -
You will shortly be receiving what 1s hopefully the final version of this
policy, as the group reached agreement as to the changes and the wordings
of these changes during the meeting on the 10th.

Your comments on the two enclosed documents are invited. We are particulariy
interested in your thoughts as to:

1. Are the proposed studies relevent? ,
2. Do the proposed studies address the issues in question?

3. Which studfies shouid réceiVe priority, should funding become a
constraint?

Thank you for your continued role in this aspect of the project.

Sincerely,

MG:ccy Michael Grubb
Enclosures

cc: E. Yould - APA




April 1, 1982
P5700.11.87
T1633

Mr. Max Brewer

Office of the Director
Special Assistant for Alaska
U.S. Geological Survey

218 East Street

Anchorage, AK 99501

Susitna Hydroelectric Project
Fish and Wildlife Mitigation
Policy

Dear Mr. Brewer:

Enclosed is the Susitna Hydroelectric Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy.
This policy is the culmination of a cooperative effort between the Power
Authority, its consultants, and the natural resource agencies.

Originally initiated in January 1981, this policy has been reviewed and
commented upon by the Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Review Group and revised
and reissued by the Power Authority and its consultants in May, June and
November 1981 ‘and March 1982. It has also been discussed at meetings held
with the Fish and Hildlife Mitigation Review Group in January. and June 1981
and March 1982. ' ’

This policy will serve as the foundation for further mitigation planning for
the Susitna Project. We look forward to working with you and your staff in
this important effort. '

Sincerely,

M Lasnte [ ¢

John D. Lawrence
Project Manager

JOL : ah
Enclosure

cc: E. Yould

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED
Consuiting Engineers

Tre Liberty Sank Builcing. Mla:n at Court

Butalo. New Yor 12202

Tc:phena 71€.£23.722¢€ Te'cy 21.5:23 ACRES SUF
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Letter #3

Mr. Max Brewer

Office of the Director
Special Assistant for Alaska
U.S. Geological Survey

218 East Street

Anchorage, AK 99501

Mr. Ernest W. Muejler
Commissioner
Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation

Pouch 0 R
Juneau, AK 99801

Mr. Bob Martin 4

Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation
437 East Street, 2nd Floor

Anchorage, AK 99501

Mr. John Rego
U.S. Bureau of Land Management

Anchorage District Office
4700 East 72nd Avenue
Anchorage, AK 99503



April 1, 1982
P5700.11.74
T1624

Mr. John Katz

Alaska Department of Natural Resources
Pouch M

Juneau, Alaska 99811

'Susitna Hydroelectric Project
Fish and Wildlife Mitigation
Policy

Dear Mr. Katz:

Enclosed is the Susitna Hydroelectric Project Fish and Wildlife Mitigation
Policy. " This policy is the culmination of a cooperative effort between the
Power Authority, its consultants, and the natural resource agencies. -

Originally initiated in January 1981, this policy has been reviewed and
commented upon by the Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Review Group and revised
and reissued by the Power Authority and its consultants in May, June, and
November 1981 and March 1982. It has also been discussed at meetings held
with the Fish and Wildlife Review Group in January and June 1981 and March

1982.

This policy will serve as the foundation for further mitigation planning for
the Susitna Project. We sincerely appreciate your efforts and those of your
staff in the review of the various drafts of this document and attendance
and input to the meetings. We look forward to working with you on future
mitigation efforts. Again, thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,
/Q,M,,\ La Nt /M 6

John D. Lawrence
Project Manager

JDL :ah
Enclosure

cc: E. Yould
A Carsom

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED
Czrsulung Ergineers
Tn2 Likerty 2ank 2uiding, “fain z: Court

Bu''3lp. ilew York 12222

Te worope TOF 332.7I2% Ty ex 91.2222 AC=ES BUF
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Letter #2

Mr. John Katz
Pouch M

Alaska Department of Natural Resources

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Mr. Robert McVey

Director, Alaska Region

National Marine Fisheries Service
NOAA ’ ‘
P.0. Box 1668

Juneau, Alaska 99802

Mr. Ron Morris, Director
Anchorage Field Office

National Marine Fisheries Service
701 C Street, Box 43

Anchorage, Alaska 99513

Mr. Keith Schreiner

Regional Director

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1011 East Tudor Road
Anchorage, Alaska 99503

Mr. Robert Bowker

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service -
Western Alaska Ecological Service
733 West 4th Avenue

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Mr. Ronald Skoog

Commissioner -
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
P.0. Box 3-2000
Juneau, Alaska 99802

Mr. Thomas Trent ;
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
2207 Spenard Road

Anchorage, Alaska 99502

Mr. John R. Spencer
Regional Administrator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, WA 98101

Mr. Curtis McVee

State Director
Bureau of Land Management
Federal Building and Court House
Anchorage, AK 99513
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P5700.11.74
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Mr. Al Carson

Department of Natural Resources
Pouch 7-005

Anchorage, AK 99510

Susitna Hydroelectric Project
Fish and Wildlife Mitigation
Policy

Dear Mr. Carson:

Enclosed is the Susitna Hydroelectric Project Fish and Wildlife Mitigation
Policy. This version has .been revised based upon comments received and
agreements reached at the Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Review Group Meetlng
on March 10, 1982. We would like to consider this version as final and ask
your ?ﬁﬁu]gence in any minor wording disagreements. If you have substantial
problems with the policy, we will, of course, be glad to discuss them with

you.

The plan has been revised to include the following major points:

1. Goals of the mitigation plans will be specified'in the plan and the
goals considered in the modification and termination decision process.

2. It 1s the intent of the Power Authority to negotiate directly and
resolve conflicts with the resource agencies.

3. The responsibility for 1mp1ement1ng the mitigation plans rest w1th the
Power Authority.

4. The mitigation plans will be flexible to accommodate unexpected impacts
or shifts in prioritization of mitigation of impacts.

5. Project modifications will be included as a mitigation option to be
considered.

6. Alaskan agency involvement is more clearly defined.

To simplify your review, the following sections and paragraphs have been
changed from the version discussed at the March 10 meeting:

3:1 - Paragraph 1: The last sentence has been added.

- Paragraph 2, Sentence 4: The words "ultimate" and "insuring” have
been deleted.

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED

Coneuiting Engineers
The Licerly 2zn% Building. “fain at Counl
Sutzip. New Yoou 12202

Te':onhine 715-253.7525 Telex 91.6222 SCAZ3 BUF

Tiher Cfoces Czluri a (A0 F mizurgn PA Filegh, NC. wazrengiza DG
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Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy April 1, 1982

Page 2

3.3

3.4

Paragraph 1, Sentence 1: The words "ultimate™ and “insuring” have
been delted.. ‘ - :

Paragraph 2: This entire paragraph is new.

Paragraph 3, Sentence 1: The phrase "and to determine its effective-
ness" has been added.

Paragraph ?, Sentence 3: The phrase "the Power Authority"” has been
deleted. :

Paragraph 2, Sentences 4 and 5: These entire sentences are new.

Paragraph 2, Sentence 7: The sentence has been revised and Sentence 8
added.

Paragraph 3: The last two sentences are new.

Paragraph 5, Sentence 2: The phrase "including project modification"
has been added.

Paragraph 5, Sentence 3: The second half of this sentence is new.

Paragraph 6, Sentence 2: The phrase "and an explanation of those
deemed jnfeasible“ has been added.

Paragraph 6, Sentences 4 and 5: These have been revised for clarity.

Paragraph 7: This has been moved from the original location of two
paragraphs earlier. The last sentence is new.

Paragraph 10: The last three sentences are new.

Paragraph 11: This last paragraph has been revised to incorporate the
issue of obtaining mitigation goals.

Figure 1: Goals of Plan has been added to the first box.

Originally initiated in January 1981, this policy is the culmination of a
cooperative effort between the Power Authority, its consultants, and the
natural resource agencies. This policy will serve as the foundation for
further mitigation planning for the Susitna project.

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED



Fish and Wildli<e Mitigation Policy April 1, 1982
Page 3

We sincerely appreciate your efforts in the reviews of the various drafts of
this document zrd your attendance and input to the mitigation meetings. We
look forward to working with you further on this very important aspect of
the Susitna project. Again, thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

John D. Lawrence
Project Manager

JDL :ah
Enclosure

cc: John Katz
E. Yould

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED
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Letter #1

Mr. Al Carson
Department of Natural Resources
Pouch 7-005

-.Anchorage, AK 99510

Mr. Bradley Smith

Environmental Assessment Division:
National Marine Fisheries Service
Federal Building and U.S. Court Hous€
701 C Street, Box 43

Anchorage, AK 99513

Mr. Michae] Scott

" District Fisheries Biologist

U.S. Bureau of Land Management
4700 East 72nd Street -
Anchorage, AK 99507

Mr. Gary Stackhouse
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1011 East Tudor Road
Anchorage, AK 99503

Mr. Carl Yanagawa

Regional Supervisor for Habitat Division
Alaska Department of Fish and Game

333 Raspberry Road

Anchorage, AK. 99502

Ms. Judi. Schwartz
Environmental-Evaluation Branch

Mail Stop 443 - _

U.S. -Environmental Protect10n Agency
Region X

1200 Sixth Avenue:

Seattle, WA 98101

Mr. Lenny Corin

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
733 West Fourth Avenue

Suite 101

Anchorage, AK 99501



April 2, 1982

[:‘:';‘ P5700.11.70
,;,;k; T.1645
ficiik

Mr. Ronald 0. Skoog, Commissioner

Alaska Department of Fish and Game

P.0. Box 3-2000

Juneau, AK 99802

Dear Mr. Skoog: Susitna Hydroelectric Prdject

Fish and Wildlife Mitigation

Thank you for your Tetter of February 18, 1982, commenting on the Susitna
Hydroelectric Project Draft Analysis of N1]d11fe Mitigation Options and
Draft Analysis of Fisheries Mitigation Options. We appreciate the time
you and your staff have taken to respond to our request.

A meeting was held with the Susitna Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Review

Group-on March 10, 1982, to discuss these wildlife mitigation options,

proposed Phase II studies, and the revised Fish and Wildlife Mitigation

Policy. Mr. Carl Yanagawa, Tom Arminski, and Karl Schneider of your

agency attended that meeting. The Wildlife Mitigation Core Group, of

which Karl Schneider is a member, met the following two days to formulate

studies for Phase II, the purpose of these studies being both to quantify .
impacts and to plan for mitigation.

The points raised in your letter of February 18 concerning the mitigation
options and those raised in your letter of December 30, 1982, concerning
the Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy, were discussed at these meet1ngs.
The results of these meetings, particularly as they refer to the issues

in your letter, were as follows:

1. A revised Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy, incorporating many of
your agency and other agency comments, was discussed at the March 10
meeting. Agreement was reached on further changes; what will hope-
fully be the final version of the policy will be circulated by

April 15, 1982.

2. Utilization of HEP and the issue of replacement lands was discussed at
both meetings. No concensus of opinion materialized or final decision
reached. It was agreed that some type of big game habitat analysis o
work would be conducted in Phase II to complement the census and radio
collaring studies conducted in Phase I and continuing into Phase II.
It was also decided that one goal of this habitat analysis work would —
be to evaluate lands identified as potential replacement lands. The
identification of these lands will be a Phase II task.

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED
Conzulling Engineers

Trie Liberty Bank Buitding. Main at Court

Butfalo New York 14202

Telephone 71€-2£3.7525 Telex 91.€322 £2RACS BUF

Cther O'ices. Coluwt a, 14D, F o tiLurgh, PA Foic -'g’-. HC Wark, rgtc'! DC
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Mr. Ronald 0. Skoog April 2, 1982
Alaska Department of Fish and Game -2

3. The issue of burning to provide moose habitat was also discussed at
both meetings.” It was decided the proposed BLM burn in the Alphabet
Hills provides a unique opportunity for assessing the effectiveness of
burning as a moose management tool in the Upper Susitna Basin, and as
such, pre- and post-burning studies would be proposed as part of
Phase 1I1. These studies would, hopefully, provide the information to
determine if this option should be further pursued. As you suggested,
the Alaska DNR Plant Material Center staff was contacted by members
of Terrestrial Environmental Specialists.

I am enclosing, for your information, an Overview of Proposed Phase II
Wildlife and Vegetation Studies, which was prepared by the Wildlife Core
Group, based on Phase I studies and input from the Fish and Wildlife
Mitigation Review Group.. This document was circulated to the Mitigation

~Review Group on March 19, 1982. Detailed scopes, budgets, and schedules

for these studies will be submitted to the Alaska Power Authority for
their consideration.

A clarification is required regarding the purpose and extent of the
Fisheries Mitigation Options package submitted to your agency January 7,
1982. The intent of this document was to list the various fisheries impact
issues that had been identified and to indicate the generic type of
mitigation options that were being considered by the Fisheries Core Group.
The purpose-in submitting the document to your agency, which is represented
on the Fisheries Mitigation Review Group, was to supply some premeeting
information so that your representative would at least have a feeling for
the general direction being pursued by the Mitigation Core Group.
Considering much of the information on the fisheries resources and project
design was not available until December 1981, the document submitted
January 7, 1982, was never intended to represent "an adequate assessment
of the fisheries resources in the Susitna River or adequate evaluation of
project impacts on that resource". We apologize for the misunderstanding
if your staff spent time reviewing the document under this context.

Even without a complete assessment of the fisheries resources and complete
evaluation of project impacts, we do consider that most, if not all,
significant impact jssues have been identified. In this context, pre-
lTiminary mitigation planning is being pursued.

Rather than responding to your specific comments on the Draft Fishgries.
Mitigation Options Package, 1 have enclosed updated documents on fisheries
impact issues/mitigation options and a 1isting of fisheries questions and
proposed studies. Both these documents were distributed to the Susitna
Fish and Wildlife Review Group in early March 1982.

The Fisheries Impact Issues and Mitigation Options Package was prepared by
the Fisheries Mitigation Core Group. The purpose of the document is to

identify key impact issues, not to present a detailed impact analysis, and
to provide a discussion of the various mitigation options presently being

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED



Mr. Ronald 0. Skoog April 2, 1982
Alaska Department of Fish and Game -3

deve]oped not to provide a detailed assessment as to the su1tab1]1ty of
the various options. An impact assessment and draft mitigation plan are
forthcoming, however, such are premature until further ana]ySIS can be
completed.

