




To meet the first three objectives. the ADF&G/Susitna Hydro Aquatic Studies
Program was initially divided into three principal study units. each
assessing what was viewed as essentially unique aspects of the fisheries and
.associat~d habitat resources of the Susitna River basin. These three study
units were the Adult Anadromous Fish Studies (AA) program. the Resident and
Juvenile Anadromous Studies (RJ) program. and the Aquatic Habitat and
Instream Flow Studies (AR) program. Two additional support units were also
created. the Data Processing (DP) Unit and the Administrative Support Unit.
Another study unit. the ~econdary Task Coordination Support Unit. was later
added to the overall study program to meet increased data interpretation
demands of the APA and to review and edit other draft reports prepared by the
various APA Su Hydro private contractors.

Future Needs and New Objectives

The 1980-84 studies primarily addressed the data collection and pre-project
condition analyses which will be required by the department to provide a
basis for assessing impacts of the proposed hydroelectric development on
fisheries and habitat resources. W~th the completion of the upcoming year
(FY 86), approximately five years of data on the fishery resources and a
large number of studies on the habitat requirements of all species and
important life phases will have been obtained. This collection effort and
subsequent analysis reflects nearly $15 million dollars in expenditures.

. * .
With the completion of objectives 1-3 and 4 above. the re~aining two
objectives (5 and 6) remain to be implemented by the ADF&G to enable it to
meet its statutory requirements and enable the APA to complete the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) licensing process. Objectives 5 and 6
include the completion of the quantification of impacts of the proposed
hydroelectric project. the development of a departmental mitigation strategy
that addresses the impacts, and provide a monitoring program or enforcement
structure to all of the ADF&G to ensure the mitigation plan is implemented
and effective.

Specifically, the following activities will be. required to meet Obj ectives 5
and 6:

1. .- Completion of ongoing spring 1985 field studies that are of a
short-term nature (and associated reports).

2. Continue monitoring efforts to provide a long-term reference to
assess actual project impacts and mitigation success. Implement
any additional monitoring required to address site-specific
mitigation efforts.

*Objective 4 is currently being addressed by Harza Ebasco and its
subcontractors.
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3. Provide analytical summaries of the previously established data
base that can be used by resource group policy makers in the
regulatory process and that can be used by Alaska Power Authority
(APA) and its contractors in mitigation planning.

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

5. Develop a departmental policy through the
concerning the desired type of mitigation
recommended for implementation to the APA.

Habitat Division
activities to be

Problems with Current Organization in Meeting Future Needs

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

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

As the Susitna project becomes more visible during the FERC hearing process,
. .

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

In the development of mitigation plans with the FERC and negotiations of an
instream flow, it is essential that interpretation of the fish~ries resource
data from Susitna Aquatic Studies Team be consistent and completed in a
timely manner.
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Therefore, the reorganization plan discussed below would integrate the
expertise within the ADF&G Susitna Aquatic Studies Team into the department
and resolve these deficiencies.

The proposed reorganiz'ation also ensures that the analytical capabilities
that the APA requires to interpret Susitna Aquatic Studies and related
fishery and habitat data. remain available through the settlement process and
FERC licensing hearings.

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

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

II. Proposed Reorganization

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

The reorganization both redistributes and divides the existing Aquatic
Habitat and Instream Flow (AH). Adult Anadromous (AA). and Resident and
Juvenile Anadromous (RJ) projects and the administration and data processing
into components: .

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

2) an analytical and technical support progr~.

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

The current Susitna Aquatic Studies Program Coordinator pos~t~on (FE IV) will
supervise the first two program components. Sufficient administrative staff
will provide personnel and administrative support to these programs. These
two progr~s would be administered under the Division of Commercial
Fisheries, Region II Supervisor with indirect supervision by the Division of
Sport Fish, Region II Supervisor. ..
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The field monitoring program of component one will complete ongoing field
tasks started in FY as, complete short-term studies and monitoring
activities, and initiate a long-term monitoring program. The long-term and
short-term monitoring programs of component one will be administered by two
Sport Fish FB III level proj ect leaders. Both programs within the first
component will be assisted by eight of the FB II's currently within the
eXisting three AR, RJ, and AA projects. General analytical support for these
activities will be provided by the second program component.

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

This second program component will provide data summaries of fish population
data and reports and instream flow data that will be usable by regional
policy makers and A'£A cons.ultants. Finally, they will assist in providing
the general analytical assistance and data base management to the first
program component.

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

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

Description of Change in Administrative Scructure

The following is a summary of permanent personnel distribution in the
proposed restructuring. The specific assignments of FB nt,s may change whe.n
a final program is developed. No layoff ·situation. for FB II t s is anticipated
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uncil che spring of 1986. Spore Fish and Commercial Fish pen's are
designaced as such. buc may be reclassified or reassigned in che final plan.
Although personnel availability. fucure plans. and individual skills are
considered in this reorganization. individuals are not specifically assigned
to any of the positions outlined.

'".
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PERSONNEL

(Permanent Staff Only)

Administration--(Program Coordination)

*SF FB IV - Program Coordinator

Support Services

SF Administrative Assistant I
SF Clerk Typist II (temporary)
SF Accounting Clerk II
SF Clerk Typist III

I. Field Monitoring and Studies Group (Component One)

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

Coordination and subproject supervision

1 SF FB III (temporary) Group Leader and Coordinator
2 SF FB II
1 CF FB II

*This position will be transferred to the Division of Commercial Fisheries
and will be directed by the Division of Commercial Fisheries Regior. II
Regional Supervisor.
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Long Term Studies .

Coordination and subproject supervision

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

Support Services for Long and Short Term Studies

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

II. Analytical Study Group (Component Two)

1 SF Biometrician II Group Leader*

3 SF FB II's

Data Processing Support Staff**

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

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

1 SF FB III Group Leader and Coordinator
2 SF FB II's
1 SF Clerk/Typist II

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

Biometrician III.
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III. Time Schedule for Reorganization

Components One and Two are scheduled for implementation on July 1, 1985 and
Component Three by July 1, 1985. Deliverables for each group and a due date
will be -established in the RSA with the Alaska Power Authority. This will
also include a distribution of seasonal personneL It is anticipated that
the analytical and evaluation group be funded from APA RSA funds during FY 86
and will continue past that time if required by the ongoing regulatory
process. The short term monitoring studies and continuation studies will not
be extended beyond FY 86.unless mutually agreed upon by APA and ADF&G. The
long term monitoring studies will be continued throughout the development of
the project.
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ATTACHMENT A
EXISTING AOF&G SU HYDRO TABLES OF ORGANIZATION



Fy'a5

DIRECTOR OF SPORT FISH DIVISION (SF)
• • •

§U HYDRO AQUATIC STUDIES COORDINATOR
fiSHERY BIOLOGIST IV· PCN 4188

SF BIOMETRICS
BIOMETRICIAN III.

I
I
I
I
I

SF REGION II SUPERVISOR

I
RESEARCH COORDINATOR
. fB IV

IL.. _

DIRECTOR OF COMMERCIAL FISH DIVISION (Cf)

I
Cf REGION II SUPERVISORI .

I
I

-. -1

DATA PROCESS~G AND
CARTOGRAPHY SUPPORT----------------11 ASSISTANT AQUATIC STUDIES

PROJECT LEAQEB COOROINATOB_
BIOMETRICIAN II- PCN 4187 fiSHERY BIOLOGIST III· PCN 4220

f

(a .. DATA PROCESSING Tobl. 01 OtlonlJolloII)

RESIDENT f1 JUVENILE
ANADROMOUS (RJ)
PROJECT LEADER

fiSHERY BIOLOGIST III
PCN 4194

•

AQUATIC HABITAT 8
INSTREAM FLOW (AH)

pROJECT LEAPEB
fiSHERY BIOLOGIST III

PCN 4192
••

ADULT ANADROMOUS ADMINISTRATIVE
(AA) ASSISTANT I

pROJECT LEADER PCN 4233
fiSHERY BIOLOGIST III I

PCN 1721
••• -----~-------_£

MAINTENANt
MECHANIC 0

PCN 4189

I
MAINTENANC
MECHANIC {

PCN 418~

" - - - INDIRECT SUPERVISION
• SEE RJ TABLE Of ORGANIZA nON

•• SEE AH TABLE Of ORGANIZATION
••• SEE AA TABLE Of ORGANIZATION



DATA PROCESSING SUPPORT. UNIT

AND
CARTOGRAPHIC SERVICE§

TABLE Of ORGANIZATION
FY 86

PROJECT LEADER
BIOMETRICI~N 11- peN 4187

I
fiSHERY BIOLOGIS'

SEASONAL
(borrow.d from Su­

Hydro fI.ld prOGram.
AA.RJ.AHI

DATA ENTRY AN
VERifiCATION

DATA ENTRY AND
MEDIA CONTROL

DATA PROCESSING CI.ERK II
PCN 4191

ANALYST I
PROGRAMMER III

PCN 4229
ANALYST I

PROGRAMMER III
PCN 4193

fl SHE RY BIOLOGIST I
PCN 1834

fiELD ELEMENT DATA PROCESSING DATA ANALYSIS
L1ASON AND PROGRAMMING AND PROGRAMMING

QUALI TY CONTROL SUPERVISION

CAR TOGR APHIC
SERVICES

CARTOGRAPHER II
• PCN 4190



~R__ES......I....D......E.....N.....T_a~JVYENILE ANADROMOU~

TABLE ~ ~~R8~ANIZATION

PROJECT LEAOE~

fiSHERY BIOLOGIST III • PCN 4194

I
§UBPROJECT SUPERVISION SECTION

DATA ANALYSIS COORDINATOR
fiSHERY BIOLOGIST ..

PCN 4198

STUDY DESIGN COORDINATOR ASSISTANT PROJECT LEADER
fiSHERY BIOLOGIST" . fiSHERY BIOLOGIST II

PCN 4181 PCN 4204

. . . I . I
.4AINSTEMOUTMIGRANT STUDIES

(TK-DC)

SUBPROJECT LEADER
FISHERY BIOLOGIST II

PCN 420Q
SUBPROJECT LEADER
fiSHERY BIOLOGIST II

peN 4201

CREW
fiSH.
PCN

(3) fiSH
PCN'

WINTER STUDIES Of
RESIDENT a JUVENILE

ANADROMOUS fiSH

I JUVE
RESIDENT fiSH ANADRI

(CI - DC) fiSH (

SUBPROJECT LEADER SUBPROJE(
fiSHERY BIOLOGIST II fiSHERY 131

PCN 4201 PCN ,

I
TALKEETNA ~

(Radio Talamalry) (Cold e
I

fiSH. BIO. I
PCN 1769

FISH. BIO.I
PCN 4199

SUNSHINE TALKEETti~

(JAHS) (JAHS/RES)

I I
CREW LEADER FISH.BIO.I

fiSH. BIO. I PCN 1769
PCN 420'

I

LOWER RIVER RESIDENT
a JUVENILE fiSH
STUDIES (CI - TK)

QESHKA
(JAHS)

I
CREW LEADER

FISH. BIO.I
PCN ·421~

I
'FISH. BIO. I

. PCN 4216

INRIAN RIVER
(Cold Branding)

I
fiSH. BIO. I
PCN 4212

SUBPROJECT LEADER
fiSHERY BIOLOGIST II

PCN 420~

TRIBUTARY OUTMIGRANT
a MAINSTEM REARING

(TK-DC)

fLATHOftti
(Oulmlgronl Tropa)

I
CREW LEADER

fiSH. 1310. I

peN r02
(2) fiSH TECH ..

PCN 4256
42'1

MAINSTEM OUTMIGRANT
STUDIES (CI- TK)

SUBPROJECT LEADER
fiSHERY BIOL.OGIST II

PCN 4206

gOLD 'CREEtS
(Codad Wira Tog)

I
(4) fiSH TECH II

PCN 4240
4241
4242
4243

fiSH TECH ..
PCN 4238

I

lALKEETNA
Oulmigronl Trap&)

I
CREW LEADER
'fiSH TEC H II

PCNI790

I

FISH TECH ...
PCN 4239

FISH
PCN

DC & DEVil CANYON
TK & TALKEETNA
,... _ ,..""~ •••• roo_



AQUATIC HABITAT ANO'G'W'INSTREAM FLOW STUDIES
TABLE OF ORGANIZATION

FY 85

PROJECT LEADER
fiSHERY BIOLOGIST III - PCN 4192

I ASSISTANT PROJECT LEADER
fiSHERY BIOLOGIST II- PCN 4211

fiSHERY 810LOGIST U- PCN 4196 fiSHERY BIOLOGIST II -PCN 419~

SUBPROJECT LEADER

fiSHERY 810l0GIST II· PCN 4207·

SUBPROJECT LEADER ~UBPROJECT LEADER SUBPROJECT LEA

fiSHERY BIOLOGIST II·

(2) fiSH. BIO. I fiSH. BIO. U
PCN 4149 PCN 4230

1766 (borrowed)

PROJECT
SUPPORT

(2) fiSH. 810.1
PCN 4244

4240

FISH TECH III
PCN 167~ (borrowed)

LOWER
RIVER

MODELLING

(2) fiSH. BIO. I
PCN 4202

4231

MIDDLE
RIVER

MODELLING

un fiSH. BIO.I
PCN 4209

4210
4181
4186
1369 (borrowed)

I
fiSH TECH II
PCN KO~8A (temp.)

PHYSICAL
DATA

COLLECTION

(6) fiSH. BIO. 1
PCN 4126

4213
4217
4214
4116
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I
(2) fiSH TECH 11

PCN 1~36 (borrowed)
1370 (borrowed)

INCUBATION
REPORT

PASSAGE
VALIDATION

fOOD
AVAILABILITY

STUDY

(2) fiSH. 810. I
PCN 4180

4101

"

• peN 4207 ALSO SERVES AS THE ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY SUf
TASK llASON a IS SUPPORTED BY peN 4230.
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TABLE ORGANIZATION
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COORDINATOR
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I
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0:-1 II- PCN 163~

FT II - PCN honsler
J:'T.I n ......... a ~.
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May 12, 1981

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

tile () z. - T ..~l -;!";:G-1.(.

