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11 - AGENCY CONSULTATION 

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

In addition to this agency consultation described, a 1 arge number of 
agencies were contacted for information during the preparation of the 
environmental reports. This resulted in a constant exchange of ideas 
and updating on the project's progress. 

1 - ORGANIZATION OF CONSULTATION PROGRAM 

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

1.1 - FQrmal Consultation 

1.1.1- Regulatory Requirements 

The FERC regulations pertaining to applications for license under 
Part I of the Federal Power Act require in 18 CFR Part 4, Subpart 
E, Section 4.41, that applicants for licenses consult with local, 
state, and federal natural resource agencies prior to filing of 
their license application. Accordingly, the Alaska Power Author
ity formulated a plan to consult with these agencies~ 

The process utilized by the Power Authority was based upon circu
lation of reports of the various aspects of the projects to the 
agencies and a written r·equest for agency comments. The reports 
circulated were interim reports in specific study areas (fisher
ies, wildlife, etc.) as discussed below, as well as planning de
cision reports (access road, transmission line corridors, etc.). 
In addition, prior to initiation of project studies, the Plan of 
Study and revisions were circulated. Results of the fish and 
wildlife mitigation planning efforts were also circulated under 
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this formal program. Finally, a draft version of Exhibit E of 
the 1 i cense application was provided to all agencies on November 
15, 1982. 

1.1.2 - Organization 

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

(a) Original Organization 

(i) Agency Groups 

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

(ii) Reports Circulated 

A 1 i st of the reports and the groups to which they 
were sent appears in Table E~11.2. Because of over
lapping jurisdictions (one agen<:y present in more 
than one group), several agencies received reports on 
different subjects. Table E.11.J. lists, by agency, 
the reports received. 

(b) Revised Organization 

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

- An expansion of the number of groups; 

- An expansion of the number of agencies within each group; 
and 
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- A decrease in the number of reports for which formal com
ments were requested and, instead, simp·ly providing re
ports for information as backup documents to reports on 
which conJTlents were requested. · 

Table E.11.4 lists the revised subject groups and the agen
cies within each group. Table E.ll.5 lists the reports to 
be received by each group, and Table E.11.6 reports the date 
they were circulated and their purpose I {informat·ion or 
commer.t). This revised progr·am exceeds the consultation 
required by FERC but was implemented to insure tha1t all 
agencies received adequate informatiorr. 

1.1.3 - Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Review Group 

Throughout the Susitna Hydroelectric Project studies, technical 
mitigation planning has been conducted by the Power Aothority and 
its consultants to reduce impacts to fish and wildlife resources. 
To insure agency input into this process, a Fish and Wildlife 
Mitigation Revie\'1 Group was estab 1 ished. The purpose of this 
group was to review fish and wildlife mitigation options pre
sented to them and provide comments on priority and practicality 
of their options. Agencies invited to be on this committee and 
those who accepted are listed in Table E.11.7. 

1.2 - Informal Consultation 
--~ 

1.2~1 - Sustina Hydro Steering Committee 

The Sus itna Hydroelectric Project Steering Committee was estab-
1 i shed in 1980 as a mechanism to insure agency i nteraeti on in 
project progress and decision making. The first meeting was held 
in Ju.,y 1980 and meetings continue to date. Originally envi
sioned as a forma 1 process, it was decided the committee would 
function as an informal body with official agency comment ad
dressed via the Fonnal Agency Coordinatior~ Program. Appendix 
1l.J\ contains correspondence relative to the establishment of the 
Steering Committee. 

The committee consists of representatives of state and federal 
agencies as listed in Table E.l1 .. 8. Table E.11.9 1 ists the dates 
of meetings between the Power Authority and the Steering Commit
tee and the purpose of these meetings. 

1.2.2- Environmental Workshop 

To assist agencies in reviewing the draft Exhibit E a four-day 
workshop was held in Anchorage from November 29 to Decembe:' 2, 
1982. The objectives for the workshop agenda and a 1 i sting of 
participants is included in Table E.l1~10, E.11.11, and E.ll.l2, 
l''espectively. 
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2 - PHASES OF REVIEW 

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

2.1 - Consultation Prior to Preparation 
of Draft FERC License Application 

2.1o1- Plan of Study 

The P"lan of Study was circulated for review in March 1980, with 
public and agency meetings being held in April 1980. The Plan of 
Study was further discussed with the Steering Committee in Sep
tember· 1980. In addition, Environmental Procedure Manuals were 
circulated for review in October 1980. Comments on the Plan of 
Study were subsequently received and responded to. This process 
insurE~d agency input into the design and future of the study. 
Correspondence appears in Appendix 11.8. 

2.1.2 -Data Coll~ction and Project Assessment 

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

In acldi t ion to annua 1 envi ronmenta 1 reports, comments were re
quested on access road reports, transmission line siting reports, 
and the Susitna Hydroelectric Project Mid-Study report. Corres
pondence concerning these documents appears in Appendix 11oC. 

2o1.3 - Development Selection 

In March 1981, the Development Selection Report WdS circulated to 
ager.ci es for review and comment. This report compared various 
developnent scenarios within the lower and middle Susitna Basin 
as well as alternatives outside the basin. Comments received on 
the Development Selection Report appear in Appendix 1l.D. 

2.1.4- Mitigation Planning 

Miti~1ation Planning for the Susitna Hydroelectric Project has in
volved the Power Authori.ty, its consultants, and state and fed
eral resource agencies. A Fisheries Mitigation Core Group, 
Wildlife Mitigation Core Group (to develop technical mitigation 
plans), and a Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Review Group (to pro
vide agency input to the mitigat·ion plans) were established. 
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A Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy was developed, revised 
three times following receipt of conments, and finalized during 
the 1981-1982 period. Various mitigation option papers were also 
drafted, circulated for comments, and oiscussed in meetings with 
the agencies. Appendix 11.E contains correspondence related to 
mitigation planning. 

2.1.5- Feasibility Assessment 

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

2.1.6- Additional Studies and Project Refinement 

In response to agency concerns and in recognition that further 
studies, especially in the area of fisheries, were warranted 
prior to submitting a FERC license appliction, the decision was 
made by the Alaska Power Authority to delay the license applica
tion date. Studies and project refinements that received agency 
review included the wil dl i fe/habi tat model, watet~ quality and 
flow modeling, access plans, and downstream flow release sched
ule. Agency consultation took the /t<>nn of Steering Committee 
meetings, habitat modeling workshop, Fish and Wildlife Mitigation 
Review Group meetings, and request for written comment on the re
vised access p 1 an. Correspondence and minutes of meetings from 
the above are contained in Appendix 11.G. 

2.2- Draft License Review 

On November 15, 1982, a Draft Exhibit E of the license applica
tion was distributed to appropriate federal, state, and local 
agencies for official review and comment. Agencies receiving 
copies of this report are listed in Table E.11.12. To assi~.t 
agencies in reviewing the Draft Exhibit E, a four-day workshop 
was held in Anchorage from November 29 to December 2~ 1982~ Un
official agency comments received during this workshop are in
ciuded in Appendix 11 .. H. Following the 60-day review period, 
comments were re~~ived from the resource agencies. These appear 
i rt Appendix 11 .. L. Comments relating to any measures or faci 1 i
ties recommended by the agencies that could mitigate potential 
impacts of the project are ~ddressed specifically at the end of 
appropriate chapters with Exhibit Ee If the Power Authority has 
not accepted any of these reconmendat ions, the reasons are ·pre-
sented. 

An entire set of comments, including all those relating to miti
gation, report reviews, assessment of alternatives, and the need 
for the project, are included in a conment-response format in 
Appendix 11.J. Each comment is presented followed immediately by 
the Power Authority's response. 
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TABLE E.11.1: FORMAL AGENCY COORDINATION LIST (ORIGINAL} 

Water Quality and Use Group 

Mr .. John Katz 
Alaska Department of Natural Resources 
Pouch M 
Juneau, Alaska 99811 

Colonel Lee Nunn 
District Engineer 
Alaska District 
U.S. Army Corps of Engine•'.Jrs 
P.O. Box 7002 
Anchorage, Alaska 99510 

Mr. John Soencer 
Regional Administrator 
Region X 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, Washington 98101 

• 
Fish, Wildlife, and Botanical Gr~ 

Mr. Robert McVey 
Director, Alaska Region 
National Marine fisheries Service 
NOAA 
P.O. Box 1668 
Juneau, Alaska 99802 

Mr. Ernest W. Mueller 
Cgmmissioner 
Alaska Department of Environmental 

Conservation 
Pouch 0 
Juneau, Alaska 99801 

Mr. Keith Schreiner 
Regional Director, Region 7 
U.S. fish and Wildlife Services 
1011 East Tudor Road 
Anchorage, Alaska 99503 

cc: Mr. Alan Carson 
Division of Natural Resources 
Alaska Department of Natural 

Resources 
Pouch 7-005 
Anchorage, Alaska 99510 

cc: Judy Swartz 
U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency 

Mail Stop 443 
Region X EPA 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, Washington 98101 

cc: Mr. Ron Morris 
Director 
Anchorage field Office 
National Marine Fisheries 
Service 

701 C Street, Box 43 
Anchorage, Alaska 99513 

Mr. Ronald 0. Skoog cc: Mr. Thomas Trent 
State of Alaska Commissioner 

State of Alaska Department of fish and Game 
Support Building 
Juneau, Alaska 99801 

-

Department of fish and Game 
2207 Shepard Road 
Anchorage, Alaska 99502 



-
TABLE E.11. 1: (Page 2) 

Historical and Archeological Group 

Mr. John E. Cook 
Acting Regional Director 
Alaska Office 
National Park Service 
540 West Fifth Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Ms. Lee McAnerney 
Department of Commu[dty and Regional Affairs 
Pouch 8 
Juneau, Alaska 99811 

Mr. Robert Shaw 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
Alaska Department of Natural Resources 
Division of Parks 
619 Warehouse Avenue, Suite 210 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Recreation Group 

Mr. John E. Cook 
Acting Regional Director 
Alf.'lska Office 
National Park Service 
540 West Fifth Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Mr. John Katz 
Alaska Department af Natural Resources 
Pouch M 
Juneau, Alaska 99811 

Mr. lee Wyatt 
Planning Director 
Matanuska-Susitna Borough 
Box6 
Palmer, Alaska 99645 

Aesthetics and land Uae Group 

Mr. Roy Huhndorf 
President 
Cook Inlet Region, Incorporated 
P.O. Drawer 4N 
Anchorage, Alaska 99509 

Mr. John Katz 
Alaska Department of Natural Resources 
Pouch M 
Juneau," Alaska 99811 

-.....:,_ .. 

-

cc: Mr • Larry Wright 
National Park Service 
1011 East Tudor Road 
Suite 297 
Anchorage, Alaska 99503 

cc; Mr.. Alan Carson 
Division of Natural Resources 
Alaska Department of Natural 

Resources 
Pouch 7.-005 
Anchorage, Alaska 99510 

cc: Mr& Larry Wright 
National P&rk Service 
1011 East Tudor Road 
Suite 297 
Anchorage, Alaska 99503 

cc: Mr. Alan Carson 
Division of Natural Resources 
Alaska Department of Natural 

Resources 
Pouch 7-005 
Anchorage, Alaska 99510 

cc: Mr. Alan Carson 
Division of Natural Resources 
Alaska Department of Natural 

Resources 
Pouch 7-005 
Anchorage, Alaska 99510 c 
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TABLE E. 11.1: <P~ge 3) 

Aesthetics and Land Use Group, (cent 'd) 

Mr • John Rego 
Bureau of Land Management 
Anchorage District Office 
4700 East 72nd Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 99507 

General 

Ms. Wendy Welt 
Office of Coastal Management 
Division of Policy Development and Planning 
Pouch AP 
Juneau, Alaska 99811 
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TABLE E.11.2: OR~ Gl NAL Ll ST OF REPORTS AND GROUPS TO 
WHICH REPORTS WERE/WERE TO BE SENT 

Report Group 

Plan of Study and Plan of Study Revisions 

Development Selection Report 

1980 Annual Environmental Sl.llllilary Rt~port 

1980 Annual Reports 
fish Ecology 
Big Game 
Birds and Non-Game Marrmals 
furbearers 
Plant Ecology 
Land Use 
Socioeconomics 
Cultural Resources 
Recreation 

Instream flow Study Plan 

Transmission Limr Corridor Screening Heport 

fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy 

feasibility ~eport 

1981 final Phase 1 Reports 

FWB = Fish, Wildlife, and Botanical 
ALU = Aesthetics, Land Use 
HA = Historic and Archaeological 
R = Recreation 
WQ = Water Quality 
G = General 

-

A11 

A11 

A11 

fWB 
fWB 
fWB 
fWB 
FWB 
ALU 
HA 
HA 
R 

WQ, fWB, G 

A11 

fWB 

A11 

A11 
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TABLE E.l1.3: ORIGINAL LIST OF AGENCIES AND REPORTS RECEIVED 

Agency 

Alaska Department of 
Natural Resources 

Alaska Department. of 
Fish and Game 

Alas!. a Department of 
Environmental Conservation 

Alaska Department of 
Community and Regional Affairs 

-

Report 

Plan of Study 
Plan of Study Revisions 
Development Selection Report 
1980 Annual Environmental Summary Report 
Instream Flow Study Plan 
1980 Socioeconomic Annual Report 
1980 Cultural Resources Annual Report 
1980 land Use Annual Report 
1980 Recreation Annual Report 
Transmission line Corridor Screening Report 
Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy 
Feasibility Report · 
Final Phase I Reports 

Plan of Study and Plan of Study Revisions 
Development Selection Report 
1980 Annual Envii~onmental Summary Report 
Instream Flow Study Plan 
1980 Fish Ecology Annual Report 
1980 Big Game Annual Report 
1980 Birds and Ne~n-Game Mammals Annual Report 
1980 Furbearers Repoll't 
1980 Plant Ecol0£1Y Report 
Transmission Line· Corridor Screening Report 
Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Polic>' 
Feasibility Report 
Final Subtask Reports 

Plan of Study 
Plan of Study Revtsions 
Development Selection Report 
1980 Annual Environmental Summary Report 
Inst.ream Flow Study Plan 
1980 Fish Ecology Annual Report 
1980 Big Game Annual Report 
1980 B-irds a11d Non-Game Mammals Annual Report 
1980 Furbearers Report 
1980 Plant Ecology Report 
Transmission Line Corridor Screening Report 
Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy 
Feasibility Report 
Final Subtask Report 

Plan of Study 
Plan of Study Revisions 
Development Selection Report 
1980 Annual Environmental Summary Report 
1980 Sociaeconomic Annual Report 
1980 Cultural Resources Annual Report 
Transmission Line Corridor Screening Report 
Feasibility Report 
final Subta~k Reports 

. _j
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TABLE E.11.3: (Page 2) 

Agency Report 

Division of Policy Development 
and Planning Office of Coastal 
Management. 

Hantanuska-Susitna Borough 

Cook Inlet Region, Inc. 

U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agetncy 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

National Marine Fisheries 
Service 

Plan of Study 
Plan of Study Revisions 
Development Selection Report 
1980 Annual Environmental Summary Report 
Instream Flow Study Report 
Transmission Line Corridor Sc~eening Report 
Feasibility Report 
Final Subtask Reports 

Plan of Study 
Plan of Study Revis·ions . 
Development Selection Report 
1980 Annual Environmental Summary Report 
1980 Recreation Annual Report 
Transmission line Corrido~ Screening Report 
Feasibility Report 
Final Phase I Reports 

Plan of Study 
Plan of Study Revisions 
Development Selection Report 
1980 Annual Environmental Summary Report 
1980 Land Use Annual Report 
Transmission Line Corridor Screening Repllrt 
Feasibilit.y Report 
Final Phase I Reports 

Plan of Study 
Plan of Study Re~isions 
Development Selection Report 
1980 Annual Environmental Summary Report 
Instream Flow Study Plan 
Transmission Line Corridor Screening Report 
Feasibility Report · 
1981 Final Phase I Reports 

Plan of Study 
Plan of Study Revisions 
Development Selection Report 
1980 Annual Environmental Summary Report 
Instr~am Flow Study Plan 
Transmission Line Corridor Screening Report 
Feasibility Report 
1981 Final Phase I Reports 

Plan of Study 
Plan of Study Revisions 
Development Selection Report 
1980 Annual Environmental Summary Report 
Instream Flow Study Report 
1980 Fish Ecology Annual Report 
1980 Big Game Annual Report 
1980 Birds and Non-Game Mammals Annual Report 
1980 Furbearer Report 
1980 Plant Ecology 
Transmission line Corridor Screening Report 
Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy 
Feasibility Report 
1981 Final Phase 1 Reports 
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TA3LE E.1t.3: (Page 3) 

Agency 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service 

National r~rk Service 

U.S. Bureau of Land 
Management 

Report 

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

Plan of Study 
Plan of Study Revisions 
Development Selection Report 
Instream Flow Study Plan 
1980 Annual EnvirQnmental Summary Report 
1980 Socioeconomic Annual Report 
1980 Cultural Resources Annual Rel'ort 
1980 Recreation Annual Report 
Transmission Line Corridor Screening Report 
Feasibility Report 
1981 Final Phase I Reports 

-

Plan of Study 
Plan of Study Revisions 
Development Selection Report 
Instream Flow Study Report 
1980 Annual Environmental Summary Report 
1980 Land Use ~1nual Report 
Transmissio~ Line Corridor Screening Report 
Feasibility Report 
1261 Final Phase 1 Reports 
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TABLE E.11.4: AGENCY COORDINATION EXPANDED LIST 

Water Quality and Use Group 

Mr. Max Brewer * 
Office of the Director 
Special Assistant for Alaska 
U.S. Geological Survey 
218 East Street 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Mr. John Cook ** 
Acting Regional Director 
Alaska Region 
National Park Service 
540 West Fifth Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Mr. John Katz 
Alaska Department of Natural Resources 
Pouch M 
Juneau, Alaska 99811 

Mr. Robert IE"Vey * 
Director, Alaska Region 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
NOAA 
P .. O. Box 1668 
Juneau, Alaska 99802 

Hr. Ernest W. Mue! "'..er ~· 
Commissioner 
Alaska Department of Environmental 
Conservation 

Pouch 0 
Juneau, Alaska 998D1 

Colonel le·e Nt.lfln 
District fngineer 
Alaska District 
U.S. Army Corp~ of Engineers 
P.O. Box 7002 
Anchorage, Alaska 99510 

Mr. John Re'go 
Bureau of land Management 
Anchorage District Office 
4700 East 72nd Avenue 
~nchorage, Alaska 99507 

Mr. Keith Schreiner * 
Regional Director, Region 7 
U.S~ Fish and Wildlife Service 
1011 East Tudor Road 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Mr. Ron~ld 0~ Skoog * 
CammissioneJ:" 
State of Aiask~ Department of fish & Game 
Support Building 
Juneau, AlaakB 99801 

cc: ~. Larry Wright 
National Park Service 
1011 East Tudor Road 
Suite 297 
Anc:lorage, Alaska 99503 

cc: Mr. Alan Carson 
Division of Natural Resources 
Alaska Department of Natural 
Pouch 7-005 
Anchora:tge, Alaska 99510 

cc: Mr. Ron t-brr is 
Director 
Anchorage field Office 
National Marine Fisheries 
Service 

701 C Street, Box 43 
Anchorage, Alaska 99513 

cc; Mr. Bob Martin 
Alaska Department of 
Environmental Conservatjon 

437 East Street, 2nd Floor 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

cc: ;-tr • lenny Car in 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Western Alaska Ecological 
Service 

733 Wetst 4th Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

cc: Mr. Thomas Trent 
State of Alaska 
Department of fish and G8me 
2207 S?enard Road 
J~chorage, Alaska 99502 

* Added at the suggestion of the Susitna Hydro Steering Committee. 
**Added as a result of specific agency request. 
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TABLE E.11.4: (P8ge 2) 

Mr. John R. Spencer. 
Regional Administratc~r 
Region X 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, Washington 98101 

cc: Ms. Judy Swartz 
U.S. Envir•onmental Protection 
Agency 

Hail Stop 443 
Region X EPA 
1200 South 6th Avenue 
Seattle, Washington 98101 

Fish, Wildlife, and Botanical Group 

Mr. Max Brewer * 
Office of the Director 
Special Assistant for Alaska 
U.S~ Geological Survey 
218 East Street 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Mr. John Katz 
Alaska Department of Natural Resources 
Pouch M 
Juneau, Alaska 99811 

Mr. Robert McVey 
Director, Alaska Region 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
NOAA 
P.O. Box 1668 
Juneau, Alaska 99802 

Mr. Ernest W. ~/ueller 
Commissioner 
Alaska Department of Environmental 
Conservation 

Pouch 0 
Juneau, Alaska 99801 

Mr. John Rego * 
Bureau of land Management 
Anchorage District Office 
4700 East 72nd Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 99507 

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

cc: ~~.r • Alan Carson 
Division of Natural Resources 
Alaska Department of Natural 
Pm.1ch 1005 
Anchorage, Alaska 99510 

cc: Mr. Ron Morris 
Dire1-:tor 
Anchorage Field Office 
Natic.mal Marine Fisheries 
Service 

701 C Street, Bux 43 
Anchorage, Alaska 99513 

cc: Mr. Bob Martin 
Alaska Department of 
Environmental Conservation 

437 East Street, 2nd Floor 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

cc: Mr. Robert Bowker 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Western Alaska Ecological 

Service 
733 West 4th Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

M.'t'. Ronald 0. Skoog cc.: Mr. Thomiis Trent 
State of Alaska 
Department of fish 
2207 Spenard Road 
Pllchorage, Alaska 

Commissioner 
State of Ala~ka Department of Fis.h and Game 
Support Building! 
Juneau, Alaska 99801 

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

and Gaile 

99502 



TABLE Ee11.4: CPage 3) 

Mr. John Sflencer * 
Regional Administrator 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, Washington 96101 

cc: Ms. Judy Swartz 
U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency 

Mail Stop 443 
Region X EPA 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, Washingt~n 98101 

Historic and Archaeological Group 

Mr.. John Cook 
Acting Regional Director 
Alaska Region 
National Park Service 
540 West rifth Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

cc: Mr. Larry ~ight 
National Park Service 
1011 East Tudor Road 
Suite 297 
Anchorage, Alaska 99503 

Ms. Lee McAnerney 
Department of Community and Regional Affairs 
Pouch B 
Juneau, Alaska 99811 

Hr. John Rego * 
Bureau of Land Management 
Anchorage District Office 
4700 East 72nd Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 99507 

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

cc: Mr. Alan Carson 
Division of Natural Resources 
Alaska Departm~nt of Natural 
Resources Di v islon of Parks 

619 Ws1rehouse Avenue, Suite 210 
Anchorage, masks 99501 

Pouch 7-005 
Anchorage, Alaska 9~510 

Mr. Ronald 0. Skoog * cc: 
Commissioner 

Mr. Thomas Trent 
State of Alaska 

State of Alaska [lepartment of Fish and Game 
Support Buildin9 
Juneau, Alaska 99801 

Department of Fish and Game 
2207 ~dnard Road 
!;,cnorage, Alaska 99502 

Mr. Lee Wyatt** 
Planning Director 
Hatanuska-Susitna Borough 
BoxB 
Palmer, Alaska 99645 

M;r. John Cook 
Acting Regional Director 
Alaska Region 
National Park Service 
540 West Fifth Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Recreation Group 

cc: Mr. Larry Wright 
National Park Service 
1011 East Tudor Road 
Suite 297 
Anchorage, Alaska 99503 

* Added at the suggestion of the Svsitna Hydro Steering Committee. 
**Added as a result of specific agency request. 
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TABLE E.11.4: (Page 4) 

Mr. John Kat;z 
Alaska Department of Natural Resources 
Pouch M 
Juneau, Alaska 99811 

Mr. Robert ~Vey * 
Director, Alaska Region 
National Marine fisheries Service 
NOAA 
P.O. Box 1668 
Juneau, Alaska 99802 

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

cc: Mr. Alan Carson 
Division of Natural Resour~es 
Alaska Department of Natural 
Resources 

Pou~;;h 7 ... 005 
Anchorage, Alaska 99510 

ct: Mr. Ron Morris 
Director 
Anchorage Field Office 
National Marine Fisheries 
Service 

701 C Street, Box 43 
Anchorage, Alaska 99513 

Mr. Ronald 0. Skoog * cc: Mr. Thomas Trent 
State of Alaska Commissioner 

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

Mr. Lee Wyatt 
Planning Director 
t~atanuska-Smlib,a Borough 
Box B 
Palmer, Alaska 99645 

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

Aesthetics and Land Use Group 

Hr. John Cook ·.H 

Acting Regional Director 
Alaska Region 
National Park Siervice 
540 West Fifth Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Mr. Roy 1-k.Jhndorf 
President 
Cook Inlet Regio1n, Incorporated 
P.O. Drawer 4N 
Anchorage, Alaska 99509 

Mr. John Katz 
Alaska Department of Natural Resources 
Pouch M 
Juneau, Alaska 99811 

Mr. John Rego 
Bureau of land Management 
Anchorage District Office 
4700 East 72nd Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 99507 

cc: Mr. Larry Wright 
National Perk Service 
1011 East Tudor Road 
Suite 297 
Anchorage, Alaska 99503 

cc: Mr. Alan Carson 
Division of Natural Resources 
Alaska Department of Natural 

Resources 
Pouch 7-005 
Anchorage, Alaska 99510 

* Added at the suggestion of the Susitna Hydro Steering Committee. 
**Added as the result of specific agency request. 
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TABLE E.11.4: CPi!!ge 5 > 

Mr-~ K~ith Sl!hrei11er * 
Regional Director, Region 7 
u~·s .. ti.$h Md W:Udlife Service 
1011 East Tudor Raact 
Pilchor~ge, Alaska 99503 

Hr. ilr.mald 0. Skoog * cc: 
Commh.\sioner 

Mr. Thomas Trent 
State of Alaska 

State of Alaska Department of Fish ang Game 
Suppoi'\: Building 
JuneauJ Alaska 99801 

Mr. lee Wyatt** 
Planning Director 
Matanuska-Susitrra Borough 
Box B 
Palmer, Alaska 99645 

Department of Fish and Game 
2201 Spenm"d Road 
Anch~rageli Alaska 99502 

Socioeconomic Grou~* 

Director of~nn1ng 
Fairbanks North Star Borough 
520 5th Avenue 
P.O. Box 1267 
Fairbanka1 Alaska 99701 

Mr. Roy Huhndorf 
President 
Cook Inlet Region, Incorporated 
P.O. Drawer 4N 
Anchorage, Alaska 99509 

Mr. John Katz 
Alaska Department of Natural Resources 
Pouch M 
Juneau, Alaska 99811 

Ms. lee McAner11ey 
Department of CommYnity ~nd Regional Affairs 
Pouch B 
Juneau, Alaska 99811 

Mr. Michael Meehan 
Director, Planning Department 
Municipality gf An~hQ~§ge 
Pouch 6-650 
Anchorage, Alaska 99502 

cc: Mr. Max Dolchak 
Executiv-e Director 
Cook Inlet Native Association 
670 firewood lane 
Anchorage~ Alaska 99302 

cc: Mr. Alan Carson 
Division of Natural Resources 
Alaska Department of Natural 
Resources 

Pouch 7-005 
Anchorage, Alaska 99.51-0 

Mr. Ronald 0. Skoog * cc: Mr. Thomas Trent 
State of Alaska Commissioner 

State of Alaska Department of fish and Game 
Support Building 
Juneau, Alaska 99801 

Mr. Herb Smelcer, President 
Gener~l Manager 
AHTNA Corporation 
Drawer G 
Copper Center, Alaska 99573 

Department of fish and Game 
2207 Spenard Road 
Anchorage, Alaska 99302 

* Added at the suggestion of the Susitna Hydro Steering Co~~ittee. 
**Added as a result of specific agency request. 
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fABLE E.11.4: (Page 6) 

Mr. Lee Wyatt 
Planning Director 
Hatanuska-Susitna Borough 
Box B 
Palmer, Alaska 99645 

Geological and Soils Group * 

Mr. Max Brewer 
Office of the Director 
Special Assistant for Alaska 
U.S. Geological Survey 
218 East Street 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Mr. John Katz 
Alaska Department of Natural Resources 
Pouch M 
Juneau, Alaska 99811 

Mr. David Haas 
State-Federal Assistance Coordin~tor 
State of Alaska 
Office of the Governor 

General 

Division of Policy Development and Planning 
Pouch AW 
Juneau, Alaska 99611 

Ms. Wendy Wolt 
Office of Coastal Management 
Division of Policy Develop~ent and PJanning 
Pouch Af! 
Jyneau, Alaska 99811 

cc: Mr. Alan Carson 
Division of Natural Resources 
Alaska Department of Natural 
Pouch 7-005 
Anchorage, Alaska 99510 

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

-



TAB i.E E. 11.5: EY..?.I\NDED Ll ST OF REPORTS AND GROUPS TO WHICH 
REPORTS WERE/WERE TO BE SENT 

REPORT 

Instream Flow Study Plan 
Draft Fishery Mitigation Plan 
Draft Wildlife Mitigation Plan 
Final Phase I Re~orts: 

(a) Fish Ecology 
(b) Wildlife Ecology 
(c) Plant Ecology 
(d) Birds and Non-Game Mammals 
(e) Furbearers 
(f) land Use 
(g) Socioeconomics 
(h) Cultural Resgurces 
(i) Recreation 

land Status Report 
Inlt.er im Report on Seismic Studies 
Final Report on Seismic Studies 
Geotechnical Explf.lration Report on 1980 Studies 
Geotechnical Expluration Report on 1961 Studies 
Water Quality Report 
Water Use Report 
River Morphology 
Sociocultural Report 
Environmental Evaluation of Access Plans 
Engineeri•1g Evaluation of Access Plans 

*AlU = Aesthetics, land Use 
FWB = Fi-sh, Wildlife~ and Botanical 
HA = Historic, Archaeological 
WQ = Water Quality 
R = Recreation 
SE = Socioecor.orrdc 
GS = Geology and Soils 
G = General 

GROUP* 

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

WQ, FWB, R 
WQ, FWB, R 
FWB, AlU 
fWB, R 
FWB, R, SE 
All 
FWB, R, ALU, SE, G 
HA, SE 
R 

R, AlU, SE, GS 
GS 
GS 
GS 
GS 
WQ, FWB, R, ALU 
WQ, FWB, R, AlU, SE 
WQ, FWB, R, AlU, GS 
FWB, HA, R, AlU, SE 
WQ, FWB, HA, R, ALU, SE, GS 
WQ, FWB, HA, R, AlU, SE, GS 

Note: These reports and groups were added to those listed in Table 1.2. 
Groups refer to those listed in Table 1.4. 

-



t 

r 
L 

TABLE E.11.6: REPORTS, DATE SENT, AND PURPOSE 

DOCUMENT 

Plan of Study 
Plan of Study - Revision 1 
1980 Summary Environmental Report 
1980 Annual Environmental Reports: 
(a} Fish Ecology 
(b) Plant Ecology 
(c) Big Game, Birds, and Non-G&ne 

Mrurnnalsf Furbearers 
(d) Land Use 
(e) Socioeconomics 
(f) Cultural Resources 
Transmission Line Corridor Screening 
Report 

Development Selection Report 
Initial Fish and Wildlife Mitigation 
Policy 
(Revised Mitigation Policy) 

Instream Flow Study 
Feasibility Report 
Draft Fishery t~itigation Plan 
Draft Wildlife Mitigation Plan 
Phase I Environmental Reports: 
(a) Fish Ecology - ADF&G 
(b) Wildlife Ecology - ADF&G 
(c) Plant Ecology 
(d) Bird and Non-Game Mammals 
(e) Furbearers 
(f) Land Use 
(g) Socioeconomics 
(h) Cultural Resources 
(i) Recreation · 
Land Status Report 
Interim Report on Seismic Studies 
Final Report on Seismic Studies 
Geotechnical Exploration Report on 

1980 Studies 
Geotechnical Exploration Report 

1981 Studies 
Water Quality Report 
Water Use Report 
River Morphology Report 
Sociocultural Report 
Environmental Evaluation of 

Access Plans 
Access Route Selection Report 

*FC = Formal Comments Requested 
I = Provided for Information Only 

PRIOR TO 
03/15/82 03/15/82 04/01/82 04/15/82 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

-

04/30/82 PURPOSE* 

FC 
FC 
I 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

FC 
FC 

FC 
FC 
FC 
FC 
n: 
FC 

I 
I 

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

I 
I 
I 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

X I 
I 



State ~9encies 

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

Alaska Department of fish and Game 
Alaska Department of Natural Resources 

~deral Agenci!! 

U.Sc fi~h and W:ldlife Service 
National Marine fisheries Service 
U.S. Bureau of land Management 
Environmental Protection Agency 
U.S. GeologicBl Survey 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

, ..... 

-

Status 

Agreed 
Agreed 

Agreed 
Agreed 
Agreed 
Agreed 
Declined 
Declined 
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TABLE £.11.8: MEMBERS Of THE SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC 
PROJECT STEERING COMMITTEE 

State Agencies Federal Ageneies 

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

Alaska Department of Environmental 
Conservation 

Other 

U.S~ Fish and Wildlife Service 
U.S. Geology Survey 
National Park Service 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
U.S. Bureau of Land Management 

Environmental Protection Agency 
Heritage Conservation and 
Recreation Service 

Arctic Environmental Information and Data Center 

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

..,., 
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TABLE E.11.9: DATES AND PURPOSE OF STEERING COMMITTEE 
MEETiNGS WITH APA AND/OR tTS CONSULTANTS 

DATE PURPOSE 

June 12, 1980 Objective c>t Committee Bnd Introduction 
to Project 

July 17, 1980 Federal En.grgy ReguJa···ory Commission and 
State License Process, lnstream Flow 
Studies 

tlovember 5, 1980 Evalua·tton ot Altarn~Jves to Susltna 

Aprl I 13, 1981 Alternatives, Access Road Evaluation, and 
Comments on Environmental Studies 

O~:tober 20, 1981 Access Road Eva luat lon 

December 2, 1981 Exp I an~t Jon of Agency Comments Requests 
from APA 

J,anuary 20, 1982 Envfromneni·a ~ Studies and Concerns, 
Fisheries Mit'igatlon 

June 14, 1982 lnstream Flow Studies, Access Road 
Evaluatfon, Formal Jza1·fon of Steering 
Cocrrn i ttee r·o I e 

November 4, 1982 Roorg~n lzaf'lon of SteerIng Committee~ 
Status.of AEIDC Work and Discussion of 
Land Use and Recre~tton 

-
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TABLE E.11 0 10: OBJECTIVES Of THE SUSJTNA HYDROELECT~IC 
ENVIRO~ENTAL \\OOKSHOP 

----~~~-----~~~~~~~~~~----------------

SUS~INA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT 

FERC License Apollcatlon Exhibit E Presentation and Discussion 

An~horage, Alaska 
HoI J d8y I nn 

ObJectives 

November 29- Uecembar 2, 1982 

1. Update federal, state, and local agencies regarding-signlffcant ct,anges In 
project features since the Feasibility Report was publfshed In 1-:an;:h 1982. 

2. Use the presentatrons and discussions as an interactive process whereby 
federal, state, and local agency review of the dr~ft Exhlt,it E can be · 
fact I ltated. 

3. Develop a mech~nlsm for C<>ntlnued lnteract;on as t;1S finallz~d Exhibit E Is 
prepared for submlss I on to FERC. 

--
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TABLE E.11~11: AGENDA OF THE SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT 
______ _.;:.ENVIRONMENT A".. WORKSHOP 

Monday, November 29 1:00 P.M. 

Introduction 
Project Operational Description 

Watana Dllm 
Devil Ci!inyon D~m 
Access 
Transmlsslon 

Schedule for Prepar~tlon of Exhibit E 
Group Definition 

Tuesday, November 30 9:00A.M. 

Group 1 - ~ater Use and Quail~' and Fishery Resources 
GrorJp 2 - WI I d II te and BotanIc~ I Resources 
Group .:.S - Soc loeconoml c/Land Use 
Group 4 '"' Cu ltura I Resources 

W&dnesday, Dacember 1 9:00 ,;.-.,. 

Group 1 - Water Use and C"'lla! lfy ~nd F lshery Resource's. 
Group 2- Wildlife end Sotantcal Resources 
Group 3 -Recreation and Aesthetics 

Thur·sday, Docember· 2 9:00 A.M. 

Group 1 -Water Use and Quality and Fishery Resources 
Group 2 ·- WI .1 d II fe lt n d Bot an J Ci!!l I Resources 

----

'. 
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Name 

Michael P. Storonsky 
;;n i : ! ~ Hoover 
Thomas i~'!lvender 
Tony Buq1ess 
M 1 chaa I ':.ir ubb 
Char I ot~·s Thomas 
STeve fancy 
Martha Reynolds 
Robert Sen~lr 
Dave TremonT 
Roland Shanks 
Prlscil IB Lukens 
Michele Urban 
Tom Ar·mlnsl<l 
Leonard Corln 
Larry l~u I ton 
Jet'!n &ldrldgo 
Ke lth QuI ntaveJ I 
Robert Mohn 
George GIGason 
John Bl zer • 
J{:!lck Rob 1 nson 
Randy Fa 1 rbanks 
Gary Lawley 
George s. Smith 
E. JEmes Dixon 
B" Agnes Brown 
Carole A. Ellerbee 
Robert M. Erickson 
Tfm Smith 
Richard Fleming 
Bob Madison 
Bob Lamke 
Bob Martin 
Don McKay 
George Cunningham 
Randy Cowart 
AI Carson 
Paul Janke 
Gary Prokosch 
Mary Lu Harle 
Robin Hill 
Peter Rogers 
Steve Zraka 
Jan Ha I i 
Gnry St~tckhouse 
Brad Smtth 
B t I I la-1rence 
Floyd Sharrock 
Bruce Bsdard 
Ann Rap\,Oport 
Bob Evet·ett 
Eric Myors 
John Rego 
Lee Adler 
Bill Wilson 
Chris Godfrey 
Ted Rockwell 
Larry M. Wright 
Kevin R. Young 
John W. Hayden 
Weyne Dyok 

TABLE,J.11.,12: LIST OF ATTENDEES 

SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT WORKSHOP 

Hoi iday Inn, Anchorage, AK 

Monday, November 29, 1982 

Organization 

Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 
Alaska Power Authority 
LGL Alaska 
LGL Alaska 
LGL Alaska 
Dept. Community Regionaf Affairs 
Cook Inlet Region, Inc. 
Acres 
Harza/Ebasco 
Alaska Power Authority 
USFWS 
Woodward-clyde 
Woodward-Giyde 
DNR - DU>IM , 
Alaska Power Authority 
A I aska Powet- Ar.•thor I ty 
Ha rz~/Ebasc<> 
Harza/Ebasco 
Harza/Ebasco 
Harza/Ebasco 
University of AK Museum 
University of AK Museum 
Tyonek Native Corporation 
Tyonek Native Corporation 
EDAW, Inc. 
DNR--Parks <History and Archaeology> 
Alaska Power Authority 
USGS-wRD 
USGS-WRt:; 
ADEC 
ADF&G 
ADF&G 
ADNR-R&D 
ADNR 
ADNR 
A~mR-water 
ANDR-Water M!lnagement 
Frcnk Qrth & Associates 
Frank Orth & Associates 
ADEC 
USFWS 
USFWS 
NMFS 
U.S. EPA 
NPS 
Alaski!l Power Authortfy 
USFWS-WAES 
ESSA LTd., 
NAEC 
BLM 
AHTNA, Inc. 
AEIDC 
COE 
USCE Rag. Fnctlon 
NPS 
Acres 
Acres 
Acres 

Telephone 

276-4888 
n 

" n 

716-853-7525 
276-0001 
479-2669 
274-5714 
274-5714 
264-2206 
274-8638 
276-4888 
277-1561 
276-0001 
271-4575 
276-2335 
276-23,5 
276-2653 
276-0001 

n 

277-1561 

" 
" 
" 474-7818 
I 'I 

:272-4548 

" 274-3036 
264-2139 
276-0001 
271-4i38 

n 

274-2533 
267-2284 

n 
276-2653 
276-2653 

" 276-2653 
II 

206-455-3507 

" 274-2533 
263-3403 
263-3475 
271-:5006 
271-5083 
271-4216 
276-000f 
271-4575 
274-5714 
276-4244 
267-1273 
822-3476 
279-4523 
552-4942 

" 
271-4236 
716-853-7525 
907-276-4888 
907-276-4888 
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PUBLIC 
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.- ACTION RESPONSE 

f-- NEWSLETTERS 

,___' PUB~ MEETINGS I 

~ WORKSHOPSJ 

ALASKA 
POWER 

AUTHORITY 

DIRECT 
AGENCY CONTACT 

FORMAL 
AGENCY REVIEW 

WRITTEN 
CORRESPONDENCE 
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1
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I 1 1 I 
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APPENDIX ll.A 

ORGANIZATION OF CONSULTATION PROGRAM 

The Alaska Power Authority established a number of committees and interagency 
groups to serve as a means of consulting with feder~l and state agencies. 
This included the Susitna Hydro Steering Committee and the Fish and Wildlife 
Mitigation Review Group. In addition, reports concerning each of the major 
subject divisions (water qua1·ity~ recreation, wildlife, etc.) were circulated 
to the appropriate agencies responsible for these resources. 

This appendix contains correspondence concerning the organization and estab
lisrJnent of the Susitna Hydro Steering Committee and correspondence relating 
to the various agencie5 gro~ps. The first set of letters address the Susitna 
Hydro Steering Committee; the second the agency coordination program. Due to 
the importance of mitigation as a separate effort, correspondence concerning 
this subject is in Appendix ll.E. Correspondence concerning comments on 
individual reports is in Appendix ll.C and G~ 



I 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY 

The Honorable Lee McAnerney 
Commissioner 
Department of Community and 
Regional Affairs 
Pou~h B 
Juneau, Alaska 99811 

Dear Corrmissioner NcAnerney: 

June 3, 1980 

The Alaska Power Authority through its consultant, Acres Aw.erican 
Incorporated, is 1n the early stages of a 30-month feasibility study of the 
proposed Susitna Hydroelectric Project. Because of the magnitude of this 
study, effective interagency coordination will be best accomplished through 
formation of a Susitna Hydroelectric Steering Committee. The funct1~n of 
this comnittee.--1fould be to provide _co-or·d1nated exchanges of information 
between the Alaska PO\'Jer Authority and interes\:ed resource management agencies. 
Through thi$ exchange, the concerns of a11 agencies involved would be identified 
ear·ly and hopefully prevent unnecessary delays in the progre!~s of the feasi
bility study, application for the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission license 
to construct, and Environmental Impact Statement review. 

As proposed, the Steering Committee would be composed of representatives 
of resoui' .. ce agencies with responsibilities pe~·tain1ng to the Susitna Hydro
electric Feasibility Studies and/or the project's environmental consequences. 
He therefore invite your agency•s participation. 

The cornmittee would provide for interagen~y coordination through joint 
revie\11 of project related mat.~rials and development of more informed and 
uniform positions repr~senting a11 resource interests. He believe this \•Jill 
p~'"ovide a more efficient process of information exchange. 

Proposed objectives for this committee are to: 

1,., Rev1e1.v and corrment on study approaches throughout each phase of the 
planning process; 

2. Insure thpt the biological·and related environmental studies, their 
timing, and technical adequacy are planned. implementedt a.nd conducted 
to provide the quantitative and qualitative data necessary to: 

(a) assess the potent1a1 impacts to fish and wildlife resources, and 

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

.. 
-
-
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Conmi ss i oner Lee f1cAner·-J ... v 
June 3, 198!' \.. 
Page T\'/O 

3. Provide a forum for continued project reviev1 of al1 aspects of the 
studies, for a t1mely exchnnge of infomat1on, and for reconmendation of 
study redirection, should the accomplishment of spec1f1c objective! be 
in jeopardy~ 

4. ~tonitor compliance of the studies with all stata and federal laws, 
regulations, Executives Orders, and mandates as they apply to fish and 
wi1d11fe resources; and 

5.. Provide unified agency comnents from the comn1ttee to the Power Authority. 

Should your agency elect to participate 1n the conmittee, we reconmend 
that your representative have a technical background enabling him to comment 
on the adequacy and approach of ongoing and future feasibility studies, artd 
be able to speak knowledgeably on the policies and proca1ures of your agency 
\·lith respect to the review of the Federal Energy Regulatory Cor.miss1on 11c:ense 
application for the project and the subsequent Environmental Statement (ES). 

The first Susitna Hydroelectric Steering Committee m~t~ting \fi11 be he1cl 
at the Alaska Power Authority~ 333 West 4th Avenue~ Suite 31, Anchorage, 
Alaska on June 12th at 9:00 AM. Attach~d is a sheet with a description of 
the agenda fov- this first meeting. Your· attendance fs encouraged. 

Attachment: 
as noted 

-

" 
Sincerely, 

Eric P. 'fou1d 
Executive D1rt~ctor 
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Preceding Letter Sent To: 

Ms. Lee McAnerney 
Department of Community and Regional 

Affairs 
Pouch B 
Juneau, AK 99811 

Mr. Harry Hulsing, Chief 
U.S. Geological Survey 
Water Resources Division 
218 E Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Colonel Lee Nunn 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 708 
Anchorage, AK 99510 

Mr. Bob Bowker 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
733 West 4th Avenue 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

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

Mr. Robert E. LeResche 
Commission~r 
Alaska Department of Natural 

Resources 
Pouch M 
Juneau, AK 99811 

~lr Frani".OC !'J. 111 ""'"""" un.:,.r""ector I' • "'-''-""~• Vllllt::r, , 

Division of Policy Development 
and Planning 

Office of the Governor 
Pouch AD 
Juneau, AK 99811 

Mr. Ronald 0. Skoog 
Commissioner 
Alaska Department of Fish and 

Game 
Juneau, AK 99801 

. ' c: 

\. 



SUSITNA HYDRO STEERING COMMITTEE 

Bob Lamke 
U. S. Geological Survey 
Hater Resoui'"tes 
133 W. 4th Avenue, Suite 400 
ARchorage, Alas~d 99501 

271-4138 

John Rego 
Bureau of Land Management 
Anchorage District Office 
4700 E. 72nd Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 99502 

344-9661 

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

271-5006 

William J. Wilson 
Arctic Environmental Information & 

D~ta Center~ (U of A) 
707 A Street 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Al Carson 
State of A 1 ask a 
Department of Natural Resources 
323 E. 4th Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

279-5577 

Tom Tren.t 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
2207 Spenard Road 
Anchorage, Alaska 99503 

274-7583 

Larry Wright 
Heritage Conservation and 

Recreation Service 
1011 E. Tudor Road, Suite 297 
Anchorage, Alaska 99503 

276-1666 

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

271-4575 

Gary Stackhouse 
U. S.·Ftsh & Wildlife Service 
lOll E. Tudor Road 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

276-3800 

Bob t~artin 
Department of Env;,onmental 

Conservation 
437 E Street 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

274-2533 

Mr. Bill Lawrence 
Anchorage Operations Office 
Environmental Protection Agency 
701 C Street 
Anchorage, Ala~ka 99513 

271-5083 

Judy Schwarz 
Environmental Evaluation Branch 
Mail Stop 443 
Region X, EPA 
1200 6th Avenue 
Seattle, Washington 98101 

(206) 442-1285 

( . 
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SUS ITNI\ IIYDRO STE~HH:G CGi·'.:·iilll !:" :·:E!.'li:;!i 
--~ ---- .,.,... ....... - ,...._ - -·· ··-- ... .. . 

9:00 AH 

June 12, 1980 

A 1 as ka PO\·tct· f\uth01·i ty 
333 West 4th Avenue, Suite 31 
Anchoragc 1 Alaska 99501 

1 . A d i s c u ; .. ?;j on a n d o u t 1 i n i n g o f t h c ;nl r p o s e 0 n d :) b j r. r. t i v (~ ~ o i t h r; 
Susitna Hydro Steering Conwittec. 

':1 A revtew by Acres i\:ilerican of the procedur<,1 t\sr~ect~. of the rERC. 
license application, the ES review processes~ ~nd their perspectives 
on the procedural !i1i1eposts for this project. 

.... 
' ..., . 

r• 
J, 

:: 
V• 

A discussion of the proposed FERC Yicense- applic;;tion andES revie\·1 
process by the Stce1·ing Committl!e and on t\Ssess::ient of the l.t<]en~ies 
vie\·:s and mandates to revie\·1 and cOi~ment u;Jon the propost:d proj2ct. 

i\ revic\'l of the Sgusitna Hydro fc:1sibility LJ~~:s by 1\cn:!S :'..::~r;rican 
\·.'i t h · d 1 s c us s i on of FER C ' s p o s s i b 1 e r c q u i r r men t s f o t' s t u d y , tech n i c a 1 
stundards, and 1l1Pd or environmental stw1y subj(~ct:. \·;hie!·, :;'..::..t b(~ 
er.~pha sized. 

J\ discussion by the Steering Committee of the cross study tas}: or 
intcl·disciplinnry .1spccts of the Susitna l!ydrCJ Fcusibility 'itudit:s. 

Steering Con~nittee discussion of o proposed <HJ!!rHiu for- the July 
meeting involving representativ~s of FERC. 

·c: 

. 0 

(• 
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333 '/.JEST ·11h /\VEt~UE · SUll t: J1 · /\NC! !OilAGE. ,\l.:'\S!·~·\ ~JD!n·J: F'!Hmr: i'l()]j 2 '7·76•11 

Hr. ~onuld Harris 
:~ation;\1 ~\arine lishe:-y Service 
7 01 '' C" Street 
r\ n c h o r i:l g · , t, 1 a 5 k a 9 0 5 1 :~ 

~\. '1 ··' 7 l \Pf1 ;..., I ... • t ., ._, .. 

lhe .Alaska Power ..\uthe:rily, ut:ting on ~:ohill:· o~ the n~~:ource 
r.l\1'li1 uemen: a gene i e s , ·,-1ou 1 :J 1 ike to in form you of t hr. second ::u!; i tn.:. 

tU07) 2 '6·27 15 

Hydro Steering Committee: meeting. At the rcqucs!: of the various ugencie:s, 
•,.; e h .:1 v e mad e a r r a n g ~ !:H~ n t 5 f o r r e p r e s en t a t 1 v e s o f the F c d e r a 1 E n E: r g y 
:{egu1atory Commission to be pres·~nt at the r.1ecting in crdc1~ to (lns·.-~~r 
technical questions. The subject of the first day of this two day 
session will consist of a discussion of the general technical aspects of 
t h c F E R C a n d s t a t e l i c en s i n g p r or: e s s w t1 c r c a s the s e co n ci d i\ y \·til 1 s p e c i f i c t1 1l y 
uddre~s the Susitna fisherjes ~nd in--stream floH studies programs. 

r n a d d i t i o n to the a b o v e U1 pi c s , a n e 1 e c t i o n u f a co mm i t tee c h a i r r.~t::. n 
will take placE~ (please be thinking of prospective candidotes for nominati 1n), 
and the guidelines for the committe~ 1 s organization will be established. 

\~. 

'·· ' 

The firs~ days session of. the second .Susitna Hydro Steering Committee 
~eeting will be held at th~·ACC Lucy Cuddy Center on July 17th at 8:00a.m. 
The second day's session w111 'be held at the Federal Building, Room C-105 
on July 18th at 8:30 c .m. ·· Attached is a sheet vii th 11 description of the 
meeti.ng .agenda. Your participation is encouraged. 

;, t t J c h:;-;e n t 

-

S 1 n c e r c 1 ., , 

...- \:) \ ~ \ . \ '"'·t-~ 
E ,, ; c r . You 1 d 
Executive Director 



1st Oav 

Da tc: 
Time: 
Place: 

") . 
""g Day 

Date: 
Time: 
Place: 

SUSITNA HYDRO STEERING COMMITTE[ MEETING 

July 1 7, 19HC 
8:00 il.m. 
r'\CC Lucy Cuddy Center 

Ju 1 y l8, 1 9~~0 
H:30 a.m. 
rcder:1l ih i.l<IL1g, R"Oill ::-10:J 

i\G[HOA 

1st Day Topics 

R:OO a.m. - 9:30 a.m. 
o Election of n eommittee chainnan 
• Discussion of the committee's organization 
o Anv nther items of concern 

9:30a.m. - 5:00 p.m. 
o General technical overvie~ of FERC licensing process 
o Discussion of general technical license requirements 

for hyroelectric projects (both FERC and State) 
o Discussion of Susitna specific technical license 

requirements (both FERC and State) 

?.nJ liay Topics 

R:30 a.m. - 5:00 p.m. 
o Potent i a 1 c h a r. g e s i n Sus i t n a I·! 1 v e r hydro 1 o g y due to 

hydroelectric development 
o Details of hydrolGgy- water quality monitoring proqrnm 
o Details of the ADf&S fisheries pro~r~m 
o Development of fisheries impilct pr·edictions and mitiqaticn 

plan. 
o ~1od i fica t ions i ncorpo,~a t1cd in to the study prooram 1 n o rdc r 

to accomodatc the in-stream flow §turlic; 
o Discussion ~f details on in-stream flovJ studies 

-

\ 

:_l ·:; 

: ·.-~ 
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SUSITNA HYDRO STEERTNG COMMITTEE MEETING 

July 17th & 18th, 1980 

PERSONS NOTIFIED OF THE MEETING 

Al Carson Department of Natural Resources 

Bob Lamke U.S.G.S. - W.R.D. 

Bill \~ilson AEIDC-University of Alaska 

Bill t4elch Heritage Conservation & Rec. 

Pat Beckley BLM 

John Rego 
. 

Bob Bowket· 

Ric}~ki Fowler 

Gary Stackhouse 

Lee Hyatt 

Jim Sweeney 

Heinz Noonan 

D.ave Sturdevant 

O·fck Eakins 

f·1urray Wa 1 s h 

Larry Kimball 

BLM 

U.S. Fish & Wildlife 

~nvironmental Conservation 

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Servicf 

t~at-Su Borough 

Environmental Protection Agency (US) 

Energy & Power Development 

Environmental Conservation 

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

Otfice of Coastal Management 

Camm. & R~g. Affairs (Div. of Comm. 
Plann1ng; 

ma;p 

--

279-5577 

271-4138 

279-4523 

277-1666 

344-9661 

!344-9661 

271-4575 

27 !t-5527 

276 .. 3800 

745-4801 

271-5083 

276-0508 

465-2636 

465-2018 

465-3540 

279-863b 

1 

" 

() 

!j 
' 
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n1... ~J. Jar.1es S\·:eeney, Director 
u.s. Environnental Protectfon 

Agency 
Room E535, Federal Building 
701 "C" Street 
1'\nchcrage, Alaska · 99501 

Deer Hr. S\·leeny: 

July 23, 1980 

Thank you for your letter regarding the Susitnil Hyd;o Steering 
Cor.!mittee r.~eeting of July 17 and 18.. I am sorry to hear you ~·Iere 
unable to attend as it \-tas a very informative m~etfno. The Steering 
Cm:~r.rfttee has, as a result of the meeting. evolved into an organization 
independent of the Pot·Jer l\uthority and acting in a revie'lr and advisory 
capacity to the Pmt.reJ'" Authol"'ity.. It is nm•J run \·/holly by the variaus 
State and Federal agencies. Al Carson of the Alaska Depart~ent of 
fi~tural ~esources has taken the responsibility of chairrnan for the 
co::if.1i ttee and Tor.1 l'~"ent of the f, 1 ask a Department of Fish cl'nd Game is 
ncting as his assistant. I ~rill see to it that your agency is retainad 
on the !i~ailing list f~tJr the committee. Unfortunately, no meeting minutes 
1·1cr·e taken although a tape recording is available at the Pcv1er l\uthority. 

I appreciatg your continued interest fn the cocoittee and encourage 
yoUl"" parti ci pat1 on at future meetings. 

Sinccr·ely, 

Eric P. You1d 
Executive Director 

f) 

(J 
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. :ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY 

Robert E. LeResche, Commissioner 
Alaska Department of NatLTal Resources 
P.&ch 'H (Mail Stop 1000) 
Juneau, Alaska 99811 

Dear CQmm1ss1oner LeResche: 

January 2, 1981 

---. '. 
i\ 

·.;.~~Jour organization has been cooperating exterrs1vely \:lith the Power Authority 
in asse$s1ng.tha potential effects of hydroelectric development of the Upper Su
s1tna River. ·s.asin.: .Several ·different vehicles have been used; meetings, corres~ 
poOdence, ·a~ Sus1tna J~droelectric Project Steering Committee activities. We 
feel that the results reflect close consultation and coordination between our or
ganizations. 

As the study has progressed, more and more item~ requiring consultation have 
~rged, and the future will require a ~t111 higher level of 1nqolvement. This 
anticipated level of activity, plus the fact that the F.ederal Energy Regulatory 
Commission (F81C) and the Fish and W11dl1fe Coord1nation Act require documentation 
of such consultations. suggests 1t is now appropriate to be more formal in our ex
changes. Accordingly. we advance this suggested procedure to you for your concur-
rence and/or suggestions for modification. "· 

.I 

In general, tl!e propo!l~e a two step process. The first step will consist of 
consultation with the Sus1tna Hydroelectric Project Steering Committee. That 
body ~ill perform evaluations and structure recommendations. The Power Authority 
will consider these recommendat1ons and formulate a p~s1t1on. Upon completion of 
these actions, the results will be processed through your agency for formal con-. . 
curr-ence. 

Th1~ represents a sl1ght expans1on of the original concept under wh1ch the 
Steeri'1g Committee was structured; the Com1ittee was to ~1ct pr1mar11y as an ad
visory bol·' to the study team while secondarily fac1lftat1ng agency involvement 
1n the study effort. Member agenc1es were to be represented by senior staffers of 
skills appropriate to the matters under consideration. This was considered to be 
advantageous as it would facilitate responsiveness by "1rtue of being relatively 
independent of procedural impediments, wh11e still reflecting to a substantial de
gree the agency·v1ewpo1nt. 

Th1s proposal hopefully preserves those advantages within an expanded role by 
permitting attainment of interagency concensus with a relatively low level of in
put and a hi.gh degree of flex1b111ty.. It also penn1ts the various agencies to 
tailor their participation to the specific needs. Finally, the second step of re
ferral of Steering Committee deliberations for formal agency concurrence meets regu-
1atory and statutory requ1ren~nts. 



Frane2s A. Ulmer. Director 
Offfce of the Governor 
D1fYi::.tun of Policy Dev~lopment and P'J anning 
~ouch AD (Hail Stop 01f;4) 
Juneau,.Al~ska 99811 

Dear Fran: 

january 2, 1981 

The Power Authnr1ty is sttidy1ng and assessing the potential effects of hydro
electric rlavelopment ·of the Up~r Susi~1a R1ver Oas1n. Accomplishment of that 
tasx. necessitatas ·consu1t.at1on and coordination with various F~deral, State and lo
cal organlzat1ons, 1nclud1no yours .. 

As the.study;has progr-.ssed, more and more items requiring consultat1on have 
emsrged, and. the future w111 ~u1re .a s~111 higher level of 1nvolvement. This 
antic_1pated level of 4cthf1~Yt Plus t:he fact that tho Federal Energy Regulatory 
Cooniss1on (FERC) ana the Fish and W1!1d1ife Coordination Act require documentation 
of such.-consu1tut1onss suggests {t 1') now appropriate to establish a fonnal plo
cedure for c1ur contacts.. Accordingly tte advance the follmo~1ng plan to you for 
you!' concun-ence and/ or tuqges tl ons for mocH fica t 1 on. 

In genara1. we propo~e a two step pr.ocess. The f1rst step \~11 consist of 
consultation with the Sus1tna Hyar~1e~1c Project Ste~ring Committee. That 
body ~111 Perform evaluati~ns·and StrUcture recommendations. The Power Authority 
will consider these rec01mer~~t1ons and formUlate a position. Upon c~let1on nf 
these actions, the results tf·111 ba·proc:~tssed through the appropriate organizatfOM 
for· formal coneur+en~~ 

l request your wr;'tten con~U\-rP.!1Ce \.11th th1s proposnl, or. if you hllve other 
.. thoughts on tha ma·tter: •. wt •re a1):1ou; to expiore them 'ili'th you. 

cc: Bill Welch, U. S. HCRS 
Llu·ry Wright, U .. S .. HCRS 
J1m Thomson, U. S. tUfRS. 

Sent to: 

51ncer~ly, 
.-· ..... ' 

... ···-··-·- J("') \ \ .. .... ( .. ( 
Eric P. 'fould 
Executive Director 

Alaska Department of Community and Regional Affairs 
Alaska Oe~artment of Commerce & Economic Development 
Office of the Governor, Division of Policy Development and Planning 
Matanuska-Susitna Borough 
Environmental Protection ~gency, Region 10 
Alaska District, Corps of·Engineers 
U. S. Geological Survey 

. ~2 Atta~hment :r 

CONtUR: 

ow 
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fu}ency 

ADC&RA 
AOC&ED 
DPDP 
EPA 
COE 
USGS 
MAT-SU 
ADF&G 
·ADEC 
ADNR 
~MFS 
Bl:.M 
HCRS 
'USFW~ 

Attachment #3 

RESPONSE SUMt•1AHY 

Respond? Comment 

Yes Abstain 
Yes Concur I Yes Suggest A-95 Procedures 
Yes Concur w/option preserved 
Yes Does not wish to participa 
Yes Concur 
No 
Yes Concur 
Yes Concur 
No 
Yes Concur, w/option preserved 
Yes Concur, w/option preserved 
'fes Concur 
Yes Concur, w/option preserved 

-· 



United States Department of the Interior 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 

FISH ANO WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Western Alaska Ecological Services 

733 W. 4th Avenue, Suite 101 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

(907) 271-4575 

Eric P. Yould 
Executive Director 
Alaska Power Authority 
333 W. 4th, Suite 31 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Dear M.r~ Yould: 

1 s· .. ~· .. - ! 9 81 

RECEIVED 

JJ\N 1 9 1981 

AiASY.A POWER AUTiiORr 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) has received your letter of 
2 January 1981 proposing that the agencies comprising the Susitna Hydro
electric Steering Committee provide fonnal concurrence to positions 
developed by t1le Alaska Power Authority (APA) in res~onse to committee 
recommendations. We concur with your proposal. However, in the event 
that we disagree with APA's position, we reserve the option of providing 
a formal response indicating what is required for Fl~S concurrence. 

Sincerely, 

F'ield Supervi.sor 

cc: AOES 
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Ut:t•:\ ll'f )II~~T 01~ 1;-MSil :\ ~n (;,.\ :n!~ 
OFFlCE OF THE COMMISSIONER 

January 22, 1981 

Mr. Eric P. Yould, Executive Director 
Alaska Powar Authority 
333 West 4th Avenue 
Suite 31 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Dear Mr. Yould: 

I 
I 

I 
I 

JAYS. HAMMOND, GOVERNfiR 

I SUBPORT BUILDING 
f JUNEAU. ALASKA 99801 

t , •. '"" ·'··. 
1L981 \ \' t) ...... 

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game has considered your January 2 
proposal for an agency consultation proress by the. Alaska Power Authority 
(APA) through the Susitna Hydro Steerin~ Co:nrni ttr.!e. The process for 
evaluation and recommendation by staff of this ~gency, and the form~l 
agency concurrence action of APA's developed pQsition is acceptable to 
this Department. 

1 suggest APA work further with the Steering Committee tn finalize the 
details of the implementation of your propos~d coordination/consultation 
process at their next meeting. The Steerir.g Co~mittee should be able to 
do much in the future to eliminate dupJ.ication of coordination and 
consultation effort, on both our parts, for the Susitna Hydroelectric 
Project. 

SincGi:·~ 
Ronald 0. Skoog 
Commissioner 
(907) 465-4100 

cc: A. Carson 

-
-



UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 

Water Resources Division 
733 West Fourth Avenue, Suite 400 

Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

January 26, 1981 

E ri c P. You 1 d 
Executive Director 
Alaska Power Authority 

H L: {; :::?Yr~ 
I ~ 1\ J r) ~ 1: q 1\ J . . \ :\ c ·.'~ i .. .1, 

333 West Fourth Avenue~ Suite 31 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Dear Eric: 

f • • • ~ ,, 

:0 -· •• • .. •f '• ... 

We concur with the tv-1o-s tep process of interagency consultation and 
coordination in studying the potential effects of the proposed hydro
power ~evelopment of the upper Susitna River· basin outlined in your 
letter of January 2, 1981. 

The Water 'Resources Di vision has no regula tory functions, so forma 1 
concurrence with your agencies actions is nut within our fie'l d of 
authority. However, we can assist in adviSf.)ry capacities. The Geologic 
Division expertise may also be available for· consultation. The Conservation 
Division is the only Geological Survey division with regl.latory author·ity 
and they have a section that handles hydropower developme:nts. 

Sincerely yours, 

1
,'1 

) . ·~ 
• I 

/ .. -.- . , , . ..(.. ·--/J:d· ~17 }/'.;/:f. :·-..- . / 
Ra-'mond S. Georae 
A'ct ing o; strict-Chief 

/.) 

f) 



I 
I . 
I 
I 
I 
E 
. 
. 

' 

I e 

I.: , } 

I 
I 

IJ ~ . 

U nlted States Department of the It&teriot 
!3UREAU CF LANO MANAG~MENT 

Anchorage District Office 
4700 Eaat 72nd Avenue 

~\nchorage, Alaska 99507 

Ht. Eric Yould 
Alaska Power Authority 
333 \~est 4th Ave., Suite 31 
Anchorage, Alaska Y9504 

Dear Hr. Yould: 

RE:CSIVED 

r t . ; 2 1981 

JAN 3 0 1981 

This is in reJ)l;, to your letter dated .Janunry 2. l9Rl, f1Uestion~.ng the 
official nature of the suggestions given during meetings with the Susitna 
Hydroelectric Project Steering Committee. 

All statements made at these meetings with the Steering Committee ~rc at n 
working level and are not to be construed ns BUYJ's offici-al stand or 
policy. 

All official Bureau policy and positions concernlng the Susttnn Project 
will originate from this office in writing with my s i.Rn.1turc or the signa
tur~ of an acting District Manager. 

Sincerely yours, 

~/· J ~ 
~ A .<_...__·. ·~ 

- Richard W. Tindall 
District Manager 



-· . .. 
·DEPARTMENT OF THE Ah.v1Y 

REP\. Y TO 

ATTENTION Of: 

NPAEN -PL-EN 

~1r. Er i c P . You 1 d 
Ex~utive Director 
Alaska Power Authority 

ALASKA DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

PO. BOX 7002 

ANCHORAGE, Al..ASKA 99510 

RECEIVED 

rEB 41981 

Ow .. R p \J 11 \Gr! I!Y 
J.J.}.SKA P r. • 

333 West 4th Avenue Suite 31 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Y'c... 
Dear "~uld: 
This is in resp)nse to your 1 etter of 2 ,Jnnuary 1981 concerning 
consultation wi~h the Corps of Engineers on your stud.fof the Uppe" 
Susitra River Basin. 

FEB OG 1981 

As stated in our letter to you of 12 June 1980, \'IE.' are unable to 
participate in the Susitna Hydroelectric Project Steering Committe~ 
because of funding and manpm-Jer constraints, and \'le vJill only be able to 
conduct the necessary reviews required for the issuance of permits under 
our r egu 1 a tory program. 

I would sug9est that the seeping process prescribed in the regulations of 
the Council.on Environmental Quality (see 40 CFR 1501.7} be initiated. 
This proces~;, which wouTd involve the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Corrunission (FERC), would help to define the scope of issues to be 
addressed and to identify the sig1ifica,nt issues to be analyzed in depth 
in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The Corps could participate 
in the scoping process and, possibly, become a cooperating agency with 
FERC in the preparation of the EIS. 

If further details are desired by your staff 1 Mr. llarlan Moore, Chief, 
Engineering Oivisio~, can be contacted at 752-5135. 

Sincerely, 

LEE R. NUNN 
Colonel, Corps of Engineers 
District Engineer 

-
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l .. ~·red States Departmeni of~ tue Interior 
HEP.JTAGECONSERVATJON AND RECgEATION SERVICE 

. ALASK,\ .\ \EA OFFICI: 

1011 E. Tudor. Suite 297 :\nchora~:e, :\lasb ll9503 

IN REPLY REFiER TO: 

A800 
1201-03a RP 

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

Dear Mr. Yould: 

T1·k (1>07} ~77-1 Mt. 

FEB 4 1981 

REC:=lVED 

l [3 6 1981 

Al.P.SY.A PCVI::R t\UTI-IORITY 

t~e concur with your recommendation of January 2, 1981, concerning the 
expanded role of the Susis tna Hydroelectic Proj t~ct Steet"ing Committee. 
However, we would t"emind you that we also h<lve .:1 sepnl"t:l te coordination 
and review function nssociaccd with the 1it·cnse npplication Exhibit R. 

Thank you for the opportunity to consider and conunent on the proposal. 

Sincerely. 

' - 11/ -/11 c (~, C:::..-r 
,''(l 1 

I : 
· Janet rlc.Cabe 
Regionnl Dire~tnr 

1). 



u.s. E t~-· ·;..:, 0 N M E NT A l P R 0 T E C T I C. 

REGidN X 

1200 SIXTH AVENUE 

B E c EE\A.Irti 0: . w A s H I N G T 0 N 9 8 1 0 1 

"f'/ 

P-.., \~ ;• I .~''"'"'}<.,'I 
IEPLY TO '/' ·'~·:. U••'-•' ·-
AlTN OF: M/ s 443 ~··-··· . 

FEB 0 5 1981 

Eric P. Yould, Executive Director 
Alaska Power Authority 
333 West 4 Avenue, Suite 31 
Anchorage~ Alaska 99501 

:cGENCY 

Suoject: Sus1tna Hydroelectric Project Coordination Procedures 

·oear Mr. Youla: 

Tnanl< you for your letter proposing a t\'IO-step process tor the coordina
tion required under the Federal energy Kegulatory Commission regutat1ons 
and the Fish and W1ldlife Coordination Act. We basically concur with 
your proposals. HO\oJever, we may have further comments on the issues 
deait with in this coordination process once more intor111ation on each 
subject is available and the comoined etfects of tne project become more 
visible. 

lt is our understanding that so far the Susitna Hydroelectric Project 
Steering Committee has wo·rked on the procedures manuai for the 1981 f1ela 
studies and is now in the process of starting up a subcommittee to deal 
with possible mitigation for wildlife impacts. Other issues, 1ncluding 
possible m1tigation for fisheries impact~, are to be dealt with later 
when more information on the resources to be affected w1ll oe available. 

We would like to be kept informed of both the steerin~ comm1ttee and 
subcommittee meet1ngs ana agendas so that we can participate more 
actively when items affecting J:.PA's areas of responsibiiity or expertise 
will be considered. For now, most of our involvement will have to oe by 
letter ana telepnone due to personnel and travel constra1nts. With1n our 
limitations, we wiil try to be as responsive and nelpfui as possibie. 

~PAis coorainator for this project will continue to be Judi Schwarz, of 
my staff. She can be reached at (2u6) 442-12H5. 

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

Sincerely yours, 

ev_dp-.-
Ellzabeth Corbyn, Cn1ef 
'Envi ronmenta 1 Eva 1 ua ti on ~ranch 
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Mr. Eric P. Youl1 
Executive Director 
Alaska Power Authority 
333 Wes+ 4th Ave. Suite 31 
Anchora~~, Alaska 99501 

Dear Mr. Yould: 

Allilla.. 

U.S. DEPARTMEiV. -..h COMMERCE 
National Ocaanic .._ _j Atmospheric Adminlatrraclan 
National Marine Fisheries Se1~iae 
P. 0. Box 1668_, Juneau~ Alaska 99802 

ll~CEIVED 

i !. -~ l 0 1981 

We have received your letter of January 2, 1981, regarding the 
involvement of the National Marine Fisheries Servic~ (NMFS) in the 
planning and study of the proposed Susitna River Hydroelectric Project. 
We recognize the need for a "higher level of involvement 11 on•the 
part of our agency, not only due to certain procedural requirements 
but the fact that the proposal has reached a more advanced stage of 
study. To this end we have been participating as a member of the 
Steering Committee since July. 1980. We feel this involvement 
affords us the opportunity to evaluate·project studies and provide 
any input we may feel is necessary. 

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

Sincerely./,} 7fj /-' 
~P 7)~ u7 ,~I! ....... ---+....«. /, '%1 . r·· 
Robe t W. McVey 1 ~ 
Dire tor, AlaskaLF~gion ~ 
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DIVISION OF POLICY DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING 

I 

{ 
j 
' i JAY S. HAMMON(,. Governor 

POUCH AD 
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811 
PHONE: 455-3573 

February 19, 1981 

~1 r. E r i c You 1 d 
Executive Director 
Alaska Power Authority 
333 West Fourth Avenue 
Su i.te 31 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Dear Eric: 

r·r-s2·~. 19Sl ,. c. c. 1 • 

"0" ,_,.-..if "i ' • C\' .. r ' . .,. -~· ~ ~- • • 
,,.._,"'" • ..J•"'·'"' 

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

Frankly Eric, the paragraph in your letter that describes your plan is 
somewhat brief and general, making concurrence rather difficult at this time. 
I agree, however, that the study being undertaken is one that should have 
a very high 1 eve 1 of i nvo 1 veme11t by interested State and federa 1 agencies as 
well as potentially affected l~cal communities. 

I suggest that a more detailed description of the workings of the Susitna 
Hydroelectric Project Steering Committee be provided. t4hat may also be 
appropriate is the use of your public participation staff to serve a state 
government coordination as well as a public involvement function. The 
staff could document and disseminate the proceedings of the steering 
committee to a wider governmental audience. Such communication could occur 
prior to fcrmal Authority position formulation and smooth the process of 
required fvrmal concurrence with such positions. 

As for meaningful involvement of State and federal agencies in your assessment, 
I am enclosing a copy of Administrative Order No. 55, descr'bing the Major 
Project Review (MPR) process. This process might be approp'"i ate for the 
Steering Committee. The process described can be used by any unit of State 
government and is designed to ensure that a~propriate State agencies are 
involved in analyses from the outset and that each assessment is highly 
issue oriented. The technique can be used to involve federal agencies and 
the public as well. 

_j . 
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Hr. Eric Yould -2- February 19, 1981 

The MPR questions can be modifi€i as needed anci a schedule can be prepared 
that indicates points at which ccoperators are to tie in to the process. We 
generally include a public revie# draft in the time line for an analysis. 
We have also found that it is e3sential to the success of the MPR process for 
the lead unit to be able to sufficiently detach itself from its own project 
goals and objectives to administer the analysis in a neutral and objective 
fashion. One solution is, of course, to have the analysis administered by a 
separate agency .. 

Eric, I hope that at least some of these ideas are Dseful tci you. From your 
1 etter, \<Je are not too certain as to Nh at i nvo 1 vement process you had in mind. 

Please let me knm.,r if we can be of any assistance. 

Sincerely, 

Frances A. Ulmer 

Enclosure 



Stc.l.<: of Alaska 

··c·-.:n.:~.t----i\re ".r.c'e-• .., -- J.:. ~ .. c L- v I L No.: ss- • ___ 
S.,',..;- ... -· """'.Jt: ...... . State }Sajor ?rojec~ :::evie-.: ?:-oces::: 

un~er the authority of Art. 11~, Sections 1 and 2£ o~ the Alasl~ Consti
tution, and AS 44.19.880, anci gi·.;en the neeci for- tinely, consist.ent, and 
thorouGh evaluation of proposed ~ajor prcjec~s or ac~ivities, I order· 
th~t tt follouing revie~ process be i~stituteci: 

1. Certain projects, because of their state~idE br regional significance 
~ill be designated by me as ~ajor projec~s subject ~o a J~jcr ?r6ject 
Revie\..1, 

2. Any state a£encv to ~~len 1 assi~n the lead res~onsi~ili:v for 
- ... , - • .I 

conducting a Major Project Revie~ shall pre?are an~ submit to oe 
the infomai:io:1 contained on the ?rojec'- .~:-:alysis Su:::~a:-;· Sheet 
( . .;tta.chrnent )·.) •.:ithin 10 ci.::ys of the c:ssig~en~. 

~. o:<·v the "'sc._-ic-c:nE...l ,:-te _.,_,e 1ec::-er· "'<=""'~c·• c.__., i ___ ..,'!) ___ c::-!"'. ~ '"'"""-·- ~0 
_, -'; u, - lJ Y C::. " l.. .I I - «;;. C ._ ;, • ) - • J C. - - :" • .. Co;'"' C:. !. t;: :;; J....,; ..... "-- •-' ~ l. ~ 

"!\····-r:>- pre1~-.-\,._-,..,. '?,.-o~e·c- !.--lvc:-is ·-·-.~c"-. -r.G··-t:·r·ces -·.--e e··-1··--0::o'"' c:. __ , .. _.,c::..,., • _ '- .-tac: -- "··- .. C- • __ .. '-•' "'~-uC:1...- u 

fac~crs sneci£ieci bv ~e (Attachmeni 3). . ~ 

4. l~~Q~ia~ely upon receipi cf the ?!El~~~~2~y ~:o1ect Analvs~s. the 
Division of Policy Deve}c?~en~ ~~~ ?lan~ing ~~?D?)~ Offic~ of the 
Gover:-~or, shall fc:-.:arci info!1:~~io;-.a1 ccp:.es L.o ec.c~ a::ected or 
interest ec g cv e rn.-ne~ t a 1 e.g enc;·. -r:.·: L.he c.s s ir;r;r=c cc. 1: e s e c.c:-~ agency 
shall sub~it ~o DPD? iLs revie~ 2nd cc~~ent. 

•' . During the n.Leriod o~ a 0oencv revie~ o~ ~he ~reli2inarv ?roiect , . ., . 
Analvsis, the Public Forun or DPD?, :..~ consu}ia:ion ~ith the lead 
c:gency, shall conduct one or ~or~ public ~ee:ings in t~e ~!rected 

area(s) for the purpose of receiYing public cc:::Bel.ts on ·(ne project 
or actions. 

e. By the assigned date, D?DP shall subnit in \.7iting to the lead 
agency, a suu-.:nary. of the revie~ c:long -...·i th recoi:roendations for -rhe 
.t. 1 p . I. 1 . 
~1na ro1ect ~na ~s1s. 

i. By the assigne"d date, the leac r.geiicy, in.conjuncL.ior-. ·.,""it.h D?DP. 
shall prepare and subrr.it to we, in · .. -riting ancl verbally, a final 
version of ·th~ ?roiect .!..nc.l "!'Sis. Tne ?roiect Anal '::sis shall include -----

,.. 
o. 

" . . , . ~ 

dissenting \'ie'-'5, recc·:::::!enca.t::.ons :or t"Jrtne= a.ct1on and, ;..·here 
appropriate S?eci£ic·~oncitions or ~i~igatio~ measu~cs necessary 
for state ap?roval of the project or action. 

, • . • • . . . 1 1 
~0 oeslgn~tea ~EJOr p!OJEC~ 0! ECtlO~ ~l--

cornoletion of ~he ~7ocess described above, . . 
;.: a i" e r of n e c e s s i t. )' h a s be en o b ~ a in e d £ r 0:::1 

be Z??=oved prio~ to the 
unless a ?ricr \..7ltten 
me. 

9. Tne revie·~· spt:cifieci ;.n this crci::- ~hz12 be coorcina.tec ._.i 1:h proce-
. -.: ea· "n •c: 46 --.:; ;n··~-n--t::...-·-1 :::-o,..""c·u-e C .,..·· _.,. .. cures co:~~.a . .:.n - .-.- · . .:..,t -: ··--'-····"'•lc..c:: ...... '"' · ~ oc.c:!.nc~.lon 

Act, and o~~er state revie~ p:oc~rse~. as epplicable. 
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Mr. Eric P. Yould 
Executive Director 
Alaska Power Authority 
333 West 4th Avenue, Suite 31 
Apchorage, Alaska 99501 · 

Dear Mr. Yould: 

, : D 
• \ I ~· 
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JAYS. HAMMOND, GOVERNOR 

POUCH 0 - JUNEAU 1#1 J 

March 2, 1981 

Your letter of January 2, 1981 propos~s to expand the function 
of the Susitna Steering Committee from that Gf an advisory 
body to the study team to one of performing evaluations and 
structuring recommendations. I am happy to offer the resources 
of this agency to serve in that capacity to a reasonable 
extent. 

It is not clear to us, however/ precisely what may constitute 
"items requiring consultation," as the only substantive 
matters to come before the Steering Committee have been 
review of the field procedures manuals regarding Task 7 of 
the Plan of Study, and review of the preliminary screening 
of poten~ial hydro sites. Apparently, a more direct link 
with the Power Authority is anticipated, rather than simply 
with the study team, since your letter indicates that Steering 
Conuni ttee recommendations \-Jill be considered by the Power 
Authority. We will look forward to additional information, 
at an appropriate time, concerning matters that may be 
brought before the Steering Committee, and the action requested 
of the committee. 

Bob Martin will be the representative of this agency to the 
Steering Committee as of this date. Bob is the new supervisor 
of ADEC's Southcentral Regional Office.· Bob will receive 
whatever support he needs from Dave EtYr~~ant, who has been 
our representative in the past apd-who will"'cGQtinue as 
Bob • s alternate. f ). 

cc: Deena Henkins, EQM. 
Bob Martin, SCRO 

-
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DIVISION OF RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT 

June 5, 1981 

Eric Yould 
Executive Director 
Alaska Power Authority 
333 W. 4th Avenue, Suite 31 
:\nchorage, AK 99501 

Dear Mr. Yould: 

JAr S. HAMMOND. 'DV£11101 

323 E. 4TH A VENUE 
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501 

279-5577 }1J:CEIVEO 

JUN- 9 1981 

·w,sKA POWER AU1HORITY 

The p~rpose of this letter is to transmit to you a proposed revision 
in your June 3, 1980 letter stating the role and objectives of the 
Susitna Hydro Steering Committee. The Steering Committee members feel 
the following more accurately describes the. role and function of the 
Committee • 

"The Alaska Power Authority through its consultant, Acres American 
Incorporated, is carrying out a 3D-month feasibility study of the 
proposed Susitna Hydroelectric Project. Because of the magnitude of 
this study, effective interagency coordination will be best accom
plished through formation of a Sus~tna Hydroelectric Steering Committee. 
The function of this committee would be to provide coordinated exchanges 
of information between the Alaska Power Authority and interested 
resource management agencies. Through this exchange, the concerns of 
all agencies involved would be identified early and hopefully prevent 
unnecessary delays in the progress of these feasibility study, appli
cation for the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission license to construct, 
and Environmental Impact Statement review. 

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

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

Proposed objectives for this committee are to: 
. 

1. Review and comment on study approaches throughout each phase ~f 
the planning process; 

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

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

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

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

If you have comments or suggest;i.-nns concerning these proposed revisions, 
please advise. 

Sincerely, 

09-~ 
Al Carson 
Chairman 
Susitna Hydro Steering Committee 

cc: Steering Committee 

-
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ALASKA POWER AUTIIt)RITY 
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December 10, 198~ 

R£CEiV'ED 
Mr. Al Carson 
Alaska Department of DEC 14 1H81 
Natural Resources 

R.esearch and Developrent 
555 Cordova 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Dear Al: 

In laj:e Noverrber 1 1981 you approached rre with sane concexns 
relative our on-going etfort to solicit formal· coordination on variou:; 
aspects of the Susi tna Hydroelectric Project. This led to a series o E 
rreetings between ourselves and the Susi tna Hydroelectric Project 
Steering Carmci.ttee. To broadly sunrnarize those events: 

1.. Acres Arrerican :ncorporated 1 acting for the Fewer Authori t} , 
has camenced circt1lation for fonnal ccordination certain 
building blocks of the studies that will form the basi~ fo~: a 
project licensing reccmrendation. 

2. In rrost instances the agency 11eads (addressees of the form :tl 
requests for coordi.."lation} referred the request to staff f JI.' 

analysis. Alnost without exception the staff involved als:> 
had been serving on the Susi tna Hydroelectric Project Stee ::-ing 
Ccmnittee. largely due to this rela·tionship 1 the individudl 
agency staff TI'Eiribers elecb:.od to use the Steering Corrrnittee 
structure as a vehicle ·to discuss their fonnal coordination 
concerns. As a result of multiple .interactions between the 
Steering Conmittee and the Fewer Authority, a number of is!;ues 
have been clarified and options for ~:;ency response to the 
Acres request for formal coordination have ~~ identified. 