Thank you again for your time and that of your staff in reviewing these
documents and attending meetings. It is very much appreciated. We are
most anxious that the review process for the Susitna Project be as
constructive and effective as possible. Please do not hesitate to advise
us of any difficulties or problems you may encounter in the fulfillment
of our agency coordination program.

Sincerely,

Kevin R. Young
Susitna Env1ronmenta1 Coord1nator

KRY:ccv
Enclosures

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPCORATED
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ALASHA POWER AUTHORITY

334 WEST 5th AVENUE - ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501 Phone: (807) 277-7641

(907) 276-0001

April 5, 1982

Mr. Mike Small

Bureau of Land Management
P. O. Box 147

Glennallen, Alaska 99588

Dear Mr. Small:

_ Our efforts in mitigation planning for wildlife
losses from the proposed Susitna Hydroelectric Project
include exploring possibilities of habitat management
in the upper Susitna basin. We have been advised by
Karl Schneider of the Alaska Department of Fish and
Game (ADF&G) and by our environmental consultants that
your agency is planning an experimental burn of
approximately 47,000 acres in the Alphabet Hills
Region. We have been further advised that this burn
provides an excellent opportunity to determine the
effectiveness of burning in the upper basin as a
habitat management tool, a subject on which little is
currently known.

Studies have been proposed to us by ADF&G and by
our consultant to conduct both pre-~ and post-burn
vegetation and moose surveys in this area. If the burn
is to occur this summer, these studies must be
conducted this spring.

During the last meeting of the Susitna Fish and
Wildlife Mitigation Review Group, Mr. Scott of your
agency indicated. the decision to proceed with the burn
had not been reached and potential delays included
the areas of burn plan and archaeological clearance.

In the spirit of obtaining the best information
possible on which to make mitigation decisions, the
Power Authority would very much like the burn to
proceed. We are prepared to make a substantial
commitment of our resources to fund the studies
proposed by ADF&G and our consultants. We are also
willing to work cooperatively with BLM and provide
whatever assistance we can.

We must very shortly make decisions regarding the
direction of the coming field season studies, including



Mr. Mike Small
April 5, 1982
Page 2

spring studies in the proposed burn area. A timely
decision from you or indication on how we may assist
you would be greatly appreciated.

If you wish to discuss this, please give me a
call. Thank you very much.

Sincerely,

_ 7 d
FOR THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR / /ap f%,sit-ﬂ&

L N

David D. Wogﬁiak
Project Engineer

DDW/es

cc: Mike Scott, BLM
Mike Grubb, Acrest
Karl Schneider, ADF&G
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April 13, 1982
P5700.11.75
T.1660

Mr. John Rego

U.S. Bureau of Land Management
Anchorage District Office
4700 East 72 Avenue

Anchorage, AK 99507

Dear John: Susitna Hhdroelectric Project
Mitigation Planning

Thank you for meeting with me and Don Follows last week.- I apprecfated
your suggestions and fnput regarding the Susitna Project mitigation
efforts and how we may help to expedite the Alphabet Hi11s burn. 1 have
been in contact with M{ke Small and Jim Chase to offer our assistance.

Thanks again for your help and input into our studies.

Sincerely,

Michael Grubb
Senfor Scientist

M&:ccv



April 12, 1982

P5700.11.70
T.1650
Mr. Carl Yanagawa
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
333 Raspberry Road
Anchorage, AK 99502
Dear Carl: Susitna Hydroelectric Project

Wildlife Studies

Thank you for meeting with me last week. I am sure you and Tom are busy
andsappreciated your time. Your suggestions were helpful and aid 1n the
continued mitigation planning efforts for the Susitna Project.

As discussed, I am enclosing a copy of the Overview of Proposed Phase II
Wild1ife and ¥egetation Studies. This document was distributed at the
March 19, 1982 Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Review Group Meeting.

Thank you again for your time.

Sincerely,

Michael Grubb
Senfor Scientist

MG:ccv
Enclosure



April 13, 1082

PE700.11.74
T.1655
Mr. Al Carson
ARlaska Department of Natural Resources
Pouch 7-005
Anchorage, Alaska 95510 |
Dear Al: Susitna Hydroelectric Project

*{tication Planninc

Thank you for meeting with me last week and discussing your concerns
reqarding the Susitna project. 1 realize you have @ busy schedule and
appraciated vour tire.

As I mentfoned, I met last week with all the menbers of the Fish and

Hild1ife Mitication Review Group and recefved valuzble {nput and sugcestions.
I ook forvard to vorkinn furbher with you on mitication olannina for

this project.

Sincerely,

Hichael Grubb
) Senfor Scientist
%G/ 3h




April 13, 1982

P5700.11.71
T.1657
Mr. Me] Monson
heting Assistant Regional Director
U.S. Fish and Hil1dlife Service
1011 E. Tudor Road
Anchorage, Alaska 99503
Dear Hr. Monson: Susitnz Hydroelectric Project

Hitigation Planninn

Thank you very much for arranging the meating with the mermbers of
your staff last week., I feel we are making progress in our mitigation
planning efforts and look forward to working further with the U.S.
Fish and Hi{ld11fe Service on this important asnect of the Susitpa
project.

Thank you again for your help.

Sincerely,

['fchasl Grubb
Senicr Scientist
}HG/ $h
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Arri) 13, 1082

P5790.11.71
T.1689
Mr. Gary Stackhouse
U.S. Fish and ¥§1d11fe Service
1011 East Tudor Road
Anchorage, Alaska 99503
Dear Gary: Susitna Rydroelectric Project

Mit{gation Fé#ddning

Thank you for meeting with Don Follews and me Yast week: I'm sure
vou ware busy reviewino the Feasfb{14ty Report and appreciated your
tine.

next time we neet we can discuss cucar maples, brook troﬁt, Dickey-
Lincoln, Seabrook, lobsters, Meldrim Thompson and cther cood Hew England
toples. I'm looking forward to ft.

Sincerely,

Michael Grubd
Senior Scientist
HMG/3h



April 13, 1982

PE700.11.71
T.1658
Mr. Lennie Corrin
U.S. Fish and ¥ildlife Service
1011 East Tudor Road
Anchorage, AK 93502
Dear Lennfe: Susitna Hydroelectréc Project

Mitigation Planning

Thank you for meeting with Don Follows and me last week. I realize you
have Feasibility Report review responsibilities and appreciated your
time.

I feel we are makingpprogress in mit{gation planning for the Susitna
Project and look forward to working further with you on this matter.

Sincerely,

Michael Grubb
Senior Scientist

MG:ccv
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Apr1l 13, 1982
P5700.11.75
T.1661

Mr. Michael Scott

U.S. Bureau of Land Management
4700 East 72 Street

Anchorage, AK 99507

Dear Mike: Susitna Hydroelectric Project
Mitigation Planning

Thank you very much for meeting with me and Don Follows last week. I
appreciate both your time and help in advising us on the Alphabet Hills
burn. I have been in contact with Mike Small and Jim Chase and discussing
what we can do to expedite matters.

Thanks again.

Sincerely,

Michael Grubb
Senior Scientist

MG:ccy



April 21, 1982
P5700.11.74 -
T1665

M~. Al Carson

Department of Natural Resources

Pouch 7-005

Anchorage, AK 99510 —

Susitna Hydroelectric Project
Wildlife Mitigation Options
Paper

Dear Mr. Carson:

Enclosed is one copy of the Susitna Hydroelectric Project Draft Wildlife
Mitigation Option Paper. This document is part of the continuing process =
leading to a wildlife mitigation plan.

Please review this paper. I will be contacting you shortly regarding a _
meeting to discuss this document.

Thank you for your continued cooperation.

Sincerely,

Sl St

Michael Grubb .
Senior Scientist

MG:m

Enclosure
cc: D. Wozniak, APA

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED

Consulling Engince:s
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Preceding Letter Sent To:

Mr. Al Carson

Department of Natural Resources
Pouch 7-005

Anchorage, AK 99510

Mr. Bradley Smith

Environmental Assessment Division
National Marine Fisheries Service
Federal Building and U.S. Court House
701 C Street, Box 43

Anchorage, AK 99513

Mr. Michael Scott

District Fisheries Biologist
U.S. Bureau of Land Management
4700 East 72nd Street
Anchorage, AK 99507

Mr. Gary Stackhouse
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1011 East Tudor Road
Anchorage, AK 99503

Mr. Carl Yanagawa

Regional Supervisor for Habitat Division
Alaska Department of Fish and Game

333 Raspberry Road

Anchorage, AK 99502

Ms. Judi Schwarz

Environmental Evaluation Branch

Mail Stop 443

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region X

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

Mr. Lenny Corin

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
733 West Fourth Avenue

Suite 101

Anchorage, AK 99501



e April 26, 1982
SRR P5700.11.91

L 1680
PEr bbb

Ms. Judi Schwarz

Environmental Evaluation Branch

Mail Stop 443

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region X

1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, WA 98101

Susitna Hydroelectric Project
Fish and Wildlife Mitigation
Review Group Meeting

Dear Ms. Schwarz:

You are invited to attend the next meeting of the Susitna Hydroelectric Fish
and Wildlife Mitigation Review Group, to be held at 8:30 a.m., May 17, 1982,
in Room C121 at the Federal Building, 6th and C Street, Anchorage, Alaska.

The purpose of this meeting will be to discuss the Draft Wildlife Mitigation
Options Paper mailed to you on April 21, 1982. Please review this document
prior to the meeting.

Thank you for your time and input.

Sincerely,

P sl Gl

Michael Grubb
Senior Scientist

cc: D. Wozniak, APA

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED
Consuliing Engineers
The Litort, Bznk Building. "ain 2t Court

.2 tve s Yore 58202

Teeprece TAC-E 7225 Tetes ©of 2 4 LRDC BUF
5
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Mr. Bradley Smith

Environmental Assessment Division
National Marine Fisheries Service
Federal Building and U.S. Court House
701 C Street, Box 43

Anchorage, AK 99513

Dear Mr. Smith:

April 26, 1982
P5700.11.91
T1682

Susitna Hydroelectric Project
Fish and Wildlife Mitigation
Review Group Meeting

You are invited to attend the next meeting of the Susitna Hydroe]ectrié Fish
and Wildlife Mitigation Review Group, to be held at 8:30 a.m., May 17, 1982,
in Room €121 at the Federal Building, 6th and C Street, Anchorage, Alaska.

The purpose of this meeting will be to discuss the Draft Wildlife Mitigation
Options Paper mailed to you on April 21, 1982. Please review this document

prior to the meeting.

Thank you for your time and input.

cc: D. Wozniak, APA

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED
Consulting Engineers
The Licsrty Bank Buiging.'Mzin at Court

Zg*elo tew Yorr 14202

Telvphone THL-263.7525 Te'es ©1-£477 ZLRES BEJF

Sincerely,

PV u A Sl

Michael Grubb
Senior Scientist




Mr. Michael Scott

District Fisheries Biologist
U.S. Bureau of Land Management
4700 East 72nd Street
Anchorage, AK 99507

Dear Mr. Scott:

April 26, 1982
P5700.11.75
T1681

Susitna Hydroelectric Project
Fish and Wildlife Mitigation
Review Group Meeting

You are invited to attend the next meeting of the Susitna Hydroelectric Fish
and Wildlife Mitigation Review Group, to be held at 8:30 a.m., May 17, 1982,
in Room C121 at the Federal Building, 6th and C Street, Anchorage, Alaska.

The purpose of this meeting will be to discuss the Draft Wildlife Mitigatior
Options Paper mailed to you on April 21, 1982. Please review this document

prior to the meeting.

Thank you for your time and input.

cc: D. Wozniak, APA

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED

Consulling Engineers
The Liberty Banx Buillé.ng Ma'r at Court
Butnio. New Yora 12202

Te'wptone Ti€-E£2.7525 T by 9-822% ACKRES BUF

Crrne Ofges Colums 2 "0 5 mierea FAOT i gn ND el o gn

Sincerely,

DU A aR St~

Michael Grubb
Senior Scientist
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Mr. Al Carson

Alaska Department of Natural Resources

Pouch 7-005
Anchorage, AK 99510

Dear Mr. Carson:

April 26, 1982
P5700.11.74
T1679

Susitna Hydroelectric Project
Fish and Wildlife Mitigation
Review Group Meeting

You are invited to attend the next meeting of the Susitna Hydroelectric Fish
and Wildlife Mitigation Review Group, to be held at 8:30 a.m., May 17, 1982,
in Room C121 at the Federal Building, 6th and C Street, Anchorage, Alaska.

The purpose of this meeting will be‘to discuss the Draft Wildlife Mitigation
Options Paper mailed to you on April 21, 1982. Please review this document

prior to the meeting.

Thank you for your time and input.

cc: D. Wozniak, APA

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED
Conczuliing Engineers

The Liberty Bank Building. Mair at Court

Bultzlo New Yorx 14202

B
Telephone T1E-E1 37525 Teiex ©1.€422 FCRES BUF

Sincerely,

’?47u4/QdLQ./944~1€3"
Michael Grubb
Senior Scientist



April 27, 1982
P5700.11.70
7.1684

Mr. Carl Yanugawa

Regional Supervisor for Habitat Division
Alaska Department of Fish and Game

333 Raspberry Road

Anchorage, AK 99502

~Dear Carl: ‘ Susitna Hydroelectric Project
Fish and Wildlife Mitigation
Review Group Meeting

You are invited to attend the next meeting of the Susitna Hydroelectric
Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Review Group, to be held at 8:30 a.m,,

May 17 in Room Cl121 at the Federal Buflding, 6th and C Street, Anchor-
age, The purpose of this meeting will be to discuss the Draft Wild-
1ife Mitigation Options Paper mailed to you on April 21, 1982. Please
review this document prior to the meeting.