JAYS ~M~~;;'/

, '-K8LH

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

To be fair to the preparers of the Mid Report, we have looked at the
total text of the Task 7 environmental studies, pages 7-1 through 7-9 of
that report. The overall discussion of the environmental implications
on fisheries (p. 7-1 to 7-2), Wildlife (p. 7-2 to 7-5), land use analysis
(p. 7-5), cultural resources (p. 7-5), recreation planning (p. 7-5), and
plant ecology (p. 7-6) presents a generally even-handed presentation of
the issues. There are some points, however, which require clarification
pertaining to our evaluation of the environmental section.

p. 7-1 para. 3

The Alaska Power Authority states:

"The 30 month feasibility study currently underway (identified as Phase
I) will provide sufficient data for a license application to the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC). However, it will not provide all
the data ultimately needed, because the study period is too short to
observe a substantially complete life cycle of certain species. Also,
Phase I develops only preliminary mitigation measures. Accordingly,
Phase II is planned to run concurrent with the FERC license application
processing. Phase II studies will continue field investigations initiated
during Phase I and will fully develop mitigation plans. During the FERC
license processing, results of these Phase II studies will be integrated
into the original license application. The amplified application will
then form the basis for license approval or disapproval by FERC. The
investigations comprising the Phase I program include fisheries, wildlife,
plant ecology, land use analysis, cultural resources, recreation planning
and socio-economic analysis."

With respect to the above statements, I would like to reiterate a comment
made to you by my office in a letter on Harch 19, 1981. This COllJnent is
as follows:



Mr. Jeff Weltzin 2 May 12, 1981

"The Department has some difference of op~nl0n with the APA regarding
total adequacy of the Phase I information which will be submitted
to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) to initiate the
license application process in 1982 (refer also to the ADF&G
October 1979 Plan of Study). However, APA has indicated their
committment to the continuation of the aquatic studies into Phase
II to continue answering these impact issues. In the end, the
determination as to the adequacy of the data at the time of the
preliminary license submission is essentially the FERC's to make.
Our difference with the APA concerns the ability of their consultant
group to evaluate the potential project impacts with basically one
year's data on fisheries. FERC may, however, find that the data
and preliminary evaluations given to that agency are sufficient to
begin the licensing and EIS development process provided that the
APA and the Acres American and TES consultant groups provide a
strong qualification of unresolved issues, and a plan and budget
for continuing aquatic studies to assess the substance of these
issues before the final decision to approve or disapprove the
project is made."

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

I understand that some statements made in presentations to special
interest groups by APA representatives have construed that the feasi­
bility study process will terminate in April 1982, and that sufficient
information will be available at that time to make a decision to construct
the project. For example, in the Mid Report it is stated in the letter
to Governor Hammond signed by the APA Board of Directors that, "While
the Board is confident in making this recommendation to continue the
feasibility studies, our conclusions regarding project feasibility will
not be reached until April 1982." (Emphasis added)

This Department believes the above statement reflects a contradictory
and misleading representation of the Phase I and Phase II processes. A
consistent definition of the process to pUblic, special interest groups,
agencies, individuals, and project contractortsneeds to be understood
by everyone~

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

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

"It must be firmly stated that insufficient data exists as of the date
of this report to definitively predict the overall impact of the Susitna
Basin development. From that inability follows a corresponding inability
to judge the acceptability or lack thereof of the probable impact.2Y
"2/ Thes~ conclusions are based on discussions with members of the-Acres
study team (p. 7-9)."

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

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

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

The remainder of the conclusions section cites certain impressions and
interpretations. The Department hopes that the conjecture expressed:
"~~ether positive or negative the overall change in the Cook Inlet
salmon fishery will probably be slight}tI ~~~~~~.

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

Cumulative indirect impacts from a hydroelectric project may have 4

substantial affect on total fisheries production. Impacts on the fisheries
populations of the important spawning tributaries may be very direct, if
the juveniles rear for a significant portion of the year in the mainstem
Susitna River. Preliminary data collected by the ADF&G Su Hydro Aquatic
studies team from January 1981 to the present shows, for example, that

•



Hr. Jeff Weltzin 4 Hay 12, 1981

juvenile chinook salmon are distributed in the mainstem, sloughs and
side channels from the vicinity of Alexander Creek on the Susitna just
above the mouth of the Susitna River on Cook Inlet to Portage Creek the
last tributary on the mains tern just below the Devil Canyon site.

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

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

SP~ojectl· \~.v) L .~~ t~&1/1Ij v-c.1'iV.
1llC~:kcf) jf tI fA I I' l'

RonaMt o. SkUg
Commissioner
(907) 465-4100
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VII. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

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

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

The 30 month feasibility study currently unden/ay (identified as Phase
I) will provide sufficient data for a license application to the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC). However, it will not provide all
the data ultimately needed, because the study period is too short to
observe a substantially complete life cycle of certain species. Also,
Phase I develops only preliminary mitigation measures. Accordingly,
Phase II is planned to run concurrent with the FERC license application
processing. Phase II studies will continue field investigations initiated
during Phase I and will fully develop mitigation plans. During the FERC
license processing, results of these Phase II studies will be integrated
into the original license application. The amplified application will
then form the basis for license approval or ~isapproval by FERC. The
investigations comprising the Phase I program include fisheries, wildlife,
plant ecology, land use analysis, cultural resources, recreation planning
and socio-economic analysis.

The literature search provided a base line for predicting some probable
effC'cts of developing the Susitna Basin. That literature survey suggested
that while there might be both gains and losses from the environmental
viewpoint, none were of sufficiently major or irretrievable effect as to
unequivocally rule out the project concept. New field data being collected
are tending to reinforce the initial literature suggestions. Conclusions
evolving frolll the first year of field investigations will not be available
IIlllil Avril/May 1981. Ilowever, indications and tentative expectations
are emerging. They are discussed below} together with expanded details
of the various areas of investigation.l

FISHERIES

Although it is generally known that the Susitna River has heavy anadromous
runs, relatively little is known about the contribution of the Susitna
Basin_to the total Cook Inlet fisheries-,-the capacity of the basin to rear
fish, or the distribution of fish by species and season. The initial
objective of the fisheries studies is, via field surveys, to answer these
points. The principal field investigator (the Alaska Department of Fish
,lIlel GillllP) i<; ,onrillcting on pxt('n~,ive proOrillll of sampling. mopping and
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assesslJlent to detenlline the relative abundance and distribution of adult
anadromous fish populations within the Susitna drainage, determine the
distribution and abundance of selected juvenile anadromous fish popula­
tions, and delineate the seasonal habitat requirements of the anadromous
and the resident fish species.during each stage of their life histories. A
related outcome of the field investigations will be an assessment of the
economic, recreational, social and aesthetic values of the existing resi­
dent and anadromous fish stocks and habitat. These investigations are
directed at the entire basin, from the Tyone River confluence down into the
Cook Inlet. Hydroelectric development of the Susitna River will change the
nature of the river below the dam sites. The normal flow regime will
change from the present flow pattern of high flows in the summer and very
low flows in the winter to a more or less uniform discharge below Devil
Canyon dam. Also, the sedimentation characteristics, temperature and
chemical halance of the river might be affected. Extensive hydrologic
investigdtions are presently underway to assess present river conditions
and to predict conditions after development. These predictions will then
be integrated with data from the fish studies to provide an impact assess­
ment on fisheries.

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

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

It is suspected that resident fish species in the upper reaches of the
Sus1tna are very limited. The creation of an extensive reservoir behind
Devil Canyon dam suggests that resident fish populations might be developed
through increasing existing species or introduction of new species. How­
ever, the annual draw down cycle of the Watana reservoir will be suffi­
ciently great to preclude any meaningful resident population there. Much
more work needs to be done before these points can be answered.

WILDLIFE

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

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

Wildlife Studies: Caribou

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

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

Development of access roads, air fields, and transmission lines may
prove disruptive to caribou moveQents and general welfare. Particular
concern should be directed to minimizing disturbance of the animals on
their traditional calving grounds in the Talkeetna Hills and Oshetna/~

Kosina hills, which lie just south and north of the Watana impoundment.
Improved access by hunters would permit increased hunting of the
caribou.

1)j';lxihution ilne! 1ll0VCIllcnt studies ilnd habitat selection studies will
conlinue through Ph.lse I with routine monitoring of radio-collared
c<.11·ibotl.

Wildlife Studies: Moose

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

In the lower Susitna valley 10 moose were collared and their movements
traced. Some lived all year close to the river, while others migrated
seasonally to adjoining uplands. Willow, cottonwood, rose, and highbrush
cranberry were preferred browse foods. An important issue to be
further studied is the possible effect on these forage species of
changes in river discharge and channel meandering.

Wildlife Studies: Gall Sheep

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

Wildlife Studies: Black and Brown Bears-- ---

Studies are being conducted to determine the distribution and abundance
of black and brown bears in the vicinity of the proposed impoundment
areas, seasonal ranges, including denning areas, and movement patterns
of bears. In 1980, 27 black bears and 27 brown bears were captured and
lIlarked using helicopter darting techniques. Adults were radio-collared
and their movements traced. Brown bears uti~ize the proposed impoundment
areas in spring but spend summer and autumn at higher elevations; they
also den at these upper sites. Black bears drop down in late autumn
to select dens near the river at elevations that will be inundated.
All summer they frequent the timbered slopes which will be close to
the level of flooding. This species probably will be more severely
affected by the hydro-development than the brown bear. However, both
species are abundant at present and probably- will still be present i~

~oodly numbers after development. -

Wildlife Studies: Wolf, Wolverine

Five wolf packs were identified in the study area and 23 wolves were
captured and fitted with radio collars to trace movements. The average
C;;7C of (1 pack's territory was 450 sq. mL (212 to 821). The five
packs conslituted at least 40 animals in spring 1980. By fall, the
pdcks had increased to 77 wolves. Moose were the principal prey
(52X), with caribou second (38%). Each pack made a kill about every
fourth day. The most important potential impact of-the Susitna hydro~

electric project on wolves would relate to reductions in numbers of
prey.
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Four wolverines were radio-collared and 86 radio locations were obtained
in 1980. Home ranges were large, as would be suspected (100 to 150
sq. mi. for males, 33 sq. mi. for a female). Wolverines prey largely
on rodents, hares, and an occasional caribou calf. They seem to be
somewhat intolerant of human disturbance but probably would be little
affected by hydrodevelopment.

LAND USE ANALYSIS

Lund use analysis studies are being conducted by the University of
Alaska, Fairbanks. Primary objectives are to evaluate past, present,
and future land use trends, describe present and future resource
management programs and identify the major changes in land use that
could result from the hydroelectric development of the Susitna Basin.
Investigative tools have included inventories, review of resource
management planning done to date, and assessment of present land use
legal constraints such as the recently passed 0-2 bill.

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

CULTURAL RESOURCES

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

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

RECREATION PLANNING

In addition to assessing the recreational aspects as part of the
wildlife, land use and socioeconomic feasibility study subtasks, the
principal investigator (University of Alaska, Fairbanks) is coordinating
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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
oojectlves of this plan are to provide the most socially acceptable
and desirable mix of public recreation opportunities in concert with
conservation and preservation objectives.

Considerations include the degree of access generally desired, extra­
polating therefrom the amount of utilization of project lands that
would result, balancing that degree of utilization against the capa­
bility of the project lands to support it and to identify and incorporate
unique natural features, recreational opportunities or other unusual
characteristics. Techniques used include inventorying, crossfeeding
from other feasibility study subtasks, consultation with management
agencies at all governmental levels, and seeking public input on the
various alternative recreation concepts.

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

PLANT ECOLOGY

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

To date, vegetation types and dispersal have been roughly categorized.
Principle vegetation types in the area of inundation are closed mixed
conifer and deciduous forest, closed and open conifer forest, tall
stlrubland and op~n and closed shrubland.losses of vegetation/habitat
in the drea of proposed haul roads and borrow areas will probably
consist largely of low shrubland and mat-and cushion tundra. It
appears that no biologically important types will be lost. Assessment
of the impact of loss of habitat remains to be made.

CONCLUSIONS

It JIIust be finnly stated that insufficient data exists as of the date
of this report to definitively predict the overall impact of the
Susitna Basin development. From that inability follows a corresponding
inability to judge the acceptability or lack thereof of the probable
impact. 27 The Susitna project will result in a change in stream flow,
but there is as much evidence to indicate that these alterations would
create a positive overall fisheries impact as there is to suggest the
opposite. Whether positive or negative the overall change in the Cook
Inlet salilion fishery will probably be slight. Although the Susitna
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may be a major salmon producer for the Cook Inlet the major Susitna
contributions are expected to come from tributaries such as the Yentna,
Kashwitna, Willow, Deshka, etc. - none of which are affected directly
by Susitna development. Some questions for which there is totally
inadequate data to even speculate on impacts are - what is the importance
of the mainstem Susitna for winter rearing and how important for
spawning and rearing are the sloughs and side channels? These questions
are being addressed in the Phase I studies. It may be worth noting
that some of the aspects of other hydro projects which have created
significant impacts on fisheries are not inherent to Susitna. For
instance:

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

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

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

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

"
.!

j

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

There will, of course, be a reduction in wildlife habitat resulting
from inundation. The magnitude of this reduction is a key question
which cannot be quantified until more data is available. However, the
basin's most sensitive moose, caribou and furbearer areas are upstream
of the Watana reservoir area.

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

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

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

!!