The Steering Committee has summarized its concerns as follows: 

1. 

2. 

In sane cases 1 the docum?..ntation of field study results is not 
available coincident with the request for agency ccmrent on 
aspects of the project .. 

There has been no decision made yet by the Po.ver 1\.uthori ty, 
the State legislature and the administration as to whether 
tbere will be an application to the FERC for the constructi1:>n 
of the project .. 

.... 
-

()! 

I 

I 

I 
I 
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Mr. Al Carson 
December 10, 1081 
Page 2 

3. SarE of the; agencies are concerned about reSJ;Onding to bits 
and pieces of the prq:x:>sed project without being able to 
evaluate the entire proposal. 

'Ib clarify the Power Authority intentions relative the request for 
fo:r:rral coordination 1 it is appropriate to look to basic intentions and 
objectives.. The present and proposed FEFC regulations clearly encourage 
pre-applicat..ion coordination; First, to assu:re that the project 
planning process has taken into accou."lt poJ..icies and guidelines of 
local 1 state and federal agencies, and second, to assure that the 
applicant has solicited agency ccrrmmts and concerns and has attenpted 
to address them. Specifically# the proposed F.ERC regulations 
(anticipated to be in ,~ffect by time of license application, July 1, 
1982) require a request for formal coordination from agen=ies, provision 
of up to of sixty ( 60) days response tirre to those agencies, and 
inclusion of applicant respJnse to agency fo:rrra1 caments in the license 
application. Therefore, one najor purpose ~or the request currently 
.!irculating is to ccnply with FEOC regulations. 

The Pa-ler Authority is anxious to accarrrcdate agencies and the 
Steering Canni ttee in the decision process. We have derronstrated this 
in the past and wish to continue that policy. Our requests for formal 
coordination are very much intended to accommodate consideration of 
agency caments in the formulation of the project and in the decision 
p:rcx::ess leading to tbe Pa.ver Authority project licensing recarrrendation. 
Clear-ly r our ability to use carrrents in t.us fashion is very much a 
function of when we receive them. 

6 

In response to regulatory require.rrent.s, and to our best judgerrent 
of '1/Jhen agency corrrrent will be rrost productive we perforce must pE:rsist · 
in our requests for fonnal coordination. We hasten to add, haoJever, 
that we willingly accept interim c.urment, informal camcnt, or any other 
variant t.~t gets the information to us in a tirrely fashion. Meanwhile, 
we will attenpt to make available pertinent dOCtJJTentation of field 
studies as early as possilile so as to assist ycur review. 

I hope this surrmary assists you and your ~ lleagues in deciding hCRt 
to respond to ou'L requests for formal coordination. If other facets to 
this action emersre, I \vould '.-relcare an opportunity to further discuss 
them with you. 

FOR THE .EXEClll'IVE DIFECIOR 

00'1/blm 

cc: Jorm Lawrewnce, Acres Arrerican, Buffalo 

;?Jrt;~ 
DavJ.d 0. Nozniak ~ 
Project Engineer 
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..{\.LA~SKA. POWER AUTHORITY 
334 WEST 5th AVENUE· ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501 

Mr. A'l Carson 
State of Alaska 
Departm~nt of Natural Resources 
323 E. 5th Avenue 
Anchorage, Al?ska 99501 

Dear Al: 

December 17, 1981 

Phone: (90/') 277-7641 
{907) 276-Q001 

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

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

FOR THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

DDW:mlj 

cc: R. Mohn, APA 
N. Blunck, APA 
J. Lawrence, Acres. 

s;,rely1 ~ 
/~ 

~vid 0? Wo;niak 
Project Manager' 

C,' 
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January 14, 1982 

Dave Wozniak 
Project Manager 

DIVISION OF RESEARCH & DEVELCY'MENT 

Alaska Power Authority 
334 West 5th Avenue 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

. Dear Dave: 

/ 
l 

I 
I 
I 

JAY S. HAMMOIID, 'Otlllltil 

Pouch 7-005 
~(§&. 
ANC.HORAG~ ALASKA ~ 

276-2653 

. ,,, .. 
i""' 11 .:~1 

f \: ... ' • ' ... -

Per our earlier discussion, this memo identifies the topics the~ Steering 
Committee members belj.eve to be of mutual interest to Dr. Leopold and 
ourselves. 

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

The issues and brief descriptions follows: 

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

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

3. Instream Flow Studies. Relationship to mit:igatior., downstream 
impact assessments and power ganeration-related flow regimes. 

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

5. External Review Panel's Role in the Future. What are plans, 
schedule, and products? Is it useful for Dr. Leopold and Steering 
Committee to continue a dialogue? If yes, at what frequency :md 
level? 

........ 

... 

995lr 

_] ' 
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oa.ve Wozniak 

Sincerely, 

Al Carson, Chairman 
Susitna Hydro Steering Committee 

cc: Steering Committee Members 
Reed Stoops 

-

? ·- January 14, 1982 
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Mr. David Haas 
Office of' the Governor 

No¥&Mber 24, 1981 
P5700.11.92 

T.1297 

l.&J...:UO~~::...!::!Jt .. a4 Dfv1s1on of Policy Development and Planning 
Pouch P.W 
Juneau, AK 99811 

Dear Mr. Haas: 

1-!J~~~U:U Copy 
Susftna Hydroelectric Project 
!!:rmal Agency Coordination 

\··. 

As discussed yesterday. I am enclosing a 11st of all people 
within state and federal agencies to whom we are sending 
Susitna Hydroelectric Project Reports. The list is keyed to 
explain who gets which reports.. We are attemp'trfng to insure 
that each agency has the opportunity to review reports dealing 
with resources or issues for which 1t has jurisdiction. 

If I can be of further help;, pleas'~ let me knowe 

Sincerely, 
~~ 

~ John D. La~rence 
Pt'oject Manager 

JDL:dlp 

Enclosure 

xc: Alaska Power Authority 

• 



SUSITNIL HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT 

REPORTS CIRCULATE~D FOR FORPAAL AGENCY COORDINATION 

rl' 
' t .-i r----

~~l.ETT 
wrne 
BERRY 

Nlt'BER KEY 

Plan of Stuciy 1 
--- 1980 Environmental St.mna ry Report 2 

... ~-
HAYDEN 
LAMB 

1980 Fish Ecology Annual Report 3 
LAWRENCE 
SINCLAIR 1980 Plant Eco 1 ogy Annua 1 Report 4 
VANDER BURGH 

r 1980 Big Game Annual Report 5 

CARLSON 
1980 Furbearer ~~nual Report 6 

FRETZ 
JEX 1980 Birds and Non-Game Mammal Annual Report 7 
LOWREY~ 
SINGH 

. . 
1980 Land Use Annual Report 8 

• 

-I 
1980 Socioeconomic Annual Re~~rt 9 

I HUSTEAD 
• BOVE 1980 Cultural Resources Annual Rreport 10 

I Transmission Line Cooridor Screening Report 11 II 
·~, 

y 

I CHASE 

Development Selection Report 12 

I 
I 

1-,. 
1981 Final Subtask Report 13 

Draft Feasibility Report 14 

-
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Regional Administrator 
Region X 
U&S. Environmental Protection Agency 
1200 South Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98101 · 
Col. Lee Nunn 
District Engineer 
U.S~ Army Corps of Engineers 
Anchorage District 
P.O. Box 7002 
Anchorage, Alaska 99510 
Mr. Keith Schreiner 
Regional Director, Region 7 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
1011 E. Tudor Road 
Anchorage, Alaska 99503 
Mr. Robert McVey 
Director, Alaska Region 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
NOAA 
P .0. Box 1668 
Juneau, Alaska 99802 
Mr. John E. Cook 
Regional Director 
Alaska Office 
National Park Service 
540 West Fifth Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 
Mr. John Rego 
Rureau of Land Management 
701-C Street 
Anchorage, Alaska 9950 
Mr. Larry Wright 
Nationnl Park Service 
1011 E. Tudor Road, Suite 297 
Anchorage, Alaska 99503 
Ms. Judy Schwarz 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Mail Stop 443 
Region X EPA 
1200 South 6th Avenue 

Reports sent/to be sent 

1, 2, 11, 12, 13, 14 

1, 2, 11, 12, 13, 14 

1 9 2 ' 3' 4' s " 6 ' 7 ' 11 , 
12, 13, 14 

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

1, 2, 9~ 10, 11, 12, 13, 14 

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

1, 2, 11, 12, 13, 14 

1, 2, 11, 12, 13, 14 

Seattle, Washington 98101-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
Mr. Ron Morris 
Director, Anchorage Field Office 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
701 C Street 
Box 43 
Anchorage, Alaska 99513 

-

1, 2, 11, 12, 13, 14 

'·' 

// 
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Mr. Ronald 0. Skoog 
Commissioner 

·(;~ .,..,;~. 

State of Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
Juneau, Alaska 99801 
Mr. Ernest W. Mueller 
Corrmissioner 
Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation 
Juneau, Alaska 99801 
Mr. Lee Wyatt 
Planning Director 
Matanuska-Susitna Barough 
Box B 
Palmer, Alaska 99811 
Mr .. Tom Barnes 
Office of Coastal Management 
Division of Policy Development & Planning 
Pouch AP 
J'uneau, A 1 aska~98ll 
Mr. Roy Huhndorf 
Cook Inlet Region Corporation 
P.O. Drawer 4N 
Anchoraae, Alaska 99509 
Mr. Thomas Trent 
State of Alaska 
Department of Fish & Game 
333 Raspberry Road 
Anchorage, Alaska 99502 
Mr. Bob Martin 
Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation 
437 E. Street, 2nd Floor 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 
Mr. Alan Carson 
Alaska Department of Natural Resources 
323 East 4th Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 
Ms. Lee McAnerney 
Commissioner 
Department of Community & Regional Affairs 
Pouch B 
Juneau, Alaska Y9811 
Mr. Robert Shaw 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
Alaska lepartment of Natural Resources 
Division of Parks 
619 Warehouse Avenue, Suite 210 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 
Mr. John Katz 
Alaska Department of Natural Resources 
Pouch M 
Juneau, Alaska 99811 

--

Reports·sent/to be sent 
1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6~ 7, lli 
12, 13, 14 

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

1, 2, 11, 12, 13, 14 

1, 2, 11, 12, 13, 14 

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

1, 2, 11, 12, 13, 14 

1, 2, 11, 12, 13, 14 

1, 2, 11, 12, 13, 14 

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

1, 2, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 
14 

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

. ";;"".' 



Ot.lJ!ICI3 OIF TaB GOV.(gBNOa 
DIVISION OF POLK:Y DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING 

GOVERNMENTAL COORDINATION UNIT 

December 2, 1981 

Mr. John D. lawrence 
Project Manager~ Susitna Hydroelectric Project 
Acres American Incorporated 
The liberty Bank Building, Main at Court 
Buffalo, N~w York 14202 

Dear Mr. lawrence: 

JAY S. HAMMOND, Goverrnor 

POUCH AW (MS • 0165} 
JUNEAU, Al.ASKA 99811 
PHONE: (907} 465<>3562 

RECEIVED 

DEC 7 1981 

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

Our office recently received copies of correspondence addressed to Tom Barnes, 
formerly of the A 1 aska Office of Coastal Management (OCM). \4e conduct Alaska 

r--------::lco.astal Management Pr·ogram (ACMP) consistency reviews for OCM as we11 as unified 
AUSKA POWER ate responses on many major projects. Thus~ OCM notified us of this correspond-

AUTHORITY \;;; ca.. In this regard, we'd first like to inform you that Ms. Wendy Wolf has 
SUSJTNA placed Tom Barnes at OCM and will handle any future reviews of the Susitna 

FILE P5700 P oposal for OCM • 
. //.'W 

, SEQu~·,•"c NO for future reviews, we vmuld like to receive a mailing list of all agencies 
I --';v;~n ·c ntacted and a copy of the particular report. We would like to do an informa-

l': Cl' "-' 7 ·onal review of the feasibility study when it is available. We would expect 
z ~~ ~ j ~t ~tan E~vironmental Impact Statement (EIS) would a~so be prep~red fo~ this 
Q f ~ I ~ JOr proJect and that we would eonduct an ACMP cons1 stency re'tH:!W of 1t. If 
ti z.. ;,1 ~Y u do prepare such an EIS, we would like to coordinate the mailing of such 
~-=-~ u J - d cument with you to simplify our review procedures. We would, of course, like 

! u:-·:.'' t know if' there won't be an EIS. -. ~··,.,.:--1- j c ·: -1 ;·--p ease advise us if you can clarify any of the review process and if you 
.-.~:; ve any questions. 
- "0·:=:: .-i --
- -~-J-F 3 -;-
,-----'--:-i I __ . ~!?HL~ 
! __ -_ENs I.J.!:_ .. 

1-- ~ ::,: j:::kJI 
;__:::_~~ Rv i~l: Eric You1d, APA 
. I H RC I 

~ !_~= ,-

Sincerely, 

/Ju~ ft/, iJ."'~ 
David W. Haas 
State-Federal Assistance CQordinator 

--~--1 

1--'--l -~-. I_ 
-,-:;rFJLE I 

-
-====== 
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LAMB t-· /, .... 
LAWRENCE I 
SINCLAIB r,.ar Mr. Haas: Susitna HYdroe1ectr1e Project 

formal Agency Coordination IUH 

.,,~, 

~ ·'. /-, 
/ , 

CARLSON 
FFIETZ 
JEX , 
LOWREY 
SINGH 

.... ~//} 

1-- . " / . _. /..,.,..jf'-

wf11 hopefully address the issues raised in your leteer of Dec•er 2, h1s 
981 

) 

• 

We w111 send future correspondence to ~~ WenQ1 Wolf at the Alasta Office 
of Coasta 1 Management., Thank you for not1 fy1 ng us Qf change 1 n personne 1. 

~"'JV £ ~) We will send you copies of a11 future reports issued formally for agency 
review. MY letter to you of November 24. 1981 listed a11 recipi2nts · 
and tne teporiS tfiEY w111 ~c&1~~---

HUSTEAD 
BOVE 

:) This fonnai agency review process we ~re conducting 1s for several 
purposes. A1f.hough we have had many meetings with agency personnel~ we 

CHASE 

' ft I. h 
J\J...; 

have been informed their v1ews do not necessarily represent those of their 
agencies. To insure concerns of th~ agencies are ~ddressed and incorporated, 
where possible, into project planning and to receive agency input on the 
studies, we have implemented th1s formal process whereby project report5 
are sent to agenc~ ~omm1ss1oners and/or Directors. In addition, the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Corrm1ssion roquires documentation of agency input 
into project plann1ng and mitigation. -

4) The Feasibility Report w111 be issued by the Ali!k~ Power Authority (APA). 
By copy of this letter, I will request you be p1aeed on the distribution 
11st. 

5) The Environmental Impact Statement for this project will be prepared and 
issued by the Federal !gengy Regulatory Commission, on the basis of a 
license application to be submitted by APA, should a de~1s1on be made to 
do so by the state. If you wish to coord1nwte ma111ng of th1s document, 
I.suggest you contact Mr. Quentin Edson, Chief of the Env1ro~menta1 
D1v1s1on in Washington, D.C. 



Mra David Haas December 9, 1981 
page 2 

I hope th1s elarif1es matters. If.Y.you have further questions, please 
call. 

MMGJJmh 

cc: E. Yould. APA 

-

Sincerely~ 

~ 
John D. lawrence 
Project Manager 

. I 
I 
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Mr. Tom Trent 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
2207 Spenard Road 
Anchorage, AK 99503 

November 259 1981 
P5700.11.92 

T .1301 

Dear r.w. Trent: Susitna Hydroelectric Project 
Report Review 

As you discussed w1th M1chael Grubb on November 24, 1981, 
I am enclosing the following Sus1tna Hydroelectric Reports 
which were also sent to Mr. Skoog for ADF&G review and 
cOtllfient: 

1. 1980 Environmental Sunmary Report 
2. 1980 Bia Game Annual Reoort 
3. 1980 Fish Ecology Annuai Report 
4. 1980 Plant Ecology Annual Report 
5. 1980 Fur~arer Annual Report 
6. 1980 Bird and Non-Game Annual Report 

As you sugge3ted we w111 ~n the future send reports both to 
Mr. Skoog and directly to y~ue 

HHG:dlp 

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

Enclosures 

-

Sincerely, 

John D. lawrence 
Project Manager 

(i 
(/ 
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CIVfSIO'IOF RESEA.RCH lit:JE.Va.J:PUIEN 

Oecei1ber 9~ 1981 

Eric Yould~ Ex~utive Director 
Alaska Power Authority 
333 West 4'th Avenue. Suite 31 
Anchorage, AA 9954)1 

Oear Mr. Yould: 

ftECEIVEQ 

I DEC 1 4 1981 
111..1. .&Mii;;a ~ 

}.J.AS.l{A POWER ,&J.l1}'aQ~ 

Several state and federal agencies. in recent weeks have been 4Sked to ... 
form.11y review and proYide ~ts 0\'1 several documents relating to 
the proposed Susitna HydroeleCtric Project. Althoogh the Susitl'.a Hydro~ 
electric Steering Cc;a;mittee 1s an organization that is designed to pro
vide inf"rma.l advice and o:nletlt on matters pertaining to the Susitna. 
H_yuroelectri.c Project1 most of the steering c~ittee mezabers receiV£M.t 
the formal agency response request that 1Jiii!.S sent to the agency directors 
and c~issior.er:s by Acres.. It is primarily because of that fact that the 
steering coanittee feels that it is appropriate and necessary to send 

----____,a letter to you at this t'fJQe with respect to the Alaska Power Authoriey•s 
· ALt~~o~~i'vER re-~uest for formal agency coordination and review on el~ts m the SUsitna 

SUSl'LNA H_ydroelectric Power Project. 
------------1 
;:ILE .PJJDO As a resu1t of concerns expressed by ~rs of the s~ring ~ittee, we 
--====:=-1convened a rreeting on Dece:-.ber 2. 1981 of the steering c~ittee with 
;EQUENCE ~··,Robert Mohn and D-ave Wozn.iak of the Alaska ?mier Authority att-.onding .. 

F,d/8 .:t At this steering comnittee ~ting. we were provided with aur first g1'ft;pse 
of how the Alaska Power Aub1ority irrten~ to conduct the forr~l ccnsultation 
and coordination required for this project. The fo~.al coordination process 
that is proposed in t.~ August 12:. 1S.Ol Acres doc~ent to Eric Yould. subject,. 
~susitna Hydroelectric Project Fo~J Coordination Plan~~ is conceptually 
appropriate but 1ncomp1ete and deficient. The fo11owing are probl~ areas 
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in the proposed for~;al coordination plan as described above: 

1.. Tre fonnal cooroination pian as proposed by Acres. has not been 
formally or informally discussed and reviewed ~ith the agencies 
from which the Pmrer Authority requires responses. Th1 s is proe> 
bably the r.,ost significa.11t obj~ticri \«F- have with the approach of 
Acres. The contracror sent, 1etters to heads of state and federa1 
a~er~ies requesting s~~ific ~~ments on detailed studies and 
reports associated with the Susitna Hydroelectric Project ~ithout 
having a coruplat~ understanding of the responsibi1ities and concerns 
of agencies .. 

2. Sc.;:r;e of the repvrts which agencies will be reques~ t!l formally 
respond to will not be prece€<ied by the re1evant data and study 
find!ngs fr"CC R'hich the s~ry report and fo~l agency COillr..e-nts 
Sft(H!td be based. An obvious e.xa..'q)1e is th~ revtew of the 1981 
draft annual re~rts is required 2 r:.ont-hs after trte rlraft feasi-
bility report review. 
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3. The proposed for=al coordination plan,. as described in tt.e August 

12. 1981~ docurent fn:;a Acres to APA does not accurately describe 
all tt;e parties and agencies who should receive c:erta.fn dcc.\IJI!nts. 

. 
The steering cc:anittee feels that the fon:al ctmsl.lltation process should proceed 
in a more coordinat-ed and organized fashion in order to avoid unnecessary 
crAsecr~ caused by the prob laes 'lie r-ave fdentif'ied afxm!. · We offer· tfle 
following suggestions and t:.C~Ements: 

1.. We reccaoend that the APA~ as soon as possible,. c.omene a formal 
reeting with agerreies to establish the schedYle· and the process for 
formal coordination for this project. In light Gf ~proposal to 
have a complete draft feasibility plan avai1ab1e on Karch 15. 1982. 
we urge tha1: the PeEr Authority conven-e th1s ~ting and. get tllis 
RJa:tter sorted out with the agencies before January_l. 1982. 

2. The forea.l coor-dination list that will te used for this project 
needs to be reviewed and approved by ager.cy representatives to 
ensure that it is cosplete and c~rehensive. Attached to this 
letter please find a series of additions to the B/12/81 Acres 
list .. 

3.. Re'ii~ of the proposed F .. E.R.C. regulations in voltSe 46 nt.ld:Jer 219 
of the Federal Register dated 11/23/Sl identified a list of informa
tion cate9eries to be included in Exhibit E. Ca:;paring these re
qui~nts to the 9nZ/B1 proposed coordination pian. 'ffl! find the 
followir~ agency revi~ categories missing: 

i) Socioe:tk"l®ic studies 

ii) A1terr~tive designs. locations and energy sources 

iii) Geological and soils studies 

We agree wi~~ the APA approach of requesting early for~l revi~ an~ ccmroents 
on D\11 icy related doetments tl"'.at are required in oi"der to put the project 
propo:>ol together. For ex.a;r:ple, the reqw::st for review of the fish and wild
life mitigation policy t~fore the specific mitigation proposal for the project 
is su!:rnitted to agencies for n:!view and Coai.i:ent. 

In stou'!H.ary. the ~bers of the steering ~ittei:! found the proposed forr...a.l 
coordinat1on plan to be revealir.g and usEful t.o better t.u'>-d~rs~nd hoe~ a~~ies 
'td11 have to respond in order to meet the needs of APA. ~e are p.:irticu1arly 
en~uraged to see 't!~t trr- instrec..s flci~ study plan 'is p1anned to be available 
for review and c~~t by agencies in Oecer.-..ber of 1981... Since. this is such a 
critical el~nt of the Susitr~ Study Plan. this deserves attention and re
sponse from the agencies as soon as possible. 

¥4W 
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The steering r.,cmittee hopes that you "-fflT find the-~ COCTents ar4 re{"~
tions useful and constructive arud is anxious to continue to proYide informal 
reviett and ad~ice to the Pmer Authority .. 

Sint:erely yours. 

Al Carson, Chafnsan 
Susitna Hydroelectric Steering Ccc1nittee 

AC:db 

cc: Steering Ccurit+.ee 
Reed Stoops 
Quentin Edson. Director» Division of Environmental Anaiysis; F.E.R.C. 
A .. Sta~-ter Leopold 

---
-
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Recoanended additions to the 8/lZ/81 agency coordination Jist for Susitna 
Hydroelectric .Project. 

water Qua 1 ity and ys~ 

Alal&ka DHR, DF & & 
• DEC· . 

U .. S~ AnQ'. Corps of Engineers 
• EPA. MPS 
• F & WS, GS 
• BLM.YWS 

AEIDC 

.. Fishw Wildlife and Botanical 
. . 

A~laska DF & G 
. • DEC 

• OtCR 
U.S. F & WS, GS· 

" f.MFS, EPA 
!It BLM 

AEIDC 

Historical arid Archeological. 
. 

Alaska OMR (SHPO)., DF .& G 
• DCRA 

UoS.. UPS 
" BUI 

AEIDC 

Recreation 

Alaska DNR~ OF & G 
U.S. H?S 
• F.& ws~ ~~s 

Hat-Su BOrough 
.AEIDC 

Aesthetics and Land Use 

Alaska ONR. DF & G 
U.S. BLM. F & WS~ NPS 
CIRI 
AEIDC 

. 
General 

· DPOP7 OCM, Governor's Office 

,.. 



United States Department of the Interjor 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 
WAES 

[ ~~ ~ .. ~~·J. Eric Yould 
-· . -•J E1 • D. - rj"'" XeCUtl.Ve :trector 

; _.IJ,_]j_A'n.ask.a Power Authority 
I~:· _ · · :t:J03~3 w. 4th Avenue 

1-~ I/.~ z..r ichorage, Alaska 99501 

I • -! .::::: 

FISH AND \VILDLIFE SERVICE 
1011 E. TUDOR RD. 

ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99503 
(907) 276-3800 

RECEIVED 

DEC 211981 

ACRES A~ ....... ,w~ ••• .i tuuu.,rORATEl 

15 DEC l~~f 

·- -·· =:! I :;! Djar Mr. Yould: 

~- ~ i_ -~ ).-¥Tpe u.s. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) has been contacted by A~res ~merican 
! !7 -~~garding formal coordir1ation of certain aspects of the feasibil.1.ty study for 
~-~/-7C i tpe Federal Energy Regulatnry Commission (FERC) license application for the 
!"-: ·· -i~rsitna Hydroelectric Project. To date four document packets. have been sub-
; _:_ · -~--m tted t:o us for formal review. These are the 1980 Environmental Studies 
l--·- --·l_! __ Mmual Reports:t Transmission I.ine Corridor Scr~en5..ng Report:t Development 
1- _ ~ -~. i S~lection Report, and the ~·ish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy. 

i-- =-·-·' L_j 

1-
1 

! Initially, some confusion arose over these requests. In his letter of 
-i- r:~·\l--wbvember 16, 198l:t Mr. John D. Lawrence (Acres) identified the sources of 
-:- ,- ·· -·~-c~nfusion, explained which documents were to be reviewed and extended the 
1-.-- --.- , cbmment period to 45 days. While we appreciatf' this clarification:» we feel a 
;_ --- _ ..... -~bre formal and explicit plan for formal coordination of the Susi tna Project 
, -~l.,st be developed.. Mr. David D. Wozniak of vour staff addressed the Susi tna 
~ . __ r- ·• ~~:____Hydroelectric Ste!erir.\g Committee on this subject at their meeting of 
~ --;f--·3-~ecember 2, 1981, and presented th7 coordination plan developed by Acres 
1){{.•-:: -._f!.lj.1_letter of August 12, 1981, from John D. Lawrence to Eric Yould). 
I I • v~ M~. Wozniak's briefing vas very beneficial to our understanding of this pro-
• ' I 

--- - cess; ho\<lever, -we feel it is important that the Alaska P.o!-7er Authority (APA) 
understand t:he position of the FWS on this issue. The FERC regulations 
(Federal Register Vola 46, No. 219, November 13, 1981) require a FERC license 
application to document coordination with federal resource agenci_es in the · 
Exhibit E. These agencies must be afforded a minimum of 60 days for revieY 
and comment. As such we disagree with the 45-day comment period suggested by 
your contractor. Additionally, there are sever~l deficiencies ~ithin the 
Acres coordination plan which concern us; the first of these being the fact 
that no formal discussion as to this coordination has occurred. Thusrthe 
contractor arbitrarily decides which documents are of concern to a particular 

LJ/~7--' agency, and ~hat level of coordination Yill take place. Formal contact should 
r\. work to insure that all agency concerns and consultations are met so as to 

cJ-pL comply with th.e intentions of the FERC regulations. Wit1'l the exception of 
fp

1
!! 

41
1 certain policy statements (e.g. Mitigation), the Acres plan calls for formal 

;:I'/..UI7 (d'tt V agency input before necessary background r-eports and data are available. An 
JL/2.'/ obvious example of this is found in the formal coordination plan-product list 

~I 
hle 

... 'M"'" 

--

r 

I 
.l 
l 
i 



D 
J [ i 
! 

' 

r h~ 

' 

[ 

[ 

r 
~,1 

[ 

r 
~i 

[ 

r: ,O,J 

[ 

~~ 
~~ 

,, 

I_. 

I~ 

I' ...,; 

~~ 

[ 

[ 

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

We believe a meeting should be arranged by your office to define the objec
tives of the ;equired coordination and to develop a plan suitable to both the 
APA and the federal resource agencies. In the interim we w~l attempt to • 
respond in a timely manner to all appropriate project documents, but will 
withhold comment on those documents which must be supported or clarified by 

the results of other studies. 

Sincerely, 

Acti~ 

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

-
-

0 



DEPT. OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSER\'ATION 

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

Deax: Eric: 

HECE1VE:D 

.btY S. HAM~ ~~~} 

:A[ASKA POWER AUTHORITY 

I POUCH 0- JUNEAU 11111 

December 21, 1981 

The Department of Environmental Conservation has been ~ontacted by 
Acres &nerican requesting formal coordination and review on five 
Susi tna H~7droelectric Project documents. These .requests were 
received in October and November, 1981. There apparently is some 
confusion as to what exactly was being requested. In his letter 
of November 16, 1981, Mr. John D. Lawrence of Acres clarified the 
situation and extended the review period to 45 days. On December 2 1 

1981, the Susitna Hydroelectric Steering Committee met with 
Mr. Dave Wozniak of your staff. Dave presented the Acres coordina
tion plan. This document, plus Dave Wozniak's briefing, provided 
a clearer understanding of what we must do to be responsive to the 
needs of APA for the Susitna project. 

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

Review of the coordination plan leads me to recommend that it would 
be useful for APA and the appropriate agencies to design a single 
continuing process for review and comment on the Susitna Hydro
electric Project. Since we are dealing with a State-sponsored 
project, I believe it is appropriate and timely that the State 
agencies and APA also determine the funding and personnel needed 
for these efforts. Our contacts for this matter are Bob Martin or 
Steve Zrake of our Anchorage Regional Office. They can be reached 
by phone at 274-2533. 
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UNJTEP STAYES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceailie and Atmospheric Administrat;on 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
P.C. Box 1668 
Juneau~ Alaska 99802 Ji E c ~! V l: D 

December 23 1 1981 DEC 3 11981 

:A[ASKA Pp~ AUTHORITY 
l~. Eric Yould, Executive Director 
Alaska.Power.Authority. · 
333·w. 4th Avenue 
Anchorage·, Alaska 99501 

Dear Mr. Yould: 

The'National Marine Fisheries Service has been contacted 
by ACRES American regarding formal coordination of certain aspects 
of the feasibility study for the Federal Energy Regulatory Commis
sion . (F.ERC) ·license application of the Susi tna Hydroelectric 
Project. To date four (4) ·documents have been submitted to us 
for for11nal. revie~ These art:: the 1980 Annual Reports, Transmission 
Line Corridor Screening Report, Develcpment Selection Report and 
the Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy. 

Initially, some confusion arose over these requests. In 
his letter of November 16, 1981, Mr. John D.· Lawrence (ACRES) 
identified the sources of confusion, explained which doclli~ents 
were to be reviewed and extended the comment period to 45 days. 
While T.Ve appreciate this cl.arific,ation, we fet::l a mar(~ fon11al and 
explicit pl~n fo~ formal coordination of the Susitna Project must 
be developed. Mr. David Wozniak of your staff addressed the 
Susitna Hydroelectric Steering Committee on ·this subject at their 
meeting of December 2, 1981, and presented the coordination plan 
developed by ACRES (letter of August 12, 1981, from John D. Lawrence 
to Eric Yould): Mr. Wozniak's briefing was very beneficial to 
otir understanding of ·this process, however we feel it is important 
that the Alaska Power Authority understands the position of the 
NMFS .on this issue. The FERC regulations require a FERC license 
application to document coordination with concerned federal agencies 
undel:- Exhibit E. Agencies must be afforded a minimum of 60 days 
for re,tiev.I and comment. 18 CFR §4. 41 (f) (46 FR 55926, 55937; 
November 13, 1981). We interpret this requirement to apply to 
each document submitted to us for consultation, including in 
particular the drafts of Exhibit E and the license application 
itself. Moreover, we expect that while there may be documents 
which can be reviewed by us in less than 60 days, th~re are very 
likely goin~:t to' be instances where we will need more time than 
that in order to perform a thorough review. 

One reason we expect to be accorded longer than 60 days 
for consultation in some instances, is that formal agency input 
is often to be solicited before necessary background reports and 
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data are available. Jm obvious example of .this is found·in the 
formal coordination plan-product list, where the Draft Feasibility 
Report will be released for agency review two months· erior· to .. 
release of the 1981 Annual Reports. It is unrealist.ic to assume 
that meaningful comment can be generated in the absence of such 
information. 

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

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

-
-
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Mr. Ernest W. Mueller 
Conmissioner 

January 8, 1982 
P5700.11.92 
T1415 

Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation 
Juneau, Alaska 99801 

Dear Mr. Mueller: 

As you are aware, Acres 
Authgrity, instituted a 
Hydroeiectric Project. 
confusion among various 

Susitna Hydroelectric Pr·oject 
Formal Agency Coo·rdination_,Erogram 

American has, on behalf of the Alaska Power 
Formal Agency Coordination Program for the Susitna 
This program has apparently resulted in some 
agencies as to its intent and scope. 

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

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

MMG/jgk 

ACRES AMERJCAN INCORPORATED 

. . .. .. .. ., ... " 

. .. 
.. r ..•• .. 

-
-

Sincerely yours, 

John 0. ~Jwrence 
Project "'1an age r 

' . ~· 



Preceding Letter Sent To: 

Mr. Ernest W. Mueller 
Conmissioner 
Aiaska Department of Environmental 

Conservation 
Juneau, AK 99801 

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

Resources 
619 Warehouse Avenue 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Mr.. Ronald 0. Skoog 
Corrmi ss i one}~ 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
Juneau, AK 99801 

Mr. Robert McVey 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
P.O. Box 1668 
Juneau, AK 99802 

Mr. Keith Schreiner 
Regional Director 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
lOll E. Tudor Road 
Anchorage, AK 99503 

Colonel Lee Nunn 

Se1vice 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
PoO. Box 7002 
Anchorage, AK 99510 

Regional Adminstrator 
U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency 
1200 South Avenue 
Seattle~ WA 98101 

Mr. John Rego 
U.S. Bureau of Land Management 
701 C Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 
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APPENDIX EllS 

CORRESPONDENCE RELATING TO PLAN OF STUDY 
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APPENDIX ll.B 

PLAN OF STUDY 

The Plan of Study was-circulated for review in March 1980 with public and 
agency me~tings being held in April 1980. The Plan of Study was further dis
cussed with the Steering Committee in September 1980 with Environmental 
Procedure Manuals being circulated for review in October 1980. Comments on 
the Plan of Study and Procedure Manuals were subsequently received and re
sponded to. 

Thi~ appendix contains correspondence from APA to the agencies and their 
responses concerning the Plan of Study and Procedure Manuals. APA•s response 
to thgse comments are included. 

Correspondence is presented primarily in chronological order. However, in 
some cases, a response to a letter directly follows the letter to facilitai~ 
an understanding of the flow of communication. This results in an interrupthh1 
in the chronological sequence. 

= 
..,..,._..._,, 
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Alaska Power Authority 
333 West 4th Avenue 
Suite 31 
Anchorage. Alaska 99503 

Attention: Eric Yould 

Dear Eric: 

RECEIVEQ 

'' ~ ~ 1 ' • PO',.· •r_n ~.u··HO"'r·IT'-' I".J.J\""'1\.i'. ., ......... ,, 'I ~ Jl: 

August 21, 1980 
P5700.ll 

T.375 

Susitna Hydroelectric Project 
Distribution of TES Procedures 
~1anua 1 s 

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

is attached. 

Since Mr. Al Carson, Chairman of the Steering Committee is out of town 
until August 27, the dis tri buti on 1 is t for the comrni ttee is based on 
the key contact list as supplied by Don Baxter on July 18, 1980. Please 
advise if any changes are made in distribution. 

KY:pg 

Enclosures 

... 

Sincerely, 

J. D. Lawrence 
Project Manager 



DISTRIBUTION: 

Copies of all procedure manuals to: 

APA - E. Yould, R. Mohn 

USF&W - Don McKay 

DEC - Dave Sturdevant 

ADF&G - Tom Trent 

ADNR - Al Carson 

BLM - John Rego 

AEIDC - Chuck· Evans 

Copies of Fisheries Manual: 
. 

NMFS - B, ad Smith 

Copies of Manuals for Subtasks 7.05, 7.06, 7.07 & 7.08: 

HCRS - Larry Wright 

- -

·• 
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MEMORANDUM 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

State of Alaska 

TO: 

FROM. 

DIVISION OF RESEARCH & DEVELOPME~T 

SUSITNA HYDRO ELECTRIC 
STEERING COHMITTEE ~1EHBERS 

(See Distribution List) 

DATE. 

FILE NO· 

TELEPHONE NO: 

- - ... - ~ 
h ~ !~; t:: l V L. ~SUOJECT. 

Steering Committee Chairman 

Tile purpose of this letter is two-fold: 

September 4, 1980 

219-5577 

Summary of 7/17 
and 18 Meeting's 
and Review of 
Procedures Manuals 

1. To summarize the major points discussed in the July 17 & 18 
meeting of the Susitna Hydro Electric Steering Committee. 

2. To transmit to you copies of the Acres American contractor's 
field manuals which describe in detail how they will conduct 
studies during the 1980 and 1981 field seasono 

The first item of business on July 17 was discussions and decisions 
leading to the appointment of a chairman. Those in attendance 
agreed that Al Carson, Department of Natural Resources, would serve 
as chairman of the Steering Committe~ with Tom Trent, Department of 
Fish and Game, serving as Assistant Chairman. There were two 
representatives from the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
(FERC), Mr. Dean Shumway and Mark Robinson. A considerable amount 
of time was spent by Messrs. Shumway and Robertson explaining the 
role of FERC in the proposed Susitna Hydro Electric Project. The 
rest of the morning meeting was de,;oted to contractor briefings 
about the studies included under Task VII (environmental studies) 
for the Susitna plan of study. Two significant items were identified 
by this review. First, it was obvious from the comments from the 
agency representatives, contractors~ and subcontractors present 
that the agencies were unable to provide a detailed-·ct;itique of the 
plan of study. This is because the widely circulated plan of study 
did not have adequate detail regarding methodology, approach~ or 
scope of the proposed studies to enable the reviewer to make reasoned 
or useful comments on these matters. Acres American and their 
subcontractors stated that this level of detail would be found in 
their yet to be published field manuals which describe in detail 
the work that the contractors will b~ doing in the 1980 and 1981 
field seasons. The Steering Cm4mittee members will be provided 
with copies of thesa field manuals for their review when they are 
available. The significance of this is that the studies that are 

.Peing accomplished under the Susitna plan.of .study for the field 
year of 1980 ~re being carried out without benefit of review, 
comments, or approval by the various state an4 federal agencies. 
Second, was a concern regarding hqw the socio-economic studies 
being conducted under the Susitna plan of study related to the fish 

-
d 
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Susitna Hydro .!ctric 2 September 4, 1980 

·~ 

and game impact concerns identified by ngenc.y rcprcscnt~tives. It 
was agreed that the Steering Committee will meet with the socio 
economic consultants to learn how these studies relate. 

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

The second purpose of this letter concerns review of the field 
ruanuals. Accornpany~ng to this letter you will find copies of ~he 
field manuals to be used by the Acres American subcontractors ~or 
carrying out various studies as discussed in a general way within 
the Susitna plan of study documents. Please carefully review these 
manuals giving proper emphasis to those studies ~-1hich are included 
within your field of expertise and your agency's authority and 
responsibility. The intent is to have all t~c Steering Committee 
members review these manuals and forward your revie'-1 comments to 
me. I will then synthesize these comments into a draft letter from 
the Steering Committee to APA. Then we will meet to review and 
finalize the letter. For the sake of convenience and s~ving time 
in synthesizing comments, please place your comments and concerns 
within the appropriate framework as discussed het"e: The review of 
the field mnnuals is intended to detail problems or concerns within 
the following six areas: 

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

2.. The scope of the studies, i.e., is the methodology approac;.h 

3. 

~. 

.5 • 

and techniques properly formulated to provide valid and germane 
answer(s) which will apply dirt:ctly to the proposed Susitna 
Dam? 

The study approach and methodology, i.e., does the approach 
and methodology discussed in the manuals result in findings 
nnd recommendations which are or will be scientifically valid? 

HotJ do the subt:~sks of the studies "hang together" to give a 
comprehensi,.~e picture of the impact· of the ,project?· 

110\.J do the various disciplii1es (e.g., fishcr.ics, S 1,ismology, 
engineering, recreation) study findings and recommendations 
affect the other disciplines? The ,:mswer to this question 
to~ ill identify the hierarchy of values th;t t will be attached to 
various components of the project when the ''trade offs" decisions 
are made. 

__j· ... ·, 

I 

I 
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Susitna Hydro f.l._ectric 3 September 4, 1980 

6. \fuat other issues and con~erns did you discover while reviewing 
these manuals that need the attention of the Steering Committee? 

Please provide me your written revi.eH comments no later than close 
of business, Friday, September 26, 1980. If you have questions, 
comments or revisions on the rnattert: discussed in this letter, 
please contact me at 279-5577. 

c~: E. Yould, APA 

Distribution List 

Dor~ HcKay 
U. S. Fish and lvildlife Service 
733 W. 4th, Suite 101 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Tom Trent 
Alaska Dept. of Fish and Game 
333 Raspberry Road 
Anchorage, AK 99502 

Al Carson 
A~aska Dept. of Natural Resources 
323 E. 4th Avenue 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

John Rego 
Bureau of Land Management 
Anchorage District Office 
4700 E. 72nd Aveuue 
Anchorage, AK 99502 

BQb Lamke 
U.S. Geological Survey 
\-Ia ter Resources 
733 Hest lj th 1\venue, Suite t.oo 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Bill Wilson or Chuck Evans 
Arctic Environmental Information 

and Data Center (U of AK) 
707 HA'1 Street 
Anchorngc, AK 99501 

-
--·. 



Susitna Hydro El-ectric 4 

Dave Sturdevant 
Department of Environmental Conservu tj_ou 
Pouch 110 11 

Juneau, AK 99811 

Larry Wright or Bill \,1e tch 
Heritage Conservat:lon and R~ereati.on Service 
lOll East Tudor Road, Suite 297 
Anchorage, AK 99~03 

Brad Smith or Ron Horris 
National Harine Fisheries Sendee 
701 "C" Street, Box .43 
Anchorage, AK 99513 

September 4$ 1980 

.. ,. () 
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Susitna Hydro Steering Camttee 
c:./ o 1\1 .Carsm 
Al.aEk.a n=paruu::nt of Uatural. Ranourccs 
3'2.3 East 4th Avenue 
Anchorage, i\laska ggsol 

~Al: 

St~ptedJCr a, 1980 

Last "t;v:eek vm fon~chd to vou for d:l..strlhuticn to the Susitna 
aydro Sterrlng f~:mit:'""..r..e, copieS of th.e cmril:'Ch."!!!'zntal pro~dure.s ~l.s 
applietible to POS Task 7, as prepared by Ternmtrlal Z""lv~tal. 
Special.i.sts. Ir..c .. ~) ~ }11t=:le.,mw.Jals should .onm~ n~lY of the qucsti<r.s 
re~t::f.Ilg to the dct-~dls of a~ Plan of Study. ~·To l-.VUld appr~"2ciat; it if 
ya.zr cn:mi ttee would re..,Ti..e.·7 and CO!l!.lC!lt m these rmunl.s at its earliest 
co:Mmience. He 't·r.ill li"..cn prapare 'trltten rcsr.onscs to i.ny ~ts re
ceived.. If in fcllad.L-,g thi.:J process t."1e:re arc 5till cutstmding qucs~.s 
t!'Ui.t require detailed tec.tnrlcsl responses, 't·1e. ~T.ill be plea.s<=d to 1-u:a.~ 
tl1e ~proprla.m prlr..cipD.l :i.nvesti.gators nnl::r: a presentation to your carrrd .. ttae. 

T.E.S. \l.."isi"..es to rr..:cintain positiv~ control m~ t1-:e..'lc rr.ammls, and 
\:C 't.;ould like to fa;:i 1 j tate tr..D.t ":•ri.Dh. n~ att.a.c.1,.cd fonT'S might be use
f"lll to you t:a·mrds thut goal. 

Trusting this proccclure treets with yocrr approvn.l Q 

cc: J. Lmvrenre 
J. Gill 

Enclosures: .A.s ntated 

IiiJ;et 

EPY: --
TJM:__,_ 

IJii: 

. ""' . . . . . ~ , ... 

Sincerely, 

Rebert: A .. l·Y.!hn 
Director of Enr;inecr:ing 

' I , f" •· ""'"-. 0 "' 'Ill " "" ' ...... • v. ..r.. 

(; 
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7.05 

ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY 
RECORD Of RECEIPT QF 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROCEDURE MANUALS 

COPIES ASSIGNED TO------~ 

TITLE COPY I 

Socioecnnomic Analysis ............................ . 

7.06 Cultural Resources Investigation oc•o···o··~······· 

7~07 land Use Analysis ........•. ooo···················· 

7.08 Recreation Planning ··········o•·····o·~··········· 

7.10 Fish Ecology- Jmpact Assessment and Mitigation ..• 

7.11 Wildlife Ecology- Furbearers ··•o•o········o•o•ooo 

7.11 Wildlife Ecology- Big Game Impact Assessment 
and Mitigation •o•·o···o·•·o···········o··········· 

7.11 Wildlife Ecology- Birds and Non-Game Marrmals .••• o 

7.12 Plant Ecology ······c•·o················•o••······· 

7.14 Access. Road An1lysis • 0 ••••••••••••• o ... o o o ....... o 

.., __ 
~r· 



I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

-
J5 SOCIO-

ECONOHIC 
ANALYSIS 

)6 CULTURAL 
RESOURCES 
INVEST!-
GAT IONS 

J7 LAND USE 
ANALYSIS 

JS RECREATIOt: 
PLANNING 

.0 FI~H li.COL-
OG~ !HP:;Ci 
1\SSESSMC:NT 
N.JD 
M!TIGATIOtl 
PLAN~ING 

COPY 

SUSITNA STEERING COMMITTEE 

Record Of Distribution Of 
Environmental Procedure Manuals 

SUB- COPY 
!i RECIPIENT ~ TASK TITLE f RECIPIENT 

tO 1.11 WILDLIFE Jl 
!l:. ECOLOGY /Z -FURBEARERS 
13 13 
/4- l4-
;C. I~ 

If'! _/8_ 

1'1 lLL 
21 21 -ze.- 2Z 

. 
9 1 .u· WILDLIFE q 
10 ECOLOGY - /0 BIG GAME 
IZ IMPACT t"2--

/4 ASSESSMENT /3 AND MlTI-
/) GATION lr' 
/G:t PLANNING /c. 
;ry /7 
18 /8 
/9 19 
/0 7.11 HILDLIFE /I 

' ECOLOGY - I II /Z. BIRDS AND 
J'Z.- NON-GAME /4. 
1<1- MAMMALS /0 
;t:; 17 

" 

1'7 18 
;9 19 
21 2/ 
2Z Z& 
/0 1 7.12 PLANT /5 
,z, ECOLOGY /4-
/3 /) 

14- !C. 
~~ 1'7 . 