The issue of quantification of habitat loss will be discussed at a
workshop on May 18, This workshop will be attended by members of the
Susitna Wildl{fe Core Group and, because of the nature of the subject,
the U.S. Fish and ¥ildlife Service. Mr. Karl Schneider of your agency,
a member of the core group, will attend. I have asked him to contact
you regarding other members of ADF&G who may wish to attend. To keep
the meeting to a workable size, I have asked Karl to 1imit the number
of ADFAG attendees to three. '

I Yook forward to seeing you on the 17th,

Sincerely,

Kichaal Grubb
Senior Scientist

MG:db

cc: D. Wozniak, APA
E. Reed, TES




MINUTES OF May 13, 1982
Fisheries Mitigation Review Group

The meeting of the Fisheries Mitigation Review Group was held at the
Acres American Incorporated conference room on May 13, 1982. Or. John
- Hayden, Deputy P%oject Manager for the Susitna Hydroelectric, called
the meeting to order at 9:00 A.M. Those in attendance were:

Mr. Al Carson, Alaska Department of Natural Resources

Mr. Carl yanagawé, Habitat Divison, Alaska Department of Fish

and Game

Mr. Ken Florey, Commercial Fish Division, A.D.F and Game

Mr. Tom Trent, Susitna Hydro Aquatic Studies, A.D.F. and Game

Mr. Mike Scott, Fisheries Biologist, Bureau of Land Management
B District Office

Mr. Gary Stackhouse, U.S. Fish and Wildlife, Land and Water Department
™ Mr. Bi11 Wilson, Arctic Environmental Information and Data Center

Mr. Larry Moulton, Woodward-Clyde
Fo Mr. Allen Bingham, Susitna Hydro Aquatic Studies, A.D.F. and Game
: Mr. Christopher Estes, Susitna Hydro Aquatic Studies, A.D.F. and
e Game B
| Dr. Dana Schmidt, Susitna Hydro Aquatic Studies, A.D.F. and Game
- Dr. John Hayden, Acres American Incorporated

Mr. Don Follows, Acres American Incorporated

Those absent were:
Mr. Brad Smith, National Marine Fisheries Service
T“ Mr. Lennie Corin, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Mr. Paul Krasnowski, Fisheries Rehabilitation ‘Enhancement Development,

- A.D.F. and Game

PURPQOSE

The meeting was called by Dr. John Hayden to review the recent developments

in the management and organizational changes prompted by the need to

refocus disciplines towards a more productive and cooperative approach

of the common goals envisioned. Basically, the attached organizational

- chart strives for improved coordination of the integrated studies required
for FERC licensing by separating primary responsibilities for scientific

- investigation and data collections (pure science) from the management

and time constraints imposed by the Acres American Incorporated on

——



behalf of the Alaska Power Authority. The new organizational approach
strives to allow more flexibility in designing critical data collection
programs required by the aquatic studies team while providing objectivity
through the data analysis and impact assessments component. This portion
of the program will be integrated through the close working relationship
of ADF&Game Arctic Environmental Information and Data Center. Working
hand-in-hand, this interrelated team will still meet critical production
milestones in the project schedule, but should be less pressured by

the mitigation planning and Exhibit E preparation deadlines.

To strive for improved data flow and professional integrity, the September
30th milestone for FERC license application is being relaxed. Negotiations
are still underway by Acres American Incorporated in the selection

of the subcontractor to direct the mitigation planning. This entity

will be announced when the final selection is made. |

PROBLEM
As with any project that deals with the diversity of resource and distance

from the various subcontractors, Acres American Incorporated has suffered
from poor communications and a rumor mill that operates quicker .than

actual management decisions.

In a sincere attempt to correct this situation, Dr. John Hayden 1is
personally moving his family to Anchorage, Alaska, for closer contact
with the environment program and any potential problems that may need
addreséing. Additionally, Acres American Incorporated has been actively
seeking to strengthen the environmental team by employing companies

with previous Alaska experience.

By streamlining the chain of command and personal interactions, it

is hoped that the overall effort will become more productive and positive
in its approach to the tremendous task ahead. 1In dealing with personnel
problems, an attempt has been made to save individual expertise by
encouraging the best placement of the position within the overall framework

for professional contribution.
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Because the process deals essentially with a variety of agency pb]icy
mandates, both environmentally protective and regulatory in nature,

agency representatives have sensed some frustration in providing professional
input which goes beyond the administrative norms of the normal review
process. Yet the common bond created by this awareness and the sincere
efforts already contributed to the process are highly complimented.

Working together to mitigate environmental concerns within a truly
unique State resource, while under the umbrella of social, economic,
and political realities, requires the full sensitivities and dedication

of all involved.

DISCUSSION

In the previous meeting, held on April 20, 1982, in the Acres American
Incorporated conference room, Dr. Dana Schmidt presented an excellent
paper on the proposed fisheries approach and mitigation plan. Since
then, Dr. Schmidt has decided his best input will be as a working member
of the Susitna Hydro Agquatic Studies team. He resigned from Acres
American Incorporated on May 3. Comments on the paper, either formally
or informally, will still be received by Dr. Hayden. It is hoped that
they can be sent in by Friday, lMay 21st.

In a related management decision, Mr. WOody Trihey has submitted his
resignation from the company. His'p1ans are still unknown at this
time and the status of his fine instream flow work remains in questién.
As a vital component of the fishery mitigation plan, instream flow

work will continue in one form or another.

Recently Dr. Hayden and others attended a FERC workshop in Washington
D.C. to discuss the work and informally set the parameters for the
studies required. Such discussion was very helpful. Based on the
uncertainty of the full field season ahead and the viewpoint of resource
agencies, a recommendation fs now being formulated for transmittal

to the Alaska Power Authority Board which will relax the September

submission date for license application.

Acres American in now in the process of pulling together a new fisheries
team (reflected in the organizational chart) to address anticipated
needs and to maximize benefits from the coming summer field season.



To dispel local rumors that Acres American Incorporated automatically
has the right to continue work on the next design and engineering phase
of the project, Dr. Hayden pointed out. in response to the questions,
that a Request for Qualifications for the next phase of the project
was released byfthe Power Authority on May 11, 1982. Acres American
will compete with other firms who have the full expertise in a large
project of this nature. Selection of the next prime contractor will
probably take place this fall. This Pahse II Contract will run from
the fall of 1982 to the time that the power is on line. Our company
will strive to maintain the continuity of the environmental program

so that undue disruption will not take place during changeovers. Acres
would hope to stay involved with the pursuit of the FERC license application.

While most of the other environmental studies will wind down in scope,

the fisheries and wildlife programs will basically continue towards

an acceptable mitigation plan which can be implemented prior to reservoir
filling. Lower levels of involvement will be required in the environmental
subtasks as the project moves from the larger baseline studies to specific

applications of the mitigation plans.

Mr. Al Carson encouraged the continuation of the Susitna Steering Committee
as a mechanism to advise the Alaska Power Authority. Their function

could be to review and comment on the plans. Hopefully, the steering
committee, operating from a higher level of authority, could contribute
directly to project decisions. A memorandum to the Alaska Power Authority
has been sent out for consideration. '

Mr. Tom Trent expressed his past concerns over the "gray" area of responsiblity
which he felt had not been adequately defined between subcontractors

when it came to addressing fishery data analysis and impact assessments

in the past phase. This is an important area of concern. The products

need to be defined. Pure data collection alone is not enough. Close
coordination with the A.E.I.D.C. will be required to structure these

products in a mutually acceptable mode.

Mr. Ken Florey suggested that the previous pattern of review groups,
mitigation groups, core teams and what all tended to confuse members
as to what their roles actually were.



Without a better understanding of the interrelationships of all these

groups and exactly what part each contributes to the overall process,

the individual becomes lost in the process. This is an excellent point
from the perspective of the prime contractor, who may have encouraged

more agency input than what could be realistically achieved. The suggestion
was made by the grcup to focus on the idea for a Steering Committee

to advise the A.P.A. at the higher level and to rely on the present
Fisheries Mitigation Group for the remainder of the input. Therefore,

only two review groups would be needed in the future.

Bi1l Wilson recognized the need to work closely with the Susitna Hydro
Aquatic Studies so as to provide one dynamic organization working from

two overlapping boxes of responsibility. This will require teamwork

and constant interplay. Bill also expects to add some additional expertise

to his team at A.E.I.D.C.

The group discussed various funding problems which are becoming a daily
concern. Mr. Trent mentioned that his team has anticipated needs and

is ready to run, when and if, the roney is appropriated. Mr. Carson
encouraged everyone to flesh out the work program at varioﬁs funding
levels so that when funding levels are known, the manager will have

an immediate program response. The idea is to "hit the street running."”

In summary, the mitigation review group felt that Acres Américan Incorporatad
has recently reached more of the "listening” mode of response and that

they see an end to the two year périod of bésic frustration. Mr. Carson
expressed his belief that recently he has personally observed a change

in attitudes. Hopefully, the group can take that new creation of a

positive attitude about the project and carry it forward to its fruitful
completion. Only through such positive efforts can the evvironmental
concerns of the project reach their achieﬁab]e'goa1s.

Next week, Dr. Hayden will meet with Tom Trent to scope out the activities
of the Susitna Hydro Aquatic Studies for this coming field season.
The group adjourned at 10:50 a.m.

Respectively submitted:
Donald S. Follows, Acres American Incorporated

""""



MINUTES OF MEETING May 24, 1982
held at the Federal Building P5700.13.30
with the Bureau of Land Management
Anchorage, on Friday, May 21, 1982

SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT

BLM Burn

PRESENT:

J. McMullen )

E. Reed ) TES, Inc.

L. Byrne ) .

M. Small ) BLM - Glennallen

L. Buoy ) .

M. See ) BLM - State Office
D. Taylor )

K. Rowdabaugh ) BLM - Anchorage District
R. Fleming ) APA

S. Fancy ) LGL Alaska

J. McKendrick ) University of Alaska
M. Grubb ) Acres

The purpose of the meeting was to discuss BLM's proposed Alphabet Hills
Burn and coordinate Susitna studies with BLM studies.

BLM views this as a management burn, not a research burn. The objective is
to kill off the spruce and produce browse for wintering moose. Weather
conditions required are 6-7 days of warm weather after August 15. The DEAR
is not yet completed, but Michael Small foresees no problem.

BLM will be establishing transects and collect pre- and post-burn data. The
data will be species composition and percent cover along each 100 meter long
transect. Dr. Verick, from USFS Institute of Northern Forests, will also be
collecting vegetation data and measuring fire intensity.

Dr. McKendrick (University of Alaska) outlined.his study which is to deter-
mine total vegetation response with browse as a priority item. He will
monitor soil nutrient response and measure fire intensity at the sample
sites. Sampling will be at 15 vegetation sites including 5 outside the burn
area. Biomass will be measured by 1ife forms (browse, forbs, etc.). Photos
for the area have been ordered, and mapping will be done at a 1:24,000 scale.



A meeting will be arranged for BLM/INF/University of Alaska to coordinate
location of study plots and data collection.

BLM requested a letter of agreement be drawn up between BLM and the Power
Authority. This should, basically, state who is doing what, where and why,
what information will be available, and what support will be provided. This
should be sent to Michael Small. For support, BLM requests:

1. Twenty hours of helicopter time before mid-July for cultural resource
personnel. '

2. Helicopter support for vegetation studies. It is believed this can be
done concurrently with helicopter support required by University of
Alaska people.

3. Helicopter support (approximately two 100 mile round trips by a 206 to
sling load and install a weather station between June 15 and July 1).

Michael Small will provide Michael Grubb with a 1ist of BLM approved heli-
copter contractors. Michael Small will also supply a copy of the BLM DEIS
relating to mining, settlement options for BLM land south of the Alaska
range, and east of the Parks Highway.

Reported by ~ )1 uéjﬂ‘*ly(z’

M. Grubb

MG:ccv
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ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY " 25 1982

334 WEST 5th AVENUE - ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501 Phone: (907) 277-7641
: {907) 276-0001

| Wehan,

1 o PCWER |
| “ncany i June 22, 1982
T susfNA

= P5700 |
lu FuLi—lék—— Mr. Mike Small

~ SEQUENCE NO.|Bureau of Land Management
v 2/ /11 |P.0. Box 147
Glennallen, Alaska 99588

‘fmg 3| a8 |2 ‘
b2 2 E |Subject: Draft Memorandum of Under-
<= 3 standing Alphabet Hi1ls Burn
JDG
s~ | Thank you for your input during our telephone conversation on

1t@}ﬁt June 16, 1982, [ have included your suggestions on the revised draft of
- R the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). We should proceed to have the

- MOU executed as rapidly as possible, so that studies can get underway.
HI If the MOU is adequate, please initiate its being executed. If you have
o CIRI any questions or comments, please contact Richard Fleming at
(907) 277-7641.

FMA
Pm APA Sincerely,
' WwCC
. ~- FOR THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR :
TES | ) Z‘ & Pf
e R&R Richard S% emivg '
‘ TADF&C Environmental Analyst
- BUFF.M.Criazf
= 171c0L. |  pttachment: As noted.
’ 14
fFile cc: { John Hayden, Acres, Anchorage
- Karl Schneider, AK Dept. of Fish & Game
j Jay McKendrick, Agricultural Experiment
Station




ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

NOW BE IT

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
BETWEEN THE
ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY
AND THE
U.S. BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
PERTAINING TO COOPERATIVE INVESTIGATIONS OF
THE PROPOSED ALPHABET HILLS BURN PROJECT

the Alaska Power Authority was established to reduce

consumer power costs and otherwise to encourage the long-term
economic growth of the state, including the development of its
natural resources, through the establishment of power
projects; and

the proposed Susitna Hydroelectric Project will affect
existing terrestrial wildlife habitat by flooding portions of
the Upper Susitna Basin; and

the Alaska Power Authority is committed to mitigating to the
extent possible this loss of wildlife habitat; and

the use of fire through controlled burning may be an
applicable management tool for mitigating habitat Tloss by
improving habitat on other lands; and

the effectiveness of burning as a management tool s not fully
understood for areas similar to the Upper Susitna Basin; and

the U.S. Bureau of Land Management is planning a burn in the
Alphabet Hills Region of Alaska;

RESOLVED THAT it is in the best interest of the State for the
Alaska Power Authority and the U.S. Bureau of Land Management
to cooperate in determining the nature and magnitude of the
effects on soils, vegetation, and wildlife which occur as the
result of the burn in the Alphabet Hills so that the
effectiveness of burning as a management technique can be
determined, thereby aiding in the development of a wildlife
mitigation plan for the Susitna Hydroelectric Project;

AND THEREFORE, it is the purpose of the Alaska Power Authority and the

U.S. Bureau of Land Management to enter into this agreement,
to wit:

1. The Alaska Power Authority and its contractors and the
U.S. Bureau of Land Management will work together to
monitor the effectiveness of fire as a method of managing
habitat in the Alphabet Hills area. These studies
address the use of large scale controlled burns for the
management of wildlife habitat.