. 2/-

The discussions of fisheries and wildlife were provided by Dr.
Starker Leopold, member of the Susitna External Review Panel. Dr.
Leopold based his presentation on his previous knowledge of the
project area on interviews with study team members and on the first
set of annual reports from the environmental study team. The sections
on Land Use, Cultural Resources, Recreation Planning and Plant Ecology
were summarized from Subtask 11.01 - Project Overview, Second draft,
Acres American Incorporated, February 11, 1981, pages 10-4 through 1­
25 .

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

I

I
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JAY S. HAMMOND, Co'unor

~ST'£s

March 19, 1981

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

Dear Mr. Weltzin:

Your letter of February 12 poses several questions regarding the posi­
tion of the Department of Fish and Game on enhancement of salmon fisheries
in the upper Susitna River drainage. This Department is aware of the
interest in salmon enhancement connected with this project and our view
is presented hereafter in response to your questions.

1. lfnat is p~F&G's position regarding evaluation of upper Susitna
salmon enhancement within the context of the Susitna s-tudies?

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

and wildlife resources and habitat that sustains them.

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

~~wildlife resources in another location.

~ .



Mr. Jeff Weltzin -2- t·jarch 20, 1981

Our position is, "therefore, that the Department would review enhancement
as a possible mitigation measure for offsetting a substantial project
impact on natural stocks of fish during Phase II of the studies. The
Department will not request the Alaska Power Authority to address, en­
hancement based on the conjecture that a viable enhancement project
without the hydro project is possible in the upper Susitna Basin.
Attempting to establish salmon runs with or without the hydropower
project in the upper Susitna basin is a complex issue to evaluate in
itself, and may involve possible environmental impacts on naturally
occurring resident stocks which mayor may not be acceptable. The study
of the introductions of salmon for enhancement purposes in the upper
drainage is inadvisable at this time, in our opinion, unless the Alaska
Power Authority adopts a policy or position by which they co~~it to
enhancement studies, ~ld thereafter, commit to not only mitigation at

-parity of possible natural fish stock impacts, but also to enhancement
of fishery stocks above existing production levels.

2. How would ~~F&G address upper Susitna sa~~on enhancement?

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

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

J. Is there adeqvflte funding in the Fish Ecology studies budget to
give proper evalvfltion to potential and feasibility of salmon
enr~cement within the phase one time frame on the Susitna Studies?