/G ;9 
11 Z,/ • 

1/d 23 

2~ 24-
~~~ I 7.14 ACCESS /} 

ROAD /(; /2-- 1\fiALYS!S 
/3 ! /9 I 1 /4 I I -I I -1 - r,,. 

I I 
I I ,., 

I ' s: . ==--=----------1 J.- .., I 

'
/(;,I 1.-z.~ I 

I? ~~·.2.1 1~----------4 ~4 -

,,~1 ~ 

l 

-
' 

-
-

.... 

1/ ~ i ,_.7 ., 
! /f I 12 (;, 

---------~~~------------------~·--------------~.--~-----------------_lj ~·.4' 
... ~ .... 

" 

I 
I 
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Nt.OW.·I{ t.f.ttt:R TCfTin:· PUBLIC AT Utflfi£ I«(U 'iO htl.. llUl.Rl:Sl[D AGIJitiE.; 
P.JfD ORGAtUZATIOiiS 

. ·• On febrtiar.v: -~. 1980i-. II,~. rri (; V.Qu1 d lt EY.acut:jve Di.reC'tor of the 
Alaska ~Jower Autborf~ .. ·• prcpan!d a ·forwatding letter int.rooue1ng the 
de-Wiled Jl14n- o1· StucJ.V. for the Susitlltl l-U'd~oe·h~ct.rt·c ProJect.;, tifi numd 
at ·the ti1n.e thilt :the. plan d1d noL pununent.iy fix· the m'mtf!t~ in wh1en: 
the proposed work· WDtil~ tse .o&Cco:if~Jlished and .. expres·sed hi.s des1 res. Uta\. 
your as.sist.ilnte Wbuld' cuntPihute to 1U steady ht4)~~~~!~i.. .. 

! . ' 

.The Project lea.rtl· !las been he-avily engaged during t.he· pa~t. n1ne 
mo~~ ip accOUtJ\lis.fdn!).:tJJe milf\V task~ and $Obtasf:s. t4h1~.JI together will 
U l t.1mtd.ciy ltl'ad 'i.u the bas is urmn itbi th Un: S u.tc wf Ji! usku \Can make iln 
fnfo'i'llf'd· decision 35 ·•to whether· 1t. e~n Of" StfOUld {~rlic«md with the S~~"tnil · . 

. fr(\'droelectrfc Pt~j~ct. •. Con5tmcti'on uf a camJJ was C('lmp1eted in !rpr11 1980 
•&.r the Watena. darn· s·1 te.. Field crew.s h~ve nPf'rated·· s1noo thet) from: t.tro 
llatana CaP.Ql Amf .f·rmr,· &J ·nlln"bea"' of nt.he~ loeat.for!S:. ll•IP.f>rt~nt imornt!ltion 

·' has h~ren and continues to be co 11 ectcd ~ *~ know nu~ch nru~ now ab.out . 
the geology. hydro 'logy. ·se1 StJt3 logy·. !itlit 1i ro'i'lmeRt,. and es~ci ally about 
tho coneems and interest$ o~ th~ public. 

·: . . Evi!ll w~ile the ~~ri; .. htts progres~~~ .. ta·~1c YOutd··s proJ.htic dl!sires 
: ·.E'~A PQ'."£5 haw been realized~ A nu;nber of 1nipllrtnt cbang~s have been mrsde to th~ 
· ,:j"fH~P.:rt-v p)c.n. lh1s vot~ docunents 'b1e rev1sion5 and briefly iiescr1b~s. their· 
: >~~_l'tNA $-nrzs1.s. Once a'{iain •. your c~reful 1--evi·ew and CQmYtent.s wottld be \•c-r~· 

r:.=:~Oij llllJt.:h appreciated.. l =-~uee""ly hope y.ou wi11 take the ·tine to address 
'- . -:- , 'fliem. 'f.ot; . .. ,,. ~ . 

· -:-~~-ico: ;•o i . M~:~ rcaney Bluni:t 
. .~ .. .. t Pub11c Pll.rt.h;ipotion Offic;er 

;: Alask.o Putrer Aut&oritl' . . 
~ -r -~ ~3-3 U~s t · 4tf~ Avenue._ $u1 t.e 31 

. ~ , ~ i\);t.borage. Alitska ~9501 
::1 4 • 

[~ ·-: · -=·-l On behalf of th.e entire Prnject learn, 1 ·Wih)t. t.o ~~preS$ out" r)IJJ•rccf~· 
.-:-"'ti n for the strcng interest you hitve .expr'Cs,·ctJ to d11t~. Witt& yuur< 

_:.....-JN;_:.L 8t1Stilllce. t.lle' l'eY.1Sed plan Wf H continue tOJ be ill· dyMnriC dDC!JIII'!ht, 

/... -. Kl Si ncerc ly. 
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DIVISION OF RESEARCH &DEVELOPMENT 

November 21, 1980 

Eric Yould 
Executive Director 
Alaska Power Authority 
333 W. 4th Avenue, Suite 31 
Anchorage, AK 995Ql 

Dear Hr. Yould: 

r. · ·- ..... : l V ~ D l•._v- c 

: 'i'•,\1 2 h 1980 
... ' " J • 

JAY i HAIIII0/10, 'OVE/!1101 

323 E. 11TH A VENUE 
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501 

27CJ-5577 

The purpose of thls letter is to provide you \Jl th the .Susltna Hydro 
Steering Committee review comments regarding the pt:ocedures manuals 
which describe the Task 7 studies belng done under the contract between 
APA and Acres American. .:\s you know the Susltna Hydro Steering Committee 
ls composed of representatives from state and federal agencies and the 
Unlverslty of Alaska. ·Function of this committee ls to provide coordinated 
exchanges of information between APA a,nd the interested resource 
management agencies. 

The Steering Committee met with representatives from Acres American 
and lts subcontractors on July 17 and 18, 1980. The purpose o.f. thls 
meeting was to review the environmental studies portlon of the contract 
wlth Acres American and their subcontractors. It soon became apparent 
that the subcontractors were unable to provide the Steering Committee 
members wlth an adequate level of detail concerning the scope and 
methodology which would be used to carry these s tudlt~s out. The Acres 
American representative stated that the level of detail that we were 
looking for would be found in their yet to be published procedures 
t~nuals. We agreed: that it would be appropriate for Acres American to 
pi;e>vlde copies of these procedures manuals to members of the Steering 
Committee for their revi•."!W and comment§! The following procedures 
manuals were provided by Acres American for our review: 

Sub task 7.05 Socioeconomic Analysis 

Sub task 7.06 Cultural Resources Investigation 

Suhtask 7.07 Land Use An~lysbs 

Sub task 7.08 Recreation Planning . 

. -·~--

..... ,~ 
... 



Eric Yould 2 Nc~mber 21, 1980 

Subtask 7.10 Fish Ecology Impact Assessment and Mitigation Planning 

Subtask 7.11 WJ,.ldllfe Ecology (Big Game Impact Assessment and Mitigation 
Planning, Fur Bearers, and Birds and Non-Game·Ha!llw.als) 

Subtask 7.!2 Plant Ecology 

S\.btask 7 .. 14 Accesg Road Analysis 

The following agencies were provided copies of the procedures manuals 
and have responded wlth review comments: Alaska Department of Environmental 
Conservation, Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Alas~' Department of 
Natural Resources~ U=S! Geological Survey, National Marine Fishery 
Service, Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, and the Arctic Environmental Information and Data 
Center. The following.is a synthesis of the comments from these 
agencies~ Appended to this letter are copies of the written comments 
which were received from those agencies identified above .. 

SUBTASK 7.05 SOCIOECONOMIC ANALYSIS 

Review of the procedures manuals !nqicates that Dth ls study may not 
address the indirect but highly significant iiiipact of construction and 
operation of the project on residents living in the region. The boom 
that occurred during the construction of the Trans-Alaska Oil Pipeline 
{TAPS) gives us an insight into !he sorts of impacts that may be 
expected. For example, traffic congestion, strip development of small 
communities, stores out of necessary goods and materials because of 
accelerated demand by construction. In order that the socioeconomic 
impact studies may be more comprehensive and address these sorts of 
impacts we make tne follm~ing seven recommendations: 

1. Local and regional recreational facilities and opportunities 
should be assessed to determine the abll!ty of those facilities 
to handle additional users in light of increased demand. 

2. The study should address the probability of additional 
industrialization of the region as a result of power from the 
p~oject. Then the study needs to assess the impacts and 
soeioecomomic impllcations of industrializatlon scenarios that 
would be driven by this project. 

3. The study should address the cost and avnilahllity of products 
and se·rvices. This should also address the inflationary impacts 
that are usually associated with a boom type cyclical expansion 
such ~d construction of a project of this magnitude may cause. 

4. The study should address the cult\h3l opportunities and how they 
may be affected in both positive and negative ways by the proposed 
project. 

--
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5. 

6. 

7. 

The study needs to address the implications of the project on a 
composition of the people who live ln the region. An obvious 
first step would be to establish baseline survey data in the 
pre~onstructlon crra so that we know what the population composition 
is in this area before construction hegins. 

An assessment of the changes in t'H: soc.!vpo Utica! s~ructure of 
the region that could be expected result from the change ln the , 
economy as a result of construction an operation and subsequent 
developments that would be drtven by t.hls prnject. 

The analysis does not address the impacts of the· projecl: on users 
of fish and wildlife resources~ I refer you here s~ecifically to 
memos included in the Department of Flsh and G;-J.me reviet-7 submittal 
which indlc.1.te that Acr·es and othl~r.s deemed rt in::.tppropriate for 
the Department of Fish and Game to carry these studles out. 
Howevert in our review of all the studies identified above we 
find that neither Acres American nor any of other of the sub
c.ont:-actors have inclucleci this important issue ln their plan of 
work. The scope of thE~ analysis does not include any work designed 
to mi tlga te the project impacts on fish and wil.dll f,a. 

SUBTASK 7.06 CULTURAL RESOURCES INVESTIGATION 

Although this study was not fonnatted or lalci out in a way similar to 
the others the review comments indicate that the approach in the scope 
and methodology proposed is appropriate and sufflclent for the task at 
hand. 

SUBTASK 7.07 LAND USE A.t.~ALYSIS 

The follotoring comments were made: 

1. 

2. 

3 .. 

The scope of the land use analysis needs to he expanded so that 
the downstream impac:ts all the way to salt water are adequately 
addreDsed. As an eJi:ample of a downstream impact ~mich is not 
included but needs to be addressed Ls the lssue of navigability 
on the Susitna River below the proposed dat ..• 

There is no appnrent llnkage or coordination betw·een the land use 
analysis and the soc:lOE!Conomic: and cecreat.lonal studtes.., 

APA should seriously reconside.: the dec!slon that h~s been made 
to delay future land use analysis. The contractors state that 
data from other disciplines may be needed to "flne tune" this 
study. However, we c.an assume toost of these values "r issues and 
get on with one of the most critical studies that could provide 
data to be used in making the decision as to whether Su&itna 
should be built or not,, It is recommended that APA cons:.l.der tha 
use of· scenarios to desc.rj.be future land use with and witb.out thi .. 
project. 

- __ ] 
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A recommended way to begin addressing do~ms tream Impacts is to 
become informed about the work currently hein.g done in thls area 
by local, state, and .federal agencies. Thls will help to el.Lminate 
any duplication of work. Once APA ls aw.::1re of what studies 
agenc;ies have done the APA contractors can be tasked to synthesize 
the existing studies and complete only additlonal studies needed 
to complete the scenarios. 

SUBTASK 7.08 RECREATION PLANNING 

1. Scope of the recreation planning appears to he ine;,,mplete. The 
total thrust of the study appears to focus on recreational opportunities 
in the ltnpoundmant area with the obvious underlying assumption 
that Susltna Dam will be built. Wnat is absent l~ aqy ~ort of 
assessment of the proposed project lmpacts on existlng recreation 
navigati9n and land use in the river valley above. r •• T!thin, and 
below the proposed project. There ls no question that we have to 
carefully plan for r.eservolr recreation development assuming 
there is a projectl! It is also obvious that. the compelling need 
th:~t needs to be met today ls a valid and accurate determination 
of existing recreational values so that thls decision can be 
factored lnto the ultimate decision as to wh•~ther. Susltna should 
be built or not. An equally ln.portant r.esu Lt tolntJ.ld be .tdentificatlon 
of those values for mitigation which will be required !.£ the 
project is hullt. 

2a This study needs to Include a documentation of the flowing water 
resources and uses that t·TOuld be impacted by the project. 

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

SUBTASK 7.10 FISH ECOLOGY IMPACT ASSESSHENT AND HITIGATION PLANNING 

1. It is acknowledged that none of the reviewers had a comprehensive 
picture of how this task will be carried out. Tite reason ls the 
Department of Fish and Game will be actually doing mush of this 
work as ~ subcontra~tor to Acres Americ~n and has not had the 
staff or the resources necessary to put together lts procedures 
manual for thls facet of the work. The comments given below 
should be qualified ~ith acknowledgement of this fact. 

2. The contractors need to broaden their scope of m.i.tig~t.i.on concepts 
tha are included in the studies. There are other options ava.ilahle 
for mitigation planning above and beyond what is Included in the 
proc~dures manual as it is now written. I refer you to the 

3. 

detailed comments made by ADF&G. 

We recommend that an assessment of effectiveness oE mitigation 
used on other projects to reduce impacts also b(-! studied before 
we d~termlne what sorts of mi tigatlon techniques v7ill be applied 
to the proposed Susitna project. The reason for recommending 
this is to enhance the p~obability that the mitigation we apply 
to the Susi tna project will be successful • 
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4. Table 2 should be amended to identify the Issue of the effect of 
the project on rearing, fish passage and egg lncubation in the 
Susitna River from its mouth upstream to the propgsed dam slte. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

The mitigation alternatives should include a cost benefit analysis 

in phase 2. 

There is a lack of adequate partlc.!.pation by resource management 
agencies in the impact assessmen·t or ml tigat ion r lanning as 
proposed ~n this procedures manual~ 

The water quality sub task within this study needs further re,rlet,.r 
regarding the extent of data required and details about timing of 
the data collection. 

SUBTASK 7.11 WILDLIFE ECOLOGY 

A. oig Game Assessment and Mitigation Planning 

1. 

2 .. 

This study does not describe the methodology that. will be 
used for assessing impacts to be mitigated. The procedures 
manual discussion of formation of a mitigation team and a 
series of meetings and conferences as a methodology ls 
inadequate. 

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

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

Avoiding impact all together by not taking a certain 
action of parts Df an action! 

~unimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude 
Dt the action and .lts implementation. 

RectiEiying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or 
restoring the effected environment. 

Reducing or limiting _the impact over time by preservation 
and maintenance operations during the U fe o.f the 
action. 

Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing 
substlt.ut~ resource.;) for environments. 

Since the Sustina project will be subject to an environmental 
impact statement the Alaska Power Authority sbou11 
assure that the contractors preparing the application 
adequately address all aspects of mitigation in order 
that the submittal will be adequate for the E.I.S. 
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B. ~ildlife Ecology - Fur Bearers 

L. Scope of these studJ..es needs to be extended to S:ilt water. 
The reason is the p1:oposed Sus.ttna hydropower project will 
have impat.ts all the way to salt tva ter. 

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

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

4. The studies state that radio collaring of animals will be 
done. Holv will the radio collar data be u:;ed? 

c. Wildlife Ecology - Birds and Non-game }fummals 

1. The scope of these studies needs to extenrl to salt water. 

'} -· The procedures w~nual falls to acknowledge the need for 
mltigation of birds and non-game animals. It ls recommended 
that the procedures manuals be revised to reflect this need. 

General comments on wild life ecology procedures mar. uals. 

There is a compellit:g need to integrate the t-tildllfe and the 
plant ecology studies so that the end results are mea~ingful and 
useful to the decisions which will be made. Each of Lhese study 
elements should apply appropriate quantitative methodo~'ogies to 
evaluate animal habitats. 'The methodology used may depend on the 
characteristics of the species or group of specles they are 
de.,_a.ling witho lfuatever method is adopted, it mus·t be biolQgicaily 
justifiable and provide a relative estimate of ·the habitat value 
per area unit for the study area. 

SUBTASK 7.12 PLANT ECOLOGY 

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

2. There needs to be a high level of integratlon and coordination 
between the plant ecology, hydrology, and the wildlife impact 
assessment studies. This is because a great part of the wildlife 
impact mitigation will be based on vegetation~ 

-
---
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3. The definition of wetlands used for cl<J.ssifylng hab.ltats should 
be compatible wlth data already ~ollected in the Susltna Basin by 
the cooperative study unden-1ay with DNR, ADF&G, and SCS. t.Je 
re~omillend that the classification system developed by the U=S.• 
Fish and Wildlife Servlce and described in "Classificatitih of 
\-le·(Iands and Deep Water Habitats of the United States" (FWS/OBS79/31) 
oe considered as the wetland classification for these studies. 

SUBTASK 7.14 ACCESS ROAD ANALYSIS 

1. 

2 .. 

3. 

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

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

There is an obvious linkage between access roads for this project 
and land use/fish and wild life stucU~s. Review of the manuals 
does not indicate that the appropr:f.ate process or mechanism is in 
place to see that this occurs. 

GENERAL COMHENTS 

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

1 • 

2. 

A map that delineates the boundaries of t~e specific study tasks 
described in the respective manuale · 

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

SUHHARY 

In conclusion, the above comments should be considered as summary 
comments designed to flag the most significant and compelling issues 
which require correction ur rectification in order to assure that the 
procedures and approaches used in the studies will yield the answers 
necessary to tnake the most informed and best decision regarding the 
proposed SusJtna project. The Steering Commi_ttee members believe the most 
compelling need is for a well-conceived process to lmprove the linkage 
and coordination of the various studies. This is particularly true ~~ 
several of these studies where one element is dependent upon findings 
of other studies. An exarnple ls the need for fisheries impact mitigation 
to be bu~.lt upon th~ assessment of the existing fishery resources and 
the iq~Lream flow/hydrology studies. TI1e recognition of the sequential 
nature of this process is lacking in the procedures manuals rev1ewed .. 

-
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l-Ie also tiould like to eraphaslze the importance of the rela tlnnship 
between the ultimate design of the procedural manuals and a particular 
study product; that product ~~ing identification of and development of 
mi.tigatio.n measu,:rgs for the hutn:an and natural resources being studlede 
We have recommended several times above that mitigation be added or 
broadened in scope on a r~source by resource basis. This concern is 
based on our collective experienc~ i \"1, &ssessing the adequacy of the 
mitigative features of ~oqntless env.ironmenta.l statements; they are 
often very weak in this critical area.. As the mitlg.ation efforts may 
be a key to ~ssessing the feasiaillty of thls project and a key to the 
success of the environmental statement that may follo·w, we urge you to 
integrate "mitigation" into all systems design~d to assess human and 
natural resource impacts. 

Sincerely, 

01 
A.l Carson 
Chairman Susitna Hydro Steering Committee 

cc: Steering Committee Members 
Reed Stoops 

---
... "'["' .. ( 
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MEMORAI\J~UM 
To SUS ITNA HYDRO ELECTRIC 

STEERING COMMITTEE MEMBERS 
(See Distribution List) 

C\L 
FRor.~ AL CARSON 

Steering Committee Chairman 

Statl of Alaska 
OEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
DIVISION OF RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT 
DArE. October 29, 1980 

r11 E NO 

• TFI r PHONE NO 

suru1:cr November 5, :gao Meeting 

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

. Attached is a sketch showing the location of the conference room on the 
lower level . 

T~purpose of this meeting is: 

(1) To finalize Steering Committee review comments on the 
procedures manuals used by ACRES and their contractors. 

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

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

The 8:30 A.M. to Noon session will be devoted to items 1 and 3. The 1:00· 
to 5:00 P.M. session will address item 2. 

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

DISTRIBUTION LIST 

Don McKay 
U. S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
733 W. 4th Ave., Suite 101 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Tom Trent 
AK ~ept. of Fish & Game 
333 Raspberry Road 
Anchorage, Alaska 99502 

John Rcgo 
Bureau cf Land Management 
Anchorage District Qffice 
4700 E. 72nd Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 99502 

;:...; ;_l\1~[) 

OCT 30 1980 

'1UASKA POWE:k AUinUklfY 

I '~ > 

I 02·001 :.O(Rev.101791 
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SUSITNA HYDRO ELECTRIC 
STEERING COMr~ITTEE MEMBERS 

DISTRIBUTION LIST CONTINUED 

Bob Lamke 
U. S. Geological Survey 
Water Resources 
733 W. 4th Ave., Suite 400 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Bill Wilson or Chuck Evans 
Arctic Environmental Information 

and Data Center (U of A) 
707 11 A" Street 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Dave Sturdevant 
Dept. of Environmental Conservation 
Pouch 11 0" 
Juneau, Alaska 99811 

Larry Wright or Bill Welch 
Heritage Conservation and 

Recreation Service 
1011 E. Tudor Road, Suite 297 
Anchorage, Alaska 99503 

Brad Smith or Ron ·Morris 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
701 "C ii Street, Box 43 
Anchorage, Alaska 99513 

Attachments 

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

October 29, 1980 
Page 2 

• 
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Hr. John Lawrence 
Attn: Kevin Voung 
Acres ~~r1can, Inc. 
900 libe~ty Bank Building 
~1a in @ Court 
Buffalo, Hew York 14202 

Dear Kevin! 

ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY 

November 26, 1930 

Attached is the finished version of the Sus1tna Hydroelectr1~ Steering Com
mittee findings to the Task ? Procedures Manuals~ A ~~rk1ng draft was presented 
to us during the Novunbcr 5, 1980 meeting; this version incorpor1tes con!nents made 
at that meeting. AS you will see, it differs from that trorking draft 1n minor 
detail only. Also attached are agency source documents, y•esources prt:!viously un
available to us. 

A.; ! :;unmari zed to the Steering Coomi ttee at the flovember 5 meeting ~ the 
Po\!Jer Authority considers the majority of the comments to be reasonable, help
ful. and worthy of in-mediate incorporation. He accordingly so11c1t your posi
tive approach to acc~dation of the Steering committee comments and recommend
ations. 

I suggest we very quickly address the acceptable recommendations and then move 
on to focus our energies on those that require detailed evaluation. To insure we 
a~e in agreement, I suggest you advise us on a point hy point basis those comments 
you recanrnend accepting, with· narrative as to method of incorporation. In separate 
correspondence, advise us of those comments for which you haVQ reservations, and 
your r-ecommendations thereto. In view of the fact that \re have been privy to the 
Steering Committee thinking since early November. you should be able to do this 
well before the Christmas Holidays. Such a timetable \'lfll hopefully fetcilftate 
early resolution of all the comments in time for a rapart to the Steering Commit
tee at their next convening. 

FOR THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

Attachment: As noted 

Sincerely, 

David Wozniak 
Project Engineer 

cc: J. Haydei .. Acres Buffalo w/o attactanent 
J. Gill$ Acres, Anchorage, w/o attachment 

CONCIJR 

RAM 
A. Carson. Department of Natural ~esources, Anchorage~ w/o attachment 
r~rk Robinson. FERC, 825 N. Cap1t~1 St~, NE, Washington, D. Ce 2042G 

MFR: Next convening tentatively sch2duled for Februrary, 1981. 

(l 
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~,r. Al Carson 
State of Alaska 

ALASKA PO\-JER AUTHORITY 

Department of Natural Resources 
323 E. 4th Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Dear Al: 

Thank you for your efforts 1n pulling together the Susitna Hydroelectric 
Steering COOillittee t'ev1ew of the ·rasko7 Procedures f:1anualso I have fonnally 
fon1arded ·'-he cOillilents to Acres luner1caih Inc., with 1nstruct1ons to act prompt
ly on the h~Contnendations. t anticipate the vast ma.1ority will be considered 
by the end of the year, with the remainder addressed shortly thereafter. I am 
planning on giving a report on their disposition at the next convening of the 
committee, which I am assuming will be 1n February, 1981. 

Once again, thanks to you and your committee members. 

FOR THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

cc: Don He Kay 
U. S. Fish & H1ld11fe Service 
733 W. 4th Ave., Suite 101 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

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

John Rego 
Bureau of land Management 
Anchorage District Office 
4700 E. 72nd Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 99502 

Bob LamKe 
u. s. Geological Survey 
Hater Resources 
733 W. 4th Ave., Suite 400 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Bt11 Wilson or Chuck Ev~ns 
Arctic Environmental Information 

and Data Center (U of A) 
707 .,A .. Street 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

............. 

-

Sincerely t 

David t~ozniak 
Project Engineer 

CONCUR 
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Dave Sturdevant 
Departrne~t of Enviro~~ental Conservation 
Pouch ua~· 

Juneau, Alaska 99811 

larry Wright or Sill Helch 
Heritage Conservation and 

Recreation Service 
lOll E. Tudor Road, Suite 297 
Anchorage, Alaska 99503 

Grad Smith or non f.torris 
National Harine Fisheries Studies 
701 "C" Street, Box 43 
Anchorage, Alaska 99513 
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ALASKA POWER AUlliORITY 

Hr. Al Carson 
Chairman, Susitna Hydro 

Steering Committee 
Alaska Department of Hatura1 Resources 
323 East 4th Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501. 

Dear I1r. Carson: 

t·1arch 25, 1981 

I regret that it has taken so long to react to the Steering Com.ittee•s 
suggest1ons on improving the Susitna hydroelectric project environmental plan 
of study. It took a number of months for Acres and its subcontractors to de
velop and transmit their set of responses and plan of action. The Power 
Authority received that transmittal on March 2; 1981. ~le have not been able 
to w~ke any final decisions on scope changes, however, for n1o reasons. First. 
Acres has not yet provided the program n~dification suggestions in any detail 
of scope or cost. Secondly» the Power Authority has had to '~ait for other 
program components {such as Tasks 4 and 5) to be evaluated for necessarY scope 
changes.. It is only in revi~1ng the entire first year program that we can 
identify a~s for improvement, assess their cost impact~ evaluate their rela
tive merit and established priorities among the myriad comp~t1ng needs. 

The Power Authority w111 have prepared 1 ts set of recomr:lended scope changes 
and resultant supplementary budget request by April 3, 1981. It re~a1ns to be 
seen whether all, none or a ~~rt1on of the supplemental funds will be forthcom
ing. 

I have requested previously that you organize a Ste~ring Committee meeting 
for eitl1er April 13, 1~, or 15. At thfs meeting, we ~111 present our propo$ed 
program modifications~ which I trust you will find go a long way toward satisfy
ing the Committee's concerns. In preparation for that meeting? I have attached a 
copy of the Acres response to the Steering Committee comments. The detailed re
co~T.~ndaticns, While not contained 1n the attachment, will be presented at the 
Steering Committee meeting. 

FOR THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

Attachment; As stated 

cc: Susitnl' Hydro Steering COt'IInfttee f'1embers 
w·Jth attachment 

--... 

Sincerely~ 

Robc:rt A. Hohn 
Director of Engineering 
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In response to the Susitna Hydro Steering Committee's review of the TES pro-
cedure manuals we submit the following: 

Introduction --
We appreciate the time and effort expended by all the members of the Steering 
Committ~e in their review of our procedure manualsa In general our responses 
are ,ffrect eli towards each of the specific corrments as presented in the 
sythe~is. prepared by f·1r. Al Carson. Comnents presented in the introduction 
and conclusion are addressed first As appropriate our response to some comments 
are combined to present a clarification regarding subtask interactions. 

General Comments 

1) In defense of our subcontractors it was not our understandina that the 
purpose of July 17, 1980 ~2eting.was·to review the environmental studies 
but rather to compare the requirements of FERC to ·other federal and state 
government peimitting agencies. In this context an overview of our 
envirunmental progr~ ~as pr.esented. We concur that· in some of the more 
controversial areas i.e. socioeconomics, adequate study details were not 
avai,able. · · 

The. offer was then extended, and agreed to by the Steering Col!mittee, that 
pt"ocedure manuals be macle available for review. 

. . 
2) As the Steering Coninittee have stated "the most compe 11 ing need is for a 

well-conceived process to improve linkage and coordination of the ·various 
studies~ .. \~e concur that this is essential and have expended conside1·able 
effort in this direction. Some misunderstanding may have precipitated 
from the review of the procedure manuals as these manuals \'Jer·e prepared 
as practical subtask- specific documents designed for (1) exchange of 
program design det~ils (2) control of adhet~ence to the study program 
(3) and assurance of continuity in the event of changes in oroject per-
sonnel. 

Our coordination efforts will concentrate on the following areas: 

1) interaction among study participants 
2) infonna.l interaction with government agencies to acquire insight 

into concerns and general policies · 
3} formal interaction with government agencies to allow input and 

review of study design, development selection, project design and 
mitigation planning 

4)' i-nteraction \'lith the public in the form of information supply and 
input into the decision makin~ ~rocess 

Oocumentati on of coordination to date wi 11 be inc i uded in. the en vi ronmenta 1 
annual reports to be available in April I98L In addition we have requested 
T~S.to prepare an outline of their coordination process which will be supple
mented by Acres and supplied to the Steering Committee for review if desired. 

l 
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3) An area a·f primary concern appears to be the extent of effort directed 
towards studying the Lower Susitna Basin between Talkeetna and Cook Inlet 
during the Phase I periodc 

Our approach to date as outlined under Subtask 3.10 of our POS is .. to 
estimate the flow regime, sediment regime and morphological characteristics 
of the lower Susitna River under natural conditions and (prepare) a 
preliminary determination of morphological impacts which could result 
from flow regulation and sediment trapping at the Susitna Project." 
"A preliminary evaluation of the .potential morphological changes~ and 
impact on the river cha-racteristics due to flow regulation will be made 
during the early part of 1981. If considered necessary at this stage, an 
expanded field data collection and study program aimed at evaluating 
impacts in more .. de.tail w;11 be developed in conjunction with the DNR and 
presented for consideration to APA. II 

It is our opinion that the results of this study are necessary before 
the merits of any detailed dow~,strearn studies can be fully assessed. 

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

Although majo~ projects like the Trans-Alaska Oil Pipeline provide justification 
for the need of adequate preproject soicoeconomic analysis, care must be taken 
in ma.king direct ccnlparison as to the types of impacts associated t'lith a large 
C?ntralized project such as Susitna vs a 'transient type construction associated 
with a pipeline. Susitna should produce a relatively self contained, controlled, 
centralized work camp established for a 10 - 15 year period. For this reason a 
first step in our socioeconomic program, through a review of other s·imilar 
type projects, is to identify the most probable types of impacts to be antic
ipatedo Our studies will then concentrate on these areas of most probable 
impact. · 

We have, however, for some time been considering the need to advance some of 
the Pha~se I I socioeconomic studies into Phase I. The extent of changes in 
sco~e and timing of our studies will be discussed in more detail with the 
Steerin9 Committee and FERC f~ilowing their review of these responses . 

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

Conmen t 1 : 

Local and regional recreational facilities and opportunities should be 
assess1ed to detennine·the ability of those facilities to hand-le additional 
users in light of increased demand. 

Response: 

Recrea,tional facilities will be addressed on two fronts 'v-lithin the 
conte,:t of the Socioeconomic Analysis during Phase I. !·lark Package 
2 entails development of a detailed socioeconomic profile, the 
methodology for which is described on pages -7-10 in the Procedures r·tanual. 

" ... The profiles will include ... public facilities, availabilitY:· 
adequacy, and cost ...... This includes public recreation facilities. To 
the extent applicable in Phase I, this analysis will address the "ability 
of those facilities" at local and regional levels to handle additional 
use;rs 11 as suggested by t!ie Steering ·carmnittee. 

Addiltina11y·, we have become aware of a special study currently unden~ay 
.by t4at-~u Borough, the resul.ts of which will be considered as an aid in 
·our analysis. Recreational categories and variables to be investigated 
ar-e shown in Section VIII Exhibit I. 

Cormnent 2: 

The study' should add,ress. the probability of additional industrialization 
of the region as a result of power from the project. Then the study 
needs to assess the i.rnpacts and socioeconomic implications of indus
trialization scenarios th~t would be driven b;y this project. 

3 
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Response: 

In our evaluation of the economic base we will be deveroping a profile 
of tre'" major basjc industry components. ( Exhibit { section V) ~le 'fli 11 
review potential jncentives for industrial development created by stable 
energY. availability and assess the socioeconomic implications of having 
these incentives materialize. 

Comment 3: 
I 

The study should address the cost and availability of products and 
services. This should also address the inflationary impacts that are 
usually associated wfth a boom type cycltc~l expansion su~h as con
struction of a project of this magnitude may cause. 

Response: 

The availability of products will be addressed under the headings of 
wholesale trade, retail trade, services etc. as indicated in Exhibit I 
section V. Th• cost and relationship of cost to incon~ will be addressed 
through our assessment of the Consumer Price Index, income and ~~ploy~ent 
patterns (Exhibit I section VI). 

Comment 4: 

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

Response: 

Our present study addresses cultural opportunities under the categories 
of: 

11 
2) 

3) 

Corrmunity organizations, social interaction, entertainment 
etc. (Exhibit I section II) 
Public services - parks, recreation, libraries, education. 
(Exhibit I section IV) 
Recreation - Exhibit I section IV) 

We do appreciate, however, through you~ comments and comments from the general 
public that cul'tural aspects, espe;:ia11y at the local level, are not being fully 
addressed.· Me a~e preparing the details of a program to respond to this and 
will oresent it to the Steering Committee an outline of our scope as soon as 
it is available. 

Comment 5: 

The study needs to address the implications of the project on a com~ 
position of the people who live in the region. An obvious first stejj 
wouTd be to establish baseline survey data in the preconstruct.ion era 
so that we know what the population composition is in this area before 
construction begins. 
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Response: 

As stated in the procedure manual, a purpose of Phase I socioeconomic 
studies is to "identify and describe the existing socioeconomic conditions 
and to detenmine which are most likely to be impacted by the Susitna 
Hydroelectric Project:•. Sections I and II of Exhibit I identify the 
categories for which secondary data on the composition of the people 
who live in the region will be collected. The adequacy of this data base. 
will be reviewed prior to making any decisions regarding program modi-
fications. 

Cour.lent 6: 

An assessment of the chan~1es in the sociopolitfcal ·structur:e of the· region 
that could be expected (to') result from the cJ;1ange in the ecom'XIty as a· 
result of construction ••• (and) operation and subsequent developments that 
would. ... be driven by this project. · 

ReSPO..IlSe: 

.Our study.efforts are directed towards an assessment of the socioeconomic 
changes that could result from the project. In this context we will be 
assessing impacts on local govern~ent serv~ces, revenues and expenditures. 
In our opinion,. however, an assessment as to changes in the sociopolitical 
structure of the region resulting from these socioeconomic changes would 
be very speculative, not cost ~ffective and ·beyond the requirements for 
! license application. 

Conment 7: 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

T.he analysis does not address the i1mpacts of the project on users of 
fish and wildiife resources. 
I refer you here specifically to memos included in the Department of 
Fish and Game review submittal which indicate that Acres and others · 
deemed it inappropriate for the Department of Fish and Game to carry 
these studies out. · . 
However, in our review of all the studies identified above we find 

·that neither Acres American nor any of other of (sic) the subcontractors 
have included this important issue in their plan of work. 
The scope of the analysis does not include any work designeti to mitigate 
the project impacts on fish and wildlife. 

R~sponse: 

(1) Due to the sequential nature of our studies the analysis of the impacts 
of the project on users of fish and wildlife resources cannot be.accom
plished until the impacts on the resources themselves have been identified. 
As indica teq in the procedure manual , 'florfc packages 8 and 9 de a 1 i ng with 
these topics will be performed in detail during Phase II. 

{2} \rle did deem it inappropriate that AOF&G, or any other permitting agency 
conduct the impact assessment and mitigation planning components of our 
study. To do otherwise.would have compromised the legitimacy of agency 
objectivity du;-ing 1 icense review. However under all the components of 
our study we intend to provide a fonnat for revie'fl and consideration of 
all potential concerns from appropriate State and Federal agencies 
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(3} Refer to response 1. 

(4) Fish and wi~d1ife mitigation is not considered as a socioeconomic com
ponent of our study but is addressed in detail under Subtasks 7:10 and 
7:11 as indicated in the procedure manuals. 

Subtask 7.06 Cultural Resources Investigation 

Comm~nt: 

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

Res.ponse: 

No comment. 

Subtask 7.07 Land Use Analysis 

Conment 1: . 

(a) The scope of the land use analy!iis needs to be expanded so that the 
downstream impacts a11 the way to sait water are ade~uately addressed. 

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

Response: 

{a) 

(b) 

As stated in our procedure manual our study area for land us·e is con
centrated in the Upper Susitna Basin and extends downstream as far as 
Gold Creek. In our opinion the majority of land use impacts directly 
related to a Susitna developme11t will occur in this area. Certain lc11d 
use components outside th.is study area are being addressed as part of 
our socioeconomic, fisheries and wildlife studies. 

As you are aware concern has been raised regarding recreational navigationt 
and riverine based recreational/land use activities in the section of the 
river between Ta 1 keetna and Cook Inlet. \~e are in the process of 
assessing these concerns and fore~ee the possibility ~~an extension to 
our fisheries and hydrology studies a program to identify: 1) access 
to the river by water, air and land and 2) movement vti thin the river 
itself. Any such study would provide input into the land use, recreation, 
socioeconomic and fish/wildiife··resource utilization components of our 
study. The details--a( any such - program modificcitfon-will be submitted 
to the Steering con111ittee for review as soon as available. 

Comment. 2: 

There·-~s no appare~nt linkage or coordination between the land use 
analys1s and the socioeconomic and recreational studies. 
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Response: 

There is a definite linkage and coordination between land use, socio
economicp recreation, hydrology, and fish and wildlife components of 
our study. Although this coordination exists at the study team level 
it is ·~bvious that a 1ack of communication does exist between the study 
team and the rr- _ .-..-rce agencies. 

Throughout ti~e remainder of the Susitna studies we \·li11 be exerting 
considerab-le ~ffort. to bridge this gap and will be soliciting your 
advice on means of.estab1ishing efficient avenues of communication. 

Comnent 3: 

APA should seriously·reGonsider the decision that has been made to 
delay future 1 and use analysis. The contractors state that data from 
other dis-ciplines may be needed to "fine tune" this study. However, 
we can assume most of these values or issues and get on with one of the 
most cri·t1ca1 studies that could provide dat~ to be used in maki.ng the 
decision as to whether Susitna should be built or not. It is recomm2nded 
that APA consider the use of scenarios to describe future land use with 
and without the"project. A recommended way to begin addressing down
stream impacts is to become informed about the work 'currently being done 
in this area by local, state, and federal agencies. This will help to 
eliminate any duplication of work. Once APA is aware of what studies 
agencies have done the APA contractors can be tasked to synethesize the 
existing ~tudies and complete only additional studies needed to comolete 
the scenarios. · 

Response: 

We accept the Steering Corm1ittee' s recommendation· that we review and 
synthesize the infonnation available from existing studies being con
ducted by 1 oca 1 , st;:t.te and federal agencies. This has been accomp 1 is hed 
to some extent by our socioeconomic, land use ~nd recreation consultants 
however, we will ensure, through additional contact, that all available 
information has been acquired. Once obtained we will assess the applica
bility of these studies to the Susitna Project, incorporate the infor
mation into our studies as appropriate and determine if additional studies 
during Phase II are required. 

We da,. however, identify the need for a recognition of the differences 
in'objectives and scope between a Susitna Project Environmental Assess
ment study and studies conducted by agencies under their mandate of 
overall Susitna Basin Resource r~anagement. 

~ubtask 7.08 Recreation Planning 

Comnents: 

1. Scope of the recreation planning appears to be incomplete. The tor~1 
thrust of the study.appears to focus on recreational opportunities ~;; 

·the impoundment area with the obvious underlying assumption :hat Su;;-.:na 
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Dam will be built. What is absent is any sort of assessment of the 
proposed project impacts on existing recreation navigation and land 
use in the river valley above, within, and below the proposed project. 
There· is no question that we have to carefully plan ·for reservoir rec
reation development assuming there is a project. It is also obvious 
that the compel1 i ng need that needs to be met today is a va 1 i d and 
accurate determination of existing recreational values so that this 
decision can be factored into the ultimate decision as to whether Susitna 
should be built or not. An equally important result would be identification 
of those values for mitigation which will be required if the project 
is built. 

2. This study needs to include a doc~mentation ot the flowing water 
resources and uses that would be impacted by the project. 

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

Response: 

He have made ~ clear distinction between 1) FERC requirements for the 
development of a recreation plan within the project boundaries and 
2) an overall assessment of recreation resources and impacts on these 
resources. 

Subtask 7:08 responds directly to FERC requirements and is directed 
towards a reservoir recreation plan that would be implemented if a 
Susitna development is approved. Thus the study focus is on rec1·eational 
opportunities in the impoundment and surrounding area and does assume 
that the plan would only be implemented if the Susitna dam is built. 

. a-</~ ~r-:7.'---
The assessment of existingAre~reation resourcesAand the impacts upon 
them are addressed under appropriate subtasks, specifically 7:07-
Land Use Analysis and 7:05 Socioeconomic . 

Subtask 7:10 Fish Ecology Impact Assessment and Mitigation Planning 

Comnent 1: 

It is acknowledge.d that none of the reviewers had a•:G:omprehensive 
picture of how this task will be carried-out. The ~eason is the 
Department of Fish and Game will be actually doing much of this work 
as a subcontractor to Acres American and has not haa the ~~aff ar the 
resources necessary to put together its procedures manual for this facet 
of the work. The comments given below should be qualified with ac-
knowledgment of this fact. 

Response: 

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

8 



Comment 2: 

The contractors need to broaden their scope of mitigation concepts that 
are· included in the studies. There are other options available for 
mitigation planning above and beyond what is included in the Procedures 
Manual as it is now written. I refe~ JOij to the detailed comments made 
by ADF&G. 

Response: 

We view mitigation planning as a dynamic; process and are prepared to 
consider any additional opti~ns available. As a means of obtaining 
agenc:.y .. input and review we plan to establish a fisheries ~nitigation task 
fo1ce similar to that organized under Subtask 7.11. 

Conrnent 3: 

We recomnend that .an assessment of effectiveness of mitigation used 
on other projects to reduce impacts also be studied before we deter
mine what sorts of mitigation techniques will be applied.to the proposed 
Susitna·project. The reason for recommending this is to enhance the 
probability•that the mitigation.we apply ta the Susit~a project will 
be successful. -

Response: 

The intent of ou~ review and evaiuation of mitigation measures used 
on other projects is to assess their effectiveness and to deteYfl1ine 
the~. r app 1 i cabi 1 i ty to the Sus i tna Project. 

Conment 4: 

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

Response: 

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

Comnent 5: 

The mi".igation alternatives should include a cost benefit anCilysis 1n 
Pha.se I I. 

Response: 

The costs associated with reconmended mitigation will be identified in 
Phase I with actual cost-benefit analysis considered in Phase II~ 
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Conment 6; 

There is a lade of adequate participation by resource management agenc:iE!S 
in the impact a~sessment or mitigation planning as proposed in this 
Procedures Manual. 

Response: 

See response to comnent 2. 

Conment 7: 

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

· data collection. 

·Response: 

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

S;J-8-task ].11 ~ildlife Ecology 

A. Big Game A?sessment and Mitigation Planninq 

Comment 1: 

This study does not describe the methodology that will be used for 
assessing impacts to be mitigated. The Procedures Manuai discussion 
of formation of a mitigation team and a series of meetings and conferences 
as a methodology is inadequate. 

Response: 

The methodology for impact assessment and mitigation \'las not developed 
in detail because it was believed that a more effective program could 
be pre,a~ed following the collection of data in 1980. Rather than 
deve 1 o·p more than a genera 1 approach, it \'/as considered to be prefera '1 e 
first to gain an understanding of the re~ative population levels of 
various· species anrl also identify critical habitat types. In this 
manner a detailed approach to impact assessment and mitigation wil'i 
be prepared. based on at 1 east a pre 1 imi nary understanding of the wi 1 d·· 
life/habitat realtionships operc.tiv~ in the project area. The Procedures 
Manual will be amended as soon as approach detail$ are finalized. 
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Corrment 2: 

The scope of mitigation concepts needs to be broadened in this study. 
The National Environmental Policy A<;t (Nf?A) defines mitigation· in five 
different ways: 

a. Avoiding impact all together by not taking a certain action ... (or) 
oarts of an action. 

b. ~inimizing impa~ts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action 
and its implementation. 

c. Rectifying the impact by repa it·i ng, rehabi 1 itating, of restoring 
the ... (affected) environment. 

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

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

Since the Susitna proj~ct wi11 be subject to an ~nvircnmenta1 impact 
statement the.Alaska Power Authority should assure that the contractors 
preparing the a~plication adequately address all aspects of mitigation 
in order that the submittal will be adequate for the E.I.S. 

Response: 

To date we have concentrated our mitigation efforts on approaches a} and 
b) (avoiding or minimizing impacts) through providing environmental 
input into development selection and preliminary design. This approach 
will be expanded to include approaches c, d and e following deveiopment 
selection. 

B. \..'i 1 dl ife Ecology - Furbearers 

Comnent 1: 

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

Response: 

The scope of the furbearer studies that concern aquatic furbearers 
(e.g. muskrats, beaver, and river otters) have already oeen extended 
on a limited basis downstrea~ to,t~e D~lta Islands. At the present time 
there does not appear to be JUSt1f1cat1on for extending the study effort 
any further downstream. Should the results of Phase I indicate that 
further extension is in order, it will be proposed for Phase ir. 

Comnent 2: 

This manual does not acknowledge the need for mitigation for these 
living resources. It is recommended that the Procedures t~anual be 
revjsed to.reflect the need for mitigation for furbearers. 
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Response: 

Although mitigation was not mentioned in the Procedures Manual, it will 
certainly bt' addr·essed in the furbearer studies. In· order to strengthen 
·the interdisciplinary cocrdination concerning mitigation, the Principal 
Investigator of the furbeare~ studies has been added to the mitigation 
task force as described in the Big Game Procedures Man~al. 

Comment 3: 

ihe mt.nual describes surveys \'lhich will be Jdc·ne only in the winter. The 
seasonality of this approach will result in certain data biases and lack 
of data for the intervening months. 

Response: 

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

Corrment 4: 

The studies state that radio co'llaring. of animals \'f'ill be done. How 
will the radio collar data be used: 

Response: 

Radio telemetry data will be used to determine the home range size of 
key furbearers~ This information, in conjunction with the vegetation 
maps, will enable the generation of an estimate of how many animals the 
area can normally suppnrt. The radio telemetry data are also being 
us~d to determine seasonal distribution and habitat utilization of key 
fur·bearers. 

Note Concerni~g Furbearer Procedures Manual: 

Since _it was impossible, prior to the initiation of these studies, 
to est:blish specitlc techniques that would be highly effective in 
sampling the furbearers, r.tany of the techniques outlined in the Procedures 
Manual have been modified following the first field season. An amend
ment to the furbearer manual will be produc:ed in spring, 1981, and will 
reflect the refined approach that is now being used. 

C. \.Ji 1 dl if~ Eco 1 ooy - Birds and Non-qame Mamma 1 s 

Comment 1: 

The seep~ of these studies needs to extend to salt water. 

12 

.. 
-



Response: 

At the present time, bird and non-game mammal studies are being conducted 
as far downstream as Shennan. With the except·ion of a bald eagle nest 
survey, there are no studies planned for this discipline downstream of 
Talkeetna. Insufficient data exist to support the conclusion that major 
terrestrial impacts wi·ll take place downstre·am from Talkeetna. At the 
present time, the expenditure of funds to study birds and non-game 
mamnals in this area does not a-ppear warranted. Should the results of 
the Phase I hydro logy ·studies i ndi·cate that major changes in terrestri a 1 
habitat are likely to occur, an intensive Phase II program will be imple-
mentede . 

Corrment 2: 

. 

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

Response:-

Although mitigation was not mentioned in the Procedures ~1anpa1, it \·lill 
certainly be addressed in the birds and non-game mammal studies. In 
order to strengthen the interdisciplinary coordination concerning mitigation; 
the Principal Investigator for ~ird and non-game mammal studies has been 
added to the mitigation task force as described in the Big Game Procedures 
t~anua 1. 

General Cornnents on Wildlife Ecology Procedures Manuals 

Comnent: 

There is a compelling need to integrate the wildlife and the plant 
ecology studies so that the end results are meaningful and useful 
to the decisions which will be made. Each of these study elements should 
apply appropriate quantitative methodologies to evaluate animal 
habitats. The methodology used may depend on the characteristics of 
the sp,cies or group ef species they are dealing with. Whatever method 
is adopted, it must be biologically justifiable and provide a relative 
estimate of the habitat value per area un1t for the study area. 

Response: 

The assessment of impe:.cts will be based to a very large degree on 
project-related disturbance of wildlife habitat. Although the inter
relationships between the plant ecolDgy studies and the various wildlife 
studies were not emphasized in the Procedures Manuals, there has been, 
and wi11 continue to be, a highly coordinated effort between Subtasks 
7. 11. and 7. 12. · 
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Subtask 7.12 Plant Ecology 

Conment 1: 

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

Response: 

Under Phase I, the present intent is to extend ~ertai~ of the plant 
ecology studies downstream to Delta Islands. The degree and extent of 
impact downstream, especially below Delta Islands, has not as yet been 
defined. The impact downstream will depend, to a considerable degree, 
on the facility design and hydrological information which is not currently 
available or not finalized. For this reason, it was initially decided that 
it w9uld be bes~ to wait until the extent of hydrologic impact is known 
below the Delta Islands,. before. sp~cific vegetation studies are perfonned 
for this region. If studies are war:-anted below Delta Islands, then they 
would be proposed for Phase II. 

C'onment 2~ 

There needs to be a high level of integrat~on and coordination between 
the plant ecology, hydrology, and the wildlife impact assessment studies. 
This is because._ a great part of the wildlife impact mitigation will be 
based on vegetation. 

Response: 

We agr~e that a high level of integration and coordination between the 
plant ecology, hydrology, and the wildlife impact assessment studies 
is needed. The need fOl·· this integration and coordination is stated in 
several places in the Plant Ecology Procedures Manual. There is a major 
section entitled 11 Input Required From Other Sourcesu in which subsections 
entitled "Hydrology" and uwildlife Information .. are included. The need 
for coordination among disciplines is also stated in several of the 
Wildlife Procedures Manuals and was discussed in detail under the response 
to the general comments under Subtask 7.ll.Wildlife Ecology. In summary, 
we believe that the need for coordination has been recognized from the 
outset. We feel that we have fulfilled this need to date and plan to 
contJnue to do so throughout the study. 

Comment 3: 

The defi'nition of wetlands used for classifying habi·:ats should be 
compatible with data already collected in the Susitn,i Basin by the 
cooperative study under~ay with ONR, ADF&G~ and SCS. We recommend 
that the classification system developed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service and described in "Classification of Wetlands and Deep Water 
Service Habitats of the United Statesn {FWS/08579/31) be considered 
as the wetland classification for these studies. 
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Response: 

The classi-fication system developed by the USF&l·IS for wetlands and 
deepwater habitats will be used for ~he wetlands mapping effort: There 
has be.en some coordination witt' the SCS concerning wet·lands and there 
are pi~ns for additional coord~nation with AOF&G and DNR. 

S~btask 7.14 Access Road Analysis 

Corrment 1: 

The analysis of alternatives does not indicate whether stream crossings 
will be· reviewed to determine extent of icing and adverse environmental 
impact as a result of cross1ng these streams. Stream crossing and 
structures should be designed to avoid creating icing and erosion 
problems. 

Response: 

Stream crossings are an important part of the. access route envi.ronmenta l 
ana1ysi!; and will definitely be considered in routing and later in impact 
and rnit igation planning for the selected route. Inc.luded in impact 
asses~=~nt and mitigation planning will be analysis of designs to avoid 
prr~~ntial ice dam problems during break-up, and associated erosion 
;J!'Oblems- Consideration will also be given to minimizing erosion 
problemso Consideration will also be given to minimizing impacts 
associated with actual construction of bridge facilities and culverts, 
i.e. habitat disturbance and erosion potential. 

Comment 2: 

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

Response: 

The analysis will include assessing the effects of an increase in 
fishing dtie to newly opened road access. The potential impacts on 
the fish co11111unity and habitat from a biological standpoint will be 
addressed under Subtask 7.10, Fish.Ecology Studies, and the recreational 
impacts or conditions· resulting from increased access to this area will 
be handled under Subtask 7.07, Land Use Analysis. In like manner, other 
environmental subtasks (e.g. vegetation, cultural resources, wildlife) 
wi11 deal with increased access as it affects· thes~ specific disciplines. 

Comment 3: 

There is an obvious linkage between access roads for this project ~nd 
land use/fish and wildlife studies. Review of the manuals does not 
indicate that the approoriate process or mechanism is in place to see 
that this occ;urs •. 
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Response: 

Subtask 7.14 (Access Road Environmental Ana1
1

ysis) is essentially a 
cGordin~tion subtask for this specific project component since it has 
obviously far-reaching impacts. The Procedures Manual states that 
the actual analys~s is to be done by Principal Investigators within 
each environmental subtask. A major coordination effort was felt to 
be necessary due to the interplay of roles between APA, Acres, R&M, TES, 
AOF&G ~nd the various environmental subcontractors. To this end, 
correspondence exchange and maps and infonnation exchange has occurred 
since April, 1980. In November, a meeting was held in Anchorage at 
which time representatives of APA, Acres, R~1, TES, AOF&G, and other 
environmental subcontractors discussed various alternative routes. 
Info'nnation exchange continues on a dai·lY basis, and will continue 
through route selection a~d preparation of the FERC application. 

General Comnents 

Corrment: 

It is the consensus of tr.e Steering Committee that each study task 
Procedure$ Manual should include two maps: 

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

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

Response: 

1. Maps of specific study areas would ce~ainly be useful. In several 
subtasks, part of the work performed during the first year was a 
determination of the appropriate study area. Such maps are thus 
planned for the 1980 Annual Reports and will be incorporated into 
the respecti v'e Procedures Manua 1 s with the next required amendment 
to each manu a 1. 

2. A composite map showing the relationship of specific. study areas 
will be presented in our summary annual report. 
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l .. POPULATION 

A. Population levels 

1. His.torical 
2. Present 
3. Projected 
4. Component of Change (births, deaths, 

in-out migration) 

B. Ethnicity, Culture, Religion 

c. Population Distribution ( . \c1ty, borough, 
state) by: 

1: Age 
2. Sex 
3. Race 
4. Occupation (general) 
5. Education 

a. Retired) \vage, salary 
b. Sector, activity 
c. Employment 

D. Population Density 

E. Family/Household Characteristics 
, Extent 
2~ Marital Status 
3. Migration patterns 

a. mobility/stability 
b. point of origin 
c. out/in migration 

4. Length of Residence 
a. in house 
b. 1n community 
C- in state 

5. ?lace of work (com:nuting distance) 

F. Attitudes Toward Change/Economic Developme~t 

G. Pr'Jj ect ions 

1 Each of these categories and variables will be addressed to the extent 
that data and information allow and to the extent that they are relevant 
for the purposes of this analysis 
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A. 

6. 

-o. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

H. 

I . 

Historical Info (growth rate) 

Type 
1. Single family 
2 . Mu 1 t i - f am il y 
3. Mobile home 
4. Recreation Facilities 
5. Transient Facilities 

Variables to be considered for above 

a. number of units 
b. qua 1 i ty 
c. cost/prices 
d. vacancy rate 

Vacancy Rate 

Status 
1. Renting 
2. Buying 
3. Own 
4. Other 

land availability 

Zoning/Building Regulations (&patterns) 

Financial Climate (incentives/disincentives) 

Real Estate Activity 
1. Sales 
2. Construction 
3. Plans 

P .. 1ject i ens 
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A. 

B. 

Government Structure/Organization 
1. TO\'IOS 

2. Cities 
3. Borouahs ... 

Government Services 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
. - . 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 
11·. 
12. 
13. 
14. 

Water Supply and Treatment 
Waste Water Treatment 
Solid Waste Disposal 
Police Protection 
Legal System (courts, retention facilities) 
Fire Protection 
Health Care (including Social Services) 
Parks and Recreation 
Libraries 
Education (day care, vocational, others) 
Public Transportatfon 
Roads and Highway Syst~ 
Telephone Service/Communication 
Electric ?ewer Service 

* Variables to be considered ror above 

a. Service area 
b. Usage ftgures 
c. Deployment patterns (distances/response 

times) 
d. Capacity figures 
e. Condition/quality 
f. Re 1 evant standards 
g. Occurrence rates 
h. Plans for expansion 
i. Government expenditures 

C. Tax Base and Revenues 

1. Taxes 
a. personal 

i 0 rates 
i i . base 

b. indus tr'y 
i. rates 

ii. base 

c. Sales 
i. rates 

· i i . hase 

d.. other 
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2. Other revenue sources 
Government debt {borrowing ccpacity) 

Projections 
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A. General Description (History and Area Trends) 

B. Total Work Force 

C. Emp 1 oyment f4u 1 tip 1 i er 

D. Output Multiplier 

E. Major Basic Industry Description 
i. Construction 
2. Hining 
3. Agriculture 
4. Timber and related products 
5. Manufacturing 
6. Fishery 
7. Oil and oas _, 

8. Transportation 
i. Rail 

ii. Air _ 
iii. Motor transport 

iv. Harin~ 

9. Public Utilities 
10. Communications 
11. Wholesale· trade 
12. Retail trade 
13. Finance, insurance, real estate 
14. Services 
15. Public Administration (Federal, State, Local) 
16. Tourism 

* Variables tc be considered for above 

a. history 
b. statistics {present sales, prod., etc.) 
c. emp 1 oyment 

1. 1 abor force 
2. percent of total work force 
3.. payroll 
4. average wage rate 

d. resource base ( 1 and use) 
e.. service area 
f. us age figures 
g. capacity 
h. condition/quality 
i. product value 
j. marketing patterns 
k. relative to state and U.S. 
1. future outlook 
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G. Projections 
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A. Historical Labor Changes 

B. 

c. 

EP~ployment 
1. Present ? rofi 1 e (emil l oywent by s r:c tor) 

ao absolute 
b. percentage 

2 c Hu 1 t i p 1 i ers 
a.. basic industry to 
b. export trade sector 
c. services 

3. Length of work week 

4. Seasonality 

Occupational Staffing Patterns by 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 

Sector/Industry 
Ethnicity 
Sex · 
Unemolovment . .. 
Percentage of work force 
Wages (selected occupations) 

0. Working Conditions and Absenteeism 

E. Union Presence 

F. Unemployment for Area 
1. Age 
2. Sex 
3. Race 

G. Income 
1. History 
2. Per Capita Income 

a. Genera 1 
b. Sex 
c. Ethnicity 

3~ Source 
a. Wages/salaries 
b. Social Security 

4. Subsistence income (moderate standard of living) 
5. Consumer Price Index {CPI). 

H. Projections 
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A. H1s~oricc1/General 

B. Land Tenure (ownership) 

C. Existing 
l. Forestry 
2, Agricultur,. 
3. Nining 
4. Timber 
5. Native Lands 
6. federal 
7. State 
8. Parks 
9. Oil and Gas 

10. Unexploited Natural Resources 
11. Industry/Co~ercial 
12. Urban 
13. Rural 
14. Residential 
15. Hilitary 
16. Transportation 

*Variables to be considered fo. above 

a. acres 
b. va 1 ue 
c. ownership 
d. management plans 
e. historical trends 
f. percent age of tot a 1 

D. Population Density 

E. Land Use Plans and Control 
1. Public 
2. Private 
3 • r1 u n i c i p a 1 i t i e s 
4. Borough 
5. Flood plains 

F. Projections 
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Utilizing Fish & Wildlife ?.es')urc~s 
1. Sport Fishery 

2. 

* 

a. A 11 species 
Wildlife 
a. Caribou 
b. t"nose 
c. B i ack Bea1· 
d. 6rown Sear 
e. Hountain Goats 
f. Sheep . 
g. Wo 1 veri n!! 
i. Waterfow·J, Birds 
j. Other Fur .. bearers 

Variables to be considered for above 
1. Historical 
2. Present 

a. area (acres and location) 
b. effort (visitor days/# of ·visitors) 
c. Success (harvest) 
d. Resident (pt. of origin/% of total) 
e. Non-Resident (aen. aeo. pt. of oriain/ 

% of tot a 1) -
f. Species (stats relative to State) 
g. Subsistence (personal consumption/ 

business) 
h. Trophy 
i .· Management ? 1 ans 

·. i. Reaulations 
ii. Re~enues (total/relative to 

state/flow of money) 
iii. Enforcement (ways/numbers/capacity) 

B. Not Related to Fish & Wildlife Reserves 

1. Water Sports (canoe, kayak, rafting) 

a. Historical 
b. Area 

1. effort 
2. resident/non-resident pt. of or1g1n 

2. Land Sports (hiking, picnicing, climbing) 
·a. Historical 

b. Area 
1. effort 
2. resident/non-resident pt. of origin 

C. Other 
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D. Related Business 
1. Guides (#IS) 
2. Air Taxi Operators (#/S) 
3. lod~e Owners (#IS) 
4. Land Owners (#) 

F.:. Projections 
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!fr. Eric P. Yould 
E):ecutive Director 
A]aska Power Authority 
333 West 4th Avenue. Suite 31 
Ancho~age. Alaska 99501 

Dear Mr. Youlds 

2 3 JUN 1980 

This letter transmits to the Alaska Power Authority. (APA) c~nt~ 
of the U.S. ~1$h and Wildlife Service (FWS) relative to fish and 
~lldl!fe aspacts of the Sua1tna Hydroelectric 'easlb!lity Study. 
Our c:otm~enta are based on a rev.iev of the February 1980 Plan of 
Study {POS) developed by Acres American, Inc., eoord!n&tlon v!th 
Acr~s, other federal and Gtata resource agenc!ee involved in the 
s~sltna project, and f!eld review of habitats of t~e pr9ject area 
pQtentially affected by ~ hydroelectric project. 

-Generally ve believe that most of the environmental studies outlined 
in the February 1980 POS are adequate to obtain data from which to 
assess the !cpacta of a hydroelectrlc project on the Sua!tna River 
to fis~:and wlldtfe reaourcee. However. the studies outlined in the 

• 
P~S provide a general overv!ev of goala and expected results. 1~6re 
{$ little reference to the specific methodologies of research design, 
epcc:lfic timings of study 1nlt1ation, methods of data analysis, and 
£1nticipated format of results. Consequently. we are unnble to fully 
evaluate study plAna. Apparently. more Rpec!f!c information is 
available in study-specific procedures manuals. Review of these 
manuals \M)' clar 1fy some of the concerns expressed herein. At tbis 
time. ~e formally request a copy of the procedures manuals for the 
fisheries, vJ.ld1ife ecology, and plant ecology studies for our 
revi~r.~. 

Based on our reviev of •the POS and discussions vl th Acres, we believe 
that the following def1~1enc1ee of the environmental studies require 
attention. The schedule for license OPJ'llentJ.on and submittal of an 
Exhibit S to the F:!de;;."al Energy Regulatory Coma1sslon (FERC) does 
\"lOt a1lov sufficient time to include a rlgt'lrom; evaluation of project 
irnpacts to fish and wild life resources or p·reparat!on of a plan to 
mitigate and compensate impacts to those resources. 

Although wildlife ecology studies c~~ comprehensive in .that they 
include avifauna and big game. fu~bearer, and nongame ~1 inveatl
satlons, much less ecphas1R io placed on obtaining data on nongame 
aarimala and avifauna than selected game and furbearer apeciee8 In 

-
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addition~ no M1t1gatlon plan, or study of these animals dovnstream 
from the dat:'tSl t<~ is ment loned in the ros. Dlscuselons vith repre-· 
scntatJves of Terrestrial Envlronrnentul Spec·lalists (TES) ind!sate 
that they lnt.cnd to develop r••1tir,ntlon plans for nongame vildllf'e 
nnd establish study areas clo"•nstrcarn from the damsltes. It is 
1mpcrnt1ve that 1.1e review these tasks for ndequacy.. The National 
Fnvironncntal Polley Act (l!EPA), Fish and lHldlife Coordination Act, 
and other suidc;l!neH require that 'lnpncfts to all fish &nd wildlife 
resources he .ldentlf led and ml t!~ta ted. Furthermore. w..e believe that 
the asscssi::c-nt of project inpacts he based on ,the over.ull value of 
habl tats to endemic speelcs ult.lch 1nc!ud~s but ls no\!: solely dep~ndent 
on population data. 

Col!ln~nts anc! qu(>st1ons specific to tasks described in the February 
19d0 POS folloY: 

Subtask 2.10 - Access Roads 

• Please provld{! us a map of the alternative acsess ro•utes as 
s-oon as ava!lab!c und !ndicntc if the selected route(~) will be 
temporary or permnnent. 

f.ubt.ask. 2.16 Hydrographic Surveys 

• ~~y are rlver profiles limited to Talkeetna and above? In 
order to en tab lish hacknround de.t.a to measure potential change 
in the rlver c:o·nf!gurat!on and habitats dolrnstrearn frarJ Talkee-tna, 
should profiles also be taken !n this area ln conjunction vlth 
data to be collected under Subtask J.lO? 

Subtasks 6 .. 09 and 6.10 - Establish Design Criteria for the Watana 
and Devil Canyon Development 

• Are designs of potential ~!tigatlon structures included here? 

Subtask 6.14 - SpillYay Design Criteria 

• Do these c:.rl tcr !a include contingency \:1eanurcs to avoid vatcr 
quality problems such as nltror.en supersaturation! 

Task 7 - J:nvlronmental Sturl!cs 

• nec.ause the F\JS is lnvol vcd in a nur:1ber of perm! t tlnft and 
rev.lcw functions relative to the Su~ltna Hydroclectrlc projP.Ct 0 

ve 'WOuld appreciate being l':.cpt J.nfonoctl of project pro~rcsr;. 
n1us, ~C <lt"e rcquestlnJ; copies Clf rcportR prepf.lrCd for CD\:.lron
~entaJ dlsclplines (hydrology, flshcrles, wlldllfc ccolosy. 
plant ecology, habitat analys1u) a~; they nn.• revle\1ed by APA. 
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Subtask 7.2 - HonltorJng of Field Activities for Environmental 
Acccptobll!ty. · 

• Several study activltlcs ~111 potentlnlly impact migratory 
birds lnclu~ln!~ vaterfovl ami r11ptors. \-1c Stllgr.est that the 
Acres or ArA field representative contact the FYS to be certain 
that he ls avare of data on bald eagle nesting locations, 
trumpeter wan nc&tlng habitats, .ftnd other pertinent data. 
Also, we "'·ould like to be provided t:he opportunity to periodi
cally monitor ac:t!vitics that 1'!\SY disturb raptore and other 
migrAtory birdaG Therefore, ve request a schedule of the 
tlr.:tng and duration of study evcn:ts ~hat include activities 
that potentially disturb waterfowl and raptore. We are 
particularly concerned with survey and aerial photography 
activities requiring helicopter support. 

Suhtnsk 7.09 - Su~ltna Transmlssl~n Line Assessaent 

• Remote lakes in the Hatnnuska-Su•ltna VAlley are utilized by 
~rtimpeter swans for nesting and rearing cygnets durlng •ummer . . 
and fall. Recent data indieato·that continued davelopcent·and 
disturbance on lakea:W.ed for nesting 1• caW.!ng b1rda to 
abandon cer~aln are••· The aelectlon of a transmission corridor 
should be accomplished cognizant of the habitat requirements 
and movement patterns of nlaratory birds. 

Sub task 7 .lCt - Flab Ecology Studies 

• ~Ajor comments concerning flcbery 1nvcst1gat1ona vera prqv!ded 
to APA in prevlou~ ~orrespondence. From the information pro
vided Ln the February 1980 POS, ve are uncertain of ~he precise 
timing of initiation of study tasks. We would appreciate · 
receipt of the present schedule of fishery related stullea et 
your conveniencey 

Subtask 7call- \J1ldl1fe"Ecology Studies 

• 

• 

• 

Data collected for habltat analysis should be done i~ ,a manner 
to accommodate all terrestrJ.al wildlife. This w!ll pendt .sn 
evtduat!on of the effects o~ habitat alt~rat!on on wildlife ln 
terms of habitat unit valueDo 

Any m.1tigat1on plan developed must be developed in cooperation 
with resource agencies na defined In the Flsh a~d Wildlife 
Coordination Act. Also, the r.2ltigatlon plan should be incor
porated into the Exhibit S of ~he FI:RC license application • 

necause many of the field studie~ have been 1nlt1ated or .are 
scheduled to contr.\ence soon, It is lmperntlve that .ftn lntense 
survey of the project nrea be conducted for peregrine falcons 
prior to the 1n1t1at1on of potentially disturbing actlvlt!es. 

(J 
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Un<!er.the FERC proceas,. sufficient data must be obtalnod·to 
develop a biologicel assessment of ~.ndangered species relative 
to the potential impacts of project activities. Based on the 
bloloJ;lcal assessncnt. tlte FERC umy be required to consult vlth 
the ~~S concerning endangered species under Section 7 of the 
EnrlnnF£'red Species Act. The consultation process will bl! 
greatly ('Xpedlted If sufficient dat& hAve been gathered and 
evaluated ln the initial study phase. 

The outlines for avifauna and nongame rnarntr.al studies are quite 
general and lt Is difficult to determine what vlll be acccm
pllshed. The objectives and goals need to be presented in more 
detnil. 

Recent surveys of the Susltna River and tr!butarlea located 
more bald eagle nests along the 11\B.ln river -below tho damsite 
~han previously expected. Cons~quently, the impact of altered 
flow on eagles aeeds to be assessed. 

Subtask 7.12 - Plant Ecology Studies 

• 

• 

An important objective of the plant ecology studies ls ~o 
Jneaaure potcn-tiatl habitat change over tir.lee nabltats in the 
area of project influence should be mspp~d at 1:63,360. This 
scale should be ~xpanded to 1:25,000 in ~lparlsn habitats 
downstream f~om the damslte(a) that will potentially be alt~red 
by the project. 

t 

Vegetation cover maps and habitat requirement charac·ter!stice 
of wildlife should be compared to nctermine the quantity and 
quality of habitat lost for wildlife groups and to predict 
impacts on species of wildlife. This lrnpliea that wildlife and 
vegetation studies be conducted ln a complementary manner and 
that the purpose of plant ecology studies be kept in full view~~ 
Cover type maps are of little use for predictlnr. impacts lf the 
habitat requirements of uildlife specl~s are not knovn. 

Subtask 8.04 - Tower, Hardware, and Conductor Studies 

• Studies should include design of a transolsslon 11ne to avoid 
olec.trocut.J.on of t'Bptors and collisions with nlcrntory birds. 

Subtask 9.02 - Pr·r:parc Prellrnlnary Cost Est!JM.te 

• Cost cstlmates should Include the costs of added features to 
olt.lgAte impacts to flsh and wildlife rc~n.urcca. 

As you are aware, the FWS is required by federal 1::1\.TB and pollcle:s 
t.o ensure that dcclsionmakers arc provided J nfbrnat J.on 1.:hcreby 
vlldlife values can be fully considered nnd velghcd equally wlth 



other fcature·s In the planning of uater resource development pro
ject~. AR a result of these responslbllitles. we have an o~ligatlon 
for insuring that an adequate Exhibit S is prepared. F~h1b1t S is 
p~rarnount to the designing of an environmentally sound project since 
its purpose is: (1) to identify and evaluate the effect of alter
nntlve proj~ct proposals; and (2) to describe melisui·es necessary to 
couserve and enhance fish and "W!ldllfe resources. Exhibit S, there
fore. should contain a.m!tlgation plan and functional design drawings 
or other project features as rnay be determined necessHry for the 
protec~lon, conservation, improvement. and mitigation of losses to 
flsh and vildlife r.esources. 

Ue can see no advantage in presenting an application to FERC, which 
will be reviewed by ~~s. that does not ~ontain an adequate assess
ment of project impacts to fish and wildlife resources anrl practical 
a!tlgatlon plan. Submission of an F.xhibl~ S under a compressed time 
fra~ can only hlnde~ the designing of en environmentally sound 
project. The FWS recommends that the lLcense appl!eat!on be delayed 
untll sufficient biological data are available. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. on th!R project. 

cc: ACES, \JAES 
P.LH~ ADF&C, NNFS, Anchorage 
n-JS/O£C, FERC, ·Hashlngton D.C. 

Sincerely. 

al Signed b1 
Orig\ny Schreiner 
Ke1th rh 

Area Di-rec-tor 
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MASKA ro..JER AIJlHORITY 

:~r. Keith Schreiner 
.. '\rea Director 
Fish &. t:il dl i fe Service 
Department of the Interior 
1011 East Tudor Road 
1"..nchorage ll J\1 aska 99503 

Dear Mr. Schreiner: 

Sr.!ptember 12, 1980 

This is a response to your letter dated June 23~ 1980 transmitting 
comr.;ents relative to fish and wildlife aspects of the Susitna Hydroelectric 
Project Feasibil fty Study. We would have wished that you had been able 
t.o tirovide your written comments sooner .;n as much as our Plan of Study (PCS} 
was published and distributed in February. It was difficult to alter our 
first field season program with your comments arriving as they did in late 
,June. Despite the lack of timeliness, we definitely appreciate your 
comments and have given them careful consideration. r~y responses are 
keyed to the page numbers and paragraphs of your letter, a copy of which 
has been attached for easy reference. 

Page 1, Paragraph 2 

The study-specific procedure manuals for the majority of the environmental 
subtasks have been completed and were submitted to the Susitna Steering 
Conwittee during the week of September 1, 1930. A complete set has been 
designated for Mr. Don McKay, F&WS. · 

fflge 1, Paragraph 3 

~e view our POS as a two-phased effort with impact analysis and mitigation 
planning (as well as data collection) extending beyond the date of license 
application. In the Plan of Study {POS) and Procedures Manuals, pre-license 
application and post-license application studies are referred to as Phase I 
and Phase II, respectively. T~m anticipated post-license application studies 
are summarized in Section A-6 of the February 1980 Plan of Study and were 
described in even greater detail in the Technical Appendix of the September 
1979 POS; these plans w111 be refined on the basis of Phase I findings. 

Page lp last Paragraph, continuing onto 
f~ge 2, Paragraph 1 

The nongame studies cannot be rigidly compared to game and furbearer 
~tudies. Differences in study effort, as r~flected in budget allotments, 
result from a variety of reasons, including equipment and logistic expenses, 
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t-:r. Keith Schreiner 
September 12, 1980 ~ 
Page Two • • 
differences in home range and habitat use~ recreation and economic 1mportance, 
and life span. The nongame studies will allow a thorough evaluation of i~pact 
and, if necessary, sufficient data to develop a mitigation plan. 

At the present time, limited furbearer surveys are planned downstream of 
the Devil Canyon dam site as far as Delta Islands. Some av1an studies will 
be conducted downstream as far as Gold Creek. No avian studies are planned 
for the area south of Gold Creek other than· an aerial survey for raptor 
nests, which will be conducted in 1981 if deemed necessary {as discussed in 
the response to the comment of Page 4, Paragraph 3). The approach of Phase I 
studies is to concentrate in areas where impact will definitely occur, ·such 
as the impoundment zones. Since the extent of impact. on downstre&m habitats, 
particularly those south of Talkeetna, cannot be predicted until further 
progress fs made on the hydrology and engineering design studiess only limi·;ed 
effort was appropriated for this aspect of the project. If the results of the 
Phase 1 hydrology and engineering work indicate that major changes wfll occur 
downstream, the Phase II ecology studies will be designed to evaluate in more 
detail the downstream habitats. 

Page 2, Subtask 2.10 - Access Roads 

As soon as available we will provide a map of the alternative access routes. 
· The question of whether the selected route{s) will be temporary or permanent 

is part of our ongoing studies which will require input from various dis
ciplines and government agencies including F&WS. F&WS advice will be sought 
in this regard during the impact/mitigation ·phase of our studies. 

Page 2, Subtask 2.16 - Hydrographic Surveyj 

As discussed and agreed to in the Susitna workshop of July 17-18, 1980, the 
question regarding the necessity or feasibility of establishing detailed 
river profiles downstream of Talkeetna would be postponed until the spring 
of 1981. Following the acquisition of 1980/81 winter fisheries data and 
a reconnaissance assessment of the Susitna hydraulic characteristics, a 
deefsion on the development of river profiles downstream of Talkeetna will 
be made. 

Page 2, Subtask 6.09 and 6.10 ~ Design Criteria for Watana and Devil Canyon 
Oevelo2f!1eilt · 

These subtasks w111 include the establishment of design criteria for mitigation 
structures as required. 

Page 2, Subtask 6.14 - Spillway Design Criteria. 

These criteria will include contingency measures to avoid or alleviate water 
quality problems such as nitrogen supersaturation. 
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!-1r. Keith Schrcl ~er 
September 129 19u0 
Page Three 

?a9e 2, T~ 7 - Environmental Studies 

It is our intention to keep F&WS and other appropriate government agencies 
informed of our progrcs.s and will forward copies of environmental reports 
to you in a timely fashion. 

Page 3, Subtask. 7.2- Honitorf~g of Field Activities for Environmental 
·---------- Acceptab1l i ty u-------------

As part of our program to acquire existing informations F&WS will be contacte< 
regarding data on bald eagle nesting locations, trumpeter swan nesting habita1 
and other pertinent data~ Uest locations ~iscovercd are now on file at Watanr. 
Base Camp and heli-copter pilots are kept informed of areas to avoid. Detailec: 
records are being maintained of activities requiring helfco~ter support. 
These records.can be acquired by contacting Mr. Jim Gill, Acres American 
Incorporated, Anshorage. 

A listing and general schedule of study events that may disturb waterfowl 
and raptors can be supplied; however~ a detailed meaningful schedule would 
be difficult to develop since location-specific scheduling is ,Jone on a 
day-to-da:Ybasis as study needs dictate.. If F&MS desire an activity listing, 
please advfse. Upon request, we could then provide F&WS (with short notice) 
the actual timing of specific events. 

fage 3, Subtask 7.09- Susitna Transmission line Assessment 

Available b1o1og1ca1 data, such as F&WS data on breeding areas for trumpeter 
swans, will be used 1n the environmental assessment to be performed for the 
t~ansm1ss1on corridor. 

Page 3, Subtask 7el0- Fish Ecology Studies 

As F&WS are aware, the fisheries field studies are to be conducted by ADF&G. 
As soon as ADF&G acquire the staff to conduct these studies a detailed 
schedule and procedures manual will be prepared. Upon receipt, we will 
forward thfs information to F&WS. A general schedule for impact assessment 
~nd mitigation planning is included 1n the TES procedures manual. 

Pag~_ 3, Subtask 7ell - ~fl~)ife Ec~logy S~ud1es 

We share the F&WS concern for applicability of habitat analysis to all 
terrestr·lal w1ld11 fe. As described in the various Procedures Manuals j 

habitat data specific to each wildlife group are being col14!cted in the 
various subtast disciplines, and fn the plant ecology subtask in a manner 
that w11.1 be applicable to all groups of wildlife. 

Cooperation with resource agencies fn the mitigation plannfng,process is 
proposed in the Procedures Manual for Big Game Impact Assessment and 
Mitigation Planning. The extent :v which the mitigation plan will need to 
be further developed during Phase II is also discussed in this Procedure 
Manual. 

*?'z=n=XTrmW 
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September 12" 1980 
Page Four 
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An aerial survey was conducted for peregrine falcons in early July 1980, and 
none were found. Other study team members have been advised to report any 
incidental observations to the TES Field Representative. If any peregrines 
are seen in the course of the study, team members will insure that all 
potentially disturbing activities are scheduled to avoid areas known to be 
used by the peregrines. We are confident that our endange~red species program 
will provide adequate data and analysis thereof for review of the Susitna 
Project by both F&WS and FERC. 

The Procedures t1anua1 for Birds and Hon-game Hammals provides many additional 
details concerning the study effort. 

The aerial survey for raptors, conducted in the impoundment zone during 
1930~ w111 be evaluated and 1f deemed necessary altered or expanded to 
cover the downstream area. Serious consideration will be given to extending 
the 1931 aerial raptor survey to Talkeetna. A more intensive analysis 
will probably not be conducted until sufficient hydrology and engineering 
work has been perfonned to determine whether the expenditure of additional 
funds is warranted. 

Page 4, Subtask 7.12- Plant Ecology Studies 

The plant ecology mapping efforts are in exact agreement with those recommended 
by F~WS. These mapping scales were identified 1n the February 1980 Plan of 
Study, having been determined on the basis of a coordination meeting held 1n 
October 1979 at which F&WS was representated. 

One of the major purposes of the plant ecology studies 1s to allow a compre
hensive evaluation of habitat alteration th~t may result from the Susitna 
Project. Habitat data are being collected in conjunction with cover type 
mapping that is being performed in Pha~e I; plant succession studies are 
being conducted in Phase I; and an in-depth moose habitat study is planned 
for Phase II. In addition, f.Of&G is collecting habitat data througt~out 
the study. 

Page 4, Subtask 8.04 - Tower, Hard•,•:, e, and Conductot· Studie$ 

The transmission design team will review literature on design consideration 
to avoid raptor electrocution and incorporate this, as required~ into the 
design criteria. If the transmission corridor routing analysis to be per
formed under Subtask 7.09 indicates a potential collision problem at any 
specific location, special mitigation efforts will be incor·porated. 

Page __ 4, Subtask 9 .. 02 - ~re.pare Preliminary Cost ~stfmate 

Cost estimates for mitigation efforts will be prepared on a preliminary basis 
during Phase I. Cost estimates will be refined d~r1ng Phase II. 

-
-
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Page Five 

Page S - Exhibit ~. 

As outlined in our POS it is our objective to submit the FERC an adequate 
license application by June 1902. Our application will contain an assessment 
of impacts to fish and wildlife resources and practical mitigation measures. 
It is realized that Phase II studies will be required to confirm some aspects 
of our assessment and to finalize. mitiuat1on plansG If for unforeseen reasons 
it is determined in 1982 that an adequate application cannot be prepared on 
schedule, we will reassess our position. Once again your timeliness in the 
future would be very much appreciated. 

P.ttachment: 

' Sincerely, 

Eric P. Yould 
Executive Director 

Letter from ·Keith Schreiner dated June 23, ;980 

cc: Tom Trent, ADF&G 
Brad Smith, NMFS 
Curt HcVee, BLH 
Dean Shumway, FERC 
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APPENDIX EllC 

CORRESPONDENCE RELATING TO 
DATA COLLECTION AND PROJECT ASSESSMENT 
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APPENDIX 11.C 

DATA COLLECTION AND PROJECT ASSESSMENT 

~ 

All big game and fisheries baseline data were collected by the Alaska 
Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) under a Reimburseable Services Agreement 
with the Alaska Power Authority. ADF&G had a major influence on the direction, 
scope, and schedule for these studieso Annual reports for all the environ
mental subtasks were di;t;ributed in April-May 1981. 

This appendix contains correspondence concerning transmittal of documents to 
resource agencies and their response to.thesa documents. Subjects include 
review of .access road reports, transmission line siting reports, annual 

. 0 •• o 

environmental reports, and the Susitna Hydroelectric Project Mid-Study Report. 

Correspondence is presented primarily in chronologicdl order. However, in 
some cases, a response to a lett~r direct1y'follows the letter to facilitate 
an understanding of the flow of communication. This results in an interrpution 
in the chronological sequence. 
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RECEIVEO·ocr J o i:l?S 

RECEt'. SO 
UNiTED STATES . 

· DEPARTMENT OF THE lt'JTERIOR 
F~SH A'NO WtlDLIC:E SERVICE 

S£P 2 719~9 

iOh C: t '-U)(lft Sl(> 

ANCHORAuE.ALASKA~9S03 

et>7l 27G :>aoo ·~-.. . . 
~_r. £rie Pw !o~1d 
n~~cutiv~ Director 

FILE ~C#" I 

Ala~~ P~r AuthQT.ity 
333 W~t 4;b hv~n~~7 SQite 31 
J..ncl~orase. A1ask~ 99.501 · 

D~r Mr. Yculd: 

~~ 

•• 

•• 

YQ vc~= inf.o~d QY ~Qnr l~tt~~ QT AuP.uat 28. 1979~ th~t th~ Alas~ 
Po~~ ~th9•ity (APA) is preparing &n·application for license to t 
i'i:dt:rs.1 Ener~y ~gul.:s.ttH.'")' C-~ai:i;;ian (PERC) for th~ propa~cd 'Rydro 
electric ~O~~r beveiopment VLtb~ the Upp~r S~~tua River ~in7 
Aias'ka. the purpc~e o£ th1~ lette~ i.$ tu pui:nt aut federi!.l fi:;h :; 
~ildlife r~pQn~ibiliti~ and to insur~ ad~quate consideration of 
.£!.sb .and 'Wl.1d1J..fe rer.oul!~C: lot:is pt't:V~ntitm 7 l%liti.go:.t!on~ t:O~Cn.t'R
tion. and enhancet?-ut thrcsugh~ut tbe piail:""'!.l..llS an:! det:LfiOn-cafU."Dg 
process ~~~oci3tc~ ~.th th~ Su*it~ proj~ct. · 

.-
Th~ prt;;t•appiieatior: plert...o1ct; pf!l:'iod aa.tlue!at~j vl.tb the propcused 
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~ 

SU!Si tna Ryd !.:'Ut!l~ctric Pcn.1er Di!.l!!!lcptnent is: Vl:'fY cr.iti~al t;on;:oi~eti 
the magnitud~\of the proj~ctt 11mit~d e~~~lng data £uz !i2b ~nd 
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l ·~ ; l_: 

I . ----4 
I j 
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1. 1--i 
. wildlife re~o~c~~7 ~~d ~unt o£ ~£fort requi~ed io~ the ;il!ng Q 

Q vsll"'cot:c*ivl?d applic..7!tion for !i~enae '\rl'L'l FER.C. 1n··adtlition, 
c~prebe~sivc Q.-.;Jy pli.Flllin~ lJ.l r~qtli~it(l to tho (in~igni"Og Qf Jln ·: 
en~ironmcn:ally sq~nd proj~rrt ~nd opti~~l ~c Qf tbc pl~nnipg pr.ti 
the.rsby mohizing the potential for dela)' in tb~ proee;gsin~ of 
'nQC!~;~ry P"lmi.t and lic(\ns_, ~pplia~tion~ ~nd t;!Q~lyiny. ~ith vart:t 1Jr 

I ··~ 
-t~~ ~-~! 

anvi~o~ntal revi~~ r~quir~~nt~. · 

l'ede3::U ssencieJc involved in th.e :miilyJ&ils a:ad/cr .::pp:cv:!l of a 
no~-tederBl wat~r-~elated p~oj~ct have ~uy t~$pOG8ib~l~tiP-9 under 
various ~~ecutive Orders (RO)~ l~o~ and policies to pr.ovent ~nd 
Diti~ate· impat;tS to fi,sn <Rlld \f.l.J.dlifa rr:s;:QUrl;!~9~ :,a:.; w~}l. ;;t:. ~o 
~nhancc tbo$~ ~CGQ~r.c~a~ T.o ioantifJ and innu~c rccc;niticn nf 
direet1\1ee of u~st: h5pl)rtant:e ;'ltul reieva~ce tt) the protectioa of 
fish and ~ldlife resources, ~· liat tb~ follovi~ snd includ~ a 
brisf summary of !!l:!?esures requit'e.d: ~ · 

(!) lbe ~':!.&h ~od ~ild11fe Coord1.Dation k!t .. draft Un!fom 
Proc~dur~e for ~pli~nce, ijay 18. 1979~ st~ndardi~~8 
p-roc:ed~r~ ~nd i¥itc=ragt:n(!y relat.!o~1Jip£J t.o .tnsU!:'et "tbat 
\r.Lldlif-?- ~ona.c;trv:!lti~on i.e f•;11:r C}Dntddr.:rn~ ilrid ~ieht;UJ 
eqcelly vl. th other prC!J~ct f~M turt?s in a~itncr d.e~ision.~ 
~king ~roc~ea~s by inte~rating ~Jr.h con~id*ration~ i~;o· 
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PTQj~ct plan~in~, National EnviLO~ntal Polic1 Act (NEPA) 
complisnca procedures. financial and economic ·analyses, 
Autb~ri£at1oa do~u~ut~t and proje~t 1mp1~me~~tlon." 

(~) T.h~ ~nc~l Q~ Enviro~ntul Qn~lity'~ (CEQ) Kcgulation~ 
!or ·1mplemaat1c~ the froc~ural ~rovieions of th~ National 

.. Enviro~nt.al PQJ i~ Act (40 CFR., Parts: 1500-1508., .:ruly 
30, 1979) ~pe~ifie5 p:~vi~iaus requ!ri:g the ~tegrat104 
of the. taPA pr()ce.sa into Mrl:; pl.raf111i.tlB:. t'hc in~c;a7:atiD'l 
of HEPA xequirements witb.otber euviTo~ntal TGVi~ and 
consultation requir~nt5. an4 tn= U$C of the e~opin,. 
pr9cc:5ta. 

· (3) Sect.1~ 404 rlf the Clean 'Water· A\':t of 1977 and reeulting 
final rul@• for i~l~~,tiQn of ~~~ xcgul~~ory per.mit 
prcarma of -the Coqs af l!.Dgiu_~r.!S. (33 •t!fR~ Pas:ta 32o-~29., 
Jul)' 19t 1911) requ.11:ets thAt a bepart.l!ent of t.he Amy 
permit (s) be obt.ainod fo-r cc1"1:.,in 59t~"UctureJr or woz:~ J.n «':' 

affectina v~tcrs of the Un!t~d StaLea. ~e 4pp1~eat10n(e) 
for. eoch ~ pc~it(~) ~ill he gubJeet to· revie~ b7 wildlife 
t1&ene1ea,. 

(4) Exeeut1ve Order 11990 (~tlands) """';'~ ~-~J;Ucd ~in ord=r ~u 
e.void to tbc extent pu::•ible th~ luns-Le~ and eher;t ... ·eerm 
a4~e~== impact~ aasoc1ated vitb the destruction o~ modi
f~~tiaa u£ weti~~ds and to avoid direct or i~~~~cct 
support of new ~onstruction iu ve~l~n~ ~~~reve~ tb$r~ 18 
~ PJ":lQtiQ.nblc altt:ra~t!ve," acd E%E:eutive Orde:r 11988 
(l'luc>dplai:s.t) \UaS 1asued ftto ~:VQid 'tD tha extent. p·o:;,.!ble 
the lou;-te.rm ~nd ~qo~t-te~ adv~r~e ~pa~ts associated 
vi~t the occup~ncy a~d modif~cat~on of floodpl~ina ~nd to 
av~id direct ~nd indi~ect ~v~ort of floudplain de~~lopp 
mtt~t wherever tlu:te !is a· practicable slt*rnativGY" All 

.. f.~$;r.ri ~genc!es are r-esponsibltt tQ CG"J!!Pl.:r vi th tbes;c: m• n 
1n the pla~~ng aQd.deeiaion-roaking p~QC~~-. 

(5) a~~ticn 7(c) of tbe Er~~~serfd Spec1~9 Act, 87 htnt. 884~ 
6$ ~cudedt reqai~e$ FEXC to 6ak th~ S~cret~ry qf the 
IJlterior • acting tOl"!::tUgh tbc U .. S.. .Fish i2::2d t~i1cil1fe S~rnc~. 
vhct:heJ:> ~y liisted or proposed en~anB,~T'~..d or tbrL-::~tcn~d 
~peciea ~y h~ present in tb~ nrr.3 oF the Su~itua Hydro
electric Povc~ Projec~.. lt the fish and ~~ld\if.c ~~rvicc 
ildviseH d1at. isuf!:b species !#.af bt:t prot1~1lt iD th~ 31!~ of 
the p~~ject, F~C 1e r~quired by Sq.~;ian 7(c) to condu~t a 
Biologic~l AssP.~F:m~~t to ider.tlfy ~ny listed or proposed 
endenger~d or tbrc~tcncd np~c!ea ~btch are. li~*lY to ba 
affecte.d by tbc CQTU~'truction projE:ct. Th.~ asse.9~rt:<Illt ~~ 
to ~n ccmp1 c f.ea 1-#:i.t:'bie \80 d.ays, unl(taS q. tirr.e ~';(tunsiOJl 

· iH 'CU. tually agre~d up .... ,, 
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~. Brie P. Toul~ 

l{Q cr:;t:tj!':!Ct .tor pbysic~l can~lru~tion ~y b~ enterr,d i.nto 

ttna nn pby:sic~ coutltructi on 1':1AJ.Y bc:gi.n unttl th~E' niQlngic.:t1. 
Assessment i~ gompleted# In tbQ ~vent the cou~1~1ons 
cii!aw from the :!!iologlca!. .Aase.sC'iil~nt. 6:Te t:hat 11.a-ted 
~ndanger!!d o.t' tlu~~ilteced spGcdns; llt~ lik~ly to b~ aff~ctcd 
~Y th~ cunetruction proj~ct1 FERC 1a required by Section 
7(a) to 1nit~~tc ~he cu~eu1tation prccc~n. 

(~) W~te~ Res~urcaa r~~n~il 1 Pr1~e1ple~ ~nd St~nd~rd~ !u~ 
tti:um.tn~ Watq:r· ;Jnd Uelated Land 'R~~0\1r:e,; (18 ClfH,. Part 
704, Apr~l l~ 1978) w~x~ established fo~ ple~~ the ug~ 
of th~ w~ter and relat~d l~nd t-e~urc.ea of fhe United 
St.:1t~ tu ach.1ev~ objat:tivc."~ det:em.i.oed coop.~r.:.tively, 
through th~ e~ordinnted ~ctioua of the'Yed~r~ly St~tet and 
local governr~nt~t p~iv&te ~uterpti8~ ~d ors~zat1ona~ 
and indiviQual~. Th~s~ principle~ include prov!d1ng th~ 
basis fQr· pl~nfrS of federal ~nd fcd~r~l1y a=~~ated-vat~r 
&ld land r~eOtlTC~~ progr.:n~ aud pro.)~cta an(! f~da-rOJ1 
11C$D3i~ ~~tiviti~ as listed in th~ St~nd~rd$. 

Lt i4 our underetandi~a th~t you~ ~~~~ey has con~r~ct~d with three 
independent cons~lt•nt fires £or e~eh to d9V~lop ~ ~o~r~he~~v~ 
plan of stud:y (?OS) to· i11f:1ud~ bfologi(.'-al t:Otndic,;. aa~oc!ated ~1th 
tile Su~ittta proj~ct and that frr..1'B t'h:: t1tree lndepeuden't POS'.s. and 
th~ ezlatiog Corpe of ~ngince~~~ Pl~n of S~udy 7 ~n ult~ma~~ campre
hen~1ve ".POS will bs d~rivl!d. The actions n~c;:sssry tt:J c:;;mply wi tb 
th~ ~h.ov~d li~ted iawe~ policfeg, an6 F~'~ d~ons~~~t~ the necessity 
for clo~~ con~ultation vith fed~r~l ~d st3te ~1i&11te age.ncie~ 
tbTcugbout peoject planninJ; and ±::raplt.T~nL~U . .!oll .. 

It iJ; ~~r:it!.v€! thst c<tordi n~t~d pl.:1rmi1Jg be !ill t:tet~:l nClT ....,-3. to ;:11 
apprupr!ate parti~g1 and th~t such pl~~i~~ 1nclud~ th~ convening o£ 
~~oping ms~tinr.~ to in~Iudc pd~t1c1patioo by ~t~~~ and rcd~r~l 
wildlif~ a~~ncie~. ·~1e purpose of th~ ~~oping ~~t1~S~ ahou!d 
1ncludQ: ·d~?~'lqp:ing a cir~prebenaive POS -whit;h i:.~,;u~ea !ull wildlife 
ngcncy' pal't1c1pation ·tln·ca,ahout ead1 phsee of th.; pl~nnina ;.tnd 
review proceaaee; de.t~~ining whui ace~ the f~~~ral ~nd ~t~te 
~!~!!fe ~gene1es or th2 .:1pplicantt w111 uodert.:l'k~ .r;ni! O'\,.cr,:::cc the 
requirsd st\1~1.es ;.!TW iuve.etigst.iona; im::-:.1T"ing ~~~v~te ~wi timely 
.funding of thos~ p~r.foraj.ng thEt. $t.t.ldic:~; a~nd t!atiibl.lsbin~ Iat•tualJ.y 
~c~Qptable t~~~t dates for tn~ in~tiatlun sad co~l~tivn n¥ ~tudles. 
7be adhe-rence t.o tbea..:t $US;1estiona .._-ill iP!-"ll~e that ade·~uat~ infor-

.. &r.il~i·cn ·!:il ~ol·le-cted to \'n.;able the dt:tE:rirl.uation of projr.ct inrpactu. 
;aud develop ~~~·.•rn~ to pri!ven~,. uf.ti~at~, ~nd ~~O"i::pcns::s t~ £ol! .f1sl~ 
asld nl<llif(.1 lo;;;;t!JI .. 

- W4 ..... 

-



lfr. Eric P. Tould 

li~ look f:,TW~a·d ta vptn~lril".a c:losi\lY wi t'il YOIJT' aitenq and oth~ra 
1.nvolv~ in 'thit: ~tu.,y,. i~nd trust that this lstt.er vill s~rvf: ~ 
-:10t.ir.:s uJ: the iie~~~s1ty tor e~rly i~volvemt!:nt of ~rid ccm{:\llt;~tion 
w~tb wlld!Lf~ ag~nc~es. 

ee: AO!S • WA.eS 
i'v.RC., Y~;;bina'tan 
a5. ltlsbinR't-Oll 
ozc. WAah.i=sto6 
Clt ADP&G. Ancllol-age 
}De'$~ BLH. ADNE, &l·.c:hore,se 
ADEC, EPA, SCS, USC$. Anc11Qr~a~~ 
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Mr. Gary Hickman 
Area Director 
United States Department of 

the Interior 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
1011 E. Tudor Road 
Anchorage~ AK 99503 

Dear Mr. Hickman: Susitna Hydr.oelectric Project 

Thank you for your letter dated September 24 concerning federal fish and 
wildlife responsibilities for FERC licensing of the Susitna Project. We 
wholeheartedly concur that all activities related to licensing of the 
project require careful planning and coordination with all locals state 
and federal agencies involved. We also agree that the environmental base
line studies~ and the ensuing assessments and development of appropr\ate 
investigation, compe~sation and enhancement measures are of particular 
concern.. We fully intend to address these matters in as comprehensive and 
thorough a manner as possible either through the Corps of Engineers or our 
consultants, Acres American Inc. Selection of the Corps or Acres is 
anticipated in November. 

Some preliminary scoping meetings have already been initiated on our behalf 
by Acres American Inc and Terrestrial Environmental 5pecialists Inc with 
the Alaska Departments of Fish and Game and Natural resources, the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Set"vice and National Marine Fisheries Service. We have also 
been in touch with Ron Corso of the FERC to solicit his views on the approach 
we should take in obtaining the necessary licenses for the project. It is 
our understanding that a key factor in the license application will b0 a 
valid demonstration to the FERC that all involved agencies have been consulted 
and that plans for compliance with the appropriate regulations have been 
agreed. We have every~ intention of meeting this requirement to the complete 
satisfaction of FERC. Referring to the list of regulations in your letter 
we have been advised by Mr. Corso as follows: 

(1) Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act: FERC's own regulations will 
govern for federal licensing of the Susitna Project. 

(2} CEQ Regulations: FERC's own regulations will govern for federal 
licensing. 

\3) Section 404 of the Clean Water Act: compliance is necessary. 

{ 4) Executive Order· 11990 (Wetlands}, and Executive Order 11988 
(Floodplains)~ FERC's own regulations are expected to govern 
in the case of Susitna. 

( 5) Endangered Species Act: compliance is necessary. 
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:' '1 
1 (~) water Resources ~ouncil, Principles and Standards: these only apply 
1 for federal projects, and would not apply if the state selects a 
1 private consultant to undertake the Susitna Feasibility Study ... 

~ou should also be aware that we.are planning to directly involve the 
ADF&G, ADNR. and possibly other state and federal agencies in appropriate 
areas of study. We will gladly keep you informed of progress in all 
aspects of the study which are subject to your jurisdic~ion and lo~k for
ward to a close and mutually productive relationship. 

I 

Sincerely yours, 

Eric P. Yould 
Executiv·e Director 
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DIVISION OF RESEARal & DEVELfJPMISVT 

March 26, 1981 

Eric tould 
Executive Dire~tor 
Alaa'ka Pover Au·thority 
333 Yest 4thv Suite ll 
ADchcraie, AJC 99501 

6 tSSt 

JAr .t NAIIIIDIID. &lfrEIIIDI 

323 E. tiTH A VENUE 
ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99StJ1 

279-5577 

FU:C.!IVI.!D 

. ll :::') 2 ":' "' 9 81 •• !.:o • j 

The pul~ose of this letter is to transmit to you the findings and 
recommendations of the Susitna Hydro Steering Committee in response to 
APA's request for input and recommendations on the selection of an 
access toad to the Susitna Hydt·o Dam sites.. On March 6, 1981, Alaska 
Power Authority staff, contractors and subcontractors provided $everal 
agency representatives with a briefing and a request for comments in 
order to make a determination for surface access to the dam siteso It 
was requested that our comments be provided to APA by March 23, 1981. 
As a result of com~nts and ce:::.-ncerns expr-essed by a~ .. !ncy repre'lentat-ives 
at the Ma"I"cb 6 m£ ~ting, I agreed to convene the Susitna Hydro Steering 
Committee in order to identify and coordinate the concerns of those 
agency representatives regarding accesG to the Susitna Hydro sites5 
The Susitna Hydro Steering Committee met on Friday, March 20, 1981. · 
We spent the afternoon discussing various issues and concerns surrounding 
access to the dam sites with the subcontractors to Acres American. As 

. 
a result of these discussions and review of the pertinent documents, 
report studies, etc., the Susitna Hydro S.teering Committee makes the 
folloving comments and recommendations: 

1. The Steering Committee representatives recommend coordination 
bet~een the decision about access road routes and transmission 
line rou~es. Until this issue Yaa raised by a Steering Committee 
member at the March 20 meeting there had been little discussion. 
The documents rev:J .. ~wed indicate that this -was not a criterion for 
establishing potential access routes. 

2.· there needs to be a systematic decision-making process explicitly 
laid out for dete~mining an access route for the Susitna dams. 
This decision-making process should be straight forward so that 
agency participants can understand and effectively participate· 1n 
establishing proposed access routes. There needs to be a broad 
range of c-.:1teria established for determining the acceptability 
or non~cceptibility of various route al~ernatives. Information 
provided by Acres and their subcontractors to date indicates that 

-
I 
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Eric Yould 2 March 26, 1981 

the criteria used to determ.ine access.roads were eight in number 
and are roadway and railroad technical design parameters exclusively. 
It is the recommendation of the Steering Committee members that 
there a~e numerous other criteria Which are critical and nee~ 
consideration along with the technical road and railroad design 
parameters. I would refer you to an attached document ent.itled 
"Suitability far H~ul Roads 11 to give you an example of a more 
comprehensive lists of criteria that need to be incorporated in 
any decision wi.th respect to access to the dam .sites. 

3. There needs to be a clearer explanation and understanding of the 
decisions regarding the timing of building access roads vs. FERC 
approval fQr the project. We were advised by subcontractors that 
the timing depends on which access mode and route is determined. 
The time of construction and design of these routes varies from 
one to three years. The agencies on the Steering Committee need 
.to have a better understanding of haw these facts and assumptions 
interrelate to each other in order to make infonned recommendations 
to APA. 

4. There are numerous specific decisions that will be required 
regazdless of Which access mode and route is ultimately determined 
the most appropr1ate8 The location and development of these 
facilities could significantly affect the preference and recommendations 
from agencies. For example, ~dentification of gravel sites, 
spoil sites, stream cr1Jssings; construction camp service and 
maintenance facilities will be needed. The members of the Susitna 
Hydro Steering Committee unanimously felt that it was important 
and necessary for APA to pr.ovide an understanding of bow these 
decisions will be made and h~w a quality control system will be 
in effect to ensure that tas\ks are accomplished in accordance 
with approvals and designs. 

5. The Susitna Hydro Steering Committee members in revi~~ing the 
March 6 and 20 meetings and discussing with subcontractors have 
determ~ned that data gathering pl&nned for this summer should be 
carried out on several access routes in order to make the final 
decision as to which one is most acceptable. To make a determination 
on a specific route vith the lack .of data/Information that we are 
currently dealing with and then send researchers and data gatherers 
into the field this summer to gather site specific data on only 
one route is of questionable utility and logic. The primary 
reaspn why this is questionable is because unless comparable data 
on ~everal of the prime routes is provided, the agencies will be 
unable to provide comments as to which route is most a~ceptable. 
In summary, we see the gathering and analysis of data on several 
proposed route:: as the rational basis for making•:a determination 
as to which access route should be ultimately chosen. 

In summary, the Steering Committe~ ~shes to ~phasize that it is 
willing and anxious to work cooperatively and expeditiously with APA 
in identifying and resolving the numerous questions which need to be 

--
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Eric Yould 3 March 26, 1981 

answered in order to make rational decisions with respect to access to 
Susitna Hydro sites. Once you and your stBff have had an opportunity 
to review this letter, I would appreciate an opportunity to sit down 
and discuss the specifics of these comments in further detail. 

Sincerely yours, 

Al Carson, Chairman 
Susitna Hydro Steering Committee 

cc: Susitna Hydro Steering Committee Members 
R.. E. LeResche 
Reed Stoops 

--



Mr. Al carson. Cha'lnan 
Susftna Hydro Steering Ccaaittee 
Alaskl Department of Natural Resources 
323 ~st 4th Avenue 

......_----±., Anchorage. AK. 99502 

May 4. 1981 
P5700.11 .. 74 

T.871 

Susttna Hydroelectric Project 
Access Road Studies 

........ ~~~ .... :-;'-~ /I acknowledge receipt of ,your letter of March 26, 1981, to Enc 
You~d. APA. Presently. I 1111 1n the process of reviewing your COHt
aents and rec:OIIIIlendat1onss I appreciate the Steering Coanfttee•s 

~~~8~ willingness to wrk caoparaGiYely with APA 1n identifying and 

.... 

HusTeAD resolving the nu.arous questions relating to access roads and other 
sove aspects of the Sus1tna studtes. 

We are presently developing & systematic dacts1on-~k1ng process 
c~ASe that can be utilized fo~ access road selection and for other 

Njor decisions that wjll be made .as part of the Susftna studies. 
The dec1s1on has been Prade to obtain atr photos on all three 

" . . 

a..., 

major access corridors. thus, e11m1nattng the necessity of an 
early decision for a prefe!?ed corr1dar. 

Our dect;1on as to which corridor or corrido~ w111 receive detailed 
studY ~11 not be ~de until we complete our evaluation of overall 
objectives. selection criteria. and datA base. The Steering 
Comn1ttee will be given the opportunity to review our selection 
process and recomnendat1ons prior to us making a final decision. 

Trusting this meets with your approval. 

Sincerely, 

Kevin R. Young 

KRY:db 
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ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY 

~1r. Bill Law1 'nee 
Anchorage Ope~ations Office 
Env i ronr-uen ta 1 Protection Agency 
710 C Street 
AnchoFage, Aiaska 99510 

Dear Mr. Lawrence: 

April 15, 1981 

Attached is a mid-point report on Susitna Hydroelectric Project.. It is 
forwarded for your information 1n response to your earlier expression of in
t~rest within the context of the Susitna Hydroelectric Project Steering 
COl!li11ttee. 

I have asked Hr. Allan Carson. the Chairman of that conrn1ttee, to t:orw~Ri 
meeting minutes to you and to ensure that you ~re advised of scheduled meetings. 

FOR THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

Attachment: As noted 

cc: Allan carson w/o atuchmtmt 

Sfncerely, 

~avfd 0, Wozniak 
Project Engineer 

CONCUR: 

ow 
RAM 
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TO: 

FROM: 

..t\.L..L\.Sii..t\ 1~0\VEili\UrJ'IIf)JliTY 

MEMORANDUM 

\ For the Record \ 
\ 

David 0. Wozniak~~ 
May 1, 1981 DATE: 

SUBJECT: Steering Committee Mailings 

:-s~.JP( 
On April 23, 1981, copies of the APA mid-year report and the Plan of Study 
were hand carried to USGS and AEIDC. Co~ies of the mid-year report were 
earlier mailed to other members of the Steering Committee. With this 
action, all member of the Steering Committee either possess or have access 
to both documents. 

' ':J.'' 
'I : 

---..: . 
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DIVISION OF RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT I 

0·. 

JAr S. HAJI/10110, SOYCINO.I 

323 £. 4TH A VENUE 
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501 

279-5577 
May 8, 1981 

n~G~iVED 

.. :):( 1 ;~ 1981 
Eric Yould 
Executive Director 
Alaska Power Authority 

AIJ'..,-::.':<A POW2R AUTHORtrt 

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

Dear· Eric: 

The Susitna Hydro Steering Committee has reviewed the Alaska Power 
Authority's March 1981 Mid Report to Governor Hammond and the Alaska 
Legislature. Specific comments from the Steering Committe members 
regarding this report are provided below. In general, ho~ever, the 
Committee was disappointed that APA did not permit our review of this 
report prior to its ci~culation, as several members have discovered 
factual errors in several locations in the text, and most have reservations 
about conclusions reached by APA regarding environmental feasibility. 
Dave Wozniak has assured me that~ in the future, the Steering Committee 
will be included as reviewers of all APA documents of this nature on 
the Susitna Project, and in particular I have been assured that the 
Steering Committee members will be provided an opportunity to comment 
upon the draft of the final feasibility report to the Governor and 
Legislature scheduled for March, 1982. 

The following are speeific comments on the 1981 Mid Report: 

l. There appears to be a great deal of misunderstanding on the 
part of the External Review Panel (and perhaps others associated 
with this project) regarding both the scope and the completion 
date for the feasibility studies. The feasibility studies 
currently underway will not, as we understand it, terminate 
in mid-1982 when the Application for License is filed with 
FERC (assuming the decision is made to file). Feasibility 
studies will in fact continue for several more years in 
order to gather sufficient environmental or other information 
with which a reasoned decision can finally be made whether 
or not to construct (FERC staff alone will require a great 
deal more information than will be available in 1982 with .. 
which they can prepare a draft environmental impact statement). 
The March 20, 1981 letter signed by five members of the 
External Review Panel refers to " ••• feasibility studies .... 
completion in April, 1982" ancf '' ••• present studies, supplemented 
by appropriate additional investigations, to their 1982 
completion date." While "Phase Iu may end in 1982, '~Phase 
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Eric Yould 2 Ma. ., 1981 

2. 

3. 

II" will continue for several more years, as we perceive it. 
We suggest you make this point clear both with the External 
Review Panel and with the Governor and Legislature~ We also 
suggest that, via your public participation activities, the 
public be fully and accurately informed about the length of 
time required to (a) determine whether or not to apply for a 
FERC li.cense, (b) finally determine project feasibility, and 
(c) obtain a FERC license and actually begi~ construction. 

The Steering Committee is of the opinion 1that th~ report is 
too much of a "sales document" rather thau a balanced assessment 
of what is known to date regarding Susitna feasibility. For 
example, it is stated on page 7-6 "Whether positive or 
negative the ov-:ar=..!.l change in the Cook Inlet salmon fishery 
will probably be slight." Recognizing the paucity of supporting 
data the committee feels this conclusion, and others like it 
in the Environmental Implications chapter, are premature. 

Individual Steering Committee members have .found technical 
errors in various places in this report. Rather than enumerate 
these detailed comments at this time, you may expect comments 
from individual Steering Committee members or their agencies 
in the near future. 

Finally, I have been informed that the External Review Panel plans to 
convene in Alaska in the near future. ~ request an opportunity for 
the Steering Committee to meet with the Panel, perhaps when they are 
briefed on this year's field studies. Also, in order to keep members 
of this External Review Panel appraised of future Steering Committee 
concerns and technical comments on the Susitna studies, we feel it 
appropriate to circulate to Panel members letters., memoranda, etc. , 
generated from the Steering Committee. We believe the Panel members 
would benefit from Steering Committee comments, particul .. lrly sinc..e 
they might not otherwise have an opportunity to gain insights into 
stat~ and feaeral agency scientific/technical, regulatory, and public 
interest concerns. 

I hope you find these comments constructive.· We will provide Mr. Wozniak 
a detailed outline of steering committee interests and concerns regarding 
the Plan of Study at our May 28 meeting. 

Sincerely, 

~~· 
Al' C~rson · ~ 
Chairman 

cc: Dave Wozniak 
Steering Committee Members 

-
-
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ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY 

Hr. A1 Carson 
Chairman 
Susitna Hydroelectric Steering 
Conmittee 

Department of Natura 1 Resources 
323 E. 4th Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Dear Al: 

June Z, 1981 

Thank you for your letter dated Hay a. 1981 concern1ng the 1981 Mid Report 
and associated matters. Regretfully, heavy travel commitments \'11th1n the 
office have slowed this v-esponse sanewhat. Nonetheless, it is important 
that the points raised by your letter be addressed. 

Our current schedule calls for the publishing of a very ~ell developed 
draft of the final feasibility study report by r~rch 15, 1982~ I reaff1~ 
our commitment to provide this draft to YtY and fellow members of the 
Stees ~ng COUDittee for rev~ew. I th1nk there is some confusion. however, 
concem1ng other documents to be reviewed. r,, principle, the Power 
Authority ~lcomes the Steering Committee review of our various effort;. 
Unfortunately, we have not yet agreed as to the items worthy of Steering 
Conmittee review. As I have noted to you on several occasions. we would 
11ke to interact with the Committee rather than continue the intermittent. 
somewhat adversary contacts that have c.~aracterized our past discussions. 
If we are to be truly interactive, your cont:-ibution to defining the areas 
of interaction is essential. To that object1Ye. let me repeat~ suggestion 
that the Steering Committee, utilizing the Plan of Study as its guideline~ 
1dent1fy specific areas and/or. events and the assoc1at~ degree of depth 
with which they wish to be involved. Given a clear und~rstanding of 
expected areas of inte'ract1on 11 • the problem of Steering Coumittee reviet~ 
or nonreview of the Mid Report might not have occurred. 

Insofar as future project milestones are concerneda the effort currently 
in progress. variously called "feasibility Study" and/or "Phase I" .. has 
as major objectives. determining the technical and economic feasibility 
of the proposal. and. if feasible» generating the data necessary for a 
Federal Energy Regulatory Comm~ss1on {FERC) license appltcat1on. This 
step 1s bounded by a Power Authority contract with Acres American, Inc.$ 
a contract which terminates in m1d-1982~ That date fs consistent with a 
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le~islatively mandated Pmter Authority rccomr.1endation to the Governor 
and Legislature by April, 198~ on project continuation or abandonment. 
The underlying assumption is that sufficient infonnation will be available 
by tha·t time to make a reasoned and reasonable jud~ent on ttfhether or not 
to submit the license application. (Please note that this 1s not a 
decision to "buildll or "not bu11d", a point I will address further ono) 
Strictly speaking then. the "Feasibility Study" tli11 1n fact tenninate 
in mid-1982, by virtue of the contract tenninating. 

If the mid-1932 decision is to cont1nue with the Susitna Hydroelectric 
Project proposal, ~~e will enter a period frequently referred to as 
Phase II. It ~ould be characterized by submittal of the FERC license 
application, commencement of detailed engineering development, and contin
uance of a substantial amount of·1nvest1gations of the project ar~au 
including such subjects as f~sh resourceso By mid-1984, it 1s anticipated 
the license application, as su olemented and modified b the cont1nu1n 
1nvestiTat1ons, will be appro~ • ven c approva and a n er o 
other,esser regulator~)' approvals)~ the quest1on of build or not build 
will then be referred to the State government~ wher·e a decision on con
struction will emerge through ~he political process.· 

Recent discussions with the Ex·ternal Review Panel suggests that they are 
~cry clear on this sequence o~ events. and this s~~ concept~ (although 
l·rorded slightly differently} \tfas advanced in the Mid Report. Accordingly, 
I must conclude that both the panel and the public have been fully and 
accurately informed about the project flow. Certainly. there was no intent 
to be anything less than accurate. and intimations to that effect warrant 
strong objectionc 

I regret your letter arrived too late to accommodate a joint convening of 
the Steering Coor.J1ttee and th~ External Review Panel. As a partial accom
modation to your request for such a joint convening, please let me note 
that the meetings of June 3-5~ 1981 are open to the public, and members 
of the Steering Committee are more than welcome to observe the proceedings. 
(The Cormni ttee was made aware of this 1 ast week.) We a\gree \tfi th your 
suggestion that the External Review Panel be kept appraised of Steering 
Committee concerns and technical comments. and have no objection whatsoever 
to circulating letters, memoranda, etc., generated by the Steering CGF~mittees 
However, a review of such material indicates the only data generated by 
the comn1 ttec to date are comnents to the procedures manua 1 s , a 1 etter 
concerning the access proposal.s, and your ~1ay 8, 1981 letter. Finally, 
with respect to a joint conv~~1ng, we are certainly agreeable. I think 
we need further discussion to define format and attendance; for examp~e, 
I am not sure that our geotechnicai representative would gain greatly from 
comments advanced by the natural sciences community. Perhaps we will 
want to focus our efforts on the env1ronr.~nta1 representative. Dr. Leopold. 
Further, to be efficient (s~bstant1a1 expanse is involved 1n bringing the 
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ALASKA_ PO\~ER AUTHORITY 

panel members to Alaska and pl\ying their per diem) as. ~11 as professi-.t, 
I am sure you \'li 11 want to give S~!me thought to the structuring~ and . . . 
content of your fomal presentcations.. I would welcome continued d1al~: 
on this subject. 

CONCUR: RAM 
EPY 

Sincerely~ 

David D. Wozniak 
Pt•oject r-1anager 

-
....... Tt: 



JAYS. HAMMOND, GOllER NOR 

DEPARTltiENT 01~ FES~I .-\ND GAjtiE I 
2207 Spenard Road 
Anchorage. Alaska 

I 99503 

August 21, 1981 

Mr. Jeffrey 0. Barnes 
Environmental Study Manager 
Terrestrial Environmental Specialists 
R.D. 1 Box 388 
Phoenix, New York ·13135 . 

. 

. 

~~~MMX!t 
~~~~>O~~XM~00{ 

02-V-81-TES-8.0 

RE: Anchorage-Fairbanks Preliminary Transmission Route Selection 

Dear Je.ff: 

Attached are the comments by Region II of the Habitat Division to the 
proposed Anchorage-Fairbanks Transmission Route. 

I might note that Sport Fish Division's Regional Supervisor, Russ 
Redick, indicated in a recent meeting th~t a State Division of Parks 
access and wayside development extending from the Parks High\-.'ay on the _ 
north side of Willow Creek to the Susitna River is en~isioned for possible 
development if funding is approved the legislature this next session. 
Consideration should be given to the potential impact of the transmission 
line to that proposed development, which is expected to receive heavy 
recreational use~ 

The Su H}•dro Aquatic Studies Team has no additional comments at this 
time. 

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

cc: C. Vanagawa 

~: ~~~~~fder 
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State ot'J.\tciSkii-ol- -.cs --e:. 
, 

,\llEMORANDUM 

Tu:Thomas W. Trent 
Su-Hydro Aquatic Coordinator 
Sport fish Divis·io~r~ 
Anchorage 

DATE: 

FILE NO: 

TELEPHONE NO: 

. 
SUBJECT: 

.e~ 
August 6, 1981 · ~~o 

. ·'.. .·s-/h. 
AI . • . y .,_., . . . ~ -~ . .. ... ~b 

""~· .. _. - ""~ ~ .. &;;r;:t . . 
344-0541, Ext.~~~., ;· ... 

"' ..,.... '-:0~ . . ... ~· '"'• . ,.. .. ~ .... 
. -l'~_,A. o, .( 

"Y"~ ~- . 

Anch«?rage-fairbanks &8'/~~q 4 . 
Pre1irdnary Transmission 'il ~"= G'~ 
Route ~~,e 1 ec ti on ... ~o s 

Region II has reviewed the preliminary route selection for the proposed 
transmi~sion line and.submits the following corrments: · 

In areas where the line approaches or infringe~ upon Susitna State Game 
Refuge» alignment should be adjusted to avoid areas utilized by moose 
and waterfov·";l. Clearing and construction near these areas should .be 
scheduied to minimize disturbances to wildlife. 

The R-0-W segment from Cook Inlet· to Talkeetna especially~east of the 
Parks Highway north of Willow should be cleared and encouraged to regenerate 
as moose browse. Between Willow and Talkeetna this has the benefit of 
possibly halting the westward winter migration of-moose to the Susitna 
Riverc On years wi~h heavy-snowfall as many as 200 moose have been-. 
killed by motorists and t'fains as they wander through the area. 'In 
addition, R-0-W clearing and construction must be scheduled to prevent 
conflicts_ with moose and sport hunting activities. 

With respect·to stream crossings, most of the streams within the proposed 
cot·ridor provide spawning and rearing h~bitat for anadromous fish. We 
do not expect any significant fisheries impacts from an aeria·l line!' 
howeverSI H-0-W clearing must be avoided at crossing sites to maintain 
watershed integrity and preserve riparian wildlife habitats .. 

