








3. Provide analytical summaries of the previously established data
base that can be used by resource group policy makers in the
regulatory process and that can be used by Alaska Power Authority

. (APA) and its contractors in mitigation planning.

4. Provide critical review of documents prepared by the APA, FERC and
their consultants through the Habitat Division to ensure
departmental policies are being implemented in the proposed
development.

S. Develop a departmental policy through the Habitat Division
concerning the desired type of mitigation activities to be
recommended for implementation to the APA.

Problems with Current Organization in Meeting Future Needs

The current organizational structure of the Susitna Aquatic Hydro Studies
within the ADF&G and the contractual agreement with the APA are primarily
designed to provide field data collection and analysis of data only as it
pertains to pre-project conditions. Unfortunately, direct transmittal of
this information, and its interpretation, to the Habitat Divisiom is not
permitted wunder the existing structure and contractual agreement.
Accordingly, the major requirements in the future are insuring that the data
collected by the ADF&G and other consultants to the APA, and the existing
pre-project analyses of these data, are integrated into the ADF&G project
review process and that these data are properly interpreted for use by the
ADF&G.

The only source of expertise presently available to the department in the
area. of instream flow assessment and in understanding of the fishery
resources of the Susitna River in the vicinity of the project is within the
present ADF&G Susitna Aquatic Studies Team. Yet, there is a banr against the
communication and interchange of data and interpretation of thesé data
between the ADF&G Habitat Division and ADF&G Susitna Aquatic Studies Team
within the department. It 1is, therefore, highly probable that the
interpretation of data by the ADF&G Susitna Aquatic Studies Team will
disagree with the interpretation of information by the Habitat Division of
the department.

As the Susitna project becomes more visible during the FERC hearing process,
the public could easily be exposed to two departmental positions because of
the separation of the ADF&G Susitna Aquatic Studies Team from the remainder
of the department. This problem could also occur in other management
functions of the department with differences in interpretation of the
population data that may affect public understanding of management decisions.

In the development of mitigation plans with the FERC and negotiations of an
instream flow, it is essential that incerpretation of the fisheries resource
data from Susitna Aquatic Studies Team be consistent and completed in a
timely manner. '



Therefore, the reorganization plan discussed below would integrate the
expertise wicthin the ADF&G Susitna Aquatic Studies Team into the department
and resolve these deficiencies.

The proposed reorganization also ensures that the analytical capabilities
that the APA requires to interpret Susitna Aquatic Studies and related
fishery and habitat data, remain available through the settlement process and

FERC licensing heariags.

Part of the proposed reorganization duplicates the administrative structure
which has been used by the ADF&G, Division of Game, Susitna Aquatic
Terrestrial Study Team since 1980.

In summary, a reorganization of the Susitna Aquatic Study Team is necessary
to ensure that the investment the State of Alaska has made in an intensive
Susitna River data collection effort be fully utilized in the hydroelectric
project decision making process. This can only be accomplished by properly
incorporating the data base collected by the ADF&G Susitna Aquatic Studies
Team into the ADF&G regulatory process. This reorganization is based on the
premise that {1t is desirable to both the ADF&G and the APA that the
department have one evaluation of the collected data base.

II. Proposed Reorganization

The following reorganization plan resolves most of the problems discussed
above. The current administrative structure of the ADF&G Susitna Aquatic
Studies Team is depicted in the flow diagram in Attachment A. The
reorganization plan is depicted in Attachment B. Information flow within the
department and to and from the APA is illustrated in Attachment C.

The reorganization both redistributes and divides the existing Aquatic
Habitat and Instream Flow (AH), Adult Anadromous (AA), and Resident and
Juvenile Anadromous (RJ) projects and the administration and data processing
into components: ' T

1) a field monitoring program, including completion of short term
studies, and

2) an analytical and technical support program.

3) a technical instream flow evaluation program in support of
departmental regulatory functioms.

The current Susitna Aquatic Studies Program Coordinator position (FB IV) will
supervise the first two program components. Sufficient administracive staff
will provide personnel and administrative support to these programs. These
two programs would be administered under the Division of Commercial
Fisheries, Region II Supervisor with indirect supervision by the Division of
Sport Fish, Region II Supervisor. o



The field mounitoring program of component one will complete ongoing field
tasks started in FY 85, complete short-term studies and monitoring
activities, and initiate a long-term monitoring program. The long-term and
short-term monitoring programs of component one will be administered by two
Sport Fish FB III level project leaders. Both programs within the first
component will be assisted by eight of the FB II's currently within the
existing three AH, RJ, and AA projects. General analytical support for these
activities will be provided by the second program component.

The second program component 1is designed to ensure proper interpretation of
the existing data base. A group of the FB II level biologists from the three
field programs and data processing support staff form this second component.
This group will be headed by a Biometrician II and will incorporate three
FB II biologists. Assuming there are no layoffs in the Sport Fish Division,
this group will represent a portion of the individuals with the most writing
and analytical experience necessary for incorporating all facets of the
existing ADF&G Susitna Aquatic Studies Team in their work. Also included in
this group are various clerical and report preparation support staff
positions. Overall instream flow technical oversight and support of this
program component will be provided by the Division of Sport Fish Biometrician
III and supporting staff.

This second program component will provide data summaries of fish population
data and reports and instream flow dacta that will be usable by regiomal
policy makers and APA consultants. Finally, they will assist in providing
the general amalytical assistance and data base management to the first
program component, ’

A third' program component will be developed completely separate from the
first two, under direct supervision of the Statewide Biometrician III, Sport
Fish. This component will consist of a Sport Fish FB III coordinator and two
Sport Fish FB I1's. The third program component provides detailed review and
analysis of APA documents pertaining to instream flow and aquatic habitat
studies. '

To ensure a common departmental policy positiom, all documents developed by
the third program component and comments from other fisheries reviewers will
be assembled by the FB III coordinator of this third program component group
and be circulated for review to_the Region II Fisheries Division designees.
After input from the other divisions, the Habitat Division will be
responsible for formulating a coordinated department policy position to be
transmitted to the APA. In summary, this proposed reorganization of the
existing ADF&G Susitna Aquatic Studies Team program will provide a
consistency between the fisheries program and the current relationship of the
Division of Game, Susitna River program with the Region II Division of Game
and Habitat; thus, allowing the department to meet its statutory mandates.

Description of Change in Administrative Structure

The following 1is a summary of permanent personnel distribution in the
proposed restructuring. The specific assignments of FB I[I's may change when
a final program is developed. No layoff situation for FB II's is anticipated
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until the spring of 1986. Sport Fish and Commercial Fish pen's are
designated as such, but may be reclassified or reassigned in the final plan.
Alcthough personnel availability, future plans, and individual skills are
considered in this reorganization, individuals are not specifically assigned
to any of the positions outlined.



PERSONNEL

(Permanent Staff Only)

Administration--(Program Coordination)

*
SF FB IV - Program Coordinator

Support Services

SF Administrative Asgistant [
SF Clerk Typist II (temporary)
SF Accounting Clerk II

SF Clerk Typist III

I. Field Monitoring and Studies Group (Component One)

Short Term Studies (No Further Studies Planned Bevond FY 86)

Coordination and subproject supervision

1 SF FB II1 (temporary) Group Leader and Coordinator
2 SF FB II
1 CFFBII

*This position will be transferred to the Division of Commercial Fisheries
and will be directed by the Division of Commercial Fisheries Region II
Regional Supervisor.



Long Term Studies .

Coordination and subproject supervision

1 SF FB III Group Leader and Coordination
2 CF FB Il's
3 SF FB II's

Support Services for Long and Short Term Studies

1 SF Maintenance Mechanic (WG II)
1 SF Maintenance Mechanic (NPP)

II. Analytical Study Group (Component Two)

1 SF Biometrician II Group Leader*
3 SF FB II's

Data Processing Support Staff*#

1 SF Biometrician II (part time)
2 SF Analyst/Programmer III
1 SF Data Processing Clerk II

IITI. Susitna River Instream Flow Evaluation Regulatory Support Team
(Component Three)**

1 SF FB III Group Leader and Coordinator

2 SF FB II's
1 SF Clerk/Typist II

* To be transferred to the Division of Commercial Fisheries
** Technical administration to be provided by the Sport Fish Division
Biometrician III.



III. Time Schedule for Reorganization

Components One and Two are scheduled for implementation on July 1, 1985 and
Component Three by July 1, 1985. Deliverables for each group and a due date
will be ‘established in the RSA with the Alaska Power Authority. This will
also include a distribution of seasonal personnel. It is anticipated that
the analytical and evaluation group be funded from APA RSA funds during FY 86
and will continue past that time if required by the ongoing regulatory
process. The short term monitoring studies and continuation studies will not
be extended beyond FY 86 unless mutually agreed upon by APA and ADF&G. The
long term monitoring studies will be continued throughout the development of
the project. '
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AQUATIC HABITAT AND INSTREAM FLOW STUDIES
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DEPARTIMERXNT OF FEISH & GARE
May 12, 1981

Mr. Jeff Weltzin

Fairbanks Environmental Center
218 Driveway

Fairbanks, Alaska 99701

The Department of Fish and Game has reviewed the "Susitna Hydroelectric
Mid Report" to Goverpor Hammond and the Alaska Legislature, prepared by
the Alaska Power Authority (APA) with special attention to the conclusions
section starting on page 7-6 which you questioned in your March letter

to me.

To be fair to the preparers of the Mid Report, we have looked at the
total text of the Task 7 environmental studies, pages 7-1 through 7-9 of
that report. The overall discussion of the envirommental implications

on fisheries (p. 7-1 to 7-2), Wildlife (p. 7-2 to 7-5), land use analysis
(p- 7-5), cultural resocurces (p. 7-5), recreation planning (p. 7-5), and
plant ecology (p. 7-6) presents a generally even-handed presentation of
the issues. There are some points, however, which require clarification
pertaining to our evaluation of the environmental section.

p. 7-1 para. 3
The Alaska Power Authority states:

"The 30 month feasibility study currently underway (identified as Phase

I) will provide sufficient data for a license application to the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC). However, it will not provide all

the data ultimately needed, because the study period is too short to
observe a substantially complete life cycle of certain species. Also,
Phase I develops only preliminary mitigation measures. Accordingly,

Phase II is planned to run concurrent with the FERC license application
processing. Phase II studies will continue field investigations initiated
during Phase I and will fully develop mitigation plans. During the FERC
license processing, results of these Phase II studies will be integrated
into the original license application. The amplified application will
then form the basis for license approval or disapproval by FERC. The
investigations comprising the Phase I program include fisheries, wildlife,
plant ecology, land use analysis, cultural resources, recreation planning
and socio-economic analysis."

With respect to the above statements, I would like to reiterate a comment
made to you by my office in a letter on March 19, 1981. This comment is
as follows:
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"The Department has some difference of opinion with the APA regarding
total adequacy of the Phase I information which will be submitted

to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) to initiate the
license application process in 1982 (refer also to the ADF&G
October 1979 Plan of Study). However, APA has indicated their
committment to the continuation of the aguatic studies into Phase

II to continue answering these impact issues. In the end, the
determination as to the adequacy of the data at the time of the
preliminary license submission is essentially the FERC's to make.
Our difference with the APA concerns the ability of their conmsultant
group to evaluate the potential project impacts with basically one
year's data on fisheries. FERC may, however, find that the data

and preliminary evaluations given to that agency are sufficient to
begin the licensing and EIS development process provided that the
APA and the Acres American and TES comsultant groups provide a
strong qualification of unresolved issues, and 2 plan and budget

for continuing aquatic studies to assess the substance of these
issues before the fipnal decision to approve or disapprove the
project is made."

The commentary by APA in paragraph 3 of page 7-1 is basically consistent
with our understanding of the Phase I and Phase II processes which they
have portrayed to this Department and other state and federal resource
agencies. I've restated my former comment to you to specifically point
out our prior understanding of the committment which APA has made to
continuation of studies into Phase II, and which is explicitly outlined
in the APA statements of the Mid Report. But, I reemphasize, that
project feasibility from the environmental standpoint will not be de-
termined in the opinion of this Department by April 1982.

I understand that some statements made in presentations to special
interest groups by APA representatives have construed that the feasi-
bility study process will terminate in April 1982, and that sufficient
information will be available at that time to make a decision to comstruct
the project. For example, in the Mid Report it is stated in the letter
to Governor Hammond signed by the APA Board of Directors that, "While

the Board is confident in making this recommendation to continue the
feasibility studies, our conclusjons regarding project feasibility will
not be reached until April 1982." (Emphasis added)

This Department believes the above statement reflects a contradictory
and misleading representation of the Phase I and Phase II processes. A
consistent definition of the process to public, special interest groups,
agencies, individuals, and project contractor's needs to be understood
by everyone:.

We believe that APA's representation to the ADF&G and Su Hydro Steering
Committee on the Phase I/Phase II break is that it is 1) a milepost at
which a license application to FERC will be made, and 2) a decision
point for redirection and continuation of the studies, as necessary, to
make final resolution of project feasibility and define mitigation
alternatives. In the context presented to us by APA, the Phase II
decision point is not to determine to initiate project comstruction, nor
to end the feasibility studies as some of the statements seem to
indicate.
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Since judgement of impacts is a necessary and integral facet of determi~
nation of project feasibility, and since this Department does not believe
that project impacts will be reasonably known by April 1982, I would
agree that the Mid Report appears to be counter to past reports and
positions of this Department regarding the Su Hydro Project and the
assessment of impacts as you suggested in your March letter.

On P. 7-6, para. 6 sentences 1 and 2 the Mid Report states:

"It must be firmly stated that insufficient data exists as of the date

of this report to definitively predict the overall impact of the Susitna
Basin development. From that ipnability follows a corresponding inability
to judge the acceptability or lack thereof of the probable impact.2}

"2/ These conclusions are based on discussions with members of the Acres
study team (p. 7-9)."

The Department of Fish and Game agrees with these statements. Yet, the
text following these sentences seems to depart into a series of statements
based on conjecture and speculation. For example, line 5 continues:

"The Susitna project will result in a change in stream flow, but there
is as much evidence to indicate that these alterations would create a
positive overall fisheries impact as there is to suggest the opposite."