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

~~~~~as. outlined_in the_June_30 ,,1980 RSA.~he Department has some _difference"·.~=~~~~~
of opinion with the APA regarding total adequacy of the Phase I information
which will be submitted to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(FERC) to initiate the license application process in 1982 (refer also
to the ADF&G October 1980 Plan of Study). However, APA has indicated
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their committment to the continuation of the aquatic studies into Phase
II to continue answering these impact issues. In the end, the determina­
tion as to the adequacy of the data at the time of the preliminary
license submission is essentially the FERC's to make. Our difference
with the APA concerns the ability of their consultant group to evaluate
the potential project impacts with basically one year's data on fisheries.
FERC may, however, find that the data and preliminary evaluations given
to that agency are sufficient to begin the licensing and EIS development
processes provided that the APA and the Acres American and TES consultant
groups provide a strong qualification of unresolved issues, and a plan
and budget for continuing aquatic studies to assess the substance of
these issues before the final decision to approve or disapprove the
project is made.

4. If adeqv.a-te funding for study of upper Susima salmon enh..ancement
is not available in the existi?1..g Fish Ecology studies" do you plan
to seek the necessary funding this session?

The Department does not plan to seek funding this session to specifically
provide for enhancement studies in the upper Susitna basin. Most of
the work being conducted under our existing program would be basic to
initial studies required for determining enhancement potential of the
upper basin, however. .

5. Does ADF&G consider study of upper Susitna salmoneniuz"';cement to
fall vr~er its legal mandate to ma?1.age" protect" maintain" erJwnce"
and extend the fish and game of Alaska?

Certainly, this is a part of our legal mandate, but functionally the
resolution of enhancement potential in the upper Susitna basin is not
the APA's responsibility to fund and support. The separate regional
planning process in the Cook Inlet on the rehabilitation and enhancement
of salmon fisheries, being conducted by ClAA and the management elements
of the Department's fisheries divisions, is the mechanism by which
consideration of enhancement would be scheduled, prioritized, and evaluated.

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

Sincerely, .

~d/:dd£!
Ronald O. Skoog
Commissioner
(907) 465-4100

.

- _. .. cc:~D~~Wozniak,
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Harch 9, 1981

Ed,,-crd I\eed
Terrestrial Envirolli~ental Specialists, Inc.
RD. 1, Box 388
Phoenix, Arizona 13135

Dear Ed:

As you know, I have had concerns about the overall study approach of the
Susitna Project since its inception. In particular, I have been
concerned about compatibility of big game and plant ecology studies. In
correspondence and meetings between October 1979 and January 1980, we
discussed this issue at length.' Some modifications were made in the
plant ecology studies, but it appeared that available photography would
not permit the desired level of resolution in vegetation maps. Since we
appeared stuck with that situation for Phase I, I decided to wait until
Dr. Taber was appointed and the first vegetation maps were available for
review.

At our first meeting in December 1980, Dr. Taber shared our reservations
that it might be difficult to relate the vegetation maps to our animal
location Gata in a way that would indicate habitat selectivity. We
examined a n~T.ber of alternatives and decided to attempt a scheme where
we would classify habitat at random points using the same methods we use
at animal locations. This would allow us to assess the availability of
various habitat characteristics to the animal. This scheme was beyo~d

the scope of our original studies, but we felt it was important enough
to at least test the procedure during Phase I.

Last week we reviewed this scheme for the third time and took a closer
look at the 1:24,000 scale vegetation maps. We reluctantlyc6ncluded
that there were major problems with both approaches. The m~in problem
is that both the maps and our aerial classifications tend to focus on
overstory, yet understory is probably more important to the animals. At
certain times, particularly in fall, we can classify some understory
from the ai~ but at other times we can do no b~tter than the maps. Some
habitat/animal relationships will be obvious even with crude maps, but
there is a vast area of medium density spruce that appears to have a
heterogeneQus understory. We believe that a different approach is
needed to determine habitat selectivity in such areas.
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I strongly reC0;[::Tlend that a determined effort be JTlade to design Fh3se II
studies that will effectively deal with the problem. Substantial
expertise in ungulate/habitat relationships exists, some of it in
Alaska. I feel we should enlist the aid of these individuals in the
design effort. Otherwise, we are likely to waste time and money on a
half baked assessment. The timing of Phase II proposals is not clear to
me, but I recommend that you start the design process over the next
month or so to allow rnaxi::;JUlll time for thoughtful input.

In the meantime, we will continue to collect data in a maDDer that will
permit a simple assessment of animal use of geographic areas. we will
continue to classify vegetation and other enviror~ental parameters at
all of our animal locations. ~~en the 1:63,360 vegetation maps are
available, we will test the compatihility of the maps with our aerial
classifications.

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

Sincerely,

~
Karl B. Schneider
Research Coordinator
Division of Game

cc: Kevin Young, Acres
Richard Taber, U. of w.
Robert Mohn, APA
Tom Trent, ADF&G
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· . Juneau - A hydroelectric dam
\ proposed to be built on the Stikine
· River by a British Columbia firm is

nOl warranted and "probably should
not be buill," Alaska's govell)or said
Tuesday. . . ' "
~, "I don't think it's an appropriate,
project. I dop't think W's warranted.
ldon't think it's cost effective. I
don't think it's viable and 1 think it
probably should not be built," Gov.
Jay Hap1mond said. :,'

Hammond also Said he 'was as-
sured recently by British Columbia
Premier William Bennett that' the

'. hydroelectric project proposed by
B.C: Hydro probably would not be
built. . ' \

According to Hammond,' Bennett
said "you can go home and tel)' the
people there won't be a nickel spent
to construct that project during my
term in office." ~. .

,RC. Hydro has been conductmg
I field studies on the Stikine and lsku!

{ I rivers' since 1978, and considering
construction of five dams, two on the
Stikine about 140 to 160' miles up­
stream'frem the_U.S.-Canada border
and three on the" Iskut River, 11

major Stikine tributary, 'about 50
miles from the border. '

The rivers flow from'BrltishCO:
lumbia' into Southeast Alaska near

, Wrangell and Petersburg. • '; ,
, The proposed dams have spurred .

some opposition in Canada, and alSo '
in Southeast AI?ska, wher~ fisher-':
men are concerned the dams could "
harm downstream king, coho and
sockeye salmon runs:
. State Department of Fish and,
Game officials have warned that
changes in stream flows even far
above the salmon spawning beds '.
could do significant Cia.mage. '

Hammond. said that an.....·earlier
statement he made about tile hy- '
droeJectric project may have''been
misinterpreted. Following a meeting

'with BennEtt in Whitehorse in late
January, Hammond announced tJiat
some of his fears about the dams had
been alleviatea:<' .,;f.;, :c.'c; 1 ;';'......~:.

. '. ' But Hammond ~i(iTuesday ~th~' ,
.•-::: reason his concerns were put to rest .'
.' -' was'. that 'he waS conviiiced oy'.con-::;

versatkm.L..w:itb, -Bennett 'that the
project woUld not be built. "0~'~:~."!':' .....__•·'·'~r·~<;,; /0~;r"=:
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EPARTllENT OF FISH AND GAME

~F&F~ @~ &~&~~&

Dear Mr. Yould:

September 28, 1979

In accordance with the request in your letter of August 28, the Department
of Fish and Game has reviewe9 the plans of study prepared by Harza
Engineering, res-American Inc., and International Engineering Inc. to
evaluate theSUtT1 ~ vironmental studies they propose. The
emphasis of our review focused on those programs and interdisciplinary
tasks related to determining project feasibility and impacts with respect
to fish and wildlife. We appreciate the opportunity to make this Department1s
recommendations with regard to the selection of a private sector consultant
to conduct the Susitna Hydro engineering and environmental feasibility
studies and to advise you of related issues.

Mr. Eric Yould, Director
Alaska Power Authority
333 W. 4th Avenue
Anchorage, Alaska 99510

In earlier correspondence to you on August 10th, the Department of Fish
and Game described our expectations with regard to the developw~nt of
the three consultant plans of study and the specific points we would
address in a review of their products and which are summarized as follows:

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

2. Statutory and regulatory requirements - that is, the degree to
which Federal, State and local statutory and regulatory requirements
are recognized in the plannins process so there are no surprises
resulting in delay of the envlronmental assessment process to
determine the proj~ct feasibility.

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

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

In reality, this Department had five plans of study before it in this
review. They are:

1. Alaska Department of Fish and Game, December 1977.

2. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, June 1978.

3. Acres-American, September 1979.

4. Harza Engineering~ September 1979.

5. International Engineering, September 1979.

Overall, it is our opinion that each of these plans of study is inadequate
for the reasons we discuss hereafter for each.

Alaska Deoartment of Fish and Game December 1977

1. Scope of Studies - The scope of studies by the Department of
Fish and Game basically covers the objectives for fish and
wildlife investigations as viewed solely by this. Department.
While we did our best to cover multi-disciplinary aspects of
an environmental program related to fish and wildlife resources,
vegetation analysis~ water quality~ hydrology, recreation and
socio-economics that could be conducted by the Department, the
study does not display the advantages of the integration of a
true multi-disciplinary effort by other specialists representing
the engineering and other non-fish and wildlife disciplines.

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

3. Study Time Frames - The time frames fit those required to
meet the fish and wildlife investigations goal of providing
our best judgement of project impacts in relation to the
cycles and life histories of fish and wildlife in this basin.
Further, they provide the time which is essential for organizing
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and administering these investigations. Important mileposts
in coordination of possible alternatives for license application
or EIS development are not detailed, however.

4. Funding - The budgets developed by ADF&G reflect the first
steps toward a cost saving and minimization of duplication of
effort that a coordinated multi- disciplinary effort could
potentially provide (based upon limited data provided in the
Corps of Engineers draft POS of October 1977). Interdisciplinary
studies however, can and should be refined further. The
budgets are the costs projected by ADF&G in 1977 dollars and
donlt reflect current and possibly inflationary values or
costs of fish and wildlife investigations proposed by the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service. lid like to reiterate Commissioner
Ronald O. Skoogls comment in his December 21, 1977 letter to
Robert Ward, Chairman of the Alaska Power Authority, 80ard of
Directors, transmitting this proposal, that is, "We believe
from our extensive experience that we have excellent insight
into what it actually costs to do business in the State."

U.S. Army CorDs of Engineers, June 1978

1. Scope of Study - The biological investigations of this plan
of study are the result of a limited coordination effort
between the Corps and the Department of Fish and Game. Narratively,
this plan of study covers the scope of task areas of the
biological investigations in a manner satisfactory to the
Department of Fish and Game. The plan of study also provides
for the shift of certain tasks exclusively from the biological
investigations to other task descriptions in hydrology and
water quality, making this a better effort at an inter-disciplinary
study than found in the Corps' original draft of October 1977.

2. Statutory and Regulatory Requirements - The Corps I June 1978
pas does not in our view reflect the current status or consideration
of impacts of this project on fish and wildlife and mitigation
in accordance with the Fish and Wildife Coordination- Act and
the National Environmental Policy Act. It also does not
consider the application of AS 16.05.870, the new Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission and Coastal Zone Management
Regulati ons to thi s project.

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

4. Funding - The Corpsls attachment of a 4.3 million dollar budget
to biological investigations was inadequate in this Departmentls
view. -For the 46 month time frame, we proposed a 7.9 million
dollar budget in 1977 dollars.
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Scopes of Study - The present consultant plans of study are scoped in
varying degrees of adequacy by the three firms. IECOls proposal is
deficient in both the aquatic and terrestral segments. Acres' proposal
does not have a satisfactory aquatic studies proposal but has a stronger
description the terrestrial studies tasks. Harza1s proposal contains
the best aquatic studies presentation and has done a fair job on the
terrestrial wildlife tasks also. In balance, Harza's biological investigations
proposals provide for a better state-of-the-art application of study
techniques and methodologies, such as radio telemetry, sonar application,
and instream flow. I must point out, that although all three firms have
adopted portions of the Department of Fish and Gamels ideas or suggestions;
the focus and results of their proposed activities are not totally in
accord with the Department.

Statutory and Regulatory Requirements

All three consultant firms address FERC licensing and exhibit preparation
requirements, but there is no specific discussion of the impact of the
requirements of AS 16.05.870, the Fish and Wildlife Coordinati'on Act,
and Coastal Zone Management Act regulatory requirements regarding coordination,
planning, and environmental protection in relation to this project.

Study Time Frames - All three firms were constrained to a 30 month.
time frame to FERC license application in accord with the APA contract
specifications. IECD does emphasize a three-year study on anadromous
species and a two-year study on large mammals but this is inconsistent
with this Department1s view of a required five-year study on some populations
and habitats. Both Acres and Harza more strongly emphasize the continuation
of fish and wildife investigations. We believe that APA must give the
contractor for the final PDS stronger direction to provide for the
review of pre--FERC license studjes, and provide a mechanism for the
review, redirection and continuation of selected projects post-FERC
license application~

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

At this juncture, we recognize that the selection of a consultant to
prepare a final POS and to implement the studies involved must be based
on factors involving not only the fish and wildlife investigations.
This Department desires to assure that the best final POS is developed.
To accomplish this, we believe the fish and wildlife agencies must be
the key participants in the development of the final POS. The consultant
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firm selected should be one which has developed the best overall plan of
study. That firm and the APA will have to make a commitment to synthesize
a new final plan of study incorporating the concerns of the fish and
wildlife agencies which meets our special statutory mandates for the
protection of fish and wildlife resources. Funding for this planning
and coordination will be required by ADF&G.

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

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, draft Uniform Procedures for
compliance, ~~y 1979 further standardizes procedures and interagency
relationships to insure, "that wildlife conservation is fully considered
and weighed equally with other project features in agency decision-
making processes by integrating such considerations into project planning,
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance procedures, financial
and economic analyses, authorization documents, and project implementation."

Subpart B-FWCA Compliance Procedures

Sec. 410.21 Equal consideration.
Equal consideration of wildlife resource values in project planning

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

Sec. 410.22 Consultation
(a) Initiation. The FWCA compliance process may be initiated by a

potential applicant, an action agency, or a wildlife agency.
(b) Potential Applicants. Implementing procedures of action agencies

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

Title 16

Title 16, independently of Federal laws, mandates the Alaska Department
of Fish and Game to manage, protect, maintain, enhance, and extend the
fish, game, and aquatic plant resources and the habitat that sustains
them including assisting the U.S. Fish and Wildife Service in the enforcement
of federal laws and regulations pertaining to fish and wildlife.

Sec. 16.05.870 also states that:
b) If a person or governmental agency desires to construct a

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

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

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

Alaska Coastal Management Program

The recently approved Alaska Coastal Management Program (ACMP) mandates
that all State, Federal and Local government agencies must coordinat&
all planning and development activities in the State's coastal zone to
ensure adequate consideration and protection of Alaska's coastal waters
and resources. As the proposed Susitna Hydropower project will occur
within Alaska's coastal zone and certainly will directly influence
coastal waters all planning and development plans must be consistent
with the Coastal Standards and the ~~t~Su Borough's District Coastal
Plan once it is completed and approved. The Coastal Standards are •
presently in effect and all State and Federal actions must be consistent
with them. Section 6 AA C 80.130 states that:

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

(1) offshore areas
(2) estuari es
(3) wetlands and tidal flats
(4) rocky islands and sea cliffs



E.. Yould -.~ -1- 9/28/79

_~C:'?:~_
>::-~.:-
-~~:?~ -.

'--~ > =.:::~-
":'__.. ~:: ~~

(5) harrier isTandsand lagoons
(6) expo.se:ri high ef1ergy coasts
(7) .MYers.;~. andlakes-----._------:. -

(at .i~upT~-ha?i~t:"=-=-~~-=--=~_~;:~_~

;.

--.-.

..... ~.

".-,;-:

--':: .::" -":'1:"

'';: ~.~

.-J' - ~_.:"'<_r
~'. .

'.J;;

~ _~:>7-:; .....' -.
..,;.

:0-

-

~

"'"..- ;.

--"

. --t

......:'';'' -_.

~~
~

• -. or

". }' ..

~-'....
. r

, ..-';

:* .,.;~~-~

. ~-':Tne:se habitats- Whiai-are.s~TlcaTIj iiti"flnec in-the Standanis IDLlSt be:
. :::Jdenttfied witlii"n tbe. Susitna Hydro Study area du:ring the feasibility-
~ :'~s::twiies- In addititm!lt- -sectl00-Cbl-:st:ates-:·ttiat habitatS corrtailied in (aT-- _m_ - -- -_.

'..a:f1:bis sectiOlis1ialTOe'liimaged-S:O as-tO ma:iirtal!1 or' enliance the biologieal,.-·· ---_ --.
.' --- /~ical and dieiifcal'-CharaaeriStics-or the' iiib-iut-Which eoritrifnrtes - - - -'., -. ~ .. -:-
2 _-~~\tc:- their capacf"fYt:&~support-rrv"in9reSaiu.rces,-- SpeCific guidelines are- - -- - ---~~­
;~~·~?;~-:~alsiQ. provided 'f'cir eacli-Coas:t:IlT~habftat: 'The-eoastarZOne. Mana~t - -- - -, ---.~.....~-~­
::\;;:~:~~·.causistancy requjM:ien~ are-maridatea'fn-oot!i the AlaSkan ana Federal'" - ~.: -----~._ .~­

~~,~-:<~.CZKAc:ts and tbet'lsli- and" liiTdTi'fe--COOfdlriatiaf ACt.:. -orne-question Qr- . -- --~--.

~ ~:--:'::,:_f:aDsistinc:ywitb-1:Z!rsta'nCfardS-gcieS' .en--l:ie.Yoi:1fr1:he. FERC 11ceris:in9---~ .-----_. -=--:: -~

:7;;.~·.:::.~:.·~~trementsa.n!rSb:OuTdDe~~asi~te-StaP-iff'determnfng-tiie--.----.. -_.,-_-:-
>' ~:~~~~~·feasibility Q.f-Mjcfro.---P-~~1terna.t:fyes:.- .-- - '-'.'- --- ...' - -' "---'--- ,,-.-.-- ....-:-~-::-~.
~.«~*;.::'(~~;.:'::'''~... ..' .:$-.~r~-~~-~~-:.-~.,_--~.~~~.::_-- ~.,--:-:"":-~-~--....-..!-.--"-*'-. -:---~-:-'"'-.- ---:---- --.#--~~~-;:.~.~-

:~;~~~;-.!hank YOQ. for the ~ltj to coriiteii~-we ~eipea-- to' provide Il.lm"e _ . _

.;.:....-.~_·~:f~i~tioo to-~ chIrtng: the next weeks regarding the development ofa· .', -:.

:r:i~?~s~~1: ~ c.c~:~:::';~i;":~:~~,:~~?:;,:-~?J--~ =-;~~~,~~=;----:~=_. '--;~---, :~:.~~~: -~
':::, ~--:' .. ~"'. "'. '.-.'~... --~ . .. .,~,'.-. ._~- .

~ -*.~••-•• ~. ~ -._"' ' =-.. .... : .. ' ~.-:> .

- . t"'~ ~ - R:II: ~-T.-----'~--' .
o--~ ;:~.7O:; ~SS-'1ner.·. .,.-..w.Wl5iU·. '. :.--' ~ -'.

-:-' - . :-.~"': ntl"f:!CtnrS..~G9'JWleau. .:r -'-

'~'II wa1s..t1'uac-~-~- .- ~~- -:-.:-'
: ,~':-_o_-,.;_._.~ W~Sdiie~r_,..~AildWrage~~~~··-· ~;..,
-~ _,~-- ~--~:;. Rep;. RMantcodqeFS-;-rafniiljfS- ---:;--.::-'~-::.. -, . _: ", ,_. -.
-' .-:Z"- Rep.;. R.icl~J1ikTfo:'d;~iilC ~.. - .-- ~:. . --- r~: .. -

·i~~:;~__:::f~,~~r~~~;~"C~~~~.~~~f;;;i~E~ ~-~~ ~.
":::~:-~~(;C Reg.;-ona·l Supervis0r:S-:: HPS: ". _: -~:'::';_~!,..:d:~?:~--' :=:-- ;-. _.'
. '_ -".~-~-.: .--~ -'. Reg.;orra,T Super-visors:: - An-chorage:- .: .:. - -.~. - -. ~- -~'~"

::':- -: '-: '" Dave- Sturdevant :--.ADEB,..-Juneau. _-- _.. ,'<-". --

'. '"
.'~~~~ -.r- •

;;":.

.'" ....;

..:;.;..~

7 -=-

"..

--: ;~~~::-~-

- .~. :';'~::- ~.~:~;- .:';----.. .-....,:. _.

, , .;:

- -'. -- --.- -'';'





- I.. /

,'. L~oAr_.-.........,~.........;..~........_~-~ ...........,.......-'-~,,-~~....,.~..::..-.-_ ..,w ,', """>-__---..................;...,..,-'"'_

835'0' Stn:et"202. AnCtlor;)~.AI<ls:::a 99501 (g071 :17G.4244

t~
""'~tk~

~lrJ~
..

fltCR

So'Hd ot Trus1eu
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Margaret S, Tileston
Pflesfdent. AIJSk~ Center
for true environment

Anc.hor~9'C. AbUc~

Roderir.k A. Cameron
Attorney
$.4.t:lo, w •• n..

Corrrnissioner i<onalrl O. Skooo
Alasy.rt DeDartm~nt of Fish &G~me

Subpnrt Buildina
Juneau, AK .99801

Dear Commissioner Skoog:
Robert M. Goldberq
Attorney
Mene," ..e. Ala.k3

John S. Hedland
Attorney

Anchora~.AI,uka

Cdi3 M. Hunter
M4.mbe,. Federl'~Star. LJ:l'Id
V\. ~.t\ni"q Commfti.lon

Alaska

Oif~ctOt, AI~Sk.J CoopeuUve
WHdl1ft Rc'SelrCfl Unit
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F.lro.nk., AIUkll

J.mes E. Kowalsky
Ai."u R~O.

Friend. e t the E..lftn
F.,irbJnkS. Ah:lk-i

William K. Reilly
P.U1_ Con\cyv.aUon FOlJnd..

W,uI\Jn 9lon • D. C.

Or. George )'1. Rogers
!.co n omI1t. 11''lS!!t'u1e tor SocJ~'

J "'<2 ({un~ Rene,lrcn •
\,)Mi"uuty or AI,aSk..
)...,,, .... \1. AhJ\c,

Or. Arion R. TUlling
;{O,",O"T\IU. U.n.lv. or AhsL.:~.

~... tt. ' .... tetlor CommlU.e
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. n"l><t1 H. Weeden
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I hav~ been fo 11 ov-:rtng the Sus i tna Dam oro.i ect and am
inter~sted in learning ~are about your Department1s views on
the ~roposed nraject. Since ADF &r, has exhibit~d much interest
in the area surroundi"9 the [iro[)osed d;:1fi1, your vi 1;\-/5 vii 11 be
especially useful to those evaluatin~ the proDosed project.
In particular, I would like to find out:

1. How ADF &G Dl~ns to cnonera~e with the Corns of
Enaineers, the U.S. Fish & Hi1dlife' Service, and the Alaska
Power Authority in coordinatinq studies to be done, and goals
to be accomplished during the feasibility study.

2. Hhat sorts of studies are needed before the feasibil ity
of the dam, from the viewpoint of its effects on fish and
wildlife. can be deter~ined.

a. HON much tif.1c Y/ill be needed to CO!:1D1ete the
s~udies. This time estimate should include
study planning and analysis.

b. How much mon~y will be required to conduct the
studies. If oossihle this should be broken down
into dollar a~ounts nceded for: each year of study •

3. In lioht of past studies conducted in the area,
,...hat is the Deoartnentt.s current view rr.CJardinn notential
im0acts of the' proposed project, on fish"and w{~a~ffe in the
area?

I would also aQpreciat9 receiving any. copies of ADF &G
reports relevant to the proposed project.

Thrtnk you for your l,r:lp. 1 look fordard to receiving
your reply in the near future.

Sincerely yours,

/ //7
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I ha Vf: been fo 11 O\>Jrtng the Sus i tna Dam oro.i ect and am
inter~sted in learning ~ore about your Department1s views on