The Alaska Power Authority will provide helicopter
support to the U.S. Bureau of Land Management for the
purpose of studying veaetation and cultural resources in
the Alphabet Hills burn study area and for establishing a
weather station. This helicopter support shall not
exceed 40 hours for U.S. Bureau of Land Management
personnel only. The company supplying the helicopter and
pilot will be subject to the U.S. Bureau of Land
Management approval. «

The U.S. Bureau of Land Management will initiate a burn
in the Alphabet Hills region during August, 1982. If
weather or operational constraints prevent a successful
burn during August, 1982, then the Bureau will attempt
the burn in August, 1983, provided appropriate conditions
occur. A successful burn shell be defined as one that
includes at least 25% of the presampled vegetation plots.

The U.S. Bureau of Land Management will allow persornel
of the Alaska Power Authority and its subcontractors to
conduct vegetation, soil, and wildlife studies on the
land owned and managed by the U.S. Bureau of Land
Management in the burn study area.

A11 data collected by the Alaska Power Authority and its
contractors in the course of monitoring the effects of
the burn will be available to the U.S. Bureau of Land
Management. A1l data collected by the U.S. Bureau of
Land Management in the course of monitoring the effects
of the burn will be available to the Alaska Power
Authority and its contractors.

The terms of this agreement do not relieve either agency
from its legislated responsibilities.

This agreement may be amended at any time or terminated
by either of the parties following forty-five (45) days
written notification or within a lesser period by mutual
consent of both parties.

Eric P. Yould

U.S. Bureau of Land Management

Executive Director
Alaska Power Authority

Uate

Date




Susitna Hydroelectric Project May 25, 1982

Fish and Wildlife Mitigation
Review Group Meeting

Date: May 17, 1982
Attendees: See Attached List
Held at Federal Building, Anchorage

The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the April 1982 Draft Wildlife
Mitigation option paper prepared by TES. Comments were as follows:

1. The best way to determine brown bear response to new roads
will be expert opinion. (USFWS)

2. FERC has changed EIS format to include alternatives Exhibit
E requirements not changed. APA should gét most recent FERC
EIS. (APA)

3. Money spent for clearing may be better spent elsewhere.
Is this considered a mitigation cost? (USFWS)

4. The option of no recreation or designation of the area as a
wilderness should be considered a mitigation option. This
would reduce or avoid many of the access-caused impacts. (USFWS)

5. ADF&G asked for policy on access, will they favor consumptive
use? Agencies should express their opinion on what they want
done. (APA)

6. Some type of matrix should be developed for trade-off of re-
creation use vs wilderness and other considerations. (APA)

7. Peregrine falcon issue will require official correspondence
with USFWS. Contact a Dennis Money at Ecological Services. (USFWS)

8. Bald Eagle nests in reservoir area may be protected by Bald
Eagle Act. Mitigation plan should include what integration
has occurred with fisheries study. Will there be a reservoir
fishery? (USFWS)

9. We should look at Ashetna-Tyone area as mitigation 1and areas;
also along Denali Highway. (USFWS)

10. Mineral closures and other zoning laws may be used to protect
replacement lands without having to manage. (ADF&G)

11. Issue of predator-moose-burning issue was discussed. If burn
for moose who are impacted by bears then why mitigate for bears?

12. An artificial Tick should be established prior to inundation
to acclimate sheep to use it. Could water levels be manipulated
to preserve the lick? (ADF&G-USFWS)

13. Agreement should be reached from all agencies on proper pro-
tection to take for new caribou calving ground before it is
established. This would include prevention of mining, settling,
ORV use, etc. There should be a contingency plan for all sec-
tions. (USFWS)

-



Page 2

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

MMG:d1p

APA should determine what BLM and ADNR are planning to do with
land in Denali access route area. This also relates to land
replacement and caribou land replacement bill. (APA)

Entire issue of construction camp configuration, operating mode
and rail use road access was again discussed. These should not
be accepted as givens in the mitigation options but scenarios
presented which would avoid impacts. Example - flying people
in and out daily instead of construction camps, etc. Then show
if it is not cost effective, (USFWS)

For safety of people and dogs, dogs should not be allowed in
camp. (USFWS)

It i§ important restrictions are enforced {speed 1imits, ORV's,
etc.).

Type 2 impacts: It was requested that justification should be
presented as to why dropping pool elevation cannot be done.
Should be presented as a mitigation option then dismissed if
economics shows it. (USFWS).

Option of creating flooding every 10-15 years by opening flood
gates was discussed. This would be to simulate natural flooding.
However, would wipe out fishery mitigation. USFWS sees no problem
with downstream vegetation changes but wants information to sub-
stantiate it.

Transmission line mitigation lacking in mitigation plan. Needs
to be beefed up.

Research station should be considered only as low priority; only
for compensation.
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Michael Grubb
Tom Arminski
Richard Fleming
Don Follows

Joe McMullen

Ed Reed

Leonard P. Corin
Gary Stackhouse
David D. Wozniak

ATTENDEES
May 17, 1982

REPRESENTING

Acres American
ADF&G

APA

Acres American
TES

TES

USFUS

USFWS

APA
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SR June 1, 1982

P5700.11.71
T1726

Mr. Lenny Corin

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
733 West 4th Avenue

Suite 101

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Susitna Hydroelectric Project
Wildlife Mitigation Planning

Dear HMr. Corin: .

Thank you for attending the May 18th meeting to discuss the objectives and
general approach for a terrestrial habitat evaluation system for the Susitna .
project.

Due to the change in environmental consultants, we have not yet formalized a
plan for further development of this system. We will be contacting you -
shortly and ask for your patience in this matter.

Thank you again for your input.

Sincerely,

M ek et

Michael Grubb
Senior Scientist

MG/Jk

cc: R. Fleming, APA

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED

Consulling Engineers

The Liberty Bank ELiz.rg. Lizin 2t Court

Eullzlo Ner Yorr 72202

Tereprone 7003 izt Tegr ULl 2LRIS BUF
LA NN L R 2 N o) “.’
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Preceeding Letter Sent To:

Mrl Lenny Corin

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
733 West 4th Avenue

Anchorage, AK 99501

Mr. Greg Konkel

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1011 East Tudor Road
Anchorage, AK 99503

Ms. Anrt Rappaport

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
733 West 4th Avenue

Anchorage, AK 99501

Mr. Gary Stackhouse -
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1011 East Tudor Road .

A Anchorage, AK 99502

Mr. Kark Schneider

Alaska Department of Fish and
Game X

333 Raspberry Road

Anchorage, AK 99502
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DEPARTMENTOF FISHAND GAYME  /

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER | £.0. 80X 3.2000
{ JUNEAU, ALASKA 99802
PHONE: .
July 27, 1982 WECEIL = B
Mr. Eric Yould ALESIL 7TUaR roTnn
Executive Director T
Alaska Power Authority ~

334 West Fifth Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Mr. Yould:

fﬁ; Alaska Department of Fish and Game has been involved with the

Mitigation Review Group in attempting to formulate a workplan that

would eventually arrive at mitigative solutions to probable adverse

impacts to fish, wildlife and their habitat resulting from the Susitna
Hydroelectric project. Internally, my Department is alsc anaiyzing an

array of mitigation options that may be acceptable if they are

demonstrated to be workable and satisfy the Department's mandate to

mitigate adverse impacts. The following is a 1ist of options:that we

hope the Alaska Power Authority is considering as part of their -
mitigation planning.

- I must emphasize that these are by no means the only options that should

be considered. In addition, because environmental studies to assess
impacts of the proposed project are incomplete and specific mitigation
plans have not been identified, these suggested mitigation options
either individually or collectively may not satisfy the requirements of
this Department. However, we believe that they should be evaluated now
so that data regarding feasibility and desirability are available when
project impacts have been quantified.

By evaluating these mitigation options concurrently with ongoing impact
assessment studies, we believe that considerable time will be saved in
completing the permitting and licensing process.

1. Fisheries

a. Instream flows required to maintain present populations
of fish below the two dams should be carefully evaluated.
Included in this evaluation should be an array of flow
regimes that, when considered with the anticipated loss o
of fish habitat associated with each, could be a basis
for further mitigation measures. The areas immediately
below the dam sites, as well as areas further downstream,
should be inciuded. Temperature regimes should also be




o
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Eric Yould -2- July 27, 1982

evaluated concurrently with stream flows. These
evaluations should be made on construction as well as
operational temperature and flow regimes.

o
o

I[f it appears that onsite mitigation of fisheries impacts
cannot be accomplished, hatcheries should be considered.
Locations of possible hatchery sites should be identified
in accordance with my Department's policies on
artificial production of fish. My Department's Fisheries
Rehabiiitation Enhancement and Development (FRED) staff
has considerable expertise in selecting sites and
designing hatcheries in coerdination with other Divisions
of my Department. [ would suggest that the FRED Divisicn .
be contracted immediately to do the site evaluvations. A
specific proposal is enclosed. :

c. My Department has been funded by the Legislature to study
the salmon enhancement potential of the upper Susitna
River without respect to the project. In the case where
mitigation of fisheries impacts cannot be.mitigated
within the project area, enhancement of the Upper Susitna
system may present a viable option. Results from this
study will be made availabie t0 you and should be
included in the array of options for mitigation.

2.  Wildlife

a. Habitat enhancement options for wildlife species should.
be evaiuated. For example, habitat manipuiation to
enhance moose browse could be considered in areas where
present habitat is considered low in productivity. This
option would need to consider the long-term effectiveness
of the project, since moose browse is only available at
early successional stages.

b. Replacement lands should be considered as another option.
Lands outside the development area (preferably adjacent
to the development) should be identified and possibly set
aside by legislative designation for the purpose of
mitigating wildlife habitat losses from the project.

This option may be the most viable option for wildlife.

3. Both Fish and Wildlife

a. impacts from construction anq.maintenance of the
transmission and road corridors should also be evaluated.

As I have stated previously, the above list is to be used in developing
a tota} mitigation package and is transmitted for that purpose.

The following briefly summarizes my Department's hierarchial approach to
implementaticn of mitigation {mitigation policy enc1osed):
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1, Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action
or parts of an actiong

2. Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the
- action or its implementaticn;

3. Rectifying the impact by repairing, rphébi]itating, or
restoring the affected environment;

4. Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation
and maintenance operations during the life of the action; and

5. Compensating for the impact by replacing or previding
substitute resources or environments.

[T you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,

Ronald 0. Skoog
Commissioner

Enclosures (2)



Alaska Department of Fish & Game
F.R.E.D. Division
PROJECT PROPOSAL

I. Title: Susitna River Hatchery Site Investigation
II. Descripcion:

A .
1. Objective: Identify locations of possible hatchery sites in
the vicinity of the Susitna River.

2. Timpeframe: July 1, 1982 - Juze 30, 1984

III. Justification: 1If the Susitna Hydroelectric Project is determined
to have a negative impact on existing salmon populations in the Susitna
River, various measures may be employed to mitigate this impact. A fisb
hatchery is an option that could be used to supplement or rsplace ‘

natural production. The patential for successfully employing this

-option depends on the species of salmon inveolved and the availability of

good hatchery sites.

A critical step in the planning phase of developing a fish hatchery is
the gystematic and careful selection of an appropriate site. The key
factor, of course, is to find a2 location with a reliable and adequatas
watar supply. In addition, this water supply should be located where
logistical problems can be minimized. Broodstocks must be identified
and developed.

Strategies for production releases must be considerad and the management
of returning stocks must be biologically sound. .
Since the selection process for a hatchery site is, perhaps, the most
critical step in the development of a successful hatchery, it is
important to collect thorough and detailed informatiom. This process
requires at least two years. During the first year, a large number and
a wide variety of sites will be screened and the most likely candidate
sites will be selected. During the second year, these primary sites
will be investigatad more intensively. :

IV. Methods and Procadures:

A, Firsc year: During the first year of the hatchery site
selection survey, a large number of systems will be surveyed
and categorized to assess their value as a possible hatchery
site. Initially, ADFiG files will be examined and discussions
held with other study groups to determine which systems will
be surveyed. Available data will be evaluated and data needs
will be identified. Field surveys will then be mobilized to
collect the pertinenc information so that the best candidaces
can be selected for further studies. Data to be collected
will include: water scurce, size of the wacer sources, water
temperatures, thorough water chemistry, land status,
engineering analysis, fish stocks presemt, logistics, basic
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management considerations, and potential broodstocks. A4
minimum of one field survey will be conducted at each
potencial site. By the end of the first year of cthe survey,
the four most likely hatchery sites will be identified.

During the second year of this hatchery site selection survey,
the most likely hatchery site candidates will be studied more
thorocughly. They will be monitored much more frequently or
continuously. It is particularly important to determine the
reliability and predictability of the water supply, the water
temperature, and the water chemistry. The suitability for
construction will be analyzed. The size, location, and
availabilicy of particular broodstocks will be verified.
Stocking stractegies will be.determined and the most likely
management schemes for returning adults will be developed.

By the end of the second year, the best site will have been
identified. Approximate costs and a preliminary development
schedule will be provided. The potential for successfully
producing the various species will be analyzed and
racommendations given on altermatives to explore should a
hatchery not appear to be a feasible method for replacing
expected losses of a2 particular species.

Personnel:
A. Project Leader: Fishery Bioclogist IV, F.R.E.D Division.

B. Schedule:

First Year Second Year
Fishery Biclogist IV 4 man months 4 man mgnﬁhs
Fishery Biologist III 7 man months 8 man months
Fishery Technician III 3 man months 5 man months
Engineer 2 man months 4 wman months
Cosc:
‘Line 100 First Year Second Year
Salaries: FB IV 21,000 : 21,000
FB III 37,700 43,200
FT III 7,700 12,800
Engineer CE II 9,700 19,500
Line 200
Travel & per diem 500 600
Line 300

Ailr charter -
fixed wing, $180/hr x 25 hrs 4,300 x 30 hrs 35,400
$500/hr x 10 hxs 5,000 x 14 hrs 7,000
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Line 300 cont.