My staff indicates the question of positive impact potentials has often
been posed to them by APA and Acres American staff in discussions of the
research needed to determine project impacts. In responding, the ADF&G
staff has indicated that such potentials do exist provided the flows,
water quality, spawning substrates and rearing areas below the project
meet the specific requirements of the fish species present such as
chinook salmon. However, it has been pointed out as well, that the
water quality studies downstream of the project, and in the impoundment
itself, may not be adequately examining information om this aspect of
the physical environment important to fish. If they are not, we will be
unable to determine with reasonable scientific objectivity whether the
impact of the project on fisheries will be positive or negative.

The remainder of the conclusions section cites certain impressions and
interpretations. The Department hopes that the conjecture expressed:
"Whether positive or negative the overall change in the Cook Imnlet
salmon fishery will probably be slight)" éﬁ,@“‘)ﬁa FFwa s

Unfortunately, it is to early, based on current understanding of the
distribution of anadromous stocks in the Susitna River and their contri-
bution to the Cook Inlet fishery, to make this statement with any positive
assurance.

Cumulative indirect impacts from a hydroelectric project may have a
substantial affect on total fisheries production. Impacts on the fisheries
populations of the important spawning tributaries may be very direct, if
the juveniles rear for a significant portion of the year in the mainstem
Susitna River. Preliminary data collected by the ADF&G Su Hydro Aquatic
studies team from January 1981 to the present shows, for example, that
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juvenile chinook salmon are distributed in the mainstem, sloughs and
side channels from the vicinity of Alexander Creek on the Susitna just
above the mouth of the Susitna River on Cook Inlet to Portage Creek the
last tributary on the mainstem just below the Devil Canyon site.

Studies by May (1981) and D'oust and Clark (1980) indicate that the
potential for -dissolved nitrogen entrainment may be influenced more by
the design of a dam and the rate of spill rather than the pumber of dams
which are built. Based upon a preliminary operational scheme of 400 MW,
the Devils Canyon Dam mean spill for the months of August has been
projected at 5,964 cfs (Acres 1981). We believe that this spill rate
may have the potential for the formation of dissolved gas supersatura-
tion below Devils Canyon, and could therefore negatively impact the
fishery resource. It is our hope that studies of the potential for
dissolved gas supersaturation will be conducted and dam and operatiomal
designs be evaluated for eliminating this potential impact.

We appreciate your interest, please keep this Department informed of
concerns the Fairbanks Environmental Center has regarding the Su Hydro
Project
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VII. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

A substantial portion of the feasibility study is being directed to en-
vironmental considerations. Objectives are (1) to assess the probable
environmental effects that would be caused by development of the Susitna
Basin for hydroelectric purposes, and (2) to insure that any schemes
devised for the hydroelectric development of the basin fully consider
and integrate environmental considerations.

During the first year of the study, a comprehensive review of existing
literature was made, and field studies were initiated. Existing data
were used in the preliminary planning of the basin development. Findings
derived from the continuing field investigations will be used to modify
those initial development plans, leading by the end of the study to a
sound project configuration and to identification of mitigative actions
as needed.

The 30 month feasibility study currently underway (identified as Phase

I) will provide sufficient data for a Ticense application to the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC). However, it will not provide all

the data ultimately needed, because the study period is too short to
observe a substantially complete 1ife cycle of certain species. Also,
Phase I develops only preliminary mitigation measures. Accordingly,
Phase II is planned to run concurrent with the FERC license application
processing. Phase II studies will continue field investigations initiated
during Phase I and will fully develop mitigation plans. During the FERC
Ticense processing, results of these Phase II studies will be integrated
into the original license application. The amplified application will
then form the basis for license approval or disapproval by FERC. The
investigations comprising the Phase I program include fisheries, wildlife,
plant ecology, land use analysis, cultural resources, recreation planning
and socio-economic analysis.

The literature search provided a base line for predicting some probable
elfects of developing the Susitna Basin. That literature survey suggested
that while there might be both gains and losses from the environmental
viewpoint, none were of sufficiently major or irretrievable effect as to
unequivocally rule out the project concept. New field data being collected
are tending to reinforce the initial Titerature suggestions. Conclusions
evolving from the first year of field investigations will not be available
until April/May 1981. llowever, indications and tentative expectations

are emerging. They are discussed below, together with expanded details

of the various areas of investigation.l]

FISHERIES

Although it is generally known that the Susitna River has heavy anadromous

runs, relatively little is known about the contribution of the Susitna

Basin.to the total Cook Inlet fisheries,- the capacity of the basin to rear

fish, or the distribution of fish by species and season. The initial

- objective of the fisheries studies is, via field surveys, to answer these
- points. The principal field investigator (the Alaska Department of Fish

and Game) is conducting an extensive program of sampling, mapping and
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assessnent to determine the relative abundance and distribution of adult
anadromous fish populations within the Susitna drainage, determine the
distribution and abundance of selected juvenile anadromous fish popula-
tions, and delineate the seasonal habitat reguirements of the anadromous
and the resident fish species during each stage of their life histories. A
related outcome of the field investigations will be an assessment of the
economic, recreational, social and aesthetic values of the existing resi-
dent and anadromous fish stocks and habitat. These investigations are
directed at the entire basin, from the Tyone River confluence down into the
Cook Inlet. Hydroelectric development of the Susitna River will change the
nature of the river below the dam sites. The normal flow regime will
change from the present flow pattern of high flows in the summer and very
low flows in the winter to a more or less uniform discharge below Devil
Canyon dam. Also, the sedimentation characteristics, temperature and
chemical balance of the river might be affected. Extensive hydrologic
investigations are presently underway to assess present river conditions
and to predict conditions after development. These predictions will then
be integrated with data from the fish studies to provide an impact assess-
ment on fisheries. ’

Because of a late start of the ADF&G field investigations, few field data
have been gathered to date. However, information from the literature
search together with first year hydrologic data suggests several possible
effects after development. '

The upper Susitna River, whose flow would be regulated by the proposed
dams, contributes about 40 percent of the total annual Susitna River flow
passing the Parks Highway Bridge and approximately 17 percent of the total
Susitna River flow entering Cook Inlet. Seasonal flow changes will be
greatest immediately below the dam with increasing attenuation downstream
towards Cook Inlet as tributaries augment the volume of the river. Accor-
ding to preliminary indications there are no anadromous fish above Devil
Canyon because fast-moving rough water at that location poses a natural
barrier to their migration. If true, the dams will not cut off any tradi-
tional spawning migration. However, changes in the character of the river
below the dams may alter the habitat for survival of young salmon spawned
in lower tributaries. These changes may be deleterious (or perhaps bene-
ficial) to salmon fry. Additional hydrologic data are needed to better
judge the changes in flow that may be anticipated.

Il is suspected that resident fish species in the upper reaches of the
Susitna are very.limited. . The creation of an extensive reservoir behind
Devil Canyon dam suggests that resident fish populations might be developed
through increasing existing species or introduction of new species. How-
ever, the annual draw down cycle of the Watana reservoir will be suffi-
ciently great to preclude any meaningful resident population there. Much
more work needs to be done before these points can be answered.

WILDLIFE

The wildlife studies are subdivided into a number of components and are
discussed below. Extensive interrelation exists between the various wild-
life studies and complimentary siudies of plant ecology, recreation planning,
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land use analysis, socio-economic analysis, access road location, and
design development.

Wildlife investigations are being pursued by the Alaska Department of
Fish and Game and the University of Alaska, Fairbanks. The primary
objective is to define the types and extent of wildlife habitats in
the study area, and the utilization of those habitats by wildlife.
These data will serve to predict the probable effects on wildlife of
river impoundments. They likewise will be a basis for planning miti-
gation measures.

Wildlife Studies: Caribou

- First year investigations concentrated on estimation of numbers,
composition of sub-herds, delineation of calving areas, determination
of migratory routes, and timing of movements. Particular emphasis was
placed on evaluating potential impacts of the proposed impoundments on
movements and sub-herd isolation of the caribou. Study techniques
used included radio collaring, aerial tracking, and photography.

The Nelchina caribou population is estimated to number about 17,000
animals, divided into several sub-heards. The bulk of the animals
summer in the Talkeetna Mountains and foothills, with others occupying
several localities on the north side of the Susitna River. During the
rut in autumn most of the caribou congregate on the Lake Louise Flat.
Winter concentrations in 1980 occurred from the Maclaren River east to
the Chistochina River, and in the Slide-Mountain-Little Nelchina River
arca. These seasonal movements involve crossings of the Susitna River
in the sector to be inundated by the Watana dam. The impoundments
will be something of an impediment to migration, but because it is
relatively narrow caribou can swim across it readily provided that the
shorelines are not blocked by ice shelves, frozen mud banks, or floating
timber. Crossings undertaken during spring break-up would appear to
be the most troublesome. At that time the animals are in weakened
condition and ice flows are treacherous.

Development of access roads, air fields, and transmission lines may
prove disruptive to caribou movements and general welfare. Particular
concern should be directed to minimizing disturbance of the animals on
their traditional calving grounds in the Talkeetna Hills and Oshetna/-
Kosina hills, which 1ie just south and north of the Watana impoundment.
Improved access by hunters would permit increased hunting of the
caribou.

Distribution and movement studies and habitat selection studies will
conlinue through Phase 1 with routine monitoring of radio-collared
caribou. :

Wildlife Studies: Moose

Major points of investigation concefn numbers of moose, seasonal
habitat uses, movement patterns, and supplies of forage on winter
ranges. Approximately 2,000 moose were estimated to exist on the
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upper Susitna basin. -Forty of these were captured and fitted with
radio collars and their movements monitored. Of 563 observations of
marked animals, 6 to 9 percent occurred in areas scheduled to be
inundated, largely by the Watana dam. More data are needed, especially
in winter, to interpret adverse effects of inundation on riparian
moose range. Calf production in this population is high, signifying
adequate nutrition at present. Many calves are lost to predators,
particularly brown bears. .

In the lower Susitna valley 10 moose were collared and their movements
traced. Some lived all year close to the river, while others migrated
seasonally to adjoining uplands. Wiliow, cottonwood, rose, and highbrush
cranberry were preferred browse foods. An important issue to be

further studied 1s the possible effect on these forage species of
changes in river discharge and channel meandering.

Wildlife Studies: Dall Sheep

An aerial survey of sheep ranges was conducted in July, 1980. Three
discrete areas of occupied range were identified, namely, Watana Creék
hills, Portage-Tsusena, and Mount Watana. A1l are close to the areas
to be impounded, and disturbance may become a factor in sheep welfare.
The current population is estimated to be near 300 animals. Aerial
surveys will be repeated in 1981.

Wildiife Studies: Black and Brown Bears

Studies are being conducted to determine the distribution and abundance
of black and brown bears in the vicinity of the proposed impoundment
areas, seasonal ranges, including denning areas, and movement patterns
of bears. In 1980, 27 black bears and 27 brown bears were captured and
marked using helicopter darting techniques. Adults were radio-collared
and their movements traced. Brown bears utilize the proposed impoundment
areas in spring but spend summer and autumn at higher elevations; they
also den at these upper sites. Black bears drop down in late autumn

. to select dens near the river at elevations that will be inundated.

A1l summer they frequent the timbered slopes which will be close to
the level of flooding. This species probably will be more severely
affected by the hydro-development than the brown bear. However, both
species are abundant at present and probably will still be present in
goodly numbers after development. )

Wildlife Studies: Wolf, Wolverine . ‘ -

Five wolf packs were identified in the study area and 23 wolves were
captured and fitted with radio collars to trace movements. The average
<ize of a pack's territory was 450 sq. mi. (212 to 821). The five
packs constituted at least 40 animals in spring 1980. By fall, the
packs had increased to 77 wolves. Moose were the principal prey
(52%), with caribou second (38%). Each pack made a kill about every
fourth day. The most important potential impact of the Susitna hydro-
electric project on wolves would relate to reductions in numbers of

prey.
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Four wolverines were radio-collared and 86 radio locations were obtained
in 1980. Home ranges were large, as would be suspected (100 to 150

sq. mi. for males, 33 sq. mi. for a female). Wolverines prey.largely
on rodents, hares, and an occasional caribou calf. They seem to be
somewhat intolerant of human disturbance but probably would be Tittle
affected by hydrodevelopment.

LAND USE ANALYSIS

Land use analysis studies are being conducted by the University of
Alaska, Fairbanks. Primary objectives are to evaluate past, present,
and future land use trends, describe present and future resource
management programs and identify the major changes in land use that
could result from the hydroelectric development of the Susitna Basin.
Investigative tools have included inventories, review of resource
management planning done to date, and assessment of present land use
Tegal constraints such as the recently passed D-2 bill.

Data to date indicates little resource management planning done or
proposed for the Susitna area. A complicating factor is the heterogeneous
mosaic of land management activities and objectives as a result of the
fragmentation brought about through the ANCSA and state land selection
events. -One of the major concerns relates to access to the area that
will result from a basin development. Increased access would bring
more opportunity to use the land, leading to more pressure on existing
resources. This could force a change in land use, the lifestyle of
those who have used and are still using the area, and could alter the
ecological system. No assessments are available yet as to the degree
of severity of these changes. - :

CULTURAL RESOURCES

The objectives of this investigation are to identify archaelogical,
historical, and paleontological resources in the project area, to test
and evaluate these resources, and to propose mitigation measures and
lessen the impact of ground disturbing activities. The principal
investigator is the University of Alaska Museum. Activities to date
have included a Titerature search, substantial aerial photography,
cvaluation, and some archealogical excavation.

A nunber of sites have been identified that contain finds from both
historic and prehistoric times. While only limited assessment of the
finds has been made, no unexpected data has emerged. If this trend
continues, post-basin development impacts will not be extreme. However,
this assessment could be substantially qualified by next year's investi-
gations.

