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Background information on pr:oppsed 
Susitna project 

' The upstream dam, Watana, 
Is proposed to oe developed 

· first. It would be an 
, earth/rockfill dam, ap roX:-
1 lmatefy 900 feet higfi, 
creating a 54-mile long 
reservoir. The downstream 
dam at Devil Canyon would 
be a concrete arch dam ap­
proximately 650 feet high, 
creating a 28-mile long 
reservoir. 

The feasibility study is 
being conducted by Acr-es 
American, Inc. tor the 
Alaska Power Authority. A 

draft feasibility report 
detailing research efforts in 
10 different areas including 
economics1 engJneering, 
and environmental aspects 
of the propose(! power pro­
ject is due March 15,1982. 

Total installed capacity 
would be 1600 MW with 
average annual energy of 
6.7 million Mwh. 

This newsletter Is 
dedicated to discussing the 
environmental aspects of 
the p((jposed proJect. 

• 
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.Preliminary information available 
on fish and wildli_fe impacts 
Studies 
describe 
possible 
changes 
in upstream 
and 
downstream 
moose habitat 

Studies of moose pbpulations and habitat focused on two 
separate areas: upstream and downstream of the proposed 
dam sites. 

Upstream of the dams: Moose populations in the upper Susitna 
basin are estimated to be about 3,300 animals. The primary 
impact would be the loss of habitat (and the resultant loss of 
moose) in the portion of the basin to be inundated. Studies to 
date suggest that areas to be inundated are used by moose 
during winter and spring. Loss of this habitat during this time 
would result in a reduced moose population for the area. 

These areas do not appear to be important for calving or 
breeding. It appears that the period of time moose occupy the 
impoundment areas is heavily dependent on winter severity. 
During the 1980-81 winter (which was mild) 72 moose were 
counted in the impoundment areas. During severe winters 
significantly more moose would use the area with a resultant 
larger impact. 

Available data indicate that the Watana impoundment is likely 
to have a greater impact on moose than Devil Canyon. 

The only mitigation option that might prove usable in the upper 
Susitna area is controlled burning of areas to improve moose 
habitat. However, moose habitat management in other areas 
could be used to compensate for moose habitat losses in the 
upper basin. 

Downstream of the dams: Current data by the Alaska 
Department of Fish and Game indicate that most moose use 
the areas nearest the Susitna River in the winter and tend to 
range away from it the rest of the year. Some moose remain 
year-round on the larger river islands. 

Changes in downstream river flow (due to operation of Susitna) 
may change the plant succession trends downstream. In the 
long run, this could reduce the amount of winter browse 
available for moose to eat. 

Moose feed on willow, balsam poplar, birch, high bush 
cranberry, and rose. These plants grow on the river bars and 
islands that are created in part by natural floods. 

Two changes could occur by lessening the occurrence of the 
natural floods. 

First, many areas that currently are washed away by river 
flooding will no longer be washed away. This would stabilize 
those habitats and create an initial 15 to 20 year increase in 
the amount of moose browse in those areas. 

Fewer moose could mean fewer wolves 

Moose are a major source of food for all the packs identified in 
the area of the proposed Susitna reservoirs. In the long term, 
any reduction in the number of moose would also reduce the 
number of wolves for a considerable distance from the proposed 
reservoirs. 

Second, without the constant washing away, plant succession 
would continue and vegetation would become too tall or 
mature for moose to eat. The problem would be greatest in 
years of deep snow because there would be more moose in the 
river competing for the same amount of browse. 

The downstream loss of moose habitat could be offset by 
habitat management. This would entail encouragement of com­
mercial logging of mature balsam poplar, the burning of vegeta­
tion on selected river islands, and the use of a vegetation 
Crusher in areas east Of the river. Sources land 2. 
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