Vehicle mileage

Vehicle rencal
Talephone and photocopy
Phote processing

Water analysis

Line 400

Scientific supplies
(e.g. chemicals)

Film

Gasoline (outboard)

Supplies

Line 300

Mnnitotihg equipment

TOTALS:

800
1,000
500
200
2,500

200
100
100
600

92.1

300
1,000
500
200
4,000

300
100
100
800

3,000

120.1
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ALASKA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
Statement of Policy
| Mitigation of Fish andcgame Habitat Disruptions

[. The Need for Policy

Logging, construction, mining, agriculiture, and cther developmental industries
which use land' or water are of great i‘/rmnportance to many Alaskans. When
properiy pursued, thesa undertakings can be compatible with proper management
and usa of Alaska's valuable fish and game resources. However, improper
practicas can lead ta significant dégrédation of the Stata's fisheries and
‘game resources through alteration or destruction df important habitat

components.

Oevelopment includes a multitude of practices such as mad building, bridge
construction, culvert placing, excavatiox{; dredging, clearing, dragging,
dumping, and other a_ctivities.' At issue is land and water, the very basas of
all dev-elqpment.and all fish and w.ﬂ.d‘h'fe habitat. Ea;h development action
requires space, and thereby alters fish‘and game habitat and compromises other‘
types of usas. Development activities, when disruptive to fish or wildlife
resourcas, may, far ‘example, increase erosion or sedimentation, divert,
obstruct, alter, or pollute watar flow, aggravats tamperature extremes, alter
and desiroy populations of animals and vegetation., reduce food supbh’es,
restrict movement of fi sh and game, disturb or destroy spawning, nesting and
breseding areas, change édjacent or downstream habitats, or change the capacity

of a stream or wetland to store and usa 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 public interest, be abatad or

o



"mitigated." The overall m'it'igat'ive‘goaT ot the Oepartitent of Fish and Game
is to maintain or establish an ecosys:tem with the project in placs that is as
nearly dasirable as the ecosystam that would have been thére in the absancs of
that project. The decision levels through which a project is reviewed -
preventing, minimizing, and replacing ecosystams - is outlined and discussed

in this policy.

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

large extent dependant on the degree to witich development operations and

facilities and ]and_ or water use projects are properly planned and upon the.

conscientious adherence to 'pracéices designed to protect fisheries and wild-
life valués. Therefgre, it is the primary objective of the Department of Fish
and Game that fish, game and habitat values be prominently considered by
develagpers aﬁd regu]atnr;j agencies prior to deveIopmen't ar issizanpe of requla-
tory approvals. Consideration should také place during thé pIanﬁing and
implementation of land or water assaociated development tg aveid or minimize
foreseeable ar potential adverse environmental effects before the fact of
damage, and early enough to consider beneficial altermatives. Similariy, it
is imperative to provide for resair, restoration, or rehabilitation of habitat
damage after it occurs, should it occur at all, as well as majntenance ¢f 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 werking

definition of mitigation, will contribute to the sustained functioning of

aquatic and tarrestrial systems, and the continued viability of common
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property fish and game resour:c‘&s, while providing for the other neads of
Alaskans arising from beneticial public land and water use programs. A

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

actions by insuring considerations of alternatives ta ar in land and watar
conversians and to fulfill the sustained yield management precspts of Alaska

law.

II. Authority

The Department's basic responsibility as a consarvation agency derives from
the Commissioner’'s authority to manage, protect, maintain; improve, and extand
fish, game, and aquatic plant resources of the Stata {AS 16.05.020). This
Statuta, in combination with constitutional’ diractives, prcvidés implicit
direction-far the Department to offsetios.ses to fish, wildlife, and their

habitat.

The Department's rasponsibility to impose mitigation measures a1so derives

- from the same Taws which authorize it to issue writtan approvals (permits) for

land ar water use programs. In each instance the developer must obtain the

Dep_artment'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 anadmmous fish streams (AS 16.05.87Q0), -
State game refuges (AS 16.20.06Q0), Statz game sﬁnctuaries (AS 16.20.120)}, the |
natural habitat of endangered species (AS 15.20.185), fish and game critical
habitat areas (AS 16.20.260), and States range areas (AS 16.20.300-320).



Simltaneous]y, a strong basis for prescribing mitigation Ties in the pubﬂc
trust doctrine. In simole tarms, this doctrine, founded in common law,
asserts the public's right to unimpaired use of public Tands and waters for
fish and wildlife production. The Department, as trustee for the public, is
dbh‘gatad to protact’ that right. The public trust doctrine thus provides
additional " ability as well as an obligation to be . rigorous in mif'igat'ing

disruptions to public fish and wildlife resourcas. including their habitat.
I1I. Statement of Policy
A. Definition

The directive to mitigata is clear. The nature of and extent to which
mitigation is carried out is left tn the Oepartment's discretion. In
considering mitigatory op'_ticns it {s essential to recognize the differing
degrees of sitress that may be placad on natural fish and wildlife
habitat. Lightly-stressed aquatic or terrestrial systems adjusf to
change, and recovery takss place through natural procassas when the
stress is removed. In contrast, a heavily or overstressad 'natural system
cannot restore itself to original conditions through natural prbcesses
alone. In this case, the system‘.s capacity for maintenance and repair
has been impeded, and at this point mah must provide assistanca for the
system to be restored. These differencss in recovery potantials dictate

different priority approaches to implementing mitigation measures.

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

gation measures oursuant to its Dermit authoh‘ty under AS 16, embracas
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the definition of mitigation _romuigatsd in the Federal regquiations (40

CFR 1508.20) which effactuate tﬁe National Environmental Policy Act (42

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

‘mentation:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

8.

avoiding the impact altpgether Ey not taking a cartain action or

‘parts of an action;

minimizing impacts by limiting the degres ar magnitude of the action

or its implementation;

* ractifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the

affectad environment;

reducing or eliminating the impact over time by presarvation and

maintenance operations during the 1ifa of the action;

compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute

resources aqr environments.

Implementation

The Oepartment will implement the five forms of mitigation pursuant to

its statutory authority in the following manner:

1.

Mitigation to Avoid or Minimize Habitat Damage



a. Avaoidanca

The Department's primarv approach to mitigation is one of oraventive

conservation designed to avoid an evershrinking basa of natural
habitats and costly man-assisted reétoration efforts. [t is founded
cn preventing adverse, predictable, and irreversible trends or
changes in natural aquatic or terrestrial systams. The objective is
to maintain as much existing natural habitat as possible, eveh if
the relative importanca or interrelationships of living organisms
are not fully known. Apart from denying'dutright the issuancs of a
permit, this can be accomplished by attaching stipulations dr
conditions to permits for propesed developments. Oiscretion at the
field level {s required to allow tailoring of various developmental
activities to sites and times for maintananca of individvual or
groups of fish and game species and various habitats used annually
ar seasonally. Mitigation by permit stipulation can be employed to
avoid activities in areas with a high risk of adverse impact, such
as nest sitas, winter ranges, or critical habitat. Oevelopment
consistant with the objectives for designatead areas can proceed
according to the stipulations or conditions. This fundamental
approach pravides for beneficial land and water u.se programs 1in

natural systems.
b. Minimization

This concept differs from avoidanca in that it is acknowledge¢ that

some habitat damage will occur. The Department recognizes that land
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and water- development projects are mandated by public neéd,
legislative or constitutional prioritization or Tland usa, or
pervading economic considerations. It 1is recognized that
industrial, agricultural and residential development in Alaska will
cause some amount of habitat destruction, and that this damage has-
been accapted by developers and palicy makers as the prica of
economic benefit. The sacond priority mitigative approach to
habitat management is to make that loss Tess savere, or to minimize
fc're_seea,ble disrupﬁons to aquatic and tarrestrial systams. The
fbcus of this approach is to maintain habitat diversity and the
capacity of each system to restors itself naturally from stress or
damage, while accommodating preemptive uses of land and waters
fraquented by fish and wildlife - uses which may reduce species

abundancz to some degree or cause some disturbanca to natural

species behaviar.

Minimal adverse habitat disruption may be achieved by permit
stipulations which 1imit development actions when and whers
necassary and to the extant neaded to |;1aximize conservat'ioﬁcf fish
and wildlife values. For example, temporal mitigation measures,

which involve adjusting the timing of project activities to reducs

jmpacts in areas of high risk, cah be used to restrict development

to the seasons when the impact is Tleast, ar to reduce the amount of
time spent in a sensitive area.” Habitat may be stressead
temporarily, but recovery can take placa through no-cost natural

processes.
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Mitigation In Lieu of Habitat Damage
a. Rectification

The third priority mitigative approach is to repair, rehabilitate,

or restore abused aquatic or terrestrial systems. This requiras

onsite or post-construction evaluations of water and land
develaopments aftar thé fact of damage,‘or est'imat'icn,. during the
planning stage, of Tikely environmental damage. Rectification is
less desirable than avoidance or minimization because, even if
restoration is completa, there is a3 net loss of fish and wildlife
resourca and habitat r'esﬁ'lting from the time lag between the impact

and full replacement. Such time Tags 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 pravention.

The objective is to restore the same functions as those that were
Tost, or, to restore thevhahitat to pre-disturbanca conditions.
However, if the factor réstr*icting the number of a species using an
area is also limited further by the development, it makes little
sense ta 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
Desartment -r'ecngnizes that therg will be situations where no