RECREATION PLANNING

In addition to assessing the recreational aspects as part of the
wildlife, land use and socioeconomic feasibility study subtasks, the
principal investigator (University of Alaska, Fairbanks) is coordinating
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the preparation of a recreation plan for development of the total
project lands and waters associated with the basin development. The
objectives of this plan are to provide the most socially acceptable
and desirable mix of public recreation opportunities in concert with
conservation and preservation objectives.

Considerations include the degree of access generally desired, extra-
polating therefrom the amount of utilization of project lands that

would result, balancing that degree of utilization against the capa-
bility of the project lands to support it and to identify and incorporate
unique natural features, recreational opportunities or other unusual
characteristics. Techniques used include inventorying, crossfeeding

from other feasibility study subtasks, consultation with management
agencies at all governmental levels, and seeking public input on the
various alternative recreation concepts.

To date, only broad concepts have been developed. Response to these
broad scenarios suggest moderate to high development is desired.
Substantial further input and refinement to the proposals is necessary
before an optimized configuration can result.

PLANT ECOLOGY

The plant ecology studies, being principally investigated by the
University of Alaska, Fairbanks, have as their objective the mapping
and characterization of the vegetation/habitat types ocurring in the
project area. Desired results include identification of rare or
endangered types, concentrations-or conditions, and support to other
investigations such as food source assessment for fauna. Principle
investigative tools have been high altitude infra-red photography and
landsat imagery.

" To date, vegetation types and dispersal have been roughly categorized.

Principle vegetation types in the area of inundation are closed mixed
conifer and deciduous forest, closed and open conifer forest, tall
shrubland and open and closed shrubland. -lLosses of vegetation/habitat
in the «area of proposed haul roads and borrow areas will probably
consist largely of low shrubland and mat-and cushion tundra. It
appears that no biologically important types will be lost. Assessment
of the 1impact of loss of habitat remains to be made.

CONCLUSIONS

1t must be firmly stated that insufficient data exists as of the date
of this report to definitively predict the overall impact of the
Susitna Basin development. From that inability follows a corresponding
inability to judge the acceptability or lack thereof of the probable
impact._/ The Susitna project will result in a change in stream flow,
but there is as much evidence to indicate that these alterations would
create a positive overall fisheries impact as there is to suggest the
opposite. Whether positive or negative the overall change in the Cook
Inlet salmon fishery will probably be slight. Although the Susitna
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nay be a major salmon producer for the Cook Inlet the major Susitna
contributions are expected to come from tributaries such as the Yentna,
Kashwitna, Willow, Deshka, etc. - none of which are affected directly
by Susitna development. Some questions for which there 1s totally
inadequate data to even speculate on impacts are - what is the importance
of the mainstem Susitna for winter rearing and how important for
spawning and rearing are the sloughs and side channels? These questions
are being addressed in the Phase I studies. It may be worth noting

that some of the aspects of other hydro projects which have created
significant impacts on fisheries are not inherent to Susitna. For
instance:

-}. - There is no direct blockage of fish migration or escapement
resulting from the dam itself. '

2. There are no significant river diversions resulting in sub-
sequent low flows in the diverted river.

3. Regulation is being factored into design to eliminate signi-
ficant daily fluctuations in flow.

4. Nitrogen entrainment will not be significantly increased
because there are not numerous reservoirs in series.

The possibility may exist for enhancing the Susitna River salmon
fishery by taking steps to remove the velocity barrier at Devil Canyon
and thereby open the upper Susitna River to salmon access. It is not
known at this time whether the existence of the Susitna Hydroelectric
Project would be an assistance or an impediment to the realization of
this concept.

There will, of course, be a reduction in wildlife habitat resulting
from inundation. The magnitude of this reduction is a key question
which cannot be quantified until more data is available. However, the

basin's most sensitive moose, caribou and furbearer areas are upstream s

of the Watana reservoir area.

1
Numerous concerns have been raised regarding the potential social
impacts of the project. Continual reference is made to the pipeline
project. As with any large construction project, there will be un-
avoidable socioeconomic effects in the local, regional and state
areas. However, the pipeline had a large, transient, short-term
construction force, much less controllable than a large, central,
Tong-term (10 - 15 years) workforce as would be associated with Susitna.
The degree to which this workforce is selfcontained can be controlied.

The influence of people in the area is likely to have a greater impact
on the Tocal area than the project itself. If the wildlife and land
use disbenefits associated with increased access outweigh the social
benefits of increased- access, measures can be taken to restrict access.
Since total restriction is not realistic, impacts will result from
human intrusion into this relatively pristine area.
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The absence to date of findings of serious negative impacts suggests
studies should continue. Study continuation has the supplemental
benefit of substantially increasing the data base of the southcentral
Alaska ecological systems, a worthwhile benefit whether the Susitna

b Basin i1s developed for its hydroelectric potential or not.

No attempt is made in this report to assess the environmental implica-
tions of alternatives to hydroelectric development of the Susitna
Basin. When the requirement for this report was established, the
Power Authority was responsible for assessing alternatives to Susitna
hydroelectric development. However, subsequent legislation removed
the study of alternatives from the Power Authority and transferred it
to the Governor's office. The Governor's staff, in turn, contracted
assessment of alternatives to Battelle Northwest Laboratories. In the
absence of alternatives assessment, the Power Authority is unable to
effectively evaluate environmental impacts stemming from those alternatives.
llowever, the Battelle Northwest Laboratories contract includes such -
environmental assessments. Battelle will also independently investigate
the projected need for power (which will largely influence the guestion
- of timing and degree of future power development) and they will assess
the full range of alternatives to meet that projected power need. As
noted previously, their assessment of alternatives will include such
factors as environmental impact and their social and economic costs.
Battelle's efforts are scheduled to be completed by April 1982 so that
the decision-making process will have the benefit of both the Battelle
findings and the recommendations of the Power Authority.
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SECTION VII. ENDNOTES

1/ . The discussions of fisheries and wildlife were provided by Dr.

- Starker Leopold, member of the Susitna External Review Panel. Dr.
Leopold based his presentation on his previous knowledge of the
project area on interviews with study team members and on the first i
set of annual reports from the environmental study team. The sections !
on Land Use, Cultural Resources, Recreation Planning and Plant Ecology
were summarized from Subtask 11.01 - Project Overview, Second draft,

Acres American Incorporated, February 11, 1981, pages 10-4 through 1-
25.

-2/- - These conclusions-are based on discussions with members of the Acres
study team.

:
!
1
|
i

H

Ly

i

M K
/ G RN AT LN ) . T
s e T A O L IR v 0

PR I P
AT

.
LY

o B A g e

LR R e

ok

St

#
LRI
or A e, 2

1ty

-

/-9




References

Acres American. 1981. Watana and Devil Canyon Dam operational flow
calculations with a plant factor of 0.49. (02/02/81). np.

D'Aoust, B.C. and M.J.R. Clark. 1980. Analysis of supersaturated air
in natural waters and reservoirs. TAFS. 108:708-724.

May, B. 1981. Personal communication concerning Libby Dam supersaturation
impacts. Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks. Libby,

MT. April 20, 1981.






N T S TR ©JAY 5. HAMMORD, Corarnor
CSTes

DEPARTMENT OF FISH & GARE

March 19, 1981

Mr. Jeff Weltzin

Fairbanks Environmental Center
218 Driveway

Fairbanks, Alaska 99701

Dear Mr. Weltzin:

Your letter of February 12 poses several questions regarding the posi-

tion of the Department of Fish and Game on enhancement of salmon fisheries

in the upper Susitna River drainage. This Department is aware of the

interest in salmon enhancement connected with this project and our view

is presented hereafter in response to your questions.

1. What i1s ADF&G's position regarding evaluation of upper Susitna
salmon enhancement within the contezt of the Susitna studies?

The studies being conducted in Phase I by the Department of Fish and
Game on the Susitna River's fishery resources are primarily directed
towards evaluating the existing anadromous and resident fish communities
and their seasonal habitat requirements. This study is expected to
continue until the longer Phase II program begins in July of 1982 under
which we will then attempt to identify the potential. impacts of the
proposed two dam system on the fishery resources and outline mitigative
alternatives. The long term goal of this Department with respect to
potential impacts of the Susitna Hydro Project on fishery resources is
to seek mitigation of these impacts to minimize any losses of the fish
and wildlife resources and habitat that sustains themn.

It has been the policy of this Department that a firm, individual, or
governmental body constructing or developing a project is not required
to mitigate impacts to fish and wildlife resources from development
project which would achieve an end result that enhances the fish and
wildlife resources above the overall pre-project level; rather, the
constructing entity is expected to achieve a parity of production with
the existing identified pre-project production and value of these
resources within the areas of impact. I might note, however, that
mitigation to parity by the constructing entity could occur by enhance-
ment of fish and wildlife production and Hum“n access to the flsh and

==—===eywildlife resources in another location.-— B
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Our position is, therefore, that the Department would review enhancement
as a possible mitigation measure for offsetting a substantial project
impact on natural stocks of fish during Phase II of the studies. The
Department will not regquest the Alaska Power Authority to address. en-
hancement based on the conjecture that a viable enhancement project
without the hydro project is possible in the upper Susitna Basin.
Attempting to establish salmon runs with or without the hydropower
project in the upper Susitna basin is a complex issue to evaluate in
itself, and may involve possible environmental impacts on naturally
occurring resident stocks which may or may not be acceptable., The study
of the introductions of salmon for enhancement purposes in the upper
drainage is inadvisable at this time, in our opinion, unless the Alaska
Power Authority adopts a policy or position by which they commit to
enhancement studies, and thereafter, commit to not only mitigation at
-parity of possible natural fish stock impacts, but also to enhancement
of fishery stocks above existing production levels.

2. How would ADF&G address upper Susiina salmon enhancement?

The Department would address upper Susitna salmon enhancement based on
its potential feasibility and the evaluation of its need and value in
relation to proposed enhancement projects throughout the Cook Inlet
area. A long term planning process for the identification of potential
enhancement projects is ongoing at present by the Cook Inlet Regional
Planning Team  (CIRPT) composed of the Cook Inlet Aquaculture Association
(CIAA), and ADF&G's -Sport Fish Division, Commercial Fish Division, and
Fisheries Rehabilitation and Enhancement Division (FRED). The attached
memo by Ken Tarbox of the Soldotna Office of ADF§G Commercial Fish
Division to Tom Walker of CIAA includes a list of known, developing, and
suspected rehabilitation and enhancement projects they are reviewing
presently.

Also attached for your information are two 1977 memoranda between Jim
Riis, Sport Fish Division and Paul Janke of FRED, regarding the barrier
to salmon mitigation in the Devil's Canyon reach of the Susitna River,
and possible methods of passing fish around that barrier.

3. Is there adequate funding in the Fish Ecology studies budget to
give proper evaluation to potential and feasibility of salmon
enhancement within the phase one time frame on the Susitna Studies?

As stated earlier, the Su Hydro Aquatic Studies are not designed to.
expressly evaluate any one mitigation alternative, such as the feasi-
bility of salmon enhancement in the upper Susitna Basin (with or without
the proposed hydroelectric project). The Department believes the funding
(as currently being renegotiated) for those project activities we are
directly conducting in FY 81 and FY 82, is sufficient to support the

data collection and general objectives of assessment of project impacts

as outlined _in the_June_30, 1880 RSA. . The Department has some difference— .
of opinion with the APA regarding total adequacy of the Phase I information

which will be submitted to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

(FERC) to initiate the license application process in 1982 (refer also

to the ADFEG October 1980 Plan of Study). However, APA has indicated
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their committment to the continuation of the aquatic studies into Phase
11 to continue answering these impact issues, In the end, the determina-
tion as to the adequacy of the data at the time of the preliminary
license submission 1s essentially the FERC's to make. Our difference
with the APA concerns the ability of their consultant group to evaluate
the potential project impacts with basically one year's data on fisheries.
FERC may, however, find that the data and preliminary evaluations given
to that agency are sufficient toc begin the licensing and EIS development
processes provided that the APA and the Acres American and TES consultant
groups provide a strong qualification of unresolved issues, and a plan
and budget for continuing aquatic studies to assess the substance of
these issues before the final decision to approve or disapprove the
project 1is made.

4.  If adequate funding for study of upper Susitna salmon enhancement
18 not available in the existing Fish Ecology studies, do you plan
to seek the necessary funding this session?
The Department does not plan to seek funding this session to specifically
provide for enhancement studies in the upper Susitna basin. Most of
the work being conducted under our existing program would be basic to
initial studies required for determining enhancement potential of the
upper basin, however. '

5. Does ADFE&G consider study of upper Susitna salmon-ernhancement to
fall under its legal mandate to manage, protect, maintain, enhance,
and extend the fish and game of Alaska?

Certainly, this is a part of our legal mandate, but functionally the

resolution of enhancement potential in the upper Susitna basin is not 3
the APA's responsibility to fund and support. The separate regional

planning process in the Cook Inlet on the rehabilitation and enhancement

of salmon fisheries, being conducted by CIAA and the management elements

of the Department's fisheries divisions, 1s the mechanism by which

consideration of enhancement would be scheduled, prioritized, and evaluated.

If you have further questions regarding the Su Hydro Aquatic Studies
related issues from this Department's viewpoint do not hesitate to
contact my office again.

Sincerely, J

Ronald 0. Skoog
Commissioner
(907) 465-4100

cc:i™= D Wozniak, APAT
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3323 RASPBERRY ROAD
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 583502

March 9, 1981

Edvard Reed

Terrestrial Envirommental Specialists, Inc.
RD. 1, Box 388

Phoenix, Arizona 13135

Dear Ed:

As you koow, I have had concerns about the overall study approach of the
Susitna Project since its inception. In particular, I have been
concerned about -compatibility of big game and plant ecology studies. In
correspondence and meetings between October 1979 and January 1980, we
discussed this issue at length.” Some modifications were made in the
plant ecology studies, but it appeared that available photography would
pot permit the desired level of resolution in vegetation maps. Since we
appeared stuck with that situvation for Phase I, I decided to wait until
Dr. Taber was appointed and the first vegetation maps were available for
review.