the proposed Droject. Since ADF &r, has exhibit~d much interest
in the area surrounding the proposed d~m, your vi~ws will be
especially useful to those evaluatin0 the prooosed project.
In particular, I would like to find out:

1. How ADF &G pl~ns to coonera~e with the Corns of
Engineers, the U.S. Fish &Hildlife Service, and the Alaska
Power Authority in coordinatinq studies to be done, and goals
to be accomplished during the feasibility study.

2. hlhat sorts of studies are needed before the feasibility
of the dam, from the vi C:~'JPoi nt of its effects on fi sh and
wildlife. can be determined.

a. HO\-I much tif.1e wi 11 be needed to cO!:l!ll ete the
s~udies. This time estimate should include
study planning and cnalysis.

b. How much mon~y will be required to conduct the
studies. If oossihle this should be broken down
into dollar a~ounts nceded for: each year of study.

3. In lioht of past studies conducted in th2 area,
what is the Depart~cntls current view re~arding notential
imracts of the proposed project. on fish and wi~a~ffe in the
area?

I would also aQpreciat9 receiving any. copies of ADF &G
reports relevant to the pro~osed proj~ct.

Th<l.nk you for your l-Jr:lp. I look fort'lard to receiving
your rep1)' in the neal~ future.

Sincerely yours,

I //1
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"'.arch 30, 1979

Ms. Suzanne Weller
Trustees for Alaska
835 "0" Street #202
Anchorage, Alaska 99501
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Dear Ms. Weller:

I have enclosed two documents which should largely answer the'questions you
posed in your 1etter of March 12. Our corrments on your questions are
summarized below.

Question:

. ,.....

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

: ....
jo •

Answer: The Department of Fish and Game hopes to insure that the
biological studies proposed in the June 1978 Phase I Plan of Study
(POS) for the Susitna Hydro Project are carried out. He will be
coordinating our activities with each of the above mentioned and
other agencies in an attempt to insure that all studies outlined in
the pas are conducted and all requirements of State and Federal law
are satisfied.

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

Answer: The biological investigations proposed in the June 1978 PO~

identify the basic biological investigations which we believe are
necessary and required to assesS the feasibility of the Susitna
Hydro Project.
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Harch 30, 1979

Ms. Suzanne Weller
Trustees for Alaska
835 "0" Street #202
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Ms. Weller:

r have enclosed two documents which should largely answer the' questions you
posed in your letter of ~~rch12. Our comments on your questions are
summarized below.
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1. How the Department of Fish and Game plans to cooperate with the
Corps of Engineers, the U.S. Fish &Wildlife Service, and the Alaska
Power Authority in coordinating studies to be done, and goals to be
accomplished during the feasibility study?

r ...
j'

~

Answer: The Department of Fish and Game hopes to insure that the
biological studies proposed in the June 1978 Phase I Plan of Study
(POS) for the Susitna Hydro Project are carried out. He will be
coordinating our activities with each of the above mentioned and
other agencies in an attempt to insure that all studies outlined in
the POS are conducted and all requirements of State and Federal law
are satisfied.

~1 •

2. What sorts of studies are needed before the feasibility of the dam,
from the viewpoint of its effects on fish and wildlife, can be
determined?
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Answer: The biological investigations proposed in the June 1978 pas
identify the basic biological investigations which we believe are
necessary and required to assesS the feasibility of the Susitna
Hydro Project.
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a. How much time will be needed to complete the studies? This time
estimate should include study planning and analysis.

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

Answer (a &b): Please refer to the enclosed briefing document
entit1ed nSusitna Hydro Biological Investigations." It includes a
commentary on the budgets proposed by ADF&G for the full term 46
month feasibility investigations of the Phase I POS and our-views on
the need for a five year study in lieu of the shorter, 46 month
investigation. '

-,

In light of past studies conducted in the area, what is the
Depart~ent(s current vie# regarding potential impacts of the
proposed project, on fish and wildlife in the area?

\
Answer: Please refer to the appropriate section of the "Susitna Hydro

Biological Investigations" briefing document and our 1978 report to
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, HPreliminary Environ~~ntal

Assessment of Hydroelectric Development on the Susitna River."
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The Department of Fish and Game appreciates your interest in t~e proposed
Susitna Hydro biological investigations. If you have further questions
regarding our involvement in the feasibility studies, please contact Thomas
Trent, Regional Supervisor of the Habitat Protection Section in Anchorage,
telephone 344-0541, extension 133.·

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

< ([;;;: /

r Ar/,Ronald O.~~~
'0 f Commissioneroog .

cc; T. Trent

bee: C. Es tas

ROS:RL:n~T:~
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Susitna Hydro Biological Investigations

1. Background

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) has been actively

involved in coordinating, proposing, and conducting biological

studies related to the Susitna Hydropower Project since 1974. From

that time to today, we have had o~ny problems in attaining the

scope of study and funding the. Department believes is necessary to

adequately assess the biological impacts of this proposed hydropower

development.

Initially our concerns were not only limited to funding of adequate

studies, but also included geographic areas which would be studied.

E~rly on in the Susitna Hydro environmental assessment, the Corps

of Engineer.s (CDE) restricted our work to the immediate impoundment

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

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

this project, the largest hydro development in North America, on

the downstream enviroJlment below the Susitna dams and the area

above the impoundment.

Tne Oepart~ent of Fish and Game, through its data review of possible

fish, wildlife and ot~er environmental impacts of the Susitna Hydro project

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

-1-
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done to date. We believe the assessment of fish and wildlife

resources impacts in Phase I of the Susitna Hydro studies are

fundamental to the determination of this project1s feasibility. If

the project proves feasible, these biological studies are basic to

the mitigation of fish and wildlife impacts when the project is

constructed.

A. Fi sheri es Studi es Backarourid

Background knowledge of the Susitna River basin is limited. The

proposed hydroelectric development necessitates gaining a thorough

knowledge of its natural characteristics and fish and wildlife

populations prior to .final dam design approval and 'constructloo--'

authorization to enaole protection of the aquatic and terrestrial

communities from unnecessary losses.

The Susitna River basin provides important habitat to a wide variety

of fish species, both resident and anadromous. Five species of

Pacific salmon (chinook, coho, chum, pink, and sockeye) utilize the

Susitna River drainage for spawning and rearing. The udjority of

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

I 1 .... ....... Th' . .n ek area occurs Wl~nln ~ 1S aralnage. Grayling, rainbow trout,

Dolly Varden, burDot, lake traut, whitefish, and sculpins are some

of the more common and important resident fish species.

Baseline environmental fisheries studies have been conducted by

ADF&G intermittently since 1974. The p~ojects were financed with



Federal funding averaging 529,000 per year in 1974, 1975, and 1976,

and an allocation of $100,000 in 1977. The National Marine Fisheries

Service (NMFS) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USPWS) first

contracted ADF&G ~o conduct a one-year assessment of salmon populations

utilizing the Susitna River in the vicinity of the proposed Devils

Canyon dam site during 1974. The objectives of the~e studies were

to determine the adult salmon distribution, relative abundance, and

migrational timing and to determine juvenile rearing areas (Barrett,

1974). Funding was received in 1975, 1976, and 1977 from USPWS to

continue and expand these studies and to monitor the physical and

chemical parameters associated with the mainstem Susitna (USFWS,

1976; and Riis, 1977). Additional baseline studies were not initiated

during ·1978 due to lack of funding. A characteristic of ADF&G fish

and wildlife studies to date on the Susitna Hydro Project area has

been the discontinuity, uncertainty, and low levels of funding from

several sources.

·B. Wildlife Studies Background

The Susitna River basin has long been recognized as an extremely

rugged wilderness area of high aesthetic appeal and as an important

habitat to a wide variety of terrestrial wildlife species (ADF&G,

unpubl. data). Most important to sport an~ subsistance users are

moose and caribou, and to a lesser extent, grizzly bear and sheep.

Hydroelectric development has been under consider.ation in this area

for a number of years and seme very general ungulate population

,
I



assessment work was begun in 1974 and completed in the spring of

1975 (USFWS, 1975). Additional studies were not conducted in the

project area until Parch of 1977 when limited funds were made

available to begin acquiring baseline information on moose and

caribou populations within and adjacent to the project area. Funds

received by Game Division for work to 'date were $2,000, $14,500,

$46,700, and $16,500 for FY 74, FY 75, FY 77-78, and FY 78-79,

respectively.

~ ~
C. Evolution of the Prooosed Phase I Susitna Hydro Biological Investigations

1. 1975 ProDosal

The ADF&G entered "its first comprehensive proposal for fish

and wildlife investigations to the USFWS, and through that

agency to the COE, on Nov~uber 18, 1975. That proposal spread

investigations over a five year period from FY 77 through FY

81, and indicated a cost of 3.62 million for"ADF&G field work.

To that figure should be added an additional cost for USFWS

and NMFS coordination of $525,000, and therefore a total cost

of 4.145 million dollars for proposed" fish and wildlife work.

Estimated cost of the Susitna Hydro Project construction in

1975 was 1.5 billion dollars.

2. 1977 Proposal

On Dec8uber 15, 1977, the ADF&G completed a review of the COE
I I



prepared draft Susitna Hydropower Plan of Study (POS) of

Septa~ber 1977. In our commen~s to that document~ we included

the Depa~wnent's estimate of fish and wildlife and habitat

investigation costs and our recommendation of needed studies.

Total costs for ADF&G field investigations for a five year

period totaled 10.5 million dollars. This increase over 1975

was due not only to inflationary factors, but also because our

limited studies from 1974 through 1977 indicated new problem

areas where impactS'on fish and wildlife must be assessed.
. \

Estimated construction cost for the Susitna Hydro Project in-

" -1977 was 2.1 billion dollars.

3. 1978- ProDosal

The Department-revised its December 1977 proposal early in
:i- ,-- -'"",

1978 to fit the 46 month time frame for Phase I studies whic~'if =' ,-,-- -_. .

the Alaska Power Authority (APA) and CaE said would be imposed.

Tne Department objected then, and still does, to the compression

of the time frame for biological investigations. My stafr
\

believes quite strongly that a minimum five year period is

needed for an adequate biological study of the Susitna River

Basin. The area encomoassed is larae and comc1ex. Anadromous. .. .
fish runs, for exar:~le, pose special problems of study because

some salmon stocks have a five year life cycle.

-5-



In the June 1978 Susitna Hydropower Plan of Study, the CDE

gave some recognition to the need to complete fish and wildlife

studies covering complete life cycles by stating in paragraph

2 on page 40 of the POS that: Il some of the biological studies

will require continuation through step 3 into construction to

provide a base of life cycle, habitat, and other information

needed to outline possible mitigation studies. 1I However, we

have no guarantee that funding to support these continuation

studies will be uade available. Furthermore, the preceding

POS statement infers that the construction decision will occur

before completing portions of the biological studies that are

necessary for making the project feasibility decision. This

c1early is in conflict with the Council on Environmental

Quality Proposed Regulations under NEPA of June 9, 1978.

The Department1s latest total budget recommendation of 7.9
.

million dollars for 46 months for Phase I feasiblility investi-

gations related to fish and wildlife was submitted to the

Corps on April 19, 1978. The Corps and APA, over our objections,

finally included a budget of 4.3 million dollars in the Susitna

Hydro POS in June of 1978, a difference of ~.6 million dollars.

This is a difference we find hard to resolve considering the

job we must do to adequately assess the feasib1ity of this

proposed project.

-6-



An indepe~dent analysis for Spor~ Fish Division by Milo Bell,

a consulting engineer with extensive experience on Pacific

Northwest hydro projects and fisheries related studies in

Washington, indicated the fisheries feasiblity investigations

for a hydro project the size of Susitna Hydro would-run to

about 5. a mill i on do 11 ars, a fi gure comparable wi th our own

estimate of 5.1 million dollars.

Estimated construction cost of the Susitna Hydro Project at

this time, rtarch 1979, is 2.6 billion dollars.

Therefore, the Department has seen the cost of the Susitna

Hydro Project rapidly escalate from 1.5 billion dollars in

1975 to 2.6 billion dollars in 1979, a 73 percent increase.

V~anwhi1e, the proposed budget for support of fish and wildife

studies has gone from 4.145 million dollars in 1975 to 4.3

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

increase.

4. 1979 ProDosed One Year Funding of Fish and Wildlife Biological

Investigations Fundin~

On NOVember 3, 1978, the Deparwuent was contacted by the Corps

of Engineers with a request to provide our estiwated budget

for 1979 biological investigation adjusted from our prior

fiscal year development to a calender year and on a quarterly

basis for the 1979 calendar year by November 4, 1978. These

figures developed by ADF&G were: <'l ./



4th
Quarter

S' 43,000.00
30,000.00

1st
1979 Quarter

Anadromous Fish Studies
Resident Fish Studies
Aquatic Plants &Animals
Economic Studies
Support &Planning $10,000.00
Wildlife Studies

$10,000.00

II. Constraints and Things to be Done

A. P1annino and Coordination

2nd
Quarter

S115, 000.00
80,000.00
5,000.00

10,000.00
32,000.00
20,000.00

$262,000.00

3rd
Quarter

$115,000.00
250,000.00*
99,000.00
15,000.00
90,000.00

80,000.00 150,000.00
$649,000.00 $223,000.00
*Sonar Development

The Department's involvement with Susitna River Hydro Project has,

in the past, been characterized by the implementation of short term

projects, hastily contrived out of necessity, without the opportunity

for long term and ongoing planning.

Due to the nature, magnitude, and complexity pf the biological

investigations necessary to assess the impacts of this project,

detailed and comprehensive planning is essential. Only following

this period of preparation can we insure the adequacy of fiscally
.

responsible biological studies designed to fully assess project

impacts.

In the first two quarters of this Department's proposed work on the

Susitna Hydro biological investigations, we have a great need to do

~~re detailed planning of specific project activities, methodology,

and development of the ~rganization and of the expertise to effectively

carry through Qur proposed investigations and assure their integrity.

y



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

hydro projects be utilized during this planning process. This o~y

necessitate contracting various qualified personnel from the northwest

where the IIs tate of the art ll is well developed. It will likely

necessitate travel to these northwestern states by key personnel to

consult with qualified individuals and organizations.

A good deal of interagency coordination will be necessary and

mutual fielding of various projects will require planning and

organization. For example, we know the U.S. Fish and Wildlife

Service will conduct specific study segments and the U.S. Geological

Survey yet others. In the interest of economy and obtaining the

best results, these activities require coordination•

•
We feel strongly that suitable time must be allocated to the

process of planning and coordination before any field staff are

hired, or biological studies fielded if adequate professional level

results are expected.

Outcomes of the planning effort should be:

1. a table of organization for the administrative support

and field staff to direct and carry out the biological·

investigations

C1



2. the development of job descriptions and specific work

plans and subcontract work items for Department biological

'j nvesti gati ons

3. the timetables for training personnel, development of

special equipment, and the state of the art methodologies,

and subcontracts for field studies.

B. Personnel

A project of this magnitude will necessitate employing personnel

who possess both experience and knowledge of specific disciplines.

For example, we will need people who are experts in the field of

hydrology as it relates to fish and wildlife, those with engineering

background, those capable of performing complex water/wildlife

computer modeling, etc. It is going to be necessary for this

Department to go outsi de its own organi zati on to. recrui t many of

these individuals, as we, to date, have not experienced the need

which creates experience in these disciplines.
....

It should be understood that this hydro evaluation is going to

require a staff of experts who work SOl~on this project. We

cannot expect a biologically sound study to occur with adequate,

professional solutions and answers if it is conducted on a part

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



"

constraints are particularly binding for the fisheries related

work, because the Department1s fisheries division staff are totally

dedicated to uanagement and research problems in other areas.

There simply has to be a staff of qualified individuals, with the

c~ployment guarantees necessary to provide continuity to long term

studies.

C. Funding

While the adequacy, or inadequacy of funding to perform fish and

wildlife studies has been a major Departmental concern over the
.

past several years, the continuity of it in the future is even a

greater one. As this hydro project and initiation of the long term

biological studies nears reality, it is paramount that money be

appropriated for more than a few months or even a single fis~al

year at a time. The accomplishment of the biological studies will

require long term contracts for work, equipment development, and

the maintenance of a qualified professional level staff. Personnel

qualified to plan and conduct the involved research necessary to

assess the impacts of the Susitna Hydro Praject~ cannot be recruited

without long term c~ployme~t guarantees.

Timing of funding appropriations are, and will continue to be, of

critical importance; and again support the need for funding beyond

a: given fiscal year. For example, many of the studies can only be

conducted at brief seasonal periods of the year due to particular I

_11_



stream flow needs, migrational movemen~s of wildlife, or spawning

migrations of a specific fish species. To miss one of these periods,

due to money appropriation difficulties" is to miss an entire study

year.

D. Equipment and Material Aquisition

A great amount of materials~ equipment, and scientific gear will be

required for these studies. Much of it will require ordering well

in advance. Pajor sonar and telemetry development is anticipated

for fish migrational studies.

~any of these items will be ordered in one fiscal year and perhaps

not received until the next one. Again, monies must be available

beyond a single year. If funding terminates, we will likely have

a number of commitu~nts to purchase special equipment which will

have to'be honored.

E. Surrrrati on

Without continuity of funding beyond a single fiscal year, the

personnel to plan and conduct the hydro related studies cannot be

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

may be authorized will, under these circumstances, be of little
•

use.

-12-



The Deparwoent is being asked to participate in a biological evaluation

of the largest hydroelectric project ever planned. It is critically

important the project be planned, conducted, and finally assessed

in a ~~nner which brings credit to the State and which minimizes fish

and wildlife resource protection and mitigation of project impacts.

Tne guarantee of continuity in study funding and timing ~~y be the

single most important factor in achieving this goal.

--- ......

\

II. Potential Imnacts

A. Fisheries

1. With considerable study of the projectls impact· on fish and

wildlife resources yet to be accomplished, the ADF&G has

collected sufficient information and addressed the potential

biolo~ical impacts of th~ Susitna Hydro proposal in a number

of doclli~ents which allow us to state that fish and wildlife
~

resources will be adversely impacted.

The construction and subsequent operation of the Devils Canyon

and Watana dams will result in long-term ecological changes.

Tne two dams will ~inundate an estimated 50,550 acres of the

Susitna River Basin aquatic and terrestrial habitat upstream

of Devils Canyon. Regulation of the mainstem river will

substantially alter the natural flow regime downstream.



Secondary impacts such as improved road, wa~er, and fioatplane

access o~y create some additional problems in regulating

hunter and fishermen harvest.

Following is a brief summation of the major impacts of the

proposed dams illustrating the importance of comprehensive

biological studies to determine the extent these impacts will

affect fish and wildlife populations.

Susitna Fisheries and Aauatic Habitat

The fish populations are the most obvious aspects of the

aquatic community where impacts will be evident due to their

high economic and recreational impartance to the people of

Alaska and the nation. However, impacts are not limited to·

the fishery resource alone due to the complex interrelationships

between all biologic~l compo~ents of, and within, the aquatic

community and the associated habitat. Our preliminary studies

have partially defined that the effects of impoundment and

construction activities will include alteration of the natural
.

flow regimes, water temperatures, water chemistry, transport

of o~terials, and the quantity of wetted habitat. Habitat

requirements of the critical life history phases for passage,

spawning, egg incubation, and juvenile rearing of the Susitna

salmon species studied are quite specific. The USFWS Cooperative

lnstream Flow Service Group has developed criteria which



demon~trate the narrow tolerances of certain salmonid and

resident species to the hydrauiic parameters of velocity,

depth, substrate, and temperature (Bovee, 1978). ihe seasonally

wide fluctuations of water velocity, depth, temperature, .

substrate and sediment of the free flowing mainstem Susitna,

its sloughs and tributaries determine the availability and

accessability of salmon habitat. Thus, any alterations to the

existing Susitna aquatic ecosystem which restrict or reduce

the availability of required habitat, will also reduce fish

production in the Susitna Basin and Cook Inlet estuary.

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

River is glacial and turbid more than half of the year, ~1e

river clears during the win~er months and becomes the w~jor

winter rearing area for salmonids as they migrate from the

clearwater tributaries and sloughs which freeze and dewater.

Chinook and coho salmon, which are of high interest to both

corrrnercial harvesters and sport anglers in the Cook Inlet area

are dependent on these freshwater rearing areas· of the Susitna

for a period of one tp two years before migrating to saltwater.

Tnase important rearjng areas will be lost downstream of the

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

higher water velocity due to a reversal of the natural seasonal

flow and stage conditions after construction. Although total

salmon escap~oent esti,,~tes have not been derived for this

syste~, it is probably the second or third largest sockeye



,

salmon production area within Cook Inlet. Economically) the