rehabilitation of the laoss incurred is possible.

~~~~~



If proper planning cccurred and rectification was not cnnsidéred
necessary, rectification should only be necessary when the daveloper
has not compiied with his plan, applicable laws, permit
stipulations. Rectification of disruptions to habitat may be
implementad through permit st'ipuTat'ions and amendments or imposed as
a court ordered penalty. It is 1ikely that '_many compietad or
partially completad projects can be retrofittad with feasible
restoration requirements that could resﬁ]t in the recovery of

substantial -amounts of project-caused fish and wildlife losses.
b. Praservation and Maintanance Actions

Mit'igat'ion should be recognized as & continuing obligation,
inextricably tied to a project and carried out during the entire
1ife of the project. The Department recognizes that if mitigation
measures are approved but not operatad ahd maintained during the
er{, of the project, little or no mitigation, which may have helped
justify the project in the first placa, will be rsalized. The
Department holds to the principle that costs of mitigation are all
normal costs of any land or watar development project and must be

borne by the develapers and benaficiaries of the project.

Preservation and maintanance operations may be imposed through
permit stipulatians or amendments to permits. For example, drainage
structures installed in fish streams should be required to be
maintained properly, and erosion must be c‘m_-rected when it occurs.

Revegetatad areas which are not succassful, for yvhate-ver reason;

-



must be revegatated until they have become established. In these

ways, adverse impacts will be reduced or eliminatad aver time.

A requirement (or permit stipuiation) that deveiopers continue to
mitigate by maintenance operations during the Tife of the project
will ensure that conservation objectives are met and Titigation is

avoided.
c. Compenséticn

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

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

recreation opportunities, access, and other foregone resource use

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

valent part of the aquatic or terrestrial ecosystam to compensate

for the loss. The most difficult problem encountared with this
approach is determining what kind of action is appropriate and how
much mitigation is adequate. The problem can be resalved qualita-

tively, through neqotiation and quantitatively through the

establishment of evaluation proczdures.
It is the Department's pasition that compensétion should not involve
a simple payment of dollars, but instead should involve replacament

of lost habitat, populations or recreational opportunities.

Compensation by replacing or providing substitute resources or

enviromments is the least desirable form of mitigation because it
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accents loss of habitat at the outsat and and otten cannot result in
total reparation'for those lgsses. When it must be impiementad,
however, the preferred form of compensation is onsits mitigation;
that is, all damage caused by a project should be reaslacsd within
the development site or project area where damage occurs. The same
functions as are lost should be directly restored, replaced, or
compensated. Oniy secondarily should compensation by substitution,

or trade-gff of_an'unavoidab1e ‘ecological loss for an ecglogical

'impruvement e@lsawhere, be used. Trade-offs or conversions only

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

| not, depending upon the viewpoint considered. There are divergent

views and intarests between local and more distant usars regarding
the value of the ecological "improvement” to the natural system that

was already in placa.

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

resources cannot be measured solely through economic cbst/benefit
ratios or man-day avaluations. This sort of analysis must be
accnmpanied by evaluations which measure factors gther than human
usas of land, water, and the resources within. The value of the
interdependent biological relationships within an entiﬁé acosystem
is too often ignufed. Sinca some ecosystams, such as wetlands, may
never be successTully renlaced or substitutad, 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 resourcs

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




some rare casas, the only compensation negotiable may be prevention

of future losses in another or adjacant area.

C. The Rale of Planninag

Proper mitigationm of fish and game habitat 1os§es'requires that Tand and
watar use projects be properly designed and planned. This requires basic
decisions by field personnel at the ear1fe$t project concentualization or

design state, before permits are issued.

Proper planning, particularly at the area or regional Tevel, will assist
in abating a common cause of fish and wildlife habhitat decline, that of
piecemeal habitat losses which cumulata from sequential projects.
Regional or area planning, when it precasdes significant Tand or watar use
programs, will allow reduction of the cumulative effacts resulting from a

variety of projects.

Prior to permit issuance there should be a realistic assessment of the
specificf1osses which 1ikely will be incurred; The lgsses should be
identified first in terms of lost rescurcas and secondly in tarms of the
uses which may be faoregone. This is because human use and resourca
productivity do not always correlats. The Oepartment cannot accept
analysas winich equate low human use figuras to low estimates of losses.
Low human use has no bearing on how much fish, wildlife, or their habitat
may have besn lost; or how much 'pmductivity, biological diversity or
critical processas were impaired. However, the loss of human use should

be a factor that will need to be mitigated.
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Losses af f-iéh and wildlite habitat that cannot be mitigated will affect
the people who utilize thase reSaurcés. Wherever the carrying capacity
of the land or watar is reduced, harvest of species by subsistance,
Enmnercia.l, and recreational users may have to be reduced. Recreatianal
opportunities to view resourcas may also decHng. As the population of
the Stata of Alaska increase.s, cumpétj'tion for fi shk and game resources
will surely increase. Decreasad abundance of these resourcas will mean
that some resource users will get less of the resgurce than thay 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‘ en fish and

wildiifa, will be aggravatead.

The impacts of a propesed project and alternatives to it aon all the
natural resources affectad, therefore, should be assessed early in the
project p'lanm‘ng prot;-ess.  The effects of a ‘project_ on other resources,
such as timber or watar, and human use should be assessed, as well as the
direct effect on fish and wildlifa. Nonstructural alternatives, e.q.,
providirig minimum stream f’lowé rather than a 'hétchery to rﬁaintain a
popu'l_a.t'ion of fish, for achieving the project aobjective shou'l& be
required and considered first since these could be exbected to have the
least negative impact on the ability of the project area to provide

natural resourca values.

Including consideration of all natural resources early in the planning
process should lead to development of ways to minimize effects on these
resources in all phases of project develigpment 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 characteristi;s of
the natural systém which must remain after deve]oﬁment should be defined
prior to initial permit issuance. The developer 1is then allowed to
proceed with the project under pre-established mitigation measures, which
wi11.guarantee functioning of a natural system and not cause permanent or

costly public harm.
D. Assessment of Damages

The combination of population pressures, diminishing spaca, energy neads,
and the necessity of considering economic variables in most decisions
itave aIT culminated in questions regarding the intrinsic values of man's
surroundings. Attemptingvto placa pricea 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 statz of the art in habitat valuation will lag behind the need to
make permit decisions. The ODepartment holds that fish and wildlife
habitat should be preserved unless the expected benefits of'the-develop-
ment is demonstrably "large" relative to loss of fish and wildlife
values. Of course, what is deemed acceptable must be é broad social
decision which necassarily Tequires'assessment of the resource damage

Tikely to be incurred as a result of the development.

In theory, it would seem a simple mattar to observe the impact of a
construction project, dete;mine if fish or wildlife are killed, and then

assess damage. In practice, it s anything but. Damage may be
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incremental, and not identifiable without extensive baseline and post-
project data. Mortality may afiect juveniles as well as adults. Damage
to habitat or to populations of juveniles may not impact resourcs users
or be measurable for seyera] years hencaz when particu1af Species should
have reached adulthoad. Otherrdamages, such és those affecting ﬁﬁgratory

species or the Tower elements of a marine food chain, may be visitle but

‘not amenable to market place valuét1on. Less tangible aspects of

resource damage include decreased éesthetic worth and decreased ability
tﬁ ﬁfovide‘ & specific wildlife habitaf. Finally, in an environment
possessing”many,'often only partially understoad, natura1’interre1atfon—
ships - and impacted by any number of man-reiated activities - definitive
assassment of precise'cause and effect re1ationships‘between development
jmpacts and fish or wildlife mortalities will bé difficult and often

impossible.

This problem is intensified by the absenca of aven rudimentary data at a
large number of site-specific locations. It follows that assessment of
damage will, at bast, be a combination of assassment of the partial data
base ava{Tible concarning stock levels,.seasona1 and cyclical abundanca
and location, together with a scientific judgement of the "most 1ikesly"
rasult of environmental damage, based on a general understanding of fish

and wildlife habitat dapendencies and tolerances.
These types of judgements put extreme pressure on fish and wildlife

scientists and posa unknown risks for the rasource. In such cases, and

where the only other alternative is to stand mute and observe a steady
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erosian of fish and wildlife values - uncorrectad and uncompensatad for -

a judgement decision is necassary.

The Department holds that the appropriate standard for measuring damages
to natural resourcas is the cost which would be reasonably incurred by
the State to restore or rehabilitate the envi mqmefxt in the affected area
to its pre-existing cond'i.tion, 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 remota that mitigation should not be requ'ired? The
Department recognizes the “"without-the-project" baseiine assumption for
resource evaluation purposes when imposing mitigation measures. It is
from this baseline that the degree of project impact, and hence the

degree of mitigation required, may be measured.

Becausa damage estimatas will be based upon scanty or incor.np'lete
knowledge, and will often be probabilistic in nature, it is possible that
estimates of "most Tikely" level of damage may, from time to time, vary.
[t is this Department'’s beHef that in such cases of differenca, the
onus of proof to explain any lower estimatas must Tie with the developer.
This position is basad 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 estimats

that is put forth.
Summary
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(1)

(2)

(4)

(5)

Mitigation is necessary to guide development in order to preciude, abata,
‘renair, or indemnify the adverse effects upon fish, game, and their
habitat resulting from development projects in rish streams and in
‘refuges, sanctuaries, critical habitats, and the natural habitat of

endangered species.

Department's ‘author'ity to approve development plans in streams and
special areas, as well as the public trust doctrine assarting the
public’s right to unimpaired fish and game production on public lands,

provide the means and the obligation to ccmpel mitigation measures.

Differences in recovery potentials due.ts differing degrees of stress
placed upon fish, game, and their habitat dictate that mitigation

measures be selectad accordingly.

Mitigation before the fact of damage is the preferrsd means, with
avoidancea of damagev as the primary objective, and minimization
rectification, maintenance, and compensation following in that order.

Each may be implementad through permit stipulations.

Mitigation measures imposed after the fact of damage or in lieu of
expected damage, may require rectification of damage, mainfenance of
corrections aver time, or compensation by replacing or substituting

resgurcas or environments.

Rectification, necassary only when the permittee has not fulfilled his

~ob11§at‘ion-, may be imposed by permit stipulation or by court ordered
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(9)

penalty. Projects may be retrofittad with feasible restoration requirs-

ments to recover fish, game, and habitat losses.

- Maintenancs mitigation actions are project relatad. The Department holds

that maintenance mitigation costs are normal develapment costs to be
borne by the developer and project beneficiaries. This form of

mitigation may be imposad by permit stipulations or latsr amendment.

Compensation by providing substitute resourcas or environments is the
least desirable form of mitigation. When imposed it preferably should be
impTEﬁented onsita rather than by "improving® an existing ecosystam
alsawnera. Compensatory mitigation will oniy be implementad by negotia-

ting a written agreement with the developer.

Mitigation should be considersd at the eariiest project conceptualization
or design stagqe. All impacts should be assassad early in the project
planning procass with first consideration given to nonstructural altarna-

tives to the project cbjective.

Fish and wildlife habitat should be preserved unless the public benefit
of the project is demonstrably large. Assassment of damages will be a
Department decision based in part on existing data bases and in part on

"most" 1ikely judgements.

The burden of proof to justify lower estimatas of damage to fish and

wildlife habitat Ties with the develaper.



September 2, 1982

Mr. Ronald 0. Skoog, Commissioner
Department of Fish and Game

P.0. Box 3-200 E

Juneau, Alaska 99802

Dear Commissfoner Skoog: Susitna Hydroelectric Project

During the second quarter of this year, the Alaska Power Authority
circulated the draft Feasibilfty Report on the Susitna Hydroelectric
~ Project and numerous supporting documents to State, Federal and local
agencies with interests in the project. This circulation included
virtually all of the data and analysis done to that date during the
study. Currently, efforts are proceeding towards completing the first
phase of planning efforts and submitting a Ticense application to the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission in the first quarter of 1983.

During the remaining time before filing, the Susitna study team
will be refining the plans presented earlier this year and continuing to
evolve proposed mitigation plans for project impacts. This effort will
include requesting another review of the projects Envifonmental Report,
which is the draft of the FERC license application Exhibit E, by your
agency. We will be circulating the draft in mid-November of this year,
After filing with and acceptance of the application by FERC, there will
be another opportunity to comment on the application, including Exhibit

At this time we are requesting that the reviewing agencies provide
us with input to the mitigation planning which will go into the draft of
Exhibit E. Your letter of July 27, however, included the type of
response regarding mitigation measures and preferences which we are
proceeding to solicit from other agencies.

1 appreciate the timely guidance which your bepartment has provided
to the Susitna project planning effort. We will be responding to your
recommendations and comments by further correspondence in the draft
Exhibit E.



September 2, 19. - ,
Gosmissioner Ronald 0. Skoog
Page 2

Your continued support and efforts in the study of the Susitra
Hydroelectric Project are appreciated.

Sincerely,

SIGNED

Ertc P. Yould
Executive Director

EPY:mb

¢c: Mr. J. Hayden
Mr. C. Yanagawa
Mr. J. Schreider
Mr. T. Trent
Br. T. Arminski




STATE OF ALASKA /———

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER R s G200 39802

PHONE:
RECE!VED 465-4100
| OCT 2 2 1987
October 15, 1982 AL SKA

Fivi 4 :'\UTHOR[TY

Mr. Eric Yould
Executive Director
Alaska Power Autheority
334 West Fifth Avenue
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. Yould:
RE: Mitigation

The Susitna Hydroelectric Project and other Alaska Power Authority
projects may create conditions that would require changes in hunting,
trapping, and fishing regulations. For example, improved access might
redistribute harvest pressure in a manner that would tend to increase
harvest levels. Such situations may require changes in seasons, bag
limits, or methods and means to ensure that harvests are mnot
excessive,

APA will have to address these problems in its environmental assess-
ments and mitigation plans. However, I need to point out that under
State law the Board of Game and Board of Fisheries are the
governmental bodies responsible for allocating the fish and wildlife
resources by appropriate regulations. A strong feature of the State’s
fish and game regulatory process is its ability to quickly respond to
changes in population levels, user demand, and management objectives.

Fish and wildlife management suffers when management actions are
implemented through some less flexible authority such as statute,
judicial order, or regulation or stipulations set

by agencies not directly responsible for maintenance of fish and
wildlife populations. It would be particularly inappropriate to
commit the State to regulatory regimes to offset impacts that may not
occur for several years. There is a substantial possibility that the
impacts may not be as predicted or that populations or management
objectives would have changed. Consequently, any plans or
recommendations for mitigation that might require or suggest changes
in fish and game regulations schould be directed to the Boards of
Fisheries and Game for their consideration.

This procedure does not apply to restrictions placed on individuals
brought into the area to engage in construction activities. It
applies only to regulations affecting the general public. It is