We suspect that there will be a great public outcry with respect to the 
ijesthetics-visua1 impacts related to the proposed alignment, especially 
where it nears the highway# popular recreation areas and small communities. . . 

We suggest that APA condu~t pub 1 i c heari.ngs r_egording the proposed 
alignment and delete or relign those segments of the route that are 
root t objectionable. Most of our concerns ~an be met through use of 
timing constraints, stream buffers,. selective clearing, heli~opter 
*'~nd/or winter construction. 

If you have further questions, please contact us. 
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Jlr; iPic 'lt!Q.\d~ Executtve D1n'.Ctor 
Alaska Pet PP ~~tty 
.m \fest fourtia A~ 
~~~ Alaska 99501 

Ilea,. """~ 'fou.ld:. 

I 

R"ECctvED 

The ~e of thi·s lett-l&f' is ta t.~t to the Alaska PO!IIIt!.r Authority 
{APA) ~ ~ ttte SQsitna liydroe lectric Steering Cci-.i t·tee (SHSC) can
~nfng APA2 S proposals faT access to tne ~sed Susitna. R.iv~ <kc sites .... 
These cw+iE'flt!i are in TeSponse t.o informa:t1oo pnw1dt!d t.,~ su.st f~ t.o ~c.ce.ss 
JV,jte ~tings with APA a.-ro the1r ccntra-c~r-s and t.m! docuilents p~red. by :PA 
contractc~ ~nd d.istribirt:ed during these ~eetiHgSr At the October 20. 1981 
~t1ng APA rtquMb!d SHSt: ~ts by imv~ 6'i 1961 .. The SHSC ;:pprecia-~e~ 
the fact that APA c-ont1nu~d detAflect C(m$1~tiQn and rt.udies ¢ s~~~J i~Ss 
T'out.e cptioos th1!i yHr ~iltnel"' "t.ban focusing on a. sing1~ T'OU"b!:. 

The SHSC revie!f identified foor an!l15 of ctm<::l!rn that liiE!f'ited CUiii!Eit1::I· · _:;a 
Those four ~~= ~.._ ~r:; 'i 

S' 1:'"' -, ... ;. .,:) . t ......... 

1& A_ critique o~ the 5tudi~ of iH:Ct!Ss rout~ ~id! proyide for c:on ,_"E ~pjC:j., 
"!:1 en of the dMlS.. . .. f.L-· 

l... The re1ation.ship betwerm t1~Tng of access n'<Ul.t! con~truct5~» .i:!nd se?j}~~:7=. ;;-f~~al Ener-gy ~qlt;rtory ~1$:Sion {FERC) approvltT f'~r- ~... 1 1 r u " 

:t. 
7: -;:; 

1in! ~l;1tionship of access route deei~ioo ami u;d6 of·~a;.e~s; to g o 
rcgiana'l lam use manag~t PQll(:le5. ~ ~ 

The }ss.ues M!Sulb.nt from land status and land ~ersnip a.ffecl.--........... 
the Pl'"QPO$ed JlM)jet.:t ... 

~ 
: -.... 

T
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T'~ a:ccess preferences apTeSs&.i be.1011i pe-tain tc the 9e.nera.l locat1oos 
c;:ited fo-r- t.ht! corridors and are based ~., the envil""'fa!rJb1 ~u ~~ eor.cJu ... 
sions contAined - - + ~ en\'iroDii!rlt.a.1 donlUYlts prepared for SUbUsk 2. .. 1-G. 
Acc~s Ra Asses~t. It dnes not repre:sent our rsauent o a. part1cu1ar 
1--«ile-'!!ri~ c;:orMdDr,. as }resented .. 

The SHSC •ees wttll the Ten-estnal Envi~t.iJ1 Spec;ii-11-sts~ lnc:_ pcs1-
t·ifJJ1 that ia:ess via ~ Alaska Raflraad 'to Gold Creek is ~irOIESlt.i(l.lly Pl"f!
fera.ble... Jail~ access 'to at least Devil Canyon ~Jd alleriate the need for 
« St:.\9100 ar-ea ilt Gold Creek ~ the consequent hull4n ACtivity,. land use. fuel 
Sii111s.:r .. ,,;r othe- Tlllpacts an tt.e Sold ~ a...~a... We recogn1z~ that a $.taging 
area. at De\: i 1 tan)'Ofl .au 1 d: be required in ~ case-. T'be ase-·of ttri s ii.T'I!& as th@ 

ta"'!!ioos of a ra11i"ad ~.ppean to .ale~ greiit deal ¢ Sl!n$e"' AdditicnaJly. t11e 
f2el 'tta"t the .south side ~ n. GrJld Creek t.o Dewil ~ is preferable 
since 1t tra11 ~lready exists tile e.. ~Devil ~ to llaf.anil~ .a prt."f.er a 
route on the north side of the Susi~ fiver+ lit t.ha Oc.t~~ zo. 1.981 aee~1(1)9 
thi! 5RSC llllS iaforaaw!d bY l!lr .. D\lv1cll*)zn1ak of 14f\A t&a.:t: ~· tere ~ (£} 
~ddftior..a.l raflroad route/axle options (il tutal af 10:) • If ft:Gs1ale • ~
~lly ~er • nil llnCit! of &ccess to M1d within tlle project site .. 

The Sb"SC idalt1fi~ three (3} f:nViiOCRfltally sensi't1lfc areas that should, 
be avoided. Those are: · 

1.. l"he r-ouus fraea t..'le Oena.J t Hi ghwy .. 

2,. lhi! route 8:!!Ssing the Ind1an IUvei and throu!Jh ~"tlands to t;"te Parks 
H1g~y ... 

3... ~ rou+..e oo t..iJe: sooth side of the Susitr.a Rivttr frail Devils CanytJn to 
the JlropQSed Ha LaM d41! Site .. 

ln e:va1u.at'iny w ~cces:s route selt:-etion proc~~s undertaften by w APA and 
i1:.s contrac--:.nrs,. the Steering Cr:emittee questions the validit)' of t.~ pcwer--an-
1 i.ne 1R 1993 ass~tiM/~ndat2.. lh@ lillie' v~ got to ~rry up and p;..1t in it road 
t.Q meet tJ-_,e !993 dadlir..e:. i,ipproadi appears? frtm OJrrently available reports 
arJ"J the br·iefings received by ·the Susit.na H.ydroe1ectrtc Steering ~i tt.ee on 
Oc:tober 20~ 19iH !" to point h.""JWan1 't.h2 necessity of a pioneer road ~;:om~tl""Ueted 
before A PERC 1 i~~se is grante!l, or se:1ectfon of an 4pp~nmtly tmvirorment&:.Tly 
unaccertable Uen.3.11 Higr~y access route .. 

Local utilities a~ not approachinq c.t.:mstn.a::tion of a project ~~~ ~gnit.ude 
of S11sitrta in 1993 as a foregone conclusion and are making cnnt~r.-o:JC'OCf p1Ztns to 
Eeet pnljected power r.eed:i... Gas ami coo.l gent!T'iited }J-'=wer optiuns are being 
e;t~inE.<L In add1 t1on, fel!:S ibf1 i ty ~tudies are OlTT"Ently be:fny undertaken cy 
the U ... S ... Army Corp;. cf fn9 ineurs and tht! A.0A at mr:-!!r~us pti~ntia1 fD'droeT~ric 
yer'H~ratit""~ s'S~s.... T~ r, t.t2llt- a,.· t ~ -:- -; ?~;r.Jl!er A. + ..ative Study shQvld 
provide insi'aht into add1tlort 1 · . .,.i n t:'~" em~·... As :such .. "MC ~ ieve 
~t.."le 1993 ~deadl ineol! far- ~r-on-lim! frm; Susitna F.ay nnt. be that: firm ~d 
i~erative.. Thus the ~utSc does not. believe the 1993 daadline sr10uld constrain 
the ~era11 decision~:.akinq ptoe2Ss arrd t.M oriierly pr09re.ss of various studies 
on project feas1biiity a.nd environaarta1 ~pacts.. Perv.dtting liM ~ource: 
agencies, \r.c.tuding fffiC.. :'.ihould ~ expEcted to link ~ pioneer roa4 to ttl~ 
overall projec.t .. 



·'''' 

,... . .. 
Public attes:s to the da."n sites aoo through the Upper Susitr~ Viilley is 

cooplex and a tontroY~. .. .rs1al subject and liE bElieve this is$ue Slho.u1d be gt'iet\ 
thorough ev•1uat1on in th~ route select1on process. How (QJ\$tructioo.-related 
access is obtli.ifild to a gre&~t extent determines the proje<:t-related wild1i~e and 
soc1~i~ ~cts. The APA has been ~a1ic1ting the views cf local res1dents 
(Tiilkeetna,. Trapper Creek,. etc.) in reg~rd t.o the iccess ®e~tian. lhe ~or1ty 
of resfdenu •nt to ainimize iJBpacts t.o both their comunity and t.t.e Upper 
susitna V~lley_ The APA bas sQlic.ited the v1ews o'f t.he··state 4nd federal reswrce 
igeneies. lt P:-as been the pred•inant view of these agencies. wh1~ represent 
public inurt$U on a: state or llftionf.t l4tvel; that projec;t. ... ~lated wildlife 
impacts should be 1 imited to the &'i .. extent practicable. In addition~ the 
JUIA has expre$5ed the desire ~iaiz~ the options for fu'tl.lre public access. 
Me· believe that these views 1V!$h;·- "Jilii;1ili.&lfl9 imQactc; and 1Di1Xilli.ting options for 
future publ ~c iccess an be aehit.vcd t~ J:ri~ickingll> to the e.xtent possible,. the 
status quo. for ~·lc. to provide ful1 pub1jt a;cc-!'!SS through a road systen, 
f~lases the futwre· option of mintaining the ex1sting character of the Upper 
SU$i'I:M Valley. 

Use af r.ttt as tne· access mode il)Creases the potential for Manage=ent and 
control of sllcioeamamic: and enviroraentJJ impa.cts.. ~1~1~ed rail use provid~s 
for the fclltnting advantages over road access: · 

1. Ma1nta1ns a m;~x.i1m.1n range of futur~ d~cision opt'lons .. 

2. Pl-nvid~!. fur eontral of workt!r impacts on )octtl ct•lv~i;..h.~!> ~nd wiln= 
life-.. 

3.. Oecr!!es~s tm! p-otential of ~1a1.ar1ious ~~terinl spills due t.o adverse 
~ther conditions a~ sultipl~ ·t~nd1ing~ 

4.; tlist:t.u."bance t.o wt hH ife adjacent to t:.he route ca" be d)te easilY 
controlled. · 

5. Di~t ~cc~ss ~\ght-of-way reTa.:tec.t habitat. 1oss>2.s tan be sf~ni ficant1y 
1 \m1 ted .. 

Briefl:t tna land status of thi! proj:~t arei1 h~s not ch~;iged significantly 
within the ltist year.. There a1-e sgver(lT .ttmp1ex pro£>1En'~ concerning land st-atus 
that have been brought to your ~ttentiQn by BL~-

Thank you for t.nc: opportunity tQ 'rg;~iew arA:f cGm"rent on the As:ce~5 Road 
As.~C!.ss~-ent doc~-ents. We look fQrwurd ta receivi09 the final ver.~~on .Jf th~e 
doc~en~ ~ftet November 15, 1981~ ~nd anticipat~ prov1d1r~ addit1o~~1 rec~~
mend;stiqns into this dec1s:1~n-rnakins process., 

s \ rlcere ly, 

AJ carson, Chairw.an 
Susitna HydroelEctric 
steering C~itte~ 

ce: D. WozrtiGk, APA 
5te~rirrq Cmmi ttee- flre~1bers 
R .. Stoop!l 
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,....,., ~w-.L-L""'"eTT~-- Mr. John Rego 
t-t~wa~,=,~e.;..;...-->~ Bureau of land Management 
t-t-..... •e::;:.;:R:.;.;.".;..;;v __ __, 701-C Street 
t-+-----t Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

HAYDEN 

November 9, 1981 
P5700~11 .. 75 

To1258 

Susitna Hydroelectric Project 
Transmission Corridor Report 

:-----tAs you know, Acres Piner) can, Incorporated is under contract to the Alaska 
------~Power Authority to conduct a feasibility study and prepare a Federal Energy 

~~cA~A~~~oN--~~Regu1atory Commission {FERC) license application for the Susitna Hydro
~~FR~E~TZ~----~electric Project. The scheduled date for submission of the application is 

JEX 
~-&..o::;.;.w._A_e_v __ .... in June of 1~82. 

SINGH 

~--------~Federal law and FERC regulations require that the reports supporting the 
~-+-----tFERC appl itation be prepared in consultation with Federal and State agen
~~~~--~cies having m~nagerial authority·over certain project aspects. ihis coor-HusTEAD 
~~ao~v~e~---~dination must be documented in the license application .. 

. . 

....... ----~A great deal of coordination has taken place at.agency staff levels by dir
~~cH~AS~e~--~ect participation in studies or by participation in committees and task 
t-Jo-.------tgroups. This input, however, has been primarily by staff and may not nec-
1-+-------tessarily reflect the views of the agency. For this reason, we are conduct
~~~~--~ing a parallel formal coordination process,. by requesting agency comments 

,. .. ::--' /"- on key study outputs. The plan of study was the first documert coordinated 
in this manner. Over the next year, there will be several more. This par
a11e1 process will affect the other coordination activities of the study. 

At this time, we request that the Bureau of Land Management review the 
attached Report~ "Transnr~s~ion Line Corridor Screening CloseQut Report", 
particularly in the areas of aesthetics, land use, and 1and management. 

t 

ACRES AMERI,tAN li~CORP.ORATED 

-··--~·----------------· 

j 



Development Selection Report - 2 November 9~ 1981 

Your prompt attention to this matter will enable us to continue planning 
the best possible development for all interests. A response within thirty 
days of receipts would be greatly appreciated. Please send a copy of your 
com1~ents to: 

JOL/_MMG:j gk 

Mr. Eric Yould, Executive Director 
~laska Power Authority 
:J33 West 4ttl Avenue ·· 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Very truly yours, 

j{Jml.fiV--J MulL 
'-~it/ John D. llwrence 

(/ Project Manager 

cc: Eric Yould, Alaska Power A h •t ;./ ut or 1 y c;r' 

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATtu 

·¥ 

~ ~-; ... ~t .... 
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Preceding Letter Sent To: 

·Mr ~ Lee Wyatt 
Planning Director 
Matanuska~Susitna Borough 
Box B 
Palmer AK 99645 

Mr. John Rego 
Bureau of Land Management 
701 C.Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Mr. Tom Barnes 
Office of Coastal Management 
Division of Policy Development 

and Planning 
Pouch AP 
Juneau, AK 99811 

Mr. John E. Cook 
Rvgional Director 
National Park Service 
540 West Fifth Avenue 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Mr. Ernest Wo Mueller 
Corrmissioner 
Alaska r~~artment of 

Environmental Conservation 
Juneau, AK 99801 

Ms. Lee McAnerney 
Department of Regional Affairs 
Pouch B 
Juneau, AK 99811 

Mr. Ronald 0. Skoog 
Comniss~loner 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
Juneau~ AK 99801 

-J&!! 

Mr. Keith Schreiner 
Regional Director 
U.So Fish ~nd Wildlife Service 
11011 E. Tudo.·· Road 
Anchorage, AK 99503 

Colonel Lee Nunn 
District Engineer 
U.Se Army Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 7002 
Anchorages AK 99510 

Mr. John Katz 
A1aska Department of Natural 

Resources 
Pouch M 
~.,~.mean, AK 99811 

~ 

Mr. Robert Shaw 
State Historic Preservation 

Office 
Alaska Department of Natural 

Resources 
619 Warehouse Avenue 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Regional Administrator 
U.S. Environmental Proection 

Agency 
1200 South Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98101 

Nr. Robert ~icVey, n·:v-ec+or 
Alaska Region 

.National Marine Fisheries Service 
P.O. Box 1668 
Juneau, AK 99802 
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December 4, 1981 

Re: 1130-13 

John D9. Lawrence 
Project Manager 
Acres American, Inc. 
The Liberty Bank Building, 
Buffalo, New York 14202 

Dear Mr. Lawrence: 

~ _::.;) 
. ~ . ~ . . ,;. . . ~..... -~- .; 

DIVISION OF PAIIKS 

RECEIVED 

DEC 14 1981 

ACRES iunt.tJJtiiit~ lii~!JHP3RAT£1J 

Main at Court 

.Q 

JAYS. HAMMOND, GOVERNOR 

619 WAREHOUSE DR •• SU/ii;' 210 
ANCHORAGE, ALAS?'A 9950'1 

PHONE: 214-467t(' AL~SKA. POW~~~" 
I AUI~CRif~ 

L SUSiTN~-
1 F; 

1_ .... ~ .. :__ -: ~ 
~ ',,.,. •. !"M I . .:.•;.., ~ ... , ........ ::. .... v., 

i ;:.: ~?'I ;'1 J 
,,.........,,~,-.._,.__.......,.~ 
I I 
I . ... 
JZ ~ - .J •a .! :: ~ . _, ,; .. 
I. ........ %.!. . !I) ..... 
·~ ... ,. ~ ~ I z J< 1;:.:: l Q I -

r··~--~ ~o c . · ., 
-1"--~~~------1 -·1 A::_n_"--:'---1 
1--,)~;~1 
l_l ••. ;,,~:!f _=._! 

~JPS .. 
--·r ·---·~ 

--·· --'· 

-~~~ fJ w J!f_l' 

.IP'.":d!3 E , .• 

w: have reviewed the 1980 reports by t~e University of_Alask~ Museum de IIftf-~~; ---
W1th the cultural resources oi the Sus1tna HydroeJ.Pctr1C proJeCt area. a--owl 
report documents the survey activities conducted during 1980 whieh adeq t'~\f----
accomplish the tasks outlined in the proposed work plan. The sampling 1-- .. · ,.. -

designed on the basis of geomorphic features and known use areas seems ~R~ 
surpassed ou.r expectations of site incidence ~n the area. The report s w -~-Y_, __ -t 
that the first level inventory was very competently conducted and recor d ~ 
The second year activities as outlined in the procedures manual was acco~--~~~~~---~ 
plished in the 1981 field season according to informa·tion gained throug 
verbal communication with the principle archaeological investigators. 
understand that the field research strategy was changed slight~y from th~~~~ 
expected due to information gained during 198C. These changes appear to~~~--~---
more directly addressed problems which s~rfaced during the c~urse of analysis 
of the 1980 data. A final review of the 1981 results and reports will hav.e to 
await receipt of that document. 

We feel that the steps taken thus ·[ar in the cultural resource management of 
the project have beeu excellent and one of the few instances of adequate lead 
time. We would like to make the observation that the work thus far is only 
preliminary to the work yet needed for the Susitna Hydroelectric project. 
Reconnaiss~nce and testing of yet to be 2xamined areas should continue. The 
clearances of specific areas of disturbance provided as additional survey by 
the Museum should indicate the continued need for clearances of ancillary 
projects which could affect cultural resources. Also, a formal mitigation 
plan for those sites to be affected by the pr.oject must be formulated. Once 
definite decisions on the route of access to the project area from existing 
road systems are made, tbose·access routes and material sites must be examined 
for conflicts and needs for mitigation. Issuance o£ a permit by the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission should and probably will include provisions 
specifying under federal law the need for such protection. 
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John D. Lawrence 
December 4, 1981 
Page 2 ""' 

If you have any questions regarding our comm~nts contained here, please call 
us. We look forward to recei~ing the report on 1981 field work. 

Sincerely, 

Chip Dennelein 
Director 

~-_.._.v;ha~ 
State Historic Preservation Officer 

cc: Dr. E., .. Tomes Dixon 
Curator CJ,f Archaeology· 
University of Alaska Museum 
University of Alaska 
Fairbanks, Alaska 90701 

Eric Yould 
Executive Director 
Alaska Po,'l7er Authority 
333 W. 4th Avenue · 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 
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U. S. E N V I R 0 N M E N T A L P R 0 T E C T ~ 0 N A G E N C Y 

REGiON X 
1200 SIXTH AVENUE 

SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98101 
RECEIVED 

DEC 2 8 1981 

ltEi»lY TO M/S 443 
ATTN OF~ • 

DEC 21 1981 

John D. Lawrence 
Acres American, Incorporated 
The Linerty Bank Building 
Main at Court 
Buffalo, New York 14202 

SUBJECT: Susitna Hydroelectric Project, Summary Annual Environmental 
Report-1980 and Transmission Line Corridor Screening Report 

Dear Mr. Lawrence: 

Thank you for sending us the above reports for our review. We have also 
received the Development Selection Report and will be forwarding our 
comments to you on that report before the end of December. 

AusKA PowER We appreciate the extensive coordination effort and the opportunity to AUTHORITY 

SUSITNA review and comment on Susitna reports as they are preparedo I further 
----1 appreciate your attempts to ensure that the views of the Agency are 

FILE P5700 adequately reflected in this process. While we have been coordinating 
-~i::.:_ with the susitna Interagency Steering Committee, our budget restrictions 

SEQUE~C~ NO. have limited our active participation more than I would like. In thi~ 
· r. .).,;JJ regard, it would be extremely helpful to us if y_ou could provide us an 

I ; I overview of your consultation plan and the schedule for future reviews. 
z :~; ~ 1This will better enaole us to give you time'iy comprehensive corrrnents on 
§ 1 ~ ~ ~~he ~arious segments of the study, with the overall project perspective 
r..::j....:j E.i = 1n m1nd. 
1----· 

_1~::·,~ I __ EPA is particularly interested in information on wetland mapping, water 
r_:__. •··~j __ quality and water quantity modeling a'1d project alternatives. The 1980 
t ':- · r: 1 ~ Environmental Report appropriately points out the interrelationships and 

-·i--· ·: ~·-1 .·., importance of these areas to wildlife survival and downstream fish 
-~;1 · ecology. However, it does not cover EPA's areas of interest directly. 
-·-~-J:: :::.--~ We would 1 iKe to review the reports on these subjects when they are 

- -~-·.:.._ -- a v a i 1 ab 1 e 
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\~e support the empnasis in the p>;vironmental Report and related studies 
on identifying \-Jays to minimize the environmental impacts of the Susitna 
projeet. In particular, selection of the access route and type of access 
is an issue witn long term environmental consequences wnicn off~IS many 
opportunities for minimizing impacts. EPA supports tne concept of 
minimizing impacts ny use of a single corridor for both access and tran$
mission needs, as pointed out in ootn tne Transmission Line Corridor 
Screening Report and the Environmental Report. We encourage you to 
incorporate tnese kinds of suggestions from agencies and the Steering 
Committee into the project selection, construction and operation plans. 
Sucn comnitmeots will certainly positively influence reviews of any FERC 
license application. 

We have some concerns with the conclusions anout the Central Study area 
in the Transmission Line Corridor Screening Report. There appear to be 
different opinions on the environmental consequences of selecting Corri
dor 1 versus Corridor 14. We feel that additional areas snould De 
included in future studies of the central corridor, to ~rovide a broader 
data base from which such conclusions can be drawn. More specifically, 
in this area, Corridor One (ABCD), which roughly follows the south side 
of tne Susitna River, is the recommended corridor based on Acre's t''~chni
cal, economic and environmental criteria. Corridor 14 (AJCD) follows the 
same route as Corridor 1 from Gold Creek to Devils Canyon, out crosses to 
tne north side of the Susitna River for the section from Devils Canyon to 
the Watana dam site. Corridor 14 has technical and economic ratings as 
high as C()rri dor 1, but was not recommended because of environmental and 
land use conflicts in segment CJ. On solely environmental grounds, it 
appears that an access route similar to Corridor 14 is preferred to 
Corridor 1 by oath Terrestrial Environmental Specialists, Incorporated 
(Environmental Report page 73 and 82) and the Susitna Hydroelectric 
Steering Committee (letter from Al Carson, Chairman, to Eric Yould, dated 
November 5, 1981.) Therefore, the areas of the central corridor to be 
further studied should include the north side of the river between Devils 
Canyon and the Watana dam site to encompass segment CJA as well as 
segment CBA. 

One reason for the different conclusions regarding the environmentally 
preferable route between Devils Canyon and the Watana Dam site may be the 
Environmental Report's and the Steering Comnittee's identification of the 
most environmentally sensitive areas, whicn then have tne highest priori
ty to be avoided. It may be desirable to use a similar approach during 
the more detailed route selection studies, especially in areas where 
wetlands must be crossed. Identifying and~then avoiding primary and 
secondary impacts to the most valuable wetland habitats should be an 
important part of the more detailed studies of all three transmission 
study areas. 
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We appreciate tne opportunity to review this report~. Please contact me 
or Judi Sc~w~r~, of my staff, if you woulQ !ike t0 discuss our :omments. 
We can be ~ached at (206) 442-1266 and (20b) 442~1096, respect1vely. 

Eric Yould, AlasKa Power Authority 
Al Carson, Department of Natural Resources 

-
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January 4, 1981. 
P5700.11.91 

T.1390 

"""" ////,._ J'( ~ ~g1 
John R. Spencer 
onal Administrator 

I I -_H s. Env1 ronmenta 1 Protect1 c~ Agency 
on X I ... 

.,. •• ~,,~ 1l 
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0 0 Sfxth Avenue 
t.a ttle. Washington 98101 

ea r Mr. Spencer~ Sus1tna Hydroelectric Project 
Formal A6ency Coordination 

nan 
li!-g r""g 
~ t 

k you for your letter of December 21, 1981; your constructive 
e~t1ons are very much appreciated. I wi11 attem~t to respond 
he {s~y~ you raised: 

- -1 

1. I am enclosing a description of our formal agency .coordination 
plan~ indicating which_agencies will receive which reports. 
Regarding sc.hedule, EPA will be receiving the following 
reports on or around the following dates: STEAO 

~ 

\ - ---.. 
.. 

.-.e:l£ - --

a) Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Options - January 1982 

b) Instream F1 ow Study Plan - February 1 982 

c) Susitna Feasib1lity Study - Harch 1982 

Under separate cover you will be receiving an invitation to 
attend a meeting in ft~chorage on January 21, 1982 explaining 
our Formal Agency Coordinanion Program. 

2. Wetland mapping has been conuucted as part of the study. 
For your information, I am enclosing the 1980 Plant Ecology 
Sumnary Report and a set of vegetat1 on maps. A 11 \'letl ands 
within the proposed impoundment zones (including a one half 
mile buffer) and \'Jithin known borrow area \'Jere mapped, util iz1ng 
the new U.S. Fish and W1ld11fe Service C1ass1f1cat1on (Coward1n 
et. a l • 1979) • 

-. 

c 



Mr-• John R. Spencer Janqary 4, 1982 
page 2 

3. · Project alternatives are discussed 1n the Development Selection 
Report whi~i you have received and will be disuussed further 
1n the Feasibility Study. 

4. Water quality issues and water quantity modeling resul~ w111 
be found 1n the Feas1b1,1ty Study. 

5. Following selection of the access route. the transmission line 
comdor in the central study area has been expanded (as 
indicated on page 7-4 of the Transmission Line Corridor Screening 
Report) to include a larger area on the north side of the. Sus1tna 
River. This will result in a single corr~dor being used for 
both the access route and the transmission line corridor. 1h1s 
was done both to e~uce impacts via access and to avoid the 
large wetland areas on the south side of the Susitna R1verc. 

5. Transmission line routing studies are currently being conduct~d. 
Wetlands 1s a parameter 1n the selection process~ I think yov. 
cafi appreciate, however. 1t w111 not be possible to avoid ali 
wetlands in the area, simply because there are so nt.~.ny. 

Again, thank yod for your comments. If you have further questions, please 
let me know .. 

~tr'tG/jh 

.cc: E. Yould, APA 

-
·---· 

Sincerely yours, 

~·· 
John D .. lawrence 
Project Manager 
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'LASKA POWER 
AUTHORITY 

SUSITNA 

FILE P5700 . ~,•; (,. 

St.9._UENCE NO. l 
. ·)~:,.7,,"' ;. 1 

' ' '·"- , . '~ ~ .. _ 

UNITEO STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
P.O. Bo:c 1668 

December 31, 1981 Juneau, Alaska 99802 

Mre Joh~ D~ Lawrence, Project Manager 
ACRES American Inco,porated 
Consulting Engineers 
The Liberty Bank Building Main at Cour~' 

· Buffa 1 o, New York 14202 

Dear Mr. Lawrence: 

JAN 0 4 1982 

ACR~" fiuitAlti~tlt htbUKPURATED 

We have received the Susitna Hydroelectric Project Environmental Report 
prepared by Terrest·rial Environmenta~ Specialists (TES}. We have limited 
our review of this series of documents to those concerning the fisheries 
studies, i.e., the Surrrnary Annual Report and Fish Ecology Annual K.~port. 

The presentation of 1980 work done by TES towards assessing the impacts 
of development and operations of ·che project on the fishery and propo~ing 
measures to minimize or mitigate adverse impacts was reviewed without 
substantial comment, as much of it \'las very pt"eliminary$ Also, no 
review was made of the 1980 fish ecology program due to delay in pub
lishing the detailed procedures manual. In addition to -~he lack of 
substantial information presented in these reports, we believe the timing 
of this review request mak~s an in-depth agency review inappropriat~. 
The main benefit derived from this review would have been to allow changes 
or redirection o"f efforts to be made in the 1981 field studies. However, 
as of this date, the 1981 environmental studies have bee~ completed. 

We look forward to receiving the 1981 Environmental Studies Annual Reports, 
as these documents should provide the basis for our review of the dr'aft 
Feasibility Report. 

-:-' •
1 

• I Sincerely, 

~~::;_IIi 1 .... ---'~~k&~ 
f_._:~~~-l Robert McVey 
b!_·~~.l~!:. & Alaska Region 
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United States Department of the Interior 

IN REPL V Rer-ER TO: 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
1011 E. TUDOR RD. 

R£CE:IVec 
JJitt 19198 

ACni." "'".:iiiCMIINCORPl'"A 
0 5 JAft 198Z 

WAES 

Mr. Eric Yould 
Executive Director 
Alaska Power Authority 
334 w. Fifth Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Dear Mr. Yould: 

ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99503 
(907) 276-3800 

Mr. John Lawrence of Acres American, in his letter of November 9, 1981, 
requested that we review the Transmission Corridor Report. We offer the 
following comments= 

Although we realize that the Anchorage-Fairbanks Transmission Intertie was 
assessed by Gilbert/Commonwealth and not Acres American, the twc studies 
need to be fully compatible, coordinated, .and unified in a single document 
for submission to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC). 

.ALl$~ i}Q)Wft i 41tUJ'KbRITY 

~~llrN~ 
; 

-· The conclusion of the Intertie study was that it is. justifiable in the 
absence of the Susitna Hydroelectric Projecto However, the Susitna 
Project is not viable without the Intertie. In that we anticipate 
reviewing the Intertie as a component of the Susitna Hydroelectric FERC 
license application, we believe it should be included in the pre-license 
coordination process. 

ftilE PS,. · 
.. II. fiiLJ.. ~ 

S£QUENOE~ 
I F dc:.JJ-J2. 

. ra z :e - ~ 0 c: a: 
;:: 0 In t:: "" (.) 

~ 0 Z· < _, 

DC:W 
t 

<a~ ~\I'' 
C"D • 

J 

II<. 
f"\. .... ..L ~ 

~"" I1Al!1 

"' v.JWH ,~/'{ 
J?S 

I PGH ..- !! 

\J r£,-_ ~ ~ 
SNT I .... 
... 
OWL .. 
MRY 
H.RC 

I ,...,...._ 
•dZic:.; 

., ....; ...::... . la !<-~7 

The extensive public participation workshops undertaken for the Intertie 
were well done and provided for an effective interagency and public 
dialogue. We highly commend the Alaska Power Authority (APA) for that 
programo We recommend that a similar effort be undertaken for the Susitna 
Transmission corridors selection process. 

Land ownership is a potentia:£ major issue and needs to be fully explored. 
It is not evident from this report that a sufficient effort was expended. 
The list of authorities contacted {p 8-3) does not list representatives of 
either the Bureau of Land Management or the Alaska .Department of Natural 
Resources, the principal state and federal land management agencies. 

Remote lakes, such as those in the Matanuska-Susitna Valley, are utilized 
by trumpeter swans for nesting and rearing cygnets during summer and 
fall. Recent data indicate that continued development and disturbance on 
lakes used for nesting is causing birds to abandon certain areas. 
Selection of a transmission corridor should be accomplished cognizant of 
tb~ ~~.::tbit.at rer:uirements and movement patterns of waterfowl .:·md other 
migt?1~ory bird::s • 

t .• ~ ~ ~· ~ I -
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Mr. Eric Yould Page 2 

As required by the Endangered Species Act (87 Stat. 884, as amended}~ the 
FERC, or their designee, should formally request a list of threatened or 
endangered species from this agency. If the list indicates that these spe~ies 
are present in the project area~ FERC is required under Section 7(c) to 
conduct a Biological Assessment. This assessment would identify any listed 
or proposed threatened or endangered species and discuss potential project 
related impacts. The assessment is to be complet~d within 180 days ~fter 
retceipt of the official list, unless a t5.me extension is mutually agreed 
upon •. It should be noted, that this work toward the assessment may have 
already been completed through your previous investigations, and should be 
included as part of the Environmental Impact Statement for the project. In 
any event, no contract for physical cons·tructi.on may be entered into and no 
physical construction may begin until the Biological Assessment is completed~ 
If the conclusions dr~wn from the Biological Assessment indicate that endan
gered or threatened species are likely to be affected by the construction 
project, FERC is required by Section 7(a) to request formal consultation. 

Management of the transmission line right-of-way (ROW) could result in positive 
or.~egative habitat value impacts. In certain situations clearing of the 
entire ROW width can.be undertaken to enhance moose browse. In other places 
minimal habitat disturbance may.be the most appropriate management. Once 
transmission corridors have been agreed to~ discussions as 'to appropriate 
habitat ma~gement practices should.be initiated with the f\TS and the Alaska 
Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G). Clearing for the purpose of enhancing 
moose· browse should only be done after an on-gro,1nd evaluation by the ADF&G 
and Alaska Plant Materials Center to ensure that vegetation within that 
corridor can be enhanced by clearing. 

Where th~ proposed alignment follows the existing highway, railroad, or 
utility corridors~ the potential for disturbances to wildlife habitats would 
be min~zed. Access to the dams should be fully coordinated with transmission 
line routing. Access corridors which serve a dual purpose in regard to 
project access needs would be highly desirable from several decision-making 
criteria. 

Public access to the damsites and thr~ugh the Upper Susitna Val~ is a 
complex and a controversial subject and we believe this issue should be given 
thorough evaluation in the selection of access routes, mode of access, trans
mission line routing, and method of maintenance access for the transmission 
lines. How construction- and maintenance-related access is obtained to a 
great extent determines the project-related wildlife and socioeconomic impacts. 
Construction and maintenance of transmission lines should not provide for 
additional public access·over that provided by the dam access route. 

We concur with the teport conclusion that of the three corridor alternatives 
presented for Healy to Fairbanks, segment ABC is the most acceptable. Our 
preference would be for the transmission line to closely parallel and when
ever possible to share the existing Healy-Fairbanks transmission line ROW. 
Also, we believe that an addition~l alte~native, that of sharing the railroad 
ROW, should be evaluated. 

We concur with the Acres American position that segment AEF is the least 
desirable alternative of those presented for the Willow to Anchorage 
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Mr. Eric Yould Page 3 

segm~nt. We also agree that segment AS would have extensive adverse 
envi~onmental impacts. However, we believe further study should be 
undertaken to evaluate corridor options from Willow to Palmer which are 
closely aligned with the highway or other existing ROW's. 

Mitigation for transmission line construction and maintenance impacts 
would need to be incorporated into the overall mitigation program for the 
project. In addit.ion to recommendations emanating from aforementioned 
points we would expect recommendations such as the following to be 
incorporated into the plan: 

(1) Should any eagle nest be found in specific siting of the iine, a 
330-foot windfirm buffer would be established around the nest trees; 

(2) winter construction would be used in wetlands to minimize adverse 
impacts and in the vicinity of rivers so crossing can be by ice 
bridges; 

(3) helicopters would be used to construct and maintain the transmission 
line in areas not easily accessible from ex-isting roads, trails, 
railroads, or planned ground access for which the primary purpose 
~ould not be related to the transmisson line; 

(4) where overland maintenance access is adopted, such access would be 
minimized to no more than one route between major stream crossitigs or 
other geographic barriers; and 

(5) 100-foot-wide vegetation buffers remain along all streams and rivers 
crossed by the tran~mission lines. 

Specific comments: 

1.2 Existing Transmission Systems in the R~!Pelt: The implication of 
including the Glennallen-Valdez transmission system is that the Susitna 
Hydroelectric Project would serve this area. If this is the intention, 
the~ transmission line corridor alternatives to interconnect with the 
Glennallen-Valdez system need to be evaluated and circulated for review. 

5o6 Description of Corridors 

(c) 

(1) 

Northern Study Area 

Corridor One - Healy to Fairbanks via Parks Highway: Paragraph 4. 
We do notJbtelieve that the option of closely paralleling and sharing 
rights-of-way with the existing Healy-Fairbanks transmisson line 

·should have been dropped from further consideration prior to public 
and agency participation. 

Table 5.1 Technical, Economic, and Environmental Criteria Used in Corridor 
Selection: Additional environmental selection criteria should be: minimize 
wetland impacts; minimize river crossings; minimize visual, esthetic impacts; 
minimize impacts on natural systems; minimize erosion; and minimize impacts on 
existing life styles. 
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Mr. Eric Yould Page 4 

6.4 Reliability - Access: The proposed construction and maintenance access 
needs to be presentede Also a discussion of the proposed method of 
constructi.on for the different segments. 

6.5 Screening Criteria 

(a) Technical Screening Criteria 

(i) Primary Aspects: Topography: Steep terrain would increase erosion 
potential and would thus 'oe a negative environmental factor. 

(ii) Secondary Aspects: Vegetation and Clearing: Heavily forested areas 
need not be cleared. Selective cutting and topping of trees are 
environmentally and esthetically more acceptable. Habitat modifica
tion to enhance values for target species should be thoroughly 
evaluated. Also, clearing of bankside vegetation is not generally 
considered an acceptable procedure. 

(b) Economic Screening Criteria 

(i) Primary Aspects: Right-of-Way: Paragraph 3~ Refer to comments 
above (6.5(a)(ii)). 

e 

(c) ~vironmental Screening Criteria: Enhancem~nt opportunities as well 
as potential negativg impacts to fish and wildlife resources should 
be evaluated in relat.ionship to habitat modificationo In addition, 
r~fer to comments above (Table · 5 .1).. ~ ~-

(ii) Secondary Aspects: Length: The consideration that the longer the 
transmission line the greater the environmenal constraints is not 
borne out by experience. Minimizing adverse environmental impa.cts 
can usually be achieved by closely paralleling or sharing existing 
transportation or utility ROW's. This rarely results in the shortest 
transmission line. 

Soils: It should be recognized that scarification of the land would 
not be considered an environmentally acceptable procedure. 

Cultural Resources: Contacts should be made with the appropriate 
state and federal agencies. Contact.should be initiated with the 
National Park Service and the Alaska Department of Natural 
Resources. 

Vegetation: Proper timing of construction wc;uld help to minimize 
impacts~ 

Fishery Resources: Refer to comments"immediately above. Secondary 
impacts related to increased access also need to be examined. 

Wildlife 1tesources: Increased access c.ould ha'Ve serious secondary 
iipacts such as increased hunting pressure 4nd increased human/ 
wildlife conflicts. 

-
-=r-=1r2rn'IP> 



!fr. Eric Yould Page 5 

7. Conclusions and Recommendations: The Anchorage-Fairbanks Transmission 
Inte~tie study should be fully--integrated into the Susitna Hydroelectric 
Project Transmission Line Corridor report. The entire package should be 
~irculated for public and agency review .. 

Thank you for the oppclrtuni ty to review and comment on the Transmission 
Corridor Report. 

Sincerely, 

~~~~ 
~ :.AII'I.iit dlie~ional Director 

cc: FWS-ROES, WAES, NAES 
Quentin Edson/FERC 
RMPS, EPA, NPS, IitM, USGS, ADEC, ADF&G. AEIDC 
Carson/ADNR 
Lawrence/Acres American 
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Mr. John A. Morrison 
Acting Assistant Regional Director 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
1011 East Tudor Road 
Anchorage, AK 99503 

Dear Mr. Morrison: 

April 14, 1982 
P5700.11.71 

T.1647 

Sus1tna Hydroelectric Project 
Transmission Line Corridor 
Screening Report 

Thank .you for your letter of January 5, 19f3·2. to Mr. Eric Yould, conmen1;1ng 
on the Transmission L1ne Corridor Report. The flurry of activity 1n 
producing the Sus1tna Hydroelectric Project Feas1b111ty Report has delayed 
this response for which I apologize. 

I will attempt to address, in the same order, the issues you raised in 
your 1 etter: 

1. The 1ntert1e is a separate transmission line and does not require an 
FERC license. The intert1e will be constructed, operating, and carrying 
non-Sus1tna generatad power prior· to canp1et1on of the Sus1tna Project. 
The Sus1tna Project will only require add1t1ona1 of lines to the existing 
1ntert1e right-of-way. We are currently discussing with FERC if these 
new lines wi11 be under FERC jurisd1cat1on. 

2e The transmission 11ne route selection 1s not being addressed through 
separate meetings but through the public and agency meetings ocaurring 
in March and April. The results of these meetings w111 provide input 
to the decision making process as to final route selection. 

3. Land ownership by major category was provided for the entire trans
mission line study area on maps developed by the resource planners of 
CIRI/HN. Th1s material was utilized in the corridor screening and 
route selection process. TES discussed the location of the transmission 
lines with Art Hosr.erman and John Rego of BL~1 and Dean Brown, Michael 
Franger, and Linda Arndt, among others, of DNR. 

4. ADF&G and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service were contacted during 
this study. ADF&G was provided a copy of the preliminary routing study 
and their comments incorporated in the final route selection. Bruce 
Conant of the U.S. Fish and H1ld11fe Service in Juneau, who conducted 
recent swan nesting surveys, was also contacted and the information 
provided utilized in the corridor selection. 
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Mr. John A. Morrison April 14, 1982 
u.s. Fish and W11d11fe Service - 2 

5. With regard to endangered species, ADF&G personnel were contacted to 
obtain infonnat1on on known location and habitats of these species 
within the study area. The corridors reflect consideration of this 
data. F~qc w111 conduct the Section 7 consultation process. 

6. Resource agency requirements regarding r1ght-of~ay management will be 
incorporated into construction and maintenance activities through the 
penn1tt1ng process. 

7. Sfnce publication of the transmission line corridor screening report, 
further studies on both the corridors between the dam sites and th~ 
access route studies have been conducted. The access route report, to 
be issued in Apr11a·concludes the most environmentally acceptable 
route between the two dam sites ia on the north side of the Susftna 
River. In order .to utilize a common corridor, it is riow planned to 
~lace the transmission 11nes on the north side of the Sus1tna River; 
this routing is contained 1n the SusitnA Draft Feasibility Report. 
Should proposed access routing change, consideration. w111 be given to 
moving the transmission line route to maintain the common corridor 
concept. 

8. We agree that public access is a complex and controversial subject. 
We experienced the wide range of opinions on this subject when con
ducting public meetings on the access route. Decisions on extent of 
public access will be made 1n the broader forum of the permitting 
process which includes concerns of the resource management agencies. 

9. Due to existing land use, aesthetic and lifestyle constra1nts, con
sideration was given to paralleling existing r1ghts-of-way and utilizing 
existing access points whenever possible. The existing Healy-Fairbanks 
transmission line was the focus of studies 1n the northern study area. 
Closely paralletdgg this 11ney the Parks Highway or the railroad right
of-way was considered but rejected due to the extent and severity of 
resultant impacts. These impacts were: the need to renove buildings 
located adjacent to these corridors; placement of conspicuous trans
mission facilities in the foreground v1ewshed of existing houses; and 
placement of transm~,sion facilities in the foreground v1ewshed of the 
n.aj or tr.uve 1 corridors of the ra i 1 be 1 t reg1 on. 

10. Consideration of alternatives south and east of Willow, including those 
aligned with existing rights-of-way~ was undertaken in the corridor 
selection process. Due to the presence of the proposed capital site, 
topographic limitations, and existing land use limitation, especially 
in the area from Eklutna to Anchorage. it was concluded routing options 
to the south and west of Willow would result in fewer environmental 
1mpacts. 

11. As mentioned above, the pe~itting process wi11 incorporate resource 
agency requirements regarding right-of-way clearing and maintenance. The 
techniques you mention may be stipulations to construction with which the 
Power Authority \tould comply. 
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Mr. John A. r·1orr1 son 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

. ' ·~·. ':" .. 

April 14, 1982 
- 3 

12. It 1s not the-intention for the Susitna Hydroelectric Project to 
provide service to the Glennallen-Valdez.area fn the near futurea If 
service was provided, 1t would be based on economics and need; current 
load forecasts indicate no such needs until after the year 2000. 

136 See response number 9 regarding the Healy-Fairbanks 11ne. 

14. With the exception of existing lifestyle, all the technical environ
mental criteria you suggest be added to Table 5.1 for corridor selection 
were utilized in the corridor screan1ng process as discussed on Pages 
6-5 through 6-9 and displayed in Tables 6.4, 6.5, and 6.6. . 

15. Acc.ess for construction and maintenance wi-1 1 be defined following final 
right-of-way selection. Tl~ corridor selection process has resulted 
in much of the proposed corridor being located in close proximity to 
existing secon8ary roads, survey lines, tractor trails, or ex1st1ng 
transmission lines, thereby reducing access needs. 

16. Steep terrain was considered as a negati.ve envirornnental factor as 
discussed on Page 6-7. 

17. Clearing needs will be more fully evaluated following f1jht-of-way 
selection. 

18. The result of the corridor screen1ng report was the selection of 
corridors several miles in width. A f1na1 right-of-way, 400-700 feet 
wide, w111 be se 1 ected at a 1 ater date. Enhancement opportunities wi 11 
be considered when salect1ng this f1na1 right-of-way. 

19. We agree that longer length of a transmission line does not necessarily 
mean greater environmental impacts. TThe wording on Page 6-6 reflects 
th1s, stating 11A longer line will require more construction activity 
than a shorter line, w111 disturb nrore land area, and will have a 
greater inherent (underlining added) probability of encounte~ing 
environmental constraints ... 

ZO. Construction procedures will be designed to minimize scarification. 
The permitting process may result in stipiuations to prevent or mitigate 
scarification. 

21. The Nat1ona1 Park Service and the State Historic Preservation Offices 
wi11 be contacted regarding cultural resources. 

22. I assume your comment regarding proper timing of construction would 
minimize vegetation impacts refers to winter construction in wetlands. 
Th1s.1s recanmended as a mitigation technique on Page 7-6 of the 
report. 

...... 
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~1r. John A. Morrison 
U.S. Fish and Wi1d11fe Service 

!pr11 14, 1982 
- 4 

23. The opportunities for increased access, where desirable, and for 
restricted access (through use of discontinuous access roads, physical 
barriers, etc.) will be considered during right-of-way selection. The 
requirements of the resource management agencies wf11 be included in the 
permitting process which w111 result in a decision on the extent of 
public access to be allowed • 

I appreciate your comments on our report and hope tn~se responses are 
satisfactory. In summary, addttiona1 studies and m1t1gat1~n planning wi11 
be conaucted in the near future; this reviewed report and the Feasibility 
Report mark the beginning of this process. 

lli:ccv 

Sincerely, 

John lawrence 
Proj tM:t f~anager 
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Dear 

I am enclosing for your review the following reports prepared by the 
Alaska Depa.rtment of Fish and Game for the Susitna Hydroelectric 
Project: 

1. Final Draft Report, Adult Anadramous Fisheries Project 

2. Resident and Juvenile Anadramous Fish Invest1gations on the Lower 
Susi tn1a River 

3. Aquat~ic Habitat Investigations. 

These reports are provided for your information only; they are not part 
of our formal Agency Coordination Program. Co~ments are not requested 
but will certainly be accepted. 

Sincerely, 
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Preceding Letter Sent To: 

Mr. Al Carson 
Division of Research & Development 
Department of Natural Resources 
323 East Fourth Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 
Mr. Bradley Smith 
Environmental Assessment Division 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Federal Building & U~S .. , .. .:41r"t House 
701 C Street, Box 43 
Anchorage, Alaska 99513 
Mr. Michae 1 S"cott · ·~=-.~~,_ __ _ 

District Fisheries Biologist 
U.S. Bureau of Land Management 
4700 East 72nd Street 

------------------~A~n~ch~o~r~a~g~e~,~A~la~s~k~a~~9~95~0~7------------------~=------------------------
Mr. Gary Stackhouse 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
1011 East Tudor Road 
Anchorage, Alaska 99502 

7 Mr.. Carl Y an ag awa 
Regional Supervisor for Habitat Division 
Alaska Department of Fish & Game 
333 Raspberry Road 
Anchorage, Alaska 99502 
Ms~ Judl Schwarz 
Environmental Evaluation Branch 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region X 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, Washington 98101 
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Nr. Gary Stackhouse 
U. S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
1101 E. Tudor Road 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Dear Gary: 

ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY 

April 15, 1901 

Attached is a copy of our report to the Legislature as promised by me 
earlier ~~is week. I am also send1ug a copy to Bruce Apple. 

Bruce tells me he has a copy of the Plan of Study.. Since these are an 
endangered species. I would appreciate it 1f you would share his copy as 
you structure your shopping lfst of areas of concern. 

FOR THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

Attact!nent: As noted 

-===••"C''!!*' 

Sincerely, 

David D. Hozni.tk 
ProJect Enginee~ 

CONCUR: 

ow 
RAM 
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AlASKA POHER AUTHORITY 

f·1s. Judy Schvartz 
Environmental Evaluation Branch 
Hail Stop 443 
Region 10. EPA 
1200 6th Avenue 
Seattle~ Washington 98101 

Dear Ms. Schwartz: 

Apri 1 15 , 1981 

A~tached 1s a mid-point report on Susitn& Hydrn~1ectric Project. It is 
forwarded for your information in ·response to your earlier expression of in
terest w1th1n the context of the Susitna Hydroelectric Project Steering 
Comn1ttee. 

! have asked Mr .. Allan Carson, the Chairman of that corrrnitte~, to forw(\f'\1 
meeting minutes to you and to ensure that you are advised of sch~duled meetingse 

FOR THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

Attachment: As noted 

cc: Allan Carson w/o attachment 

Sincerely, 

Davfd 0.- Wozniak 
Project Engineer 

CONCUR: 

DW 
RAM 
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December 4, 1981 

ite: 1130-13 

Job~ D. Lawrence 
Project Manager 
Acres American, Ineu 

D!VISIOH OF P.A.RI<S 

The Liberty Bank Building, Main at Cou~t 
~uffalo, New York 14202 

De~r Hr. Lawrence: 

JAYS. HAMMOND, GOVE.RNO.R 

519 WAREHOUSE DR.~ SUITE 210• 
ANCHORAGE, .ALA-!KA 99501 

PHOI'JE: 274.,.675 

Ye have revie~·ed the 1980 reports by the University. of Alaska. Museum dealing 
~itb the cultural resources of the Susitna Hydroelectric project area. Th~_ 
report documents the survey activitie8 conducted <Juring 1980 which adequately 
act:oni-plish the tasks _outlined in the proposed work plan. The sampli.ag plan 
designed on th~ ~asis of geomorphic features and known use areas seems t~ have 
.surpa,ssed OU.;I' expectations of site incidence in the are<!. · The report shows 
'Chii't the first.level inventt'li:)' was very competently conducted and recorded. 
The second year activities as outlin~d in the procedures manual was accom
plished in the 1981 field season a~cording to ioformation gained through 
verbal coinmuoication with the principle archaeological investigators. We: 
understand that the field research strategy was changed slightly from that 
expected due to i!'lformation gaioed during 1980. These changes appear to have 
mort! directly addressed problems ~;bich surfaced during the course of analysis · 
of th~ 19BO data. A final review of the 1981 results aod reports will hav~ to 
auai t receipt gf that d-ocument. ' 

~e feel that the steps ta.ken thus far iil the cultural resource management of 
the project h~ve been excellent and oce of the fe~ instances of adequate lead 
time. We uould 1ike to !Dake the o'bservation that the \.Jork thus f~r is only 
preliminary to the wo~k y~~ o~~ded for the Susitoa Hydroelectric project. 
P.e(."on.oai:ssance and testiiJg of yet t-o be- ex2mined areas should continue.. The 
clearances of specific areas o~ disturbance pro~ided as additional survey by 
tbe Husewn should indicate the cont.ioued need for cl~arances of .ancillary 
projects which could affect cultural resourcesr Also~ a formal mitigation· 
plan for those sites to be affected by the project must be formulated. Once 
definite decisions ou tbe route of access to the project area from existing 
road systems are made, those access routes aod m~te~ial sites must be examined 
for conflicts and oeeds for m:iti.gatic-tl. !$suao<;e of a pet-mit by t.be Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission should and ptob~bly \.Jill include prov;isioos 
'\pecifying under feder~l ]a\.f tbe need for su..:b r~rotection. 
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Joh~ D. La~rcoce 

December 4, 1981 
Page 2 -

If you have any questions regarding our cornmeal~ contained here, please call 
as. We look forwa,rd to I"eceiving the report on 1981 field work. 

Sincerely, 

Chip Dennelein 
Director 

~"l~.;--. Sh?r 
Preservation Officer 

cc: D~Eo James Dixon 
Curator of Archaeology 
University-of Alaska Museum 
University of Alaska 
Fairbanks. Alaska 99701 

Eric Yould. 
Executive Director 
Alaska Po~er Authority 
333 W. 4th Avenue 
Anchorage. Alaska 99501 

• 
·~ 
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Colonel Lee R. Nunn 
Department of the Army 
Alaska District, Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 7002 
Anchorage, AK 99510 

February 19, 1982 
P5700.11 .. 92 

Tl519 

Dear Colonel Nunn: Susitna Hydroelectric Project 
·plant·Ecology·Report· · · · · · · 

Thank you for your letter of February 1 regarding your review of the 
following reports: Environmental Summary Annual Report • 1980, Development 

. Selection Report, and Transmission Line Corridor Screening C1ose Out Report. 

As a result of your corrunent concerning ·wetlands, I am .:;nclosing for your 
information a copy of the 1980 Plant Ecology Report which more specifically 
addresses the wetlands issue. A1so enclosed is a copy of the ·vegetation 
and wetlands maps which are referred to in tP~ report. 

+Ab 
Thank you again for your letter. 

MG:ccv 
Enclosures 

cc: E. Yould - APA 

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED 

-



~CrL. Re:c.• t>· ·a} I t1/82 Pft~ 
a. e : Bnc. e;:-_:~teJ.tS-sJ 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 

WAES 

JOJ-\u ~AvbE.tJ 

United States Department of the Interior 
JIM 'PL.VMHE.R. 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE STEvE FA.Vt.. '( 
101 J E. TUDOR RD. 

ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99503 
(907) 276-3800 

1 7 AUG 1982 

Eric p. ~ould 
Executive Director 
Alaska Potier Authorit:y 
334 w. 5th Avenue, 2nd Floor 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Dear Mr. Yould: 

. 
The_Alaska Power Authority (APA), by letter dated 29 July 1982, requested 
commefits from the Fish and Wildlife Service (fWS) regarding construction 
access alternatives for the proposed Susitna Hydroelectric Project.. We hope, 
with this letter, to convey our immediate concerns regarding this subject to 
facilitate your decision-making. This letter should not be construed as 
providing in ~ our concerns related to project access. We fully intend to 
provide suhstan.ti.ve comments on this, and related issues, upon receipt of the 
draft Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) license application Exhibit 
E. (Federal Register Vol. 46, No. 219, November 13, 1981). 

The FWS has expressed, through our participation on the Susitna Hydroelectric 
Steering Committee (SHSC) (letters dated 26 March 1981 and 5 November 1982), 
concerns as to the direction and emphasis which this issue has taken. 
It is apparent that the APA has been lead to the present 3~access alternatives 
by the conclusion that power must be the forthcoming in 1993. Presently, the 
1993 deadline is constraining the overall decision-making process and the 
orderly progress of various studies on project feasibility and environmental 
impacts and alternativesu The External Review Panel, in their Report, 
presented to the Board of Directors, Alaska Power Authority on 15 April 1982, 
did not acknowledge the 1993 mandate~ prefering to state that: 

"The arrival of any opportune time to proceed with construction will 
depend on critical iss.ues of finance and marketing of power which cannot 
now be accurately forecast. Our recommendation is that tender documents 
with all supporting geotechnical investigations and design studies be 
developed. We estimate that a total period of three to four years will be 
required for this phase of work. The project will then be ready to be 
implemented whenever the financial climate for contracting becomes 
favorable. ·The advantages ~f proceeding in this manner are: 

(1) The economic benefits of being ready for financing; 
{2) the momentum of the ongoing study and an informed staff; and 
{3) the ability to avoid a crash design program. 
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The disadvaHtagc is the small risk of loss of the design costs in the 
event that, for some reason, the project is never built. 

• • • This Panel is of the opinion that the economic climate l·lill 
eventually indicate that it is advisable to proceed witl: the construction 
of the Susitna project and at that time it will be in the best interests 
of the State of Alaska to develop this important natural resource." 

Given the above the Fl\'S continues to endorse the views expressed in the 
Steering Committee letter dated 5 November: 

.. The SHSC agrees with the Terrestrial Environmental Specialists, Inc. 
position that access via ~he Al~ska Railroad to Gold Creek is 
environmentally preferable. Railroad access to at least Devil Canyon 
would alleviate the need for a staging area at Gold Creek and the 
consequent human activity, land use) fuel spills, and other impacts on the 
Gold Creek areao We recognize that a staging area at Devil Canyon would 
be required in any case. The use of this area as the terminus of a 
railroad appears to make a great deal of sense. Additionally, we feel 
that the south side route from Gold Creek to Devil Canyon is preferable 
since a trail already exists there. From De~51 Cariyon to Watana, we 
prefer a route on the north side of the Susitna River • • • • If feasible 
we generally prefer a rail mode of access to and within the project site. 

The SHSC identified three (3) environmentally sensitive areas that should 
be avoided. Those are: 

1. The routes from the Denali Highway. 

3. 

The route crossing the Indian River and through wetlands to the 
Parks Highway. 

The route on the south side of the Susitna River from Devil 
Canyon to the proposed Watana dam site., 

••• Use of rail as the access mode increases the potential for 
management and control of socioeconomic and environmental impacts. 
Maximized rail use provides for the following advantages over road access: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

s. 

Maintains a maximum range of future decision options. 

Provides for control of worker impacts on local communities and 
wildlife. 

Decreases the potential of hazardous material spills due to 
adverse weather conditions and multiple handlit1g,. 

Disturbance to wildlife adjacent to the route can he more easily 
contr"olled. 

Direct access right-of-way related habitat losses c&n be 
significantly limited." 

_j 
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W~ believe that rail, in conjunction witl1 air access, would provide dependable 
se;vicc· and that a redundant system of rail and road is not a necessary pro
ject feature and, as stated above, is environmentally undesirable. 

An assessment of corridor route alternatives must weigh the potential impacts 
of borrow sites and access to tbese sites, aL1 transmission line(s) routing 
and maintenance. Access corridors which serve a dual, or triple, purpose in 
regard to those other project access needs would be highly desirable from all 
decision-making criteria. 

Public access to the damsites and through the Upper Susitna Valley is a 
complex and a controversial subject. and we believe this issu~ .should be given 
thorough evaluation in the selection of·access routes, mode of access, trans
mission line routing, and method of maintenance access for the transmission 
lines. How construction and maintenance related access is obtained to a great 
extent determines the project-related wildlife and socioeconomic impacts. 

The following comments are provided in light of our concerns and are not an 
endorsement of these routing alternatives. 

Alterna_>ive 17 

Terrestrial Environmental Specialists, Inc. expressed the opinion that the 
Denali Highway alternatives should ~ot be considered. The view that the risk 
of substantial negative i~pact to the Nelchina caribou herd from a Denali 
Highway route is high has also been expressed by Karl Schneider, Research 
Coordinator, Susitna Hydroelectric Big Game Studies, Alaska Department of Fish 
and Game. We concur. There may be a difference of opinion amongst partici
pants in the Susitna Hydroelectric Project Study as to the extent of the 
risk. However, we must conclude that the Nelchina caribou herd could be 
substantially negatively impacted by an access route connecting the Denali 
Highway to the Watana camp; and that these risks are avoidable. 

In addition to potential risk to the caribou, the Denali route cuts across 
valuable moose, brown bear, and black bear habitat between the Watana camp and 
Deadman Lake. Although no major river crossings would be involved, numerous 
small river and ·tributary crossings would need to occur along this route and 
could pose .extensive problems to numerous vir~in grayling fisheries. 

Alternative 16 

A southern routing between the dam sites could intersect movements of large 
numbers of brown bears to and from Prairie Creek. The upper Prairie Creek, 
Stephan Lake, and the Fog Lakes regions support large year-round moose concen
trations. Impacts to furbearers and waterfowl also appear to be less 
avoidable in a southern routing between Watana and Devil Canyon in comparison 
to a northern access route. 

- _j . 
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\ole favor an access route to the north of t lh.: Susi tn4i River be t\~een tht- t\·W darn 
sites. How~ver, we cannot endorse the proposed ro~ting. Given the stated 
rationale that the siting of the Devil Canyon dam was partially an attempt to 
avoid adversely impacting the important salmonid fishery of Portage Creek we 
are highly concerned to~ith any plans to place a road in close proximity to the 
creek for approximately 1 mile. This places th~ fishery in a highly 
,·ulnerable position in respect to erosion and hazardous spillse 

In summary, the FWS recommends: 

1. That justification for the power-on-line in 1993 planning objective be 
clarified. 

2. Rail access into the project site, to the exclusion of a road connection, 
with routing north of the Susitna River between the two dam sites. 

3. That alter-natives for borrow sites and their access, and transmission 
line(s) routing be provided so that they can be considered in conjunction 
with construction access routing. 

4. That public access to the upper Susitna basin should be evaluated within 
the context of the projecf's need to minimize, to the e~tent possible, 
adverse impacts to fish and wildlife, and their habitats. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

Aaistau' /Regional Director 

cc: FWS-ROES,WAES 
Quentin Edson/FERC 
APA, NMFS, EPA, NPS, USGS, ADEC, AEIDC 
ADF&G, Hab. Div., Su Hydro/Aquatic Studies 
Robin Sener/LGL 
AP A Board 1-fembers 
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United States .Dcpartrnent of the Interior 
NATJONAL PARK SERVJC'·. 

l762l(ARO-PCR) 

Dr. E. James Dixon, Jr. 
Curator of Archeology 
University of ATa:s.Jca Museum 
University of Alaska 
Fairbanks. Al'aska 99701 

Dear Dr. Dixon: 

Alaska Regional Office 
540 West Fifth Avenue 

Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

OCT 2 2 1982 

Our staff has examined the Susitna Hydroelectric Project cultural resources 
final report, in particular the identification and testing program elements of 
the research designi,. and find these and their field application to be very 
adequate methods; and procedures for the discovery and evaluation of archeologi
cal and histort~a·1i resources in the project area. Consultation betw2en our 
s_taff archeologists and project personnel from the University of Alaska Museum 
and Acres Arneri.cart, as you well know, have occurred several times since the 
project • s i ncef,l'ti:on, and we have thus been kept abreast of most developments 
relating to. cultural resources management matters. We hope that the level of 
identification·,~ testing, and evaluation conducted to date continues as the 
project proceeds, to assure the highest levels of resource pt:otection and 
complianc~ with Federal and State historic preservation law. 

We look forward to eva1u;Ating your mitigation plan for cultura1 resources 
occurring in the project area. . 

Sincerely, 

Regional Director 
Alaska Region 

cc: 
Floyd Sharrock, Alaska Regional Office 

(r 

•• 

_j 



I 

I 

I 

I 

'I 

I 

I 
:I· 

' 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

I 
I 

I 

·.-.---··--' 

NOV - 21982 
United States Department of the Interipr 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
Alaska Regional Office 
540 West Fifth Avenue 

IN UPLY una. TO: Anchorage, A 1 aska 99501 

l7621(ARO-PCR) 

Dr. E. James Dixon, Jr~ 
Curator of Ar·cheology 
University of Alaska Museum 
University of Alaska 
Fairbanks, Alaska 99701 

Dear Vr. Dixon: 

OCT 2 2 1982 

Our staff has examined the Susitna Hydroelectric Project cultural resources 
~inal report, in pa~ticular the identification and testing program elements of 
the research design, and find these and their field application to be very 
adequate methods and procedures for the discovery and evaluation of archeologi-
cal and historical resources in the project area. Consultation between our 
staff archeologists and project personnel from the University of Alaska Museum 
and Acres American, as you well know, have occurred several times since·the 
project•s inception, and we have thus been kept abreast of most developments 
relating to cultural resources management matters. We hope that the level of 
identification, testing, and evaluation conducted to date continues as th~--~-----
project proceeds, to assure the highest levels of resource protection·and 
compliance with Federal and State historic preservation law. 

We look forward to evaluating your mitigation plan for cultural resources . 
occurring in the project area. 

Sincerely, 

Regional Director 
Alaska Region 

cc: 
Floyd Sharrock, Alaska Regional Office 
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NOTES OF MEETING 

DATE: Apri1 6, 1981 PROJECT.NUMBER: AAI 218 

LOCATION: DNR, Division of Minerals and Energy Manage.rnent; 703 W. Northern 
lights Blvd •• Anchorage 

ATTENDEES: Glenn Harrison, Director; Division of Minerals and Energy 
Management. J.O. Barnes, R.J. Krogseng, TES 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION: 

Mr. Barnes gave a short presentation summarizing the history of the Susitna 
Project and the role of Acres and TES in the present studies being conducted 
fer the Alaska Power Authgri~. 

Mr. Harrison responded that his divisions·main interests involved coal, oil 
and gas~d that he foresaw few probl~~s that ~he Susitna project would 
cause in his areas of interest. 

Mr. Harrison felt that the project "sounds good 18 and was well thought out. 

Mr. Harrison also commented that it would be good, as far as his division 
was concerned~ to have some roads built into the Susitna area. 

Mr. Harrison stated that he appreciated the meeting and that he would like 
to be.kept informed on a periodic basis. 

-
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NOTES OF MEETING 

DATE: April 6, 1981 PROJECT NUMBER: AAI 218 

LOCATION: Alaska Department of Transportation, Aviation Building, Anchorage 

ATIENDEES: Jay Bergstrand, DOT, Area Planner; J.O. Barnes and R.J. Krogseng, 
TES 

SUHMARY OF DISCUSSION:· 

Jeff Ba.rnes outlined the history of the Susitna Project and Acres and TES's 

role in the present studies. Mr. Bergstrand was familar with the project 
and had been present at some of the Susitna project meetings. 

Mr. Bergst'rand requested a copy of the Envi ronmenta 1 Annua 1 Reports, and 
he was referred to Nancy Blunck•s office at APA. 

Mr. Bergstrand asked about transmission line high voltage effects~ fish 
"' passage problems around the dams; what was planned for disposing of the 

timber in the impoundment areas, and was burning being considered as a 
mitigation measure for moose? 

Mr. Bergstrand was particularly interested in the planning process for Access 
Roads, Transmission Line routes and transportation corridors .. He showed us 
proposed routes for new roads in the Lower Susitna Basin Jnd we discussed 
where they would cross the proposed transmission lin~;. 

- .. - .. -~-

Mr. Bergstrand requested more informatio~ regarding the impact and amount 
of flying activity during the study and construction periods the Susitna 
Projec~ would have on the Talkeetna Airport. This information would be 
used to ascertain if the state would have to provide more services at the 
Talkeetna airport. ( A 1ette~ requesting this information was sent to 
Mr. Brownfield of Acres on April 16, 1981). 

P!"epared by~~ 
.. J. K gsengpES 



' -i.J·- •"·' '· 

Page 2 

Mr. Baya inquired about the status of legislatiY.e funding to cover the rest 
of Phase I studies and the transition period • 

• 

Mr. Baya wanted ta know if any incremental instream flow work was being done 
on the Susitna River by the state. 

Mr. Baya feels that more attention needs to be paid to instream flow impacts. 
the effects can be far-reaching. He pointed out that the move of the state 
capitol, urban growth of Anchorage and the Mat-Su,.the proposed causeway to 
Point MacKenzie, all could cause serious impacts and need to be considered in 
a regional planning effort. He also pointed out the need to recognize the 
seconda~ impacts that a large supply of hydroelectric power would cause. 

Mr. Baya pointed out that the Fish and Wildlife Service will be asked by the 
Secretary (of Interior) to respond with comments during the FERC review process. 
The F&WS also has the requirement to coordinate fish and wildlife view points 
from the different agencies. Mr. Baya feels that the Susitna project has moved 
forward too far without funding for Fish and Wildlife Service participation. 
He would like to have a man assigned full time to the Susitna project to 
monitor the stu~ies and keep him up to date because in the near future he will 
have to ask himself "can I sign off on that?• 

Mr. Baya feels that the APA needs to find a way to get the F&WS actively involved. 
They need money to finance a staff position (approximately $50 - 60,000 a man 
year). Normally when the Corps of Engineers have a project they would give the 
F&WS money eve~ six months through an allocation transfer. 

Mr. Baya commented that recent cu\:backs have caused problems and will probably 
result in a reduction in staff. In spite of these problems Mr. Baya said 11We 
want to help plan a sound program ...... we don't want to be obstructionists. •• 
•.~.but without funding for a full time position it will be virtually impossible 
to completly review the study in a short period of time. 

Mr. Baya commented that in projects in the Lower 48 states they have found that 
often they had not 1 ooked far enough down the road to be aware of a 11 of the 
impacts; For instancelt along the Mississippi River the 5tate of Mississippi 
is 'losing 16 miles of Delta every year, because river channelization is dumping 
sediments in deep water instead of spreading them over the delta areas. 
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NOTES OF MEETING 

DATE: April 7, 1981 PROJECT NUMBER: AAI 218 

LOCATION: USF&WS, Tudor Road, Anchorage 
ATTENDEES: Keith Baya, Assistant Area Director F&WS; Kevin Young, Acres; 

J.D. Barnes and R.J. Krogseng, TES. 

SU~~RY OF DISCUSSION: 
Mr. Baya was recently assigned to Alaska so Mr. Barnes's presentation covered 
the history of the Susitna Project, the ~ole of Acres and TES in performing the 
studies for the Alaska Power Authority, and an outline of the studies in 
progress to ne1p bring Mr. Baya up-to~date on the project~ 

Mr. Baya appreciated the briefing on the project and commented that he would 
like to see the Susitna River studied all the way down to the esturary to be 
sure there were no unforeseen problems. He acknowledges that.,effects. on the 
lower river may be difficult to measure.· He also felt that another question 
:that will arise is nwhy isn•t it like other hydro projects?•• 

Mr. Baya felt that the NEPA decision making process should be followed. 

Mr. Baya believes that the Sus·itna study is go~og to be one of the major studies 

for the next few years. He feels that the F"".sh and Wildlife Service needs to 
. be involved in these studies and that his p~~ople have some expertise, but they 

need to be on the ground to be able to see -and -s-up.ervi se the studies~- .. If_:.-.: 

they are not included Mr. Baya believes the "----FERC coordination may take 
longer than felt politically wise or timely.M 

Mr. Baya expressed an interest in what studies w~re pl.anned for the coming year. 

If there is an early June tour for Starker Leopold, Mr. Keith Baya would.like 
to be included. 

Mr. Baya wanted to know.if Habitat Evaluation Procedures (HEP) were being used 
in the studies. He felt that it may be necessary to do a HEP analysis ·later on • . 
Mr. Baya inquired about Dr. B~ Kessel's Avian and Small Mammal Studies and what 
was scheduled for the summer field studies. 
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Mr. Baya also commented on the E!S that will be written on the Beluga Coal 
fields in the next few months, and how they plan to build a model to help 
figure out what (data) is driving the systemo They also will be looking 

• 
at the question of whether it would be better to build a port at Tyonek or 
haul the coal by raiiroad to Seward. 
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NOTES OF MEETING 

DATE: April 6, 1981 PROJECT NUMBER: AAI 218 
LOCATION: DNR Office, 323 East 4th Ave., Anchorage 
ATTENDEES: Mr. Ted Smithp Director, State Division of Forrest, Land & Water 

Management,. ADNRo :·:r. J .. O. Barnes, Mr .. R.J. Krogseng. TES 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION: 
Jeff Bar·nes outlined the history of the Susitna Project and TES's role in the 

studies. 

Mr. Smith had recently talked to Brent Petrie (now of APA) about the Susitna 
project and he appreciated the briefing and the concerns shown for his departments 

interests. 

Mr. Smith expects to get re·lief from the Legislative mandates which he feels 
are causing many of the problems in the state land disposal program. 

Mr. Smith feels that the access roads for the Susitna Project will help to 
Jf! open up and provide access for more state disposal lands. 

Mr. Smith strongly feels that the Alaska Power Authority should file applications 
for water rights as soon as p~ssible to both reserve the water rights and to help 
DNR plan. {Alaska has recently adopted a water righ~s law similar to that of 
Montana and other Western states). He also would like to see applications 

II 

l 

II 
·I 

. .J from APA designating approximate routes for access roads and transmission lines 
so they can be included in DNR's planning at the earliest possible date. 

- -
-----...... -

_j 

,. 
! .r; 



,, 

NOTES OF MEETING 

DATE: April 7, 1981 PROJECT NUMBER: AAI 218 

LOCATION: State Parks Headquarters, 619 Warehouse Avenue, Anchorage 
ATTENDEES:· Jack Wi1es, Robert Shaw, Doug Reger, Alaska State Parks; Kevin 

Young, Acres; Jeff Barnes, Lew Cutler, R.J. Krogseng~ TES. 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION: 
Mr. Barnes gave a short presentation covering the histo~ of the Susitna 
Project and the role played by Acres, TES, and other subcontractors in the 

present study for ~e Alaska Power Authority. 

Mr. Shaw and Mr. Reger requested a copy of the Plan of Study and the Archaeology 
Procedures Manual. (Mr. Cutler will go over the Annual Report with Mr. Reg"er 

on the Stir of Apri 1 ) ~ 

Mro Wiles was concerned that if the State Parks Dep~rtment would be the manager 
around the reservoir area, now. big was the area goir.g to be, or would it just 

be the 200 foot buffer strip. 

·Mr. Reger wanted to know what was~the FERC application. He also wanted to know 
if the FERC people would consult with·his staff office. 'He also commented that . 
they hadn't been involved up till now. 

Mre Shaw wanted to know what the overall construction schedule would be. 

Mr. Wiles inquired about the status of the-access road and what the present 
... -- ; ·- .. 

p1 ans were. 

It was also established that artifacts that came from native owned ground are 
usually placed in the University of Alaska Museum to1 be held in trust for the . . 
natives. 

All attendees agreed that the Susitna Project "sounds good" an~ they were 
satisfied with the planning that had gone into the. studies. 

-
.., a • 
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NOTES OF MEETING 

DATE: April 7, 1981 PROJECT NUMBER: AAI 218 
LOCATION: Department of Community & Regional Affairs, 225 Cordova, 

Building B~' Anchorage 

ATTENDEES: Ed Busch, Senior· Planner; La.mar Cotten~' Associate Planner; 
Kevi\1 Young, Acres; J.O .. Barnes and R.J .. Krogseng, TES. 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION: 

Mt"'. Barnes gave an overview of the history of the Susitna project, Ac~s 
and TES's involvement in the present studies and our reason for talking 

to people from their department. 

Mr. Busch was aware of the ste~ring cormnittee through Al ca·ison. r~r. Busch's 
department provides planning·assistance to conmunities upon request. The 

Depa~tment also has a management program. One of their programs provides 
coastal zone management for the Matanuska-Susitna Borough. This could 

extend up the Susitna River. 

r·1r. Buscia's office has had ~poradic involvement with the Susitna project.· 
He was on the review committee on contractor selection and also attended 

some of the workshopse 

Mr. Busch voiced some concerns that his office has·about planning f~r the 
Susitna project.. He feels there will be a number of impacts on local 
governments, and he wanted to Know if their concerns had been con~idered? 
Mr. Busch bel1eves that the-Matanuska-Susitna Borough will bear the brunt 
of the impacts (positive and negative) caused by the Susitna projectft A 
major problem will be providing increased services. 

Mr .. Busch wanted to know if the access roads would be kept open after the 
project was fini~hed and \~Jho will maintain them. He also wanted to know, 

·jf the railroad is built, has anyone considerecl the impact to Talkeetna 
caused by people driving to Talkeetna, parking and taking the train? 

Mr. Busch.recommended that TES do community profiles on the towns and villages 
that would receive most of the impact. As ~ minimum he suggested community 

profiles on Talkeetna, Cantwell, Paxson and Gold Creek. A community p~~file 
is a collection of information with photos and a map of the corrmuni'ty. 
(examples were provided). The profiles have been costing $10-ll,QOO to produce 
with the majority of the expenses going for per diem expenses and cartography. 

,. 
'l 

I 
j 

l 
! 
l 
l 

_j 



PAGE 2 

(Northwest Gas Pipeline Company produced some of the examples). 

Mr. Busch pointed out that if a village is incorporated into a second class 
city {such as Talkeetna) they are able to have more input in planning and 
governing thems~'lves. For the smaller villages the State Legislature is 
the governing body, with the actual planning done by Mr. Busch=s department. 
Wildlife planning is done by the ADF&G»and the Matanuska-Susitna Borough 
provides the schools. Mr. Busch does not speak for the Borough unless he 
has been requested to do so. 

Mr'". Busch feels the null'.ber of construction workers has been under-estimated, 
as an example, the Alyeska pipeline was under-estimated. 

Mr., Busch reco~mtended that a permanent construction camp be bui 1 t for the 
project~The temporary camps built for the pipaline are still being used 
and it would have been cheaper in the lon9 run to build permanent camps. 

Mr. Busch comnented that people f·rom Frank Orth and Associates have talked 
to personnel in·his office. 

Mr. Busch also pointed out that the only way his office gets involved is 
when they have been asked to by the corrmunity. 

_j 
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NOTES OF MEETING 

DATE: April 8, 1981 PROJECT NUMBER: AAI 218 

LOCATION: Department of Public Safety, Division of Fish and Wildlife 
Protection, 5700 E. Tudor·Road~ Anchorage 

ATTENDEES: Colonel Robert J. Stickles, Director; Lt .. Col. Tetzlaff, Capt. 
Wayne Fleek, Lt. Rod Mills, Department of Public Safety; Kevin 
Young, Acres; J.O. Barnes and R.J. Krogseng, TES. 

SUMl-1ARY OF DISCUSSION.: 

Mr. Barnes presented an overview of the history of the Susitna project and 
the part played by Acres and TES in the present studies being conductt'!d for-

the Alaska ?ower Aut~ori~. 

Col. Stickles· requested that his department receive copies of the annual 

reports for Fish~ Big Game and Access Roads. 

Col. Stickles asked what effect the dams would have on the {lc1w of the Susitna 

River below ialkeetna~ · He also wanted to know what water temperature changes 
may occur. He was ve~ interested in the possible effects th~· ~roject would 
have on moose and caribou. Col. Stickles also wanted to know how many miles 

of access roads were planned. 

Col. Stickles wanted to know what ice effects were e~pected in the impound

ment area and also the effects expected in the downstream reaches of the river. 
He also wanted to know what the construction time table was and when it would 
start. He needed this information to help plan for the placement of officers. 
He will probably assign an officer to Chulitna when construction sta1 .. ts. 

Capt. Fleek asked about the amount of helicopter useage during the studies. 
He also wanted to know where the transmission·line routes would be and if 

there would be access roads along them~ 

Capt. Fleek wanted to know how many people \t~ould .be living near the dams for· 

maintenance and operation of them. 

Capt. Fleek wanted to know if the impoundment areas were going to be logged. 
He also was concerned that i~e shelving might cause caribou crossing problems. 
Capt.. F1 eek corrmented on the 1 arge number of bear in the· area and wanted to . . 
know if we had had any bear problems·. He also requested that Fish a~1d 
Wildlife Protection Division be sent the results of the Mitigation ·~ommittee. 
Their division would like to be in on mitigation planning • . 

l 
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All agreed that Protection Division's greatest concern would be the access 
provided· to the area •. They wanted to know if a landing ~trip was going to 
be built. They would also be interested in getting.penmission to store 
extra gas for their helicopter at Camp Watana later on. 

Lt. Mills said that they could tell us the number of guides using the area. 
and he agreed"to send Krogseng a list of the guides and their best guess on 
the number of hunters using the area. 

Reported by 

\ 
\ 
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NOTES OF MEETING 

DATE: April s. 1981 PROJECT NUMBER: AAI 218 

LOCATION: Department of Energy, Federal Building, Anchorage 

ATTENDEES: Fred Chiei, Deputy Regional Representative; Kevin Young, Acres; 
J.O. Barnes and R.J. Krogseng, TES~ 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION: 

Mr. Barnes made his presentation covering the history of the Susitna project 
and the role of Acres and TES in the present studies being conducted for the . . 

Alaska Pawer Authority. 

Mr. Chiei appreciated being kept informed ~n the status of the project. 

Mr. Chiei commented· that his office is an off-shoot of the Secretary's office 

and that he deals primarily with energy'policy'. 

Mr. Chiei noted that the FERC people operate out of his office when they are 
in town~. while the FERC engineers operate out of San Francisco. He also 

commented on the need for energy pianning. 

Mr. Chi ei said that his offi·ce tries to stay out of the states terri tory in 
energy matters. although a lot of things have not surfaced yet. He prefers 
it to be more of a state project and is happy to see state funding for it. 

M~. Chiei commented 
re 1 ease energy ',t ike 
U.S. which helps to 

that hydroelectric, projects_ 1i.ke th~- Sus1_'~na P.r_£>j_~c~. 
- .. .. . 

coal» oil .and_ gas t~at can be shipped elsewhere in the 
distribute the country•s energy more evenly. 

Mr~ Chiei said that he doesn't see any problems at this point and periodic 
reports (like this meeting) would be sufficient. He would also be interested 

in seeing the development scenario when it is developed. 

Mr. Chiei would like to receive information from Acres on the Tidal Power 

Study~ 
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NOTES OF MEETING 

DATE: April 8, 1981 PROJECT NUMBER: AAI 218 
LOCATION: National Park Service, 540 West 5th Avenue, Anchorage 
ATTENDEES: Howard Re Wagner, Associate Director, Carl Stoddard, Ter~ 

Carlstrom~ Ross Cavenauah, National Park Service; Kevin Young; 
Acres; J.O. Barnes, RoJ. Krogseng, TES. 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION: 
. .. 

Mr. Barnes outlined the history of the Susitna project and the role Acres 
and TES have in the present studies being conducted for the Alaska Power 
Authority. 

Mr. Cavenaugh asked how the Fish-and Wildlife studies fit into the overall 
planning process. He also asked what was being done about cultural re5_ources. 
·,~r~Cavenaugh also wanted to know what effect the project would have on the 
proposed Denali Scenic highway .. 

Mr. Wagner said that he would be very interested in the transmission line 
route, especially where it is near the park· (Denali). If the route passes 

tht~ugh park boundaries, the right-of-way approval may .need congressional level 
approval. They want to keep the transmission line out of ~he park. 

. . 
Mr. Carlstrom wanted to know what range of considerations or options t:.Je,re 
avaflable. He corrmented .that access could be a direct··problem. ·The Denali· 

. . 
National Park is only on the west side of the Parks highway~ but the trans~ . 
mission line would have a direct impact on the land across the road. He 
also wanted to be sure that someone was looking at indirect impacts caused 
by the project. 

Mr. Wagner .also commented that USGS would soon have 1:250,000 scale maps with 
the-new park boundries marked on them. 

_j 
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NOTES OF ~EETING 

DATE: April 8, 1981 PROJECT NUMBER: AAI 218 

LOCATION: U.S. Anmy ~orps of Engineers, Elmendorf AFB, Anchorage 

ATTENDEES: Lt. Col. Perkins, Deputy District Engineer; Kevin Young, Acres; 
J.O. Barnes and R.J. Krogseng, TES. 