estimated average annual commercial value of the sockeye,

king, pink, chum, and coho Susitna salmon stocks was $8,721,780

in 1975. This does not include thel975 estirrated value of

$3,701)745 for the additional salmon in the Susitna River

Basin necessary for producing this estirr~ted potential catch.

Although figures for subsequent yea~ are unavailable because

of insuffient data, it can be assumed the value of this fishery

has greatly increased.

Economic values related to recreation are unavailable but

assumed to be high due to high concentration of the population

adjacent to the Susitna River. Non-consumptive economic

values are also unavailable.
•

B. Terrestrial Wildlife

2. The proposed Susitna Hydropower Project will have impacts on

several wildlife species which either reside in the project

area, use the area for migration or other seasonal purposes or

use habitat downstream which will be altered by the stabilization

of water flow. Although many species of animals could be

potentially influenced, terrestrial studies to date have focused

on ungulate populations, prirr~rily moose and caribou.

-16-
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Moose

Moose are likely to be adversely affected in several ways.

1. Loss of habitat by inundation within the imooundment areas.

Preliminary studies indicate that several moose subpopulations

occupy drainges flowing into the impoundrr~nt areas. Tnese

moose spend much of the year outside of the impoundment areas

but each winter tend to migrate into or across these areas.

Much winter range will probably be lost. This will be particularly

critical in severe winters. Therefore t a substantial reduction

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

will_~robably occur.

Moose numbers are currently reduced in the area probably

because of a combination of severe winters and predation.

Therefore, hunter harvest has been restricted in recent years.

However, an average of 146 are taken annually by 475 to 500

hunters from the moose 5ubpopulation that will probably be

impacted directly by the impoundments. This comprises about

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

importance of the area to hunters is expected- to increase as

new National Parks and private land holdings restrict the area

available to uany hunters. If there were a 50 percent reduction

in these moose subpopulations, there could be a loss of harvest

of over 7500 moose over the 100 year life span of the project.



, . <.

The reduction in moose densities could also lead to chronic

predation problems. Tne impact on non-consumptive use of

moose· is difficult to estimate at this time. The Watana

impoundment is expected to impact more moose than the Devils

Canyon.

z. Loss of browse downstream.

The river bottom downstream to Cook Inlet provide winter range
<

for moose from Game Management Units 13, 14, and 16. Stabilization

of water fiows may cause much of the willow in this area to be-

replaced by spruce. This could lead to a reduction in moose

numbers in all of these units especially in severe winters.

Adequate data are not presently available to eve~roughly

estimate the magnitude of this impact.

3. Accidents

Moose, especially calves, frequently becc~e ffiiJ;d in mud. Ice

shelving caused by winter drawdown also could lead to accidental

moose deaths. The Watana impoundment would greatly increase

the potential of fatal accidents but there is no way to estimate

the importance of this at present.

-18-



Caribou

While some loss of caribou habitat may occur, the greatest

impact would be through blockage of migrations. In past

years, many caribou have migrated across the Susitna River in

the impound~ent area after calving. Although specific harvest

data on the Nelchina caribou herd for this area are currently

unavailable, rr~jor harvests of these caribou occurs in the

vicinity of the Denali Highway during years of high numbers of

caribou migration across the Susitna River. At the present

time, it is not known if the impoundments will block the

caribou from portions of their range or whether they will

attempt to cross or go around the impoundrr.~nts. It could lead

to overgra~ing of portions of the range and abandonment of

other areas or increas~mortality due to accidents in attemDts
~ .

to cross the impoundment.

Other Soeci es

The impoundments will almost certainly reduce nu~bers of

bears, wolves, wolverines, other furbearers, small game, and

non-game species through loss of habitat. Furbearers and

waterfowl may be reduced downstream as a result of altered

water flow and fluctuations in the river that are important

in providing the stimulus for new riparian vegetative succession

with plant species important to these wildlife populations.

-19-
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A small population of Oal1 sheep may be adversely affected by

disturbance during construction unless human activities,

particularly aircraft traffic are controlled.

c. Socioeconomics and Recreation

It is important to recognize that any direct or indirect

biological impacts of this project may, and likely will,

affect the recreational and/or commercial utilization of major

salmon and resident fish species, and wildlife species and

their associated habitat. The close proximity of municipalities

containing half the human population of Alaska emphasizes the

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

resources of the Susitna River Basin. The Susitna drainage is

highly used and important to the sport and commercial fisherman,

the recreational enthusiast, industry, and municipalities.

Tne popularity of Denali State Park and nearby Mt McKinJey

National Park further attests to the high social~ recreational,

and aesthetic qualities of the area. Specific data on these

subjects in the hydroelectric project area watersheds are

incomplete or lacking. Adding to the importance of the area

for fishing and hunting is the enactment of the 0-2 and Antiquities

fict provisions on other lands where certain recreational uses

may be restricted.

D. Navigability

Much of the Susitna River drainage downstream of the proposed hydro

development is one of major recreational development. Stream side



recreational sites and subdivisions are markedly increasing the

nu~bers of people utilizing the river for transportation during

both the summer and winter seasons.

It is unknown to what degree the substantial change in natural

stream flows u~y affect travel and transportation (both recreational

and commercial) of these downstream river portions. They may,

however, be quite significant.

3/7/79
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Honorable Senator Mike Gravel
United States Senate
3121 Dirksen Senate Office Building
WaShington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Gravel:

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

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

The main purpose of this letter is to appraise you and your VJashington
staff of the progress to date by the Department of Fish and GameJs field
staff in compiling baseline pre-impoundment fish and wildlife resource
data. The Alaska Department of Fish and Game has conducted baseline
environmental fisheries studies since 1974 in the upper and lower Susitna
River drainages with limited financial support from the National ~Erine

Fisheries Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Federal funding
of this Department1s activities terrrnnated December 31, 1977, with consider­
able study of the projectJs impact on fish and wildlife resources yet to be
accomplished, but with sufficient information on hand to allow us to state
that fish and wildlife resources will be adversely impacted. The construction
and subsequent operation of the Devils, Canyon and Hatana dams will result
in long-term ecological changes. Most notably, the level and flow patterns
of the Susitna River will be altered in significant ways and will create
adverse impacts to fisheries resources both upstrefu~ and, more importantly,
downstream of the proposed dams.
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Honorable Senator Mike Gravel
United States Senate
3121 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington. D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Gravel:

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

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

The w41n purpose of this letter is to appraise you and your Washington
staff of the progress to date by the Department of Fish and Game's field
staff in compiling baseline pre-impoundment fish and wildlife resource
data. The Alaska Department of Fish and Game has conducted baseline
environmental fisheries studies since 1974 in the upper and lower Susitna
River drainages with limited financial support from the National ~~rine

Fisheries Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Federal funding
of this Department's activities terminated December 3l~ 1977, with consider­
able study of the project's impact on fish and wildlife resources yet to be
accomplished, but with sufficient information on hand to allow us to state
that fish and wildlife resources will be adversely impacted. The construction
and subsequent operation of the Devils. Canyon and \-latana dams will result
in long-term ecological changes. Most notably, the level and flow patterns
of the Susitna River will be altered in significant ways and will create
adverse impacts to fisheries resources both upstream and, more importantly,
dOh~stream of the proposed dams.
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Sef1!i!tclT Gravel -2- sel;rtembE~r 7 11 1918

For example, chinook and coho salron, which are of high interest to both
commercial harvesters and sport anglers in the Cook Inlet area are dependent
on the freshwater rearing areas of the Susi'tna for a period of one to two
years before mi grati 09 to sal twatef'. These important reari ng areas. will be
lost downstream of the dams because the river will be turbid year-round and
seasonal flow and stage will be the reverse of natural conditions after
construction..

Our preliminary studies have partially defined that the effects of impoundment .
and construction activities will include alteration of the natural f1o~

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

In response to your recent comments, I have concentrated herein on fisheries
issues. Fisheries studies relating to the Hydroelectric Project on the
Susitna were not conducted this year due to lack of funding; however.
wildlife associa~ad studies were continued with $16~500 in State funds.
When Federal assistance lapsed" the Alaska Power Authority recognized the
economic and biological benefits of continuing moose radio-telemetry studies
with presently radio-collared animals and provided the necessar-Y funding.

Additional Federal funding» unfortunately, terminated due to U.S. Corps of
Engineers priorities in other areas. Your article referred to the Phase I
activities relating to the $usitna Dam: nAt present, the Corps is at the
proposed sites conducting Phase I activities, which include complete design
and cost/benefit ana lyses as well as a Final Environmental Impact Statement. II

Actually, the Corps of Engineers is conducting their foundation studies at
the damsites while no fisheries war" 1s underway at the present time.
Wit~out adequate funding and sufficiently timed preconstruction Phase 1
studies to further assess and define the magnitude of impact from the
proposed construction activity and from operation of the facilities. a
final Environmental Impact Statement cannot be prepared and will result in
a delay of a cor~truction decision. It is important to note that mitigation
features have not yet been defined to offset anticipated impacts to fish
and wildl ife resources between the impoundment area and downstream from the
dam site.

i
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t hope that my corrments and the enclosed draft,on this Department's
1971-78 field progress report will assist you in evaluating this important
project. Please feel free to call me for any additional information.
There is the serious cnatter of funding to continue our pre-impoundment
studies. and as a member of the Environmental and Public Works Cormrlttee
perhaps you could assist in this regard.

Si~.

Ronaff8>. Skoog
~~ioner

Enclosure

ce: Honorable Ted Stevens
Honorable Donald E. Young

bee: T. Trent
R. AndretS
L lo9n

~. .n -e..-
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.•... ·1 ~.

"

•

"



For Environmental Quality
274 Madison Avenue. New York. N.Y. 10016Vol. VI, No. 2. 1978

eN

WHAT CAN BE DON

CATALYST is concerned with the total
environmenL It aims to help people restore a
quality environment and prevent new
damage. CATALYST thus auempts to act·as a
"transminal belt" for the transfer of pollution
control and environment enhancement
knowhow-to the end that it may serve as a
catalytic influence in getting relevant know­
ledge, research and skills put to use.

PUBUSHER: Nelson Buhler
PUBLISHER'S ADVISORY BOARD
HaroJd Jeffe!'5Oll Coolidge-Honorary Presi­
de.ll.l.Qfl.he International Union for Conserva­
tion of Nature and Natural Resources
Dr. William J. McGill-President of Colum­
'bia University
Roy B. Opitz-Continental Can Company
Executive and advocate of economic benefits
through environmental improvements
Dr. Richard H. Pough-President, Natural
Area Council
Werner Seiler-Swissair Executive and Inter­
nationalist
Dwight D. Taylor-Crown Zellerbach Execu­
tive and Conservationist
'\lhn V. Tunney-Environmentalist and
lbrmer U.S. Senator from California
Richard Vincent-Director of Sales Research,
Donnelley Marlceting, A Dun &:: Bradstreet
company, one of the world's largest business
informatinn services
Allison Wade-Attorney and Environmentalist
Dr. D:uid C. Webb-Club of Rome Learning
Project; Director, Canadian Federation for
Educational Development
Ralph W. Yarborough-Wilderness &:: Open
Space Advocate and former U.s. Senator
from Texas

-EDITOR: Laura E_ Freed
Co-Publisher:

AmieGreen
Marketing Director:

Molly Lockwood
Design:

Phil Miller
Consultants:

John Walker Hundley Enterprises

Copyright 0 1978 by CATALYST for Envi­
ronmental Quality. No ponion of this maga­
zine may be reproduced in any form without
the written permission of the publisher. Opin­
ions expressed by the authors are their own
and do not necessarily reflect the policy of
CATALYST For Environmental Quality.

<;orrespondence, manuscripts. photos. and
}quests for permission to quote from

CATALYST should be .addressed to Laura E
Freed, Editor. CATALYST, P.O. Box 1144.
FDR Station, New York. N.Y. 10022. (Tele­
phone 212-753-2769.)

CON]]£NTS

6

"CE--R=;~~~ff'R~~:-:--:-~ 8
p-::---------

HUD'~"~REAW;~E.. A·PPR~:~~":.e/ SI.A'd~uuu 13
TO ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

by Christine R. M cElligotJ, Office ofEnvironmental Quality,
U.S. Department ofHousing and Urban Development
(Foreword by Patricia Roberts Harris, Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development) 18

HOME,oWNER GOES SOLAR WITH
NEW PREFABRICATED SUNHOUSE SYSTEM 24

i; ~

MINNESOTA SURVEYS BUILDING HEAT LOSS
I by Rudy Perpich, Governor ofM innesota _ 26

AHOMESOLIDWASTESEPARATION PROGRAM
by Hazel N. Scotto, Councilwoman, Downey, California _..,.;.28

. ~ .
NOAAANDTHEEN~RONMENT

. by RichardA. Frank, Administrator
National Oceanic andA tmospheric Administration 30

Departments

ENVIRONMENTAL VIEWPOINTS 2
LETTERS To The Editor 4
BULLETIN BOARD OfProducts & Services 33
RECENT BOOKS 34
EDUCATION AIDS 35
ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH STUDIES ,36
NEWS/TRENDS/IDEAS : 40

COVER: by Thomas M.Jenkins

Publication Office: CATALYST For Environmental Quality, 274 Madison Avenue, New York,
NY. 10016. Phone: 212-684-6661. CATALYST is published quarterly.

Subscription rates: 510 per year (4 issues) in the U.s. and Canada (59 for students). SI6peryear
elsewhere. Single copies S3. plus postage and handling. (See page 42 for order form.)

Subscriptions and Address Changes: Send to Circulation Department. CATALYST. 274
Madison Ave.• New York. N.Y. 10016. Controlled circulation postage paid at Concord, N.H.

Advertising Rates: For information. contact Advertising Department. CATALYST. 274
Madison Ave.• New York. N.Y. 10016. Phone: 212-684-6661.

Postmaster: Send form 3579 to CATALYST Magazine. 274 Madison Avenue. N.Y.• N.Y. 10016.

CATALYST For Environmental Quality is a recommended
publication of the American Society for Ecological Education. Library ofCongress Number 70-22957



Vol. VI, No. 2. 1978

For EnvironmentalQ/Quality
274 Madison Avenue. New York~N.Y. 10016

13

6

........................ 8

r, .
-tmWHAT CAN BE DON

CONTENTS

Publication Office: CATALYST For Environmental Quality, 274 Madison Avenue, New York.
NY. 10016. Phone: 212-684-6661. CATALYST is published quarterly.

Subs<:ription rates: 510 per year (4 issues) in the U.s. and Canada (59 for students). 516peryear
elsewhere. Single copies S3, plus postage and handling. (See page 42 for order form.)

Subscriptions and Address Changes: Send to Circulation Department. CATALYST. 274
Madison Ave., New York. N.Y. 10016. Controlled circulation postage paid at Concord. N.H.

Advertising Rates: For information. contact Advertising Department. CATALYST. 274
Madison Ave., New York, N.Y. 10016. Phone: 212-684-6661.

Postmaster. Send form 3579 to CATALYST Magazine. 274 Madison Avenue, N.Y.• N.Y. 10016.

MINNESOTA SURVEYS BUILDING HEAT LOSS
I by Rudy Perpich, Governor ofMinnesota _ 26

A HOME SOLID WASTE SEPARATION PROGRAM
by Hazel N. Scotto, Councilwoman, Downey, California _..c.:. 28
.' .

NOAA AND THE ENVlRONMENT
. by RichardA. Frank, Administrator
National Oceanic andA tmospheric Administration 30

NEW ENERGY SOURT"F FOR INRI :STRY =---", -
""""'C:" __

TO ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
by Christine R. McElligott, Office ofEnvironmental Quality,
U.S. Department ofHousing and Urban Development
(Foreword by Palricia Roberts Harris, Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development) 18

HOMEOWNER GOES SOLAR WITH
NEW PR£FABRICATEDSUNHOUSESYSTEM 24

\

Departments

ENVIRONMENTAL VIEWPOINTS _ 2
LETTERS To The Editor 4
BULLETIN BOARD OfProducts & Services 33
RECENT BOOKS 34
EDUCATION AIDS 35
ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH STUDIES ~36

NEWS/TRENDS/IDEAS 40

COVER: by Thomas M.Jenkins

CATALYST is concerned with the total
environment. It aims to help people restore a
quality environment and prevent new
damage. CATALYST thus alternpts to act·as a
""transmittal belt» for the transfer of pOllution
control and environment enhancement
knowhow-to the end that it may serve as a
catalytic influence in getting relevant know­
ledge, research and skills put to use.

PUBUSHER: Nelson Buhler
PUBLISHER'SADVrsORY BOARD
Harold Jeffe!'5Oll Coolidge-Honorary Prcsi­
delllJ:lf-Lbe International Union for Conserva­
tion of Nature and Natural Resources
Dr. William J.1I<lcGill-Prcsident of Colum­
bia University
Roy B. Opitz-Continental Can Company
Executive and advocate of economic benefits
through environmental improvements
Dr. Richard H. Pough-President, Natural
Area Council
Werner Seiler-Swissair Executive and Inter­
nationalist
Dwight D. Taylor-Crown Zellerbach Execu­
!ive and Conservationist
lohn V. To.nney-Environmentalist and

tormer U.S. Senator from California
Richard Vincent-Director Df Sales Research,
Donnelley Marketing, A Dun &: Bradstreet
company, one of the world's largest business
information services
Allison Wade-Anorney and Environmentalist
Dr. Dayid C. Webb-Club of Rome Learning
Project; Director, Canadian Federation for
Educational Development
Ralph w. Yarborough-Wilderness &: Open
Space Advocate and former U.s. Senator
from Texas

"orrespondence. manuscripts, photos. and
<quests for permission to quote from
ATALYST should be .addressed to Laura E.

Freed, Editor, CATALYST, P.O. Box 1144.
FDR Station. New York. N.Y. 10022. (Tele­
phone 212-753-2769.)

EDITOR: LauraE.Freed
Co-Publisher.

AmieGreen
Marketing Director.

Molly Lockwood
Design:

Phil Miller
Consultants:

John Walker Hundley Enterprises

Copyright ~ 1978 by CATALYST for Envi­
ronmental Quality. No portion of this maga­
zine may be reproduced in any form without
the written permission of the publisher. Opin­
ions expressed by the authors are their own
and do not necessarily reflect the policy of
CATALYST For Environmental Quality.

A-S!:J-~
CATALYST For Environmental Quality is a recommended
publication of the American Society for Ecological Education. Library ofCongress N urnber 70-22957 J:?;:1



In less than a decade, Alaska has earned a reputation
as America's energy storehouse.

With the Trans-Alaska Pipeline delivering crude oil
from North America's largest known petroleum reser­
voir, and with a route chosen for a natural gas pipeline
extending 4,800 miles to the midwest and west coast,
Alaska has become a crucial supplier of American­
produced petroleum.

Senator Alike Gravel, D·A laska, is
sening his second term in the U.S.

_, ~ Senate. He is a member of the
-., SFinance Commillee. and chairman

:::.-1 of its subcommillee on energy; he is
also a member of the Em'ironment
and Public Works Committee. and
chairs its subcommillee on .....ater
resources.

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

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

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

Alaska possesses hydroelectric potential in an abun­
dance as great as that of its fossil fuels. A third of the
freshwater runoff of the entire nation is found in Alaska,
and the Alaska Power Administration has estimated the
state's hydroelectric potential at as much as 172 billion
kilowatt hours per year. Hydro-generated electricity in
the United States in 1975 totalled 304 billion kilowatt
hours.



This 2300Joot-long bridge across the Yukon River was built to carry heavy trafficfor the traIlS A laska pipeline project.
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Hydroelectric power can be provided to most ofAlas­
ka's population, both in the high-demand "railbelt" area
which includes Anchorage and Fairbanks, and in the
smaller, isolated cities ofsoutheast Alaska. Even where it
can't provide power directly, as in the remote interior
villages, hydroelectric development can help lower elec­
tricity costs through a statewide power authority.

It is not surprising that, among all its energy riches,
Alaska should choose the one which constitutes a renew­
able resource. In fact, the choice can be seen as part of a
widespread preference for a renewable recourse econ­
omy in Alaska.

The effects of unplanned development in the Lower
and of the ever-increasing burning of fossil fuels,

have become well known while Alaska is still mostly
wilderness. Indeed, many Alaskans came north to escape
the worst of twentieth century growth and pollution.

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

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

Wilderness Nature OfAlaska

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

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



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

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

The degree of participatory democracy in Alaska is
also noteworthy. Alaskans as a group are well educated
and politically aware, and they are accustomed to mak­
ing their voices heard.

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

The final factor in making Alaska's opportunity
unique is its sudden, near-overwhelming influx ofmoney
from petroleum development. With the oil pipeline on­
stream, Alaska can look forward to income approaching
$1 billion per year from current oil production alone.
North Slope gas will add more when the gas pipeline is in
place. And several other areas of the state, both on- and
off":shore, are considered to be among the most promis-
ing in the country for new oil discoveries. •

Use orPetroleum-Generated Income

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

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

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

Alaska, which had never been able to afford the kinds
of social programs it needed, used much of the $900
million to expand education, health care and public
works programs. All state programs, in fact, were ex­
panded. But the lease money could not sustain these
programs beyond a few years, and when the pipeline and
its income were delayed, the state found itself running a
$200 million yearly deficit..

The virtual disappearance of the $900 million made a
deep impression on Alaskans, and they became commit-

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

State Permanent Fund

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

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

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

These 62foot.high crude oil storage tanks, sho....n here ....hile still under
construction, are at the Valdez terminalfor the trans A /aska pipeline.

- ~~.,

~ "i,':-J:

,I)



[;:.
_.0.:"•..

____-;;;:-/- -::::..---..:--:.-~:.z.:::; ---=-__ _ ....0. •• . .~!!:i;,~
~~~/~;;,=::-~.".""",,,,~. .-. '": .....--..;;~.-.." ~.~......~ i~-...~'\~~.-0'i~• ...:..----=-...;.;.. ._. :-"""~~--.P"".' .' 0.' '_"'". . ' o~:::::::~.~.....~-lrMi¢';..;C~~~· ~~~ :ft'"' - .-.- \:: .. ~-.' ~.~~ __