At our first meeting in December 1580, Dr. Taber shared our reservations
that it might be difficult to relate the vegetation maps to our animal
location cdata in a2 way that would indicate habitat selectivity. Ve
examined z number of alternatives and decided to attempt 2 scheme where
we would classify habitat at random points using the same methods we use
at animal locations. This would allow us to assess the availability of
various habitat characteristics to the animal. This scheme was beyond
the scope of our original studies, but we felt it was important enough
to at leazst test the procedure during Phase I.

Last week we reviewed this scheme for the third time and took a closer
look at the 1:24, 000 scale vegetation maps. We reluctantly concluded
that there were major problems with both approaches. The main problem
is that both the maps and our aerial classifications tend to focus on
overstory, yet understory is probably more important to the amimals. At
certain times, particularly in fall, we can classify some understory
from the aift but at other times we can do no better than the maps. Some
habitat/animal relationships will be obvious even with crude maps, but
there is a vast area of medium density spruce that appears to have a
heterogeneous understory. We believe that a different approach 1s .
needed to determine habitat selectivity in such areas.
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I strongly recommend that a cetermived effort be made to design Thase 11
studies that will effectively deal with the problem. Substantial
expertise in ungulate/hzbitat relationships exists, some of it in
Alaska. 1 feel we should enlist the aid of these individuals in the
design effort. Otherwise, we are likely to waste time and monev on a
half baked assessment. The timing of Phzse II proposals is not clear to
me, but 1 recommend that you start the design process over the next
month or so to allow maximum time for thoughtful input.

In the meantime, we will continue to collect data in 2 manner that will
permit a simple assessment of animal use of geographic areas. We will
continue to classify vegetation and other environmental parzmeters at
all of our znimal locaticns. When the 1:63,360 vegetation maps are
available, we will test the compatibility of the maps with our zerial
classifications.

In summary, we will strive to collect our dazta in a manner that will be
compatible with whatever final approach to impact assessment is selected
so that no options will be precluded. We will gladly participate to the
extent we can in designing, testing and implementing a study approack.

Sincerely,

e

Karl B. Schneider
Research Coordinator
Division of Game

cc: Kevin Young, Acres
Richard Teber, U. of V.
Robert Mohn, APA
Tom Trent, ADF&G
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© Juneau — A hydroexecmc dam
proposed to be built on the Stikine
River by a British Columbia firm is
not warranted and “probably should
not be built,”” Alaska’s govemor said
Tuesday. - . -

© - %l dom’t thmk it's an appqropnate

pro;ect I don’t thinkit’s warranted.
I don't think it's cost effective. I
dor’t think it's viable and I think it
probably should not. be buxlt 7 Gov.
Jay Hammond said. -
Hammond also said he was as
stred recently by British Columbia
Premier Willlam Bennett that' the

"~ hydroelectric project proposed by

B.C- Hydro probably would not be

" built.- T - N

Accordmg to Hammond, "Bennett
said “you can go home and tell the
people there won’t be a nickel spent

" 10 construct that project durin'g my.

term in office.”

.B.C. Hydro has been’ conductu‘xg
field studies on the Stikine and Iskut
rivers since 1978, and considering
construction of five dams, two on the
Stikine about 140 to 160 miles up-
stream frem the U.S.-Canada border
and three on the Iskut River, a&.

. major Stikine tributary, -about 50

1

‘statement he- made about the hy-.

;reason his concerns were put to rest
- was*that he was convinced By o

miles from the border. .
The rivers flow from™ British Co-

lumbia into Southeast Alaska near ’
. Wrangell and Petersburg. « ~.

. The proposed dams have spurred
some opposition in Canada, and also ~

in Southeast Alaska, whare fi sher-f N

men are concerned the dams could -
harm downstream king, coho and
sockeye salmon runs. .

State Department of FlSh and
Game officials have warned that
changes in stream flows even far
above the salmon spawning beds .
_could do significant damage :

Hammond said that an earher‘

droelectric project may have been
misinterpreted. Following a meeting
‘with Bennett in Whitehorse in late
January, Hammond announced that

some of hxs fears a.I:»O).ltj‘_hp dams had -

- But Hammond sald Tuesday the

vexbat;ons_mtb Bemett that the

aSS!SLam 10 a} SETTY

_grams for older Ala:

However, th,
(CSSSHB17am) spu
that the:commissic
vestigate, review, £
responsibility’’ for £
current programs &
" kans™— the onvevg-
and the quneer -
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STATE OF BLASKR [ wremeomsmes

DEPARTMERT OF FISH AND GA ME

33 RASPBERRY ROAD %
AKCHORAGE 85582 (P X

September 28, 1979 | J»g §%$i;;r§t 3@?}

Mr. Eric Yould, Director Wd
Alaska Power Authority ' @
333 W. 4th Avenue P
Anchorage, Alaska 99510 -

Dear Mr. Yould: ‘ @f@@

In accordance with the request in your Jetter of August 28, the Department
of Fish and Game has reviewed the plans of study prepared by Harza
Engineering, (Attes-American Incs.and International Engineering Inc. to
evaluate the sutHi F vironmental studies they propose. The
emphasis of our review focused on those programs and interdisciplinary
tasks related to determining project feasibility and impacts with respect
to Tish and wildlife. We appreciate the opportunity to make this Department's
recommendations with regard to the selection of a private sector consultant

to conduct the Susitna Hydro engineering and environmental feasibility

studies and to advise you of related issues.

In earlier correspondence to you on August 10th, the Department of Fish
and Game described our expectations with regard to the development of

the three consultant plans of study and the specific points we would
address in a review of their products and which are summarized as Tollows:

1.  Scope of studies ~ that is, the degree to which the study
objectives meet biological data needs and integrate biological
studies into a multi-disciplinary effort which can provide an
assessment of project impacts.

2. Statutory and regulatory requirements - that is, the degree to
which Federal, State and local statutory and regulatory requirements
are recognized in the planning process_so there are no surprises
resulting in delay of the environmental assessment process to

determine the project feasibility.

3. Study time frames - that is, first, the degree to which
biological studies must follow the natural events of biological
cycles and the physical factors of habitat and environment
influencing them, to arrive at a point where our best and most
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timely judgement of project impacts and mitigation reguirements
can be made. And second, the degree to which project and task
scheduling accomodates the development of the field staff and
administrative organization to carry out studies, coordinate
studies, and make logistic and equipment arrangements to
maximize the results of these studies.

Funding - that is, the degree to which & commitment is made
to guarantee equal consideration of fish and wildlife resources
through all phases of the project from initial planning to
construction (if the project is approved) and thereafter.
Monitoring of the impacts and operation of mitigation and
enhancement programs is also essential.

In reality, this Department had five plans of study before it in this

review,

1.

Overall,

They are:

Alaska Department of Fish and Game, December 1977.
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, June 1978.
Acres-American, September 1979.

Harza Engineering, September 1978.

International Engineering, September 1978.

it is our opinion that each of these plans of study is inadeguate

for the reasons we discuss hereafter for each.

Alaska Denartmenf of Fish and Game December 1977

1.

Scope of Studies - The scope of studies by the Department of
Fish and Game basically covers the objectives for fish and
wildlife investigations as viewed solely by this. Department.
While we did our best to cover multi-disciplinary aspects of

an environmental program related to fish and wildlife resources,
vegetation analysis, water quality, hydrology, recreation and
socio-economics that could be conducted by the Department, the
study does not display the advantages of the integration of a
true multi-disciplinary effort by other specialists representing
the engineering and other non-fish and wildlife disciplines.

Statutory and Regulatory Regquirements - The current status
of the National Environmental Policy Act, Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act, Coastal Zone Management Regulations, and the
applicability of Alaska Statute 16.05.870, the Anadromous Fish
Act, to this project are not clearly addressed.

Study Time Frames - The time frames fit those required to

meet the fish and wildlife investigations goal of providing

our best judgement of project impacts in relation to the

cycles and 1ife histories of fish and wildlife in this basin.
Further, they provide the time which is essential for organizing
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and administering these investigations. Important mileposts
in coordination of possible alternatives for license application

Funding - The budgets developed by ADF&G reflect the first
steps toward a cost saving and minimization of duplication of
effort that a coordinated multi- disciplinary effort could
potentially provide (based upon limited data provided in the
Corps of Engineers draft POS of October 1977). Interdisciplinary
studies however, can and should be refined further. The
budgets are the costs projected by ADF&G in 1977 dollars and
don't reflect current and possibly inflationary values or
costs of fish and wildlife investigations proposed by the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service. 1I'd 1ike to reiterate Commissioner
Ronald 0. Skoog's comment in his December 21, 1977 letter to
Robert Ward, Chairman of the Alaska Power Authority, Board of
Directors, transmitting this proposal, that is, "We believe
from our extensive experience that we have excelient insight
into what it actually costs to do business in the State."

Scope of Study - The biological investigations of this plan

of study are the result of a limited coordination effort

between the Corps and the Department of Fish and Game. Narratively,
this plan of study covers the scope of task areas of the

biological investigations in a manner satisfactory to the
Department of Fish and Game. The plan of study also provides

for the shift of certain tasks exclusively from the biological
investigations to other task descriptions in hydrology and

water quality, making this a better effort at an inter-disciplinary
study than found in the Corps' original draft of October 1977.

‘Statutory and Regulatory Requirements - The Corps' June 1978

POS does not in our view reflect the current status or consideration
of impacts of this project on fish and wildlife and mitigation

in accordance with the Fish and Wildife Coordination Act and

the Rational Environmental Policy Act. It also does not

consider the applicatiom of AS 16.05.870, the new Federal

Energy Regulatory Commission and Coastal Zone Management

Study Time Frames - The Corps' studies were scopad into a 46
month time frame, which we believed to be inadequate. The
Corps did allow, however, that continuation studies beyond the
46 month period to 60 months may be required. However, the
wording in their POS implies that the construction decision
will occur before completing portions of the 5 year biological

E. Yould
or EIS development are not detailed, however.
4,
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, June 1978
1.
2.
Regulations to this project.
3.
studies we consider essential.
4.

Funding - The Corps's attachment of a 4.3 million dollar budget
to biological investigations was inadequate in this Department's
view. -For the 46 month time frame, we proposed a 7.9 million
dollar budget in 1977 dollars.



E. Yould -4~ 8/28/79

Acres American (Acres) - September, 1979
Harza Engineering (Harza) - September, 1979
International Engineering (I1ECO) - September, 1979

Scopes of Study - The present consultant plans of study are scoped in
varying degrees of adequacy by the three firms. IECO's proposal is
deficient in both the aquatic and terrestral segments. Acres' proposal
does not have a satisfactory aguatic studies proposal but has a stronger
description the terrestrial studies tasks. Harza's proposal contains

the best agquatic studies presentation and has done a fair job on the
terrestrial wildiife tasks also. In balance, Harza's biological investigations
proposals provide for a better state-of-the-art application of study
techniques and methodologies, such as radio telemetry, sonar application,
and instream flow. I must point out, that although all three firms have
adopted portions of the Department of Fish and Game's idzas or suggestions;
the focus and results of their proposed activities are not totally in
accord with the Department.

Statutory and Requlatory Requirements

A1l three consultant firms address FERC Ticensing and exhibit preparation
requirements, but there is no specific discussion of the impact of the
requirements of AS 16.05.870, the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act,

and Coastal Zone Management Act regulatory requirements regarding coordination,
planning, and environmental protection in relation to this project.

Study Time Frames - Al1l three firms were constrained to a 30 month.

time frame to FERC Ticense application in accord with the APA contract
specifications. IECO does emphasize a three-year study on anadromous
species and a two-year study on large mammals but this is inconsistent

with this Department's view of a required five-year study on some populations
and habitats. Both Acres and Harza more strongly emphasize the continuation
of fish and wildife investigations. We believe that APA must give the
contractor for the final POS stronger direction to provide for the

review of pre-FERC license studies, and provide a mechanism for the

review, redirection and continuation of selected projects post-FERC

license application.

Budgets - Because of the relatively short review time afforded this
Department, we could not make an adequate assessment of the merits of
the three consultant firms' POS budgets. Their interdisciplinary study
plans and scoping of fish and wildlife tasks were not specifically
budgeted in all cases. The numbers of personnel dedicated to fish and
wildlife tasks detailed by two of the consultants (Acres and Harza) is
also difficult to breakdown. We can only leave our final evaluation on
the adequacy of the fish and wildlife investigations budgets to the one
submitted in the final POS.

At this juncture, we recognize that the selection of a consultant to
prepare a final POS and to impiement the studies involved must be based
on factors involving not only the fish and wildlife investigations.

This Department desires to assure that the best final POS is developed.
To accomplish this, we believe the fish and wildlife agencies must be

the key participants in the development of the final POS. The consultant
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firm selected should be one which has developed the best overall pian of
study. That firm and the APA will have to make a commitment to synthesize
a new final plan of study incorporating the concerns of the fish and
wildlife agencies which meets our special statutory mandates for the
protection of fish and wildlife resources. Funding for this planning

and coordination will be regquired by ADF&G.

I would 1ike to advise you here of some of the requirements of the Fish
and Wildlife Coordination Act, Fish and Game Code, (Title 16), and
Coastal Zone Management Act which can influence this project.

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, draft Uniform Procedures for
compliance, May 1879 further standardizes procedures and intaragency
relationships to insure, "that wildlife conservation is fully considered
and weighed equally with other project features in agency decision-
making processes by integrating such considerations into project planning,
National Envirconmental Policy Act (NEPA) compiiance procedures, financial
and economic analyses, authorization documents, and project impiementation.”

Subpart B-FWCA Compliance Procedures

Sec. 410.21 Equal consideration.

Equal consideration of wildlife resource values in project planning
and approval is the essence of the FWCA compliance process. It requires
action agencies to involve wildlife agencies throughout their planning,
approval, and implementation process for a project and highlights the
need to utilize a systematic approach to analyzing and establishing
planning objectives for wildlife resource needs and problems and developing
and evaluating alternative plans.

Sec. 410.22 Consultation

(a) Initiation. The FWCA compliance process may be initiated by a
potential applicant, an action agency, or a wildlife agency.