SU~~RY OF DISCUSSION: 

Mr. Barnes briefly cover~d the role of Acres and TES in the present studies 
of the Svsitna project beiag performed for the Alaska Power Authority .. 

Lt. Col. Perkins stated that the Corps has no fund~ng for any work on the . 
Susitna project.· 

Lto Col. Perkins strongly feels that the state should be asking the Corps; 
. 

What pennits will·b.e required? The state should also inqujre about getting 
one blanket permit for the project. 

Lt. ,:ol. Perkins wanted to know if we knew what pennits would be needed, in 
particular any section 404 classification of wetlands would be filled in. 
He recommended that the head of his environmental group be contacted. 

Lt. Col. Perkins also noted that the access roads will require permits to 
cross wetlands; also any dredging or filling that is required.. Pennits will 
also be required for constructing the transmission lines, especially if access 
roads are built. 

. 
Lt. Col. Perkins pointed out that it takes a minimum of 200-220 days· to process 
a permit. and if there are any objections they may have to be resolved in 
Washington, which will require even more time~ 

,, 

,, ----

=-* 



\ 

-

NOTES OF MEETING 

DATE: April 9, 1981 PROJECT NUMBER: AAI 218 

LOCATION: NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service, Federal Building, 
Anchorage 

ATTENDEES: Ronald Morris, Supervisor, Anchorage Field Office, Brad Smith, 
J 

NOAA Fisheries Biologist; J.O. Barnes and R.J. Krogseng, TES. 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION: 

.Mr. Barnes gave a presentation covering the history of the Susitna project 
and the role of Acres and TES in the present studies being conducted for 
the Alaska Power Authority. 

Mr. Morris and Mr. Smith are both members of the Susitna Hydro Steering 
Committee and they will coordinate their work with the state fisheries· 
people. 

Mra Smith will be in contact with Dr. Dana Schmidt of TES concerning the 
fisheries studies. 

Mr. Morris asked about dam design features and said that he will be in contact 
with NOAA engineers in the Oregon office. 

Mr. Morris said that they appreciated the ~ontact. 

Reported by~¥f(L·~~::::!· ::;~~!':::-~'·~~~:,._, ___ _ 
R.J. trO;se'iJTES 
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NOTES OF MEETING 

DATE: April 9, 1981 PROJECT NUMBER: AAI 218 
LOCATION: Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation, 437 E. Street, 

Anchorage 
ATTENDEES: Bob Martin, Regional Environmental Supervisor, Steve Zrake, DEC; . .. . . 

Kevin Young, Acres; J.O. Barnes and R.J. Krogseng, TES 

SUMMARY OF D!SCUSSION 
Mr. Barnes outlined t~e history of the Susitna Project and the role of Acres 
and TES in the present studies being conducted for the Alaska Power Authority. 

Mra Martin asked what impacts or changes were expected on water quality or 
air quality. He also wanted to know if the studies were long enough to 
establish a proper baseline~eriod. 

I 

Under socioeconomic, Mr. Martin wanted· to know if we had studied power genera-
tion needs. He was referred to the ISER study. 

Mr. Martin wanted to· know if the studies would continue after the FERC applica
tion has been made. Mr. Martin also wanted to know 11why the FERC application 
date was set so soon 11

• As an example, Mr. Martin wanted to know why the 
decision on the access road had to be made so soon; he wasn't even 11 COmfor
tab1e11 with how the three routes had been selected.. He stated that his 
department would like to keep access down because it would be easier to manage. 

The Department of Environmental Cdnservation's interests in the Susitna area 
are administered out of Mr. Martins Anchorage office. His major point of 
contact is the Susitna Hydroelectric Project Steering CoJTillittee .. 

DEC's direct regulatory responsibility is waste water, drinking water, and 
solid waste disposal. DEC also has an interest in instream activities. 

Mr. Martin recommended applying for a variance to build the construction. 
camps to provide for drinking water and waste water and solid waste disposal. 

Mr. Martin feels ~hat the major impacts of construction activitie~ are going 
to be the access roads and the locations of construction camps. 

Mr. Martin said that it rr~y be easier to have just one transportation corridor. 
As an example, in transportation anJ handling of fue1 2 accidents are bound 
to happen, like a truck may roll off the road. He feels that it is important 
to avoid as many critical habitat areas as possible. 
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Mr. Martin was also irtterested in the water quality studies. He feels it is 
very important to get a complete water quality series before road construe·· 
tion starts. He wants to be able to measure construction effects, such as 
the run off into streams.from road building. 

Mr. Martin is also interested in the.smaller feeder streams that would be . . . 
impacted by roads. He feels that 2-3 years.of data. from studies would be 
sufficient. 

Mr. Martin expressed a concern about communities along the river disposing 
of wastes in the Susitna River. 

Mr. Martin was especially concerned about the fuel transportation and storage 
system and the amount of fuel that would be ysg9 in a large project like 
Susitna. He feels it is necessary to plan to avoid or minimize accidents 
or s pi ll...s--

-
Mr~ Martin commented on the need to maintain ecological integrity thPaugh 
land use and public use planning, and to have a voice in other areas that 
he can't regulate. He wants to see rational land use development, something 
that doe:·sn't interfere with· habitat. 

.:r 
Mro Martin a1so wants to see more attention paid to using energy alternatives 
such as Retherford's recommendation to use electricity to run pipeline pump~ 
instead of using oil or gas. 

Mr. Martin strongly recommended building a centralized constructiun camp. 
He also recommended bu11ding where the permanent facilities will be located. 

Mr. Zr-ake wanted to know if under sociocultural impacts we were 1~Joking at 
! • 

individual desires too? He also wanted to know 1'f this would cgver the trans-
mission line too. 

Mr. Martin stated that DEC does .not have any studies_in progress that affect 
Susitna~ They are working on a wetlands study with specific Alaska guidelines& 
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NOTES OF MEETING 

DATE: April 9~ 1981 PROJECT NUMBER: AAI-218 
LOCATION: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Tudor Road, Anchorage, Alaska 
AlrfENDEES: Mel Munson, Chief Eco1ogi~a1 Services; Gary Stackhouse, F&WS; 

Kevin Young, ACRES; J. 0. Barnes and R. J. Krogseng, TES. 

5~1ARY OF DISCUSSION: 

; . :~ . ;., 
.... : ~ . .,. 

Mr. Barnes outlined the history .of the Susitna Project and the role of Acres 
and TES in the present studies being conducted for the Alaska Power Authority. 

Mr. Munson asked what ADF&G's role was in the studies. He also wanted to 
kno~what the time frame was for ali of the studies and when the EIS came 
into the picture. Mr. ·sarnes.out1ined the FERC process and where the dif
fel·ent parts fit in. 

Mr. Munson wanted to know if we had a preliminary permit for the project. He 
felt that it was important that the state file soon. 

ln 1£·52 Mr. Munson looked at 20 different proposed dams for RiverrBasin Studiesc 
bevi1 Canyon and Watana Dams were part of that study~ At that time he did not 
find any salmon in ·the upper Susitna River. 

Mr. Munson wanted to know if ADF&G was looking at winter moose range in the 
study area. From personal experience in the area. he felt that the south 
facing slopes on the north side of the canyon from half way between Devil Can
yon to Watana were important to th~ moose population during the winter. 

Mr. Munson has watched caribou swim the river in many differ~nt places in the 
Watana area~ they appear to get out any place they can get up the canyon wallo 

Mr. Munson commented that during peak numbers of carioou he has seen 6-8000 
c&ribou on Mt. Watana alone. Also during peak numbers be has watched them 
crossing the Susitna River where many trying to swim the river would be carried 
do~m-stream and drown. He has seen hundred$ of dead caribou washed up ~n shore. 

Mr. Munson wanted to know.what was planned to mitigate for losses of moose habi
tat. He a1so commented tha~ he opposed the Denali Dam because it would flood a . . 
highly productivity area. 

_j 
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Mr. Munson also wanted to know if we were looking at the area above the 

Tyone River. 

Mr. Young outlined the various dam schemes that had been considered and why 
the De\11 Canyon - Watana scheme had been selected. Mr. Munson commented 

that it was a good choice. 

. 
Mr .. Munson said that one of the things he was interested in was what we were 
going to do to mitigate for lost moose habitat. He felt that there was a 
need for habitat development on upper Watana Creek •. Mr. Munson also suggested 
burning, cutting or even sprigging willows as things to consider on Tsusena 

Creek. 

Mr. Munson was interested in the mitigation task force and its review group, 
although he commented that there is not much you can do for caribou. 

Mr. Stackhouse a.sked ·. what the status of the mitigation policy was. He 

hoped the group would be able to produce a policy for APA. Mr. Stackhouse 
also wanted to know what the basis for mitigation would be, was it going to be 
based on an acre. for an acre or an animal for an anima'l? ··' 

Mr Stackhouse al~o asked about the vegetation analysis that was being per
formed;he was concerned that the studies be of a high enough quality to be , 
able to use HEP (Habitat Evaluation Procedures) on the vegetation studies at 

a later date. 

Mr. Stackhouse wanted to know if any hydraulic changes were expected in the 
river or· 'if any ;·..:,:fng problems were ~nticipated.. He was also concerned about 

the possibility of ·any vegetation change~. 

Mr. Stackhouse felt there was a possibility of some problems~below.Devi1 Can-
yon and he wan~ed to know. if are-reg dam was going to oe put in. Mr. Stackhouse . 
wanted to know what the planned construction periods for the dams were going 
to oe, an~ if the Devfl Canyon Coffer Dam would oe big enough to serve as a 

daily re-reg dam.. . . 

Mr. Munson asked about the expected water quality for the Susitna River between 
Devil Canyon and Talkeetna.. He corrmented that it probably woulu have similar 
conditions to that found in Taz1ina Lake. Mr. Munson wated to know if any 
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enhancement of the fisheries was expected. like in Kenai or Skilak Lake. 

Mr. Ma.rnson would like to rece·Jve a copy of R&M's Hydrology Report.. He was 
intere5ted in their prediction of.winter ice conditions. 

Mr. Stackhouse commented that he felt that one of the biggest-problems in the 
study was the fact that ADF&G hadn•t published a procedures manual for the 
fisheries study yet. He was also concerned that one person from ADF&G wore 
two hats; he worked on the Susitna project and was also i-nvolved in the state 
penmitting process. 

Mr·. Stackhouse was ·very concerned that APA had not filed a preliminary pennit 
yets ·He commented that withput the penmit the F&WS has no official position 
to initiate a formal seeping process under their nonmal NEAPA-FERC procedures. 

Mr. Munson commented that under standard conditions the state and federal 
F&WS work together on Exhibit S. 

Mr. Stackhouse pointed out that they need to tie in with the work being done .. 
on tran~mission corridors and they also need to wvrk with the Steering Committee. 

Mr. Stackhouse feels that time is the over-riding factor in the studies. For 
instance, if a railroad is constructed for the access method, it would cost 
an extra year. 

Mr. Munson summed up his comments on a recreational standpoint by pointing out 
that the reservoirs were not going to be good for fishing; that the Devil 
Canyon reservoir would provide some recreational boating, but that·the main 
us as for the reservoirs wou1 d be to provide access for hunting. 

I 

Mr. Stackhouse commented that he would like to see a copy of the instream flow 
studies. 

Prepared by_LL~~R::;. J;!!.~~~r~0e:95e:~~:;l=;~r ___ _ 
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NOTES OF MEETING 

DATE: April 9, 1981 PROJECT NUMBER: AAI 218 
LOCATION: Bureau of land Management, District Office, Anchorage 
ATTENDEES: Art Hosterman, Lou Carufel, Gary Seitz, Bob Ward, John ~ego, . . . .. . . 

BLM; Kevin Young, Acres; J.O. Barnes and R.J. Krogseng, TES 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION 
Mr. Barnes made a presentation covering the history of the Susitna Project and 
the role of Acres and TES in the present studies being conducted for the 
Alaska Power Authority. He also covered the studies and reports that are 
being prepared as part of the .study •. 

Mr. Seitz wanted to know if.FERC was responsible for the EIS. He also wanted 
to kn~ FERC would be asking BLM.for permits or when BLM would get a chance 
to outline their re~uirements_ 

MrG Rego wanted to know if FERC would be the lead agency. The present permit 
is good for three {~) years of studies. .After that construction permits would 
probably be necessary. 

Mr. Rego stated that he would like to see all three access routes studied; 
the Denali route north, the south route to Devil Canyon and the north service 
road between both dams. He commented that their Mr~ Beckley has built a lot .. 
of roads and that he ought to take a look at the different routes~ 

Mr. Hostennan wanted to know nwhat are the biggest problems?" Also, what is 
the role of the State Fish and Game Department in the studies. He a1so wanted 
to know about Cultural Resources and how they were being·taken care of. Mro 
Hostennan also asked about Human Resources and the Natives and their L'terests. 

Mr. Hosterman wanted to know if induced seismicity caused by .the weight 
of the dam and reservoir was being considered. Also asked the question of . . 
how much pennafrost was in the area and whether Oi" not it was being studied. 

The group also felt that public participation in study changes was a good idea. 

It was also felt that 11 if you are going to do one right this is .the one." ---

·-

.,:~r=n ....... 

Prepared by ~ 
R .. J. rogs 
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NOTES OF MEETING 

DATE: Apri 1 9, 1981 PROJECT NUMBER: AAI 218 

LOCATION: Alaska Department of Fish & Game~ 333 Raspberry Road, Anchorage 
ATTENDEES: Carl Yanagawa, Regional Supervisor, Habitat Protection; Kevin 

Young, Acres; J.D. Barnes and Robert J~ Krogseng, TES 

SU~1MARY OF DISCUSSION: 

Mr. Barnes gave a short presentation outlining the history of the Susitna 
project and the role of Acres and TES in the present studies being conducted 
for the Alaska Power Authority. 

Mr. Yanagawa outlined the state penmit system in which Mr. Trent is still the 
State Coordinator for the Department of Fish and Game for permits, although 
Mr. Yanagawa issues the permitse Mr. Trent gathers the data and other informa
tion that Mr .. Yanagawa uses to issue the permits. 'lhe nonnal procedure is fer 
Mr. Yanagawa to get a consensus from the different departments to help make 
the final decision. 

Mr. Yanagawa coiTiilented that he is presently short-handed in his? department. He 

has a position number but no funding for it. 

Mr. Yanagawa ha-:1 some questions about the access roads. He especially wanted 
to know when the road was going to be used. He said the Department .of Fish 
and Game would be prepared to make recommendations and trade off in regards 
to the access roads, but they did not have any rea 1 hang-ups about them .. 

As a result of a decision made in Juneau in March, Mr. Yanagawa will not be a 

member of the Steering Committee. The policy of the department is that Mr9 
Trent is the coordinator for ADF&G. The coordin~tDr helps make the departments 
decisions. Mr. Trent is the only one who can raise official ouestions on the 
Susitna project. 

Drawing from his pipeline experience~ Mr. Yanagawa co~nented that this was the 
wrong job ·for a total preservation\ t, because sometimes you just have to get 
in and do your best to find the be;t route or method available and go with that, 
that not eve~thing will be perfect. He recommended getting in and looki~g at 
routes early. Son,etimes a prob1em can be solved by just moving the road 20 feet 
1 eft or right • 
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Mr. Yanagawa also feels that you need to keep asking yourself 11 if you spend 
another mi~lion do11~rs~ how much more infonnation are you going to get••? 
He also feels that it is impot .. tant to make everyone aware of the assumptions 
that you are making up front. 

Mr. Yanagawa also feels that you need to pick a starting place, because you 
cannot wait for all the answers to coma in before you start. 

Also, drawing on his experience in building the pipeline, Mr. Yanagawa 
recommended forgetting about buiiding a constrcution camp for tempera~ use 
and go ahead and design for penmanent use, because you will save money in 
the long run. 

--
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NOTES OF MEETING 

DATE: April 10, 1981 PROJECT NUMBER: AAI-218 
LOCATION: University of Alaska, Arctic Enviromental Information and Data 

Center, 707 A Street, Anchorage, Alaska 99501 (907) 279 - 4523 
ATTENDEES: William J. Wilson, Fisheries Biologist AEIDC; Kevin Young, Acres; 

J. 0. Barnes and R. J. Krogseng, TES. 
SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION: 
Mr. Barnes gave a short presentation cove~ing the histci~ of the Susitna 
Project and the role Acres and TES have in the present study being con

ducted for the Alaska Power Authority. 

Mr. Wilson was the project Leader for the Terror Lake project on Kodiak Is
land. and he discussed his experience in filing the FERC license application. 

Mr .. Wilson was. concerned about the slow start by ADF&G on the fisheries study. 

He felt that FERC's immediate reaction wil'1 proba~ly be to reject. the application 
and.ask for more infonnation. He also felt that organizations like "Susitna 
Now .. should be aware of this and b~ expecting the request for more information .. 

Mr. Wilson feels that some of the fishe~y .. stupy tasks will requ~re alot of 

wQrk, because some drainctges in .the Susitna basin do not have very much that 
is known about them. 

Mr. Wilson also commented that the instream flow studies may be a problem, 
because there is not murh expertise available capable of doing the studies. 

On the Terror Lake Project Mr. \iH 1 son said that they used joint pa.rti ci pati on 
where USGS~ F&WS and AEI DC crew members ~"'a 1 I:ed the streams together to pick. 

out the study sites, because you can•t pick them off from a map. Mr. Wilson 
ft~els that you have to know what the project is going to do to the stream 
flows and that incremental instream flow studies will give you that flexi
bility. 

Mr. Wilson commented that FERC would '11ke to see an agreement between State 
and FeDeral agencies over policies and requirements. 

-
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As a member of the Susitna Hydroelectric Project Steering Conmittee~ Mr. 
Wilson is concerned about the lack of information on what is going on. 
He felt that it took too long to hear back on the Steering Committee's 
conments on the procedur·e manua 1 s, and that Acres should have res ponded 
sooner. Mr. Wilson also felt that the Steering Committee .should have seen 
the access road report earlier. He feels that· preljminary infonnation 
should be made available to the Steering Committee ijS soon as possible. 

Mr. Wilson feels that Acres should publish more data in a 11this is what we 
found" fonnat and not just 11this is what we conclude". 

Mr. Wilson feels that the Steering Committee should be a competent and helpful . . 
sounding board for the project. H~ feels that the Steering Committee can help 
save steps by pointing out pitfalls and other regulation mandates that need 
to be complied with as part of their advisory capacity. The Steering Committee 
cannot piay a part in policy decisions, but they can give feedback on what 
was discussed to both sides. 

As part of a University of Alaska policy~ Mr. Wilson would like to see more 
knowledge made available to the public. He would also 1ike to see a centra
lized deposito~ or library of information on the project that would make 
avai·lable the p·rocedures manuals, maps, _photos, charts, diagrams, and reports 
from the project. 

. 
Mr. Wilson .is also inte~ested in seeing an informal Steering Committee meeting 
at Acres to provide an opportunity to open a dialogue with the Acres engineers. 

&WW 
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NOTES OF MEETING 

DATE: April ·10, 1981 PROJECT NUMBER: AAI 218 
LOCATION: Alaska Division of Natural Resources~ 323 East 4th Avenue~ Anchorage 
ATTENDEES: Al Carson, Deputy Director~ Division of Research and Development, 

DNR; Kevin Young, Acres; J.O. Barnes and R.J. Krogseng·, TES 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION: 
Mr. Barnes summarized the ideas and concerns that had been expressed during 
the series of meetings with the various agencies. 

The prima~ request from those who were also me.mbers of the Steering Committee 
was the request to get information to the Steering Cormaittee in time for them 

to review it before the meeting. 

Also high on the list was the desire for a central depositq~ at the library 
where all of the information would b2 available to more people. 

Not everyone was knowledgeable about access roads; more information has to be 
distributed to get people up to speed. It should also be understood that some 
areas are incremental, that some minor impacts may work together to cause a 

major impact. It is also felt that it is important to send out the criteria 
on objectives that are to be used in making decisions to the Steering Committee 
members and ask for their comments on the fitness of the criteria. 

It is also important to get the ground rules set up before a dispute has started 
in order to avoid tunnel vision or having people argue about different parts of 
a question. 

There is still some confusion on how the FERC process works. It also appears 
necessary to get docketed or to put in a prelimina~ license application which 
will also authorize the Fish and Wildlife service to become involved in the 
study. 

Mr. ~arson said he wo~ld be willing to help reinforce any concerns such as 
engineering disputes that may arisee I 
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. 
Mr. Carson commented that he liked his meeting with APA~ Acres and TES. He 
felt that it was open and not defensive. He also said that he is wi11ing to 
stiLrt having Stee~ing Committee meetings for discussion of problems, inste~d 
of fighting over problems. 

Mr. Carson would like to see a copy of the Acres and TES montnly progress 
reports sent to the Steering Commit~ee because it provides an overview of 

I 

what is happening. 

Mr. Car-'Son said the Steering Comnittee would like to knvw the de~ision making 
time lines~ They also would like to know when studies and reports come in~ 

Mr. Carson said that a cr .. iti.cal need which he· feels needs attention is the 
need for an understanding of technical, engineering, and socio-economic in
fonmation, fed together·in a holistic. approach to the who1e problem. He 
said that we need to inter-mesh ideas before people such as engineers have a 
vested interest in their design. 

Mr. Young explained how he works closely with the design engineers to bring 
e.nvironmental and socia~l concerns into the design at an early stage to try 
to avoid future problems. 

Mr... Carson conmented on the need to get input from the Steer·i ng Committee 
members before certain design milestones are reached. 

. 
Mr. Carson said he would like to see EIS seeping procedures and activities used 
in solving some of the problems. 

Another suggestion Mr. Carson made was for Acres and TES to touch base with . 
the Steering Committee with a conceptual type outline. To ask the Steering 
Conmittee members 11do you think this wilJ do.it?11 ."will it achieve our . 
purpose?" He fee~s it is important to m~ke sure you are using the right process 
before you go out and do all the work. 

Mr. Carson also commented that enlightened engineers are better to work with 
than bi ol ogi s ts .. 
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APPENDIX EllD 

CORRESPONDENCE RELATING TO 
DEVELOPMENT SELECTION 
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APPENDIX ll.D 

DEVELOPMENT SELECTION 

In March 1981, the Development Selection Report was circulated to agencies for 
review and comment. This report compared various development scenarios within 
the Middle and Upper Susitna Basin as well as alternatives outside the basin. 
The following are comments received on the Development Selection Report. 

Correspondence is presented primarily in chronological order. However, in 
some cases, a response to a letter directly follows the letter to facilitate 
an understanding of the flow of communication. This results in an interruption 
in the chronological sequence. 
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Mr. Al Carson 
Chairman, Susitna Hydro Steering 
Dep~rtment of Natural Resources 
619 Warehouse Drive 
Suite 210 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Dear Al: 

Committee 

November 14, 1980 
P5700.11.74 

T.546 

Susitna Hydroelectric Project 
Steering Committee Review of Potential 
Hydroelectric Development Sites 

Thank you for the opportunity of meeting with the Steering Committee 
on November 5! 1980. I personally fauna it disappointing that my 
objective of establishing a workshop atmosphere where the members of. 
the Steering Cowmittee could have a positive input into our selection 
of candidate hydro sites did not materialize. However, I realize 
that our objectives for this component of the Susitna studies may not 
have been adequately explained. In this regard I have attached a 
further explanation of our objectives as prepared by Robert Mohn of 
APA. 

I have accepted your suggestion that the most efficient means of obtaining 
input from the Steering Committee is to 1) identify in-house the sho~t 
list of candidate sites we propose for further study; 2) present this 
list to the Steering Committee for review and comment, and 3} incorporate 
these commerts into our final selection and review. 

. 
Presented on Table 1 is our short list of cqndidate sites proposed for 
further study. As mentioned on November 5 it is essential for planning 
purposes to retain 4-6 sites within each of the size categories listed. 
These sites were seiected from the list presented on Table 2. Table 2 
represents sites that have passed through our r.ough economic and 
environmental screening. Although I realize that the Steering Committee 
disagreed with our rough screening criteria it is my opinion that using 
this criteria allowed us to eliminate the least environmentally acceptable 
schemes. 
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Mr. Al Carson 
Chairman, Susitna Hydro Steering Committee 

November 14, 1980 
page 2 

I would appreciate reeedving the Steering Conmit.tee•s revietJ and corrments 
on the sites presented in Table 1. If for- any r·eason you find that any 
of th~se sites ar~ totally una~ceptable, I request ~hat you r~commend 
a replace~ent of similar size from the Sites listed in. Table 2. This 
replacement is essential so that we can retain 4~6 candidate sites in 
each size categorye Infonnation relating to location and de;;ign parae;, 
metersfor each site was included in the infonnation packets distributed 
prior to our November 5 meeting. 

Trusting this approach meets with your a-ppr-oval. 

KRY/jmh 
Attachments 

_,.2<""\S' " " 
~J' 

Kevin Y ung 
Environmental Coo~dinator 

~ ---

. c: 
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r Table I 

r Candidate Sites for Future Study 

I Size <25 MW 25-100 MW 

Tustumena Snow rh~u.:~rh.:~mn.:~ 
'VitYI'\4,_tt'-l.UUt~ 

Allison Creek Hicks Johnson 

I' Silver Lake Cache Browne 
c 

Strandline Lake Keetna Land 

Ta 1 keetn.:i-2 Tokichitna 

Lower Chulitna 
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Table 2 

Sites Passing Rough Screening 

Size <25 MW 25-lOO·MW >100 MW 

Strandline L .. Whiskers Snow Lane 
Lower Beluga Coal Kenai Lower Tokichitna 
Lower Lake Cr. ------- -- -- - - Chulitna Gerstle Yentna 
Allison Cr. Ohio Tanana R. Cathedral Bluffs 
Grant Lake Lower Chulitna Bruskasna Johnson 
McClure Bay Cache Kantishna R. Browne 
Upper Nellie Juan Greenstone Upper Beluga Tazilna 
Power Creek Talkeetna 2 Coffee Kenai Lake 
Silver Lake Granite Gorge Gul kana R. Chakachamna 
Solomon Gulch Kaetna Klutina 
Tustumena Sheep Creek Bradley Lake 

Skwentna Hick's Site 
Talachulitna Lowe 

-·~ ,, ' 
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ALASK.1\. PO\VEit 1~UTIIOI~ITY 

TO: 

FROM: 

Susitna Steering Committee 
Members 

-~// Robert A. Mohn tv:Yo/ 
Director of Engineer~ng 
A 1 as ka Power Authori t:,· 

MEMORANDUM 

!JATE: 

SUBJECT: 

November 25, 1980 

Environmental screening 
of hydroelectrjc 
sites 

There has been some measure of frustration and disappointment on all sides 
associated with the attempt by Acres American to solicit input from the Steering 
Committee at the committee•s last meeting. It seems to me that an important 
factor in the lack of success may stem from misunderstanding or uncertainty 
about this exercise in r·elation to an 11 alternatives study''. 

As you probably remember, the original Acres plan of $tudy (POS) called for 
a study of alternatives to Susitna as the primary element of Task 1. Information 
about alternatives was to be developed, a screening mechanism was to be employed 
to narrow the range of acceptable options, and the Susitna project was to be 
compared against the preferred alternative. This work was to be conducted in 
parallel with the detailed studies of the Susitna project~ and its goal was to 
formulate several optimized 11 Without Susitna 11 plans. :n other words, Task 1 was 
meant to be a thorough search for a plan that would be preferable to Susitna 
development. 

The Power Authority requested supplemental funding to adequately fund Task 
1 after some early criticism of the funding level and study scope. The requested 
$1.3 million was appropriated but with the caveat that the alternatives study 
would be performed by someone other than Acres. The Gover·nor' s 4-person po 1 icy 
review committee (Ulmer, Lehr, Quinlan and Conway) selected Battelle to do the 
work. 

The elimination of Task 1 from our study plan left a significant hole. 
This was the case because information that was to bt developed in Task 1 was 
criti.cal to the formulation of the preferred Susitna basin development plan and 
to the economic evaluation of the Susitna plan. River basin planners cannot 
formulate an optimal Susitna plan without knowing what the remainder of the 
Railbelt power system components are likely to be, and the economic analysts 
cannot evaluate benefits and costs without having a "without Susitna•• plan to 
compare to. 

So, the Power Authority and Acres responded to the termination of Task 1 by 
augmenting the design development work in Task 6. This permitted .the Susitna 
study to stay on track by incorporating that portion of Task 1 needed for Susitna 
plan formulation. The objective of this work is not to formulate an optimal set 
of alternatives; that is being done by Battelle. Instead the purpose is to 
gather information about likely components of a future Railbelt power system as 
a frame of reference for Susitna project formulation. 

- crt= 



ALASiiA POWER AUTIIORITY 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Susitna Steering Committee 
Members 

DATE: November 25, 1980 

It is in this gathering of information about likely system components and 
in establishing the frame of reference that your assistance has been sought. To 
reiterate, the exercise is in support of Susitna·project formulation; it is not 
meant to replace the Battelle alternatives study or be the final word on alter
natives. 
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j 323 E. 4TH A VENUE 

DIVISION OF RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT j ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99501 

December 11, 1980 

Don McKay 
U. S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
733 W. 4th Ave., Suite 101 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Dear Mr. McKay: 

279-5577 

Enclosed please find a 11/14/80 letter from Kevin Young of Acres American 
concerning review of potential hydroelectric siteso You will recall that we 
discussed this with Mr. Young during our afternoon session on November 56 1980. 
There is a 1 so a memorandum from Robert Mohn of the A 1 as ka Power Authbr"P.cy.:;~hMU'kn I 
describes why A.P.A. has contracted ACRES to do this task. f A:n~o;:TY ·1J·-

! SU!::d,NA I 
• .........-._....___ f I 

Please review the documents as explained in Mr. Young•s letter and ~o~~~ p 57-;;;;- j· : 
your comments to me either in writing or by phone by December 31, 1~0. __ . .l_\,74n::'-·· 

Sincerely, 

Al Carson, Chairman 
Susitna Hydro Steering Committee 

Enclosures 

cc: Eric Yould - A.P.A. 
Kevin Young - ACRES 
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JAr S. HAMIIOIID, •oVEIIdtll 

· f 323 E. 4TH A VENUE 
DIVISION OF !?£SEARCH & DEVELOPMENT f ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501 

December 11, 1980 

Tom Trent 
AK Department of Fish & Game 
333 ~pberry Road 
Anchorage, Alaska 99502 

Dear Mr. Trent: 

279-5577 

Enclosed please find a '!1/14/80 letter from Kevin Young of A.cres American 
concerning review of potential hydroelectric sit,es" You will recall that we 
discussed this with Mr. Young during our afternoon session on November 5, 1980. 
There is also a memorandum from Robert Mohn of the Alaska Power Authority which 
describe~ why A.P.A. has contracted ACRES to do this task. 

Please revie\v the documents as explained in Mr. Yo.ur;g 1s letter and forward 
your comments to me either in writing or by phone by December 31, 1980. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Al Carson, Chairman 
Susitna Hydro Steering Committee 

Enclosures 

cc: Eric Yould - A.P.A. 
Kevin Young - ACRES 

-
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I»EP.\.IlT~IENT •tl'' N~'l''f\UR .. 4..1 .. R~t:SOUR£ES 

DIV/SI(,W OF RES£4RCH 8r DEVELOPMENT" 

December 11, 1980 

John Rego 
Bureau of Land t4anagement 
Anchorage Dis-crict Office 
4700 E. 72nd Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 99502 

Dear Mr. Rego: 
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323 E. 4TH A VENUE 
ANCHOI"?AGE, ALASKA 99501 

~~79-5577 

Enclosed please find a 11/14/80 letter from Kevin Younq of Acr~s American 
concerning review of potential hydroelectric sites. You will recall that w~ 
discussed this with~Mr. Young during our afternoon session on November" E .. l980. 
There is a 1 so a memorandum from Robert Moisn of the A 1 as ka Power Authority which 
describes why A.P.A. has contracted ACRES to do this task. 

Please review the documents as explained in Mr. Young's letter and forward 
your comments to me either in writing or by phone by December 31, 1980. 

Sincerely, 

OQ 
Al Carson, Chairman 
Susitna Hydro Steering Committee 

Enclosures 

cc: Eric Yould - A.P.A. 
Kevin Young - ACRES 
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ltE~~RT~IEN~r f~t" NATURA! .. llf.:SOURCES 

DIVISION OF Rt~SEARCH & DEVELCPMENT f 

December llj 1980 

Bob Lamke 
U. S. Geological Survey 
Water Resources 
733 W3 4th Ave., Suite 400 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Dear Mr. Lamke: 

I 

i 
JAr S. HAMMiJ/iD, &Of!IIIDI 

323 E. 4TH A VENUE 
ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99501 

279-5577 

Enclosed p'lease find a 11/14/80 letter from Kevin Young of Acres American 
concerning review of potential hydroelectric siteso You will recall that we 
discussed this with Mr. Young during our afternoon session on November 5, 1980. 
There is also a memorandum from Robert Mohn of the Alaska Power Authority which 
describes why A.P;A. has contracted ACRES to do this task. 

Please review the documents as explained in Mr. Young's letter and forward 
your co111Tlents to me either in writing or by phon~~ by December 31, 1980. 

G1 
Al Carson, Chairman 
Suaitna Hydro Steering Committee 

Enclosures 

cc: Eric Yould - AoP.A. 
Kevin Young - ACRES 
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JAY S. HAI4MDIID, 'Or£11101 

DIVISION OF RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENr I 323 E. 4TH A VENUE 
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501 

December 11~ 1980 

Bill Wilson or Chuck Evans 
Arctic Environmental Information 

and Data Center (U of A) 
707 11A11 Street 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Dear Messrs. Wilson & Evans: 

279-5577 

Enclosed please find a 11/14/80 letter from Kevin Young of Acres American 
concerning review of potential hydroelectric sites. You will recall that we 
discussed this with Mr. Young during our afternoon session on November 5, 1980. 
There is also a memorandum from Robert Mohn of the Alaska Power Authority which 
describes why A.P.A. has contracted ACRES to do this task. 

Please review the documents· as e;\plained in Mr .. Young•s letter and forward 
your comments to me either in writing or by phone by December 31, 1980o 

Sincerely, 

~-~ 
Al Carson, Chairman 
Susitna Hydro Steering Committee 

J:'nf"1 Qe>II""~H·, .. ,,..._!. -.)UI l;;"' 

cc: Eric Yould - A.P.A. 
Kevto Young - ACRES 
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I 323 E. 4TH A VENUE 
DIVISION OF RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT 1 ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99501 

December 11, 1980 

Dave Sturdevant 
Department of Environmental 
Con~vation 

Poucn 11 0" 
Juneau, Alaska 99811 

Dear Mr. Sturdevant: 

279-5577 

Enclosed please find a 11/14/80 letter from Kevin Young of Acres American 
concerning review of potential hydroelectric sites. You will recall that we 
discussed this with Mr. Young during our afternoon session on November 5, 1980. 
There is also a memorandum from Robert Mohn of the Alaska Power ~~thority which 
describes why P: .• P.A. has contracted ACRES to do this task. 

Please review the documents as explained in Mr. Young•s letter and forward 
your comments to me either in writing or by phone by December 31, 1980. 

Sincerely, 

Al Carson, Chairman 
Susitna Hydro Steering Committee 

Enclosures 

cc: Eric Yould - A.P.A. 
Kevin Young - ACRES 
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JAr S. HAIIMQIID, &O'Ifi!IOI 

J)EI~~IlT.,IE~T ~t .. ' ~AT'URAI .. R•:sOUR£ES I 

.-.A 

DIVISION OF RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT 

December 11, 1980 

Larry Wright or Bill Welch 
Heritage Conservation and 

Recreation Service 
1011 E. Tudor Road, Suite 297 
Anchorage, Alaska 99503 

Dear Messrs. Wright & Welch: 

I 
323 E. 4TH AVENUE 
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501 

279-5577 

Enclosed please find a 11/14/8G letter from Kevin Young of Acres American 
concerning review of potential hydroelectric sites. You will recall that we 
discussed this with 14t" .. Young during our afternoon session on November 5, 1980. 
There is a1 SJ a memorandum from Robert ~1ohn of the A 1 as ka Power Authority which 
describes why A.P.A .. has contt'acted ACRE:S to do this task. 

Please review the documents as explained in Mr. Young's let~er and forward 
your comments to me either in writing or by phone by-December 31~ 1980. 

Sincerely, 

Ol~ 
A1 Carson, Chairman 
Susitna Hydro Steering Committee 

Encl osure::a 

cc: Eric Yould - A.P.A. 
Kevin Young - ACRES 
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PEI~\.IlT~IENT ttt" NATURAl .. Rt:SOURCES 

DIVISION OF RSEARCH& DEVELCPMENT 

December 11, 1980 

Brad Smith or Ron Morris 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
701 "Cn Street, Box 43 
Anchorage, Alaska 99513 

Dear Messrs. Smith & Morris: 

I 

. () 

0:.1 ,, !_-; 

·:.\ - 1;: . . ~.J . " 

323 E. 4TH A VENUE 
ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 9950i 

279-5577 

En~losed please find a 11/14/80 letter fram Kevin Young of Acres American 
concerning review of potential hydroelectric sites. You will recall that we 
discussed this with Mr. Young during our afternoon session on November 5~ 19eJ. 
There is also a memorandum· from Robert Mohn of the Alaska Power Author·ity wnich 
descf'i bes why A". P .A. has contracted ACRES to do this task. 

~lease review the documents as explained in Mr. Young•s letter and forward 
your coiTIT1ents to me either in writing or by phone by Decembe'r 31, 1980. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Al Carson, Chairman 
Susitna Hydro Steering Committee 

Encl osur·es 

cc: Eric Yould - A.P.A. 
Kevin Young - ACRES 
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Al Carson 
State of Alaska 

UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 

Water Resources Division 
733 W. Fourth Ave., Suite 400 

Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

July 27, 1981 

Department of Natural Resources 
323 E. Fourth Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Dear Mr. Carson: 

RECEIVED 

.Jl J L 3 ) 1981 

ALASKA POW!::: . .:..:.:~:~(Jk.ITY 

I have reviewed the Draft Development Selection Report for the proposed 
Susitna Hydroelectric Project as requested in the APA transmittal of 
June 18, 1981, The review was limited to the evaluation process used 
by Acres, the relative impacts of several alternative development plans 
of Susttna hydroelectric resources, and the conclusion that the Watana
Devi1 Canyon plan is the preferred basin alternative. 

There were no problems involved in understanding the selection process 
used by Acres and there were enough data and information presented to 
compare the final candidate lalternative) plans. The relative impaEts 
of the candidates were presented in an understandable and credible manner. 
Although enly a qualitative evaluation of impacts is presented (pending 
reports of on-going studies), a reasonable conclusion is that the Watana
Deyil Canyon plan is the preferred candidate for Susitna hydroelectric 
development. 

cc: David D. Wozniak~ Project Engineer, APA, Anchorage, AK I 
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.• onmeniQI Information and Data Center 
707 A Street 

Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

PHONE 19071 279-4523 

UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA RECEIVED 

Dave Wozniak 
Alaska Power Authority 
333 W. 4th AVenue, Suite 31 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear Dave: 

August 4, 1981 ••• 
1 •r- c.) 1981 ..• ·.J 

AlASKA POWEP. AUTHORITY 

Per your request. t.o the members C'tf the Susitna Steering Committee, I 
have quickly revi.e;-1ed the Develcpt'lent Selection Report prepar·ed by 
Acres. In general I found it logicai in approach and complete in re
gards to the relevant factors o~e should evaluate when reducing multiple 
options .. 

I ha~only the following specific comments: 

1. The lr:.cation and environ .mtal effects of developing borrow 
material sites is not well documented and incorporated into 
the first part of the report. Enormous qunatities would be 
required for most of the dams, and the removal, stockpiling, 
and transport of this material could be a significant factor 
influenc.;_ng the decision-making process. 

2. Significant efforts are currently being expended in environ
mental study of this region, the re!;ults of ~>1hich are not yet 
available. Factoring this new kno't.T:tedge: into the decision
making process could ha-ve influencec! the nature of the final 
scheme; or is the current environmental study effort geared 
only toward the effects of the "selected plan (page 9-1)" and 
not for input to the overall selection process? In general I 
found the environmental effects of the alternative options 
addressed very superficially. 

I hope my comments are of interest. 

WJW/g 

cc: Al Carson 

~~~ice,ly, ~~ ' ·:h 'll 
'l I ~ • ,/ / 1;.- • ~ 

}
.// '•.._ J./J 'I .(_: '7. : 

(.. l.. ~ l.. c.. '-- ____ ... 

William .J. Wilson 
Supervisor, Resource and Science 

Services Division 
Senior Research Analyst in Fisheries 

--

• 



I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
) 

1 I 
l 
I I 

I I 
1 

1 I 

I I 
I 
t 

i I ',, 

C, 

United States Department of the Interior 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

IN REPLY R£1"ER TO: 

1201-03a 

Mr. David D. Wozniak 

ALASKA STATE OFFICE 

334 West fifth Avenue, Suhe 250 

Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

AUG 5 1S!H 

Susitna Hydro Projecc Engineer 
Alaska Power Authority 
333 West 4th Avenue, Suite 31 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear David: 

RECEIVED 

/\UG 7 1981 
PJ.ASKA l"OWER AUTHORITY 

In response to your request I have reviewed the Draft Devel
opment Selection Report for the Susitna Project. Based upon 
the information presented in the report~ I would judge the 
evaluation process to be satisfactory. However, t would not 
want to recommend or otherwise comment on a preferred basin 
alternative prior to the completion of ongoing studies which 
will further quantify the anticipated environmental impacts. 
I assume the final report will reflect a more preci~~ 90m
parison of environmental impacts for the darn sites under 
consideration. 

An additional item of interest which should perhaps be 
included in the final report is a comparison of the expected 
life of the project for each alternative darn site considering 
the effect of silt accumulation in the reservoirs. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the report. The 
above comments are my own and should not be interpreted as 
representing the official position of the National Park 
Service. 

Sincerely, 

~_;; "' , c:_;L l--
fc~vv7 i})l. (_ , ) /~ q 
Larry ~. Wr1ght 
Outdoor Recreation Planner 

Save Energy and You Sen•e A me rica! 
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437 E Street 
second Floor 
Anchorage» AK 9950] 

SOUTIICI Nl H/.1 IU r;p· •. ~. ; ; '··' . 
P.O. Box 1207 
Soldotna. Ala~ka 99669 
{907) ~62 5210 

~ .. _,.... i. I ~ D 
r . ..:. v- .. -

Dave Wozniak 
Project Engineer 
Alaska Pmwer Au~hority 
333 W. 4th Avenue, Suite 31 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Dear Mr. Wozn.i.ak: 

19R1 

I I 
c. • .; 

1?.9; ~QY. i064 
Wasilla. Alaska 99687 
(907) 375·5038 

Augu~t 14. 1981 

We have reviewed sectiont. 7 and a of the Susitna Hydroelectric Project 
Development Selection Report {second draft June 1981). We find that the 
plan selection methodology ~~gg in section 8 meets the objectives of . 
determining an op~imum Susitna Basin. Development Plan and of making a 
preliminary assessment of a selected plan by an alternatives comparison. 
The increased emphasis over previous analyses of the environmental 
acceptability of the alternati'Yes is good .. 

At this time, thiS! llepartment does not endorse any particular plan. We 
would, howev~r, recommend the Steering Committee openly discuss the 
Watana Dam - Tunnel o~tion because of its reduced environmental and 
aesthetic impact. 

Thank you for the opportuaity to review this document. We appreciate 
your effort in soliciting Su-Hydro Steering Committee involvement. If 
you have any questions regarding these comments please contact Steven 
Zrake of th·is offic..! .. 

cc: Steve Zrake 
Dave Studl!vant. 
ltl Cars<··· - DNR 

BH/SZ/mn 

l-1 

-

Sincerely, 

k~ 
Bob Hartin 
Regional Environmental Supervisor 
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Mr. Lee Wyatt 
Planning Director 
Matanuska-Susitna Barough 
Box B 
Palmer, Alaska 99645 

Dear Mr. Wyatt: 

October 21, 1981 
P5700.10 

Susitna Hydroelectric Project 
Development Selection Report 

As you know, Acres American, Incorporated is under contract to the Alaska 
Power Authority to conduct a feasibility study and prepare a Federal Energy 
~egulatory Commission (FE~C) license application for the Susitna Hydro
e1ectric Project. The scheduled date for submission of the application is 
in June of 1982. 

Federal law and FERC regulations require that the reports supporting the 
FERC application be prepared in consultation with Federal and State agen
cies having managerial authority over certain project aspectsm This coor
dination must be docume11ted in the license application. 

A great deal of coordination has taken place at agency ~~aff levels by dir
ect participation in studies or by participation in committees and task 
groups. This input. however, has been primarily by staff and may not n~c
essarily reflect the views of the agency. For this reason, we are conduct
ing a pa~allel formal coordination process, by requesting agency cvmments 
on key study outputs. The plan of study was the first document coordinated 
in this manner. Over the next year, there will be several moree This par
allel process will affect the other coordination activities of the study. 

At this time, we request that the ~Jatanuska-Susitna Barough review the 
attached Report, particularly in the areas impacting on the environment. 

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED 
Con!">ulting Engineers 

The Liber!).' Bank Build,.,g t.~atn at C.ourl 

8..r'!a!o. N~·:. Ycrk 14202 

-



Development Selection Report - 2 Octooer 2l, 1'981 

Your prompt attention to this matter will enable us to continue planning 
the best possible development for all interests. A response within thirty 
days of receipts would be greatly appreciated. Please s,end a copy of your 
conments to: 

JDL :jgk 

,..-

Mr. Eric You1d, Executive Director 
Alaska Power Authority 
333 West 4th Avenue -
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Very truly yours, 

John u. La\ffence 
Project Manager 

cc: Eric, Yould, Alaska Power Authority 

-
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Precedimg Letter Sent To: 

r~r. Lee Wyatt 
Planning Director 
Matanuska-Susitna Borough 
Box B 
Palmer AK 99645 

MY'. John Reg·o 
Bureau of Land Management 
701 C Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Mr. Tom Barnes 
Office of .coastal Management 
Division of Policy Development 

and Planning 
Pouch AP 
Juneau, AK 99811 

Mr. John Eo Cook 
Regional Director 
National Park Service 
540 West Fifth Avenue 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Mr. Ernest W. Mueller 
Commissioner 
Alaska Department of 

Environmental Conservation 
Juneau, AK 99801 

Ms. Lee McAnerney 
Department of Regional Affairs 
Pouch B 
Juneau, AK 99811 

Mr. Ronald 0. Skoog 
Corm1issioner 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
Juneau, AK 99801 

-
........ ----"Sf 

Mr. Keith Schreiner 
Regional Director 
U=S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
11011 E. Tudor Road 
Anchorage, AK 99503 

Colonel Lee Nunn 
District Engineer 
lLS .. Army Corpc; of Engineers 
P.O~ Box 7002 
Anchorage, AK 99510 

Mr. John Katz 
Alaska Department of Natura1 

Resources 
Pouch M 
Junean, AK 99811 

" 
Mr. Robert Shaw 
State Historic Pr~servation 

Office 
Alaska Department of Natural 

Resources 
619 Warehouse Avenue 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Regional Administrator 
U.S. Environmental Proection 

Agency 
1200 South Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98101 

Mr. Robert McVey, Director 
Alaska Region 

.National Marine F~sheries Service 
P.O. Box 1668 
Juneau, AK 99802 
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Mr. Ronald 0. Skoog 
Corrmissioner 

\\ 

RECE1VEO 

{ !0'·/ 1 3 1981 

hove~~er S, 1961 
P5700.06 

Alaska Dept. of Fish & Game 
Sport Fish/Susitna Hydro 

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

Dear r-r. Skoog: 

Susitna Hydroelectric Project 
Development Selection Report 

As you know, Acres American Incorporated is under contract to the Alaska 
Power Authority to conduct a feasibility study and prepare a Federal Energy 
Regulatory CoiTiflission: {FERC) license application for the Susitna HydJ.·o
electric Project. The scheduled date for submission of the application is 
in June of 1982. 

Federal law and FERC regulations require that the reports supporting the 
FERC application be prepared in consultation with Federal and State agen
cies having managerial authority over certain project aspects. This coor
dination must be documented in the license application. 

A great deal of coordination has taken place at agency· staff levels by dir~ 
~ct participation in studies or oy participation in committees and task 
groups. This input, however, nas been primarily by staff and may not nec
essarily reflect the views of the agency: For this reason, we are conduct
ing a parallel formal coordination process by requesting agency comments on 

"key study outputs. The plan of study was the first doclJJlent coordinated in 
this manner. Over the next year, there will be several more. This parallel 
process will affect the other coordination activities of the study. 

At this time, we request that the Department of Fish ,qnd Game review the 
attached Report, "Development Selection Report••, particularly in the areas 
impacting on the.f1sh and game resources. 

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED 
Consu':•::iJ Eng1ncers 

The Lit>~·~)' ~:;111' 8oi!drng. Main at Court 

au:fal(' "~··· "rork 1~202 
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ueve1op~ent Se:ection keport - ~ f·;ove;noer 9, 1961 

Your prompt attention to this matter will enable us to continue planning 
the best possible development for ail interests. A response within thirty 
days of receipts would be greatly appreciated. Please send a copy of your 
cormJents to: 

JDL/MMG;j gk 

Mr. Eric Yould, Executive Director 
Alaska Power Authority 
333 West 4th Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Very truly yours, 

ZM-m ~.-ev/d4-/ 
fohn D.. lawrence 
Project Manager 

cc: Eric Yould, Alaska Power Authority 
Mr. Thomas Trent, Department of Fish & Game 

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED 
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Mr. Lee Wyatt 
Planning Director 
Matanuska-Susitna Barough 
Box B 
Palmer, Alaska 99645 

\.J' 

December 4, 1981 
?5700 .. 11.92 

T.l330 

-

VANDERSURGH 

f-K 
CARLSON 
FRETZ 
JEX 
LOWREY 
SINGH 

HUSTEAD 
80\.'E 

CHASE 

r::~ / ., 

'l .. .; ..... 
// -

aa us_ 

Dear Mr. Wyatt: 

Susitna Hydroelectric Project 
Document Tr~nsmittal Form 

Enclosed is a documen~ transmittal form which should ha~e accompanied our 
package dated Novemb-2r 10 cotrtaining copies of the Development Selection 
Report and its appendices. The document transmittal form is part of a 
newly-implemented procedure at Acres which is intended to verify the arrival 
of documents shipped via various carriers and thus alleviate as quickly as 
possible any problems which may arise due to documents ~eing misplaced 
during transit. 

If you have any questions, please do not hes·itate to call. 

JEM/jh 
Enclosures 

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED 

-

Sincerely yours, 

;t!.m~ 
~John D. Lawrence 

Project Manuger 

.. ~ 

____J 
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Preceding Letter Sent To: 

Mr. Lee W.Yatt 
Planning Director 
Matan~ska-Susitna Borough 
Box B 
Palmer AK 99645 

Mr. John Rego 
Bureau of Land Management 
701 C.Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Mr. Tom Barnes 
Office of Coastal Management 
Division of Policy Development 

and Planning 
Pouch AP 
Juneau, AK 99811 

Mr. John E. Cook 
Regional Director 
National Park Service 
540 West Fifth Avenue 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Mr. Ernest W. Mueller 
Corrmissioner 
Alaska Department·of 

Environmental Conservation 
Juneau, AK 99801 

Ms. Lee McAnerney 
Department of Regional Affairs 
Pouch B 
Juneau, AK 99811 

Mr. Ronald 0. Skoog 
Commissioner 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
Juneau, AK 99801 

Mr. Keith Schreiner 
Regional Director 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
11011 E~ Tudor Road 
Anchorage, AK 99503 

Colonel Lee Nunn 
District Engineer 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 7002 
Anchorage, AK 99510 

Mr. John Katz 
Alaska Department of Natural 

Resources 
Pouch M 
Junean, AK 99~11 

Mr .. Robert Shaw 
State Historic Preservation 

Office 
Alaska Department of Natural 

Resources 
619 Warehouse Avenue 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Regional Administrator 
U.S. Environmental Ffoection 

Jl.c~ncy 
1200 South Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98101 

Mr. Robe~t McVey, Director 
Alaska Region 

· National Marine Fisheries Service 
P.O. Box 1668 
Juneau, AK 99802 
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Hr. Eric Yould 
Executive Director 
Alaska Power Authority 
333 \1. /~th Avenue 
&1chorage, Alaska 99501 

Dear Hr. Yould: 

fJ · .. '--

17 DEC-19!1 

Mr. John Lawrence of Acres American, by letter of November 9, 1981, 
requested i:hat. the Fish and 'Wildlife Service review the Development 
Selection Report for the Susitna Hydroelectric Feasibility Study. We 
offer the following comments: 

1.. Tite decision-m.nk!ng methodology (selection process) does not pro
vide an equitable basis for comparison of nll study elements. lhe 
preble~ ~hat ve have identified is that at the time major decision 
points arc ~enched, informatioL is much more detailed in regard to 
engineering and economic factors than environmental considerations. 
Ye recommend that the process be modified so that all study elements 
are equal (scope a,nd depth), before they are presented to the · 
decision-maker. · 

2. Although alternatives to Susitna are being studied separately by 
Battelle~ cooparisons ~ere drawn within the ~election report. The 
comparison of Susitna development to alternative hydroelectric 
po~er development is stated as economic only. The eomparison to 
thermal generation is, although not noted as s "&, solely based on 
an cconoudc evaluation. · · 

In regard to sensitivity testing of the all thermal versus Susitna · 
power development options the report states (p. 9-11) 1 ••A comparison 
of alternatives to Susitna is outside the realm of these studies ..... •• 
The following conclusion is. ho~ever, offered on po 9-1, " ••• the 
future'developmcnt of Railbelt electric power generation sources 
should include a Susitna Uydroelectric Proj~ct." These statements 
are in apparent ~onflict. 

---

-

_j 
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1be following statement addresses the Sueitna development environmental 
studios and review {p. 9-ll), ''Identifying compensation measures.and the 
actual prediction of environmental impacts are the subject of ongoing 
studies. The results of thetAe studies will be 1nchJded in our 1982 
feasibility report to be available prior to making the decision as to 
whether or not to proceed with FERC licensing." It should be noted that 
~uch of the information for inclusion in the feasibility report will be 
prelicdnary. It is our opinion that the rudimentary nature of this 
info~tion would preclude a credible impact analysis at that time. 

Thank you for t:he opportunity to review and 4:0mrocnt on tlte Design Selection 
.Report:. 

Sincerely,.. 

Jsl ..:f~ Hrn--t-t.s~ 
~ 
A!Jii~t Regional Dit"oc·tol" 

cc: FtlS-ROES, WAES 
NHFS, Anchorage 
Quentin Edson, FERC 
La~~ence, Acres Amori~an 

_j 



The preceding letter was received and reviewed. Although no formal response 
was prepared, our comments are as follows: 

(1) It was most efficient to determine if a site could technically be developed 
and it it would be economically attractive prior to collecting environ
mental information. Once a site passed the initial economic and engi-

' neering screening, full consideration was given to environmental consider
ations. Figures E. 10.1 and E. 10.4 depict the selection process. 

I! . ' 

(2) Environmental factors were considered when comparing Susitna. to other 
sources of power. This infonnation is included in an expanded fonn in 
Chapter 10, Section 4 of Exhibit E of the license application. 

(3) Th~chedule for filing the license application was developed from June 
1982 to February 1983 to allow incorporation of additional environmental 
data and to refine the impact analysis and mitigation planning. In 
addition, the Alaska Power Authority will be funding continuing environ
mental studies. 
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RECEIVED 

JAN 0 4 1982 

ACR .. ~ ·····-··~·m int;urtrURATED 

3 0 DEC 1981 

: 

ALASKA POWEf 
AUTHORITY 

SUSITNA 
t!r .. Ertc Yould, Executive 
Alaska ~ower Authority 
33~ W. Fifth Avenue 
Anchorage. ,\laska !1?501 

Director FILE P570C 

De~r Nr" .. ~cul d: 

SEQUENCE N 
F...:Z~ ~, 

I ' ' z,:i, ci I 
QjC: 2 : 
-:o, '- IIn response to a Ncvsub€r 16, 1981 letter frc-.-n the lkr-t:;s AI~e-rican Inc. P ~3~· 2 . ~ 

f~:ar,a9er~ Hr. John D. Lattrcnce, we have the fo1low1ng coor.:1ents conc~rn1ng lir-~_0_1~ 
Susitn-l project I"'ep.orts. The ;e;:>orts reviewed include: 19SO Environr.;cnt _LJ_I i..·C ~
s~~ri1ry Report (Hay 19il1}; Transnission Lfns Corridot· s:r.eening Rr>rort {5 pt~-::__;_ 
1~.;1); and the Develo~~"Xent ~·le-ctiGn R~port {Gctohcr 19.11).. I i ~r..o . 

,--jj6 .; . -
Provision for cultural resource identificat1o~ and f:it:iia9£.~~nt app~ars ?> ·r.: -~~. -
c.~prcpriate and ad~quate. /\lso. it would uppear that rccrr1aticn lS br:1ng --~·-J;;c:-i-
cn.'eilvcltcJy addressed by the o1ann1n~ process~ -.-·---:-

. . jiPGn· 
---· ·--

71lc (Valuation process described in the Dcvelor.nent Selection Rerort appc r~-~N_?_! ... 
to be: v~ry adt::cuate. This a-:encv does rmt reco:;~cnd a Particular basin r:: w-qr S"iT I - - . . --..---- --c~::vt:lopc~-er:t plan. Eo~~·:::ver. Wi: r1c note on pa2e D-26 that the tunnel sch.::m· ljS •owL! 
r.::coJni zc;d l;y th~ report as bein:J en.v1ro;r.rmta11y superior, and ~<ould pre e ;;el M-Rv:-
r.;any of t?te resul.lrc~ vulu:s curr~nt1y assoc1atr!d with the ;)evil Canyon. HR-cj--

~-
It would ce helpful to ttm r~~Jcr if an index could be included \-~ith each-- ~-
rt?ort cr per:·,ap!:; prepared senarately for the entirt: Sc-!ries of proj~ct re, · ts. l·-

1--·f---1---1--~j:~ look for~a.rd te: til~ op;)ortun1ty to r·::vi~w subs~quent pr~'jcct re;:'crts. _ 1 

addition to ~'cir.~ i1~ciudf!d in thi: historical an~ archeological, and recrr: ti n 1 

srou;;s id~I;t.1fi(~J for fon~:al coordination. thfs. ~-;!~ncy should r0rhurs als =r.r rt~E I 

i;1cl~d::c Hi thin the water !1U!ili1.y and us~,. ~e~thetics and land usa groups r.CS \=it:-·-- -
C!r.:: t!1te:r£:st!?d in project r~lat~d recreation i:~:~itrcts that w111 occur 'riithin aud 
b~ \1CiHl the: ;:;ro.i ect trJtir.d~r·,r. 

1> • - • 

I~J Dou~laa G. ~arnocl 

cc: 
.:~· ·,;: n. Lin. r..::;c·.:, 
Y~; r~: 1t.'·)? 

.,,...r.:r 1', .... ,-:c~ ... 1-c !:'IV) L.tJ,erty t·~nt. n,,.:lAi.,... ~·tff~lo r-.a- ....,__.. II ...... , c;:;,, •• -D. _•.,;_, . ..., i)q h. ... I "" •·::• .. ._ • ,, 1 
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Mr. Douglas G. Warnock 
Assistant Regional Director 
Alaska Region 
National Park Service . 
540 West Fifth Avenue 
Anchorage, A 1 aska 99501 · 

Dear Mr. Warnock: 

•.:·-

~larch 1, 1982 
P5700.11 

T. 1425 

Susitna Hydroelectric P~oject 

I thank you for your D2.cember 30, 1981 response to our request fot~ 
review and comment on Susitna project reports forwarded to your agency. 

I am pleased that you are satisfi~d to date with our cultural resource 
identification and management, recreation planning and Dev~lopment 
Selection evaluation process. 

In regards to the review of subsequent reports we are receptive to 
including your agency in the water quality and use, aesthetics and 1and 
use groups if you consider this information beneficial in performing 
your formal review of project related recreation impacts. We are enc"losing 
the 1980 Land Use Annual Report. 

KRY/jmh 

Enclosure 

xc: Eric Yould~ APA 

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED 
'. •• - • -: ::. :. • ·::f<•s 

::: ........ . ...... ... ,.j .• ·:; .: 

Stneerely yours, 

/1'4z/vt-tA ....--;?.-----:'--:!~ 
{. ~~.,"" D. Lawrence 

Project Manager 
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MITIGATION PLANNING 

~ 
i,l 
.I 

4;!::·~-:~-;:;:::: .A-J 



(I 
a 

I 
I 

~~ 
'tJ 

0 

f1 w 

0 
fl 
tJ 

fl u 

I 
I 
I 

APPEN[}l}{ ·11 • E 

MITIGATION PLANNING 

Mitigation planning for the Susitna Project has involved APA~ its consultants, 
and the state and· federal resource .agencies. A Fisher.ies Mitigation Core 
Group, Wildlife Mitigation Core Group, and Fish and Wildlife Review Group 
were established. A Fish and Wildlife Mi,tigation Policy was developed, re
vised three times following receipt of comments, and finalized during the 
1981-1982 period. Various mitigation options ·papers were also drafted, 
circulated for comments, and discussed in meetings with the agencies. 

This section cont~ins correspondence and meeting notes of the above activities. 
Correspondence is presented primarily in chronological order. However, in 
some cases, a response to. a letter directly follows the letter to facilitate 
an understanding of the flow of communication. This results in an interruption 
in the chronological sequence. 

It should be noted that correspondence and meeting notes, regarding the 
modeling workshops, are not included. Although this workshop relates to 
mitigation planning, it also relates to ongoing studies. Hence, it is in the 
Additional Studies and Project Refinement section. 

c=;wzm ..... 

.. _] 
. \~ :: . ...... ' ·.·-~.· , .. , -z;::·:,ii'''''·¥<· 
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SUSITNA WILDLIFE f~ITIGATION TASK FORCE 

NOTES OF MEETING 

January 30~ 1981 

Anchorage~ Alaska 

Compiled by; Edward T~ Reed 
Wildlife Ecology 3roup Leader 

Terrestrial Environmental 
Specialists, Inc. 

The meeting was commenced at 9:00 a.m. 

Mr. Reed gave a brief introduction and requested that all participants 
(see attached list) introduce the~selves and indicate the organization 
they represented.. In his introduction, Mr. Reed identified the major 
problem associated with the development of a Susitna wildlife 
mitigation program as the fact that in some cases data collection will 
not be complete until after the submittal of a li~ense application to 
FERC (July 1, 1982). Thus the level of detail that can be incorporated 
into a program at the end of Phase I wi 11 vary among the various • 
components of the wildlife studies, and in some cases there will be 
insufficient data available to develop a finely~tuned mitigation plan • 

. ·. Curson asked what the relationship was between this meeting and the 
Steering Committee comments on the Task 7 Procedures Manuals. Dr. 
lucid and Mr. Reed responded that, although mitigation planning was 
among the topics commented upon by the Steering Committee, this Task 
Force had been planned prior to the Steering Committee's comments and 
was not in response to the comments. 

f1r. Wozniak explained some of the history that preceded this meeting, 
including the role of the Steering Committee and indicated that this 
meeting represented a formal consultation between the Power Authority 
(including the Power Authority's representatives, i.e. Acres and TES) 
and federal and state agencies as called for by the ~ish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act. 

Mr. Reed presented a brief outline (attached) describing the 
or.ganization and functioning of the task force. At the request of Mr. 
Carson, the word "procedures" (Purpose of the Task Force, Item #1) was 
changed to "options". 

-
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dual role of Mr. Schneider as a represent~tive of ADF&G was 
.cussed by Schneider,. Trent, Reed 7 Lucid, Carson, and Wozniak. A 

concensus was reached that Mr. Schneider's participation in the ·core 
group was appropriate due to his technical participation on the Susitna 
Study Team as leader of the big game studies. All official responses 
from AOF&G as a participant in the review group will be handled by Mr. 
Trent, who will consult with Mr. Schneider on technical matters. This 
arrangement was satisfactory to the meeting participants. 

There were no comments concerning information on the outline pertaining 
to the Role of the Core Group, the Role of the Review Groups or the 
Role of the Task Force Coordinator. 

Mr. Carson raised the issue of whether or not members of the review 
group shou_ld be required to prepare a written discussion of concerns, 
issues and policy statements. Mr. Carson felt that it was the 
responsibility of TES to prepare such material for review and comment 
by the review group. Following discussion of this issue, it was agreed 
that the Task Force Coordinator would draft a policy statement 
incorporating agency concerns and submit it to the review group for 
comment. It was suggested that agency concerns could be better 
identified through personal interviews with representatives of each 
agency. TES and Acres will consider this approach. 

hr. Wozniak questioned whether or not all appropriate agencies were 
included in the mitigation task force. The involvement of the U.S. 
Corps of Engineers, the Environmental Protection Agency, and the 
National Marine Fisheries Service were raised. TES and Acres will keep 
these agencies in mind a~ the task force proceeds, although Mr. Reed 
indicated that the participation of these agencies may be either 
premature at this point in time, or be more appropriately included in 
the fisheries mitigation effort. Mr. Wozniak also raised the question 
of involvement by special interest groups. Mr. Reed and Dr. Lucid 
responded that the cpncerns of special interest groups were more 
appropriately coordinated through the Power Authority's public 
participation program. TES will prepare a list of agencies and/or 
·groups that may be considered for ~onsultation in the future if 
pertinent issues concerning such groups develop. 

It was discussed, and generally agreed upon, that there are limitations 
to the level of detail of mitigation planning that can be performed 
within the Phase I time frame. Dr. lucid, Mr. Reed, and f4r. McMullen 
pointed out, nevertheless, that to comply with FERC regulations, the 
license application must represent a commitment on the part of the 
applicant and that identification of "options 11 may not be sufficient • 
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:.. 11415 decided that individual review gro~p members will address all 
::,respondence to the APA, with a copy being sent directly to Mr. Reed, 
.;owill back-channel a copy to Mr. Young at Acres. Mr. Wozniak 
• 1rized the Task Force Coordinator (Mr. Reed) to represent the core 
~up and correspond directly with members of the review group. ·Mr.· 
L~ requested written confirmation of this authorization from Mr. 
~~ng. Mr. Young indicated that Acres would provide the requested 
:.:cumentat ion. 

following di~,cuss ion. it was agreed that Mr. Reed waul~ reevaluate the 
schedule outlined on the handout. Mr. Carson requested that a meeting 
:e held follow1ng preparation of a policy statement and review by the 
review group members . 

~. Stackhouse indicated that the USFWS had recently (within the past 
week) published a statement of mitigation policy in the Federal 
Register. · Mr. Reed thanked Mr. Stackhouse for this information and 
indicated that the pol icy statement would be reviewed at the earliest 
pass ib 1 e date. 

followin9 discussion it was decided that the core group should first 
prepare a mitigation policy, and following review, proceed with the 
preparation of a mitigat1on .e_]an. 

. Stackhous~ stated that cost effectivenes~ of mitig~tion plans is an 
unportant conce. n of the USFWS. 

The question was raised by Dr. Lucid as to whether the applicant had 
any responsibility to enhance a resource, as opposed to avoidance of 
impacts or compensation. It was agreed that TES, in its mitigation 
planning, would "identify enhancement opportunities .. and stop there. 

The subject of compensation of impact on one species (e.g. mocse) by 
enhancement of another t'.g. salmon) was mentioned. No agreement was 
reached on the validity of this concept. 

The question of whether or not the review group should have a chairman 
was raised. Mr. Reed expressed concern that some details may be lost 
if one person was responsible for compiling and possibly summarizing 
agency comments. Mr. Carson also advised against the appzintment of a 
chairman at this time. For the present time, the idea of a review 
group chairman was dropped~ 

Mr. Reed r~quested that a list be prepared with the name, mailing 
address, and phone number of all review group members~ This list was 
completed and is attached. 

The w~eting was' adjourned at approximately 11:15 a.m. 



PARTICIPA~T 

Edward Reed 

Joseph McMullen 

Vincent Lucid 

Robert Krogseng 

Richard Taber 

Jay f·k:Kendr ick 

William Co 11 ins 

Brina Kessel 

Steven McDonald 

Ph i1 ip Gipson 

Karl Schneider · 

Thomas Trent 

Kevin Young 

David Wozniak 

Bruce Bedard 

Alan Carson 

Mike Scott 

Gary Stackhouse 

Bruce Appie 

SUSITNA WILDLIFE MITIGATION TASK FORCE 

MEETING OF JANUARY 30, 1981 

ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 

LIST OF PARTICIPANTS 

REPRESENTING 

Terrestrial Environmental 

Terrestrial Environmental 

Terrestrial Environmental 

Terrestrial Environmental 

Terrestrial Environmental 

University of Alaska 

University of Alaska 

University of Alaska 

University of A1aska 

University of Alaska 

Specialists, 

Specialists, 

Specialists, 

Specialists, 

Specialists, 

Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

Acres American, Inc. 

Alaska Power Authority 

Alaska Power Authority 

Alaska Department of Natural Resources 

United States Bureau of Land Management 

United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

Inc. 

Inc. 

Inc. 

Inc. 

Inc. 
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R~CEIVED JUN 1 7 1881 

MEMO 

TO Member5 of the Susitna Wild·life Mitigation Task Force 

FROM: Edward T. Reed, Task Force C6ordinator 

DATE: 'June 16, 1981; 218.683 

RE: Comments concerning the preliminary policy outline. 

Enclosed please find another copy of the preliminary outline for the 
wildlife mitigation policy statement. I have inserted review CJmments 
that ~ave been received todate. The comments have been placqd 
immediately following the appropriate item. In the case of those 
comments that pertain to an entire section, they fo11m>~ ths last item 
of each section. In most cases, comments have been transcribed 
verbatum, although some comments had to be extracted from the .. 
correspondence and minor editorial changes were made~ 

It should be noted that this was a detailed outline and some of the 
coiTJTients would have been unnecessary if a fleshed out text version was 
available for review. It was impossible to totally explain all of the 
details and ramifications of each item within the context of an 
outline. 

Please review the comments made by other task force members and be 
prepared to discuss possible adjustments tc the policy statement. As 
noted in my memo of May 8, 1981, the next meeting of the mitigation 
task force will be held at 9:00 a.m. on Monday, June 29th, in the Acres 
Anchorage Office. Hopefully a final version of the pol1cy statement 
can be agreed upon during that meeting and we can move forward with a 
discussion of how best to develop a mitigation plan based upon the 
policy statement. 



1 - BACKGROUND 

1.1 - The Need 

WILDLIFE MITIGATION 
A STATEf-1ENT OF POLICY 

PRELIMINARY OUTLINE 

Included will be a general discussion of.the'value of the 
environment and why it is necessary to reduce or avoi~ negative 
·impacts while still permitting reasonable energy development. 

Co11111r.:nt 
USF&WS: 

This section should include a discussion ·of the need to 
adequately assess the environmental resources of the study areci 
to determine the compatibility of the proposed project and to 
~valuate mitigation to adequately reduce or avoid negative 

. impacts to environmr;:ntal resources, including fish and wildliff~ 

r~sources, so that no net loss of habitat value occurs. 

1.2 ~ _Legal ~ndates 

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission regulations, the Fish 
and Wildlife Coordination Act, and the National Environmental 
Policy Act wi1l be discussed, as well as a consideration of the, 

role of state anrl federal natural resource agencies whose task it 
is to protect and manage wildlife resources. 

1.3 - Defioition of Mitigation 
..... ..... . ,.-

This wi11 be the 5 part NE?A definition. 

-
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2 - GEUERAL ?OLlCIES TO BE CARRIED OUT BY THE APPLICANT 

., 1 ... . - Basic Intent of the Aprlican~ 

(a) The goal of the applicant is to strive, within the bounds of 
feasibility and reasonable costs, to minimize the negative 
impacts of the Susitna Project and compensate for 
unavoidable 1osses of wildlife and wildlife habitat. 

Comment 
USF&WS: 

The goal of the applicant should be to deve1ap a plan to fully 
mitigate unavoidable impacts which would result from the 
construction and operation of the project with full compensation 
for unavoidable losses to fish and wildlife resources. 

(b} The success of the mitigation effort will be considered the 
difference between impacts without mitigation and impacts 
with mitigation. A "no net loss of habitat value" will 
serve as the benchmark for measuring both the success of the 
mitigation effort and project impacts. 

Corrment 
USF&WS: 

Success of the mitigation effort should be assessed through 
comparison of habitat value of the study area with the project, 
including the mitigation plan, vs. without the project, over the 
project life. No net loss of habitat value, as determined by 

pre- and post-project studies is the goal. Acceptable habitat 
evaluation procedures {such as the Fish and Wildlife Service 1 s 
Habitat Evaluation Procedures and Instream Flow Methodology) 
should be used to accomplish this goal. 

McMullen: 
"No net loss of habitat valueu looks good, but it must be ~ecided 
how to assess habitat value. A1so, are with and/or without 
project scenarios going to be considered? 

-
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Gipson: 

Good statement .. 

(c} The applicant will provide assurances that the agreed upon 
mitigation plan will be a stipulated part of the 

construction and operation plans of the project and will be 
executed by either the applicant or any other organization 
charged with managing the project. 

Co~m~ent 

USF&WS: 

The mitigation plan shou-ld be developed by the applicant, in 
coordination with the state and federal resource agencies. The 

plan, as agreed upon by the coordinating agencies, should be 

submitted by the applicant to the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Comnission {FERC) as a component of the application to be 
incorporated into the license. 

2.2 - Input From Agencies and the Public 

(a} The applicant will provide opportunities for the review and 
evaluation of concerns and recommendations presented by the 
public as well as by federal and state agencies. 

Corm~ent 

USF&WS: 

Additional review and evaluation of the project will be provided 
through formal agencies comments in response to state and/or 
federally administered licensing ahd permitting programs. 

(b) Agency comments and recommendations will be provided by 
those members of the ·Mitigation Task Force that represent 
agencies, while the concerns of the public and special 
interest groups will be coordinated through other means. 
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ComT~ent 

Gipson: 

You may wish to spell out how input will be obtained from the 
public and how to weight the recorrmen.dations from ii1dividuals, 
interest groups, and governmental agencies. 

McMullen: 
One of the comments at the Steering Committee meeting was that 
the agency representatives in many instances cannot "offici ally18 

represent their agency. 

2o3 - Avoidance and Reduction of Impacts 

(a) During the feasibility studies (prior to FERC license 
submittal} and the subsequent preparation of preliminary 
engineering specifications {following FERC licinse 
submittal), the applicant will take into consideration, and 
where practical {both from the standpoint of actual 
feasibility as well as cost), incorporate recorrmendations to 
avoid and/or reduce negative impacts on wildlife resources. 

Comment 
USF&WS: 

The project, including mitigation found to be acceptable to the 
state and federal resource agencies, should be evaluated in 
regard to reasonable cost; not with and without the mitigation 
plan. The total cost of mitigation then becomes part of the 
total project co~t. 

(b) Also considered under this policy will be operation 
stipulations that can be implemented to reduce negative 
impacts on thr wildlife resource. Recorrrnendations for 
operaticn stipulations will be prov-ided to the design 
engineer during both the feasibility studies and the 
preliminary engineering phase as appropriate. 
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Comment 
USF&WS: 

Construction and operating stipulations to reduce negative 
impacts to fish and wildlife resources should be evaluated during 
the feasibility studies. Stipulations found acceptable by the 
coordinating agencies should be incorporated into the mitigation 
plan submitted as part of the license application. 

2:4 - Compensation for Unavoirlable Losses of Wildlife Resources 

(a) Where biologically feasible and cost effective management 
techniques are available, the applicant will institute 
management efforts to compensat~ for unavoidable impacts. 

CoJTIIlent 
USF&WS: 

Compensation for unavoidable losses to fish ar,~d wildlife 
resources should be in accordance with a plan developed by the 
applicant, in coordination with state and federal resource 
agencies. The plan, found acceptable to the coordinating 
agencies should be submitted to FERC for incorporation into the 
project license. The compensation plan, a component of the 
overall mitigation plan, should be the result of a habitat 
evaluation, utilizing a procedure judged acceptable to the state 
and federal agencies with primary responsibility for fish and 
wildlife resources. 

(b) Where possible, compensation will be cf an in-kind nature. 

Conment 
USF&WS: 

This applies to both wildlife species as well as 
habitats. 

In-Jcind compensation where ;•possible 11
; should be mutua11y 

' determined by +he applicant and the coordinating state and federal 
agencies, prior to licensing. 
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2.5 - §.:oa~aphic ::~verage of the Wildlife ~itigation Policl 

{a) In re~=~~d to both impact avoidance and compensation, the 
mitigat~:on policy will address all wildlife species . 
util izir.og the impct..mdme·nt zone and other project related - . 
areas (e.g., borrow ~Jites), as well as the riparian zone 
downstre:am to Talkeetna. 

Comment 
USF&WS: 

Determination of the extent of impacts attributable to the project 
needs to be ac:complished. Formulation of a mitigation plan cannot 
proceed until the extent of the impacts, both direct and indirect, 
has been identified. 

McMullen: 

If key or target species are used to evaluate habitat values then 
this may requ-7. re rewording. 

Gipson: 

. 

What treatment will be given to access roads, power line rights
of-way, and pcssible buffer zones around the impoundments? 

{b) Downstre~~ from Talkeetna to Cook Inlet the primary 

mitigation effort wi11 be directed towards any impacts that 
might occur in regard to rip~rian habitats. 

Corrment 

USF~WS: 

The mitigation effort should be directed ·at reducing impacts where 
they are identified, addressing all primary and secondary impact 
areas, for all project features. 

iaber: 

It seems probable that 100% mitigation above the dam will not be 
feasible, so mitigation below the dam may be one of the next best 
choices. If a broad view of what nbelo"~ the dam 11 consists of is 

maintained, then more mitigation options will be available than if 
the view is narrow. 
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2.6 -Establishment of Priorities 

(a) Although all wildlife species will be considered {including 

oig game species. non-game specie-s, and furbearers), it will 
be nec~ssary to identify the 11key11 or 11target 11 species and 
establish some order of priority in regard to the development 
of a mitigation plan. 

Comment 
McMullen: 

If key or target species are used to evaluate habitilt values then 
this may require rewording. 

{b) In order to prepare a mitigation plan that can be 

Comment 
Gipson: 

successfully implemented while at the same time placing 
mitigation efforts in perspective, certain wildlife species 
andior habitats will be given priority in mitigation planning· 
based on: 1) importance of the species/habitat both to 
Alaskan residents and the ecosystem; (2) availability of 
practical mitigation measures; {3) species with special 
status, such as threatened or endangered; {4) estimated costs 
required to execute mitigation measures. This list of 
criteria is not organized in any priority order. 

Possibly something should be added to indicate that some 
ecological criteria will be used to establish pri~rities, in 
addi~ion to human values. For example~ those species that 
contribute significantly to total energy flow through the system 
(small mammals and nesting birds) and/or those species that make 
up the bulk of animal biomass (again small mammals) should be 
considered important. 

McMullen: 

These criteria could be easily expanded to be utilized in the 
generation of relative value indicies. 

-
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USF&WS: (pertains to 2.6 in general) 

Since all wildlife species are to be considered, "key" species 
should be chosen so that they represent particular segments 
(guilds) of the community. Species which provide guild 

representation and are also considered "important" by the resource 
agencies and/or public should be given priority. Species which 
are federally listed as threatened or endangered, or proposed tor 
listing, must be handled separately in accordance with Section 7 

of the Endangered Species Act. The practicality of the mitigation 
plan developed, in regard to the concerns of the applicant and 
coordinating agencies, would be demonstrated through its 
acceptability to these agencies. 

2.7 - Impact-Related Versus Non-Impact-Related Lands 

(a) To the greatest extent possible, mitigation measures will be 
implemented on or immediately adjacent to the area where the 
impact takes place. 

(b) WherP. this is not possible, priority will be given first to 
suitable areas as close as possible to the area of impact. 

(c) As a last resort, areas totally removed from the impact area 
will be considered for mitigation efforts. 

Comment {pertains to 2.7 in general) 
USF&WS: 

Statements apply to both direct and indirect impacts. 

Schneider: 

In sections 2.7 and 2.8, you emphasize mit1gation close to the 
impact area even to the point of enhancement of a different 

species rather than move to a more distant area. The problem is 
in definition of such terms as "reasonable proximity". Users of 
wildlife are fairly mobile and tend to greatly favor one species 
over another. This, combined with practical considerations, miah! 
make it difficult to stick with the policv 



I h=. .... c:n•t given thi:.;. a great deal of thought,. but an alternate 
::ippr::.::.=h might be to direct mitigation measures at the animal 
pop~-==tion or subpopulation impacted when this is c)early 
feas:::.1e. 

When _he feasibility of this approach is irn doubt, perhaps 
mitis:=:tion measures should be directed at user groups. A series 
of ai:_:rnate mitigation masures could be driawn' up and submitted 
for p~1 ic review. 

The pc.int is that the public might agree with your policy. but 
disag-:-:e with your plan when they see what iit means in reality. 
Why nc .. .:. recognize that the issue is complex cmd subjective from 
the st:art? 

2.8 - In-Kf~d Compensation Versus Availability of Areas Suitable For 
Mitic3tion 

(a) ln the event that suitable areas for in-·k.ind compensation 
for a particular species/habitat do not exist within 
reasonable proximity to the impact area, the first priority 
will be to compensate for such loss by enhancement of a 
different species and/or habitat that is close to the impact 
area. 

(b) If compensation by means of a different species proves 
impractical or unacceptable, in-kind compensation in areas 

I 

totally removed from the impact area will be considered. 

Comment (pertains to 2.8 in general) 

Schneider: 
See comment under 2.7. 
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2.9 - Land Ownership 

(a) Interviews will be conducted with private owners as well as 
pertinent state and federal agencies to preliminarily identify 
land use policies or ownership that may act as constraints on 
mitigation efforts. 

{b) Where no land use constraints have been identified, the 
analysis of mitigation alternatives will proceed based on 
biological factors. 

(c) Following review by agencies and private landowners for· 
compatibility with land use policies, the mitigation plan will 
then be ~eassessed and adjusted as necessary in order to 
insure that proposed actions can be legally and practically 
executed. Where mitigation opportunities exist, the applicant 
will wcrk closely with land management agencies to insure the 
successful implementation of the plan. 

2.10 - Restoration of Disturbed Areas 

Comment 
USF&WS: 

The applicant will consider various op~ions (e.g. regrading and 
revegetation, permitting natural invasion and succession, etc.) 
in the reclamation of areas that will be disturbed by project 
activities such as borrow areas and construction camps. 

Restoration of disturbed areas should be in accordance with a plan 
deve1oped by the applicant, in coordination with the state and 
fede~al resource agencies. The plan, found acceptable to the 
coordinating agencies should be submitted to FERC for incorporation 
into the project license. 

-
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f~cKendri ck: 

I would emphasize that the revegetation, etc., 
coordinated with land use policies of owners. 

of borrow areas be 

Also, considering 
such areas as prospective browse production sites may be feasible, 
if there is any sgil available after excavation. They may be 
considered potential sites to compensate for browse losses in the 
impoundment areas~ 

Heavy grass seeding will probably retard natural succession of 
browse species. We really need to examine some of th·~ myriads of 

highway and seismic disturbances to see if we can identify 
successional sequences and· bypasses and develop some reasonable 
scheme in habitat formation for this region. 

2.11----:-- Nuisance Animals 

Conment 
USF&WS: 

In order to avoid altering the natural behavior of animals 
. 

resident to the project area, rules designed to prevent, or 
reduce nuisance animal problems will be established. Procedures 
will also be formulated to relocate problem animals= 

A plan, found acceptable to the coordination agenciesw should be 

developed and submitted to FERC fot incorporation into the project 

license. 

Schneider: 
Relot:ation is generally a poor policy as animals usually return or 
cause problems in other areas. Animals can be captured only under 
permits issues by the Commissioner of Fish and Game. He will set 
policy on this issues, not APA. 

Gipson: 
Other possibilities may be: 

. . 
1) str.ict garbage control and 

disposal, 2) fencing of semi-permanent camps, 3) education 
programs for workers to prevent feeding and harassing wild animals 
in order tn reduce impacts and conflicts with people~ 
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2.12 - Access 

(a) Since the potential impact of increased human access on 
wildlife is a major concern, measures will be conside1ed and 
the most appropriate ones implemented to reduce impacts on 
wildlife as a result of improved a~cess. 

(b) This will include access policies during both the 
construction and operation phases of .the project • 

Comment (pertains tQ 2.12 in general) 
USF&WS: 

\ 

. 
A plan, found acceptable to the coordinating agencies, should be 

developed and submitted to FERC for incorporation into the project 
1 i cense • 

2."13 Hunting 

{a) Acknowledging that sport hunting is an important component 
of the Alaskan lifestyle and economy, it will be 
incorporated as a major component in mitigation planning. 

{b) Hunting rules and/or recommendations to insure the safety of 
project pe~sonn~1 and the public will be considered. 

{c) For obvious reasons, any policy determination concerning 
hunting must be integrated with access policy and the 
applicant will consider both access and hunting policy in a 
coordinated manner. 

Comment {pertains to 2.13 in general) 
USF&WS: 

This section should be expanded to include oth~r forms of wildlife 
recreation as well, e.g., bird watching, photography. A plan, 
fo~nd acceptable to the coordinating agencies, should be developed 
and submitted to FERC f0r incorporation into the project license. 
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Gipson: 
I would like for you to include trapping and fishing in this 
section if you feel they are appropriate for inclusion. 

Schneider: 

Reed: 

Replace "sport hunting" with "hunting and trapping". Many 
Alaskans would interpret your wording to exclude.subsistence 
hunting. This issue is both difficult to defifle and highly 
emotional. There is no need to raise it heree Obviously, we want 
to preserve all legal hunting an~ trapping options. 

Any hunting rules or policies other than those instituted by an 

employer on their employees are the responsibility of the Board of 
Game. APA can make recommendations as can any group or 
individual, but it is up to the Board of Game to ex~ine all 

factors and set regulations for dealing with problems. 

It may be that this section is not appropriate at all for 
inclusion with a wildlife mitigation policy effort and may be 
better suited for prime consideration under the recreation ,., 
planning portion of the Susitna study effort; although 
coordination between recreation planners and the wildlife 
mitigation group is certainly necessary. 

2.14 - Responsibility For Implementation of the Mitioation Plan 

Corrrnent 
USF&WS: 

(a) Prior to the initiation of construction an agreement will be 
reached for determining responsibility for implementation of 
the mitigation plan. 

Responsibility for implementation of the mitigation plan rests 
with the applicant. Any agreements entered into by the applicant 
for the delegation of direct implementation authority for the 
mitigation plan would need to include stipulations to prevent 
deviation from the accepted plan. 

-
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Reed: 
Due to wording there is some confusion between 2.14 (a) and 2.1 
{c). The intent of the wording in 2.1 (c} was to indicate that 
the applicant {APA) was ultim~~ely responsible for seein~ that the 
mitigation plan is executed as agreed upon. The purpo.'ie of 2.14 

(c} was not to indicate that any organization othar thhn the 
applicant would have ultimate responsibility, but to indicate that 
an agreement would have to be reached as to exactly who (ADF&G, 
USF&WS, TES, etc.) would actually execute the p1an. A rewording, 
or further explanation is needed to prevent a misunderstanding 
between these two ttems. 

{b) Realizing that a mitigation monitoring te~m will be 
necessary to insure the proper and successful execution of 
the mitigation plan, part of the plan will detail the 
structure and responsibilities of such a monitoring body. 

Comment 
USF&WS: 

The mitigation monitoring team should include representatives of 
the applicant, FERC, and the state and federal agencies with 
designated responsibility for fish and wildlife resources. The 
financing, composition, and plan of study should be agreed to by 
the prospective participants during the formulation of the 
mitigation plan as a component of the mitigation plan to be 
submitted to FERC for incorporation into the license. 

2.15 - Modification of the Mitigation Plan 

(a) As part of the mitigation plan a monitoring program will he 
established, the purpose of which will be to monitor 
wildlife populations during the construction and operation 
of the project in order to determine the effectiveness of 
the plan as well as to identify problems that were not 
anticipated during the initial preparation of the plan~ 



I . 

Comment 
USF&WS: 

.- ' -: ' ~~~,. " •• '"t .. : .~ ., ~ 
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See comments above (2ol4.b). 

Gipson: 

This section, 2.15 (a} is good. 

(b) The mitigation plan will be sufficiently flexible so that if 

adequate data secured during themonitoring of wildlife 
populations indicate that the mitigation effort should be 
modified, the mitigation plan can be adjusted accordingly; 

Cormtent 
USF&WS: 

this may involve an· increased effort in some areas where the 
original plan has proven ineffective, as well as a reduction in 
some cases where impacts failed to materialize as predicted. 

Any modification to .the mitigation plan should be coordinated withs an~ 

agreeable to, the state and federal agencies with designated 
responsibility for fish and wildlife res,,)urces. 

General Comments 

McKendrick: 

Bill Collins and I both received and read the Preliminary Outline. 
Generally, it appears acceptable and comprehensive. 

Wozniak: 
We have no comments relative to the version of the Mitigation Policy 
outline transmitted to us by Ed Reed's memo of May 8, 1981. (Note: 
The APA did review an earlier ~~rsion and provided suggestions and 
comments that were incorporated into this review version). 

Gipson: 

This i.s a well written outline.. You may want a section treating use of 
4-wheel drive vehicles and snow machines. 
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USF&WS: 

We appreciate the opportunity to review the preliminary outline 
"Wildlife Mitigation: A Statement of Policyu. We have done so in 
light of the Fish and Wildlife Service's Mitigation Policy (copy 
attached} a.nd have provided COI111lents which are consistent ·with that 
policy. 
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MEMO 

TO: Members of the Sus_itna Wildlife ~1itigation Task Fo,··ce 

FROM: Edward T. Reed, Ta5k Force Coordinator 

D.~TE: July 24, 1981; 218.730 

.RE: Meeting notes 

Enclosed please find a copy of the notes of the June 29, 1981 meeting of 
the wildlife mitigation task force. I have compiled these notes based on 
~ interpretation of the comments made during the meetinge If you feel 
that I missed any major items or misunderstood certain statements please 
let me know and I will prepare a rev,ised version of the notes.. I am now 
moving forward with the preparation of a draft policy statement an~~-sK_A_P_o~wE_R_ 
development of a decision making methodology. You will be receivi g AUTHORITY 

copies of these as they are completed. SUSITNA 
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. 
SUSITNA WILDLIFE MITIGATION TASK FORCE 

NOTES OF MEETING 
June 29, 1981 

Anchorage, Alaska 

Compiled by: Edward T. Reed 
Wildlife Ecology Group leader 

Terrestrial Environmental 
_ Specialists, Inc • . . 

The meeting was commenced at 9:00 a.m. A list of participants is 
attached. 

Mr. Reed gave a brief introduction and descr.iption of ~at had taken 
place since the last meeting. He then asked if the participants would 
like to make any general comments concerning the policy outline prior to 

beginning a detailed discussion of the items contained within the 
outline. 

. 
Mr. Wozniak requested that. the purpose of the meeting be to rrmve towards 
~ finalized statement as the next product. 

Mr. Trent stated that although the policy addressed federal regulation~·~ 

there are state regulations concerning mitigation in draft form, and the 
mitigation effort should stand prepared to include the inten~ and 
approach presented in those state regulations. He also indicated that 

the state regulations would use the five basic forms of mitigation as 
defined by NEPA, but will go further in stressing the priority of the 
fonns;. He indicated that the new regulati,ons would be incorporated 
under Title 16 1aw. Mr,. Trent also suggested that a matrix type 
approach be develQped to be used in reviewing the various forms of 
mitigation that might be used on the Susitna Project. 

-
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Mr. Trent said that for the purpos~ of developing mitigation policy it 

would be advisable. to involve the per·sonnel r~esponsible for the 

fisheries mitigation effort. Mr. Schneider agreed that the policy 

statements for both fish and wildlife should be basically the same. Mr. 

Wozniak also indicated that this would be preferable.. Mr. Wozniak then .. 
requested that Mr. Reed take the ap'Propriate steps to obtain the 
involvement of the fisheries group. Mr. Reed agreed to contact the 
appropriate fisheries personnel and rec,uest that they act:e11erate th£: 

,. 

establishment of a fisheries mitigation task force and be p1·ovided w·ith 

infonnation pertaining to the policy statement currently being prepared 

by the wildlife task force. 

---A discussion took place concerning the level of mitigation pl'anning that 
would be available for inclusion with t~e FERC license applicatioo 
versus what will have to follow durina Phase II. Mr .. Wozoi.::~~: wclrned • 
that Phase II should not serve as a convenient excuse f,or not having 

critical portions of the application prepared for the pv·ojected 
SIJbmittal date. Mr. Carson indicated that a commitment to the process 

that would be used throughout the mitigation effort should be an 

important item for the applicatione Since the discussion indicated that 
~t a minimum, it will be possible to have prepared a policy statement, 
Jn approach to m·itigation, and an outline of the ol_an~ Mr. Reed asked 

representatives of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Servi.ce if that level of 
effort would satisfy their review needs as stipulated under the Fish and 
Wildlife Coordination Act. Mr. Stackhouse replied that in the absence 
of a complete, detailed mitigation plan, they {USF&WS) would not be able 
to make a final recommendation. 

Mr. Schneider suggested that the next step should be the development of 
a process, or methodology, to be used in making mitigation decisions. 
This suggestion was received favorably by the other participants. 

In reviewing the meeting to this point, Mr. Reed and Mr. Wozniak agreed 
that the c·~ext steps should be to expand the outline to a draft poli,·;y 
statement, prepare a. decision making methodology. and develop an outline 

of the plan. 

,::.··· 

l 

I 

I I, 
I ,,. , 
1 ,, 

l 
t 
! . 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
ll ~--

I 

-3-

At this point it was agreed to review the policy outline, item by item, 
commenting on the information and determining which items are 
appropriate for a policy statement and whi~h items might be more 
suitable for inclusion in other sections The following notes are 
orgatnized by items co.rrespondingrtcr··the outl·irte,. 

1:1 - Mr. Trent indicated that there is a need to study the resources 
and for the APA to co~it to mitigation. He suggested substituting .. 
~mitigate" for "reduce or avoid.• 

1.2 - Mr. Trent reiterated the need to take into consideration state 
policies and regulations. Mr. Carson suggested consideration of the DNR 
Instream Flow Bill and the Coastal Zone Management Group. 

1.3 - Mr. Trent suggested that the remaining items discuss mitigation 
collectively rather than identifying only certain forms of mitigation. 

2.1 
(a) - Mr. Trent said that a compromise position is needed somewhere 
between the phrases "agreeable to all agencies" and "feasible and 

reasonable." Mr. Carson sugqested removin~ th~ phrase "feasible and 
... " .. ·- - -

reasonable." Mr.. Trent suggested using a phrase such as, ,.to strive to 

mitigate the negative·impacts." Mr. Schneider mention~d that reality 
should be kept in mind when defining the intent. · 
{b) - Mr. Wozniak indicated that there was IJO problem with this item but 
felt that it should be removed from the policy s~atement and 
incorporated at a diff~rent po·int in the mitigation plan. Mr'. Carson 
agreed. .. 
(c) - Mr. Wozniak indicated that this item would he part of the license 
and indicated that an associated goa'1 would bf! to reach an agreement 

between the resource agencies and the applicant. 

, .... 
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. 
2.2 - Mr. Ca~son discussed the roles of the APA and the resource 
agencies as they pertain to public inpYt. The possibility of agency 
personnel being available at public workshops to present the position of . 
their respective agencies was discussed. Mr. Wozniak liked the idea of 
agency personnel being available during public meetings. 

2 .. 3 

(a) - Mr. Carson reiterated a previously expressed concern about the 
wording of this· item. Mr. Wozniak remarked that the agencies and the 

"" APA are polarized in regard to this item. Following discussion it was 
agreed that what is needed is a rt!wording that wi 11 provide the agencies 
with stronger assurances, while at the same time not totally committing 
the APA. 

{b) - It was agreed that this it~ is too specific for a policy 
statement and might be more appropriately incorporated into a 
nmethodology• section. 

. 
2 .. 4 - Mr. Trent suggested that the forms of mitigation be combined under 
a more general category. It was agreed that this section should be 

removed from the policy state~ent m1d placed elsewhere. 

2.5 - Mr. Stackhouse expressed interest in how the coverage would be 
defined. It w'as agreed that this section may also be more appropriately 

covered in a subsequent portion of the mitigation plan. 

2.6 thru 2.13 - It was agreed that these sections would also be more 
appropriately addressed in oiher portions of the mit·igation plan. 

2.14 - Mr. \-Iozniak indicated that the APA is in agreement with this item 
and has no p¥·ob1em with the n.ording. Mr. Carson felt that 2.14{b} 
should be reworded to incluoe the word "funding" and suggested the 
following wording ...... part of the plan will detail the structure, 
fund~ng. and responsibilities ••• " Mr. Wozniak felt that this may be a 
problem at this time and indicated that funding arrangements are an 
itemthat would have to be negotiated at a 1 ater date. Mr o Wozniak also 
felt that is was a good idea for the agencies to provide a commitment to 
cooperate in this effort. 
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2.15 - Mr. ~ozniak stated that the APA is in agreement w·ith this item 

and has no problem with the wording. 

Mr. Carson expressed the op1n1on that the mitigation effort was going 

well and he was pleased with the approach being taken so far·o 

The meeting was adjourn~d at approximately 11:30 a.m. 
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PARTICIPANT 

Edward Reed 
Leonard Carin 
Gary Stackhouse 

----David Wozniak 
Brina Kessel 
Thomas Trent 

Joseph McMullen 
Karl Schneider 
Philip Gipson 
Alan Carson 
Robert Krogseng 
Jay McKendrick 

SUSITNA WILDLIFE MITIGATION TASK FORCE 
MEETING OF JUNE 29, 1981 

ANCHORAGE~ ALASKA 

LIST OF PARTICIPANTS 

·- .. --.. ..... 

REPRESENTING 

Terrestrial Environmenta1 Specialists. Inc. 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
Alaska Power Authority 
TES/University·of Alaska 

\ 

A 1 ask a Department of Fish and Game 

Terrestrial Environmental Specialists~ Inc. 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
TES/University of Alaska 
Alaska Department of Natural Resources 
Terrestrial Environmental Specialists, Inc. 
rES/University of Alaska 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

October 6 ~ 1981 

Mr. Eric P. Yould 
Executive Director 
Alaska Power Authority 
3334 West 5th Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Dear Mr·.~ Yould: 

11'{ 
• - • ,.- .... ....,........... '..,'- ..... - i"'' ........... ..,.~ ............ - .. ~ Fisiuazoies Service 

T"' c· - , ,.,.,. ,_ • D"- C:'". ... • • Jfllliw - .., ..., 

Ju.nec.u~ t.ZasJ.-.:::. 99802 

RECEIVED 

OCT 1 5 1981 

Involvement of this agency with efforts by others to explore the 
potential for hydroelectric development on the Susitna River dates 
back to 1973~ In 1974, we had contracted Environaid for a study titled 
"A Hydrologic Reconnaissance of the Susitna River Below De.vil's Canyon", 
and more recently we have been a participant on the Susitna Steering 
Committee. 

He appreciate the opportunity presented in your letter of September 25, 1981 
to extend our participation by becoming a member on the Susitna Fisheries 
Mitigation Task Force, Review Committee. I have directed Brad Smith of 
our Environmental Assessment Division (EAD), Anchorage Field Office to
represent National Marine Fisheries Service (~MFS) on this important com
mittee. Mr. Smith will fully participate on the Review Committee and be 
responsible for drafting the recommended NNFS' position. 

Please continue to send official correspondence through our Regional 
Office. Delays in NMFS response time associated with our routing of 
your materials to and from the Anchorage EAD Field Office could be 
reduced if you would provide a courtesy copy of correspondence dir
ectly to Mr. Smith .. 

Should you have further questions regarding 'Mr. Smith's involvement, 
please contact Ron Morris, the supervisor of the Anchorage EAD Field Office: 

Sincerely) 

Bradley K. Smith and Ronald J. Morris 
National Marine Fisheries Service 

Federal Building & U.S. Court House 
701 C Street, Box 43 

Anchorage, Alaska 99513 
Phone: (907) 271-5006 

\~0~~-----
-ot~ ·. (1Robert H. f·kVey 

Director, Alaska Region . , • ,."I 
: .. ..;.. : 
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RECEIVED 0 CT 11981 

ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY 
334 WEST 5th AVENUE· ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501 Phone: {90i) 2n·7641 

(907) 277..0851 
(907) 27S.0001 

Mr. Robert McV~y 
Director, Alaska Region 
Alaska Marine Fisheries Service 
P.O. Box 1668 
Juneau, Alaska 99802 

Dear Mr. McVey: 

September 25, 1981 

Integral to our study of the potential effects of hydroelectric 
development of the Upper Susitna River Basin is the fonmulation of 
fisheries mitigation plans. To that goal, a Fisheries Mitigation Task 
Force, in two parts, is being formed. One part will be a core qroup of 
the principal investigators. Their task will be to identify and address 
impacts, and develop appropriate mitigation plans. A second group will 
act as a review committee commenting on the efforts of the core group. 

You are invited to be a member of the Review Committee. If you 
agree, your role would be to work in concert with other concerned agencies 
to assess the adequacy of the impact predicitons and associated mitigati'le----
planning. In addition to reaping the benefits of your expertise, your "tt~~~O:\~~::.R 
participation would also fulfill key consultation requirements outlined SUSITNA 
in the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) regulations and in 
the provision of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act. FILE PS/00 

A similar st1·ucture was established early this year for wildlife 
mitigation. An early objective will be to reorganize into one common 
review committee for mitigation, overviewing separate core groups for 
fisheries and wildlife. You might consider this when you appoint you~ 
organizational representative. 

We welcome your participation in this key planning area, and we 
n1pe to hear from you soon with the names and telephone numbers of your 
designated representation. ·· 

cc~ John Lawrence 
Jim Gill 

-
·ese=m=et 

Sincerely, 

~~P.Zu~JJ. 
Executive Director . 
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R(PLY TO 

J\TT(~TIOH Of: 

NPAEN-PL-EN 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
ALASKA DISTRICT. G6~f!~ GF ENGINEERS 

PO. BOX 7002 

ANCHORAGE.ALASKA 99510 

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

0@iir Mr fou J d: 

1 3 OCT t9B1 

This is in response to your letter of 25 September 1981 concerning Corps of 
Engineers participation in the Upper Susitna River Basin Fisheries Mitigation 
Review Committee. 

Unfortunately, the continued funding and manpower constraints under which we 
must operate make it nec-essary for me to de~l ine your invitation. However, we 
will provide the reviews required for the issuance of permits under our 
regulatory program. 

If I can be of further assistance, please contact me directly. If further 
details are desired by yop.,.. staff, contact can be made with Mr. Harlan Moore, 
Chief, Engineering Division at 752-5135. 