A lthough not specifically designated as animal crossings, some elevatedpordons ofthe trans A laska pipelineprovide adequate clearanceforpassage of
large migrating or roaming animals. There are about 360 such sites along the 8oo-mile line.

In Southeast Alaska, 40 percent of electricity needs for a~d owned by the same people who would benefit
already are met by hydro-power. But in Anchorage, from It
where demand is largest, natural gas is being burned to Phase I Activities-Susitna Dams
generate power; and in Fairbanks, the basic fuel for At present, the Corps is at the proposed sites conduct-
electricity is coal. ... . ing Phase I activities, which include complete design and

More than half the hvdroelectnc potential remammg cost/benefit analyses as well as a final Environmental
. the U.S. is to be found in Alaska. Many potential sites Impact Statement. If these result in a go-ahead decision

i in the southeast, and new small hydro developments for the project, the first dam could be on line by 1986 and
can be added to serve the sma!l cities there. The most the sec~md_~YJ920 _ __:.._~::-.-="_:':_ ..
dramatic hydro-power potentIal, however, IS on -the'-- Amon.g'thos·e who were. quick to recognize Alaska's
Susitna River about halfway between Anchorage and great hydro-power potential was the late Senator Hubert
Fairbanks. .. Humphrey, who said during a visit to the state 18 years