(b) Potential Applicants. Implementing procedures of action agencies
shall provide that applicants for those non-federal project approvals
which require a water-dependent power project approval from the Federal
Energy Regulartory Commission (FERC) (also applies to preliminary FERC
permit) contain written evidence that they initiated the FWCA compliance
procass with both Regional Directors and the head of the State wildlife
agency exercising administration over the fish and wildlife resources of
the state(s) wherein the project is to be constructed and early site
review (NRC) applicants. The intent of this paragraph (a)(1) of this
section is to assist applicants in designing environmentally sound
projects without waste of their planning resources and to minimize the
potential for delay in the processing of applications. Action agency
implementing procedures shall advise that consultation should be initiated
by the applicant at the earlijest stages of its project planning, and
that its submissions to wildlife agencies shall indicate the general
work or act1v1ty being considered, its purpose(s), and the gnneral area
in which it is contemp]ated
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In order to comply with these procedures, APA should initiate the
process of consuitation with the fish and wildlife agencies.

Title 16

Title 16, independently of Federal laws, mandates the Alaska Department

of Fish and Game to manage, protect, maintain, enhance, and extend the

fish, game, and aguatic plant resources and the habitat that sustains

them including assisting the U.S. Fish and Wildife Service in the enforcement
of federal laws and regulations pertaining to Tish and wildlife.

Sec. 16.05.870 also states that:

b) If a person or governmental agency desires to construct a
hydraulic project, or use,; divert, obstruct, pollute, or change the
natural flow or bed of a specified river, lake or stream, or to use
wheeled, tracked, or excavating egquipment or log-dragging eguipment
in the bed of a specified river, lake, or stream, the person or
governmental agency shall notify the commissioner of this intention
before the beginning of the construction or use.

¢) ... . If the commissioner determines to do so, he shall, in
the letter of acknowledgement, require the person of governmental
agency to submit to him full plans and specifications of the proposed
construction or work, complete plans and specifications for the
proper protection of fish and game in connection with the construction
or work, or in connection with the use, and the approximate date
the construction; work,-or use-will begin, and shall require the
person or governmental agency to obtain written approval from him
as to the sufficiency of the plans or specifications before the
proposed construction or use is begun. N

Purpose. - The purpose of this section is to protect and
conserve fish and game and other natural resurces. 1964. Att'y
Gen., No. 10.

Alaska Coastal Management Program

The recently approved Alaska Coastal Management Program (ACMP) mandates
that all State, Federal and Local government agencies must coordinate
all planning and development activities in the State's coastal zone to
ensure adequate consideration and protection of Alaska's coastal waters
and resources. As the proposed Susitna Hydropower project will occur
within Alaska's coastal zone and certainly will directly influence
coastal waters all planning and development plans must be consistent
with the Coastal Standards and the Mat-Su Borough's District Coastal
Plan once it is completed and approved. The Coastal Standards are .
presently in effect and all State and Federal actions must be consistent
with them. Section 6 AA C 80.130 states that:

(a) habitats in the coastal area which are subject to the Alaska Coastal
Management Program include:

(1) offshore areas

(2) -estuaries _

(3) wetlands and tidal flats

(4) rocky islands and sea cliffs
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barrier islands and Tagooms

exposed high emergy coasts ) '
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Alaska Depariment of Fish & Game
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Dear Commissioner Skoog:

I have been followding the Susitna Dam project and am
interested in learning more ahout your Departmznt's views on
the proposed nroiesct, Since ADF & G has exhibited much interest
in the ar=a surrounding the nroposed dam, vour views will be
especially useful to those evaluating the prooosed project
In particular, I would like to find out:

1. How ADF & G plans o coonerae with the Corns of
Engineer;, the U,S. Fish & 4ildlife Service, and the Alaska
Power Authority in coordinating studies to be done, and goals
to be accomnlished during the feasibility study.

2, What sorts of studies are needed before the feasibility
of the dam, from the vicwupoint of its effescts on fish and
wildlife, can be determined.

a. How much time will be needed to ccmnleta the
studies, This time estimate should include
study planning and analysis. .

b. How much monev will be required to conduct the
studies, If nossible this should be broken down
into dollar amounts needed for:each year of study.

3. In lwcht of past studies conducucd in the ares,
what is the Denariment’s current view reqarding notential
fmnacts of the proposed project, on fish and widdiffe in the
area? ' - ‘ ' ]

I weuld also anpreciate receiving anv. copies of ADF & 6
reports relevant to the proposed project.

Thank vou for your help, T look forward to receiving

your reply in the near future,
Sincerely yours,

r I

7 . /
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Dear Commissioner Skoog:

I have been followdng the Susitna Dam project and am
{interested in learning more ahout vour Department's views on
the proposed nroisct, Since ADF & A has exhibited much intersst
in the ar=a surrounding the nroposed dam, vour views will be
especially useful to those evaluatina the prooosed project
In particular, I would 1ike to find out:

1. How ADF & G plans %o coonerate with the Coros of
Enainecers, the U.S, Fms! & 4ildlife Service, and the Alaska
Power Authority in coordinating studies to be done, and goa1s
to be accomplished during the feasibility study.

2. What sorts of studies are needed before the feasibility
of the dam, from the vicwpoint of its effects on fish and
wildlife, can be determined.

a. How much time will be needed to ccmnleta the
studies, This time estimate should include
study planning and analysis.

b. How much monev will be required to conduct the
studies. If nossible this should be broken down
into dollar amounts needed for:ecach year of study.

3. In liaht of past studies conducbed in the area,
what is the Denartment's current view reqarding notential
fmpacts of the preposed project, on fish and widdisfe in the
area? ' - ‘ ’ ’

I weuld a1<o
reports relevant to

anpreciate receiving anv. conwes of ADF & G
the proposed project.

Thank vou for vo&r heln, T Yook forward to receiving
your reply in the near future,

.

Sinceraly yours,

rIn

V) : /
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Ms. Suzanne Weller
Trustees for Alaska
835 "D" Street #202
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Ms. Weller:
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. I have enclosed two documents which should largely answer the questions you

posed in your letter of March 12.
| summarized below.

Question:

Qur comments on your questions are

1. How the Department of Fish and Game plans to cooperate with the
Corps of Engineers, the U.S. Fish & Yildlife Service, and the Alaska
Power Authority in coordinating studies to be done, and goals to be
accomplished during the feasibility study? .

Answers

The Department of Fish and Game hopes to insure that the

biological studies proposed in the June 1978 Phase I Plan of Study

(POS) for the Susitna Hydro Project are carried out.

He will be

coordinating our activities with each of the above mentioned and

other agencies in an attempt to insure that all studies outlined in
the POS are conducted and all requirements of State and Federal law
are satisfied. : _

Yhat sorts of studies are needed before the feasibility of the dam,‘n

2.
frem the viewpoint of its effects on fish and wildlife, can be
determined?

Answer:  The biclogical investigations prcposed in the June 1978 PQOS

identify the basic biological investigations which we Delieve are
necessary and required to assess the feasibility of the Susitna
Hydro Project.
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L Ms. Suzanne Weller Czﬁﬁst

Trustees for Alaska
835 "D" Street #202
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Ms. Weller:

. I have enclosed two documents which should largely answer the questions you
posed in your letter of March 12. Our comments on your questions are
summarized below.

Question:

1. How the Department of Fish and Game plans to cooperate with the
Corps of Engineers, the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, and the Alaska
Power Authority in coordinating studies to be done, and goals to be

o accomplished during thg feasibility study?
| Answer:  The Depariment of Fish and Game hopes to insure that the

biological studies proposed in the June 1978 Phase I Plan of Study
(POS) for the Susitna Hydro Project are carried out. We will be
coordinating our activities with each of the zbove mentioned and
other agencies in an attempt to insure that all studies outlined in
- the POS are conducted and all requirements of State and Federal law
s are satisfied. .

- 2. What sorts of studies are needed before the feasibility of the dam, ~
- from the viewpoint of its effects on fish and wildlife, can be
: determined?

Answer:  The biological investigations proposed in the June 1978 POS
1dentify the basic biological investigations which we believe are
necessary and required to assess the feasibility of the Susitna
Hydro Project.
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a. How much time will be needed to complete the studies? This ttme
estimate should include study planning and analysis.

L b. How much money will be required to conduct the studies? If possible,
N this should be broken down into dollar amounts needed for each
DA ~ year of study?

Answer (a & b): Please refer to the enclosed briefing document
entitlied "Susitna Hydro Biological Investigations.® I% includes a
) commentary on the budgets proposad by ADF&G for the full term 46
- month feasibility investigations of the Phase I POS and our-views on
w .- the need for a Tive year study in Tieu of the shorter, 46 month
Gl ' investigation.

3. In Tight of past studies conducted in the area, what is the
. Denartment's current view regarding potential impacts of the
Gl proposed project, on fish and wildlife in the area? \
: Answer: Please refer to the appropriate section of the "Susitna Hydro
iological Investigations” briefing document and our 1978 report to
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, "Preliminary Environmental
J Assessment of Hydroelectric Development on the Susitna River.®

The Department of Fish and Game appreciates your interest in the proposed
Susitna Hydro biological investigations. If you have further guestions
regarding our involvement in the feasibility studies, please contact Thomas
Trent, Regional Supervisor of the Habitat Protection Section in Anchorage,
telephone 344-0547, extension 133.

Thank you for your inguiry on this matter. I hope this material will prove
useful to you.

i/};ere?
"/ .Ronald 0. Skoog o
\:§?§~/ Cormissioner -
: cc: T. Treant

bec: C. Estas

ROS:RL:THTmr
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Susitna Hydro Biological Investications
Background ]

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) has been actively
involved in coordinating, proposing, and conducting biological
studies related to the Susitna Hydropower Project since 1974. From
that time to today, we have had many problems in attzining the
scope 6f study and funding the Department believes is necessary to
adequately assess the biological impacts of this proposed hydropower )

development. ’ , y

Initially our concerns were not only limited to Tunding of adequate
studies, but also included geographic areas which would be studied.
Early on in the Susitna Hydro environmental assassment, the Corps

of Enginesrs (COE) restricted our work to the immediate impoundment

area and downstream to the confluencea of the Chulitna River. One

gain we feel we have made is the consideration of the impacts of

this project, the largest hydro development in North America, on
the downstream environment below the Susitna dams and the area

above the impoundment.

The Depariment of Fish and Game, through its datz review of possible
fish, wildlife and other environmental impacis of the Susitna Hydro project

has identified a number of concarns. As a data base we have only a



Timited amount of 2nvironmsntzl assessment work the Department has
done to dats. We beljeve the assessment of Tish and wildlife
resources impacts in Phase I 6f the Susitna Hydro studies are
fundamental to the determination of this project's feasibility. If
the project proves tTeasible, these biologica?vstudies are basic to
the mitigation of Tish and wildliTe impacts when the project is
constructed.

Fisneries Studies Backaround

Background knowledge of the Susitna River basin is J]imited. The
proposed hydroelectric develcpment necessitates gaining a2 thorough
knowledge of its natural characteristics and fish and wildliTe

. ;. * . - ' .. .
authorization to enaple protection of the aquatic and terrestrial

communities Trom unnecasssary losses.

The Susitna River basin provides important habitat to a wide variety
of Tish species, both resident and anadromous. Five-species of
Pacific sa]ﬁcn (chinook, coho, chum, pink, and sockeye) utilize the
Susitna River drainage for spawning and rearing. The.majority of

the chinook, coho, chum, and pink salmon production in the Cook

Inlet area occurs within this drainage. Grayling, rainbow trout,

Dolly Varden, burbot, lake trout, whitafish, and sculpins are scme

of the more common and important resident Tish species.

Baseline environmental fisheries studies have besn conductad by

ADF&G intermitiently since 1974. The projects were Tinanced with



-

Federal funding averaging S$29,000 per year in 1974, 1873, and 1876,

and an allocation of $100,000 in 1977. The National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) first
contractad ADF&G to conduct a one-year assessment of salmon populations
utilizing the Susitna River in the vicinity of the proposed Devils
Canyon dam site during 1374. The objectives of these studies were

to determine the adult salmon distribution, relative zbundance, and
migrational timing and to déiarmine juvenile rearing areas (Barrett,
1974). Funding was received in 1975, 1978, ana 1977 from USFWS to
continue and expand these sﬁudies and to monitor the physical and
chemical parameters associated with the mainstem Susitna (USFWS,

1976; and Riis, 1977). Additional baseline studies were not initiated '
during:1978 due to lack of funding. A characteristic of ADF&G fish

and wildlitfe studies to date on the Susitna Hydro Project aresa has

been the discontinuity, uncertainty, and low levels of funding {rom

several sources.

Wildlife Studies Background

-

The Sus{tna River basin has long been recognized as an extremely
rugged wilderness area of high aesthetic appeal and as an important
habitat to a wide variety of terrestrial wildlife species (ADF&G,
unpubl. data). Most important to sport and subsistance users are
moose and caribou, and to a lesser exteﬁt, grizzly bear and sheep.
HydroeTectric‘developmant nas besn under consideration in this area

for a number of yesars and some very general ungulate population

V'



assessment work was begun in 1974 and completesd in the spring ot

o
b=
)

18975 (USFWS, 1975). Additional studies were not conducted in
‘project area until March of 1977 wﬁen Timited funds were mads
available to begin acguiring basé?ine information on moose and
caribou populations within and adjacent to the project arez. Funds
received by Game Division Tor work to “dates were $2,000, $14,500,
$46,700, and $16,500 for FY 74, FY 75, FY 77-78, and FY 78-79,

respectively.

S —
_\.
\\\\\S;\“\fio1ution 0of the Proposed Phass I Susitna Hvdro Biological Investigations
].

18975 Proposal

The ADFaG ente?ed’its first comprehénsive propesal for fish
and wildlife investigations to the USFWS, and through thét
agency to the COE, on November 18, 18975. That proposal spread
investigations over a Tive year period from FY 77 through FY
81, and indicated a cost of 3.62 million for ADF&G field work.
To that Tigure should be added an additional cost for USFWS
and NMFS coordination of $525,000, and therefore a total cost

of 4.145 million dollars Tor proposaed fish and wildlife work.