entirely appropriate for APA and its contractors to limit project
personnel, because construction projects create unusual concentrations
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of people brought into the area by means not available to the general
public.

In summary, APA still has a responsibility to attempt to avoid or
minimize impacts first, and for those impacts that are unavoidable APA
should seek alternative mitigation measures other than restrictive
fish and game regulations. As longer term effects emerge, requiring
adjustments in management controls, the only legal authority for
regulatory response will be through Board action. As long as APA and
the Department actively monitor these projects, the existing system
should be adequately responsive.

Sincerely,

Ronald Skoog
Commissioner
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September 2, 1982

Mr. Robert McVey, Director
Alaska Region .
National Marine Fisheries Service
P.0. Box 1668

Juneau, Alaska 99802

Dear Mr. Hchy:' Susitna Hydroelectric Project

During the second quarter of this year, the Alaska Power Authority
circulated the draft Feasibility Report on the Susitna Hydroelectric-
Project and numerous supporting documents to State, Federal and local
agencies with interest in the project. This circulation included
virtually all of the data and analysis done to that date during the
study. Currently, efforts are proceeding towards completing the first
phase of planning efforts and submitting a license application to the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commissfon in the first quarter of 1983.

Buring the remaining time before filing, the Susitna study team
will be refining the plans presented earlier this year and continuing to
evolve proposed mitigation plans for project {mpacts. This effort will
include requesting another review of the project's Environmental Report,
which is the draft of the FERC license application Exhibit E, by your
agency. We will be circulating the draft in mid-November of this year.
AFter filing with and acceptance of the application by FERC, there will
be another opportunity to comment on the application, including Exhibit

At this time we would appreciate any input into the continued plan
development you could provide. In particular, we request your guidance
with regard to project impacts and the mitigation opportunities your
agency would recommend. These comments will be helpful both in identi-
fying and addressing the most important areas of concern in the next
draft Exhibit E and in documenting agency comments and recommendations
before FERC. In order to address these comments in the draft, it would
be most helpful to have them by the first of (ctober.

As you know, the planning process fs dynamic. Curreht efforts are

~ focused on project access, transmission corrfdors and project operation

aiternatives. Although this iafcrmation has not yet been distributed
for comment, 1t wil] be included in the Exhibit £ draft.



September 2, 1§
Mr. Robert HcVe_y
Page 2

We welcome your comment on all areas of the project, but, 1n :
accordance with Sectfon 4.41 of the FERC regulations, we are part'lcular-
ly interested in your comments with regard to anadromous fisheries. In
these areas, we would 1ike to address your concerns on potential impacts
and mitigation measures which can be included in project plans.

Your continued support and participation in the development of thé
Susitna project license application is greatly appreciated. :

_Yery trgly" yours,

SIGNED

"Ertc P. Yould
Executive Director

EPY:mb

ce: Mr. J. Ha:r'den
Mr, Brad Samith
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 UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
National Marine Fisheries Service
P.0. Box 1668
Juneau, Alaska 99802

REw<.VED

October 15, 1982 OCT 2 11982
ALASKA POWLR AUTHUR

Mr. Eric P. Yould

Alaska Power Authority
334 West 5th Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Mr. Yould:

I have received your letter of September 2, 1982, regarding the current
status of the Susitna Hydroelectric Project Feasibility Studies. You
have requested any input our agency may provide at this time, particu-
larly with respect to project impacts and mitigative measures associated
with anadromous fishery resources. Such consultation is specified by
the FERC regulations for Major Unconstructed Projects, 18 CFR Part 4.
Realizing the latest schedule for preparation of the draft Exhibit E and
submission of license application, I feel it is important to state or

re-state the position of the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) so

that the license application may incorporate our views or respond to
them as outlined in 33 CFR Part 4.41(f). This section specifies that
the application must contain "A description of any measures or facili-
ties recommended by State or Federal agencies for the mitigation of
impacts on fish, wildlife and botanical resources."

NMFS's primary concerns regarding the Susitna project include provision
of adequate instream flow regimes for spawning, rearing, and migration
of indigenous fish species; maintenance of water quality for these
species; and provision for compensaticn of all resource damage in in-
stances where such impacts cannot be mitigated. These concerns are
discussed below.

I. Flow Release

Adequate flow regimes are critical for anadromous fish. Conse-
quently, water flows for successful spawning, rearing, and
migration must be established and maintained downstream of the
project area. If flow reduction or modification of flcw regimes is
anticipated in the operational scenario for this project, anadro-
mous fisheries could be adversely affected within the entire
Susitna River system downstream of the facility.

To address these matters, flow studies must be performed to de-
termine flow releases that will conserve and protect stocks of
anadromous fish in the Susitra River. Specific flow regime pro-
posals based on studies and acceptable to NMFS must be submitted as

part of your license application. With regard to this issue, we w




II.

ITI.

are particularly concerned with the side channel/slough environ-

ments of the Talkeetna to Devil Canyon reach which appear to be
particularly important to anadromous fish. Significant post

project flow alterations will occur below Talkeetna during winter -
months, and the impact of these changes must also be addressed.

Water Quality

Adequate water quality is also essential to viable populations of
anadromous fish. Several concerns exist with regard to water
quality parameters that may be altered by the Susitna project,
these include:

A.

Siltation and other constructicn related impacts: Construc-

tion should proceed at times of least biological activity and
should empioy best management practices to further reduce
these impacts.

Temperature changes: The license application must describe

temperature changes related to project operation, discuss the
impact such changes would present to fish, and propose miti~
gation measures which will avoid or Tessen such impacts. The
applicant must also describe the specific studies, reservoir
models, and riverine models upon which temperature projections
are based.

Dissolved gases elevation: Gas supersaturation may occur due

to plunging water near dam sites and result in fish/gas-bubble
disease. The license application should describe measures em-
ployed to mitigate this impact; e.g., cone valves. -

Turbidity changes: The application must describe, for the

entire year, the effect of the project on glacial tili
suspended in the Susitna River water column.

River morphology changes: Altered flows and interruption of

bedload transport could effect chanrel changes, perching of
tributary confluences, and armoring of the streambed below the
damsites.

Compensation for Unavoidable Losses

Effective flow releases and water quality conditions are intended a

to avoid Tosses to existing and potential anadromcus fish re-
sources.

Despite maximum use of these mitigative measures, unavoidable
damage to fish resources may occur either during or after
construction. Compensation in the form of fish habitat improve-
ments, artificial prcduction or similar methcds is reguired to
fully replace such unavoidable Toss. An initial plan which rec-
ognizes contingencies such as unanticipated construction impacts

rrrrr
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must be developed as part of your license application. Subsequent
refinements or modification of this plan may be necessary once the
project begins operation and the success of mitigative measures has

been assessed.

Recognizing the proposed construction schedule for the Susitna project
and the political, economic, and environmental concerns which may con-
tinue to influence project development, it is likely that the project
may operate as a one dam (i.e., Watana) system for a considerable period
of time. Therefore, the Ticense application should identify and discuss
those resources, impacts, and mitigative/compensative measures associ-
ated with the construction and operation of the Watana Dam in the
absence of the Devil Canyon Dam. NMFS will provide additional comments
upon review of the 1982 Environmental Report and draft Exhibit E and in
response to the FERC license application. In the interim, we are
available to discuss any concerns you may have regarding the positions

of our agency 1in this matter.

Sincerely,
A ///ff?’ 7 ;///
v, . 24 Ay -
Lyanis ) F T
Robert W. McVey

" “Regional Director




The preceding Tetter was received. Responses are as follows:

I. Flow Release

The Alaska Power Authority recognizes the need for adequate flows to maintain
fishery habitat. The flow releases proposed for the project were based on a
compromise between "no impact” flows and "maximum power"'flows. Chapter 2
and 10 of Exhibit E explain the methodology and rationale of flow releases
selected. Chapter 3 discusses the potential 1mpacts to fish and mitigation
plans to reduce these impacts.

II. Water Quality

A. Siltation and Other Construction Related Impacts

Best management practies will be utilized to control siltation. These
are discussed in the mitigation sections of Chapter 2 and 3 of Exhibit E.

B. Temperature Changes

A1l of the requested information is presented in Chapter 2 and 3 of
Exhibit E.

C. Dissolved Gases Elevation

Gas supersaturation is not predicted to result from project operation.
Fixed cone valves have been proposed. This subject is discussed in
Sections 4.1 and 4.2 of Chapter 2 of Exhibit E. ~

D. Turbidity Changes

Seasonal impact analysis is discussed in Sections 4.1 and 4.2 of Chapter
2 of Exhibit E.



E. River Morphology Changes

This subject is addressed in Sections 4.1 and 4.2 of Chapter 2 of
Exhibit E.

III. Compensation of Unavoidable Losses

The mitigation plan in Chapter 3 of Exhibit E includes methods for fish
habitat improvements and other methods to replace unavoidable loss. The
mitigation planning process will continue.

The Susitna Hydroe1ectr1c project has been studied and is proposed as a
two-dam project. Thus, the license application addresses the impacts of two
dams. 1Included is a discussion of impacts during the period when Watana is
complete and Devil Canyon is not.

Detailed comments from your agency will be addressed when received.




September 2, 1982

Hr. Ty Dilliplane

State House Preservation Officer
Department of Natural Resources

Divisfon of Parks

619 Warehouse Avenue, Suite 210

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Mr. Dilliplane: Susitna Hydroelectric Project

During the second quarter of this year, the Alaska Power Authority
circulated the draft Feasibility Report on the Susitna Hydroelectric
Project and numerous supporting documents to State, Federal and local
agencies with {interest {n the project. This circulation included '
virtually all of the data and analysis done to that date during the
study. Currently, efforts are proceeding towards completing the first
phase' of planning efforts and submitting a license application to the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission in the first quarter of 1983.

During the remaining time before filing, the Susitna study team
will be refining the plans presented earlier this year and continuing to
evolve proposed mitigation plans for project impacts. This effort will
include requesting another review of the project's Environmental Report,
which {s the draft of the FERC Ticense application Exhibit E, by your
agency. HWe will be circulating the draft in mid-November of this year.
AFter filing with and acceptance of the application by FERC, there will
be another opportunity to comment on the application, including Exhibit
E'

At this time we would appreciate any input into the continued plan
development you could provide. In particular, we request your guidance
with regard to project impacts and the mitigation opportunities your
agency would recommend. These cosments will be helpful bdoth in identi-
fying and addressing the most important areas of concern in the next
draft Exhibit E and in documenting agency comments and recommendations
before FERC. In order to address these comments in the draft, 1t would
be most helpful to have them by the first of October.

As you know, the planning process is dynamic. Current efforts are
focused on project access, transmission corridors and project operation
alternatives. Although this information has not yet been distributed
for comment, it will be included in the Exhibit E draft.



September 2, 19,
Mr. Ty Billiplane
Page 2 4.

We uelcome your comment on all areas of the project, but. in
“accordance with Sectfon 4.41 of the FERC regulations, we are particular-
ly interested fn your comments with regard to historical and
archeological resources. In these areas, we would like to address your
concerns on potential impacts and mitigation measures uhicb can be
included in project plans.

Your continued support and participation in the dév@]opment of the
Susitra project license applicat1qn {s greatly appreciated.

Very truly yours,
_IGNED

Eric P. Yould
Executive Director

EPY:mb

ce: MWr. J. Haydenl
Mr. Alan Carson
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES §18 WAREHOUSE DR., SUITE 21

ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501
DIVISION OF PAAKS PHONE: 274-4676
REGE!VED
OCT 2 1 1982

Won AUTHOPITY

ALASKA POY

October 15, 1982

Re: 1130-13

Mr. Eric P. Yould
Executive Djirector
Alaska Power Authority
334 W. S5th Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Mr. Yould: —_—

Thank you for your letter of September 2 soliciting our recommendations on

Susitna Hydro Project impacts and mitigation measures with respect to cultural
resources.

First of all, we wish to commend archaeologists Dr. E. James Dixon of the
University Museum and Mr. Glenn Bacon of the Alaska Heritage Research Group,
Inc., for the excellent job they have been doing in locating cultural re-
sources prior to ground disturbing activities.

Preconstruction survey is, of course, the first step in impact mitigation -
the location and boundaries of cultural resource sites must be known. While

this work is fairly far along, more needs to be done as plans become more
concrete.

Secondly, these cultural resource sites must be evaluated in terms of eligi-
bility for inclusion in the Natiomal Register of Historic Places. For eval-
uation, each site within the project area must be sufficiently investigated
such that their boundaries, stratigraphy, relative age, cultural affiliation
and potential to yield significant scientific information are known. Many of
the currently known sites require further, more intensive, investigation for
eligibility determinations to be made. Since so little is known about the
prehistory of the area, each site discovered takes on added significance. In
addition, groups of sites within a river drainage have been classic study
areas throughout the history of anthropological archaeology. It would appear

that a high percentage of the discovered sites may be eligible for the Na-
tional Register.

Thirdly, each eligible site must be examined in terms of "Effect." Will the
proposed action have "no effect," "no adverse effect,'" or an '"adverse effect'"?
This would have to be done on a case by case basis. The criteria for deter-

minations of effect may be found under Title 36, Code of Federal Regulations,
Part 800. e

—
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Mr. Eric P. Yould
Qctober 15, 1982
Page 2 -

Please note that every effort must be made to mitigate future "adverse effect”
activities to National Register or eligible properties. In the few expected
cases where very large, complex sites will be adversely effected, it may be
more economical to build a barrier arcund the sites. In many cases, subatan-
tive investigation may be necessary. If so, this will usually mean relatively
complete excavation of the site in order to recover as much scientific infor-
mation as possible.

These recommendations are essentially those suggested by Dixon, et al, in the
Cultural Resources Investigation Phase I Report (April 1982).

We are confident that impacts to significant cultural resources will be fully
mitigated throughout the course of the Susitna Hydroelectric Project.

Sincerely,

Judith E. Marquez

Director
s
R
. ( (¢
e T . '\:‘ —_—
By: Ty L. /Dilllplane
State Historic Preservat1on.0ff1cer

cc: Ms. Leila Wise, DNR, A-95 Coordinator
Br. Edward Slatter, FERC Archaeologist
Mr. Lou Wall, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Dr. E. James Dixon, Lead Archaeologist, Susitna Hydro Project
Mr. Glenn Bacon, Lead Archaeologist, Alaska Heritage Research Group




MEMORANDUM

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAIL RESOURCES

T0:  ERIC YOULD
Executive Director

DATE: October 11, 1982

Alaska Power Authority FILE NO:
Ly QE\\' €D  TELEPHONE NO: ,r¢ ses3
. ] 1
FROM:  pom ST%OPS qlvgﬂl SUBJECT: b ced Susitna

Diréctor

Hydro Project

LU

The Department of Natural R¥ources appreciates the opportunity to comment
on project impacts on the proposed Susitna Hydropower Project and to

recommend mitigation strategies.

Power Authority (APA) on this proposed project during the last two years and

The department has cooperated with Alaska

refers the APA to earlier comments, specifically DNR's testimony on April

16, 1982, to APA's Board of Directors (attached).

The issues listed in

DNR's testimony, water appropriations, instream flow reservations, and
access to the project, continue to be major concerns. Additional comments

are listed below.

In some cases comments may repeat earlier DNR comments.

As you are aware, the department is now in the process of preparing a
regional land use plan in cooperation with the Matanuska-Susitna Borough

which includes the lands surrounding the hydro project.

will be completed in 1983, will