This site has been referred to by envlf~nmentalists ~s ago that hydro-power was "one of the greatest of ~II
the best in the state for a large hydro. proJect. T~e SUSlt- Alaska resources-this power is a vital and essential
na's water is gla~ial, meani.ng ther~ 1$ no ~sh lIfe to. b.e requirement for the development of Alaska as a whole,
affected. The project would mvolve mundatIOn ofa mI~I- and most of her resources." I have proposed naming the
mum amount ofland and thus minimal interfere~ceWIth Susitna project for Senator Humphrey and the state
wildlife, especially at the deep gorge called DevIls Can- . legislature is already acting on the proposal. .

yon. . Alaskans are anxious to build an economy that Will
The project would involve constructmg two darns, one enhance rather than deorade the environment of the

at Devils Canyon and one upriver from the canyon. The nation's most spectacular~tate.
combined capacity of the two darns would be 1,568 Reaching this and other objectives will be aided by the
megawatts. Together, they would gene!"ate. an average great shifts in land ownership and land management in
6.91 billion kilowatt hours per yea~, which IS more .than Alaska which are creating a climate conducive to un-
60 perce~t of the power n~eds ~roJected for. the rail belt precedented land use planning, and Alaskans can.be
area. As m all hydroelectnc projects, the estImated $ 1.5 relied upon to participate vigorously in the planmng
biliion cost for the Susitna projec~ would ~e almost en- process.
tirely for the initial dam constructIOn, leavmg the power As mentioned before, it is somewhat ironic that the
that is produced free from inflationary pressures. key to using these unusual assets and to avoiding the

Under the Alaska Hydroelectric Power Development mistakes that others have .mad~ is being given to Alas-
Act, which passed Congress in 1976, a ·new method of kans in the form of gr.eat l~fuslOns of money generat~d

would be used to build the Susitna darns. In from non-renewable 011. ThIS money can be used to bUild
e'!9&ence, the state would pay the U.S. Corps ofEngineers, a capita! infra.structure geared toward renewable
as contractors throuoh the sale of bonds-meaning that resource mdustnes. And among the features of such an
unlike many l~rge w;ter projects, this one would be paid infrastructure is an energy base ofhydroelectric power.•

16

~.

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

H



- .-
-

')1JCn,ifcb ,j0{cdC::i ,-$c'n~fc
W"'liHINo.T~)N.D.C 20510

October 11, 1978

Ron Skoog
Commissioner
Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Subpart Building
Juneau, Alaska 99801

,..

\
-,:.
..

Dear Ron:

,
I. .

':[-C'J/'"'>. " . J
...., .. ! l, f .l

" .: ,.1. Cr::1C!.:
I just received your letter relative to my article

which appeared in Catalyst m~sazine and appreciat~ your
critique of my remarks on the Susitna darn project.

I particularly appreciated your synopsis of the
projected impact the hydroelectric facility may have
on the Susitna river fishery and the need for further
study of the situation before full construction can get
underway.

In that regard I must be advised on three matters.
First, how much money is required to conduct the required
fishery impac t study in the upper and 10vJc!:' Sus i tna
River draintiges. Second, of the total amount of money
that is needed, what is the break down on amounts and
sources from \-Jhicil it can be obtained? S?ccifically,
how much can be made available for such a study from
ADF & G, hmv much C.-:ln be counted on from ~~ational i'farine
Fisheries Service, and finally how much must come from
the Corp of En~inecrs.

Third, what is the time frame involved in tn~s type
of fishery impact study? Can you 8ive me an idea of hOtv
extensive this type of study is, what it entails and,
most ilt1portantly, hO'\\7 much time it will require?

If you can prOVide ~e answers to these questions at
your earliest possible conv~nience, it will enable us to
do \vh.:lt \Ve can to ensure the appropriate study, of the impact
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I just received your le~ter relative to my article
which arpeared in C~t~lyst m~sazine and appreciat~ your
critique of my remarks on the Susitna dam project.

I particularly appreciated your synopsis of the
projected impact the hydroelectric facility may have
on the Susitna river fishery and the need for further
study of the situation before full construction can get
underway.

In that regard I must be advised on three matters.
First, how much money is required to conduct the required
fishery impact study in the upper and lower Susitna
River drain~ges. Second, of the total amount of money
that is needed. what is the bre~k down on nmounts and
sources from \·Jhicl1 it can be obtained? S;')ccifically,
how much can be made available for such a study from
ADF & G, hm..; much C.:ln be COlln ted on from i'~a tiona1 l·Iarine
Fisheries Service, and finally how much must come from
the Corp of En~inccrs.

Third, what is the time frame involved in this type
of fishery imp~ct study? Ciln you give me an idea of how
extensive this type of study is, what it entails and,
most importantly, how much time it will require?

If you can provide fue answers to these questions at
your earliest possible conv~nience, it will enable us to
do what we can to ensure tile appropriate study of the impact
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on the Susitn~ fishery is c~rricd out while ~t the same
time ensuring that work on the Susitna project is not
unduly delayed.

With best wishes.
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Sincerely,
,'J

/~7~
. Hike Gl:'~vcl

'.
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The Honorable Mike Gravel
. United States Senau:

3121 Cirksen Senate Offica 8ldg.
Hashington. D.C. 20510

Re: Susitna Hydro Project

Dear Senator Gravel:

Thank you for your letter of October 11 requesting further info~4tion on
the budgets required for fisheries invastigations relative to the Susitna
Hydro Project. Al~10ugh you requested information related only to fish­
eries~ I wouid like to take t1is opportunity to familiarize you with all of
-~1e biological investigations and inform you of our concerns ~garding these
fish and wildlife studies.

"'..
You asked: RHow much money is required to conduct the required fishery
impact study in the Upper and Lower Susitna River drair:il9~s?tl Enclosed are
the pages of the June 1973 Phase I Plan of Study (POS) pr-epared by the Corps
of Engineers (Attncmnent 1) which address all proposed biOlogical investi­
gations. The infoni~tion contained in tiese pages outlines L1e proposed
biological studies Hhich should be a part of work perfor-:,ed to aid in the
determination of the feasibility of this Susitna Hydro Pro,ject. Studies 8-2
through B-7 a~ roquired to ass:::ss the ir.;pact of the p~posed project cn tile
Susitna River1s fisheries resources. Using the Corps projected cost the
fisheries portion of these studies would arnount to $2,264,000. The Depar·t­
ruent estimates Llat S5,158,OCO ~~uld be requil~d to ade~uately perform t~ese

studies.

Secondly, you requested: uOf the total aH.Dunt of money that .is needed, what
is L1e breakdovm on a;.~unts and sources frc~ which it can be obtained?
Specifically hO~1 much can be r:;ade available for such a study fror.1 i10:='::S, tlm1
much can be counted on from Nationa1 f.!arioe Fisheries Ser/ice, and fiTia11y,
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The Honorable Mike Gravel
. United Stau:;s Senat::

3121 Dirksen Senate Office
~ashington. D.C. 20510

Re: Susitna Hydro Project

Dear Senator Gravel:
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Thank you for your letter of October 11 requesting further info~4tion on
the budgets required for fisheries investigations relative to the Susitna
Hydro Project. Al~,ough you requested informaticn related only to fish­
eries~ r would like to take t1is opportunity to familiarize you with all of
-~,e biological investigations and inform you of our concerns regarding these
fish and wildlife studies.

".
You asked: "How much money is required to conduct the required fishery
impact study in the Upper and Lowei'" Susitna River drair:il9Bs?" Enclosed are
the pages of the June 1973 Phase I Plan of Study (paS) p~pared by the Corps
of Engineers (AttnCCTIilent 1) which address all proposed bioio91cal investi­
gations. The infor~,~tion contained in tiese pages outlines ~le proposed
biological studies \'Ihicn should be a part of work peifo~d to aid in the
deterulination of the feasibility of this Susitna lIydro Project. Studies 8-2
through B-7 are 12quirt;d to ass:;ss tole ir;;pact of the proposed project cn C,i:
Susitna River1s fisheries resources. Using the Corps projected cost the
fi " . , ~ J-h .•• 1d . .... $" '"V'4 0"'0 -. !"'I ...+slienes por'Cl0n or Wiese S1:UClieS WQU arnoun-c \.0 ~,i.O , 1..J. ilie tJep;~f;'-

~ent esti~ates Llat $5,158,000 ~~uld be requil~d to adequately perform ~~ese

stUdies ..

Secondly, you requested: uOf the total aH.~unt of money that .is needed, what
is ~1e breakdo\'m on ar.~unts and sources fro~ which it can be obtained?
Specifically hm1 much can be r:;ade available for such a study rror.1 J~Df,:;G1 t:C\'l
much can be counted on from j'{ationa1 !-!arin~ Fisheries Serl;cs, and filially,



tl1ka Gravel -2- Oecem=er 14, 1~7S

'f1'\

ouch ll".ust c~frorn the carps of E..'lgin~rs?a The table in Attac~nt Z
sh~ the Phasa I ud~e~ proposed by t,e ~r~~_~~.3 million doilars) and by
the vepar1:ment (7. . ,11100 do11aT'S) and ttle aliTercnces be~n t.;;e budgets
in dollars and percent. As you will note, there is a 3.5 ~il1ion dollar
difference bet'treen the CDT?s and ADF~G budget proposals. A r-ecent letter to
Eric You1d 7 E.'tec.Jtive Dirr:ctcr of the Alaska Pcwer- Authority (Att2chrr:ent 3)"
further e....q::n~sses our concerns of the inadequacy of funding for t.18 Phase I
biological investigations.

We believe ~,e iuOney for the Phase! investigations should COi:~ from ~~e

federal govenJa.'-ent t..1rough the Corps of Engineers or through State appro­
priations .for the full term (45 rr;onths) of the proposed s"tudies. Funding
may be available this year if the State of Alaska appropriates cenieen
1 and 8 million dollars to initiate the first year of Phase I st~d;es.

However. there is no assuranca that the remainder of the investigations ~11

be funcL~.

This ~partrnent does not have the funds to divert into the study of 't.1e
Susitna Hydro Project. Diversion of Federal Aid in Hildlife Restoration
(P-R) or Federal Aid in Fisheries Restoration (D-J) funds and projects to
study fish and wildlife iwpacts would result in sport hunters and fishenrl€n
subsidizing investigations of a project affecting not only these user
groups but ~;e bread spectrum of the public. Also, all of the ~pa~~ntts

D-J and ?-R funds are currently dedicated to ongoing studies.

Tha third question you asked: RUhat is t.;e t1Ine fra.~ involved in this tJpe
of fis!1cry impact study?a is critical to our success in maintaining t~e

fisimr'j_ ?S v.'e sta~d in the attached let""..er to the A?A, we believe a
strong indication of L~ feasibility of this project with respect to fish
and \'tildlife can be stated if the prop...;Sed Phase I studies in the POS are
carried out. TIsere are effectively three full field years possible in the
46 ~nt' Phase I time fr~~. Tr~ ti~~ fraffias are basically laid out in the
enclosed biological investigations section of ~,e POS (Attach~nt 1, pages
22...0-3(2). All sa1mon species have in excess of trIO year life cyc1es and
cer~in studies, to acc~~~data the investigation of species wi~, life
cycles up to five years, should be extended eeyond that three years to a
full fiVe year ti~e frame. Earlier proposals by ~1is ~partr.~nt for five
rciirs of study 1'/Qu1d have cost. ten l:1i11ion dollars •. Until the feasibility
investigations are c~lete and the potential fish and ~iidlife i~acts

iC8,tifi~d, projecticn on time and cost of fish and wildlife mitigation
studies are not preseQtly possible.

I hope t~at the ~terial enclosed, and our discussion will point out that
alternatives far providing the budgets ror biological investisaticns must be
explored. We seek your assistance in determining if ~~e Susitna Hydro
Project is feasible froo a biological standpoint. If ~~e decision is r.~ce
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to proceed with construction .. 't.~ also seek you!" assist2.nCE in seeing that
the project is dcne in a Ir.zm..'1er tthich mitigates fish and wildlife resourca
losses. Please contact this Department if you need tiiOre infor'i..ation.

Sincerely,

~onald O. Skoog
Coa:I1ssioner

Attac.ht'~nts (4)

ex:: R. Logan
T. Trent

'..!"

ROSta~~
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