Estimated cost of the Susiina Hydro Project construction in

1975 was 1.5 billion dollars.

2. 1977 Proposal

On December 15, 1977, the ADF&G compleied a review of the COE
rl
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prepared drafTt Susitna Hydropower Plan of Study (POS) of
September 1977. In our comments to that document, we included
the Department's estimatz of Tish and wildliTe and habitat |
investigation costs and our recommendation of nesded stuaies.
Total costs Tor ADF&E field investigations for a five year

. pericd totaled 10.5 million dollars. This increzse over 1975

; was due not only to inflationary fTactors, but also because our
Timited studies from 1974 through 1977 indicated new problem
areas where impactE'un\fish and wildiiTe must be assessed.

“Estimated coﬁstrgﬁ;ign;;ostﬂfor_éﬁéiSu;iéga!ﬁggfp’Projéct {né.

"1977 wes 2.1 billion dollars.

3. 1978 Proposal

The Department- rev7sed its December 1977 proposal early in

UV it

1978 to fi the 46 month time frame Tor Phase I studies which
the Aicska Power Au»hor1gy (APA) and COE said wéuld be imposed.
‘The Department objected then, and still does, to the compression
of the time frame for biological investigations. My staff
believes quiéewsfrongly that a minimum five y=ar period is
nesded Tor an adequate biological study of the Susitna River
Basin. The areé encompassad is large and complex. Anadromous

fish runs, fTor example, pose special problems of study because

soma salmon stocks have a Tive year life cycle.




In the June 1978 Susitna Hydropower Pian of Study, the COE

gave some recognition to the nesd to completes {ish and hﬁ?diife
studies covering complete life cycles by stating in paragraph

2 on page 40 of the POS that: "some of the biological séudies
will require continuatioﬁ througn step 3 into construction to
provide a base of life cycle, habitat, and other information
needed to outline possible mitigation studies." However, we
have no guarantae thai funding to support these continuation
studies will be made avaiiable. Furthermore, the preceding

POS state=ment infers that the construction decision will occur

@

before completing portions of the biological studies that are
necessary for making the project Teasibility decision. Tnis
clearly is in conflict with the Council on Environmantal

Quality Proposed Regulations under NEPA of Jdune 9, 1978.‘

-«

The Department's latest total budget_recommeﬁdation of 7.9
million dollars for 46 months for Phase I feasiblility investi-
gations related to fish and wildlife was submitted to the |
Corps on April 19, 1978. The Corps and APA, over our objections,
Tinally included a budgst of 4.3 million dollars in the Susitna
Hydro POS in June of 1378, a difference of 3.6 miliion dollars.
This is a ditterence we Tind hard to resolve considering the

job we must do to adequatesly zssess the Teasiblity of this

propesed project.



An independent analiysis tor Sbcrt rish Division by Milc Bell,
a consulting engineer with exiensive experience on PaciTic
Northwest hydro projects and fisheries related studies in
Washington, indicatad the {isheries fezasiblity investications
for a hydro project the size of Susitna Hydro would-run to
about 5.0 million dollars, a fﬁguré comparable with our own

estimate of 5.1 million dollars.

Estimated construction cost of the Susitna Hydro Project at

this time, March 1979, is 2.6 billion dollars.

Therefore, the Department has seen the cost Of the Susitna
Hydro Project rapidly escalate from 1.5 billion dollars in
1975 to 2.6 billion dollars in 1979, a 73 percent increase.
Meanwhile, the proposed budget for support of fish and wildife
studies has gone from 4.145 million dollars in 1975 to 4.3

million dollars (imposed by the Corps and APA), a 3.7 percent

increase.

1979 Proposed One Year Funding of Fish and Wildlife Biological

Investications Funding

On November 3, 1978, the Department was contacted by the Corps
of Engine=srs with a recuest to provide our estimated budget
for 1979 biological investigation adjustad {rom our prior
Tiscal year development to a calender year and on a éuartsrly
basis Tor the 1979 calendar year by November 4, 1378. These

Tigures developed by ADF&G were: 7



1st Z2nd 3rd th

1879 Quarter Quarter Quarter Quarter

$115,000.00

Anadromous Fish Studies $115,000.00 250,000.00* $ 43,000.00

Resident Fish Studies 80,000.00 239,000.00 30,000.00

Aquatic Plants & Animals 5,000.00 15,000.00.

Economic Studies 10,000.00 80,000.00

Support & Planning $70,000.00 32,000.00

Wildlife Studies 20,000.00 80,000.00 150,000.00

$10,000.00 $262,000.00 $649,000.00 $223,000.00
*Sonar Deveicpment

II. Constrzints and Things to be Done

A. Planning and Coordination

The Department's involvement with Susitna River Hydro Project has,
in the past, bsen characterizad by the implementation of short term

projects, hastily contrived out of necessity, without the opportunity

for long term and ongoing planning.

Due to the naturs, magnitude, and complexity of the biological
investigations necessary to assess the impacts of this project,
detailed and compreshensive planning is essential. Only following
this period of preparation can we insure the adeguacy of Tiscally
responsible biological studies désigned to fully assess project

impacts.

In the Tirst two quartsrs of this Department's proposad wofk on the
Susitna Hydro biological investigations, we have a great nead to do
more detailed planning of specific project activities, methodology,
and development of the crganization and of the expertise to effectively

carry through our proposad investigations and assure their integrity.

b



We consider it essential the very best expertise in the field of

hydro projects be utilized during this pianning process. This may
necessitate contracting various qualifisd personnel {rom the northwest
where the "statz of the art" is well developed. t will Tikely
necessitate travel to these northwestern statss by key personnel to

consult with qualified individuals and organizations.

A good deal of interagency coordination will be necessary and

mutual Tielding of various projects will reguire planning and
organization. For example, we know the U.S. Fish and WildliTe
Service will conduct specific study segments and the U.S. Geological
Survey vet others. In the interest of economy and obtaining the

best results, these activities require coordination.

®

We feal strongly that suitable time must be allocatad to the
process of planning and coordination befors any field staif are
hired, or biological studies 7ielded if adequate professional level

results are expectad.
Qutcomes of the planning effort should be:

1. a tzble of organization for the administrative support

and Tield staff to direct and carry out the biological.

N



2 the development of job descriptions and specitfic work
plans and subcontract work items Tor Department bialogical

investigations

3. the timetables for training personnel, development of
special equipment, and the state of the art methodologies,

and subcontracts for field studies.
Personnel

A project of this magnitude will necessitate employing personnel

who possess both experience and knowledge of specific disciplines.
For example, we will need people who are experts in the field of
hydrology as it relates to fish and wildlife, those with engingering
background, those capable of performing complex water/wildliTe
computar modeling, etc. It is going to be necessary for this

Department to go outside its own organization to. recruit many of

-these individuals, as we, to date, have not experisnced the need

which creates experience in these disciplines.

1t should be understood that this hydro evaluation is going to
require a statti of experﬁs who work solgi/on this project. He
cannot expect a biologically sound study to occur with adeguate,
protessional solutions and answers if it is conductsd on a part

time basis by existing Department staff, as in the past. Personnel



constrazints are particularly binding for the {isheries rzlated
work, because the Department's fisheries division staff are totally
dedicated to management and research problems in other areas.

There simply has to be a statf of gqualified individuals, with the
employment guarantees necessary to provide continuity to long tarm

studies.

Funding

While the adsguacy, or inadequacy of funding to perform Tish and
wildlife studies has been a major Depgrtmentéi concern over the
past several years, the continuitj of it in the future is even a
greater one. As this hydro project and initiation of the long tarm
biological studies nears reality, it is paramount that money be
appropriated for more than a few months or eQen a single fiscal
year at a2 time. The accomplishment of the bioiogica} studies will
require Tong tarm contracts for work, equipment davelopmant, and
the maintenance of a qualified professional level staff. Personnel
qualified to plan and conduct the involved rasaarcﬁ necessary to

assess the impacts of the Susitna Hydro Project, cannot be recruitad

without Tong tarm employment guarantees.

Timing of funding appropriations are, and will continue to be, of
critical importancz; and again support the need for funding beyond
a- given Tiscal year. For example, many of the studies can only be

conducted 2t briefT seasonal periods of the year due to particular

-112



stream flow needs, migrational movements of wildlife, or spawning
mwgrau1ons of a specific Tish species. To miss one of these periods,
due to money appropriation diTficulties, is to miss an entire study

year.
Eguipment and Material Aguisition

A great amount of materials, equipment, and scientitic gear will be
required for these studies. Much of it will require ordering well
in advance. Major sonar and telemetry development is anticipated

for fish migrational studies.

Many of thesa items will be ordered in one fiscal year and perhaps
not received until the next one. Again, monies must be available
beyond a single year. If funding terminates, we will 1ikely have
a number of commitments to purchase special equipment which will

have to be honored.
Summation

Without continuity of funding beyond a single fiscal year, the

personnel to plan and conduct the hydro related studies cannot be

adequetely recruited and/or retained. The large sum of money which

may be authorized will, under these circumstances, be of 1ittle

[

use.
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ihe Department is bsing askad to participats in a biologica]l evaluation

of the largest hydroelectric project ever planned. It is critically
important the project bes planned, conductaed, and Tinally assessed
in a manner which brings cradit to the State and which minimizes fish

and wildlite resource protection and mitigation of project impacts.

The guarantzs of continuity in study funding and timing may be the

single most important factor in achieving this goal.

A. Fisheries

1. With considarable study of the project's impact on fish and
wildlife resources yet to be accomplished, the ADF&G has‘
collectad sufficient information and addressed the potential
biological impacts of the Susitna Hydro proposal in a number
of documents which allow us to‘state'that fish and wildlife

resourcas will be advarsely impacted.

The construction and subsesguant operation of the Devils Canyon

and Watana dams will result in long-tzrm scological changes.

—

ine two dams will:.inundate an estimated 50,530 acres of the

of Devils Canyon. Regulation of the mainstam river will

substantially alter the natural flow regime downstream.



Secondary impacts such as improved rcad, watar, and Tlozipiane
access may crzate somz additional problems in regulating

hunter and fishermsn harvest.

Following is & brief summation of the major impacts of the
propesed dams jllustrating the importance of comprehensive
biological studies to detzrmine the extent these impacts will

aTtect Tish and wildlife populations.

Susitna Fisheries and Acuatic Habitat

-

The T sh pepulations are the most obvious aépects o7 the

aguatic cormunity where impacts will be evident due to their
high economic and recreational impottance to the people of
Alaska and the nation. Howevgr, impacts are not limitad to

the Tishery resource alone due to the complex interrelationships
between all biological components of, and within, the aquatié
community and the associated habitat. Our preliminary studies
nave partially defined that the effects of impoundment apd
construction activities will include alteration of the natural
Tiow regimes, wafar tamperatures, watzsr chemistry, transport

of materials, and the quantity of wetted habitat. Habitat
reguirzments of the critical 1iTe history phases for passage,
spawning, eag incubation, and juvenile rearing_pf the Susitna
salmon species studied are quits specific. The USFWS Cooperative

Instream Flow Servics Group has developed criteria which



demonstrais the narrow toierances of cariain salimonid and

resident species to the hydrauiic parameters of velocity,

depth, substrate, and temperaturs (Boves, 1978). The seasonally
wide Tluctuations of watsr velocity, depth, temperature,
substrate and sediment of the frese flowing mainstem Susitna,

its sloughs and tributzries detsrmine the availability and
accessability of salmon habitat. Thus, any alterations to the
existing Susitna aquatic ecosystem wh%ch restrict or reduce
_the availability of reguired habitat, will also reduce fish

production in the Susitna Basin and Cook Iniet estuary.

For example, it is important to note that although the Susitna

River is glacial and turbid more than»hg]f of the year, the

river clears during the winier months and becomes the major
winter rearing area for salmonids as they migrate from the
clearwa;er tributaries‘and slouchs which fresasze and dewater.
Chinook and coho salmon, which are of high interest to both
commercial harvestars and sport anglers in the Cook Inlet area
are dependent con these freshwater rearing arsas. of the Susitna
for a period of one to two years befbre migrating to saltwater.
These important rearing areas will be Jost downstrezm of the

dams because the river will be turbid yesar round and have a

-t

higher water velocity due to a reversal of the natural sezsonal
flow and stage conditicns atfter construction. Although total

salmon escapement estimatas have not been derived Tor this

system, it is probably the second or third larcest sockeye



B.

-

salmon production arsz within Cook Inlet. Zconcmically, the

[$Y

estimatad average annual commercial va}ue ot the sockeye,

king, pink, chum, and coho Susitna salimon stocks was 38,721,780
in 1975. This does not include the 1975 estimated value of
$3,701,745 for the additional saimon in the Susitma River
Basin nécessary Tor producing this estimated potential catch.
Althougnh Tigures for subsequent years are unavailable because
of insuffient dataz, it can be assumad the value of this Tishery

has greatly increased.

Economic values related to recreation are unavailable but
assumed to be high due to high concentration of the population
adjacent to the Susitna River. Non-consumptive economic

values are also unavailable.

Terrestrial Wildlife

2.

The proposed Susitna Hydropower Project will have impacts on
several wildlife species which either reside in the project

area, use the area for migration or other ssasonal purposes or
use habitat downstream which will be altzred by the stzbilization
of watar Tlow. Although many species of animals could be
potentially influenced, terrestrial studiss to date have focused

on ungulate populations, primarily moose and caribou.

-16-



Mocse

Mocse are likely to be adversely atiectsd in several ways.

1.

Loss of habitat by inundation within the impoundment areas.

Pre?iminary'studies indicate that sevaral moose subpopulations
occupy drainges Tlowing into the impoundment arezs. These

moose spend much of the yesar outside of the impoundment areas

but each winter tend to migrata into aor across these arsas.

Much winter range w111Vprobab1y be lost. This will be particularly
critical in severe wintars. Therefore, a substantial reduction

in the number of moose in a large area surrounding the impoundments

wiﬁlﬂgzpbab1y occur.