~~~--~-------
LEE R. NUNN 
Colonel, Corps of 
District Engineer 

Engineers 
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DEP . .\RT)IE'T OF FISII.-\~D G.-\.liE 

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER 

October 23, 1981 

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

D--- u.... Vnuld• C::C1A. .l".lA. • • .... • 

-----

I 
JArS. HAMMOND, GO'IERNDR 

SUBPORT BUILDING 
JUNEAU, ALASKA 99801 

Thank you for your invitation to place a member of my staff on the 
committee being established to review mitigatory recommendations for the 
Susitna Hydroelectric project. I have designated Mr. Carl Yanagawa, 
Regional Supervisor for the Habita~ Division, to sit as our represent
ative on the review committee. 

I a~ticipate that Mr. Yanagawa will work closely with the other members 
of '.:he committee, and with Tom Trent and Karl Schneider, to develop 
'5ound policy reconunendations for Su-Hydro. 

io1r. YanagsHa' ~ office is in the Fish and Game building at 333 Raspberry 
Road and he can be reached at 267-2138. 

Sincerely, 

- -
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U.S. ENVIRONMENTAl PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION X 

IEPl1' iO M/S 443 ATTN OF: 

. J •. . . 

1200 SIXTH AVENUE 

SEATTLE. WASHINGTON 98101 

Eric P. Yould, Executive Director 
J\1 ask a Power Authority 
534 West 5th Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

oearMrS~ 

ilECEIVEo 

Or·-..... !':9-' 

ALAsf~l pn'~'r:R _ 
.. •r&.; AU t 11'""1" 

• 1.(" ' 

RECEIVED 

OCT 3 n 1531 

AlASKA POWER AUTHORITY 

The Environmental Protection Agency {EPA) accepts your invitation to 
participate on the Review Committee for the Fisheries Mitigation Task 
Force on the hydroelectric development of the Upper Susitna River Basin. 

• 
EPA generally relies on the state and Federal fish and wildlife agencies 
for the technical input and evaluation on such task forces. However, I 
feel that we may be able to provide a$ a member of the Review Committee, 
a different perspective which may h•=lp your efforts. Because of our 
limited resources both in staff and travel money, our participation will 
have to be somewhat limited. 

I have designated Ms. Judi Schwarz as our formal contact for the activi
ties of this Review Committee. Ms. Schwarz is in the Environmental 
Evaluation Branch in our Seattle Office and has had primary contact with 
the Susitna project through our EIS review responsibilities. She can be 
reached at (206} 442-1285. I have also as~<ed Jim Sweeney, Director of 
our Alaska Operations Office to provide support in this effort because of 
his proxiwity and knowledge of the unique Alaska conditions. His tele
phone number in Anchorage is (907) 271-5083. 

We look forward to actively pai'"t icipating on this Review Conmittee. Any 
information you can send us on the activities of the wildlife mitigation 
task force would be appreciated. 

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to become actiyely involved in 
this important development. 

cc: Jim Sweeney 

\i 
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JAY S. HAMMOND, GDYIRNDI 

. 
I)EI•.:\Il1f~IENT C)l; N .. L\TURAI ... ll.:SttUilCES 

POVCHM 
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811 

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER PHONE: (907) 465-2400 

December 1, 1981 

Mr. Eric Yould 
Executive Dir·actor 
Alaska Power Authority 
334 West 5th Avenue 
~~chorage, AK 99501 

Dear Eric: 

This letter is in response to your September 28, 1981 letter 
offering an opportunity for DNR participation on the mitigation 
review committee for the proposed Susitna Hydroelectric 
Project. 

Al Carson of the Division of Resea;rch and Development will 
be our rep~esentative for the comm~ttee. He can be reached 
by phone at 276-2653. \ 

Thank~ for providing us with the opportunity to participate 
in this important endeavor. 

Sincerely, 

ohn w. Katz 
Commissioner 

cc:· Reed Stoops 

- .· "l 
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ALASiiA POlVER AUTHORI'I'Y 

334 WEST 5th AVENUE ·ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501 Phone: (907) 277-7641 
(907) 276-0001 

RECEIVED 

DEC 14 1981 December 9, 1981 

ACk~ "•uuliM lnliuiU'UKATED 

ALASKA :poWER 
AUTHORITY 

SUSJTNA 

FILE P5700 
. /I 

SEQUENCE NO. 
A 3//}&, 

..J 
< 
i= -z 

Mr. Keith Schreiner 
Regional Director, Region 7 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
1011 E. Tudor Road 
Anchorage, Alaska 99503 

Dear Mr. Schreiner: 
.._ 

A member of your staff advises me you did not receive 
my letter ()f September 25, 1981, inviting your participation 
to the Susitna Hydroelectric Project mitigation Review 
Group. Let me hasten to repeat the invitation. 

Integral to our study of the potential effects of 
hydroelectric development of the Upper Susitna River Basin 
is the formulation of fisheries mitigation plans_ To that 
goal, a Fisheries Mitigation Task Force, in two parts, is 
being formed. One part will be a core group of the 
principal investigators. Their task will be ta identify and 
address impacts, and develop appropriate mitigation plans. 
A Second group will act as a review committee commenting on 
the efforts of the core group. 

You are invited to be a member of the Review Committee . 
If you agree, your role would be to work in concert with 
other concerned agencies to assess the adequ~cy of the 
impact predictions and associated mitigative planning. In 
addition to reaping the benefits of your expertise, your 
participation would also fulfill key consultation 
requirements outlined in the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission {PERC) regulations ana in the provisions of the 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act. 

A similar structure was established early this year for 
wildlife mitigation. An early objective will be to 
reorganize into one common review committee for mitigation, 
o~erviewing separate core groups for fisheries and wildlife. 
You might consider this when you appoint your organizational 
representative. 
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Mr. Ernest Wo Mueller 
Comnissioner 
Alaska Department of Environmental 
Juneau, Alaska 99801 

Uear Mr. Mueller: 

Conservation 

Nove~ber 19, 1981 
P5700.11.92 

Susitna Hydroelectric Project 
Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy 

As you know, Acres Pmerican, Incorporated is under contract to the Alaska 
Po~ Authority {APA) to conduct a feasibility study and prepare a Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) license application for the Susitna 
Hydroelectric Project. The scheduled date for submission of the application 
is in June of 1982. 

Federal law and FERC regulations require that the reports supporting the 
FERC application be prepared in consultation with Federal and State agen
cies having managerial authority O'r'er certain project aspects. This coor
dination must be documented in the license application. 

A great aea1 of coordination has taken place at agency staff levels by dir
ect participation in studies or by participation in committees and task 
groups. This input, however, has been primarily by staff and may not nec
essarily reflect the views of the agency. For this reason, we are conduct
ing a parallel formal coordination process, by requesting agency comments 
on key study outputs. The plan of study was the first document coordinated 
in this manner. Over the next year, there will be several more. This par
allel process will affect the other coordination activities of the study. 

At this time, we request that the Alaska Department of Environmental 
Conservation review the attached Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy, which 
has been developed by APA, the resource agencies and Terrestrial 
Environmental Specialists. 

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED 
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Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy 
Page 2 

November 19, 1981 

YCiur prompt attention to this matter- will enable us to continue planning 
the best possible developmE;.nt for all interests. A response within thirty 
days of receipts would be greatly appreciated. Please send a copy of your 
comments to me and to: 

Mr. Eric Yould, Executive Director 
Alaska Power Authority 

JDL/MMG:j gk 
En c. 

333 West 4th Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

cc: Bob Martin 
(letter only) 

ACRES AMEAfCAN INCORPORATED 

Very truly yours, 

~~\ L,"t~(/~{;,. 

John D. Lawrence 
Project Manager 



Mt". Robert McVey 
Director, Alaska Region 
National Marine Fisheries 
NOAA 
P.O. Box 1668 
Juneau, Alaska 99802 

Dear Mr. Me Vey: 

Service 

November 19, 19Hl 
P5700.11.91 

Susitna Hydroelectric Pr"oject 
Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy 

As you know, Acres American, Incorporated is under contract to the Alaska 
Power Authority (APA) to conduct a feasibility study and prepare a Federal 
Energy Regulatory Co~nission (FERC) license application for the Susitna 
Hydroelectric Project. The scheduled date for submission of the application 
is in June of 1982~ 

Federal law and FERC regulations require that the reports supporting the 
FERC application be prepared in consultation with Federal and State agen
cies having managerial authority over certain project aspects. This coor
dinat'ion must be documented in the license application. 

A great deal of coordination has taken p·lace at agency staff levels by dir
ect participation in studies or by participation in committees and task 
groups.. This input!. however, has been primarily by staff and may not nec
essarily reflect the vie\~ of the agency. For this reason, we are conduct
ing a para11el formal coordination process, by requesting agency comments 
on key study outputs. The plan of study was the first document coordinated 
in this rnanner. Over the next year, there will be several more. This par
allel process will affect the other coordination activities of the study. 

At this time, we request that the National Marine Fisheries Service review 
the attached Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy, which has been developed 
by APA, the resource agencies and Terrestrial Environmental Specialists. 

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED 
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Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy 
Page 2 

November 19, 1981 

Your prompt attention to this matter will enable us to continue planning 
the best possibl~ development for all interests. A response within thirty 
days of receipts would be greatly appreciated. Please send a copy of your 
comments to me and to: 

Mr. Eric Yould, Executive Director 
Alaska Power Authority 

JDL/MMG:jgk 
Enc. 

333 West 4th Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

cc: Ron Morris 
(letter only) 

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED 

-

Very truly yours, 

~ J). l,tr~ /A G. 

John D. Lawrence 
Project Manager 
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Mr~ Keith Schreiner 
Regional Director, Region 7 
UoS. Fish and Wildlife Service 
lOll E. Tudor Road 
Anchorage~ Alaska 99503 

Dear Mr. Schreiner: 

November 19, 1981 
P5700 • .11.91 

Susitna Hydroelectric Project 
Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy 

As ~ know, Acres American~ Incorporated is under contract to the Alaska 
Power Authority (APA) to conduct a feasibility study and prepare a Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) license application for the Susitna 
Hydroelectric Project. The scheduled date for submission of the application 
is in June of 1982. 

Federal law and FERC regulations require that the reports supporting the 
FEHC application be prepared in consultation with Federal and State agen
cies having managerial authority over certain project aspects. This coor
dination must be documented in the 1 icense application. 

A great deal qf coordination has taken place at agency staff levels by dir
ect participation in studies or by participation in committees and task 
groups. This input, however, has been primgrily oy staff and may not nec
essarily reflect the views of the agency. For this reason, we are conduct
ing a parallel formal coordination process, by requesting agency comments 
on key study outputs. The plan of study was the first document coordinated 
in this manner. Over the next year, there will be several more. This par
allel process will affect the other coordination activities of the study. 

At this time, we request that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service review the 
attached Fish and Wi'1dlife Mitigation Policy, which has been developed by 
APA, the resource agencies and Terrestrial Environmental Specialists. 

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED 
C.:.· :..u"•' 1 Er,~·n.:crs • 
:- t: L1~t:tly !!:Jr<i< 8:-:'C·"g f.';,,r. at Cc.urt 

f::v'~a 1o t:~:. Yc;.• ... 1-:202 
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Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy 
Page 2 

November 19, lSd! 

Your prompt attention to this matter will enab1e us to continue planning 
the b~st possible development for all interests. A response within thirty 

. days of receipts would be greatly appreciated. Please send a copy of your 
comments to me and to: 

JDL/MMG:jgk 
Enc. 

Mra Eric Yould, Executive Director 
Alaska Power Authority 
333 West 4th Avenue. 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Very truly yours, 

)-u/t-- 1>\ ~ 'i v~ /.M. b 

John D. Lawrence 
Project M·an ager 

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED 

-



Mr. Ronald Skoog 
Conmissioner 

November 19, 1981 
P5700.11.9Z 

State of Alaska Department 
Juneau, Alaska 99801 

of Fish and Game 

Susitna Hydroelectric Project 
Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy 

Dear Mr. Skoog : 

As you knows Acres American, Incorporated is under contract to the Alaska 
Power Authority (APA) to conduct a feasibility study and prepare a Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) license application for the Susitna 
Hydroelectric Project. The scheduled date for submission of the application 
is in June of 1982. 

Federal law and FERC regulations require that the reports supporting the 
FERC application be pre~ared in consultation with federal and State agen
cies having managerial authority over certain project aspects. This coor
dination must be docunented in the 1 icense application. 

A great deal of coordination has t, 'en place at agency staff levels by dir·
ect participation in studies or by participation in committees and task 
groups. n1is input~ however, has been primarily by staff and may not nec
essarily refle-ct the views of the agency.. For this reason, we ar·e conduct
ing a parallel formal coordination process, by requesting agency comments 
on key study outputs.. The plan of study was the first document coordinated 
in this manner. Over the next year, there will be several more. This par
allel process will affect the other coordination activities of the study. 

At this time, we request that the State of Alaska Department of Fish and 
Game review the attached Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy, which has been 
developed by APA, the resource agencies and Terrestrial Environmental 
Specialists. 

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED 
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Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy 
Page 2 

November 19, 1981 

Your prompt attention to this matter will enable us to continue planning 
the best possible development for all interests. A response within thirty 
days of receipts would be greatly appreciated. Please send a copy of your 
comments to me and to: 

Mr. Eric Yould, Executive Director 
Alaska Power Authority 

JDL/MMG:jgk 
Enc. 

333 West 4th Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

cc: Tom Trent 
(letter only) 

ACRES AMEFliCAN INCORPORATED 

Very truly yours, 

~ J). J,"~ /~c;, 

John D. La~'ence 
Project Manager 
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OFFICE Of THE COMMISSIONER -- -.. I 

December 30, 1981 

Mr. John D. Lawrence 
Project Manager 
Acres American, Inc. 
The Liberty Bank Building, Main at Court 
Buffalo, New York 14202 

Dear Mra Lawrence: 

The fuska Department of Fish and Game has reviewed the 11 Susitna Hydroelectric 
Project Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy 11 dated November 1981 and has several 
comments to offer. The Department is drafting a mitigation policy approval we 

... -·-- in d to use for all hydroelectric projects throughout the State. We 
. ALASKA Poa:ppr~' idte your effort but feel our parallel effort is the alternative we select 
: AurHo~ 1tb ta e. In the interim, however, I have provided comments to your document 
• SUSI_.!_.fi~at..... an be used to improve your policy as drafted. 

: FILE P57!1Q I 
i ~-~~iWic Comments 
~ ·lZJ:QUF.f'r;-m.J; 
\ .... ;... ... ·-;~'1\_:..section 1 -_Introduction 
d· t .. ..,/,.,.. r----==- ... 
~::.l:·d c.~ ~ _, :In this section which reads as follows, we recommend inclusion of the 
g ! :.; ; :: ~: under 1 i ned phrase. 
l~ p·: '! . -: ! 
c.l_:_!-::-.~~;.~.-=-f•A ma~date of the ~laska Power Authority (APA) charter is to develop 
_;_.~ ~- • j : • suppl1 es uf el ectr1 ca 1 energy to meet the present and future needs of th~ 

I ~~~ ·r jState of Alaska. APA also recognizes the value of our natural resources 
.-:··.··:---and accepts the responsibility of insuring that the development of any new 

-.-- -~--projects is as compatible as possible with the fish and vlildlife resources 
.-·;:;.. .,~·-4Y'} ud he habitat that s~stains. them) of th: ~tate and that the overall 
-1- ~ ' . - 1 cts of any such proJects Wlll be benef1 c1 a 1 to the State as a who 1 e. 
-'- · -·- lin this regard APA has prepared a Fishe)"ies and Wildlife Mitigation Policy 
.-- · . :for the Susitna Hydroelectric Project as contained herein." 

-~-i·: .. l ·- (:omment: The primary goal of mitigation is to avoid, minimize, rectify, 
-i-;! :::· -- jreduce or compensate for impacts on fish and wildlife habitats. -,-. :·--; 
-,--.. 2.-·--Section 2 - Legal Handates 

=r=:-:~ In thi~ section which reads as follo\'ts, we suggest inclusion of the 
_1_1 

·" ••• ,·..;.~ •• unJerl1ned phrase: 

. 1-i . . . I (r" ~ 01-

~~=:-,~ -_, 
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Mr. John D. Lawrence -2~ December 30, 1981 

"There are numerous state arid federal laws and regulations that 
specifically require mitigation planning. The mitiggtion policy and plans 
contained within this dfrcumeRt are designed to ~omp1y with the collective 
and specific intent of these legal mandates~ Following are the major laws 
or regulations that require the consideration (and eve~tual implementation) 
of mi ti gati on efforts. 11 

- · · 

Comment: Consideration of mitigation is not an end in itself, the 
implementation of mitigation is the eventual goal and obligation Which the 
APA must meet under the terms of State and Federal law and regulation. 

3. Section 2 - Protection of Fish and Game 

4. 

5. 

. 
In the first paragraph, first sentence, that reads as follows, we suggest 
the underlined phrase be inserted: 

The Alaska state laws pertaining to the disturbance of streams important to 
anadromous fish address the need to reduce (or prevent) impacts on fish and 
game that may result from such action. 

Comment: Avoidance as well as minimization of impacts is also of concern 
to ADF&G. 

Section 2 - Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 2nd paragraph 

We suggest the paragraph include a statement which indicates measures of 
mitig3tion as well a£ facilities for mitigation be described. To describe 
only facilities suggests that only engineering solutions for mitigation are 
considered. It will be necessary to describe any measures for mitigation 
that may involve, for example, in-kind replacement of habit~t or avoidance 
of impact alternatives. · 

Comment:~ For this statement to be an accurate portrayal of FERC 
regulation, this addition is suggested. 

. 
Sectign - 3.3 Implementation of the Mitigationjlan 

In the first paragraph of this section, it is stated that, "Prior to 
implementing the plan; 9.n agreement will be reached as to the most 
efficient manner in which to execute the plan." 

Corm1ent: It should be stated with ~1hom this agreement is to I:>e reached. 
Perhaps suggestions can be \'lOr ked out \'lith the Su Hydro Steering Cor:1mi ttee. 

Also it is stated in the second paragraph of this section, "Realizing that 
a mitigation monitoring team will be necessary to insure the proper and 
successful execution of the mitigation plan, part of the plan will detail 
the sfructtJre and responsibilities of such a monitoring body." 

Cor.Yhent: APA should be a~tare that this monitoring body or its functions 
will not supersede individual agency mandates • 

• 
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Mr. John D. Lawrence -3-

6. Section 3.4 Modification of the Mitigation Plan 

In the second paragraph of this section which reads as follows, .we suggest 
the insertion of the underlined phrases: 

"The mitigation plan will be sufficiently flexible sti that if data secured 
during the monitoring of fish and wildlife populations and habitats 
indicate that the mitigation effort should be modified, the mitigation plan 
can be adjusted accordingly. This may involve an increased effort where 
impacts failed to materialize as predicted. ·Any·modifications to the 
mitigation plan proposed by the monitoring team will not be implemented 
without consultation (and approval of) appropriate state and feder~l 
agencies and approval of APA. The need for continuing this monitoring will 
be reviewed periodically~ The monitoring program wiil be terminated when 
the need for further mitigation is considered unnecessary.n 

Corrment: APA approvai alone does not supersede the mandates of state and 
federal agencies to assure that mitigation to be performed is prudent and 
feasible and in concert with what is known about project impacts. 

7. S~ction 4 -Approach to DevelopiQg the Fish and Wildlife P1ang 

The third paragraph of this section reads as follows: 

11 (:'Qllowing the identification of impact issues, the Core Group will agree 
upon a logical order of P.riority for addressing the impact issues. This 
will include ranking resources in order of their importance. The ranking 
will take into consideration a variety of factors such as ecological value, 
consumptive value, and nonconsumptive value. Other factors may be 
considered in the ranking if deemed necessary. The impact i§sUes will also 
be considered in regard to the confidence associated with the impact 
prediction. In other words, those resources that will most certainly be 
impacted wjll be g1ven priority over impact issues where there is less 
confidence in the impacts actually occurring. The result of this dual 
prioritization will be the application of mitigation planning efforts in a 
logical and effective manner. The results of the prioritization process 
will be sent to approp~iate state and federal resource agencies for review 
and commento 11 

Comment: The Department of Fish and Game does not consider what appears to 
be a subjective r'anki ng of resources in their "order of importance" to be a 
satisfactory approach to addressing impact issues. There is no substitute 
for a factual assessment of data voids, studies to fill these voids$ and a 
rational approach to impact assessment based on factual evidence. Ranking 
as suggested here only supports this Department•s long-time conviction that 
adequate information to make reasonable impact analysis and mitigation plan 
development cannot be done in the time frame established for the FERC 
1 i ce·nse app 1 i cation by the legislature and APA. 

The fifth paragraph of this section states: 
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John D. La\~rence -4- December 30, 1981 

"Mitigation for each impact issue will be considered according to the types 
and sequence identified by the CEQ (Figure 2). If a proposed form of 
mitigation is technically infeasible, only partially effective, or in 
conflict with other project objectives, the evaluation will proceed to the 
next form. All options considered will be evaluated and documented. The 
result of this process will be an identification and evaluation of feasible 
mitigation options for each impact issue and a description of residual 
impacts. 11 

Conment: The statement ·in the second sentence of this paragraph, "or in 
conflict with other project objectives," indicates equal consideration of 
fish and wildlife values would not be given in the mitigation planning 
effort conducted by A~res American, Terrestrial Environmental Services and 
APA. It is doubtful that any fish and wildlife impact issue would not be 
in conflict with APA's primary objective to construct the Su Hydro Project, 
and automatically mitigation alternatives would generally fall into the 
compensatory realm of mitigation defined in Section 3.5. This Department 
will closely examine the products of the impact evaluation and mitigation 
planning effort to be sure equal consideration is given to fish and 
w~ldlife resource values and that surTlTlary and arbitrary dismissal of 
feasible mitigation alternatives which may be in conflict with "project 
objectives 11 is not the primary factor in arriving at a mitigation plan. 

Paragr3ph 7 of this section states: 

11 Additional items that may be addressed by the Core Group include an 
identification of organizations qualified to execute the mitigation plan 
and recommendations concerning the staffing, funding and responsibilities 
of the mitigation monitoring team=" 

Corrrnent: The Core Group may make its recommendations, but agencies such as 
this Dep~rtment with a direct responsibility for the management of fish and 
wildlife resources will in accord with its resource management and 
protection responsibilities, make its own recommendations to define 
staffing or funding levels and responsibilities for the mitigation 
monitoring team. It is our view that APA and its subcontractors do not 
have oversight on mitigation alternatives or means of implementation. 
Mitigation and the final approval of its acceptability lies with this 
Department and other resource agencies with similar mandates. It will be 
the obligation of APA to implement mitigation plans in accord with the 
approval of these agencies.- In addition, it appears that the 11 mitigation 
review group" is responsible for "informal agency review and comment 11 on 
the proposed mitigation options. This informal review is "considered by 
APA and the Core Group prior to the preparation of ... mitigation plans ... 
However, the option being reviewed (informally) by the mitigation review 
group are those developed by the Core group in Step 2. This needs to be 
clarified. 

In paragraph 8 of this section it states: 
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Mr. John D. Lawrence -5- December 30, 1981 

"During the implementation of the plan, which will include both the 
construction and operation phases of the project until further mitigation 
is deemed unnecessary, the mitigation monitoring team will review the work 
and evaluate the effectiveness of the plan {Step 5). To accomplish this 
goal, the monitoring team will have the responsibility of assuring that the 
agreed upon plan is properly executed by the designated organizations. The 
team will be provided with the results of ongoing monitoring efforts. This 
will enable the team to determine ih which cases the mitigation plan is 
effective, where it has proven to be less than effective) and also in which 
cases the predicted impact did not materialize and the proposed mitigation 
efforts are unnecessary. The monitor·ing team will submit regularly 
scheduled reports concerning the mitigation effort$ ond where appropriate, 
propose modifications to the plan." 

Comment: It should be resolved now as to who pays for the participation by 
agencies in the mitigation monitoring team. The APA should state its 
co1111'i1tment to funding participation by agency team members or mitigation 
study groups. 

General Corrments 

1. This Department does not believe adequate opportunity will be afforded the 
natural resource agencies to evaluate or review mitigation plans due to the 
accelerated nature of APA's schedule. 

To date, for example, the Fisheries Mitigation Task Force Review Group has 
not been afforded an opportunity to assess ongoing impact assessment and 
mitigati-on plans being developed by Terrestrial Environmental Servicese 

Also, the Department has relayed to the APA on numerous occasions our 
concern that a more extended period of fisheries studies needs to be 
performed before adequate impact analysis is made and thence feasible 
mitigation alternatives developed. 

2. A section outlining the membership and relationships of the Mitigation Task 
Force, and Core Group will need to be included. 

I am interested in obtaining a copy of a plan that ~~~arly sets out the 
schedules for formal review of specific products by appropriate agencies in 
order that this Department can adequately respond in a timely and responsible 
manner to APA. 

If you have questions, please do not hesitate to contact us. 

Sincerely, 

-
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ppreciate receiving your corranents on the "Sus1tna Hydroelectric 
ect Fish and Wildlife Hitigation Po11cy11 dated December 30, 1981. 
ddition to addressing your corrments in our revised ad1t1on of the 
-cy, I have elected to respond directly to the concerns you have 
ed. My comments are organized in the order presented 1n your 
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ece mber 30 letter. 

• Section 1 - Introduction 

ur 
ust 

definition of fish and wildlife resources included the habitat which 
ains them but for clarification we will include the phrase uand the 

habi tat that sustains them" as you recommended. 

Comment: We accept the CEQ definition and priority sequence for 
ndt1gat1on. 

2. Section 2 - Legal Mandates 

We accept that the i~1ementat1on of mitigation is the eventual goal 
and will 1nc1ude the phrase "and eventual implementation" as you recor.Ecnded. 

C0mment: APA is committed to implement appropriate mitigation plans • 
.. 

. J. Section 2- Protection of Fish and Game 

To broaden the perspective of the first sentence in the first pat··agraph 
we \'1111 substitute the word mitigate for reduce. The definition of 
mitigate in this context being avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce or 

c 



Mr. Ronald 0. Skoog 

compensate ror impacts. 

February 23, 1982 
page 2 

Comment: Avoidance of impacts will be the first mitigation option explored. 

4. Section 2- Federal Energy Regulatory·corilnissic·ns 2nd·paragraph 

We will add the phrase 11measures and 11 in the last line of this paragraph. 

Comment: This addition meets your request~ 

5. Section 3.3 - Implementation of the Mitigation Plan 

It is our intent to reach an ~greement, through FERC, with those resource 
agencies having the mandate to approve the mitigation plan and the implementation 
specific agencies have not been stated since it is not considered appropriate 
for APA to define other agencies mandates. - It is also considered inappropriate 
to discuss such agreements through an informal group such as the Susitna 
Hydro Steering Committee. 

Comment: APA accepts that the proposed monitory body or its function would 
not supersede individual agency mandate. In fact such .. monitori.ng 
may be conducted through agencies fulfilling their mandates. 

6. Section 3.4 - Modification of.th~ Mitigation Plan 

APA intends to work with the appropriate state and federal agencies duri.ng 
implementation of the plan, including any modificationsw The Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission must approve any modification to mitigation 
stipulation in the license. It is anticipated FERC would not approve these 
modifications without first consulti.ng with· the appropriate agencies. 

Comment: It was not intended to imply APA approval superseded the mandate 
of state and federal agencies. 

7. Section 4 - Approach to Developing Fish and Wildlife Plans 

Third paragraph: 

The intent of the ranking of resources is 11 order of importance was to 
direct mitigation efforts towar·ds those resources where, even without an · 
extensive data base, it is predicted the greatest impacts would occur. 
As an example, the concentration of the fisheries mitigation efforts 
has been towards the anadromous fisheries between Talkeetna and Devil 
Canyon, as this is an important reserve and there is higher potential for 
impact in this section than fu~ther downstream. 

ACRES AM ERIC AN INCORPO.RATED 
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Mr. Ronald 0. Skoog February 23~ 1982 
page 3 

Conmcnt: The delay in the 1·icense application will permit a more detailed 
mitigation plan to be developed. 

Fifth paragraph: 

Comment: The intent of this procedure is to considar each impact issue 
and to review a1'1 practicable mitigation options within the 
intent of the National Environmental Policy Act$ If a mitigation 
option that avoids an impact is identified which is technically 
feasibles effective and not in conflict with any other project 
objective, the need to address other alternatives was not 
considered necessary. The intent of sentence.2, paragraph 5 
was to state that if such an option does nat exist, we will pro
ceed to evaluate other optionss 

No mitigation options will be arbitrarily dismissed. As stated 
in the policy, "ALL options will be evaluated and documented ... 

The policy will be revised to make this clecir. 

Paragraph Seven: 

Comment: FERC requires APA to prepare a mitigation plan prepared in 
consultation with appropriate resource agencies~ This plan 
will be based on recommendations from the core groups and 
review and convnent from the agencies via the Fish and Wildlife 
Mitigation Review Group and the forrna1 agency review process •. 
Subsequent to the FERC filing, the plans will be reviewed by 
FERC and other agencies and an dcceptab1e plan finalizede It 
is not APA's intent that the mitigation planning be in conflict 
in any way with the management and protection responsibility 
of any agencies. 

Paragraph Eight: 

Comment: The Sus itna project is being prepated by a state .agency. As 
such, it would be premature to commit funding for involvement 
of other agencies at this time. 

General Comments --
1. The three month de'lay in the license application will permit agency 

review and input to the mitigation plan. 

2. The Policy will be revised to include a description of purpose of 
the core and review groups. You w.ill be receiving a letter with 
the Feasibility Report outlining what reports will be sent to your 
department .. 

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED 
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Mr. Ronald 0. Skoog February 23, 1982 
~age 4 

We very much appreciate your coSMJents on the policy and hope my responses 
are satisfactory. If .}'t1U have any questions, please call. 

SinceJ•ely yours, d/l 
!!. - -~-~;;: /~~-7--z_,.,-
1/' .fuhn D. Lawrence 

MMG/jh Project Manager 

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED 
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United States Department of the Interior RECEIVED 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 

.WAES 

Mr. Eric Yould 
Executive Director 
Alaska Power Authority 
333 w .. 4th Aven,Je 
Anchorage 7 Alaska 99501 

FISH AND WIL.OLJFE SERVICE 
lOll E. TUDOR RD. 

ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99503 
(907) 276-3800 

JAN 12 1982 

3 0 DEC l98t 

j Dear Mr. 'Yould: 

I 

I 

I 

I 

f 

I 

This lett~r responds to a request by John Lawrence of Acres American that the 
Fish and lvildlife Service {FWS) review the Fish and Wildlife Mi.tigation Policy 
for the Susitna Hydroelectric Feaslbility Study. The request was made by 
letter dated November 19, 198le ~~r revi~w of the Alaska Power Authority's 
(APA) Policy Statement ha$ been undertaken in light of the FWS Mitigation 
Policy (Federal Register Volo 46, No. 15, January 23, 1981). Ye have enclosed 
a copy of our Mitigation Policy and havepreviously transfer~ed a Gopy· to your 
subcontractor, Terrestrial Enviromental Specialists, Inc. (see enclosed letter 
ciated 4 June 1981). By maximizing consistency between the two policy 

--------~tatements, avoidance of policy disagreements between the APA and the ~vS can 
ll....-KA POWER e accomplished. Long-term benefits would accrue throughout the process 

AUTHORITY 

-
S,.SITNA "ncluding 'tvhen and if project mitigation monitoring is in place and modifica-

ions to ongoing mitigation c?uld be evaluated under one policy. 
=H : P5700 
~~;~f~/=:=:J riefly, the Service's mitigation policy reflects the go~l that the most 
.Q important fish and wildlife resources should receive the greatest level of 

itigation when the environment of a particular area is changed. The FWS 
~~~~~-molicy divides the mitigation planning process into three components: (1) 
:: 
0:: -0 ... w. 'J) 

~, i5 

I ~c-rl - -

resource category determin~tions; (2) impact assessment; and (3) mitigation ! recommendations. By creating four resource categories, the FWS can vary the 
~ degree of mitigation .it recommends according to the value and scarcity of the 

abitat at risk .. 

~ ?D~ Our resource category, •· ••• determin~tions ~11 contain a technical rationale 
I CAD consistent with the designation criteria. The rationale will: (1) outline i£'1 O•S - the reasons '-•by the evaluation species were selected; (2) discuss the value of 

~ rw "H" the habitats to the .~valuatio~ species; and (3) discuss and contrast the 
-~ i'Ps relative scarcity of the fish and wildlife resource on a national and 
-;;-·;:, ecoregion section basis." (F.R .. Vol. 46, No. 15, p. 7658). Special con-

P"' .f • d ~ ld b . bl " . d . 1 . - ·--- s1 erat~on wou e g1v~n to nota e, ••• aquat1c an terrestr~a s1tes 
Emf'S including legally designated or set-aside areas such as sat:.:tuaries, fish and 

=~s~r ,- ~ildlife manage~ent areas, hat.cheries 8 nnd refu .. ges, and other aquatic. sites 
')Wl such as floodplains, wetlands, mudflats; vegetated shallows, coral reefs, - -IRV riffles and pools, and springs and seeps." (FoR~ Vol. 46, No. 15, pp. 

-1HRC~---- 7653-7659) •. In the aforementioned sites, the mitigation goal to which the 
-1----- 'Service would strive for is either no'loss of existing habitat value (Resource 

-+ Category 1) or no net loss of in-kind habitat value (Resource Category 2). 
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The Service intends to recommend mitigation where a biological change 
copstitutes an adverse impact. Our evaluation ,of project impacts and 
recommended mitigation would be based~ to the extent applicable, on the 
Service's Habitat Evaluation Procedures and lnstream Flow Incremental 
Methodology. Both of these methodologies have been suggested to APA and its 
consultants on several occasions. It should be recognized that streamlining 
the mitigation. process can be accomplished by conformance between the 
Service' '1' and an applicant's impact assessment techniques o The larger the 
proposal, the greater the potential savings in time. This idea was a 
principal behind the formulation of our mitigation policy and adoption of 
official evaluation procedures. 

In e~~=~dance with our mitigation policy, "The Service may recommend support 
of projects or other proposals when the following criteria are met: (1) they 
are ecologically sound; (2) the least environmentally damaging r~:::;onable 
alternative is selected; (3) every reasonable effort is made to avoid or 
minimize damages or loss of fish and wildlife resources and uses; (4) all 
important recommended means and measures have been adopted with guaranteed 
implementation to satisfactorily compensate for unavoidable damage or loss 
consistent with the appropriate mitigation goal; and (5) for wetlands and 
shallow water habitats. the proposed activity is clearly water dependent and 
there is a demonstrated public need.M (F.R. Vol. 46, Noo 15, p. 7659). 

Specific comments: 

1.0 Introduction: This section should include a discussion of the need to 
adequately assess the environmental resources of the study area to 
determine the environmental compatibility of a proposed project and to 
evaluate mitigation to adequately reduce or avoid negative impacts to 
environmental resources, including fish and wildlife resources, so that no 
net loss of habitat value occurs. 

2.0 Legal Mandates: It should be recognized that the intene of tha specified 
la~s and regulations is that project-relate4 adverse biological impacts be 
fully mitigated~ In addition, that a plan be developed, acceptable to the 
resource agencies with mandatHd fish and wildlife management responsi
bilities, and implemented as n component of the proposal. 

2.2 National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA): It is the responsibility of the 
lead federal agency, the Federal Enurgy Regulatory Commission (FERC), to 
fully comply with NEPA. 

2.3 Federal~Energy Regulatory Commissi.on: Regulations for, "Application for 
License for Major Uncoostructed Projects and l1ajor Modified Projects,h 
(F.R. V~l 46, No. 219, November 13, 1981) were adopted December 14, 1981. 
References in your policy to FERC regulations should reflect this. It 
should be.recognized that within the Exhibit E, "The applicant must 
provide a report that describes the fish, wildlife, and botanical 
resource~s in the vicinity of the propos~d project; expected impacts of the 
project on these resources; and mitigation, enhancement, or protection 
measures proposed by the appl~cant. Tbe report must be prepared t~ 
consultation with the state agency or agencies vith responsibility for 
these resources, the u.s. Fish and Wildlife Service, the National }Iarine 
Fisheries Service (if the proposed project oay affect anadromous, 
estuarine~ or marine fish re-sources), and any state or fede:ral agency ·(Ji th 
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Mr. Eric Yould 

cc: FWS-ROES, WAES 
Quentin Edson, FERC 
NMFS, EPA) NPS, BLM, USGS, ADEC, ADF&G 

Carson/AtlNR 
Lawrence/Acres American .. ,...,.. . 
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WILLETT 
WITTE 
B~ARY 

February 24, 1982 
P5700.11.71 

T.1528 

t--t-----....... ft'.e1vin Ae f-ionson 
t-t----"'1'tl;t1ng Assistant Regional Director 
t---+.~~~-ttt s. Fish and r1ild1 ife Service 
~::-::-:":'':':':":'':":":""-"'t'll E. Tudor Road 
t-t~-::-::~--t-Hz,chorage, Alaska 99503 

1'"""7-o--::r--~-;--.....,..a r Mr. Manson: Sus1tna Hydroelectric Project - / 
t-:A~. --,..-:;----=-,...,-.,-')~ ..... -: .. ·4 v Fish _ _,nd liild11fe ~1ftioat1on Policy . . 

CARLsoN ank--:,YOu for your letter of December 30, 1981, COITFlenting on the Fish 
~;;n ~ d Wildlife Mitfgatfon Policy for the Susitna Hydroelectric F'easibflity 
t..owRev _ udy. l·le appreciated receiving a copy of ~he F&t·!S r·Ut1gat1on Policy 
siNGH .. d your explanation of it .. 

1--t-------.will attempt t.g Bespond to each of your cor.:ments, numbered as in 
===":"":""'--~ur 1 etter. ~TEAD 

"OVE 

CHASE 

!ntrc:iuction: 

This section was purposefu11_y~ kept short so that ~he policy \-rould not 
be overbearing.. He do not feel it r1ecessary to di'scuss the issues 
you mentioned, as they are covered in detail in the Feasibility 
Report. At the suggestion of the Alaska Department of Fish and Game, 
we have added the phrase ~~~4EfH ancl \'iildlife resources of the state". 

2.0 Legal Mandate: 

The entire policy and particul~rly sections 3 and 4 explain that 
APA intends to develop and impler..ent a mitigation plan in coordination 
with the agencies \'lith mandated fish and wildlife mit:igf'tion 
r~sponsibf11t1es. · 

2.2 Nat1onal Environmental Policy Act: 

Since FERC is a federal agency, they are covered by the statement 
"Federal agenc1es shall to the fu11est extent possible!. 
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Mr. Melvin A. Monson February 24~ 1982 
page 2 

2.3 Federal Ene,rgy Regulatory Conmission 

The policy will reflect the fact these regulations were adopted. 
Exhibit E will be prepared as described in the regulations. 

2.4 Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 

3.1 

Reference to FERC has been incorporated. 

Basic Intent of the Applicant 

The statement 11 The FERC will resolve any disputes which APA and the 
agencies cannot resolve11 has been addedo 

3.2 Consultation with Natural Resource Agencies and the Public 

A section explaining the mechanism for coordination with the agencies 
has been added to the beginning of the policy. The agencies will be 
involved in the plan both prior and subsequent to FERC filing. 

3.3 Implementation of the Mitigation Plan 

lhe implementation of the mitigation plan is recpgnized by APA to 
be its responsibility. 

' 
3.4 Modification of the Mitigation Plan Paragraph 2 

It is recognized any modifica.tion to or tennination of the mitigation 
efforts would be subject to FERC approval. It is assumed FERC would 
consult with the ~gencies during this process. 

4.0 Approach to Developing the Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Plan Paragraph 3 

The intent of this par'agraph was to direct mitigation efforts towards 
those resnurces where, even without an e~tensive data base, it is 
predict~d the greatest impacts would occur~ As an example, the 
concentration of the fisheries mitigation efforts has been towards the 
anadromous fisheries between Devil Canyon and Talkeetna, as this is 
an important resource and there is a higher potential for impact 
in this section than further downstream. 

Paragraph 5 

The intent of this procedure is to consider each impact issue and to 
review all practicable mitigation options within the intent of the 
National Environmental Policy Act~ If a mitigation option is 
ident~.f·ied that avoids an imp~ct, is technically feasible, effective 
and not in conflict with any othe~ project objectives, the need to 
address otr-~er alternatives v1as not considered necessary.. The 

ACRES AMERICAN lNCOAPORATED 
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Mr. Melvin A. Monson 
February 24, 1982 

page 3 

intent of sentence 2~ paragraph 5 was to state that if such an 
option does not exist, we will proceed to evaluate other options. 
As stated in the policy~ 11All options will be evaluated and docu
mented .. ., The policy l'lill be revised to make this clear. 

Paragraph 7 

This paragraph has been expanded to include the Fish and Wildlife 
Mitigation Review Group involvement in the plan's developmento 

Paragraph 9 

Your statement has been incorporated. 

Paragraph 10 

We agree with your statement. The FERC must approve any modification 
to mitigation stipulations in the license. It is anticipated FERC 
would not approve the modific~tions without first consulti.ng with 
the appropriate agencies. 

Thank you again for your timeo If you have any questions regardi.ng my 
responses, feel free to contact me. 

MMG/jmh 

cc: E. Yould, APA 
K. Schreiner 

ACRES AMERICJH·l INCORPORATED 

w...,; 

Sincerely yours, 

~~/ 
"/ 

~~......__...c:..~ 

hn D. Lawrence 
Project Man.ager 
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December 31, 1981 

Mr. John D. Lawrence 
Acres American, Inc. 
900 Liberty Bank Building 
Main at Court 
Buffalo, New York 14202 

Dear Mr. Lawrence: 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMEr~CE 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
.'"'. 0. Box 1668 

Juneau, AZaska 99802 R E C E 1 V E 0 

JAN 0 4 1982 

ACRES MtOOCA~ .~C\\irUaAlf.D 

We have received your letter of November 19, 1981, requesting the comments 
of the National Marine Fisheries Service {NMFS) on the Fish and Wildlife 
Mitigati~J£lic~ for the Susitna.Hydroelectric Project. Having reviewed 
the statemt!nt \\~ offer the fo 11 ow1 ng comnents .. 

The statement adequately reflects the intent of such a mitigation policy 
and pr~esents an accurate overview of those 1 ega 1 mandates which require 
mitigati0n to be considered in designing hydr""oe'iectric projects.. We 
have several specific comments dealing with the operation of the proposed 
mitigation plan, which follow. 

3.1 Basic Intent of the Applicant 

-------"! The last paragraph states that this methodology outlines a 
process for resolving conflict between the Power Authority and ALASKA :POWER. 

AUTHORITY 

SUSITNA 
resource agencies. We do not feel this has been satisfactorily 
~ccompiished within the general policy statement (Sec. 3) and 
suggest additional effort be made to establish such a conflict 
resolution methodology. 

3.2 Consultation with Natural Re:;_IJurc.~ Agencies & the Public 

Realizing that Section 4, step 3, development of an acceptable 
mitigation plan, is to be completed by March 1982, we assume that 
steps 1 and 2 of the same section are by now substantially completed. 
Yet, contrary to the second sentence of 3 .. 2, "During the early 
stages of planning, representatives of state and federal agencies 
will be encouraged to consult with the applicant and the applicants 
representatives, as members of the Mitigation Task Force.", 
we have yet to be contacted regarding the status of this impor
tant e1ement, and the Mi+igation Task Force review committee has 
not met as of this date. 

3.3 Implementation of the Mitigation Plan 

We a~e pleased to see the plan include provisions for pas~. 
construction monitoring of mitigation measures and opportL .. ities. 

l ,, 
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The applicant should note, however, that such a provision will 
be integral to the mitigation plart and the associated costs should 
be included with the license application, and not "resolved through 
parties after the mitigation plan is complete ... This is supported 
in the FERC regulations, 4.41 (F)(3)(iv)(D), which require 
Exhibit E to contain an estimate of the costs of construction, 
operation, and maintenance of any proposed facilities or imple
mentation of any (mitigation) measures. 

3.4 Modification of the Mitigation Plan 

The last sentence, dealing with termination, should state that 
tennination of any mttigation measure stipulated in the FERC 
license will require an amendment to that li~ense. 

4 Approach to Developing the Fish and Wi)dlife Mitioation Plans 

Paragraph 3, sentence 6. Change 'will' to 'may•, as priority will 
be assigned both by the likelihood of impact and sensitivity of 
the resout'"ce. 

Paragraph 5, sentence 2. The fact that a form of mitigation is in 
Lonflict with project objectives or only partially effective should 
not prevent it from further consideration~ Such a statement strains 
the tenn nreasonable alternatives" and does not comply with the 
spirit or intent of the National Environmental Policy Act. 

Paragraph 7. As outlined, no foi~al agency input into the mitigation 
plan will occur prior to application to FERC. FERC regulations 
require Exhibit E to contain a report describing proposed mitigation 
measures, prepared in consultation with state and federal resource 
agencies. The process described here falls short of this required 
consultation. w~ suggest formal agency review of the draft fisheries 
and wildlife mitigation plans occur prior to license applicatione 

We appreciate this opportunity to comment. 

Sinc~re1y, _ ·~- ""' 

)c-~9/;. .. ·~ , . 
~ R~be~t·w. McVey 
1 D1rector, Alaska Region 
' / .. 

'-""'.-

1 

;'· 

............ 
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WILLE11 
WITTE 
BERRY 

HAYDEN 
LAMB 
LAWRENCE 
SINCLAIR 

Mr. Robert Wo McVey 
lire ctor. Alaska Region 
t ati 
I .D. 
\ une 

;:, ear 

ona1 Marine Fisheries Service 
Box 1668 

au~ Alaska 99802 

Mr. HeVey: 

February 23e 19f~ 
P5700.11.~1 

T.1424 

Susftna Hydroelectric Project 
Fish and_ Wi~dl1fe Mitigation Policy 

~ tha ... nk you for your December 31~ 1.981 response to our request for 
VANOERBVRGI-( orrme nts .on the Susitna F1sh and ~111d11fe Mitigation Policy. I have 

need to your comments in the nrder 1n which they were presented. ~espo 
t._ }"o~o~, -

"::.1 -
CARLSON 
FREi'Z 
JEX \, ur a 
LOWREY 1PA a 
SINGH • it ' 

.1'1 ' .. _-17 ~/'!; }' tn 
r ~50U 

?, .~-~·- .r 
il ou 

STEAD 

Basic Intent of the Applicant 

pproach to resolving fish and w11d1ffe mitigation conflicts between 
nd the.resource agencies is outlined 1n Step 3, Section 4, of the 
ation Policy. As stated, it basically involves revie~r and corrtr.ent 
e Fish and W~idlife f.1it1gat1on Review Group representing the 
rce agenciese In addition. although not specifically stated 

qaovE d 
}: 

gene 
r.RC 

r policy, any draft mitigation plans wi11 be submitted to resource 
··~es for fonna1 coimlent ar1d review prior to the submission of a 
license app1ica't16n.. Our policy w111 be modified to include this. 

I CHASE 

I 
I 

l 

~ .2 - Consui tati.on with Ngtural Resource Aqencies ~nd the Pub1 ic 

(': _cti ~ 

n ot b 
_b [\ as 

on 4, Step 3, Development of an Accep~able r;itigation Plan, will 
e completed by f·!arch of 1982·. However, miti9ation options trill 
sessed and preferred options to['ether with the.ir technical feax:O:""' 

bility and potentia1 effectiveness ·wi11 be presented in the r·iar~h l~sg 
Feasibility Report. 

The first meeting of the Mitigation Review Group w111 occur in March.1982. 
An invitation will be sent to Bradley Smith as a representative of your 
agency. This meeting \'lill provide the resource agencies with an opportunity 
to discuss. with the Mitigation Core Groups, the various mitigation option~ 
presently being considered. The details of a draft mitigation plan will 
b~ completed subsequent to the Feasib111ty Report and pr1or to the FERC 
license application • 

3.4 - Modification of the M1tiqat1on Plan 

He agr--ee that .. ~ o tenn1nat1on of any mitigation measure stipulated in 
the FERC 11cEnr. v-1ould require FERC approval~ In regards to the mon
itoring program. we anticipate that the FERC license w111 allo\-1 for 
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Mr. Robert W. ~icVey February 23, 1982 
page 2 

the termination of the monitoring program when the need for further 
mitigilt·ion is considered unnecessary. We have modified the policy to 
state termination would be subject to FERC approval. 

4.4- Approach to Developing the Fish and Wildlife.Miti9ation·Plans 

Paragraph 3, sentence 6, refers to the functioning of the Mitigation 
Core Group which will be concentrating its efforts towards resou~ces 
most 1 ikely to be impacted.. · 

Paragraph 5, sentence 2. This sentence is contained under Step 2 en
titled noption Analysis Procedure 11

.. The intent of this procedure is 
to consider each impact issue and to review all practicable mi~igation 
options within the intent of the National Environmental Policy Act. 
If a mitigation option that avoids an impact is identified which is 
technically feasible, effective, and not in conflict with any other 
project objectives. the need to address other alternatives was not 
considered necessary. The intent of sentence 2, paragraph 5, was to 
~tate that if such an option does not exist, we will proceed to evaluate 
other options. 11 Al1 options considered will be evaluated and documented. 
The result of this process will be an identification and evaluation of 
feasible mit_igation options for each impact issue and a description of 
residual impacts." 

The selection of which options are to be further considered in the de~ 
velopment of an acceptable mitigation plan is addressed under Step 3. 
Par.agraph 7. Mit_igation options will be forwarded to the fish and 
Wildlife Mitigation Review Group allowing for agency r~view and comment. 
In addition," our mitigation policy will be modified to reflect our 
intent to have the draft mitigation plan formally reviewed by agencies 
prior to application to FERC. 

I appreciate your comments and trust our response satisfies the concern 
you have expressed. 

KRY/jmh 

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED 

·.-

Sincerely, 

6~~~ 
John D. Lawrence 
Project Manager 

.. I 
''._ ... nt:.l 

\ . . 
'.., - 1 
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U. S. E N V I R 0 N M E N T A i. P R 0 T E C T I 0 N AGENCY 

_, ... :~£tt sr..... R E G I 0 N X vT"' ... ,~ 
• ~-- IS\ ~ c-:'1::i 1s 1200 SIXTH AVENUE 

~ ~~ * SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 9il11il 
; f '{ 
~1-~ ..._# 

FEB 8 iS82. 

At POWER 
.IORITY 

.>JTNA 

FILE P5700 

-ft AAO,t.c;, 

1£PLY TO M/S 443 
AnMbh 

4 FEB l9SZ 

Kevin R. Young 
Acres American Incorporated 
The Liberty Bank Building 
Main at Court 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

Subject: Susitna Hydroelectric Project Fish and Wildlife Mitigation 
Policy and Draft Analyses of Mitigation Options · 

Dear Mr. Young: 

Thank you for sending us copies of the above papers for our review. From 
conversations with Mike Grubb, of your staff, we understand that Acres 
American has decided that further work is necessary on the mitigation 
options papers before agency corr@ents will be solicited. Therefore, this 
letter will· address EPA's comments on the mitigucion policy paper only • 

. //. q.P 
SEQUENCE. NO.· 

F d.:J ::3 

In general, we believe that the overall mitigation approach is good. In 
particular, the ~se of the CEQ definition of mitigation encourages the 
most sati sfactoFy types of mitigation to be considered first. This is 
reflected in Figure 2, Option Analysis. The establishment of a long-term 
monitoring plan and acknowledgment that the mitigation plan will be 
changed if necessary is also commendable. 
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We do have spme concerns about implementation of this policy, especially 
over the next year while the mitigation plan for the FERC license appli
cation is still being developed. Some issues and mitigation measures must 
be incorporated into the preliminary engineering and design stages of the 
projects and, from cur review of the Acres American reports, we are a\'.Jare 
that this is being done. One good example is spillway desi9n to avoid 
nitrogen supersaturation. However, there are a great many other issues 
where the agencies and the public do not have sufficient information yet 
on the impz.r.ts to judge ei Y.her how much mitigation wi 11 be needed 01 what 
sort of mitigation might be successful. For ex.ample, EPA will not have 
any· pre- and post-project water quality data unti 1 the feasibility study 
is circulated (letter from John D. Lawrence to John R. Spencer, January 4, 
1982.) Development of an option analysis v1hich reflects the possible suc
cessfu 'i mit i gat it:m measures for the entire range of potential impacts, 
including the worst case, appears to be a useful step at this time. 
Hov1ever, the agencies and the public may have difficulty evaluating the 
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adequacy of a mitigati.Jn plan until more impact infonnation is available. 
EPA would have been faced with this situation in reviewing the fishery 
mitigation plan if Acres Ameritan had wanted our com~ents at this time. 
We have one other suggestion for your consideration. Because of the 
location and magnitude of the impa~ts~ new mitigation methods or methods 
new to this region of A 1 ask a may eventually be identified. Because it 
will be several years before the mitigation plan is finalized, it may_be 
possible to test the feasibility of some of these ideas befo~e mitigation 
itself must start. Such an approach· may have long-term environmenta 1 and 
economic benefits. 

Some additional minor comments are presented in the attachment~ 
. 

We look forward to reviewing the option pa?-ers. If you would like to dis
cuss our corrments, Judi Schwarz of the Environmental Evaluation Br~nch may 
be contacted for more information. She can be re~ched at (205) 442-1096. 

Si nc~ere ly, 

~t~" cAW 
G:r~~eal, Director 
Environmental Services Division 

cc: Al Carson, DNR 
Dave Wozniak, APA 

--
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Susitna Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy 

Attachment · 

FERC Regulations 

For your information, FERC published the new regulations on license 
applications on November 13, 1981.. The section of fish and wildlife 
mitigation can be found at 46 FR 55938. FERC has made some wordi.ng 
changes, but the substance is essentially unchanged. 

Def·initions 

The policy statement refers to a Mitigation Task Force, a Mitigation 
Review Group~ and a Core Group of the Mitigation Task Force. The com
position and method of selection of each group should be described. 

--
'. ········• ·~ 

·. I . .- · • "" • . . . . 
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00 Sixth Avenue 
att1e. Washington 98101 

February 23, 1982 
P5i00 .. 11.91 

T .. l5.26 

CARLSON ... 
FRETZ L t: ar Mr .. t 0 • flea 1 : Sus1tna Hydroelectric Project 
JEX 

; ~ ',:, :: :::\/,; ' 

.· 
;, 

j 

' LOWREY 
Fish and Wildlife J.11tiqation Po·L!£I_ 

-

' 
t--
r-

1-

SINGH - -- l r1 
·p .;.!~u-... Fi 

ank you for your letter of February 4, 1982 regarding the Susit1a 
sh and \~11d11fe -Mitigation Policy. 

..1STEAD 
BOVE 

CHASE 

---

. 
r: It= 
1 ~ 
~ m 
r.i 

'T 

will be discussing H1t1gation further in early Jiarch meetin§S with 
e Core and Review Groups --and attempting to focus in on the majcr 
pact issues and define furthar studies necessary to develop adequate 
tigation. You w111 be invited to this meeting. 

ank you again for your comments~ a , I' 

HMG/jh 

cc: E. Yould, APA 
J. Spencer. EPA 

--

Sincet;.e}Y. 

&-
John D.. la\'lrcnce 
Project f·'anager 

\· ·,~~] 
I 
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errestrial 
nvironmental 

~-pecialists. inc. 

RECEI\'ED 

NOV 3 0 1981 

R.D. 1 BOX 311 ftHO!!NIX. N.Y. UU5 (3U1)515-7ZZI 

MEMO 

TO: Members of the Fisheries Mitigation Technical Group 

FROM: Russell J. Nemecek 

DATE: November 25, 1981; 2113 .. 880 

RE: Mitigation Options 

Enclosed are initial evaluations of impacts and mitigation o~tions 
available for operational flows on the downstream fisheries and the 
flooding of strez~s in the impoundment zones. Please review this 
material before our December lOth meeting in Seattle, since this will 
be the essence of our discussions. If you have any comments or 
additional input to make prior to our meeting, please contact me. 

AL,;SKA POWER 
.A.UTHO~ITY 

SUSITNA ·-----l 
FILE P5700 

• // . .::1t) 
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DIVISION OF RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT 

December 9, 1981 

Mr. David Wozniak 
Alaska Power Authority 
334 West 5th Avenue~ 2nd Floor 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Dear Mr. Wozniak: 

I 

JAY S.. H: :110110, SOr£11101 

323 E. 4TH A VENUE 
ANCHORAGE;-.ALASKA 99501 

,. . . . 

The Susitna Hydroelectric Steering Committee (SHSC) would like to receive 
addit~o~al ~nformation from your office regarding the status and progress of 
the M1t1gat1on Task Force. As you know, preparation of an adequate Federal 
Energvegulatory Comm~ission (FERC) license application requires that Exhibit 
£ identify the proposed measures to m·itigate impacts or to protect and en
hance the resources. We believe coordination of this vital study item 
should occur early and on a conti11uing basis. I am aware that the APA has 
also recognized this need by creating two Mitigation Task Force core groups 
composed of principal investigators and a Mitigation Review Committee com
posed of representatives of various concerned agencies. While several mem
bers of the Review Committee sit on the SHSC, they have received no infonna
tion on the progress of either core group. Additionally, the Fish and Wild
life Mitigation Policy recently developed by APA for the Susitna Hydroelec
tric Project stresses the need for close coordination. Although no time 
schedule is established in this mitigation plan, it is obvious that steps 1 
and 2 (identification of impacts, ranking of impacts and identifi:ation and 
review of mitigative alternatives) should be sub~tantially completed by now 
if step 3 (development of an acceptable mitigation plan) is to be achieved 
by the March 15, 1982 draft feasibility report deadline. 

Therefore, I am requesting that you provide any applicable information 
regarding the Mitigation Task Force groups and their progress to date. The 
minutes from past meetings would be particularly heipful here. As the SHSC 
is eager to discuss these concerns, I believe a short briefing may be most 
effective. I will be conta~ting you to arrange for such a meeting, hopefully 
during the week of 12/13/81. 

Sincerely~ 

Al Carson 
Chairman, Susitna Hydroelectric Steering Committee 

AC:db 

cc: Steering Committee 
R. Stoops 
Quentin Edson, F.E.R.C. 

..... ===== 
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ALASKA POWER AUTJIORITY 
334 WEST 5th AVENUE· .ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501 RECEIVED Phone: {907) 277-7641 

(90 7} 276-0001 

ALASt:A ·POWER 
AUTHORITY 

SUSJTNA 

FILE P5700 . II 

Mr. Al carson 
Departrrent of Natural Resources 
Division of Research and 
Developrent 

555 Cordova 
Anc.l-Jorage, Alaska 99501 

Dear Al: 

DEC 21198i 

ACRt~ nmtrtalil\tc liuaJtlrORATED 
December 15, 1981 

I am in receipt of your letter of December 8, 1981 soliciting (on 
behalf of the Susitna Hydroelectric Project Steering .,Ccmni.ttee) 
additional infornation concerning the Mitigation Task Force.· I am happy 
to canply, in part because it affords rre an opportunity to correct sare 
apparent rrdsconceptions. 

I SEQUENCE NO. 

First, while I have no (Jbj ection to Steering Ccmni ttee 
participation on our mitigation planning, I am sCllEWhat sw:prised. As 
was made clear early on, mitigation planning (and specifically the 
Mitigation Task Force Review Group activities) is being done within the 
fo:r::mal coordination and consultation frarre'M'Jrk of the Fish 211d Wildlife 
C(X)rdination Act and F .E.R.C. Regulations. By contrast, the Steering 
Camri.ttee has worked vigorously to remain infomel corrrrentators to the 
SUstina Hydroelectric .Project proposal. If the Steering Conmi ttee 
ele...-ts to join us in mitigation planning, it should~ understood that 
we will treat their participation as "formal". That in turn leads to 
other minor procedural concerns, such as wr· to do about dual 
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1.-\ representation, etc. 

Second 1 you misjudge slightly our ·ti.'l'etable on mitigation plonning. 
We are just nCM in the midst of ide.ntification of inpacts.. Physical 
constraints have led to this tirretable: Field studies had to be 
carpleted and SlJlllTlarized, hydrology data forrrullated so that :power 
generation simulation (which leads to water release/stage information) 
could be done, etc. We have by no rreans fully scoped ilnpact yet, but we 
are rapidly advancing. 

Which leads ne to the key point; when will an assessment be 
possilile? 'l'he rrost carprehensive will appear in the draft feasibili tv 
report, to be published March 15, 1982. A less canprehensive, but 

tet .. 

~fj 



nonetheless fairly x·igorous, assessnent will be provided to the Review 
Group when they convene Januaxy 20, 1982. I knc:-.v you are a rrembe.r of 
that Review Group. You should be receiving your fo:rmal i.'1Vitation very 
soon, if not by now. I suggest Steering carmi. ttee invol verrent, if any, 
be subsequent to that convening. 

FOR '!HE EXEXlJI'IVE DIREX:TOR 

mv/blm 

cc: John Lawrence, Acres Arrerie<Al {w/cy of carson letter) 
Quentin Edson, F .. E. R. C. 
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Ms. Janet f.1c:Cabe 
Area Director 
U.S. Geological Survey 
1011 E. Tudor 
Suite 297 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear Ms. McCabe: 

December 18, 1981 
P5700.11.91 

T .1355 

Susitna Hydroelectric Project 
Fish and Wi1dlife Mitigation 
Review Group . 

In September of this year the Alaska Power Authority (APA) invited you or 
a member of your staff to participate in a Fish and Wi1d1ife Mitigation 
Review Group for the Susitna Hydroelectric Project. To date, APA has 
received no response. 

The first Review Group meeting is to be held January 20, 1982, at 10:00 a.m. 
at the offices of APA. Please inform APA if you will be attending this 
meeting and if you wish to participate in future mitigation planning efforts. 
If so, we \-li11 ·send material for your revie\tl prior to this meeting. 

Thank you. 

MG:adh 

cc: APA 

ACRES AMERICAN tNCORPORATED 

, . •.. ~. ~ ; ... ; . ·~ :"': t . ~ 

Si nee rely, 

Kevin Young 
Environmental Coordinator 

I' 
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Mr. Carl Yanagawa 
Regional Supervisor for Habitat Division 
Alaska Department of Fish & Game 
333 Raspberry Road 
Anchorage, Alaska 99502 

Dear Mr. Yanagawa: 

December 18~ 1981 
P5700 .. 11.92 
Tl360 

As a member of the group established to review fish and wildlife m1tigation 
recommendations on the Susitna Hydroelectric Project, I request your atten
dance at a meeting on January 20, 1982, at 10:00 a.m., in the office of the 
A}gska Power Authorityc In the first week of January, I will forward for 
your review, a preli~inary outline of project operations, impact issues~ and 
mitigation options as prepared by our design tean and the fish and wildlife 
mitigation technical core groups. I would appreciate receiving by January 
30~ 1982, any written comments you may have regarding our approach, results, 
or evaluations to date. 

Following the preparation of the Feasibility Report, which will contain more 
detailed information on project operations and our evaluation of these oper
ations!f an opportunity will be provided for you to perform a more thorough 
review. 

If you have any questions relating to this meeting or the proposed functions 
of the review group, please contact Mr. Dave Wozniak of APA or myself at 
716-853-7525. 

MG/jk 

.ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED 
Consultmg Er.9incers 

The Lib(:!IY eank Sui;~mg. t.1afl'l at Court 

Eu!falo. Ne:. Vol"-< H202 

Sincerely, 

-~-·~ ~/Jfl('l' 

Kevin Young 
Susitna Environmental Coordinator 

Oth~r Ofltces · Cc!~..,:·a, t.m P1!:Sbt::gt-s, PA .. Rale•~., r.oc. Was":.r.,:on. DC 
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Preceding Letter Sent To: 

Mr. Carl Yanagawa 
Regional Supervisor for Habitat 

Division 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
333 Raspberry Road 
Anchorage, AK 99502 

Ms. Juli Schwarz 
Environmental Evaluation Branch 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region X 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98101 

Mr. Bradley Smith 
Environmental Assessment Division 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Federal Building and U.S. Court House 
701 C Street, Box 43 
Anchorage, AK 99513 

===nr 

Mr. A1 Carson 
Department of Natural Resources 
323 East Fourth Avenue 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Mr. Michael Scott 
u.s .. Burer\u of Land Management 
4700 East 72nd Street 
Anchorage, AK 99507 

Mr. Gary Stackhouse _ 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
lOll East Tudor Road 
Anchorage, AK 99502 

' i 



Hro Carl Yanagawa 

January 7. 1982 
P5700.t1.70 

f.1395 

Regional Supervisor for Habitat Division 
Alaska Department ~f Fish & Game 
333 Raspberr,y Road 
Anchorage. Alaska 99502 

Dear Hra Yanagawa: 

Enclosed for your review: 

Sus1tna Hydroelectric Project 
fish and W11d11fe M1t1gatton 
Review Group Meeting 

1) Susitna Hydroelectric Project Fish and W11d11fe r~1t1gat1on Po11cy. 

2) Draft Analysis of Wildlife r1itiQat1on Options. 

3) Draft Analysis of Fisheries t11t1gation Options! 

These documents will be discussed at the Fish and W11d11fe Hit1gat1on Review 
Broup Hect1ng to be eeld at 9:00 a.m. {note change of time from letter 
of Dece~b~r lfl, 1931) on Janua~: ZJ, 19~2 at the office of the Alaska 
Pc~u=~-- Authority, ·334 \iest 5th Avenue, t.nchorager; I hope you will be 
able to atte.nd the meeting$ 

HEG/joh 

Enclosures 

s·fncerely yours it 

Kevin P.. Young 
Susitna Environmental Coordfn~tor 
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Preceding Letter Sent To: 

Mr. Carl Yanagawa 
Regional Supervisor for Habitat 

Division 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
333 Raspberry Road 
Anchorage, AK 99502 

Ms. Juli Schwarz 
Environmental Evaluation Branch 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region X 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98101 

Mr. Bradley Smith 
Environmental Assessment Division 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Federal Building and U.S. Court House 
701 C Street, Box 43 
Anchorage, AK 99513 

-

Mr. Al Carson 
Department of Natural Resources 
323 East Fourth Avenue 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Mr. Michael Scott 
U.S. Bureau of Land Management 
4700 East 72nd Street 
Anchorage, AK 99507 

Mr c~rv ~+~rkhn·u·se 9 \;IQ J .._, \1''-" '-' n. 1 IV 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
1011 East Tudor Road 
Anchorage, AK 99502 
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Mr. Carl Yanagawa 

February 26~ 1982 
P570'0. 11.70 

T.1543 

Regional Supervisor for Habitat Division 
Alaska Department of Fish & Game 
333 Raspberry Road 
Anchorage, Aiaska 99502 

Dear Mr. Yanagawa: Susitna Hydroelectric Project 
Fish and Wildlife-Mitigation 

As discussed through Vern Smith of our-- Anchorage office, meetings to re
view fish and wildlife mitigation efforts are scheduled for March 11 and 
12, 1982 in the offices of Acres American, 1577 C Street, Suite 305, 
Anchorage, Alaska. · 

As these meetings are expected to be in the form of technical workshops, 
a complete day on each of the topics of fish and wildlife is considered 
necessaryo Proposed agendas are enclosedo I will also forward, within 
the week, updated information packets addressing fish and wildlife im
pact iss~es and mitigation options. . 

As fisheries issues are being discussed on a Sf:i)arate day from wildlife 
issues, please feel free to have different technical personnel attend 
each of the m~etings if you consider it appropriate. 

As we consider these meetings to be an important component in improving 
the coordination between your agency and our fish and wildlife mitigation 
core groups, your attendance is encouraged. 

If you have any questions relating to these meetings please contact my
self or Vern Smith (907-276-4888). 

Sincerely, 

Kevin Young 
Environmental Coordinator 

KRY:dlp 

Enclosures 
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~receding Letter Sent To: 

Mr. Carl Yanagawa 
Regional Supervisor for Habitat 

Division 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
333 Raspberry Road 
Anchorage, AK 99502 

Ms. Juli Schwarz 
Environmental Evaluation Branch 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region X 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98101 

Mr. Bradley Smith 
Environmental Assessment Division 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Federal Building and U.S. Court House 
701 C Street, Box 43 
Anchorage, AK 99513 

Mr. Al Carson 
Department of Natural Resources 
323 East Fourth Avenue 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Mr. Michael Scott 
U.S. Bureau of Land Management 
4700 East 72nd Street 
Anchorage, AK 99507 

Mr. Gary Stackhouse 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
1011 East Tudor Road 
Anchorage, AK 99502 
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March 2, 1~S2 
P5700c;11.70 

T .1552 

Mro Carl Vanagawa 
Regional Supervi ,~ ror H~bitat D1v1s1on 
A 1 as lea Denartr.u:!t~t of Ff sh & Game 
133 RaspberTl' Road -
Anctaonge. P:~h~ska 9950t 

Dear Mr. Yanagawa: Sus1tna Hydroelectr~e Project 
F1sh and W11d11fe M1tigat1Qn 
~_yJew Groul' r-eet1ng 

Enclose!! for yout· 1nfonMt1on ~re: 

1. The Sus1tna Hydroelectric Project fish 
and Wildlife M1t1gat1on Policy (Revised) 

2o Wildlife r-11t1q8t1en Opt1nns (Revised) 

3o Fisheries M1tigat1on Options {Revised) 

Please revie\t these.' docum::!r.ts prior to the r.teet1 n~ o~ thcs 
Fish and Hi1d11fE- i~1tiont1on Rev1~" Group on ~1ilrch 10t 1~::'\2 
at 8:30 ai:1 in th~ offices o~ Ac'r~s A~rican, 1577 C ~trC?et, 
Anchora~e. ~e Ni11 d1scus~ the Po11cy and Hi1d11f~ ~-~it1o~
t1on Options on the 1Cth ~~~ t~~ Fisheri~s Miti~aticn nn
ti~ns on the 11th, as referr~n to in th~ invitation l~~ttP.r · 
of Fehru~rJ 25, 1~22. · · 

Thank _ynu vr-ry rruc:h. 

KRY:dlp 

Enclosures 

SincP.r:"ly, 

f:P.vin Vo~mt; 
Smd tna En vi rnnn~nta 1 

coordinat;:1r 

~ ... J 
' Q • 

~ ' • I ' 
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Preceding Letter Sent To: 

Mr. Carl Yanagawa 
Regional Supervisor for Habitat 

Division 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
333 Raspberry Road 
Anchorage, AK 99502 

Ms. Juli Schwarz 
Environmental Evaluation Branch 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region X 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seatt1e, WA 98101 

Mr. Bradley Smith 
Environmental Assessment Division 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Federal Building and U.S. Court House 
701 C Street, Box 43 
Anchorage, AK 99513 

---

Mr. Al Carson 
Department of Natural Resources 
323 East Fourth Avenue 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Mr. Michael Scott 
UeS. Bureau of Land Management 
4700 East 72nd Street 
Anchorage, AK 99507 

Mr~ Gary Stackhouse 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
lOll East Tudor Road 
Anchorage, AK 99502 
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SUS!TNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT 

FISU AND WILDLIFE MITIGATION REVIEW. GROUP MEETING · 
March 10, 1982 

Held at the Offices of Alaska Power Authority, Anchorage 
Attendees: See attached list. 

The meeting followed the attached agenda. The revised Fish anti Wildlife 
Mitigation Policy was discus:;ed. Agreement was reached on all areas where 
further revisions were suggested. The policy wi11 be modified and circulated 
to the review group members by April 15, 1982. 

Ed Reed and Karl Schneider presented the results of the wildlife baseline 
studies and impacts prediction. Attendees were provided with the sections of 
the Feasibility Report addressing these issues. 

General mitigation options were discussed. HEP was not dismissed but 
~uestioned as to its validity to big game species in Alaska. It was agreed . . 
some kind of habitat evaluation, in_addition to population studies would have 
to be conducted. TES has developed a habitat analysis method (used on the 
access road studies) and this may be modified and used. The question of 
land set aside was also discussed but no decision reached_ 

Ed Reed suggested~ for discussion purposes, the option of APA funding a 
permanent research station in the Upper Susitna Basin. It was agreed this 
was an option but should be considered only if other options (ayoid, reduce, 
etc.) fail, i.e. it would be used on out-of-kind compensation. 

Studies for Phase II to quantify impacts and for mitigaticn planning were 
reviewed with Attachment A forming the basis for discussion. The BLM burn 
in the Alphabet Hills m~y not proceed dur to 1ack of burn plan being written 
and possible requirement for an archaeological clearance. APA may contact 
BLM to detennine how a go decision cou'ld be reached. 
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Mr. ·Karl Schneider 
Nesearch Coordinator
Division of Game 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
333 Raspberry Road 
Anchorage. A~ 99502 

Dear Karl: 

March 16., 1982 
P5700.11.70 

ns98 

Susttna HYdroelectric Project 
Proposed Phase II Studies 

I am enclos1gg a copy of the document ~r1ef?y describing the proposed 
Phase II Sus1tna Wildlife and Vegetation studies. This was prepired bas~ld 
on the work of the Core Group and Review Group on March 10-12. 1982a 

I wish to t~ank you for your t1me and input during both the review and 
Core Group meetings. I feel we made real progress toward resolvtng some 
of the 1ssues that had been hanging, particularly the w11d11fe/hab1tat 
relationship issue. I understand Dr. Taber w111 be sending you a brief 
descrfptfon of a system he proposes and. following your review, we w111 
proceed to discuss the issue with the Core Group and others whom you feel 
appropriate. As we discussed, TES w111 take the lead 1n arranging for the 
workshop. 

Thank you again for your time; X w111 be in touch. 

MG:ccv 
Enclosure 

ce: E. Youl<f, .APA 

-

Sincerely. 

Michael Grubb 
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l4s. Jud 1 Schwarz 
Environmental E~a1uat1on Branch 
Mafl Stop 443 
u.s. En~fronmental Protection Agency 
Regfon X 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98101 

Dear Judi: 

rttarch 24j 1982 
P5700. 111» 91 

T1610 

Susitna ~droe1ectr1c Project 
Fish~ries Mitigation 

As we discussed, I am enclosing a copy of two documents distributed at 
the March. 19th meeting of the Sus1tna Fish and W11dltfe M1tfgat1on Review 
Group. One document is a rev1s1on of the fisheries document provided to 
you and other menbers of the group on March 8th. The other document 1 s a 
summary of w11d11fe and vegetation studies proposed for Phase II of the 
project. This document was based on Phase I studies, c01m1ents frcxn the 
Review Group on the 10th, and work of the Wildlife Cor~ Group on March 11th 
and 12th. 

The Fish and Wildlife Mit1gatto~ Pot!cy w&s also discussed on the 10th8 
You will shortly be receiving what is hopefully the final version of th1s 
policy, as the group re~ched agreement a$ to the changes and the wordings 
of these changes during the meeting on the 10th. 

• I -

Your comnents on the two enclosed documents are invited. We are particularly 
interested 1n your thoughts as to: 

1., Are the proposed studies relevent? 

2. Do the proposed studies address the issues 1n question? 

3. Which studies should receive priority, should funding becane a 
constraint? 

Thank you for your tQnt1nued role in this aspect of the project. 

MG:ccv 
Enclosures 

cc: E. Yould • ~A 

-

Sincerely. 

Michael Grubb 



' 

Mr. Max Brewer 
Office of t~e Director 
Special Assistant for Alaska 
U.S. Geological Survey 
218 East Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear Mr. Brewer: 

April 19 1982 
?5700 .. 11.87 
T1633 

SPJsitna Hydroelectric Project 
Fish and Wildlife Mitigation 
~~j~c~y __________________ __ 

Enclos~ is the Susitna Hydroelectric Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy. 
This policy is the culmination of a cooperative effort between the Power 
Authority, its consultants, and the natural resource agenciese 

Originally initiated in January 1981, this policy has been reviewed and 
collJT1ented upon by the Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Review Group and revised 
and reissued by the Power Authority and its consultants in May, June and 
November 1981 and March 1982. It has also been discussed at meetings held 
with the Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Review Group in January.and June 1981 
and March 1982. 

This policy wiil serve as the foundation for further mitigation planning for 
the Susitna Project. We look forward to working with you and your staff in 
this important effort. 

JDL :ah 
Enclosure 

cc: E. Yould 

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED 
C::msu!:u:g E::gineers 

it'.e Liberty e.:ml< euilcing. r.~a:n at COLI!& 

s~~a!o. r.J~\·. Yo~~ ~ -'202 

--
.. ,-_ 

Sincerely, 

~ /, I'V..J'II-_,~ /-'1 ' 
John D. lawrence 
Project f4anager 

!: 
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Letter #3 

Mr. Max Brewer 
Office of the Director 
Special Assistant for Alaska 
U.S. Geological Survey 
218 East Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Mr. ernest W. Mueller 
CoJllllissioner 

Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation 
Pouch 0 
Juneau, AK 99801 

Mr. Bob Martin 
Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation 
437 East Street, 2nd Floor 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Mr. John Rego 
U.S. Bureau of Land Management 
Anchorage District Office 
4700 East 72nd Avenue 
Anchorage, AK 99503 

- .....]. 
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Mr.. John ~l!tz 
Alaska Department of Natural 
Pouch M 
Juneau, Alaska 99811 

Dear M1·.. Katz: 

Resources 

April 1. 1982 
P5700 .. 11 .. 74 
T1624 

·s~sitna Hydroelectric ~roject 
Fish and Wildlife Mitis1ation 
Policy 

Enclosed is the Su itna Hydroelectric Project Fis~ and Wildlife Mitigation 
Policy.· This polit.J is the culmination of a cooperative effort between the 
Power Authority, its consultants, ancf i.rae natural resourG.e agencies. 

Originally initiated in January 1981, this policy has been reviewed and 
commented upon by the Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Review Group and revised 
and reissued by the Power Authority and its consultants in May, June, and 
November 1981 and March 1982. Jt has also been discussed at meetings held 
with the Fish and Wildlife Review Group in January and June 1981 and March 
1982. 

This policy will serve as the foundation for further mitigation planning for 
the Susitna Project. We sincerely appreciate your efforts and those of your 
staff in the review of the various drafts of this document and attendance · 
and input to the meetings. We look forward to working with you on future 
mitigation efforts~~ Again, thank you for your assistance. 

JDL:ah 
Enclosure! 

cc: E. Yt:>uld 
A. (•,S•\1; 

ACRES AMERICAN iNCORPORATEtl 
C::o-s&.:l:sn; Erg:neftrs 

-

Sincerely, 

John D. lawrence 
Project Manager 
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Letter #2 

Mr. John Katz 
Pouch M 
Alaska Department of Natural Resources 
Juneau, Alaska 99811 

Mr. Robert McVey 
Director, Alaska Region 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
NOAA 
P .0. Box 1668 
Juneau, Alaska 99802 

Mr. Ron Morris, Director 
Anchorage Field Office 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
701 C Street~ Box 43 
Anchorage, Alaska 99513 

Mr. Keith Schreiner 
Regional Director 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
1011 East Tudor Road 
Anchorage, Alaska 99503 

Mr. Robert Bowker 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Western Alaska Ecological· Service 
733 West 4th Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Mr. Ronald Skoog 
Collli1issioner 

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

Mr.. Thomas Trent 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
2207 Spenard Road 
l~ochorage, A 1 ask a 99502 

Mr. John R. Spencer 
Regional Administrator 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98lnl 

Mr. Curtis McVee 
State Director 

Bureau of Land Management 
Federal Building and Court House 
Anchorage, AK 99513 

-
~···· . 



Mr. Al Carson 
Department of Natural 
Pouch 7-005 
Anchorage, AK 99510 

Dear Mr. Carson: 

Resources 

April 1, 1982 
P5700.11.74 
Tl616· 

Susitna Hydroelectric Project 
Fish and Wildlife Mitigation 
Policy ·-

Enclosed is the Susitna Hydroelectric Project Fish and Wildlife Mitigation 
Policy. This version has .been revised based upon-comments received and . 
agreements reached at the Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Review Group Meeting 
on March 10, 1982. We would like to consider this version as final and ask 
your tfiaulgence in any minor wording disagreements. If you have substantial 
pr·oblems with the policy, we will, of course, be glad to discuss them with 
you. 

The plan has been revised to include the following major points: 
. 

1. Goals of the mitigation prans will be specified in the plan and the 
goals considered in the modification and termination decision process. 

2. It is the intent of the Power Aut~ority to negotiate directly and 
resolve conflicts with the resource agencies. 

3. The responsibility for implementing the mitigation plans rest with the 
Power Authority. · · 

4. The mitigation plans will be flexible to accommodate unexpected impacts 
or shifts in prioritization of mitigat~on of i~pacts. 

5. Project modifications will be included as a mitigation option to be 
considered. 

6. Alaskan agency involvement is more clearly defined. 

To simplify your review. the .following sections and paragraphs have been 
changed from the version discussed at the March 10 meeting: 

. 
3-;l - Paragraph 1: The last sentence has been added. 

- Paragraph 2~ Sentence 4: The words "ultimate" and "insuring .. have 
been deleted. 

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED 

C:;,~!ui:ir.g Engir.~ers 

The Lii:t-rly ~ •• ,:c eJif~:ng. '-~ain at C~Jurl 

: I 
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Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy 
Page 2 

April 1, 1982 

3.3 -- Paragraph 1, Sentence 1: The words 11 ultimate" and "insuring" have 
been delted. 

- P«:\ragraph 2: This entire paragraph is new. 

- Paragraph 3, Sentence 1: The phrase "and to determine its effective
ness" has been added. 

. 
3.4 - Paragraph 2, Sentence 3: The phrase "the Power Authority" t)as been 

deleted. 

- Paragraph 2, Sentences 4 and 5: These entire sentences are new. 

- Paragraph 2, Sentence 7: The sentence has been revised and Sentence a· 
added. 

4 - Paragraph 3: The last two sentences are new. 

- P~!'"agraph 5, Sentence 2: The phrase 11 including project modification" 
has been added. 

- Paragraph 5, Sentence 3: The second half of this sentence is new. 

Paragraph 6, Sentence 2: The phrase "and an explanation of those 
deemed infeasible" has been added. 

i 

- Paragraph 6, Sentences 4 and 5: These have been revised for clarity. 

- Paragraph 7: This has been moved from the original location of two 
paragraphs earlier. The last sentence ·is new. 

Paragraph 10: The last three sentences are new. 

- Paragraph 11: This last paragraph has been revised to incorporate the 
issue of obtaining mitigation goals. 

Figure 1: Goals of Plan has been added to the first box. 

Originally initiated in January 1981, this policy is the culmination of a 
cooperative effort between the Power Authority, its consultants, and the 
natural resource agencies. This policy will serve as the foundation for 
further mitigation planning for the Susitna pr~ject. 

ACRES AMErUCAN INCORPORATED 

-
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Fish and Wildl~~~ Mitigation Policy 
Page 3 

April 1, 1982 

We sincerely appreciate your efforts in the reviews of the various drafts of 
this docunent ar;s:d your attendance and input to the mitigation meetings. We 
1 ook forward to ..working with you further on this very import ant aspect of 
the Susitna proj~ct. Again, thank you for your assistance. 

JDL :ah 
Enclosure 

cc: John Katz 
E. Yould 

ACRES AMERICxN INCORPORATED 

-

Sincerely~ 

John D. lawrence 
Project Manager 

~·· 



I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

f 

[ 

r 

f 

I . 

letter #1 

Mr. Al Carson 
Department .of Natural Resources 
Pouch 7-005 

·.Anchorage, AK 99510 

Mr. Bradley Smith 
Environmental Assessment Division 
National Maririe Fisheries Service 
Federal Building and U~S. Court House 
101 C Street, Box 43 
Anchorage, ~~ 99513 

Mr. Michael Scott 
.District Fisheries Biologist .. 
U.S. Bureau of land Management 
~~700- East 72nd Street · 
·:Anchor age, AK · 99597 

Mr. Gary Stackhouse · 
U.S. Fish and Wildltfe.Service 
1011 East Tudor Road 
Anchorage, Ak 99503 

Mr. Carl Yana·gawa 
Regional Supervisor for Habitat Divi~ion 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
333 Raspberry Road 
Anchorage, AK· 99502 

Ms. Judi.Schwartz 
Environmental-Evaluation Branch 
Mai 1 Stop 443 · 
U.S. ~Environmental Protect~on Agency 
Region X 
1200 Sixth Avenue· 
Seattle, WA 98101 

Mr. lenny Cor i rl 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
733 West Fourth Avenue 
Suite 101 
Anchorage,. AK 99501 

~ ,, 

" ,f, -=-::· 



Mr. Ronald 0~ Skoog, Commissioner 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
P.O. Box 3-2000 
Juneau, AK 99802 

Dear Mr. Skoog: 

April 2, 1982 
P5700 .. 11.70 

T .1645 

Susitna Hydroelectric Project 
Fish and Wildlife Mitigation._ 

Thank you for your letter of February 18, 1982, commenting on the Susitna 
Hydroelectric Project Draft Analysis of Wildlife Mitigation Options an~ 
Draft Analysis of Fisheries Mitigation Options. We appreciate the ti~e 
you and your staff have taken to respond to our request. 

A meeting was held with the Susitna Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Review 
Group..-on March 10, 1982, to discuss these wildlife mitigation options, 
proposed Phase II studies, and the revised Fish and Wildlife Mitigation 
Policy. Mr. Ca~1 Yanagawa, Tom Arminski, and Karl Schneider of your 
agency attended that meeting. The Wildlife Mitigation Core Group. of 
which Karl Schneider is a member, met the following two days to formulate 
studies for Phase II, the purpose of these studies being both to quantify 
impacts and to plan for mitigation. 

The points raised in your letter of February 18 concerning the mitigation 
options and those raised in your letter of December 30, 1982, concerning 
the Fish ~nd Wildlife Mitigation Policy, were discussed at these meetings~ 
The results of the$e meetings, particularly as they refer ~o the issues 
in your letter, were as follows: 

1. A revised Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy, incorporating many of 
your agency and other agency comments, was discussed at the ~arch 10 
meeting. Ag~eement was reached on further changes; what will hope
fully be the final version of the policy will be circulated by 
Apri 1 15, 1982. 

2. Utilization of HEP and the issue of replacement lands was discussed at 
both meetings. No concensus of opinion materialized or final decision 
reached. It was agreed that some type of big game habitat analysis 
\t~ork wo\ild be conducteoin Phase l I to complement the c·ensus and radio 
collaring studies conducted in Phase I and continuing into Phase II. 
It was also decided that one goal of this habitat analysis work would 
be to evaluate lands identified as potential replacement lands. The 
identification of these lands will be a Phase II task. 

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED 
C.on:.ultin!i Engint:ttrs 

lr.e libE-rty !!ani< Build•ng r.~ain at Court 

Buffalo N£-.•, Yotk 1.¢202 
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Mr. konald 0. Skoog 
Alaska llepartment of Fish and Game 

April 2, 1982 
- 2 

3. The issue of burning to provide moose habitat was also discussed at 
both meetings.· It was decided the proposed BLM burn in the Alphabet 
Hills provides a unique opportunity for asse~sing the effectiveness of 
burning as a moose management tool in the Upper Susitna Basin, and as 
such, pre- and post-burning studies would be proposed as part of 
Phase II. These studies would, hopefully, provide the information to 
determine if this option should be further pursued. As you suggested, 
the Alaska DN!: P1dnt Material Center staff was contacted by members 
of Terrestrial fnvironmen~al Specialists. 

I am enclosing, for your information, an Overview of P-roposed Phase II 
Wi1d1ife.and Vegetation Studies, which was prepared by the Wildlife Core 
Group, based on Phase I studies and input from the Fish and Wildlife 
Mitigation Review Group.· This document was circulated to the Mitigation 
Review Group on March 19, 1982. Detailed scopes, budgets, and schedules 
for these studies will be submitted to the Alaska Power Authority for 
their consideration. 

A clarification is required regarding the purpose and ex,tent of the 
Fisheries Mitigation Options package submitted to your agency January 7_, 
1982. The intent of this document was t~ list the various fisheries impact 
issl!es that had been identified and to indicate the generic type of 
mitigation options that were being considered by the Fisheries Core Group. 
The purpose· in submitting the document to your agency, which is represented 
on the Fisheries Mitigation Review Group, was.to supply some premeeting 
information so that your representative would at least have a feeling for 
the gene~al direction being pursued by the Mitigation Core Group. 
Considering much of the information on the fisheries resources and project 
design was not available until December 1981, the document submitted 
January 1, 1982, was never intended to represent "an adequate assessment 
of the fisheries resources in the Susitna River or adequate evaluation of 
project impacts on that resource". We apologize for the misunderstanding 
if your staff spent time revie\dng the document under this context. 

Even without a complete assessment of the fisheries resources and complete 
evaluation of project impacts, we do consider that most, if not all, 
significant impact issues have been identified. In this context, pre
liminary mitigation planning is being pursued. 

Rather than responding to your specific comments on the Draft Fisheries 
Mitigation Options Package, I have enclosed updated documents on fisheries 
impact issues/mitigation options and a listing of fisheries questions and 
proposed studies. Both these documents were distributed to the Susitna 
Fish and Wildlife Review Group in early March 1982. 

The Fisheries Impact Issues and Mitigation Options Package was prepared by 
the Fis~eries Mitigation Core Group. The purpose of the document is to 
identify key impact issues, ·not to present a detailed impact analysis, and 
to provide a discussion of tnevarious mitigation options presently being 

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED 
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Mr. Ronald 0. Skoog 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

April 2, 1982 
- 3 

developed, not to proyide a detailed assessment as to the suitability of 
the various options. An impact asse~sment and draft mitigation plan are 
forthcoming, ho"'ievers such are prenatut!"e unt·n further analysis can be 
canpleted. 

Thank you again for Jtour time and that of ~·m~r staff in reviewing these 
documents and attend;ng meetingse It is very much appreciated. We are 
most anxious that the review process for the Susitna Project be as 
constructive and effective as possible. Please ·do not hesitate to advise 
us of any difficulties or problems you may encounter in the fulfillment 
of our agency coordination. program. 

KRY:ccv 
Enclosures 

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED 

--

Sincerely, 

Kevin R. Young 
Susitna Envfronmental Coordinator 

.·. 
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ALASKA POWER AUTIB!ORITY 
334 WEST 5th AVENUE- ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501 

Mr. Mike Small 
Bureau of Land Management 
P. o. Box 147 
Glennallen, Alaska 99588 

Dear Mr. Small: 

Phona: (907) 277-7641 
(907) 276-0001 

April 5, 1982 

Our efforts in mitigation planning for wildlife 
losses from the proposed Susitna Hydroelectric Project 
include exploring possibilities of habitat management 
in the upper Susitna basin. We have been advised by 
Karl Schneider of the Alaska Department of Fish and 
Game (ADF&G) and by our environmental ~onsultants that 
your agency is planning an experimental burn of 
approximately 47,000 acres in the Alphabet Hills 
Region. we have been further advised that this burn 
provides an excellent opportunity to determine the 
effectiveness of burning in the upper basin as a 
habitat management tool, a subject on which little is 
currently known. 

Studies have been proposed to us by ADF&G and by 
our consultant to conduct both pre- and post-burn 
vegetation and moose surveys in this area. If the burn 
is to occur this summer, these studies must be 
conducted this spring. 

During the last meeting of the Susitna Fish and 
Wildlife Mitigation Review Group, Mr. Scott of your 
agency indicated the decision to proceed with the burn 
had not been reached and potential delays included 
the areas of burn plan and archaeological clearance. 

I~ the spirit of obtaining the best information 
possible on which to make mitigation decis\ons, the 
Power Authority would very much like the burn to 
proceed. We are prepared to make a substantial 
commitment of our resources to fund the studies 
proposed by ADF&G and our consultants. We are also 
willing to work cooperatively with BLM and provide 
whatever assistance we can. 

We must very shortly make decisions regarding the 
direction of the coming field season studies, inciuding 

-.... 
-



Mr. Mike Small 
April 5, 1982 
Page 2 

spring studies in the proposed burn area. A timely 
decision from you or indication on how we may assist 
you would be greatly appreciated. 

If you wish to discuss this, please give me a 
call. Thank you very much~ 

FOR THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

DDW/es 

cc: Mike Scott, BLM 
Mike Grubb, AcresJ 
Karl Schneider, ADF&G 

---
-

lJ;JJ.LPJ~~ 
Dav~d D. Wo~~iak 
PrOJect Eng1~ee~ 
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Mr. John Rego 
UoS·. Bureau of land Management 
Anchorage District Office 
4700 East 72 Avenue 
Anchorage, AK 99507 

Dear John: Sus1tna ~droelectr1c Project 
M1t1gat1on Planning 

Thank you for meeting with me and Don Follows last week.• I appreciated 
your suggestions and input regarding the Sus1tna 'roject. mitigation 
efforts and how we may help to expedite the Alphabet Hills burn. I have 
been 1n contact with Mike Small and Jim ~ase to offer our assistance. 

Thanks again for your help and input into our studies. 

MG:ccv 

-
-

Sincerely, 

Michael Grubb 
Senior Scientist 

·- --··~~-

......., ...... 



Mr. Clrl Yanagawa 
Alaska Department of Fish &nd Game 
333 Raspberry Road 
Anchorage. AK 99502 

Dear Carl: 

April 12, 1982 
P5700.11 .70 

T.l650 

Sus1tna ~droe1ectr1c Project 
Wildlife Studies 

Thank you for meeting w1 th me 1 ast week. I am sure yOUi and Tan are busy 
aMsapprec1ated your time. 'four suggestions were helpf'ul and l!1d 1n the 
continued mitigation plannir~ efforts for the Sus1tna Project. 

As discussed, I am enclosing a copy of the Overview of Proposed Phase li 
Wildlife and legetatton Studies. This doc~ment was distributed at the 
•~rch 19. 1982 Fish and W1id11fe M1t1gat1on Review Group Meeting. 

Thank you again for your time. 

MG:ccv 
Enclosure 

Sincerely. 

Michael Grubb 
Senior Scientist 
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•1r. A 1 carson 
Alaska Department of Nzttu1·11 Resources 
Pouch 7·005 
Anchorage, Alaska 99510 

Aprfl 13, 1!~2 
P5700.;;11.7t. 

T"1655 

Dear Al: Susitna Hydroelectric Project 
~itiaation P1ann1n" 
~~~~~~-~-~----~~ 