This plan, which
result in land use designations and land

management policies for state and borough lands throughout the area.

To date, the planning team responsible for developing this land.use plan has

consciously avoided any direct involvement in Susitna Hydro issues, relying

instead on the more detailed work being done by other individuals within DRR

and DF&G. The planning process

is now at a point where it makes more sense

that there be closer coordination between the two projects, specifically in

the two areas outlined below.

1) The planning team can review and comment on information regarding
regional, indirect impacts of the plan (e.g. population growth,
changes in resource demand, etc.). '

2) The plan can be used as a tool to guide use of public lands to
mitigate or control secondary impacts of the proposed project.

I suggest that you designate a staff person to coordinate these two
projects with Chris Beck (Susitna Plan project manager).

As stated in DNR's recent comments on recreation planning, we are concerned

that recreational facilities planned in conjunction with the hydropower

project may be under-utilized.

A related concern is the high cost to the

state of maintaining potentially over-developed, under-used public

recreation facilities.

02-001A(Rev.10/79)

State of Alaska

DIVISION OF RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT
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The Division of Geological and Geophysical Survey has completed a detailed
review of the soils and geology components of the feasibility study. Those
comments (attached) are intended to be informal and for the consideration of
APA and its contractors. Other geological and geophysical concerns are
listed below.

1) Existing information indicates that glaciers in the project area
are retreating; this and their seasonal nature may affect water
availability.

2) The two large bodies of water created by the proposed project may
affect the micro-climate of the area.

3) The dams, by blocking sediment travel, may increase erosion
downstream.

k) There msy be a substantial change in the area between the two dams
over a period of time in response to changes in flow regime, the
amount of sediment introduced and transported, and the hydraulic
geometry of the valley (gradient, width, depth, discharge, and
velocity of the channel).

The department requests that any trees felled in the project be made

available to the public and that commercial quantities of forest products be
made available to the commercial community for harvest and utilization.

Attachments

cc: Chris Beck, DRD
Leila Wise, DRD
Al Carson, DRD

RS:LW:11ln




MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

Department of Natural Resources
Division of Geological & Geophysical Survey

O AL CARSON PATE: 4-26-82

Deputy Director, DRD/DNR
FILE NO:

TELEPHONE NO: 688"3555

FROM. RANDALL UPDIKE SUBJECT: peview of Susitna

Geologist V, DGGS Hydro Feasibility Study

I have been requested to review Volume II, Section 6, Soils and Geology of
the Susitna Hydroelectric feasibility study, representing DGGS. My comments will
sometimes refer to specific paragraphs within the section but are generally of a

summary nature based upon the discussion of the entire section.

To insure the long-term integrity of a high masonry dam such as those under
consideration in the Susitna Hydroelectric Project, three fundamental issues of
geotechnical siting must be addressed: (1) geologic foundation conditions at
the damsite, (2) suitability of the reservoir based upon the geologic
interaction between the basin, stored water, and dam, and (3) seismic exposure
of the system. My following discussion will be ess;ntially limited to item (2)
above which is the prime concern of Section 6. These comments are based upon

the nine page summary that I was provided for review.

We can identify five criteria which are essential, but complex, geologic
variables in evaluating the suitability of a given terrain for reservoir
development: (1) nature and variability of bedrock within, adjacent to, and
beneath the proposed reservoir basin, (2) composition and distribution of
unconsolidated deposits over bedrock within the basin, (3) basin geometry
(including slope angles), (4) distribution and flow gradients of surface and
ground waters within and adjacent to the basin, and (5) ambient stress fields

within and adjacent to the basin.




The overwhelming majority of hydroelectric dams in- the world have safely met and
exceeded design specifications since construction. In fact, masonry dams have
performed better than mgst manmade structures during earthquakes. However,
catastrophies associated with dams and their reservoirs have occurred frequently
enough to warrant our utmost concern. One of the most serious threats to the
dam-reservoir-basin system is the potential for massive, high velocity landslides
entering the reservoir. Such slides can propogate destructive surface waves which
impinge on opposite shorelines and occasionally the dam itself. Such was the case
of the Vaiont Dam, Italy, 1963, when a 230 foot-high wave was genefated by a

slide, leaving 2,600 dead and missing.

1.) Bedrock-related concerns.

The.majority’of great landslides in recorded history have involved the slope
failure of indurated sediments, or bedrock. These failures typically occur along
one or more discontinuities within the rock, which, for a variety of reasons, have
shear stresses exceeding resisting frictional stresses. Discontinuities are often
planar, and may be repeated in a subparallel manner through the rock body. In
some cases failure results from the intersection of two or more sets of weakness
planes. From the bedrock geology descriptions for the basins upstream from the
two damsites I would like the following to be considered:

1.A) Metamorphic rocks are of concern due to the foTiation and joint patterns

which typically develop in such rock, as well as the mineral assemblage

itself which often can be easily sheared: to. further lubricate failure

planes (p. 6-2, para. 3).

1.B) Conjugate joint sets. typical of intrusive rocks (which are also

indicated to be present in the basins) can generate complex failure schemes

(p. 6-2, para. 2; p. 6-5, para. 2).

Susitna Hydro Feasibility Study Review Randall Updike Page 2



2.)

1C.) The contacts between rock units, for example those between the intrusive
rocks and argillite-graywacke sequence, can serVe as extensive planes of
discontinuity (p. 6-2, para. 3; p.}6-5, para. 2).

l;gl Although no active faults may be identified in or near the project area,
numerous older inactive faults probably exist and, in conjunction with
mylonitization along these zones, can provide additional planar trends for
failure. Often, major river valleys follow regional fault trends with
subsidiary faults paralleling the trend of the master fault. Thus, the
subsidiary faults may tend to parallel the valley walls, enhancing the
failure susceptability along these trends (p. 6-5, para. 3).

1.E) In addition to planar discontinuities within mappable bedrock of the
valley walls, concern should be expressed for bedrock structures "hidden"
beneath the unconsolidated sediments in the valley floors. This would be of
prime concern as reservoir filling proceeded, which induces profound physical
stresses on the underlying rock masses, as well as imposing large hydraulic
head values over a broad saturated "foot print" of the reservoir floor (p.

6-2, para. 1; p. 6-4, para. 2).

Unconsolidated sediments.

Whereas bedrock failures usually occur as moving blocks or slabs, unconsolidated

sediments (e.g., soil, till, alluvium, colluvium) lack strong interparticle

bonding and, therefore, are more susceptible to slope failure. Concerns I have,

based upon the summary geologic report are:

2.A) Contacts (discontinuities) between unconsolidated sediments and
underlying bedrock are usually abrupt, at high angles along valley walls, and

saturated with groundwater (p. 6-3, para. 1; p. 6-4, para. 2-3).

2.B) Typically glacially-related sediments vary significantly in texture and

degree of consolidation which can produce:

Susitna Hydro Feasibility Study Review Randall Updike Page 3
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2.B.1) Underconsolidated (soft) sediments below grade (p. 6-4, para.2)
2.B.2) Seismically liquefiable sands and silts (p. 6-7, para. 1)
2.B.3) Textural discontinuities which can act as failure planes (p. 6-4,
para. 2-3)
2.B.4) Confined aquifers having substantial hydraulic head
2.C) 01d landslides were identified in the report. Often such slides are in
equilibrium with exist{ng conditions which can be dramatically modified by
reservoir water encroachment with associated ground water table rise. This

can cause reactivation of old slides (p. 6-3, para. 5).

3.) Concerns related to thawing permafrost.

Unconsolidated deposits under a permafrost regime have a passive rigidity which is
abruptly diminished when thawed. Often this results in slow ;olif1uction-11ke
flows which may prove more of a nuisance than a hazard to facilities. However,
the identification of permafrost in unconsolidated sediments on moderate to steep
slopes prompts:
3.A) The rapid flowage of supersaturated, thawed debris, often over
still-frozen sediments in the subsurface (p. 6-3, para. 2; p. 6-5, para. 4).
3.B) Both surface infiltration and groundwater flow regimes will be enhanced

by the thawing process, transmitting larger volumes of water to potential slide

interfaces.

4.) Changes in groundwater regime.

In addition to the groundwater affects mentioned above, the rise of water level in
the reservoir filling process, and f]uctuatibns of that level, will significantly
change thé hydraulic gradient of groundwater in sediments and bedrock upslope from
the water line. This causes both failure plane lubrication and hydraulic

unloading Bf shear-resisting stresses on discontinuities.
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5.) Stress-state concerns.

As far as I can discern the stability of the slopes within the reservoir basins is
assumed to be a steady-state system. Two variable stress conditions come to mind.
5.A) The oversteepened valley walls are presently in disequi]ibfium with
respect to previous rapid glacial unloading. This will occassionally be
manifested by rock failure along steep, bedrock, glaciated surfaces (p. 6-1,

para. 5-6).
5.B) Seismic accelerations which may not be of concern to dam design, méy be

very significant in slope stability. I saw no mention of this.

6.) Rapid slides into reservioirs.

It seems that one must be predisposed to consider that design-life big slides will
occur into the reservoir. With this in mind I am concerned about:

6.A) The affect of slides along the margins of the reservoir which may

over-run operational of recreational facilities (e.g., roads, campgrounds).
6.B) Where slab failures are potentially to occur on steep slopes, the mass
may be airborne and enter the lake along a ba]}istic path. This can generate
waves several tens of feet high which, in turn, affect:
6.8.1) Boats on the reservoirs
6.B.2) Facilities along the shore (across the Take, downstream and/or
upstream)
6.8.3) Where the reservoir follows bends in the valley causing an
enhanced additive affect off of these curves, resulting in progressively
bigger waves at unpredicted locations downstream.
6.B.4) The dam itself, if the slide is near the dam, due to surging of
water away from (drawdown), against, and over the dam, resulting in

stresses exceeding dam design limits
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6.C) Landslides may occur in part or wholly below water-level in the

reservoir which may not generate surface waves but could displace very large

volumes of water resulting in surge or drawdown at the dam.

Based upon the foregoing commentary I feel that a strong plea must be made to
examine the locations, types, magnitude, and potential frequency of
reservoir-basin landslides. The soils and bedrock at the two sites support the
feasibility of the project. Howevgr, slope studies, wave modeling, and possibly

stabilization measures should be an integral part of the design and construction.
Please feel free to contact me at 688-3555.

RU/3Tw

Enclosures

cc: Ross G. Schaff
Bill Barnwell

Dick Reger
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Figure 8 from Patton and Hendron (1974) on the following page
shows some of the stress release phenomena that might
be expected in the Susitna Project where steep glacial
terrain is enccuntered.
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Figure 9 from Patton and Hendron (1974) shows the potential for
failure along the interface between unconsclidated surficial
deposits (referred to as 'residual soil') and bedrock.

Note the authors' emphasis on water conditions, which is
also important at Susitna.
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Figure 4 from Patton and Hendron {1974) showing the change in
Piezometric levels as a result of the reservoir influence
on aquifers. Figure 17 (following page) further shows
how this piezometric change can influence a potential
slide plane.
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I have included the following table which shows the measured

wave heights associated with landslides entering large
bodies of water.



Tabls 2

Historic B114a Generated Waves

Wave Max " 8lide Glide 811de Alide Water Vave
Helant Runup Type b Vol 01ide Veloclty Thicknens Width Depth 81ide Velocity Wo, of
Leration A fad (#il1ton cy) Slope fps 't ft It spec, gravity wph VYaves
Lithy  7oof /e {ath pin) Y 2.25 (max) 30" 135-165 170 300 359 (max)
At Sl
3129m 2100t s w7 RIn) L. 75 {max) 271.7° 115-185 320 300 359 (max)
Lituym Bay, A.‘nuul
9 July 159 110 1T20 Rock 40,0 Lo* 5] 2700 Lo0O-T00 2.7 97-130 1
17 100-25C hno Submarine L00-T00 ] 3
17 200 400-70Q
%7 80 Rock Lo* L00~700
tAr3 or Sk 359 Loo-700
Lake Kenal, Ala.skl?
27 Marh 1404 70 T2 Bed iment
Pelta Slough
0.2
Muietier, Alm-,kaj
2T Mar=h 1 A4 -3 10k Unconeolidated 15* 3 (1 Glasey #
lanlalide Breaking
Vaiant Pareranir, !taly"
7 October 1903 230 b/9 B85 Rock = L5* to 26,5 50-100 €000 775 (wax) 2.7 1
310 Yotal
150 1n water
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Y Mas 27 33 Rock & 801l T00 10" 16,000 210 {max) 3
Worvay Langfar’
22 Febroary 1756 130 Rock 4 Jodl 15.7 es* - 1100 (max) 3
Morvay Lake l.--rm1
U denoary 1509 bE)] fock 0,43 65° . 436 (max)
12 Ceptentop 1535 230 Rock 1.3 ~G5” 1300 436 (max)
21 Teriember 13 5] Rock 55
11 fooemter 1774 230 Roek 1.3 55 436 (wax)
Yesrwn; Tufiirdt
{ Aprid 173k —mmemmm 20k Rock 2,0 L5 700 (max) 13.4-26.8
Dl 2rsehantmant Bay, Allulu1
Ty Y6 1520 115 Glacier 811de 16* 3500 942 (max) 1,0
Franklin Do hoceavsle h)\:,l :
Vashinge.n fesl Teprace cecmsann [4) Uneannolidated -2 160 (max) L8
Apeil 1 Ah-Auraet 1953 B114es
liawk Croak )
BT dudy b —————— 5 Uncrgnnlidnted n* 120 (max)
1idan
1 Glier {2970}
2 MCullieh (14()
1 Fachwioorian g]«'ﬂﬂ
b Xyeveeh (194 .
From: Banks, 1972, Libby Dam Study



April 16, 1982

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES'S
TESTIMONY TO THE ALASKA POWER AUTRORITY BOARD OF DIRECTORS

1 appreciate the opportunity to provide comments to the Power Authority
Board of Directors on the Susitna Hydroelectric project. 1 regret that,
because of other commitments in Juneau, I am unable to personally deliver
these comments. ;

At the invitation of the Alaska Power Authority, the Department of
Natural Resources has been working informally with the Authority over
the last two years to help formulate and carry out studies designed to
answer the questions which ultimately will determine whether the Susitna
Dam proposals are feasible. The purpose of this testimony today is
twofold: First, to identify Susitna Hyvdroelectric issues that are
within the sphere-of DNR's-authority;-and secondj—to makerrecommenda—
tions to the Board of Directors on the continuation_ of project develop-
ment, as requesied in the January 26 letter from Mr. Conway.

SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC RELATED ISSUES WITHIN THE PURVIEW OF THE DEPARTMENT
QF NATURAL RESOURCES

Tne Departwment of Natural Resources will be reguired to make decisions
on two major facets of the Susitna Hydroelectric Project. These are:
1. DNR responsibilities for water appropriation (and possibly instream
flow reservations) from the Susitna River.

2. Rights-of-Way permits for access into the dam sites and transmission
line routes. Other land use permits for access to construction sites,
gravel for construction, and other land use related needs as they occur
on state owned lands.

The role of the Department of Natural Resources in water rights appro-
priaztion will be an adjudicatory one. According to Alaska Statute
46.15.080 (b), the impacts of water appropriation on the public interest
shall be considered during adjudication. Areas of public interest are
defined in the Statute as follows:

1. The benefit to the applicant resulting from the proposed
appropriation.

2. The effect of the economic activity resulting from the proposed
appropriation.

3. The effect on fish and game resources and on public recreational
opportunities.

4. The effect on public health,




5. The effect of loss of altermate uses of water that might be
made within reasonable time 1f not precluded or hindered bv the
proposed appropriation.

€. Harm to other persons resulting frem the proposed appropriation.

7. The intent and ability of the applicant to complete the appro-
priation.

8. The effect upon access to navigable waters.

The DNR will be looking to the Feasibility Study data and information to
describe the relationship between various streamflow levels and how they
will impact fisheries.and aquatic habitat downstream. Thus, from this
Department's perspective, instream flow studies and the relationship of
various flow levels to aquatic habitats and fisheries resources are
vital. The studies administered by the APA will be the fundamental
source of data and information used by DNR to make the public interest
findnrgs~ describe d*ab‘we-*“wmeager*tmm*and‘t omment™ upon~the-
present and future plans for instream flow studies. To date, we have
not been provided an opportunity to review or comment upon the instream
flow study approach.

The access to the dam sites and the policy surrounding the extent of
access after construction will lead to one of the most significant

impacts of the project. The Power Authority has stated that the permit
for use of a "pioneer road" is needed in 1982 (before a F.E.R.C. permit

is issued) if the power is to be on line eleven vears later. One signifi-

~cant issue is the possibility of the construction of a road te the

proposed dam sites and a subsequent decision by the state not to construct
the da=ms. It would appear to be in the best interest of the Power
Authority, the land ma