Moose numbers are currently reduced in the area proSab?y
because of a combination of severe winters and predation.
Therefore, huntsr harves:t has been resiricted in recent years.
However, an average of 146 are takan annual]y-by 475 to 500
huntaers {rom the moose subpopulation that will probably be
impacted directly by the impoundments. This comprises about

3.5 percent of the statewide harvest of moose. However, the

D

0 hunters is expected to increase as

lad

nce of the ar

M

import

[V

4

e}

ew National Parks and private land holdings restrict the area

avzilable to many hunters. I thers wers a 50 percent rasduction

in these mcose subpopulations, there could be a less of harvest

—ty

of over 7500 moose cver the 100 year 1ife span of the project.



The reduction in moose densitiss could also lead to chronmic

predation probiems. The impact on non-consumptive use of
moose- is diTTicult to estimate at this time. The Watana
impoundment is expected to impact more moose than the Devils

Canyon.

z. Loss of browse downstresam.

The river bottom &cwnstréam to Cook Iniet pfovide wint&é range

for moose from Game Management Units 13, 14,.and 186. Stabi?%zaticn
of water flows may cause much of the willow in this arsa to be-
réplaced by spruce. This could lead to a reduction in moose

numbers in all of these units especially in severe winters.

Adequate data are not présent?y avaiiable to evem roughly

estimate the magnitude of this impact.
3. Accidents

Moose, especially calves, frequently beccme mi;;d in mud; Ice
shelving caused by wintar drawdown also could lead to accidental
moose deaths. The Watana impoundment would greatly increase

the potential of fafai accidents but thera is no way to estimate

the importance of this at present.

-18-



¢ Caribou

While some loss of caribou habitat may occur, the greatest
impact would be through blockage of migrations. In past
years, many caribou have migratad acrosé the Susitna River in
the impoundment area after calving. Although specific harvest
data on the Nelchina caribou herd for this arsa are currently
unavailable, major harvests of these caribou occurs in the
vicinity of the Denali Highway during years of high numbers of
caribou migration across the Susitna River. At the present
tiée, it is not known if the impoundments will block the
caribou Trom portions of their range or whether they will

attempt to cross or go around the impoundments. It could lead

-
-.

4.
07 L-l

(D

to overgrazing of portions range and abandonment of
other areas or increas gimortaliuy due to accidents in attempts

to cross the impoundment

QOther Species

The impoundments will almost certainly reduce numbers of
bears, wolves, wolverines, other Turbearers, small game, and
non-game species through loss of habitat. Furbearers and

waterfowl may be reduced downstirsam as a result of aitered
water flow and Tluctuations in the river that are important

in providing the stimulus for new riparijan vegetative succession

with plant species important to these wildlife populations.

£



- A small population o7 Dall sheep may be adversely aftfected by

disturbance during construction unless human activities,

particularily aircratt traffic are controlled.

C. Socioeconomics and Recreation
1t is important to recognize th;t any direct or indirect
biological.impacts of this project may, and likely will,
atfect the recreational and/or commercial utilization of major
salmon and resident Tish species, and wildlife species and
their associated habitat. The close proximity of municipalities
containing half the human popuiation of Alaska emphasizes the

socio-economic values of the fish, wildlife, and habitat

resources of the Susitna River Basin. The Susiina drainage is
nighly used and important to the spoft and commercial fishérman,
the recreational enthusiast, industiry, and municipalities.

fﬁe popularity of Denali State Park and nearby Mt McKinley

Natfonal Park further attests to the high social, recreational,

and aesthetic qualities of the arsa. Specific data on these
subjects in the hydroeleciric project area watersheds are
incomplete or lacking. Adding to the %mportance of the area

for fishing and hunting is the enactment of the D-2 and Antiquities
Act provisions on other lands where certain recreational uses

may be restricted.

D. Kavigability

Much of the Susitna River drzinage downstiream of the proposed hydro

development is one of major recreational development. Stream side



recrzational sitas and subdivisions are markedly increasing the

numbers of people utilizing the river for transportation during

both the summer and winter seasons.

It is unknown to what degree the substantial change in natural
stream flows may affect travel and transportation (both recreational
and commarcial) of these downstream river portions. They may,

however, be quite significant.
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September 7, 1978

" Honorable Senator Mike Gravel
United States Senate

3121 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senztor Gravel:

I have just completed reading an article attributed to you in the recent
issue (Vol. VI, No. 2) of Catalyst. In your article, you discuss the great
potential for hydroelectric deveiopment in Alaska and the need to properly
plan for such deveiopment and other Tand uses. 1 could not agree with you
more that the key to the future orderly development of Alaska's land and
water resources lays in proper and timely planning. It is the issue of
planning for fish and wildlife needs that prompts my concern with your

Catalyst article.

The proposed Susitna River hydroelectric project is presented in your
article as a project embraced by envirvonmentalists and having no effect on
fish 1ife. As to the former assertion, I have no comment. I am, however,
concerned with the abrupt dismissal of the fishery values of the Susitna
River represented in your latter statement.

The main purpose of this letter is to appraise you and your Washington
staff of the progress to date by the Department of Fish and Game'’s field
staff in compiling baseline pre-impoundment fish and wildlife resource

data. The Alaska Department of Fish and Game has conducted baseline
environmental fisheries studies since 1974 in the upper and lower Susitna
River drainages with Timited financial support from the Hational Marine
Fisheries Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Federal funding
of this Department’s activities terminated December 31, 1977, with consider-
able study of the project's impact en fish and wildlife resources yet to be
accomplished, but with sufficient information on hand to allow us to state
that fish and wildlife resocurces will be adversely impacted. The construction
and subsequent operation of the Devils Canyon and Vatana dams will resuilt
in long-term ecolegical changes. Most notably, the level and flow patterns
of the Susitna River will be altered in significant ways and will create
adverse impacts to fisheries resources both upstream and, more importantly,
downstream of the proposed dams.

Al



| £<ES

September 7, 1978

" Honorable Senator Mike Gravel

United States Senate
3121 Dirksen Senate Office Buiiding
Hashington, D.C. 205}0

Dear Senator Gravel:

I have just completed reading an article attributed to you in the recent
issue (Vol. VI, No. 2) of Catalyst. In your article, you discuss the great
potential for hydroelectric development in Alaska and the need to properly
plan for such development and other land uses. I could not agree with you
more that the key to the future orderly development of Alaska's land and
water resources lays in proper and timely planning. It is the issue of
planning for fish and wildlife needs that prompts my concern with your

Catalyst article.

The proposed Susitna River hydroelectric project is presented in your
article as a project embraced by environmentalists and having no effect on
fish 1ife. As to the former assertion, I have no comment. I am, however,
concerned with the abrupt dismissal of the fishery values of the Susitna
River represented in your latter statement.

The main purpose of this letter is to appraise you and your Hashington

staff of the progress to date by the Department of Fish and Game's field
staff in compiling baseline pre-impoundment fish and wildlife resource

data. The Alaska Department of Fish and Game has conducted baseline
environmental fisheries studies since 1974 in the upper and lower Susitna
River drainages with 1imited financial support from the Hational Marine
Fisheries Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Federal funding
of this Department’s activities terminated December 31, 1977, with consider-
able study of the project's impact on fish and wildlife resources yet to be
accomplished, but with sufficient information on hand to ailow us to state
that fish and wildlife rescurces will be adversely impacted. The construction
and subsequent operation of the Devils Canyon and YWatana dams will result

in Jong-term ecolcgical changes. Most notably, the level and flow patterns
of the Susitna River will be altered in signifTicant ways and will create
adverse impacts to fisheries resources both upstream and, more importantly,
downstream of the proposed dams,

. I



Senator Gravel | =g= ' Septezber 7, 1978

The Susitna River basin has long been recognized as an area of high
recreational and aesthetic appeal as well as important habitat toc a wide
variety of fish species. The majority of the chinook, coho, chum, and pink
salmon production in the Cook Inlet area occurs within this drainage.
Grayling, rainbow trout, Dolly Varden, lake trout, and whitefish are some
of the abundant and important resident species of fish utilized by Alaskans
and visitors in this area. It is important to note that although the
Susitna River is glacial and turbid more than half of the year, the river
clears during the winter months and becomes ¢the major winter-rearing area
for salmonids as its tributaries freeze and dewater.

For example, chincok and coho salwon, ahich are of high interest to both
commercial harvesters and sport anglers in the Cook Inlet area are dependent
on the freshwater vrearing areas of the Susitna for a period of one to twe
years before migrating to saltwater. These important rearing areas.will be
lost downstream of the dams because the river will be turbid year-round and
seasonal Tlow and stage xi?X be the reverse of natural conditions after
construction. o

Cur preliminary studies have pariial*y defined that the effects of impoundment .
and construction activities will include alteration of the natural flow
regimes, water temperatures, water chem1stry. transport of materials and

the quantity of wetted habitat. These changes will disrupt the trophic
structure and habitat composition downstream from the dam, and will eventually
reduce or eliminate certain terrestrial and aquatic populations.

In response to your recent comments, I have concentrated herein on fisheries
{ssues. Fisheries studies relating to the Hydroelectric Project on the

" Susitna were not conducted this year due to lack of funding; however,

wildlife associated studies were continued with $16,500 in State funds.
When Federal assistance lapsed, the Alaska Power Authority recognized the
economic and biological benefits of continuing moose radio-telemetry studies
with presently radio-collared animals and provided the necessary funding.

Additional Federal funding, unfortunately, terminated dues to U.S. Corps of
Engineers priorities in other areas. Your article referred to the Phase 1
activities relating to the Susitna Dam: F"At present, the Corps is at the
proposed sites conducting Phase I activities, which include complete design
and cost/benefit analyses as well as a Final Envircnmental Impact Statement.”
Actually, the Corps of Engineers is conducting their foundation studies at
the damsites while no fisheries work is underway at the present time.
Without adeguate funding and sufficiently timed preconsiruction Phase I
studies to further assess and define the magnitude of impact from the
proposed construction activity and from operation of the facilities, a
final Environmental Impact Statement cannot be prepared and will result in
a delay of a construction decision. It is important to note that mitication
features have not yet been defined to offset anticipated impacts to fish
zr*d wildlife resources between the impoundment area and downstream from the
am site.
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1 hope that my comments and the enclosed draft on this Department's
1977-78 field progress report will assist you in evaluating this important
project. Please feel free to call me for any additional information.
There is the serious matter of funding to continue our pre-impoundmant
studies, and as a mesmber of the Environmental and Public Works Committee

. perhaps you could assist in this recard.

Ronald &. Skoog
Cormi<sioner

Enclosure

cc: Honorable Téd Stevens ”
Honorable Donald E. Young

bee: T. Trest
B. Andress

B. tocan N .~  : . . : ““ '
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In less than a decade, Alaska has earned a reputation
as America’s energy storehouse.
_ With the Trans-Alaska Pipeline delivering crude ol
from North America’s largest known petroleum reser-
voir, and with a route chosen for a natural gas pipeline
extending 4,800 miles to the midwest and west coast,
Alaska has become a crucial supplier of American-
produced petroleum. '

$ Senator Mike Gravel, D-Alaska, is
serving his second term in the U.S.
2 Senate. He is a member of the
3 Finance Commitiee, and chairman

of its subcommitiee on energy; he is
also a member of the Environment
and Public Works Committee, and
chairs its subcommitiee on water
resources.

Prudhoe Bay contains almost 30 percent of America’s
proven reserves of oil. And during the coming years, this
field will provide some 10 percent of the oil used per
annum in the United States.

Alaska’s huge coal reserves add to the “energy store-
house™ reputation. The U.S. Geological Survey has esti-
mated Alaska’s coal resources at over 130 billion short
tons. By comparison, demonstrated coal resources in the
lower 48 states total 437 billion short tons.

Important, however, as these resources are for the
nation, Alaska’s own energy future lies largely with yet
another energy source, one that is cleaner, more reliable
and ultimately cheaper than fossil fuels—hydroelectric
power. ' :

Alaska possesses hydroelectric potential in an abun-
dance as great as that of its fossil fuels. A third of the
freshwater runoff of the entire nation is found in Alaska,
and the Alaska Power Administration has estimated the
state’s hydroelectric potential at as much as 172 billion
kilowatt hours per year. Hydro-generated electricity in
the United States in 1975 totalled 304 billion kilowatt
hours.
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Hydroelectric power can be provided to most of Alas-
ka’s population, both in the high-demand “railbelt” area
which includes Anchorage and Fairbanks, and in the
smaller, isolated cities of southeast Alaska. Even where it
can’t provide power directly, as in the remote interior
villages, hydroelectric development can help lower elec-
tricity costs through a statewide power authority.

It is not surprising that, among all its energy riches,
Alaska should choose the one which constitutes a renew-
able resource. In fact, the choice can be seen as partofa
widespread preference for a renewable recourse econ-
omy in Alaska.
~~The effects of unplanned development in the Lower
and of the ever-increasing burning of fossil fuels,
have become well known while Alaska is still mostly
wilderness. Indeed, many Alaskans came north to escape
the worst of twentieth century growth and pollution.

Alaska’s opportunity to plan a different and better
future for itself is unprecedented. Three factors work to

- the state’s advantage: 1) a huge undeveloped land mass
that is soon to undergo extensive changes of ownership;
2) a politically active populace; and, 3) coincidental with
the land transfers, a massive infusion of cil dollars.

Wilderness Nature Of Alaska

The true wilderness nature of much of the state is not
appreciated by most who have not witnessed it. There
are, for example, less than 3,000 miles of paved highway
in all of Alaska’s 586,000 square miles. '

At present, the federal government owns more than 90
percent of this expanse of 365 million acres. But a great
redistribution of the land is imminent. Some 104 million
acres will pass to state ownership under the terms of the
Alaska Statehood Act, and 44 million more acres will go
into the private ownership of the Alaska Native corpora-
tions which were created by the Alaska Native Claims
Settlement Act.
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_~ These sudden extensive changes in land ownership

create a climate that is conducive to land use planning.
And in fact, a Joint Federal-State Land Use Planning
Commission already exists in Alaska. The Commission is
now dealing with proposals to redesignate as much as
half the remaining federally-owned acreage as parks,
forests and refuges.