Thank you for meeting with ~ last wee~ and discussing your concerns 
regarding the Sus1tn~ project. I realize you hav~ v busy schedule and 
appreciated yt\ur time.-

As I ~~ntfoned, I net last week w1th all tho mewbers of the Fish and 
Wildlife r.~1tigat1on Review Group nnd rece1v~c.~ vall:!ble input an<! suggest1ons. 
I look forward to ~~rkina furbher with you on m1ti~at1on ~1ann1n9 for 
this project. 

r"~G/Jh 

---

f·'1chae1 r.rubb 
Senior Sc1ent1st 



Mr" f".el Ronson 

April 13. 1982 
P5700.11.71 

1'.1657 

Acting Assistant Regional Director 
U.S. Fish and Wtldltfe Service 
1011 E. Tudor Road 
Anchorage, Alaska 99503 

Dear Hr. •~nson: Susttna Hydroelectric Project 
Mft1gat1nn P1Bnn1~~ 

Thank you very much for arranging the meeting w1th the members of 
your staff last week. I feel we ar~ making progress 1n our mitigation 
planning efforts and look forward to working further with the U.S. 
Fish and ~111d11fe Service on th1s irnporunt as!)ect of the Sus1tna 
project. 

TI1~nk you a9atn for your holp. 

f-tiG/jh 

Sincerely. 

Hichael Grubb 
Sen1c;r Scientist 

-
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Hr. f".el Ronson 

April 13. 19S2 
P5700.11.71 

T~1657 

Acting ~~sistant Regional Director 
u.s. Fish !nd Wildlife Service 
1 011 E. Tudor' Road 
Anchorage, Alaska 99503 

Dear Hr. •~nson: Sus1tna l{ydroelectric Project 
~ft1gat1nn Plann1n~ 

Thank you very much for arranging the meeting with the mernbers of 
your staff last week. I feel we are making progress 1n our mitigation 
plannfng ~fforts and look forward to working further with the ~J.S. 
Fish and ~f11d11fe Service on th1s 1rnport1nt as!)ect of the Susit)~~ 
project. 

TIIank you again for your holp. 

Sincerely. 

Hich!el Grubb 
Ser.1r.r Scientist 

-
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Mr. Gary Stackhouse 
U~S. Fish and V.11dl1fe Service 
1011 East Tudor Road 
A"chorage. Alaska 99503 

Dear cary: 

!t:.'~1, 1 :t. 1 082 
. P5700.11. 71 

T.16Sg 

Sus1tna Hydroelectric Project 
~1t1gat1on Pilin1na 

Th3nk you for meeting with Don FollO\o!S and me last ~eek; I're sure 
yvu ~re busy reviewing the reas1b111ty Report an~ ~ppreciated your 
t1t:~. 

iiext t11r'.e we ~eet "'~ can discuss !ugar maples. brool~ trout, fl1ckey
l1nco1n, Seahrook, lobsters, f·!e1dr1~ Thor.,pson and other ~ood new Eng1and 
topics. I'm 1oo~1ng fo·~~rd to 1t. 

NHG/jh 

......... 
)' 
r 
.f~ ~ 

; 

-

Sincerely, 

f.1ichae1 Grubb 
Senior Scientist 



Mr. Lennie Corrin 
U.S. Fish and •!1ld11fe Service 
lOll East Tudor Road 
Anchorage, AK 99502 

Dear Lennie: 

Apr11 13, 1982 
PJ700~11.71 

T .1658 

Sus1tna Hydroelectric Proj~t 
Mitigation Planning 

Thank you for meeting rnth Don Follows and me last week. I realize you 
have Feas1b111ty Report review responsibilities and appreciated your 
time. 

I feel we are mak1ngpprogress in mitigation planning for the Sus1tna 
Project and look forward to working further with you on th1s matter. 

Ml:ccv 

":"f 

-

Sincerely, 

r11 chael Grubb 
Senior Sc1ent1st 
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Mr. H1chae1 Scott 
U.S. Bureau of Land Management 
4700 East 72 Street 
Anchorage, AK 9~507 

Dear Mtke: 

Apr11 13. 1982 
P5700.11.75 

Te 1661 

Susitna HYdroelectric Project 
Mitigation Planning 

Thank you very JTlJCh for meeting with me and Don Follow~ last week. I 
appreciate both your time and help 1n adv1s1ng us on the Alphabet Hills 
burn. I have been 1n contact with Mike Small and Jim Chase and discussing 
what we can do to expedite matters. 

Thanks again. 

t«3:c:cv 

Sincerely. 

f·11chae1 Grubb 
Senior Scientist 

' 1;! 
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fT. Al Carson 
Department of Natural Resources 
Pouch 7-005 
Anchorage, AK 99510 

Dear Mr. Carson: 

Apri 1 21, 1982 
P5700.11.74 
T1665 

Susitna Hydroelectric Project 
Wildlife Mitigation Options 
Paper 

Enclosed is one copy of thg Susitna Hydroelectric Project Draft Wildlife 
Mitigation Option Paper. This document is part of the continuing process 
leading to a wildlife mitigation plan. 

Please review this paper. I will be contacting you shortly regarding a 
meeting to discuss this document. 

Thank you for your continued cooperation. 

MG:m 

Enclosure 
cc: 08 Wozniak, APA 

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED 
Consulting Engineers 
The liberty eank S.Jil•:,-; t.~.ain at Court 

Bu!frslo, Ue•·· Yor~ ~~202 

-
-<71'1'® CT!t'f' rt · nl•rn · · n:'ii.lo::.s. 

Si ncere1y, 

Michael Grubb 
Senior Scientist 
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· Prececing Letter Sent To; 

ft",. Al Carson 
Department of Natural Resources 
Pouch 7-005 
Anchorage, AK 99510 

Mr. Br·adley Smith 
Environmental Assessment Division 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Federal Building and u.s. Court House 
701 C Street, Box 43 
Anchorage, AK 99513 

Mr. Michael Scott 
District Fisheries Biologist 
u.s. Bureau of Land ~1anagement 
4700 East 72nd Street 
Anchorage, AK 99507 

Mr. Gary Stackhouse 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
1011 East Tudor Roart 
Anchorage, AK 9950J 

Mr. Carl Yanagawa 
Regional Supervisor for Habitat Division 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
333 Raspberry Road 
Anchorage, AK 99502 

Ms. Judi Schwarz 
Environmental Evaluation Branch 
Mail Stop 443 
u.s. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region X 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98101 

Mr.. Lenny Cori n 
u.s. Fish and Wildlife Service 
733 West Fourth Avenue 
Suite 101 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

.ra::iiltft*'i#i&b"dt~''llltt '¢' t· tbft?f'&df&Mt!li':t&SWe¥rt'htni-mt+&r ..... 
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Ms. Judi Schwarz 
Environmental Evaluation Branch 
Mail Stop 443 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region X 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle~ WA 98101 

Dear Ms. Schwarz: 

April 26, 1982 
P5700.11.91 
Tl680 

Susitna Hydroelectric Project 
Fish and Wildlife Mitigation 
Review Group Meeting 

You are invited to attend tht:: next meeting of the Susitna Hydroelectric Fish 
and Wildlife Mitigation Review Group, to be held at 8:30 a.m., May 17, 1982, 
in Room Cl21 at the Federal Building, 6th and C Street, Anchorage, Alaska. 

The purpose of this meeting will be to discuss the Draft w·ildlife Mitigation 
Options Paper mailed to you on April 21, 1982. Please review this document 
prior to the meeting. 

Thank you for your time and input. 

cc: D. Wozniak! APA 

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED 
Cc.nsul:.ng En;;w:E-ers 
r:.c: Lt!::.·. ,. J Ba;rl~ 9L uc:ng '/.am at c~ t..rt 

1~···~ t···'t:;_ ,.._; ... r:; ~...-F 

' 

-

Sincerely, 

Michael Grubb 
Senior Scientist 
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Mr. Bradley Smith 
Environmental Assessment Division 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Federal Building and U.S. Court House 
701 C Street, Box 43 
Anchorage, AK 99513 

Dear MrQ Smith: 

April 26, 1982 
?5700.11.91 
Tl682 

Susitna Hydroelectric Project 
Fish and Wildlife Mitigation 
Review Group Meeting 

You are invited to attend the next meeting of the Susitna Hydroelectric Fish 
and Wildlife Mitigation Review Group, to be held at 8:30 a.m., May 17, 1982, 
in Room C121 at the Federal Building~ 6th and C Street, Anchorage, Alaska. 

The purpose of this meeting will be to discuss the Draft Wildlife Mitigation 
Options Paper mailed to you on April 21, 1982. Please review this document 
prior to the meeting. 

Thank you for your time and input. 

cc: 0. Wozniak~ APA 

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED 
Con~ultmg Engineers 

'T 

Sincerely, 

Michael Grubb 
Senior Scientist 

~ -J:< 
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Mr. Michael Scott 
District Fisheries Biologist 
U.S. Bureau of Land Management 
4700 East 72nd Street 
Anchorage, AK 99507 

Dear f~r. Scott: 

April 26, 1qs2 
P5700.11.75 
Tl681 

Susitna Hydroelectric Project 
Fish and Wildlife Mitigation 
Review Group Meeting 

You are invited to attend the next meeting of the Susitna Hydroelectric Fish 
and Wildlife Mitigation Review Group, to be held at 8:30a.m., May 17, 1982, 
in Room C121 at the Federal Building, 6th and C Street, Anchorage, Alaska. 

The purpose of this meeting will be to discuss the Draft Wildlife Mitigatior 
Options Paper mailed to you on April 21, 1982. Please review this document 
prior to the meeting. 

Thank you for your time and input. 

cc: D. Wozniak, APA 

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED 
Con!:.l.llung Er.gineers 
Th!: Libf:rty B::nit B~tld.ng r!:a•r at Ct~urt 

e.:":. :o. r•~:~·. v!)'~ 1.:2a2 

:--.... ,. ... ··-
+ \, :1 ·-

-

Sincerely, 

t~i chae 1 Grubb 
Senior Scientist 
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Mr. Al Carson 
Alaska Department of Natural Resources 
Pouch 7-005 
Anchorage, AK 99510 

Dear· Mr. Carson:: 

i\pri 1 26, 1982 
P5700 .. 11.74 
T1679 

Susitna Hydroelectric Project 
Fish and Wildlife Mitigation 
Review Group Meeting 

You are invited to attend the next meeting of the Susitna Hydroelectric Fish 
and Wildlife Mitigation Review Group, to be held at 8:30a.m., May 17, 198~~, 
in Room C121 at the Federal Building, 6th and C Street, Anchorage, Alaska. 

6 . 

The purpose of this meeting will be to discuss the Draft Wildlife Mitigation 
Options Paper mailed to you on April 21, 1982. Please review this document 
prior to the meeting. 

Thank you for your time and input. 

cc: D. Wozniak, APA 

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED 

Con~ultlng Enwineers 
Tn~ L•berty eank euildmg. r.~i:s~,. at Court 

eutlalo r:r:.·. Yor"' 1.C202 
I 

l.•. r.:1 ~1·(4~~ 1-CRE:S euF 

, -=rzrevvne·m e tttnwnr m , rt nv... 
w-m-m , a 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Michael Grubb 
Senior Scientist 



April 17. 198Z 
P5700.11.70 

T .1684 

Mr. C.r1 Yanugcwa 
Regtona1 Superw1sor for Habitat D1v1s1on 
Alasu Departaent. of Fish and GUJe 
m lupberr.t Road 
Anchorage. Al ·ggsoz 

Dear Cl.rl: Susttna Hydroelecb'tc Project 
Ftsh and lild11fe Mitigation 
Rftvf ew Group Meett n9-c 

You are tnrited to attend the next aeet1"9 of the Susttna Hydroelectric 
Ftsh and Wtldltft Mttfgation Revfew Gro~p. to be ~eld at 8:30 '·•·• 
May 17 1n RoOit C121 ,et the Fedew-al Bu1l'd1q, ath and C Street, Anchar
age. The purpose of thts meetfng wt11 be to dtscuss the Draft Wild
life M1tfgatton Opt1ons Paper 11111ed to you on Apr11 21. 1982o Please 
rev1ew this document prior to the meeting. 
The issue of quantification of hQbttat loss ~11 be discussed at a 
workshop_ on May 18. This wrkshop will be attended by menDers of the 
Susttna Wt1d11fe Core Group and, because of the na·ture of the subject, 
the u.s. Fish and Wi1d11fe ~rv1ce~ ~. ~rl Schneider of your agency~ 
a Ee!Jlber of the core group. w111 attond. I have asked him to contact 
you regerding other ~n of ADFIG who NY wi~h to attend. To keep 
the ae~fng to a workable stze, I have asked Karl to 11mtt the nwnber 
of ADF&G attendees to three. 
I look forward to seeing you on tbe 17th. 

tll:db 

cct D. Wozntak. APA 
E~ Reed, TES 

Sincerely., 

Michael Grubb 
Senior Sc1ent1st 
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MINUTES OF May 13~ 1982 
Fisheries Mitigation Review Group 

The meeting of the Fisheries Mitigation Review Group was held at the 
Acres American Incorporated conference room on May 13, 1982.. Dr. John 
Hayden, Deputy Project Manager for the Susitna Hydroelectric, called 

the meeting to order at 9:00 A.M. Those in ~~tendance were: 

Mr .. Al Carson, Alaska Department of Natural Resources 
Mr. Carl Yanagawa, Habitat Divison, Alaska Department of Fish . 
and Game . 
Mr. Ken Florey, Commercial Fish Division, A.D.F and Game 
Mr. Tom Trent, Susitna Hydro Aquatic Studies, A.D.F. and Game 
Mr~ Mike Scott, Fisheries Biologist, Bureau of Land Management 

Di st~Y'i ct Office 
Mr. Gary Stackhouse~ U.S. Fish and Wildlife, Land and Water Department 

Mr. Bill Wilson, Arctic Environmental Information and Data Center 

Mr. larry Moulton, Woodward-Clyde 
Mr. Allen Bingham, Susitna Hydro Aquatic Studies, A.D.F. and Game 
Mr .. Christopher Estes, Susitna Hydro Aquatic Studies, A.O .. F .. and 

Game 
Dr. Dana Schmidt, Susitna Hydro Aquatic Studies, A.O.F. and Game 

Dr~ John Hayden, Acres.American Incorporated 
Mr. Don Follows, Acres American Incorporated 

Those absent were: 
Mr. Brad Smith, .National Marine Fisheries Service 
Mr. Lennie Carin, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Mr. Paul Krasnowski, Fisheries Rehabilitation Enhancement Development, 

A.D.F. and Game 

PURPOSE 
The meeting was called by Orw John Hayden to review the recent developments 

in the management and organizational changes prompted by the need to 
refocus disciplines towards a more productive and cooperative approach 
of the common goals envisioned. Basically, the attached organizational 
chart strives for improved coordination of the integrated studies required 
for FERC licensing by separating primary responsibilities for scientific 
investigation and data collectio~s (p~re science) from the management 

and time constraints imposed by the Acres'American Incorporated c-q 

-

) ' 

' 

. ~ · __ ·-_·· ·.···_D ... 

·~~ ., 



behalf of the Alaska Power Authority. The new organizational approach 

strives to allow more ·flexibility in designing critical data collection 
programs required by the aquatic studies team while providing objectivity 

through the data analysis and impact assessments component. This portion 
of the program will be integrated through the. close working relationship 

of ADF&Game Arctic Environmental Information and Data Center. Working 
hand-in-hand, this interrelated team will still meet critical production 
milestones in the project schedule, but should be less pressured by 

the mitigation planning and Exhibit E preparation deadlines~ 

To strive for improved data flow and professional integrity, the September 
30th milestone for FERC license application is being relaxed. Negotiations 

are still underway by Acres American Incorporated in the selection 
of the ~ubcontractor to direct the mitigation planning. This entity 

will be announced when the final selection is made. 

PROBLEM 
As with any project that deals with the diversity of resource and distance 

from the various subcontractors, Acres American Incorporated has suffered 
from poor communications and a rumor mi 11 that operates quicker .than 

actual management decisions .. 

In a sincere attempt to correct this situation., Dr .. John Hayden is 
personally moving his family to Anchorage, Alaska, for closer contact 
with the environment program and any potential problems that may need 

. 
addressing. Additionally, Acres American Incorporated has been actively 
seeking to strength1~n the environmental team by employing companies 

with previous Alaska experienc~. 

By streamlining ~he ch~in of command and personal interactions, it 
is hoped that the overall effort will become more productive an.d positive 
in its approach to the tremendous task ahead. In dealing with personnel 

problems, an attempt has been made to save individual e~pertise by 
encouraging the best placement of the position within the overall framework 

for professional contribution. 

\ 

I 



• 

• 

• 

-
• 

• 

• 

• 

I 

I 

ORGANIZATION MAY \3,l~8l 
FISHERIES 

A lasl<a PoiJeX AuttoYa~~ _ A CY!S A "'aicAn Tr.co'fto'fate.J 
ERat You'-o ..,__~.;::;a PRIME CoNTRAcToR 

~·------~------~ ~~ 

I e 
• • 
I I 

ov. John H4qcleY\ 

-rirne.• ManA,c\"f\tnt 
Con s\vqints 

• • 
Fe wet 1\'tAt.. Constynints 

-
wn=rt 



Because the process deals essentially with a variety of agency policy 

mandates, both environmentally protective and regulatory in nature, 
agency representatives have sensed some frustration in providing professional 

input which goes beyond the administrative norms of the normal review 
processe Yet the common bond created by this awareness and the sincere 
efforts already contributed to the process are highly complimented. 

Working together to mitigate environmental concerns within a truly 
J 

unique State resource, while under the urnbrella of social, economic, 
and political realities, requires the full sensitivities and dedication 
of all involved. 

DISCUSSION 
In the previous meeting, held on.April 20, 1982, in the Acres American 
Incorporated conference room, Dr. Dana Schmidt presented an excellent 
paper on the proposed fisheries approach and mitigation plan. Since 
then, Dr. Schmidt has decided his best input will be as a working member 
of the Susitna Hydro Aquatic Studies team. He resigned from Acres 
American Incorporated on May 3. Comments on the paper~ either formnlly 
or informally~ will still be received by Dr .. Hayden. It is hoped that 
they can be sent in by Friday~ Nay 21st. 

In a related management decision~ Mr. Woody Trihey has submitted his 
resignation from the company. His plans are still unknown at this 

• 
time and the status of his fine instream flow work remains in question. 
As a vital component of the fishery mitigation plan; instream fl0\'1 
work will continue in one form or anothera 

Recently Dr .. Hayden and others attended a FERC workshop i.~ Washington 
D.C. to discuss the work and informally set the parameters for the 
studies required. Such discussion was very helpful. Based on the 
uncertainty of the full field season ahead and the viewpoint of resource 
agencies, a recommendation is now being formulated for transmittal 
to the Alaska Power Authority Board whieh will relax the September 
submission date for license application. 

Acres 1\merican in now in the process of pulli.ng together a new fisheries 
team {reflected in the organ·izational chart) to address anticipated 
needs and to maximize benefits from the coming summer field season. 

--
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To dispel local rumors that Acres American Incorporated J~tomatfcally 
has the right to continue work on the next design and engineering Phase 
of the Project. Dr. Hayden pointed out: in response to the questions. 
that a Request for Qualifications for the next Phase of the project 

was released by the Power Authority on May 11. 1982. Acres American 
will compete with other finns who have the full expertise in a large 
project of this nature. Selection Qf the next prime contractor will 
probably take place this fall. This Pahse II Contract will run from 
the fall of 1982 to the time that the power is on line. Our company 
wiJJ strive to maintain the continuity of the environmental program 
so that undue disr~tfon will not take place during changeovers. Ac~s 
would hope to stay involved with the pursuit of the FERC license application. 

While most of the other environmP.ntal studies Wil1 wind down· in scope~ 
the f~sberfes and Wi1dlife. programs wi.li basically continue towards 

an a cceptab 1 e mitigation plan which can be imp 1 emented prior to r<eservo i r 
filling~ low.er levels of involvement will be required in the environmental 
s ubta sks as the p roj e(:t moves from the larger base 1i ne studies to s pee i fi c • 
applications of the mi.t:igatfon plans. 

Mr. Al Carson encouraged the continuation of the Susitna Steering Committee 
as a mechcinism to advise the Alaska Power Authority. Their function 
could be to review and comment on the plans. Hopefully. the steering 
conm it tee, operating f r.om a higher 1 eve 1 of a utho ri ty. cou 1 d contribute 
directly to project decisions. A memorandum to the Alaska Power Authority 
has been sent out for consideration. 

Mr. Tom Trent expressed his past concerns over the "gray" a rea of res pons i b 1 ity 
which he felt had not been adequately defined between subcontractors 
When ft came to addressing fishery data analysis and impact assessments 
in the past phase. This is an important area of concern. The products 
need to be defined. Pure data collection aTone is not enough. Close 
coordination wfth the A.E.I.D.C. will be required to structure these 
products In a mutual~ acceptable mode. 

Mr. Ken Florey suggested that the previous pattern of revieW groups. 
mitigation groups, core teams and what all tended to confuse members 
as to what their roles actually were. 
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Without a better understandin9' of the interr·elationships of al1 these 
groups and exactly what part each contributes to the overall process" 
the individual becomes lost in the process. This is an excellent point 
from the perspective of the prime contractor, who may have encouraged 
more agency input than what could be realistically achieved. The suggestion 
was made by the group to focus on the idea fo.r a Steering Committee 
to advise the A.P.A. at the higher level and to rely on the present 
Fisheries Mitigation Group for the remainder of the inputo Therefore, 
only two review groups would be needed in the future. 

Bill Wilson recognized the need to work closely with the Susitna Hydro 
Aquatic Studies so as to provide one dynamic organization working from 
two overlapping boxes of .responsibility. This will require teamwork . 
and constant interplay. Bill also expects to add some additional expertise 
to his team at A.E.I.D.C. 

The group discussed various funding problems which are becoming a daily 
concern. Mr. Trent mentio~ed that his team has anticipated needs and 
is ready to run3 when and if, the r.10ney is appropriated .. Mr. Carson 
encouraged everyone. to flesh out the \'Jork program at various funding 
levels so that when funding levels are known, the manager will h·ave 
an immediate program response. The idea is to 11 hit the street running. •• 

In surrmary, the mitigcltion review group felt that Acres American Incorporated 
has recently reached more of the "listening,. mode of respo"lse and that 
they see an end to the two year period of basic frustration. Mr. Carson 
expressed his belief. that recently he has personally observed a change 
in attitudes. Hopefully, the group can take that new creation of a 
positive attitude ab~ut the project and carry it forward to its fruitful 

completion. On1y tbroug'b sucn positive· eff.o.rts can the evvironmenta1 
concerns of the project reach their achiev~ble gQ~ls. 

Next week, Dr .. Hayden will meet with Tom Trent to scope out the activities 
of ~he Susitna Hydro Aquatic Studies for this coming fi~ld season. 
The group adjourned at 10:50 a.m .. 

Respectively submitted: 
Donald S. Follows, Aeres American Incorporated 
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MINUTES OF MEETING 
held at the Federal Building 
with the Bureau of Land Management 
Anchorage~ on Friday, May 21, 1982 

SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT 
BLM Burn 

PRESENT: 

J. McMullen ) TES, Inc. E. Reed ) 

L. Byrne ) 
BLM - Glennallen M. Small ) 

L. Buoy } 
M. See } BLM - State Office 
D. Taylor ) 

K. Rowdabaugh ) BLM - Anchorage District 

R. Fleming ) APA 

s. Fancy ) LGL Alaska 

J. McKendrick ) University of Alaska 

M. Grubb ) Acres 

May 24, 1982 
P5700.13.30 

The purpose of the meeting was to discuss BLM's proposed Alphatiet Hills 
Burn and coordinate Susitna studies with BLM studies. 

BLM views this as a management burn, not a research burn. The objective is 
to kill off the spruce and produce browse for wintering moose. Weather 
conditions required ar-e 6-7 days of warm weather after August 15. The DEAR 
is not yet completed, but Michael Small foresees no problem. 

BlM will be establishing transects and collect pre- and post-burn data. The 
data will be species composition and percent cover along each 100 meter long 
transect. Dr. Verick, from USFS Institute of Northern Forests, will also be 
collecting vegetation data and measuring fire intensity. 

Dr. McKendrick (University of Alaska) outlined~his study which is to deter
mine total vegetation response with browse as a priority item. He will 
monitor soil nutrient response and measure fire intensity at the sample 
sites. Sampling will be at 15 vegetation sites including 5 outside the burn 
area. Biomass will be measured by life fonns (browse, forbs, etc.). Photos 
for the area have been ordered, and mapping will be done at a 1:24,000 scale. 
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A meeting will be arranged for BLM/INF/University of Alaska to coordinate 
location of study plots and data collection., 

BLM requested a letter of agreanent be drawn up between BLM and the Power 
Authority. This should, basically, state who is doing what, where and why, 
what information will be available, and what support will be provided. This 
should be sent to Michael Small,- For support, BLM requests: 

1. Twenty hours of helicopter time before mid-July for cultural resource 
personne 1 • · 

2. Helicopter support for vegetation studies. It is believed this can be 
done concurrently with helicopter support required by University of 
Alaska people. · · 

3. Helicopter support (approximately two 100 mile round trips by a 206 to 
sling load and install a weather station between June 15 and July 1). 

Michael Small will provide Michael Grubb with a list of BLM approved heli
copter contractors, Michael Small will also supply a copy of the BLM DEIS 
relating to mining, settlement options for BLM land south of the Alaska 
range, and east of the Parks Highway& 

MG:ccv 

Reported by ~ ~ 
M. Grubb 
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ALASKA POWER AUTHORITfN 2 5 1982 
334 'A1EST 5th AVENUE· ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501 Phone: (907) 277-764i 
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Bureau of Land Management 
P;>O. Box 147 
Glennallen, Alaska 99588 

Subject: Draft ,.1emorandum of Under
standing Alphabet Hills Burn 

ii 

Thank you for your input during our telephone conversation on 
June 16, 1982. I have included your suggestions on the revised draft of 
the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). We should proceed to have the 

!MOU executed as rapidly -as possible, so that studies can get underwayo 
f the MOU is adequate, please initiate its being executed~ lf you have 
ny questions or comments, please contact Richard Fleming at 

fc 907} 277-7641. ·-

Sincerely, 
I 

F OR THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR '?S_d d r rjL........_..._ 
AOF&G I 

~ ·:- BUFF.~',., 
··· ·lcol. · 1 ~ 

uf 
ttachment: As noted. 

Richard S. Ffemi~i 
Environmental Analyst 

I 
cc: ~ John Hayden, Acres~ Anchorage 

Karl Schneider, AK Dept~~of Fish & Game 
Jay McKendrick¥ Agricultural Experiment 
Station 

···-1~-. 
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ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY 

WHEREAS, 

WHEREAS, 

WHEREAS, 

WHEREAS, 

WHEREAS, 

WHEREAS, 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 
BETWEEN iHE 

ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY 
AND THE· 

U.S. BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
PERTAINING TO COOPERATIVE INVESTIGATIONS OF 

THE PROPOSED ALPHABET HILLS BURN PROJECT 

the Alaska Power Authority was established to reduce . 
consumer power costs and otherwise to encourage the long-term 
economic growth of the state, including the development of its 
natura 1 resources, through the estab 1 i shment of power 
projects; and 

the proposed Susitna Hydroelectric Project will affect 
existing t~rrestrial wildlife habitat by flooding portions of 
the Upper Susitna Basin; and 

the Alaska Power Authority is committed to mitigating to the 
extent possible this loss of wildlife habitat; and 

the use of fire through controlled burning may be an 
applicable management tool for mitigating habitat loss by 
improving habitat on other lands; and 

I 

the effectiveness of burning as a management tool is not fully 
understood for areas similar to the Upper Susitna Bt ~in; and 

the U.S. Bureae of Land Management is planning a burn in the 
Alphabet Hills Region of Alaska; 

NOW BE IT RESOLVED THAT it is in the best interest of the State for the 
Alaska Power Authority and the U.S. Bureau of Land Management 
to cooperate in determining the nature and magnitude of the 
effects on soils, vegetation, and wildlife which occur as the 
result of the burn in the Alphabet Hills so that the 
effectiveness of burning as a management technique can be 
d@termined, thereby aiding in the development of a wildlife 
mitigation plan for the Susitna Hydroelectric Project; 

AND THEREFORE; it is the purpose of the Aiaska Power Authority and the 
U.S. Bureau of Land Management to enter into this agreement, 
to wit: 

1.. The Alaska Power Authority and its contractors and the 
U.S. Bureau of Land Management will work together to 
monitor the effectiveness of fire as a method of managing 
habitat in the Alphabet Hills area. These studies 
address the use of large scale controlled burns for the 
management of wildlife habitat • 
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2. The Alaska Power Authority will provide helicopter 
support to the U.S. Bureau of Land Management for the 
purpose of studying vegetation and cultural resources in 
the Alphabet Hills burn study area and for establishing a 
weather station. This helicopter support shall not 
exceed 40 hours for U~S. Bureau of Land Management 
personnel only. The company supplying the helicopter and 
pilot will be subject to the U.S. Bureau of land 
Management approval. 

3. The U.S. Bureau of Land Management will initiate a .burn 
in the A 1 ph abet Hi 11 s region during August, 1982.. If 
weather or operation a 1 constraints prevent a successful 
burn during August, 1982, then the Bureau will attempt 
the burn in August, 1983~ provided appropriate conditions 
occur. A successful burn shell be defined as one that 
includes at least 25% of the presampled vegetation plots. 

4. The U.S. Bureau of Land Management will allow personnel 
of the Alaska Power Authority and its subcontractors to 
conduct vegetation, soi 1 , and wi 1 dl i fe studies on the 
land owned and managed by the U.S. Bureau of Land 
Management in the burn study areae 

5. All data collected by the Alaska Power Authority and its 
contractors in the course of monitoring the effects of 
the burn will be available to the U.S. Bureau of Land 
Management. All data collected by the U.S. Bureau of 
Land Management in the course of monitoring the effects 
of the burn will be available to the Alaska Power 
Authority and its contractors. 

6. The terms of this agreement do· not relieve either agency 
from its legisiated responsibilities. 

7. This agreement may be amended at any time or terminated 
by either of the parties following forty-five (45) days 
written notification or within a lesser period by mutual 
consent of both parties. 

Eric P. Yould 
Executive Director 
Alaska Power Authority 

U.S. Bureau of Land M~nagement 

nate Date 

-



Susitna Hydroelectric Project 
Fish and Wildlife Mitigation 

Review Group Meeting 
Date: May 17, 1982 
Attendees: See Attached List 
Held at Federal Building, Anchorage 

May 25, 1982 

The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the April 1982 Draft Wildlife 
Mitigation option paper prepare~ by TES. Comments were as follows: 

1. The best way to determine brown bear response to new roads 
will be expert opinion. (USFWS) 

2~ FERC has changed EIS format to include alternatives Exhibit 
E requirements not changed. APA should get most recent FERC 
EIS. (APA) 

3. Money spent for clearing may be better spent elsewhere. 
l,i this considered a mitigation co~.t? (USFWS) 

4. The option of no recreation or designation of the area as a 
wilderness should be considered a mitigation option. ihis 
would reduce or avoid many of the access-caused impacts. (USFWS) 

5. ADF&G asked for policy on access, will they favor consumpt1ve 
use? Agencies should express their opinion on what they want 
done. (APA) 

6. Some type of matrix should be developed for trade-off of re
creation use vs wilderness and other considerations. (APA) 

7. Peregrine falcon issue will require official correspondence 
with USFWS. Contact a Dennis Money at Ecological Services. (USFWS) 

8. Bald Eagle nests in reservoir area may be prote~ted by Bald 
Eagle Act. Mitigation plan should include what integration 
has occurred with fisheries study. Will there be a reservoir 
fishery? (US FWS} 

9. We should look at Ashetna-Tyone area as mitigation land areas; 
also along Denali Highway. (USFWS) 

10. Mineral closures and other zoning laws may be used to protect 
replacement lands without having to manage. (ADF&G) 

11. Issue of predator-moose-burning issue was discussed. If burn 
for moose who are impacted by bears then why mitigate for bears? 

12. An artificial lick should be established prior to inundation 
to acclimate sheep to use it.. Could water levels be manipulated 
to preserve th~· 1 i ck? (ADF&G-USFWS) 

13. Agreement should be reached from all agencies on proper pro
tection to take for new caribou calving ground before it is 
established. This would include prevention of mining, settling, 
ORV use, etc. There should be a contingency plan for all sec~ 
tions. (USFWS) 
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14. APA should determine what BLM and ADNR are planning to do with 
land in Denali access route area. This also relates to land 
replacement and caribou land replacement bill. (APA) 

15. Entire issue of construction camp configuration, operating mode 
and rail use road access was again discussed. These should not 
be accepted as givens in the mitigation options but scenarios 
presented which would avoid impacts. Example - flying people 
in and out daily instead of construction camps, etc. Then show 
if it is not cost effective. (USFWS) 

16. For safety of people and dogs, dogs should not be allowed in 
camp. ( US FWS) 

17. It is important restrictions are enforced {speed limits, ORV's, 
etc.). 

18. Type 2 impacts: It was requested that justification should be 
presented as to why dropping pool elevation cannot be done. 
Should be presented as a 1nitigation option then dismissed if 
economics shows it. (USFWS). 

19. Option of creating flooding every 10-15 years by op~ning flood 
gates was discussed. This would be to simulate natural flooding. 
However, would wipe out fishery mitigation. USFWS sees no problem 
with downstream vegetation changes but wants information to sub
stantiate it. 

20. Transmission line mitigation lacking in mitigation plan. Needs 
to be beefed up. 

21. Research station should be considered only as low priority; only 
for compensation. 
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NAME 

Michael Grubb 
Tom Arminski 
Richard Fleming 
Don Follows 
Joe McMullen 
Ed Reed 
Leonard P. Corin 
Gary Stackhouse 
David D. Wozniak 

ATTENDEES 

May 17' 1982 

-

l _, 

REPRESENTING 

Acres American 
ADF&G 

APA 
Acr~s American 
TES 
TES 
USFWS 
USFWS 
APA 
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Mr. lenny Corin 
u.s. Fish and Wildlife Ser~ice 
733 West 4th Avenue 
Suite 101 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Dear Mr. Carin: 

June 1, 1982 
P5700.11.71 
Tl726 

Susitna .Hydroe 1 ectri c Project 
~l'ildli~ Mitigation Planning 

Thank you for attending the May 18th meeting to discuss the objectives and 
ge·neral approJch for a terrestri a 1 habitat eva'l uat ion '5Ystem for the Susi tna 
project. 

Due to the change in environmental consultants, we have n~t yet formalized a 
plan for fur·ther development of this system. We will be cnntacting you 
shortly and ask for your patience in this matter. 

Thank you again for your input. 

MG/jk 

cc: R. F1eming, APA 

ACRES AMERICAN INCORPORATED 
Cc:.n•.ulting Er.gincers 

The Lib~rt)' ean~ !::.•!:: r.g. r.~c.in at Court 

• _. t. : ~ '. ~ : . .,.... • f .. •. : • 
~ '.r. ... : . • 

Sincerely, 

Michael Grubb 
Senior Scientist 
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Preceeding Letter Sent To: 

Mrl Le:t~ny Gorin 
U .. S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
733 W~st 4th Avenue 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Mr. Greg Konkel 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
1011 East Tudor Road 
Anchorage, AK 99503 

Ms. Ann Rappaport 
U.S. Fish and Wi1d1ife Service 
733 West 4th Avenue 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

-

Mr. Gary Stackhouse 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
1011 East Tudor Road 
Anchorage, AK 99502 

Mr. Kark Schneider 
Al asJ:a Department of Fish and 

Game 
333 Raspberry Road 
Anchorage, AK 99502 
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DEP.~RT~E~T Gl-' FISU .-\ ~D G.-\ .ll.: 

July 27'j 1982 

Mr. Eric Yould 
Executive Director 
Alaska Power Authority 
334 West Fifth Avenue 

OF8CE OF THE COMMISSIONER 

Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Dear Mr. Yould: 

,· 
I 

I 
I 

; ,· 
JAY S. HAMIIIJMJ. GDVER/1011 

P.O. SOX 3·2000 
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99802 
PHONE: 

hECl:li.=...J 

.· .. , ..... . 

A I~::··~ .·~"'\• ·-:: , • .-...... ·-~ ._ .......... r .... _ ............ . -··· .. 

~ Alaska Department of Fish and Game has been involved with the 
Mitigation Review Group in attempting to formulate a workplan that 
would eventually arrive at mitigative solutions to probable adverse 
impacts to fish, wildlife and their habitat resulting from the Susitna 
Hydroelectric project. Internally, my Department is also analyzing an 
array of mitigation options that may be acceptable if they are 
demonstrated to be workable and satisfy the Department's mandate to 
mitigate adverse impacts. The following is a list of options,that we 
hope the Alaska Power Authority is considering as part of their 
mitigation planning4 

I must emphasize that these are by no means the only options that should 
be considered. In addition, because environmental studies to assess 
impacts of the p~"oposed projec: are incomplete and specific mitigation 
plan~ have not been identified, these suggested mitigation options 
either individually or collectively may not satisfy the.requirements of 
this Departmedt. However, we believe that they should be evaluated r.ow 
so that data regarding feasibility (J.nd desirability are available when 
project impacts have been quantified. 

By evaluating these mitigation options con.currently with ongoing impact 
assessment studies, we believe that cons1derable time will be saved in 
complet·);ng the pennitting and licensing process. 

1. Fisheries 

a. Instream flows required to maintain present populations 
of fish below the two dams should be carefully evaluated~ 
Included in this evaluati~n should be an array of flow 
regimes that, when considered with the anticipated loss 
of fish habitat associated with each, could be a basis 
for further mitigation measures. The areas immedtately 
below the dam sites, as well as areas further downstream, 
should be included. Temperature regimes should also be 
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Eric Yould -2- July 27, 1982 

evaluated concurrently with stream flews. These 
evaluations should be made on construction as well as 
operational temperature and flow regimes. 

~- If it appears that onsite mitigation of fisheries impacts 
cannot be accomplished, hatcheries should be considered. 
Locations of possible hatchery sites should be identified 
in accordance with my Department•s policies o~ 
artificial production of fish. My Department's Fisheries 
Rehabilitation Enhancement and Development (FRED) staff 
has considerable expertise in selecting sites and 
designing hatcheries in coordination with other Divisions 
of my Depar".:rnent. I \t~ould suggest that the FRED Uivision 
be contracted immediately to do the site evaluations. A 
specific proposal is enclosed. 

c. My Department has been funded by the Legislature to study 
the salmon enhanc~ment potential of the upper Susitna 
River without respect to the project. In the case where 
mitigation of fisheries impacts cannot be.mitigated 
within the project area, enhancement of the Upper Susitna 
system may present a viable option. Resu~ts from this 
study will be made available to you anc should be 
included in the array of options for mitigation. 

2. \~ildlife 

a. Habitat enhancement options for wildlife species should 
be evaluated. For example, habitat manipulation to 
enhance moose browse could be considered in areas where 
p1~sent habitat is considered low in productivity. This 
option would need to consider the long-term effectiveness 
of the project, since moose browse is only available at 
early successional stages. 

b. Replacement lands should be considered as another option. 
Lands outside the developnent area (preferably adjacent 
to the development) should be identified and possibly set 
aside by legislative designation for the purpose of 
mitigating wildlife habitat losses from the project. 
This option may be the most viable option for wildlife. 

3. Both Fish and Wildlife 

a. Impacts from construction and maintenance of the 
transmission and road corridors should also be evaluateda . 

As I have stated previously, the above list is to be used in developing 
a total mitigation package and is transmitted for that purpose. 

The following briefly summarizes m,y Department's hierarchial approach to 
implementation of mitigation (mitigation policy enclosed): 
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1. Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action 
or parts of an action; 

2. Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the 
action or its implementation; 

3G Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or 
restoring the affected environment; J 

4. Reducing or eliminating the imp~ct over time by preservation 
and maintenance operations during the life of the action; and 

5. Compensating for the impact by replacing or pro~iding 
substitute resources or environments~ 

If you have any questions~ please feel tree to contact me. 

Ronald 0. Skoog 
Comnissioner 
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Alaska Depar'tm2n1: of Fish & Game 
F.R.E.D. Division 
PROJECT PROPOSAL 

Title: Susitua. River Hatchery Siz:e Investigation 

II. D~seript:ion: 

1. 

2. 

Objec't:ive: Idenei.fy locations of possible hatchery sites in 
the vl.cini.ty of the Susitna River .. 

Tima.frama: Jul.y 1, 1982 - June 30 ~ 1984 

In. .Just:t..fi.caeion: I.f ehe Susitna Rydroeleceric P1:oj ec't is dec ermined 
ta have a negative 1mtta.ct ou e.xi.seing salmon populations in the Sw.::itna 
~ver, vari.o~s measures may be employed co mi.tigaee th.is impact. A. fi.~b 
hatchery is an Oll'tiou that cou.ld be used eo supplement: or replace 
na:tura.l praducd.ou. tha poeeneial for successfully employing c!U.s 
opd.on depends ou the StJ&ci.es of salmon involved and tha avaiJabiJ.j.t:y of 
good hatchery s::f.tes. 

a c:ntic:a.l S'tep in the planning pha.3a of developing a fish hatchery is 
the systP.matic and careful selection of an a~propriate sita. The key 
fac'tor, of course~ is ta find a location with a reliah1~ and adeq,~te 
wa::er supply. In addition, this ~aeer supply should be loc:at:ed ·~are 
log:isei.cal problems c:an be min·fmi ;ed. Broodstac:ks must: be iden:ctiied 
and. develop<!ci. 

Stracagi~s for production releases must be considered and the ma~agemant 
of rsturning seocks muse be biologically sound. 

Since the selec:t:iou proc:ass for a hatchery sit:e is, perhaps, z:he most: 
c:rit:i.c:al step in the. develotm~eut of a suc:eassful hatchery, it is 
i=po~an't to collect thorough and detailed informacion. This process 
requires at: least ewe years. Duri.ng the first: year, a large number ~d 
a wide varlet.y of sites ri.ll be ~creened aud the most like;ly candid:1t:a 
sita.s rill l:Je selected. During the second year, these pril:lary sites 
will be ~veseigated mo~e intensively. 

IV. Ma thods end Procedures: 

A. Firse year: Du~g the first year of z:he hatchery site 
selection ~uney, a large number of syst:em.a ~"ill be surveyed 
and caceso~zad to assess their value as a possible hat:chery 
sica. !r.dtia.J.J.y, ADF&G fUes 'rill be examined and discussions 
held wit:h ocher seudy groups to determine which systems will 
be surveyed. Available data vill be evaluated and da~a needs 
will. be· ident:ifie:d. Field surveys t.-ill then .be mabil.Ued ta 
cailect the perti~enc information so that: the bese eandidaces 
caa be s-elected for fureh~r studies. Da.u to be callec'ted 
~r.L\1 L~clude: wa~er souree9 s~z~ of the water sourc~, qaeer. 
tempera~res, thorough water chemistTy, land st:a~~s, 
engina~ring ~ysis, fish stocks present, lcg~~tics, ba3ie 

--



management considerations, and potential broodstock.a. .\. 
minimum af one field survey will be conducted at each 
potential site. By the end of the first year of the survey, 
the four most likely hatchery sites will be identified. 

During the second year of this hacchery site selection survey, 
the most likely hatchery site candidates ~ill be studied more 
tho~oughly. They will be monitored ~~ch more frequently or 
continuously. It is particularly important to determine the 
reliability and predictability of the water supply, the water 
temperature, and the water chemistry. T.he suitability for 
construction will be analyzed. The size, location, and 
availability of particular broodstocks will be verified. 
Stocking strategies will be-det~rmined and the most likely 
management schemes for re~urning adults will be developed • 

. 
By the end of the second year, the bes~ site ~ill have been 
idencifieda Approximace costs and a preliminary development 
schedule will be provided. The potential for successfully 
prQducing the various species will be analyzed and 
recommendations given on alternatives to explore should a 
hatchery not appear to be a feasible method for replacing 
expected losses of a par~icular species. 

V. Personnel: 

VI. 

A. Project Leader: Fishery Biologist IV, F~R.E.D Division. 

B. Schedule: 

Fisho=Y Biologist IV 
Fishery Biologist III 
Fishery Technician III 
Engineer 

Cost: 

"Line 100 

Salaries: FBIV 
FB III 
Fr III 
Engineer CE II 

Line 200 

Travel & per diem 

Lin~ 300 

Air charter -
fixed wing, $180/hr x 25 hrs 

$500/hr x 10 hrs 

First Year Second Year 
I< 

4 man months 4 man montils 
7 man months 8 man months 
3 man months 5 man months 
2 man months 4 man months 

First Ye.ar Second Year 

21,000 21,000 
37,700 43,200 

71)700 12,800 
9,700 l9,5QO 

500 600 

4,500 
5,000 

x 30 hrs 5,400 
x 14 hrs 7,000 
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Line 300 cont. 

Vehicle m:ileage 
Veidcle rental 
Telephone and photocopy 
Phoco processing 
~atar analysis 

Line 400 

Scianeific ~uppli~s 
(~.g. cl:lgi,c:a.ls) 

Fi.:tm 
G~~oline (outboa~d) 
Suppllas 

Line 500 

-

800 
1,000 

500 
200 

2?500 

200 
100 
100 
600 

92.1 

900 
1,000 

500 
200 

4~000 

300 
:~oo 
100 
800 

3,000 

120.1 
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ALASKA DEPARTM~~T OF FISH AND GAME 

Statement of Policy 
on 

Mitigation of Fish and Game Habitat Disruptions 

I., The Need for Pol icy 

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

which use land· or water are of great importance. to many Alaskans. 'llhen 

properly puMued, these undertakings can be compatible with proper management 

and use of A 1 aska • s val y~b 1 e fish and gam:oj resources. However, improper-
. 

practices can lead ta significant degradation of the State• s fisheries and 

game resources through a.iteration or destruction of important habitat 

cr:mpanents. 

O~velopmetit includes a multitude of practices sudl as road buiiding, bridge 

canstr~ct~on, ~~lv~rt placing, excavation, dredging,. clearing, dragging, 

dumping, and oth~r activities.· At issue is land and water, the very bases of 

a11 development and a11 f·ish and wildlife habitat. Each development action 

requires space<;) and thereby a i ters fish and game habitat and compromises other 

types of uses. Development activiti·es, when disruptive to fish or wildlife 

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

obstruct~ alter, or pollute water flow, aggravate temperature extrenes, alter 

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

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

breeding areas,. change adjacent or downsi·.ream habitats, or change the capacity 

of a stream or we~1~nd to stor~ and use storm or flood waters. 

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

control them~ but often they can, in the pub1 ic interest, be abated or 
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'•mitigated." The overa11 mitigative goal of the Department of Fish and Game 

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

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

that project.. The decision levels through which a project is reviewe<i -

preventing, minimnzing, and replacing ecosystems - is outlined and discussed 

in this policy~ 

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

1 arge extent dependent on the ci~gree- to which deve 1 opment operations and 

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

con sci entfous adherence to practices designed to protect fisheries and wi 1 d

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

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

d,eve1apers and regulatory agencies prior to development or issuance of ~egula-, 

tory approvals. Consider~\tion should take place during th~ planning and 

implementation of land or water ,associated development to avoid or mitrimize 

foreseeab 1 e or potentia 1 adverse envi ronmenta 1 effects before the fact of 

damage, and early enough to consider benefi~ial alternatives. Similarly, it . 
is imperative to provide for repair··, restoration, or rehab·lli~at1on of habitat 

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

reconst1-ucted habitat ove~r time. However,. it is appropriate that this option 

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

planning before the fact of damage. 

These conc~pts-~preventing, mininnzing, replacing-~hen ~molded into a working 

definition of mitigation, will contt1bute to the sustained functioning of 

aquatic and· terrestrial systems, and· the continued viability of cmmnon 
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property fish and game resourt:es, 'Nhile providing for the other ne~ds of 

Ji Alaskans ariS''ir1g from bene·rieial pub1 ic land and water use pr-~qramso A 
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mi ti ga ti on po 1 icy! the·refore, is essenti a 1 to au ide, not stoo, deve 1 opment _ ............. 

actions by insuring considerations of aiternatives to or in lq,nd and water 

conversions and to fulfill the sustained yield managemerl'c pret;2pts of Alaska 

law. 

II. Authority 

The Department's basic responsibi1ity as a conservation. agency derives from 

the- Comrri ssi oner' s authority to manage~ protect, maintain, improve, and extend 

fish, game, and aquati·c plant resources of the State "(AS 16.05.020). This 

Statute, in combination with constituti·ona1 directives, provides implicit 

direction for the Department to o-ffset 1 asses to f.; !ah , wi 1 dl i fe, and their 

I habitat. 

lhe Department's responsibility to imposf:: mitigation measures also derives 

from the same 1 aws which authorize it to issue written approva 1 s (penni ts) for 

land or water use programs. In each instance the developer must obtain the . 
Department's approval .as the suffi ei ency Qf the deve 1 oper' s p 1 ans to prnvi de 

for f~ passage of fish (AS 16.05.840}, or provide.proper protection to fish 

and game when conducting projects in anadromous fish str-eams (AS 16" OS. 870) , 

State game refuges (AS 16.20.060), State game sanctuaries (AS l6.20al20), the 

natural habitat of endangered species (AS lo.ZO.l85)~ fish and g~~ critical 

habitat are~s {AS 16.20.260), and State range areas (AS 16.20.300-320). 
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Simultaneously, a strong oa!ais for prescr~bing mitigation i ies in the public 

trust doctrine. !n $imple terms., this doctrine, founded in cormnon law, 

asserts the publ ic'·s right to unimJ:J~ired use of public lands and wat~rs for 

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

obligated to prtrtect-that right.~ Th~ public trust doctrine t~us provides 

additional · ability as we11 as an obligation to be , rigor'Ous in mitigating 

disruptions to public fish and ~i1d1ife r@sources~ including their habitat. 

III. Statement of Poli~J 

A. Definition 

The directive to mitigate is clear. Th$ ~ature of and extent to which 

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

considering mitigatory options it is essential· to recognize the differing 

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

habitat. Lightly-stressed aquatic or terrestrial systems adjust to 

change~ and recovery takes place through natural processes when the · 

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

cannot restare itself to original conditions through natural processes 

alone. In this case, the system's capacity for maintenanc~ and repair 

h~s been impeded, and at this point man must provide assistance for 'the 

systen to Qe restored. These dift~erences in recovery potentials dictate 

different priority approache.s to implementing mitigation measures • 
• 

Ac:cord.ingly, the Department of Fish and Game~ when administerina miti-
. 

gation measuns oursuant to its oermit ¥!thority under AS 16, embraces 
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the definition of mitigation ;Jrtlmulgated in the Federal -regulations (40 

CFR 1508.20) which eff~ctuate the National Environmental Policy Act (42 

U.S.Ce 4321 et seq.). Mitigation includes, in· crioritv order of imple---
mentation: 

(l) avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or 

·parts of an action; 

(Z) minimizing impacts by 1 imiting the degree or magnitude of the action 

or its implementation; 

{3) ~ rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the 

affected environment; 

(4) red~cing or el imin·ating the impact over time by prt!serJation and 
. 

maintenance operations· during the 1 i·fe of the action; 

(5) compensating for the impa~ by replacing or providing substitute 

resources or environments. 

.a. Imnlementation 

The Department will implement the five forms of mitigation puMuant to 

its statutory autho.rity in the fallowing manner~ 

1. Mitigation to Avoid or Minimnze Habitat Damage 

-~-
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a.. Avoidanc.e 

The Oepartment•s primary approach to mitigation is one of oreventive 

conservation designed to avo_id an evershri nki ng bas a of n~tura 1 

habitats and costly man-assisted restoration efforts. It i~ founded 

on preventing adve~e, predictable,. and irreversible trends or 

changes in natural aquatic or terrestrial systems~ The objective is 

to maintain as much existing natural habitat as pos~ible, even if 

the relative importance or interrelationships of living organisutS 

are not fUlly known. Apart from denying outright the issuanc~ of a 

permnt~ this can be accomplished by attaching stipulations or 

conditions to permits for proposed development~~ Discretion at the 

field level is required to allow tailoring of various deveiopmental 

activities to sites and times for maintenance of individual or 

groups of fish and game species and various habitats used annually 

or seasonally. Mitigation by permit stipu]ation can be employed to 

avoid activities in areas with a high risk of adverse imp~ct, such 

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

consistent with the objectives for designated areas can procaed 

according to the stipulations or conditions. rnis fundamental 

approach provides for beneficial land and water use programs in 

natural systems. 

b. Minimization 

rnis concept differs from avoidance in that it is a~knowledge? that 

some habitat damage will occur. Th~ Department recognizes that land 
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and wate~ development projects are mandated by public ne~d, 

legislative or constitutional prioritization or land use, or 

pervading economic considerations. It is recognized that 

industrial, agric~1tu~~ and residential development in Ala$ka will 

cause some amount of habitat destruction, and ~at this damage has

been accepted by deve 1 09Ers and pa 1 icy makers as the price of 

economrtc benefit. The second priority mitigative approach to 

habitat management is to make that 1 ass 1 ess severe, or ta minimize 
' 

foresee~le disruptiorui to aquatic and terrestrial systems.. The 

focus of this approach is to maintain habitat diversity and the 

capacity of each system to restore itself natura1 1 y from stress or· 

damage, whi 1 e accollll10da ti' ng preemptive uses of 1 and and waters 

fn!quented by fish and wi 1 dl i fe .. uses which may reduce species 

abundance to some degree or cause some di sturtance to natura.l 

species behavior. 

Minimal adverse habitat disruption may be· achieved by permit 

stipulati~ns which 1imit development actions when and where 
• 

necessary and to the extent needed to maximrize conservation of fish 

and wildlife values. For example,. temporal mitigat·ion measures., 

which involve adjusting ti1e timing of project activities to reduce 

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

to the seasons when the impact is 1 east~ or to reduce the amount of 

~· t .,,me spen in a sensitive· area ... Habitat .may be stressed 

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

processes~ 
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Z. Mitigation In"Lieu of Habitat Damage 

a. Re<:ti·fi cati·an 

The- third priority mitigative approach is to reoair, rehabilitate, 

or _restore- abused aquati e or terrestri a 1, systems. This requires 

onsite o..- pos~-construction evaluations of· water and land 

developments after· the fact of damage, or estimation)' during the 

planning stage, of Tikely environmental damage. Rectification is 

less desirable than avoidance or minimization because, even .if 

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

resourcs and habitat resulting fmn the time 1 ag be'bleen the impact 

and full replacement. Such time la.gs n1ay vary from days to decades. 

·Thus, gains or benefits ta be realize<i fn2m this form of mitigation 

are somewhat less than those of full prevent1on. 

The objective is to restore the same functions as t.'1ose that were 

lost.., or, to ~store the habitat to pre-disturbance c:onditions. 