But the life of the Commission could well be extended
beyond this task, and it could—and, I believe, should—act
as a statewide land use planner. No other state has had
this opportunity to put land use planning into effect vir-
tually from the beginning of land development.

The degree of participatory democracy in Alaska is.

also noteworthy. Alaskans as a group are well educated
and politically aware, and they are accustomed to mak-
ing their voices heard.

A recent case in point is the state’s Public Forum.
Under this program of meetings and polls, the state
government sought out Alaskans’ desires for the future.
Overwhelmingly, citizens identified the issue of growth
as a controversial one, and they said they preferred a
state economy based on renewable resources.

The final factor in making Alaska’s opportunity
unique is its sudden, near-overwhelming influx of money
_ from petroleum development. With the oil pipeline on-
Istream, Alaska can look forward to income approaching
* $1 billion per year from current oil production alone.
North Slope gas will add more when the gas pipeline isin
place. And several other areas of the state, both on- and
off-shore, are considered to be among the most prorms-
m° in the country for new oil discoveries.

Use Of Petroleum-Generated Income

It seems ironic that income from non-renewable
petroleum should provide the key to a renewable
resource future in Alaska—and even more iromnic insofar
as oil income can help make renewable energy, through
hydropower, a reality.

In fact, Alaskans’ insistence on turning their oil in-
- come into a self-renewing and self-sustaining economic
base is the product of a hard lesson that the state learned
in the first years of the North Slope bonanza.

After the discovery of oil at Prudhoe Bay, the state
conducted a sale of oil leases in 1969 which yielded $900
million. This represented a huge windfall, almost five
times the size of that year’s staie budget.

Alaska, which had never been able to afford the kinds
of social programs it needed, used much of the $§500
million to expand education, health care and public
works programs. All state programs, in fact, were ex-

- panded. But the lease money could not sustain these

' programs beyond a few years, and when the pipeline and
its income were delayed, the state found itself running a
$200 million yearly deficit.

The virtual disappearance of the S9OO rmlhon made a
deep impression on Alaskans, and they became commit-

ted to using future oil income to help build a self-
sustaining economic foundation based on renewable
resource industries.

State Permanent Fund

Voters in 1976 passed a constitutional amendment
creating a state Permanent Fund, an economic “nest
egg” built from oil income. At least 25 percent of the
income from oil and other non-renewable resources must
be set aside in the fund. The principal must be put in
income-producing investments, including loans to Alas-
ka industry. Interest may be spent or retained. State
officials have researched other such permanent funds in
Alberta, New Mexico, Kuwait and Venezuela—in addi-
tion to the Japan Development Bank—for guidance on
investment af the Alaska fund.

Income to the Alaska fund is estimated at $1.3 billion
by 1985 if only the 25 percent minimum is invested—or as
much as $5 billion if 100 percent were invested. In addi-
tion, the Alaska Renewable Resources Fund, established
by the state legislature in 1974, takes effect this July. Five
percent of the money Alaska collects from non-
renewable resources must be set aside in this fund to
develop renewable resource industries.

It is in this context, then, that Alaska is looking to its
hydroelectric potential as a renewable base for its energy
needs.

These 62-foot-high crude oil siorage tanks, shown here while still under
construction, are at the Valdez terminal for the trans Alaska pipeline.




Although not specifically designated as animal crossings, some elevated portions of the trans A laslca p:pe[me provide adequate clearance for ;.mssage of
large migrating or roaming animals. There are about 360 such sites along the 800-mile line.

In Southeast Alaska, 40 percent of electricity needs
already are met by hydro-power. But in Anchorage,
where demand is largest, natural gas is being burned to
generate power; and in Fairbanks, the basic fuel for
electricity is coal.

More than half the hydroelectric potential remaining
he U.S. is to be found in Alaska. Many potential sites
. in the southeast, and new small hydro developments
can be added to serve the small cities there. The most

dramatic hydro-power potential, however, is on the-

Susitna River about halfway between Anchorage and
Fairbanks.

This site has been referred to by environmentalists as
the best in the state for a large hydro project. The Susit-
na’s water is glacial, meaning there is no fish life to be
affected. The project would involve inundation of 2 mini-
mum amount of land and thus minimal interference with

wildlife, especially at the deep gorge called Devils Can- -

on.

g The project would involve constructing two dams, one
at Devils Canyon and one upriver from the canyon. The
combined capacity of the two dams would be 1,568
megawatts. Together, they would generate an average
6.91 billion kilowatt hours per year, which is more than
60 percent of the power needs projected for the railbelt
area. As in all hydroelectric projects, the estimated $1.5
billion cost for the Susitna project would be almost en-
tirely for the initial dam construction, leaving the power
thatis produced free from inflationary pressures.

Under the Alaska Hydroclectﬁc Power Development
Act, which passed Congress in 1976, a new method of
7" ‘ncing would be used to build the Susitna dams. In
¢nce, the state would pay the U.S. Corps of Engineers,
as contractors, through the sale of bonds~meaning that
unlike many large water projects, this one would be paid

16

for and owned by the same people who would benefit
fromit.

Phase I Activities—Susitna Dams

At present, the Corps is at the proposed sites conduct-
ing Phase I activities, which include complete design and
cost/benefit analyses as well as a final Environmental
Impact Statement. If these result in a go-ahead decision
for the project, the first dam could be on line by 1986 and
thesecond by 1990. . . i

Among those who were quxck to rccogmze ‘Alaska’s

‘great hydro-power potential was the late Senator Hubert

Humphrey, who said during a visit to the state 18 years
ago that hydro-power was “one of the greatest of all
Alaska resources—this power is a vital and essential
requirement for the development of Alaska as a whole,
and most of her resources.” I have proposed naming the
Susitna project for Senator Humphrey and the state
legislature is already acting on the proposal.

Alaskans are anxious to build an economy that will
enhance rather than degrade the environment of the
nation’s most spectacular state.

Reaching this and other objectives will be aided by the
great shifts in land ownership and land management in
Alaska which are creating a climate conducive to un-
precedented land use planning, and Alaskans can be
relied upon to participate vigorously in the planning
process.

As mentioned before, it is somewhat ironic that the
key to using these unusual assets and to avoiding the
mistakes that others have made is being given to Alas-
kans in the form of great infusions of money generated
from non-renewable oil. This money can be used to build
a capital infrastructure geared toward renewable
resource industries. And among the features of such an
infrastructure is an energy base of hydroelectric power. ®
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I just received your letter relative to my article
which avpeared in Catalvst mngazine and appreciate your
critique of my remarks on the Susitna dam project.

I particularly appreciated your synopsis of the
projected impact the hydroelectric facility may have
on the Susitna river fishery and the need for further

study of the situation before full construction can get
underway.

In that regard I wust be advised on three matters.
First, how much money is required to conduct the required
fishery impact study in the upper and lower Susitna

River drainages. Seccond, of the total amount of money

that is needed, what is the brecak down on amounts and
sources from wuichh it can be obtained?

? Speccifically,
how much can be made available for such a study from
ADF & G, how much can be counted on from #Hational rlarine
Fisheries Service, and finally how much must come from
the Corp of Engincers.

Third, what is the time frame involved in this type
of fishery impact study? Can you give me an idea of how
extensive this type of study is, what it entails and,

most importantly, how much time it will require?

if you can provide me answers to these questions at

earliest possible convanience, it will enable us to

do what we can to ensure the appropriate study of the impact
*

your

cores

@ ' X SFRYE OPPICE
5/‘ s an{cb ~Diafles &')cnafC AT ISE0
St

EGED WE[

. .
{(‘P



. i i o

. ALAERA ' g g(g é L/;

! INFuY OFFIUE
C’l‘t‘iicb &J)Q{Q ,-Q')C’rzafc ey PNTISS

7 WASHINGTIN, D.C 20510 R E E \\_7 E E
) HOV 6

107

October 11, 1978 B
lI )IL rkh .ni U) Y hoted r!.) \’iﬁ'.jll

Ron Skoog ‘
Commissioner ‘ T
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I just received your letter relative to my article
which avpeared in Catalyst magazine and appreciate your
i . .

critique of my remarks on the Susitna dam project.

I particularly appreciated your synopsis of the
' projected impact the hydroelectric facility may have
on the Susitna river fishery and the need for further

study of the situation before full construction can get
! underway.

ﬂ In that regard I must be advised on three matters.

\ First, how much money is required to conduct the required
fishery impact study in the upper and lower Susitna

| River drainages. Second, of the total amount of money

i that is needed, what is the break down on amounts and
sources from wuichh it can be obtained? Spcecifically,

how much can be made availatle for such a study from

ADF & G, how much can be counted on from tfational tlarine

Fisheries Service, and £finally how much must come from
\ the Corp of Engincers.

Third, what is the time frame involved in this type
, of fishery impact study? Can you give me an idea of how

extensive this type of study is, what it entails and,
most importantly, how much time it will require?

if you can provide me answers to these questions at
vour earliest possible convenience, it will enable us to
do what we can to ensure the appropriate study of the impact

»
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on the Susitna fishery is carried out while at the same
time ecnsuring that worlk on the Susitna project is not

unduly delayed.

, With best wishes.

Slnce*cly,
oy )
. L W
> o hlkc Gravel

MG:er

- P
e amts Mo nemamee
-

e W i s Y ¢ e —r -y — — .. —
Lt a— Y s, e dda i iy e -~ .. ety e ey TS TP L A

o
S ——, st e - - -



- United Statss Senat

December 14, 1978

The Honorable Mike Gravel RRRREIE A N
3

3121 Cirksen Senata GfTice Blde.
HWashington, 0.C. 20510

Re: Susiina Hydro Preoject
Dear Senator Gravel:
Thank you for your letter of Cctober 11 requesting further information on

the budgets required for fisheries investications relative ¢o the Susitna
Hydro Projsct. Although you requested informaticn related only to fish-

 eries, I vould 1ike to take this opoortunity to familiarize you with all of

“the biolecgical investications and inform you of our concarns regarding thesa

Tish and wildlife studies.

You asked: "How much money is required to conduct the recuired fishery
{mpact study in the Upper and Lowetr Susitna River drainacss?" Enclosed are
the pages of the June 1973 Phase I Plan of Study (POS) preparsd by the Corps
of Enginzers (nuu«Cthnt 1) uhich address all proposed biological investi-
gations. The information contzined in thesas pages outlines ths proposad
biological studies which should be a part of work performed to aid in the
determination of the Teasibility of this Susitna ilydro Project. Studies 2-2
through 3-7 are required to assess the impact of the proposad project on the
Susitna River's fisharies resources. Using the Corps projected cost the
fisheries portion of these studies would amount to $2,264,000. The Depart-
ment estimates that $5,128,0C0 would be required to adequataly periorm these
studies.

Secondly, you requestad: “Of the total amount of money that .is nesded, what
is the breakdovamt on amounts and sources frcm which it can be ottained?
Specifically how much can be made available Tor such a study Trom ADFEG, how
much can be counted on from Hational Harine Fishaeries Service, and i;rasly,
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eries, I would 1ike to take this opportunity to familiarize you with all of
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“how nuch must come/ from the Corps of Enginears?® The table in Afttzchoent 2
shows the Phasa I (budgets proposaed by the Corps (4.3 million dollars) and by
the Departeent (7.5%%i1lica dollars) and the differences betwezn the budoets
in dollars and percent. As you will note, there is a 3.5 million dollar
difference between the Coros and ADFAG budget preposals. A recaent letter to
Eric Yould, Executive Directeor of the Alaska Power Authority {(Attachment 3},
further expresses our concerns oF the inadequacy of funding for the Phase I
biological investications.

YNe belisve the money for the Phase I investications should coms from the
federal coverr=ent throucn the Corps of Engineers or through Stafe appro-
priations for the fulil term (46 months) of the proposed studies. Funding
tay be available this year if the Siate of Alaska appropriates btefiizen

7 and 8 millien dollars to initiate the Tirst year of Phase I studies.
However, there is no assurance that the remainder of the investigations will
e fundad.

This Depariment does not have the funds to divert into the study of the
Susitna Hydro Project. Oiversien of Federal Aid in HWildlife Restoration
{P-R) or Federal Aid in Fisheries Restoraticn (D-J) funds and projects to
study fish and wildlife iopacts would result in sport hunters and fishermen
subsidizing investigations of a project atfecting not only these user
groups but the brvad spectrum of the public. Also, all of the Cepartment's
— D-Jd and P-R Tunds are currently dedicated to ongoing studies.

- Tha third gquestien you asked: FUhat is the time frame {nvoived in this type
of fishery impact study?® is critical to our success in maintaining thas
fishery. As we statad in the attached letiler to the APA, we believe a
strong indication of the feasibiiity of this project with respect to fish
and wildlife can be stated i7 the propusad Phase I studies in the PGS are
carried out. Tnhere are efiactively three full field years possible in the
45 wonth Phase I time Trame. The time frames are basically laid out in the
enclosed biological investigations section of the POS (Attachment 1, pages
2239-352). All salmon species have in excess of two year life cycles and
certain studies, toc accommodata the investication of speciss with Tife
cycles up to Tive years, should be extended bsyond that three years to a
full fiva year time Trame. Earlier proposals by this Gepartment for tive
years of siudy would have cost ten million dollars. - Uatil the feasibility
{nvestications are cooplete and the potential {ish and wildlife immacis
identifizd, projecticn on time and cost of fish and wildlife mitication
studies are not preseatly possible.

-

alternatives 7vor providing the budgets Tor biological investicaticns must be
xplored. Ha seek your assistance in determining if the Susitna Hydro
Project is feasible Trom a bislogiczl standpoint. If the decisicn is made

I hope that the material enclosed, and our discussion will point out that
]
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to procesd with construction, we also sesk your assistance in sszeing that
the project is dene in a manner whicn mitigates fish and wildlife resourca
losses. Please contact this [epartment iT you need more information.

Sincerely,

Ronald O. Skeog
Cormissioner

Attachments {4)

cc: R. Logan
T. Trent
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