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

area is also limited further by the development, it makes little 

se..'lse to devise a1.1d implement facton which cannot alleviate that 

$ituation. Additionally, the simplistic view of maximnzing one kind 

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

Department recognizes that there will be situations wh~re no 

rehabilitation of the loss incurred is possible. 

o: 
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If proper planning occurred and rectification was not considered 

necessary, rectification should only be necessury when the developer 

has. not complied '!'lith his plan, appl i cab 1 e 1 aws, permit 

stipulations. Rectification of disruptions to habitat may be 

ih'lplemented through pennit stipulations and amendments or imposed as 

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

partially completed projects can be retrofitted wi·th feasible 

restoration requirements that could result in the re~overJ of 

substantial ·amounts of project-caused fish and wildlife lossaso 

b. Preservation and Maintenance Actions 

Miti ga ti 0111 should be recognized as a continuing ... obligation, 

inextricably tied to a project and carried out during the entire 

1 ife of the proj~. The Department recognizes that if mitigation 

measures are approved but not ocerated and maintained during the 
. 

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

justify the project in the first place, wi11 be realized. The 

Department holds to the principle tha·· ":osts of mitigation are all 

norma 1 costs of any 1 and or water. deve 1 opment project ·and must be· 

borne by the develop~rs and beneficiaries of the projecte 

?reservati on and ma.i. tenance operati Gns may be imposed through 

per~t stipulations or amendments to permits. For example, drainage 

structures installed in fish streams should be required to be . 
maintained properly; and erosion must be corrected when it occurs. 

Rev~etated areas which are not successful, for whatever ~ason; 

..,g. 
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must be revegetat6d until they have become established. In these 

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

. ~ requirement (or penni t sti pu 1 ati on) that deve 1 opers continue to 

mitigate by maintenance operations during the 1 ife of the projeet 

will ensure that consenation objectives. are· me~ and 1 itigation is 

av·oideil. 

·Whenever a praj ect wi 11 cause a reduction or 1 ass of va 1 ues to the 

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

recreation opportunities, access, and other foregone resource use· 

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

va 1 ent part of the aquatic. or terrest·ri a 1 ecosystem ' to comcensate 

for the 1 oss. The most difficult problem encountered with this 

approach is dete~1ning what kind of action is appropriate and haw 

much mi ti gati on is adequate. The prob 1 em can be reso 1 ved qua 1 ita

tive1y, throuah ne4lotiation and quantitatively through the 

establishment of evaluation procedures. 

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

a simple payment of dollars, but instead should involve replacement 

of lost habitat, populations or recreational opportunities. 

Compensation by replacing or providing substitute resources or 

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

total reparation for those 1ossesa When it must be implemented, 

however, the preferred form of compensation is onsite mitigation; 

that is, all damage caused by a project should be replaced within 

th~ development site or proj~ct area where damage occurs. ihe same 

functions as are lost should be directly resto~.,· replaced, or 

compensated. Only secondarily should compensation by substitution, 

or- trade-aff of . an unavoi dab 1 e ·eco 1 ogi ca 1 1 ass for an eco 1 ogi ca 1 

improvement elsewhere, be . used. Trade-offs or conversions only 

change one kind of' envtronment for another, and may be desirable or 
nat, depending upon the viewpoint considen!tt. There are divergent 

views· and interests between local and more distant use~ regarding 

the va 1 ue of the eco 1 ogi ca 1 11 improvement;• to the natura 1 system that 

was already in place. 

·Any type of compensation wi 11 be costly , and the v a 1 ues of 1 ost 

resources cannot be measured solely through economic cost/benefit 

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

accompanied by eva 1 uati ens which measure factors other than human 

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

interdependent bi a 1 ogi ca 1 re 1 a ti onshi ps within ar. enti M! ecosystem 

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

never be successfully replaced or s.ubstit\tted ~ it is important that 

the land owner, developer, and the various g~vernw~nt agencies work 

togethet-- to s~ 1 vage such. 1 ands to. reeti fy the 1 ass of th~ rer;oun:e . 
vcr.lues of those areas. The Oepartlnent recognizes, however, that .;rt 

(1 



some rare cases, the only compensation negotiable may be prevention 

of future losses in another or adjacent area. 

C. The Role of Plannina 

P~~per mitigation of fish and game habitat losses· requires that land and 
I 

water use projects be properly designed and plannede This requires basic 

decisions by field personnel at the earliest project conceptualization or 

design state, before permits are issued"' 

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

in abating a cc~~r. cause of fish· and wildlife habitat decline, that of 

piecemeal habitat losses which cumulate from sequential proje<:ts. 

Regional or area planning, when it precedes significant land or wa-t;er use 

programs, will allow reduction of. the cua~1ative effects resulting from a 

vari et"J of. proj ec+u:s. 

?ri or to pernri t issuance there shou 1 d be a rea 1 i S'ti c assessment of the 

speei fi c : 1 asses which 1 ike 1 y wi 11 be i ncun-ed. The 1 asses $hou 1 d be 

identified first in terms of 1ost resou~es and second1v in tenns of the 

uses which may be foregone. This is because human use and resource 

productivity do nat always correlate. The Department cannot accept 

analyses which equate low human use figures to 1~~ estimates of losses. 

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

may have been lost; or how much productivity, biological diversity or 
. 

critical processes were impaired. However, the 1oss of .human use should 

be a factor that will need to be mitigated. 
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Losses of fish and wildlife habitat that cannot be mitigated wi11 affect 

the peoole who utilize those resources. vlherever the carrying capacity 

of the 1 and or water is reduced, harvest of species by subsi st.enca, 
. 
colm'ercia 1, and reereati ona 1 users may have to be reduced. Recreati ona.l 

opportunities to v·1ew resources may also decline. As the population of 

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

will surely increase. Decreased abundance of these resources will mean 

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

had in the pasto As more and mare habitat is damaged or lost, the 

problem of a grcwing population bas~ and its pressure on fish and 

wildlife, will be aggnvatedo 

The. impacts of a proposed project and alternatives to it on all the -
natura 1 resources affected, therefore, shou 1 d be assessed early in the 

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

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

direct effect on fish and wildlife. Nonstructural alternatives, e~9·, 

pnlviding minimum stream flows rather than a hatchery to maintain a· 
.. 

popu1at1on of fish, for achieving the project objective should be 

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

least negative impact on the ability of the project area to provide 

natura 1 resourc2 va 1 ues. 

Including consideration of a11 natural resources early in the planning 

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

resources in a 11 phases of pro~ eet deve 1 opment and reduce the need to 

later add on the more costly, conspicuous, and less desirabl!! renedies 

i ---
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after the fact of damage. The specific p~perties and characteristi~s ~f 

the natural system which must remain after development should be defined 

prior to initial permit issuance. The developer is then allowed to 

proceed with the pr-ojeet under p~-est:ab1 fshed mitigation measures, which 

wi11 guarantee functioning of a natural system and not cause permanent or 

costly public harm. 

0. Assessment of Oamaoes 

The combination of population pressures, dimrtnishing space, energy needs, 
. 

and the necessity of considering economic variables in mst decisions 

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

surroundings. Atte!l'qlting to place price tags on an area's worth, whether 
.. 

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

condition, is inherently difficult. 

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

make permit deeisians. The Oepartn~ent holds that fish and wildlife 
. 

habitat should be preserved unless the expected benefits of the develop-

ment is demonstrably "large" relative to loss of fish and wildlife 

va 1 ues. Of course, what is deemed acceptab 1 e must be a broad soci a 1 
. 

de<:ision which necessarily ·requires assessment of the resource damage 

1 ike 1 y to be i ncu~ as a res.u 1 t of the deve 1 opmer1t. 

In theilry, it would seen a simple matter to observe the inrpact of a 
, 

construction project 9 determine if fish or wildlife are killed~ and then 

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

-14-
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i r.'-rementa 1 , and not i denti fi ab 1 e without ex tans i ve base 1 i nl! and post-

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

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

or be measurable for several years hence when particular species should 

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

species or the lower· elements of a marine food chain, may be visio1e but 

not amenable to rnarkat place valuation. Less tangible aspects Qf 

resource damage include decreased aesthetic worth and decreased ability 

to provide a speci1~ic wildlife habitat. Finally, in an environment 

possessing many, often only partially understood, natura1 interrelation

ships - and impacted by any number of man·Are1ated activities - definitive 
• 

assessment of precise cause and !ffect rel~tionships between ~evelopment 

impacts and fish or wfldl ife .mortalities wi11 be difficult and often 

impossible. 

This problem is intensified by b,e absence of even rudimentary data at a 

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

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

base available concerning stock levels, seasonal and cyclical abundance 

and location, together with a scientific judgement of the "most 1ikelyn 

resu 1 t o·f env1 ranmenta 1 damage, based on a genera 1 undentandi ng of fish 

and wildlife habitat dependencies and tolerances. 

These types of judgements put extreme pressure on fish and wildlife 

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

where the only ather alternative is to stand mute and observe a steady 

.. 1 a;_ 
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erosion of fish and wildlife values - uncorrected and tulcompensated for -

a judgement decision is necessary. 

The Department holds that the appropriate standard fo~ measuring damages 

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

the State ta restore or rehabi1 itate the environment in the affected area , 

to .1ts pre-existing condition, or as c·~ase thereto as is feasible without 

grossly disproportionate expenditures. 

The question is pro~np·ted: at what· point da indirect or. cun~.~lative 

effects become so remota\ that mi ti ga ti on shou 1 d not be required? The 

Oepattment recognizes the "without-the-prajec~ baseline assumption for 

resource eva·luation purposes. when imposing mitigation measures. It is 

from this baseline that the degree of project impact, and hence the 

degne of miti-gation required, may be measured. 

Because damage estimates wi11 be based upon scanty or incomplete 

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

estimates of Hmast likelyn level of damage may, from time to time, vary. 

It is this Department• s bel iaf that in such cases of difference, the 

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

Thi-s position is based upon the recognition that the deve1op~r is the 

potential beneficiary of b~th an early start (relative to time required 

for adequate environmental inventory) and of any lawer damage estimate 

that is put forth. 

IV. Swrmary 

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

{2) 

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

habitat resulting from development projects in fish streams and in 

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

endangered species. 

Oepa r cnent • s authori t'J to approve deve 1 opment p 1 ans in 

spec; a 1 areas 9 as we 11 as the pub 1 i c trJst doctrine asserting the 

public's right to unimpaired fish and game production on public lands, 

provide the means and the obligation to compel mitigation measures~ 

(:3) Differences in recovery potentia 1 s due. to differing degrees of stress 

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

measures be sel ectei accordingly. 

(4) Mitigation befo~ the fact of damage is tha p~ferred me3.ns, with 

avoidance of damage as the primary objective, and minimization 

r-actification, maintenanc ... , and compensation fo11owjng in that order .. 

Each may be implemented through permrit stipulations • . 

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

expected damage, may M!qU ire recti fica ti on of damage, maintenance of 

corrections over time, or compensation by replacing or substituting. 

resources or envir~nments. 

(6) Rectification, net:essary only when the permittee has not fulfilled his 

obl fgation; may be imposed by permit stipulation or by court order~d 

-17-
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penalty. Projects may be retrofitted ~ith feasible restoration require-

ments to recover fish, ga.me, and habitat losses .. 

(7) · Maintenance mitigation ac:tions are project related. The Department holds 

that maint.enan~~ ltritigation costs are. nonna1 development costs to be 
borne by t.h~ developer and project. beneficiaries. This fonn of 

mitigation may be imposed by permit stipulations or later amendment. 

(8) Co~ensation by providing substitute r·esources or environments is the 

least desirable form of mitigationo When imposed it preferably sh~uld be 

impTe;,ented onsite rather than by ••;mproving11 an existing ecosystem 

elsewhere. Compensatory mitigation will only be implemented by negotia

ting a written agreement with the develope~. 

(9) Mitigation should be considered at the earliest project concep~Jalization 
. r 

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

planning process with first consideration given· to nonstructural alterna

tives to the project objective. 

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

of the project is demonstrably 1 arge. Assessment of damages wi 11 be a 

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

nmcstu likely judgementsc 

(ll) The burden of proof tc justify lower estimates of damage to fish and 

wildl.ife habitat 1 ies with the developer. 

= ~t;t 
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Mr. Ronald 0. Skoog, Co;u1ss1oner 
Department of Fish and Ga.e 
P.O. Box 3-200 
Ju:10u, Alaska 99802 

Dear tom.issioner Skoog: 

September 2, 1982 

Su~1tnJ. Hydroelectric Project 

During the second quarter of tta1s year, the Alaska Power Authority 
circulated the draft Feas1b111ty Report on the Sus1tna Hydroelectric 
Project and ntunerous supporting documents to State. Federal and local 
agencies with interests 1n the project. Th1s c1rcul~t1on included 
virtually all of the data and analysis done to that date during the 
study. Currently. efforts are proceeding towards eoeplet1ng the f1rst 
phase of planning efforts ·and submitting a license application to the 
federal En~rgy Regulatory Coanission 1n the first quarter of 1983. 

During the remaining time before f111ng, the Sus1tna study team 
will be refining the plans presented ear11er this ye•r and continuing to 
evolve proposed mitigation plans f~r project 1mpactse This e.ffort will 
include requesting another review of tha projects Environmental Report, 
which 1! the draft of the FERC license app11cat1on Exhibit E, by your 
agency. We w111 be circulating the draft in mid-November of this year. 
After f111ng with and acceptance of the application by FERC, there w111 
be another opportunity to. cell ent Gn the application, including Exhibit 
E. 

At this time we are ·~est1ng that the reviewing agenc1~s provide 
us with input to the mitigation planning which will go 1nto the draft of 
Exhibit E. Your letter of July 27, however, included the type of 
response regarding mitigation measures and preference! which we are 
proceeding to solicit fro. other agencies. 

I appreciate the timely guidance which your Depa~~t has provided 
to the Susitna project planning effort. We will be responding to your 
recommendations anrl comments by further correspondence 1n the draft 
Exhibit E. 

-
-



s.epu-.r. z·. 1s. · . 
Cc:l'••ilis1oner ROM ld 0. Skoog 
Pqe 2 

TCl!r contiJtued support and efforts 1n the study of the Susftna 
flrdroelettr1c Proje~t are appreciated. 

EPYnlb 

cc:. .... e J. Hayden 
Mr-. c. Yana;ma 
Mr. ~l. Schne1der 
Mr. T. Tnnt 
Mr., T. A""~sk1 

S t ncere ly ~ 

SIGNED 
Eric P. You lei 
Executive·D1rector 
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DEPARTJIENT OF FI§H :\ND GAJIE 

October 15, 1982 

Mr. Eric Yould 
Executive Director 
Alaska Power Authority 
334 Wes~ Fifth Avenue 
Anchorage~ AK 99501 

Dear l'.r. Yould: 

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER 

RECEIVED 

ocr 2 21982 
At St.t, p··· . .J 

VVI .. :l AUTHORITY' 

JAY I. ~. Slltfllllllll 

:».0. BOX 3•2000 
JUNEAU, ALASKA SJ812 
f''HONE: 465-4100 

-The Susitna Hydroelectric Project and other Alaska Power Authority 
projects may create conditions that would require changes in huntinu, 
trapping, and fishing regulations. For example, improved access might 
redistribute harvest pressure in a manner that would tend to increa:;e 
harvest levels. Such situations may require changes in seasons, b.1g 
limits~ or methods and means to ensure that hanrests are n)t 
excessive .. 

APA wi.ll have to address these problems in its environmental assess
ments and mitigation plans. However, I need to point out that under 
State law the Board of Game and Board of Fisheries a4e t~e 
governmental bodiPs responsible for allocating the fish and wildli Ee 
resources by appropriate regulationsa A strong feature of the State•s 
fish and game regulatory process is its ability to quickly respond t:o 
cbanges i'i"1 population leve+s, use.r demand, and management objectives. 

Fish and wildlife manr..gement suffers when management actions ate 
implemented through some less flexible authority such as st2tute, 
judicial order, or regulation ~r stipulations set 
by agencies not directly responsible for maintenan·ce of fish and 
wildlife populations. It would be particularly inappropriate t~ 
commit the St~te to re~Jlatory regimes to offset impacts that may no~ 
occur for several years. There is a substantial possib~lity that thn 
impacts may not be ae predicterl or that populations or management: 
objectives would have ch~nged. Consequently, any plans Ol' 

recormAendai::i.ons for mitigation that might require or suggest chz.ngee 
in fish and game regulations should be directed to the Boards of 
f!sheries and Came for their consideration. 

This pt"ocedure does 'i.1ot apply to restrictions placed on individuals 
brought into the area to en~aga in construction actj.vities. It 
applies only to r~gulat:ions affecting the general public. It is 
entirely appropriate for APll and its contractors to limit project 
personnel, because construction projects create unu$ual concentrations 

-
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Eric Yould 2 October 15, 1982 

of people brought into the area by means not available to the general 
public. 

In summary, APA still has a -responsibility to attempt to avoid or 
minimize impacts first, and for those impacts that are unavoidable APA 
should seek alternative mitigation measures other than restrictive 
fish and game regulations. As longer term effects emerge, requiring 
adjustments in management controle, the only legal authority for 
regulatory response will be through Board action.. As long as APA and 
the Department actively monitor these projects, the existing system 
should be adequately responsive. 

Sincel:"ely, 

Ronald Skoog 
Commissioner 
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Mr. Robert McVey. Director 
Alaska Region 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
P.O. Box 1668 
Juneau, Alaska 99802 

Dear Mr o McVey: 

September 2. 1982 

Susitna ~droe1ectr1e Project 

During· tht! second quarter of this year, t.~e Alaska Power Authority 
circulated the draft Feasibility Report on the Susitna Hydroelectric· 
Project and numerous supporting documents to State, Federal and local 
agencies with i~terest in the project. This circulation included 
virtually all of the data and analysis done to that date during the 
study. Currently, efforts are proceeding towards completing the first 
phase of planning effor-ts and subm1tt.1ng a license application to the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Coan1ss1an in the first quarter of 1983. 

During the remaining t1a before f111ng, th~ 3us1tna study team 
will be refining the plans presented earlier 'ttrh~ year and continuing to 
evolve proposed mitigation plans for project impacts. This effort w111 
1nc1ude requesting another review of the project•s Environmental Report, 
which 1s the draft of the FERC license application Exhibit E. by your 
agency~ We w111 be circulating the draft 1n m1d-Novea~er of this year. 
After f111ng ~1th and acceptance of the application by FERC, there will 
be another opportunity to comment on the application, including Exhibit 
E. 

At th1$ time we would appreciate any input into the continued plan 
development you could provide. In particular, we request your guidance 
~th regard to project impacts and the mitigation opportunities your 
agency would recommend. These comments w111 be helpful both in identi
fying and addressing the most important areas of concern in the next 
draft Exhibit E and in documenting agency comments and re~ommendations 
b~fore FERC. In order to address these c~~nts in the draft. it would 
be 110st helpful to have them by the first of October. 

As you know. the planning process is dynamic. Current efforts are 
focused ~n project access, tran~1ssion corridors ~nd project operation 
alternat~ves. Althcugh ttns 1tefGrmat1on has not yet been distributed 
for comment, 1t ~11 be included in the Exh1D1t E drQft. 



I 

Septaber2. 1'-... 
Mr. Robert McVt~y 
Page 2 

Ve welc011e ynur coaaent on all areas of the project, but, in . 
accordance with Section 4.41 of the FERC regulations, we are particular
ly interested 1n your ~~ts with regard to anadr010us f1sher1ese In 
these areas, we would like to ~d~ress your concerns on potential 1JAp~cts 
and ~~tigation ._,._sures which _can be included in proja~t p1ans. 

Your continued support and participation 1n the develop.ent of the 
Sus1tna project license application 1s greatly appreciated. · 

. 
cc: Mr. .J. Hayden 

Mr. Brad Sla1tt~ 

~ .. -

Yer.y truly yours, 
I 

SIGNED 
·Eric P." Yould 
Executive D1 rector 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
~ational Marine Fisheries Service 
P. 0. Box 1668 
Juneau~ Alaska 99802 

A E ~~.'IE D 

October 155 1982 OCT 2 11982 

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

Dear Mr .. Yould: 

I have received your letter of September 2, 1982, regarding the current 
status of the Susitna Hydroelectric Project Feasibility Studies. You 
have requested any input our agency may provide at this time, particu
larly with respect to project impacts and mitigative measures associated 
with anadromous fishery resources. Such consultation is specified by 
the FERC regulations for Major Unconstructed Projects, 18 CFR Part 4. 
Realizing the latest schedule for preparation of the draft Exhibit E and 
submission of license application, I feel it is important to state or 
re-state the position of the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) so 
that the license application may incorporate our views or respond to 
them as outlined in 33 CFR Part 4~4l(f). This section specifies that 
the application must contain 11 A description of any measures or facili
ties reco11111ended by State or Federal agencies for the mitigation of 
impacts on fish, wildlife and botanical resources." 

NMFS's primary concerns regarding the Susitna project include provision 
of adequate instream flow regimes for spawning, rearing, and migration 
of indigenous fish species; maintenance of water quality for these 
species; and provision for compensation of all resource damage in in
stances where such impacts cannot be mitigated. These concerns are 
discussed be 1 ow. · 

I. Flow Re 1 ease 

Adequate fl0~ regimes are critical for anadromous fish. Conse
quently, water· flows for successful spawning~ rearing, aud 
migration must De established and maintained downstream of the 
project area. If flow reduction or modification of flow regimes is 
anticipated in the operational scenario for this project, anadro
mous fisheries could be adversely affected within the entire 
Susitna River system downstream of the facility. 

To address these matters, flow studies must be performed to de
termine flow releases that will conserve and protc~t stocks of 
anadromous fish in the Susitna River. Specific flow regime pro
posals based on studies and acceptable to NMFS must be submitted 
part of your license application. With regard to this issue, we 

] 
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are particularly concerned with the side channel/slough environ
ments of the T~lkeetna to Devil Canyon reach which appear to be 
particularly important to anadromous fish. Significant post 
project flow alterations will .occur below Talkeetna during winter 
months, and the impact of these changes must also be addressed. 

II. Water Quality 

Adequate water quality is also essential to viable populations of 
anadrOIJl9US fish. Severa 1 concerns exist with re-.gard to water 
quality parameters that may be altered by the Susitna project, 
these include: 

A. Siltation and other construction related impacts: Construc
tion should proceed at times of least biological activity and 
should employ best management practices to further reduce 
these impacts. 

B. Tern erature chan es: The license application must describe 
temperature c anges related to project operation, discuss the 
impact such chang~s would present to fish, and propose miti
gation me.asures which wi 11 avoid or 1 essen such impacts. The 
applicant must also describe the specific studies, reservoir 
models, and riv~rine mode)· upon which temperature projections 
are based. 

C. Dissolved gases elevation: Gas supersaturatJon may occur due 
to plunging water near dam sites and result in fish/gas-bubble 
disease. The license arplication should describe measures em
ployed to mitigate this impact; e.g., cone valves. 

D. 

E. 

Jurbidity change~: The application must describe, for the 
entire y~~;·, the effect of the project on glacial till 
suspe~1ded in the Susitna River water column. 

River morphology chanTes: Altered flows and interruption of 
bedload transport cou d effect channel changes, perching of 
tributary confluences, and annoring of the streambed below the 
damsites. · 

III. Compensation for Unavoidable Losses 

Effective flow releases and water quality conditions are intended 
to avoid losses to existing and potential anadromous fish re
sources. 

Despite maximum use of these mitigative measures, unavoidable 
damage to fish resources may occur either during or after 
construction. Compensation in the form of fish habitat improve
ments, artificial prcduction or similar methcds is required to 
fully replace such unavoidable loss. An initial plan which rec
ognizes contingencies such as unanticipated construction impacts 
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must be developed as part of your license application. Subsequent 
refinements or modification of this p'lan may be necessary once the 
project begins operation and the success of mitigative measures has 
been assessed. 

Recognizing the proposed construction schedule for the Susitna project 
and the po 1 i ti ca 1 , economic, and en vi ronme!nta 1 concerns which may con
tinue to influence project development, it is likely that the project 
may operace as a one dam (i.e.:t Watana) system for a consiJerable period 
of time. Therefore, the license applicat·ion should identify and discuss 
thQse resources, impacts, and mitigative/compensative measures associ-
~ 1 with the construction and operation of the Watana Dam in the 
atsente of the Devil Canyon Dam. NMFS will provide additional comments 
upon review of the 1982 Environmental Report and draft Exhibit E and in 
response to the FERC license application. In the interim, we are 
available to discuss any concerns you may have regarding the positions 
.of our agency in this matter. 
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The preceding letter was received. Responses are as follows: 

I. Flow Release 

The Alaska Power Authority recognizes the need for adequate flows to maintain 
fishery habitat. The flow releases proposed for the project were based on a 
compromise between 11

nc impact 11 flows and "maximum pow~r" flows. Chapter 2 
and 10 of Exhibit E explain the methodology and rationale of flow releases 
selected~ Chapter 3 discusses the potential imP.act~ to fish and mitigation 
plans to reduce these impacts. 

Ila Water Quality 

A. Siltation and Other Construction Related Impacts 

Best management practies will be utilized to control s~1tation. These 
are discussed in the mitigation sections of Chapter 2 and 3 of Exhibit E. 

B. Temperature Changes 

All of the requested information is presented in Chapter 2 and 3 of 
Exhibit E. 

C. Dissolved Gases Elevation 

Gas supersaturation is not predicted to result from project operation. 
Fixed cone valves have been proposed. This subject is discussed in 
Sections 4.1 and 4.2 of Chapter 2 of Exhibit E. 

D. Turbidity Changes . 

Seasonal impact analysis is discussed in Sections 4.1 and 4.2 of Chapter 
2 of Exhibit E. 

-



'\ 
"! 

')' 

,:;( 
l 
-l ''•:i·;~ 

.t 

''( 

t1, 

I 

I 

I 

I 

11 

I 

I 

I 

I 

r: 

E. River Morphology Changes 

This subject is addressed in Sections 4.1 and 4.2 of Chapter 2 of 

Ex hi bit E. 

IIIo Compensation of Unavoidable Losses 

The mitigation plan in Chapter 3 of Exhibit E includes methods for fish 
habitat improvements and other methods to replace unavoidable loss. The 
mitigation planning process will continue. 

The Susitna HYdroelectric project has been studied and is proposed as a 
two-dam project. Thus, the license application addresses the impacts of two 
dams. Included is a discussion of impacts during the period when Watana is 
complete and Devil Canyon is not. 

Detailed comments from your agency will be addressed when received. 

..:. ' 
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Mr. Ty D111ip1ane 
State House Preservation Officer 
Departatent of Natural Resources 
D1v1s1on of Parts 
519 Warehouse Avenuee Suite 210 
Anchorage. Alaska 99501 

Dear Mr. Di111p1ane: 

September 2, 1982 

~.1tna Hydroelectric ProJect 

During the second quarter ()f this Y.tr·, the Alaska Power Mthor1ty 
circulated the draft Feas1bil1ty Report on the Sus1tna Hydroelectric 
Project and nuaaerous supporting dOCUIII!nts 1to State. Federal and local 
agencies with interest fn the project. Tlrls c1tculat1on included 
virtually all af the data and analysis don1e to that ate during the 
stP.ady.. Currently, efforts are proceeding tow&rds co.p1et1ng the f~rst 
phase' of planning efforts and su0.1tt1ng a license applicat1o~ to the 
Fefk:ral Energy Regulatory Cca1ssion 1n the first quarter of 1983. 

During the re=aa1~1ng t1• before f111ng. the Sus1tn. study tea• 
will be reffning the plans presented earlier tll1s year anG contfnu1ng to 
evolve proposed mitigation plans for project impacts. This effort ~11 
include requesting another review of the project's Environmental Report. 
which is the d~aft of the FERC license application Exhibit E, by your · 
agenc_y~ We will be c1rculat1n·g the draft 1n 111d-Novellber of this year. 
AFter filing with and .accept&nce of the ar•p11cat1on by FERC, there w111 
be another opportunity to COMMent on the application, 1ncl~d1ng Exhibtt E. 

At this t1me we would appreciate any fnput 1nto the continued pltn 
development you could provide. In particular, we reqa.est your guidance 
with regard to project impacts and the 111t1gat1on opportunities your 
agency would recommend. These com.ents w~ll be helpful both 1n 1dent1-
fy1ng and'addressing the MOst important ar~as of concern fn the next 
draft Exhibit E 1nd in docu.ent1ng agency· coaments and recommendations 
before FERC. In ord~r to address these cc-.ents 1n the draft. it would 
be mast helpful to have the~~ by the first of October. 

As you know9 the planning pt'OCess 1s dynut1c. Current efforts ~re 
focused on project access. trans•1ss1on corridors and project operation 
alternatives. Although this infor.ation has not yet been distributed 
for CDIIIDent, it Will be included in the Exhibit E draft. 

- .. ,... 
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Septellber 2. lS ... 
Mr. Ty D1111p1ane 
Page 2 ·4 . ... ., ..... 

We welcome your cOIDlnt on all areas of the project, but. 1n · 
accordance with Section 4.41 of the FERC regulat•ions, ~ aTe particular
ly intt~rested in your coaaents with regard .to historical and 
archeological resources. In these areas, we \fOuld like to address your 
concerns on potential impacts and mitigation measures which can be 
included 1n project plans. 

Your eont1nued support and participation 1n the development of tbe 
SUs1tna project license application 1s greatly appreciated. 

EPY:mb 

cc: Mr. J. Hayden 
Mr c Alan Carson 

-

Very truly yours, 

~iGNED 
Eric P. Yould 
Executive Director 

·~· 
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DZPARTMElft' OF~~ RISOI.lRCBS 
DIVISIOII M MMS 

October 15, 1982 

Re: 1130-13 

Hr. ~~ic P. Yould 
Executive Director 
Alaska Power Authority 
334 w: 5th Aven~e 
Anchorage, Alaska 99~01 

Dear Mr. Yould: 

JA'f S. HAIIIIOND, GOVERNOR 

tn• WAIIEHOUSE DR., SUITE 2111 
ANCHOIIAGE, ALASKA !19601 

I'HONE: 27.utfltl 

RECE!'IED 

OCT 2 !1982. 

Thank you for your letter of September 2 soliciting our recommendations on 
Susitna Hydro Project impacts and mitigation measures with respect to cultural 
resources. 

First of all, we wish to commend archaeologists Dr. E. James Dixon of the 
University Museum and Mr. Glenn Bacon of the Alaska Heritage Research Group, 
I~c., for the excellent job they have been doing in locating cultural re
sources prior to ground disturbing ~ctivities. 

Preconstruction survey is, of course, the first step in impact mitigation -
the location and boundaries of cultural resource sites must be known. While 
thi~ work is fairly far along, more needs to be done as plans become more 
concrete. 

Secondly, these cultural resource sites must be evaluated in terms of eligi
bility for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. For eval
uation, each site within the project area must be sufficiently investigated 
such that their boundaries, stratigraphy, relative age, cultural affiliation 
and potential to yield significant scientific information are known. Many of 
the currently known sites require further,. more intensive, investigat.~on for 
eligibility determinations to be made. Since so little is known about the 
prehistory of the area, each site discovered takes on added significanc~. In 
addition, groups of sites within a river drainage have been classic study 
areas throughout the history of anthropological archaeology. It would appear 
that a high percentage of the discovered sites may be eligible for the Na
tional Register. 

Thirdly, each eligible site must be examined in terms a~ ~'~Effect." Will the 
proposed action have "no effect," "no adverse effect," or an Hadverse effectn? 
This would have to be done on a case by case basis. The crite~ia for deter
minations of effect may be found under Title 36, Code of Federal Regulations, 
Part 800. 

C' 
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Mr. Erie P. Yould 
October 15, 1982 
Page 2 -

Please note that every effort must be made to mitigate future "adverse effect" 
activities to National Register or eligible properties. In the few expected 
caaes where very large, complex aites will be adversely effected, it may be 
more economical to build a barrier a~ound the sites. in many cases, substan
tive investigation may be necessary. If so, this will usually mean relatively 
complete excavation pf the site in order to recover as mu~h scientific info~
mation as poaeibleo 

These recommendations are essentially those suggested by Dixon, et al, in the 
Cultural Resources Investigation Phase I Report (April 1982). 

We are confident that impacts to significant cultural resources will be fully 
mitigated throughout the course of the Susitna Hydroelectric Project. 

Sincerely, 

J'udi th E • Marquez 
DirectOor .• 

/. .. ~ ·-r-~~< .• / 
. ·- ·- '" 

( ( . ' 
'~ ....... .:.~ .. . .. _ 

By: Ty L. J>illiplane 
Sta~·Bistoric Preservation-Officer 

cc: Ms. 
Dr. 
Mr. 
Dr. 
Mr. 

TS:clk 

Leila Wise, DHR, A-95 Coordinat~r 
Edward Slatter, FERC Archaeologist 
Lou Wall, Advisory Council on Historic ~reservation 
E. James Dixon, Lead Archaeologist, Susitna Hydro Project 
Glenn Bacon, Lead Archaeolosist, Alaska Heritage Research Group 

-
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MEMORANDUM State of Alaska 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RE&JURCES DIVISION OF RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

TO: 

FROM: 

ERIL: YOULD 
Executive Director 
Alaska Power Authority 

DATE: October 11, 1982 

FILE NO: 

~ce. 
\\I~ 0 TELEPHONE NO: 276-2653 

f\ ,.. 'l-\~~?.. 
f$.,1 2 ~?.1~ 

--·~~ -

SUBJECT: Proposed Susitna 
Hy-dro Project 

The Department of Natural R~rces appreciates the opportunity to comment 
on project impacts on the proposed Susitna Hydropower Project and to 
recommend mitigation strategies. The department has cooperated with Alaska 
Power Authority (APA) on this· proposed project during the last two years and 
refers the APA to earlier comments, specifically DNR's testimony on April 
16, 1982, to APA's Board of Directors (attached)o The issues listed iu 
DNR's testimony, water appropriations, instream flow reservations, and 
access to the project, continue to be major concerns. Additional comments 
are listed below. In some cases.comments may r~peat earlier DNR comments. 

As you are aware, the department is now in the process of preparing a 
regic~al land use plan in cooperation with the Matanuska-Busitna Borough 
which tncludes the lands surrounding the hydro project. This plan, which 
will b~ completed in 1983, will result in la1.1d use designations and land 
management policies for state and borough lands throughout the area. 

To date, the planning team responsible for developing this land us~ plan bas 
consciously avoided any direct involvement in Susitna Hydro issues, relying 
instead on the more detailed work being done by other individuals within PNR 
and DF&Ge The planning process is now at a point where it makes more sense 
that there be closer coordination between the two projects, specifically in 
the two areas outlined below. 

l) The planning team can review and comment on information regarding 
regional, indirect impacts of the plan (e.g. population growth, 
changes in resource demand, etc.). 

2) The plan can be used as a tool to guide use of public lands to 
mitigate or control secondary impacts of the proposed project. 

I suggest that you designate a staff person to coordinate these two 
projects with Chris Beck (Susitna Plan project manager). 

As stated in DNR's recent comments on recreation planning, we are concerned 
that recreational facilities planned in conjunction with the hydropower 
project may be under-utilized. A related concern is the high cost to the 
state of maintaining potentially over-developed, under-used public 
recreation facilities. 

02..001A( Rev.l0/79) 
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Susitna Hydro Project -2- October 11, 1982 

The Division of Geological and Geophysical Survey has completed a detailed 
review of the soils and geology components of the feasibility study. Those 
comments (attached) are intended to be informal and for the consideration of 
APA and its contractorso Other geological and geophysical concerns are 
listed below. 

1) Existing information indicates that glaciers in the project area 
are retreating; this and their seasonal nature rray affect water 
availability. 

2) The two large bodies of water created by the proposed project may 
affect the micro-climate of the area. 

3) The dams, by blocking sediment travel, may increase erosion 
downstream. 

4) There may be a substantial change in the area betvaen the tvro dams 
over a period of time in response to changes in flow regime, the 
amount of sediment introduced and transported, and the aydraulic 
geometry of the valley (gradient, width, depth, discharge, and 
velocity of the channel). 

The department requests that a~ trees felled in the project be made 
available to the public and that commercial quantities of forest products be 
made available to the commercial community for harvest and utilization. 

Attachments 

cc: Chris Beck, DRD 
Leila Wise, DRD 
Al Carson, DRD 

RS:LW:lln 

- -



MEMORANDUM 
TO; 

FROM: 

AL C.f\RSON 
Deputy Director, DRD/DNR 

RANDALL UPDIKE 
Geolugist V, DGGS 

State of Alaska 
Deparf.nelt of Nattral Resotrees 
Division of Geol()Jica1 & Geqilysical SLrVey 

DATE: 4-26-82 

FILE NO: 

TELEPHONE NO: 688-3555 

suBJECT: Review of Susitna 
Hydro Feasibility Study 

I have been requested to review Volume II, Section 6, Soils and Geology of 

the Susitna Hydroelectric feasibility study, representing DGGS. My conments wil'l 

sometimes refer to specific paragraphs within the section but are gerrerally of i 

summary nature based upon the discussion of the entire section • 

. 
To insure the long-term integrity Qf a high masonry dam such as those under 

consideration in the Susitna Hydroelectric Project, three fundamental issues of 

geotechn1cal siting must be addressed: (1) geologic foundation conditions at 

the damsite, (2) suitability of the reservoir based upon the geologic 

interaction between the basin, stored water, and dam, and (3) seismic exposure 

of the system. My following discussion will be essentially limited to item (2) 

above which is the prime concern of Section 6. These co~1ents are based upon 

the nine page summary that I was provided for review. 

We can identify five criteria which are essential, but complex~ geologic 

variables in evaluating the suitability of a given terrain for rese\·voir 

develoJ)Tient: (1) nature and variability of bedrock within, adjacent to, and 

beneath the proposed reservoir basin, (2) composition and distribution of 

unconsolidated deposits over bedrock within the basin, (3) basin geometry 

(including slope angles), (4) distribution and flow gradients of surface and 

ground waters within and adjacent to the basin, and (5) ambient stress fields 

within and ndjacent to the basin. 

-
11 ~-

(I 



li 
I~ 

I' 
11 

I' 
11 

·~ 
IJ 

1: 

I
; 
l 

j; 

I, 

·~ 
·~ 
[ 

I. ·-"' 

'$ 

The overwhelming majority of hydroelectric dams in the world ha~~ safely met and 

exceeded design specifications since construction. In fact, masonry dams have 

performed better than most manmade structures during earthquakes.. However, 

catastrophies associated with dams and their reservoirs have occurred frequently 

enough to warrant our utmost concern. One of the most serious threats to the 

dam-reservoir-basin systen is the potential for massive, high velocity 1 andsl ides 

entering the reservoir. Such slides can propagate destructive surface waves which 

impinge on opposite shorelines and occasionally the dcm itself. Such was the case 

of the Vaiont Dam, Italy, 1963, when a 230 foot-high wave was generated by a 

slide, leaving 2,600 dead ~1d missing~ 

1.) Bedrock-related concerns. 

The majority of great landslides in recorded history have involved the slope 

failure of indurated sediments, or bedrock. These failures typically occur along 

one or more discontinuities within the rock, which, for a variety of reasons, have 

shear stresses exceeding resisting frictional stresses. Discontinuities are often 

p1 anar, and may be repeated in a subpar· all el manner through the rock body. In 

some cases failure results from the intersection of two or more sets of weakness 

planes. From the bedrock geology descriptions for the basins upstream from the 

two damsites I would like the following to be considered: 

l.A) Metamorphic rocks are of concern due to the foliation and joint patterns 

which typically develop in such rock, as well as the mineral assemblage 

itself ~ich often can be easily sheared to further lubricate failure 

planes (p. ~-2, para. 3). 

l .. B) Conjugate joint sets typical of intrus~ve rocks (which are also 

·indicated to be present in the basins) can generate complex failure schemes 

(p. 6-2, para. 2; p .. 6-5, para. 2). 

Susitna Hydro Feasibility Study Review Randall Updike Page 2 

0 

--~,_,.--~-~-· -~- ----~~- ~-~----~-~---·-----'---~---------·-



lC.) The contacts between rock units, for example those between the intrusive 

rocks and arg·i 11 ite-graywacke sequence!J can serve as extensive planes of 

discontinuity (p. 6-2! para. 3; p. 6-5, para. 2). 

l.D) Although no active faults may be identified in or near the project area, 

nlliierous older inactive faults probably exist and, in conjunction with 

myl on it i zat ion a 1 ong these zones, can provide additional p 1 an ar trends for~ 

failure. Often, major river valleys follow regional fault trends with 

subsidiary faults paralleling the trend of the master· fault .. Thus, the 

subsidiary faults may tend to parallel the valley walls, enhancing the 

failure susceptability along these trends (p. 6-5, para. 3). 

l.E) In addition to planar discontinuities within mappable biedrock of the 

valley walls, concern should be expressed for bedrock structures "hidden" 

beneath the unconsolidated sediments in the valley floorsD This would be of 

prime concern as reservoir filling proceeded, which induces profound physical 

stresses on the underlying rock massesg as well as imposing large hydraulic 

head values over a broad saturated "foot print" of the reservoir floor (p. 

6-2, para. 1; p. 6-4, para. 2). 

2.) Unconsolidated sediments. 

Whereas bedrock failures usually occur as moving blocks or slabs, unconsolidated 

sediments (e.g., soil, till, alluvium, colluvium) lack strong interJ)article 

bonding and, therefore, are more susceptible to ~1ope failure .. Concerns I have, 

based upon the summary geologic report are: 

2.A) Contacts (discontinuities) between unconsolidated sediments and 

underlying bedrock are usually abrupt$ at high angles along valley walls, and 

saturated with groundwater (p. 6-3, para. 1; p. 6-4
1
, p.ara. 2-3). 

2.8) Typically glacially-related sediments vary significantly in texture and 

d~gree of consolidation which can produce: 

Susitna Hydro Peasibility Study Review Randall Updike Page 3 
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2.8 .. 1) Under-consolidated {soft) sediments below grade {p. 6-4,, para •. 2) 

2.8.2) Seismically liquefiable sands and silts (p. 6-7, para. 1) 

~.B.3) Textural discontinuities which can act as failure planes {pe 6-4, 

para. 2-3) 

2.8.4) Confined aquifers having substantial hydraulic head 

2 .C) Old 1 andsl ides were identified in the report. Often such slides are in 

equil ibrillll with existing conditions which can be dr·amatically modified by 

reservoir water encroachment with associated ground water table rise. This 

can cause reactivation of old slides (pw 6-3, para. 5}. 

3.) Concerns related to thawing permafrost. 

Unconso1 idated deposits under a permafrost regime have a passive rigidity \\tlich is 
e 

abruptly diminished when thawed. Often this results in slow solifluction-like 

flows which may prove more of a nuisance than a hazard to facilitiese However, 

the identification of pennafrost in unconsolidated sediments on moderate to steep 

slopes prompts: 

3.A) The rapid flowage of supersaturated, thawed debris, often over 

still-frozen sediments in the subsurface {p. 6-3, para. 2; p. 6-5, para. 4). 

3.8) Both surface infiltration and groundwater flow regimes will be enhanced 

by the thawing process, transmitting larger volumes of water to potential slide 

interfaces. 

4.) Changes in groundwater regime. 

In addition to the groundwater affects mentioned above, the rise of water level in 

the reservoir filling process, and fluctuations qf that level, \\rill significantly 

change the hydraulic grad·ient of groundwater in sediments and bedrock upslope from 

the wa·~:er line. This causes both failure plane lubrication and hydraulic 

unloading~f shear-resisting stresses on discontinuities. 

Susitna Hydro Feasibility Study Review Randall Updike Page 4 
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_5_. '-) _s_t_re.;...,;~,_s_-s_t~a_t_·e_co_n_c_e_r_n_s • 

As far as I can discern the stability of the slopes within the reservoir basins is 

aSSlllled to be a steady-state system.. T~ variable stress conditions come to mind. 

5.A) The oversteepened valley walls are presently in disequilibrium with 

respect to previous rapid g1acia1 unloading. This will occassionally be 

manifested by rock failure along steep, bedrock, glaciated surfaces (p. 6-1, 

para. 5-6). 

S.B) Seismic accelerations which may not be·of concern to dam design, may be 

very ·significant in· slope stability. I saw no mention of this. 

6.) Rapid_slides into reservioirs. 

It seens that one must be predisposed to consiC~r that design-life big slides will 

occur into the reservoir. With this in mind I am concerned about: 

6.A) The affect of slides along the margins of the reservoir which may 

over-run operational of recreational facilities (eeg., roads, campgrounds). 

~.B) Where slab failures are potentially to occur on steep slopes, the mass 

may be airborne and enter the lake along a ballist•ic path. This can generate 

w.aves several tens of feet hi,gh \tilich,. in turn, af1Fect: 

.§..:8 .1) Boats on the rese:rvoi rs 

6.8.2) Facilities along the shore (across the lake, downstream and/or 

upstream) 

6 .8.3) Where the reservoir follows bends in the valley causing an 

enhanced additive affect off of these curves, resulting in progressively 

bigger ~aves at unpredicted locations downstream • 

. ~.8.4) The dffil itself, if the slide is rJear the dam, due to surging of 

w&ter away from (drawdown), against, and ovel" the dam, resulting in 

stresses exceeding dam design limits 

Sus,itna Hydro Feasibility Study Review Randall Updike Page 5 
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6 .C) Landslides may occur in part or \'klolly below water-level in the 

reservoir which may not generate surface waves but could displace very 1 arge 

volumes of water resulting in surge or drat~own at the dam. 

Based upon the foregoing comnentary I feel that a strong plea must be made to 

exanine the locations, types, magnitude, and pot<~ntial frequency of 

reservoir-basin landslides. The soils and bedrock at the two sites suppor.t the 

feasibility of the project. However, slope studies, wave modeling, and possibly 

stabilization measures should be an integral part of the design and construction. 

Please Teel free to contact me at 688-3555. 

RU/jlw 

Enclosures 

cc: Ross G. Schaff 

B i 11 Barn we 11 

Dick Reger 

Susitna Hydro Fea.sibil ity Study Review Randall Updike Page 6 
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ATTACHMENTS TO UPDIKE Mffi~ORANDUM 

RE; Susitna Hy.dro Feasibility Study 
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Figure 8 from Patton and Hendron (1974) on the following page 
shows some of the stress release phenomena that might 
be ex,pected in the Susitna Project where steep glacial 
terrain is encountered. 
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Figure 9 from Patton and Hendron (1974) shows the potent~al for 
failure along the interface between unconsolidated surficial 
deposits (referred to as 'residual soil') and bedrock. 
Note the authors' emphasis on water conditions, which is 
also important at Susitna. 
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Figure 4 from Patton and Hendron (1974) showing the change in 
Piezometric levels as a result of the reservoir influence 
on aquifers. Figure 17 (following pag·e) further shows 
how this piezometric change can influence .:t potential 
slide plane. 
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FIG. 17 ILLUSTRATION OF THE SIMPLIFIED METHOD OF ANALYSIS 

() 

iiiiii iifM 

{' 



I have 

f· 

included the following table 
wave heights associated with 
bodies of water. 

which shows the measured 
landslides entering large 
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April 16, 1982 

DEPARDlENT OF NATl:R.AL RESOURCES'S 
TESTI!'10NY TO THE ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

I appreciate the opportunity to provide comments to the Power Authority 
Board of Directors on the Susitna Hydroelectric proje~t. 1 regret that, 
because of other commitments in Juneau, I am unable to personally delive~ 
these con:puents. 

At the invitation of the Alaska Power Authority, the Department of 
Natural Resources has been working info~-mally'with the Authority over 
the last two years to help formulate and carry out studies designed to 
ans~er the questions Yhich ultimately will determine whether the Susitna 
Dam proposals are feasible. The purpose of this testimony today is 
twofold: First, to identify Susitna Hydroelectric issues that are 
~i thin. !-P.~ __ sP.}~l~~~:£ ~ ~~~ l.s ~~~'?~;_;y ;-an¢ .:!~cond:j;1:o · ,!Dake-·r~s~~fi!_p.d~.:::_ 
tions to t.he Board of Directors on the continuation_ of pt.·oj ect develop-
ment, as .request-ed in the January 26 letter from Mr. Conway. 

SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC RELATED ISSUES WITHIN THE PURVIEW OF THE DEPARTMENT 
OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

The Depart~ent of Natural Resources ~ill be required to make decisions 
on two ma.jor facets of the Susitna Hydroelectric Project. These are: 

1. DNR responsibilities for water appropriation (and possibly instream 
flo...: reservations)' frorr: the Susitna River. 

2. Rights-of-~ay permits for access into the dam\ sites and transmission 
line route:s. Other land use permits for access to construction sites, 
gravel for construction, and other land use related needs as they occur 
on state o~~ed lands. 

The role of the Department of Natural Resources in water rights appro
priation will be an adjudicatory one. According to Alaska Statute 
46.15.080 (b), the impacts of water appropriation on the public interest 
shall be considered during adjudication. Areas of public interest are 
defined in the Statute as follows: 

1. The benefit to the applicant resulting from the proposed 
appropriation. 

2. The ef feet of t.he economic act.ivity resulting from the proposed 
appropriation. 

3. The effect on fish and game resources and on public recreational 
opportunities. 

4. The effect on public health . 

.. 
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5. The effect of loss of alternate uses of water that might be 
made within reasonable time if not precluded or hindered by rhe 
proposec appropriation. 

6. Ha~ to other persons resulting from the proposed apprgpriation. 

7. The intent and ability of the applicant to complete the appro
priation. 

8. The effect upon access to navigable waters. 

The DNR will be looking to the Feasibility Study· data and information to 
describe the relationship between various streamflow levels and how they 
will impact fisheries.and aquatic habitat downstream. Thus, from this 
Department's perspective, instream flow studies and the relationship of 
various flow levels to aquatic habitat.; and fisheries resources are 
vital. The studies administered by the APA will be the fundamental 
source of dat.a and information used by: DNR to make the public interest 
.• _.,. ·-~· .,.._.. ~ -~ ......... ~ fN4$2:0.~> ~"" ...... --......... ,, ~' '""~~ :4(1 .-- · • ,._. 

f·±ndings= descr.tb~ectcrlru've-:o We" at e--ea1:rer-to *l:e'vft!w•arrd--commenr upon·~ the-
present and future plans for instream flow sfudies. To date, we have 
not been provided an opportunity to review or comment upon the instream 
flow study approachr 

The access to the dam sites and the policy surrounding the extent of 
access after construction ~ill lead to one of the most significant 
impacts of the project. The Power Authority has stated that the permit 
for use of a "pioneer road" is needed in 1982 (before a F .E. R. C. pe.cmit 
is iEsued) if the power is to be on line eleven years later. One signifi
cant issue is the possibility of the construction of a road to the 
proposed dam sites and a subsequent decisi0n by the state not to construct 
the da~s. It would appear to be in the best interest of the Power 
Author~ty, the land managin& agencies, and the public to identify other 
alternatives which will allot.: the neces~ary access to the proposed dam 
sites in a manner which prevents irreversible impacts. In order to 
prevent this issue from being a potential delay in progress, we recommend 
that the APA take the lead in convening a multi-agency, multi-disciplinary 
effort to accomplish the goal stated above. 

The second issue is the long term land use implica::ions of access to the 
proposed clam sites. The provision of access to the dam sites should not 
unwittingly dete~ine the types and extent of land use impact on the 
surrounding lands in the upper Susitna Valley. Carefully determined 
access route decisions could result in a multiple purpose route which 
could facilitate and enhance other uses of the surrounding lands. In 
order to accomplish this, tnc ciarr. access route decision should be made 
in conjunction with surrounding land owners, land managers, and the 
general public. As on the other-issue above, ~he DNR is willing to 
participate cooperatively with the Alaska Power Authority, other agencies, 
and the public to resolve this matter so tha~ it does not become a 
potential delaying factor for the proposed proje~t or a future manage
ment problem for land Ow'Tlers and managers. 

-
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Sill-frf..ARY AND RECOHHENDATIONS 

In summary, the Department of Katural Resources has three reco~enda
tions: 

1. The Department supports continued studies in the socio-economic, 
technical, and environmental areas. The preliminary work accomplished 
so far indicates that the project is technically feasible. · Further 
work is needed to establish the information and data for water 
appropriation and fishery mitigation. Additionally, we recommend 
further work on the timing, route and conditions of access to the 
proposed dam sitesc 

. 
2. With respect to the question of.whether it is desirable to 
submit an application to the F.E.R.C. on September 30, 1982, we 
offer the following comments. The APA Board of Directors and the 
staff should carefully weigh the advantages and disadvantages of 

:_St!bmitting ·the -formal app!ica:n-ion· on-:-S~pt:em_ber-.-30.;-rr-1982. If that 
course of action would result in the ~A acqu .. :..J..u~ a r • .t:..R..C. 
permit to construct in the most timely and economical way, the~. 

that course of action makes sense. However, if on the other hand, 
a formal application would result in delays) increased potentials 
for litigation, and a hardening of adversarial roles between the 
APA, other agencies, and other interested parties, then the possibility 
of these delays should be considered. We believe that the P~A 
Board and the Staff are in the best position to evaluate pros 
and cons and to determine whether a F.E.R.C. application on 
September 30, 1982, is desirable or not. From our more narroY 
agency standpoint, DNR is not opposed to a F.E.R.C. application so 
long as our agency concerns and responsibilities can be fully and 
openly detennined through the traditional intervenor process. 

3. We compliment the APA Board of Directors and staff for encour
aging inter-agency interdisciplinary approach to identify ways to 
improve the coordination and ultimately the results of the feasibility 
studies. We belieJe that strengtnenirig this approach will facilitate· 
a mvre cooperative and constructive role for those agencies which 
have re?ponsibilities that require them to take action on the 
Susitna Hydroelectric Project. Specifically, we recommend strength
ening and enhancing the role of a group similar to the Susitna 
Hydroelectric Steering Committee which has been providing informal 
agency comments to the APA on this project for the last two years. 

---
- ·-· .. ; 
~ 
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Septed»er 2. 1982 

Ms. Lee McAnemey. Coam1ssioner 
Department of Coalunity and Regional Affairs 
Pouch B 
Juneau, A 1 aska 99811 

Dear Coalrlss1oner McAnerney: Sus1tna Hydroelectric Project;, 

During the seeond quarter of th~s year, b1e Alaska Power Authority 
circulated the draft Feasib111ty Report on the Susitna Hydroelectric 
Project and ntmerous supporting documents to State, Federal and local · 
agencies with intere$t in the project. This circulation included 
virtually all of the data and analysis done to that date d~r1ng the 
study. Currently, efforts are proceeding towards cotnpleting the f1rst 
phase of planning efforts and submitting a license application to the 
Federa 1 Energy Regulatory Coa~iss1on in the first quarter of 1983. 

·t 

During the remaining time before filing~ the Sus1tna study team 
will be ref1n1ng the plans presented earlier this year and continuing to 
evolve proposed m1t1gat1on plans for project iMpacts. This effort will 
include requesting another review of the project's Environmental Report~ 
which is the draft of the FERC license application Exh1b1t E, by your 
agenc.y. We will be circulating the draft in m1d-November of this year. 
AFter f111ng with and acceptance of the appl 4 tat1on by FERC, there will 
be another opportunity to coDIDf!fit on the appdcat1on~ including Exhibit 
E. 

At this time we would appreciate any input into the continued plan 
development you could provide. In particular, we request your ~uidance 
with regard to project impacts and the m1t1gat1on opportunities your 
agency would recommend. These comments will be helpful both in identi
fying and addressing the IRDSt iaportant areas of concern in the next 
draft Exhibit E and in document1ng agency comments and recomaendat1ons 
before FERC. In order to address these comments 1n the draft, it would 
be most helpful to have them by the first of October. 

As you know, the planning process is dynamic. Current efforts are 
focused on project access, transmission corridors and project operation 
alternatives. Although this information has not yet been distributed 
for coall!nt, it will be included in the Exhibit E draft. 

\-:... 

(j 



Septl!lllber.: 2. 1~ 
Ca.1ss1oner Mc.Anerney . 
Pa!e 2 

We wl COlle your. cra~ent on a 11 areas of the· project. but, t n 
accordance with Section 4.41. of the FERC regulations. we are particular
ly interested 1n your comments with regard to archeological and 
historical, and soc1oeconom1c issues. In these areaso we would like to 
address your concerns on potential impacts and mitigation measures which 
~an be included in project plans. 

Your continued support and participation in the developqnt of the 
Sus1tna project license ~pp11cat1on 1s greatly appreciated. 

EPY:Itb 

cc: Nr •. J. Hayden 
Mr. Lawrence H. Kimball, Jr. 

l{ --
mt'trmrtim' 

Very tru'ly yours, 

SJG~JED 
Eric P. Vould 
Executive Director 

. -···.I. 
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SeptSer 2. i~ 

· Mr .. Ke1tb Schreiner 
Page 2 

We welcome your c01-aent on all areas of the ptVje!ct, but, 1n 
~ccord1nce with Se~t1on 4.41 of the FERC ·regulations, we are particular
ly interested in your c·cmuents with regard to fish, wildlife and 
habitat. In these areasf) we would 11ke to address your concerns on 
potential impacts and mitigation measu~as which can be included in 
project plans. 

Your continued support and part1c1pat1on 1n ·the developr~ent of tbe 
Su!1tna prnject license application 1s greatly apprec1•ted. 

. 
Mr. J. Hayden 
Mr. Robert Bowker 
Mr. Gary Stackhouse 

-

Yer.y tryly yours. 

SIGNED . 
Eric P. Youl~ 
Executive Director 



United States Departrrtent of the Interior 

IN AEPL 'f ~EFEn !"'J 

W\ES 

FISII AND \\'i LDI.I Fl:. Sl:R V ICf· 
1011 E. TUDOR RD. 

ANCHORAGE. AL\SK:\ 9~503 
(907) :!i6-JXOO 

Eric Yould, Executive Director 
Alaska Power Authority 
334 \-lest sth Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Dear Hr. Yould: 

0 S OCT SQ2 

This responds to your letter dated 2 September 1982 requesting Fish and 
Wildlife Service (FWS) input on Susitna Hydroelectric project impacts and 
potential mitigation pertaining to fish and wildlife resou.~ces. We have 
previously provided as input to the Alaska PO\-rer Authority (APA) and its 
consultants some of our concerns. Please reference the testimony presented to 
the APA Board by Deputy Regional Director LeRoy Sowl, f1./S, on 16 April 1982, 
our letters dated 15 November 1979, 23 June 1980, 30 December 1980, 5 January 
1982, and 17 August 1982, and the Susitna Hydro Steering Committee (SHSC) 
letter dated 5 March 1982. We expect that the issues raised in these letters 
?nd testimony would be addressed in the license application. We anticipate 
making additional co1m1ents after our review of the 1982 field data and 
analysis and during our formal consult?.tion review of the draft Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission (FERC) license application Exhibit E. 

Presently, the FWS is internally reviewing a draft document prepared under the 
auspices of the R-/S f4itigation Policy (F.R. Vol. 46, Ho. 15, 23 January 
1981). The purpose of this document is to establish for this agency project 
area Resource Categories and the corresponding mitigation goals. Following 
completion of our internal review, the draft document will ~e provided to the 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G), the Environmental Protection 
Agency, and the National Harine Fisheries Service for a 30-day review period. 
Fo 11 owing incorporation of comments from these agencies the document wi 11 be 
released to the APA and the FERC. We expect to issue the document around 15 
December 1982. By providing this analysis we intend to: (1} allow the APA 
and FERC to anticipate FWS reconmendations and plan for mitigation needs; and 
(2} reduce-potential conflicts and project delays. It is the intention of the 
FWS to protect and conserve the most important and valuable fish and wildlife 
reso~rces while facilitating balanced development of the nation's natural 
resources. Copies of our Mitigation Policy have been previously provided to 
you. If you need additional copies please do not hesitate to contact the 
Field Supervisor, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 605 W. 4th Avenue, Room 
G-81, Anchorage~ Alaska 99501" {907 -271-457?). 

The following comments should not be considered as superseding comments 
previously provided or foreclosing future opportunities to provide input on 
fish and wildlife resouce impacts and mitigation options, prior to, and during 
the FERC licensing process. 

---
---

\) 
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DEPT. OF COD11UNITY A' REGIONAL At"'FAIRS 

~OF CIJMIII.IIIrr! I'IAIJIJIIII; 

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

Dear f~r. Yould: 

October 4, 1982 

I 

225 CORDOVA, BUILDING 8 
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501 

;-t .. • ,- -) 
: ... .,J ~' ..... 

OCT 1 21982 

ALASKA POVJE~ AUTHORITY 

Your letter of September 2, 1982 requested this Department's guidance 
regarding potential impacts of the Susitna Hydroelectric Project and 
mitigation measures that might be appropriatee Regarding potential 
project impacts, we would refer you to our letter of May 28, 1982 which 
expressed our concerns relative to impacts. The issues raised and 
points made in that letter remain valid. 

In terms of mitigation measures, it \'/Ould be more productive to offer 
detailed suggestions once the draft Feasibility Report is revised to 
incorporate collJJlents of reviewers and then circulated for review. 
We wou1d at this time encourage continued close coordination with the 
Matanuska-Susitna Borough, Cook Inlet Rt~gion, Inc. and appropriate State 
and federal agencies during revision of project reports and preparation 
of FERC application materials. 

Sincerely, 

w /.AJ.~ 
Lee McAnerney ~ 
ColTJTiissioner 

cc: Lawrence H. Kimball, Jr., Director 
Division of Community Planning 

Al Carson, Chairman 
Susitna·Hydroelectric Steering Committee 

Gary Thurlow, Manager 
Matanuska-Susitna Borough 

Claudio Arenas, Planning Director 
Matunuska-Susitna Borough 

--



. 
Mr. Keith Schreiner 
Reg1onaa 01 rector, R~e.g1on 1 
u.s. fish and Wildlife Service 
1011 E. Tudcr Road 
Anchorage. Alaska 99503 

Dear Mr. Schreiner: 

September 2, 1982 

During the second quarter of· thifli year~ the Alas~a Pmter Authorit~ 
circulated the draft Feasibility Report on the Susitna Hydroelectric 
Project and numerous supporting documents to State. Federal and local 
agenc1~s with interest in the projectg This circulation 1ncli.tded 
virtually all of the data and analysis done to that date during the 
study. Currently, efforts are proceeding t-owards ~Qiftpleting the first 
phase of planning efforts and submi-tting a 11cense applic~tion ·to the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 1n .the first quarter of 1983. 

During the remaining t1me before f111ng~ the Sus1t~ study tea. 
will be ref1n1ng the plan~ presented earlier tbis year and continuing to 
evolvt! propo$ed sitigat1on plans for project 1rD1J~Cts. This effort wi11 
include re.qu&st1ng another rev1ew of the proj,ect•s fi~viromtwmtal 'Report, 
which 1s the dr~ft of the FERC license application Exhibit E, by your 
agency. We will be circulating the draft in mid-November of this year. 
AFter- filing with and acceptance of the ~pplication by FERC, there will 
be another opportunity ~ tooment on the application, including Exh1b1t 
E .. 

At th1s time we would appreciate any input into the continued plan 
development you could provide. In particular, we request your guidance 
with regard to project impacts and the m1t1gat1on opportunities your 
agency ~~1d recommend. These comments will be helpful both 1n identi
fying and addressing the most important areas of concern in the next 
draft Exhibit E and in document1ng agency comments and recommendations 
before FERC. In order to address these comments 1n the draft, it would 
be most helpful to have them by the first of October. 

As.you know, the planning process is dynamic. :urrent"effcrts ~re 
focused on proje~t access, transmission corridors and proj-ect operation 
alternatives. Although this information has not yet been distributed 
for comment. it will be included in the Exhib1t E draft,. 

) . 
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o~H:Jpo~i~ion, .w.J nui.r·,\~:~~ lo.:.'vL·l::. to r.wint:Jin ln~ ~xistinq fisner~' SllJul;:! 
I'\ full~, evuluutet.l. T:.i:. ~.:.):,J.J pruvi<.J..: th~ bus·.:linc t,~ .. \lhich prGjeCt 
JUjJciCt~ couJ.J oc cV-.;ludtc.:. lur instJncc, i1ov: anr! to \·:hat ex~enc tne 
·q·ujccl ~1ould noc!ify prt::;eq:. cvndit:ions, hO\! th~se ctianges '..·JOule.! ililpact 
tpositivc1y 01~ ne9u.Lively~ t:1:: t.Jiot.:;, what project modification-5 could be 
1111'1crtaken to r;tinii;~i::e, or· elii.iinate adverse ir;1pacts, and iJ:ipaets of 
mcrernental changes in thes~ parameters should be fully assessed. 
~;itigation options ~ust be examined on the basis of a defensible, 
.p1«ntified ililpact analysis. 

Nan; tlf these concerns were raised previously. We refer you to Su~task 7.10 
risli Lcology: A Sur'ley of Questions and Concerns Pertaining to Instrear;1 FloH 
Aspt··· t s of the ? ruposec.! Sus i tna ~iydroe 1 ectri c Project (nay 1981) anci Sub task 
7. 1,' Fisr. Eco1ugy: Instrea:,l rlO\·J ;\ssessment for the Propsseci Susitna 
rl::::r .... ~lactr-ic; ?rJject !ssue :\.ie:i:ifica~ion and Baseline Data Analysis 1981 
Sumn.lt"Y r\eport U1at .. cr. 1982}. iJe ~xp.:c-: that th~ issues identified in these 
rep,·!·~~ ,Jill !Ja reevah.1ated in light. of the i332 field season. 

To .1\hieve tile aforei;Jen:ionec; goals, the aiialysis rilust provide the fol10\·.·ing: 

a. .:uantify the· re1a::ionshiw Jet\leer. r.tain::;tream disct:arge and the 
. ~ v 4 i i a:, i : i t y of f i s:: l"1 a :.ii i: a ~ 1.:-.' : i f e s t a q e { pas:; a .j e , n i 11 i n g , spa vm i r. :.; , 
1·t:ar in~ j ~ in the' s 1 ou~n ~, ~hi~- ::nanne ls,- and· ma i :1 ;treaw. 

b. i:.5ess the inter~e1u.tio:lS!~it; of the Susitna River to it~ triLutar1es in 
,·~·gard to fishery nab ii:a. ~. r~qu i remen ts vs. 1 ife s ta:Je. 

r ,.. '•l"\r'~.;.;-, .:.n· •. rr..l-:-;~"~.1""_1._ ... ~-···ee:· :"lr: a ... ra·• o-:-.- -.--IO'_t' r;:o:::;l'me-: an~ -~-l·Sn · ••-.A I'- I I_. \o ':,. , ._ 1\..o,. 1'..,11 ..) : .,: ,J':. \oil ol C.. 1 .,i o '-J ...., ~ 

'l''1·'"a- ,;o.,,.,. ... ru.ar1 .... ,.- -- "- .. -;')-n"" 4-hrOU''"OU .. tn' ~ J\':::_=,t·. l.w:,. ~ U >ol~-,.; II ~·I ,~lJ!,O::~ ... c.; \.I :;,;1 ;_ ~ U 

d. !den:ify the source, flo~. cne~ical an~ te~perature characteristics of 
~,p\·Je1ling \water ';n ~ne ::;loughz and their relationship tc r.Jainstreaw 
~·ond it ions throughout the year. Th i 5 shou 1 d include an eva 1 ua t ion of the 
~~fluence of ice :over on tne relationship betweeA the :nainstrear.J an~ the 
; .. toughs. 

e. ~Jseline surface and int~~gravel temperature dat~ sufficient to describe 
!.He annual thermal re7~iiiies ~f th~ main5tream river, side channels, and 
~laughs above Talkeet~~- The relationship of these three river components 
J:;ust be established to :!iioll a realistic assessment of potential project 
~::tpacts. 

f. :he rel~tionship between u.cbient and potential project-caused temperature 
:onditiotlS and sal~on eliloryo survival and rate of development. 

g. :ne viability of slough ~~odifications to increase fishery habitat needs to 
~~ deoonstrated. 

-
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project, \:itil tile Su~itna project umt tn~ nau~.:;:.) of uiiY JJro:::wa~ol t~ 
cstabiish ~uli::Oil in ti1e upper i-iver 011 c:.~i:;:1.1'.; fis.;et-i\.!S, 
particular-ly grayling. Consideration snoulu u..: 9iven to potential 
eonflict·s bet\leen mitigation options to offse~ pr·oject-caused losses 
to grayling vs. salmon. 

J • Th A. -· 1. e po"'en ... lu ~..o esta!.>lish/expantl t!1e sill!dOil fisher·y bet\Jaen t:1e 
Watana dar.t sites in the absence of a Devil Canyon 

'· "" 

, 
I • 

Devil Canyon and 
development. 

~Jitbin and out-of-uasil1 oppm·tunities to off;)et losses to risi1eries 
such as strear.1 stocking, lak~ fertilizatioil, ~xtension of existin2 
fis:-ter·ies, and increasing pt:Jlic fishing ac:-.!SS ualcl oppoa·tuni-:ies. 

Extent ·of de\'1aterin9 uet.veen ~he Devi 1 Ca11yon dar:i and its pO\Ierhous~ 
anc O.SSOCiated fiSi1Cr:,· lj;l!JO.CtS, ollt; illiti~a-;:iot: options. 

m. Pre- and post ... project n i ~rogen 1 eve 1 s in Qev n Canyon and impacts. 

•.. 'o'·;,''l·...,r ... , .-~1')_,..~,.. 14 ::\,-·:···,: ~ ... ,... a·l-~.- .;., :1- .. ·:·-:•r)~)-~T'·u·· .. , .. .:lil". 
• 1 • !.:! ., 11 u ., v u 1 111 1 Q .... 1...;, ~ 1 c. .. ..: ;; ... v .... • 1 1 S I:;:: 1 I • , -.1" ;a ~ .. C:m. '"" ... .. I '- , \iol u 

chemical composition of the Susitna ~iver ~u~ to :ne proposed proj~:~. 

"" -r:..,,... 'l· ... o::s.-• o: ,...:...~tf"j"'"""'f!" ;~ • .; .... -L"\ ... = .. 1...,. .• ;c ...-;. •• ~ ... .:_ .. ..:.... ....~~.-.:,.. .... -: 
....1 • j ,, ~ u• • ..,.,_.., t ._,,._.••:;c._. , •• •• t tt '-'-' , ...;1 .... 1 ""ut ..,. t ~' .,..., ; ~·'\,;·~·tl \...WI 

composition, saiini't . .J' ievei.s, and tir.lins an.:: e:-:-c:n~ of ice forma.tion 

p. 

q. 

anc ~raa::-up or. thE i:-:;tuar~:. 

ine vic..ui1ity of a r·eser·voir fis;,-:r .. · ne~~.; -=~ :...·:.: evalu&:tt:~ ti11·ovt: .. a.i 
assessment of: predictari res;rvoii .. tet:tpet·~:ures, tur~idity, chemical 
compo$ition and anticipai:e~ orir:iat·~· pr·oduc·.:ivi\:~·, av~iiable ~pawtin:; 
habitat, pot~ntial for establisning spil\min:: naoitat, and th~ 
,-c:1ationship of a reservoir fishery to t.:3'tel:i!is:ied ~r'iuu'!:arj 
fisheries. 

Tne timing, extent, and :;aasQnal varial..i1it:· oi· daiiy pea1:in~ \·lhich 
v1ould occur with either a one or tuo dar.; syster.; and tnc associated 
aquatic ir.ipacts. 

r. Hydrau 1 ic turbine configurations \J"ith Loti, a ou~ anti tuo dam 
confiauration related to maxiraizing fi0\1 reiease options vs. more 
fiexible turbine system alternatives. 

s. The impacts of anticipated operation flow release schedules ott the 
aquatfc system during a critical lou uater period. 

-
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Pll.: OII!Jt>in:, \dl!Jiiil: :;tudic~ Jrt' pruvl,.lin<_: t!lc :,..~:;i_; upu,, · ... iiic!i ii.ipJc~ 
JssessiilCni:. ilnd 1.dti~utiJr1 ;Jlunnin•J ta!~...: ;Jlu~c. Ue lJ•.!liev0 ~he present ~tu~ies 
ne2d ~oLe rc:lot~d to hiibita~ vJlue. Popu1ution ~3tiuute:.;, b.:;: thera:;elv·:s, 1.re 
often unrc1iJu10 ·indicc1tor:; for ~valuati11:; project it.i~ilct~ Ol• fish an~! 
\:ih~lifi:? n:source:;. Sill:i~lin·J c1~r0rs, cyclic f1uc~uution~ of population~, an<.i 
the lJc~~ of tines series dato all contribute to this unrelia~i1ity. ihe FHS 
lJelieves that nabitat value based upon ~wedicted can-yin:; capJcity and human 
use data is a much better basis for determining mitigation requirements. 
Hm.;~ver, consideration of impacts of a project directly to fish and vtildlife 
populations should not be foreclosed. Population ir1formation can be an 
important suppletilent in fish and vtildlife r.1itigation planning .. 

lJe support the species specific ~itigation planning based upon the National 
E:nviror.tcntal Policy Act guidelines {i.e., to first try ~o avoid any adverse 
ittipacts, then if that is not pos~ible, to r.1inir.1ize, etc.}. naxir.1um efforts 
:;ilou1d U~ put forth :o avoid adverse ililpacts to r.IOOS2, caribou~ iJr0\111 bcal·, 
alae~~ bear, gray \IOlf, Dall sheep, oaavcr, ;:>ine r.Jar\:en, bald eagle, ·~oiden 
eagle, and trumpetet- S\lan. \Ju consider tttese r~iidlife species as havinu high 
pu;.d ic i nte:rest, economi-c va 1 ue, and eco 1 og i cal significance in terms of 
tracking project-related icpact~ to ha~itat values. 

·~d..J'•' " .... , . "" -I 't' ._. . •· t' . l I . 1"\ u1:..lona. terres~.r1a1 lr.ipac~.s an\.1 r,n 1ga~.1on 1nves~.1ga 1ons s,·:;>u,;:. axai:nne: 

J. 

? -. 

3. 

'! ..,.. 

5. 

~isposai of ~aterial e·;avated at the Devil Canyon ~add1aaam. 

Procedures and evaluation of ti1e potential and practicality of dis~urbed 
area reha~ilitation. 

Viabilit~· of presc~ibed our~ing in the upper Su~itna ~a~i~ t~ co~~ensate 
for r:roos:: natitat l~:;3es evaluated through an exaGincn:ion of Jureau o-f 
Land rmnagement bur~s, historic burns. and enclosure studies. Potential 
areas of lo\! habitat value \'Jnich could be enhanced through burning should 
be identified. ArEas of interest should include sites ~hich presently 
have low or declining numt~rs of moose and aooci public access, and it can 
be established that habitat manipulation, such a;; prescribed burning, 
would increase nabitat value. 

Anticipated project-related changes to the ripal~ian ve~etation froo Devil 
Canyon to Tal~eztn~ anj downstreac fron1 Talkeetna should be evaluated with 
con3idcration being ·~iven :o the l.Jencfits or dl~oubac!~s of acce1era:inj, 
decelerating, or maintaininJ :he existing conditions. 

Ter.mora1 use of tha Ja·.t Creek Oa11 sheeo ::.i'lerill lid~ si1ould be ' . 
documented~ :-;,e chemicr.tl ccr.mosi·cion of tht: ~,·:ncrai lick Hould need to he 
determined and identical artifica1 block3 sat o~f experime~tally if 
·inundat-'on of th<: 1;tirwwoo~1' 1fc!~ \10tAsd :)e uryctvoidaole ~·.:the time it is 
norma 11 y JSe(J. 

-



,",quat l~ ,uw ~ ~rTe:;tt·ia 1 S::.uj it!~ -----·· --------·-
Ht t·c:~uuni.:t· :,:;i~t :.Hi,, icu·,1l! ::nJJt.!C~ ,;vc!· u.:. ~~~· ,J,,.i:.:._ :y• .. :·vl2~~cu·ic 

' .. . " " .. 
rr·o;~ct, ::;:..udy •:OI:::.:.onent3 dr\; u:.U•J 1 Jj ::m::;JJr·~;.h.::~~~ I J;:t;... ..:~· ::u~ i:if.~thutl, ti 

'.:!)I.J~lo: pru~l'.!l.: il~COI:JCS :aanu:;ea:>le. i;iJ':~v\:!r, ;):' ·.:~Ji.l!:,!,-~;tt!ntJli:.in~.h o 1arg~ 
burd!!n i:; ~ra~eJ on com·dinati:111. Th2 piece:; ·;f" !.!•·.:. :·,j~:.:h.: i.tus\.. uc con!;tantly 
::tollitor~d to ilssurc· th.i~ they -.:ill fi~ i:o:;etllet· a: tuL' ~:,.:: ~f the ~~-cn:ess. Ue 
are co11ccrncd that the present s~~s:.J'~' 'Jf il.:!Vin~ :;e;JurJ:e suoconi:ructors 
"n-itin·j th!: aquatic an~ terrest;ial cor.1ponents of Lit-= ::~1:~ license application 
Exhibit £ and the schedu 1 ing constraints p 1 aced upon these subcontractor-s w i11 
not allo~ for a thorough analysis of the interr~lations!1ip of the aquatic and 
terrestrial studies. 

Additional aquatic and terrestrial irilpacts and oitija:ion considerations 
should be examined. 

1. ~hanges in the existin~ ice patterns and reli~bl~ ~redictions of ~1at 
tilese natterns \iOuld be •;lith the project nust b·: provided to a llm1 a full 
~s=:e53J:;en~ of ooten:ial i~pact.:; tu the 7is!: an-:! \:i1~1 ift: r~sources. The: 
follo~:in;; inforr.1atio:1 ,vould aic in an evaiuatior: ::Jf ;Jroject ice-related 
re~ervoir im~acts. 

c.. The tir.:irl] of forma~ion, e;:tc:nt, thi~i~nes~, 1!1(j ~:iw~ of brea!:up of 
reservoi1· ic2. T!ti~ \·Joule neec: ~o bt: r~e1ii:e.: ~c potential \·;ildlif~ 
l .. e_-c:~rV""l· .... , c··o-.-1·., .. ,.l·:..u.- -··-;~ -· ;r---,·:. ,..1·:•.":)' .= ...... .-:-.""'1··-.ou -~ ..., 1 .;)..:. ··~ .., l..--': ~""''-·• a:, ,,a "":\·•-. _ -- .. · -· "-"'-'"'• ""' • 

u. Tile cor.1pos itiol! an~. ;J:IY:i ica: 
shore 1 i !a: and d;a\:dm·m ~ones 

reserv~ ir· 
.::: r·, !'~ r.. ·~ ., ~,. -:- - .- .: J :- , :""' ,- .; r:: r Jl P ·1 \' l. 11:1 ,.. - _, .. ~_.__c:s..• _.,_ """'~ '"'-- ..J- ~· 

The f~llowin; information vauld aid in an ~va~ua~io~ ~~ pr~jec! ice-related 
ir!pactz. dO\mstrea; fron D~·' i 1 Canyon: 

c.. tn!"~ :ir:Jing of fonJa~ion, ex-cen~, ~r.ic:~n~s:;, a:1d :ilile of jreakup of 
ice vs. ~ range of water releases and winter conditions. Evaluation 
of tiiis inforr.Jation should then be directecl tO\Jard: \:hat v10uld be , 
the impact on beaver, moose, salmon utilization of the mainstream, 
grayling and other resident fishery use of th~ nJinstream, the extent 
and impact of ice fog conditions on riparian vegetiltion. 

J. The extent to ·.Jhich ice functions in chann:.:1 fon:1ation and 
modification and predicted change: in t~is rolE. 

c.. The pre-project ir.1portance of ice as an infllwnc~ in nabitat changes 
and anticipated post-project condition~. 

2. I rnpacts o7 the project on users of fish and \: i 1 d 1 if e resources, ~uch a:;:: 

a. commer::ial fishery use.; 

b • lJ i g game u. n cl f i s h i n a p r· of e s s i on a 1 g u i cl e :; ; 

e. subsistence use; 

d. trappers; 

- _j 
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i n c n~ a sed f i :; is l\ n d \·li 1 d 1 if e us c r pop u 1 a t i o n 1 11 t h c r J i 1 o e l t . 

~- Th~ inteirela~ionship betweer~ potential ir:tpact:; to and r.1iti9ation o;:>tions 
for sal~on and wildlife species dependent upon aquatic habitats, such as 
beaver, moose, shorebirds, and b Jack and brc\m bears. 

4. Adjustments to the Watana reservoir filling schedule to minimize i~pacts 
to fish and wildlife resources such as salmon, grayling, cari~ou, and 
I.JOOSe. 

~- Quantification of aquatic ~nd ~errestrial haLitat to be inundated due to 
the propo:S~d dai.i h:ight and \'/hat an arra.:; of lo\le~ daiil hei9hts \·1ould r.1ean 
in ter;;;~ of 1 essen in~ ila:.Jitat l o5 ses. 

:5. : laun i tudt:, duration, .:.nd ft-equsnc) of occur-ranee of daj 1 !' f 1 uctua t ions and 
:h~ir ir.1pacts on fisi: and \:ilc!life ~-:sources ·.:it!~ both a one and two dat~i 
... yr---e-.) ;,J .... ,,; • 

7. D i :;posa 1 of ,,;ater i a 1 excavated from ta i1 racs un(: poHer ttAnn: l ~, ~aden ~dai.: 
... rv: ·•o•,=r ::-. 1 
&;;~.-. ....... ~-·· .... ..,.., a alii cons t r u c t i on u rd potent i .1 1 u s e s • 

; •. Iu~acts of ~he :onstiuction vill3~e, uer~anent village, anJ alternative~ 
to the proposed · 3~/:itei.i to ri1in i;::i z; adve:--~c f i ~h ar.:.! ~;i 1 d 1 if; r::sourc~ s . 

... ... 
~ . Tioin~ restrictions to oinirnize adverse impact$ due to acc~ss road, 

tra~:l!Jission lines, anC: aar.; con5tru~:-:ion. 

10. Tne i~pacts due to construction .and oaintenanc~ of the transoission lirtes 
and acces:; road need to be fully evaluated. This should include a 
complete fi~h and \lildlife ir.1pact assess~ent of borrow areas ~ access to 
these sites. 

11. ili!l i::liz ir.g fish and ~·ti ldT ife ililpact:; through proper t ir.1i~::; of \·IOody 
r:1aterial removal in the iopounaoent areas. Consideration needs to be 
9 iv-en to acceptab 1 e r.1ethods of d i spo :;a 1 of th i:; i.ia tel- i a 1. 

12. lian~liny of hazardous iiluterials ta and at the con~truction sites and 
safety precautions. 

Although \le are proviJin::~ information which v1ould facilitate your project 
objective .of :;ubr.Jitting a licens~ application in rebruary 1983,. \le continue tu 
urge you to defer license submittal dt lea5t until t:.e 1982 field data can be 
fully evaluated. Cor.1r.1Unicat 1ons between my' $taff and those involved in 

-
-- ............. 
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thoroughly the resources of the SusitrH1 study Jrcu oftct· thJ~ j'l.!i.W. 

=!itijJ~ion ~lunnin:i s:wui,J :Jv fm·:ll t..hlSt.:t, lJiHi" ::iii.~ I.IOr"t: cuu1Jiui:~ 
und~rstunding cf til~ resources JwJ th!t n!~uJtant as:;essw!nt vf i-Jr\Jject 
lr:lpJC t 5 .. 

cc: F1JS -ROES , \JA£S 
Questin Edson/Ft:RC 
Larry Houlton/Uood\lard-Clyde 
RoiJin Sener/LGL 
!lnFS, EPA, UPS, USGS, ADEC, A£1 DC 
Al Carson/ADflR 
i\DF&G, H~b Div., Su H.J'dro Studies 
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The preceding letter was received; responses appear below. 

Aquatic Studies 

\~e be 1 i eve that many of the quest ·ions raised in your 1 etter have been 
addressed in the draft licen~e application and the license review workshop. 

However, to reiterate somewhat, we recognize the need to develop a 
data base respective to the physio-chemical pr-ocess of the Susitna River 
which, in turn, \'Jill allow us to predict the impact of the project. 

Realizing that factor by factor analyses is insufficient to predict 
project aquatic impacts, a model which incorporates the factors is being 
developed~ The model is project specific and complex. Preliminary physical 
data for use in the model will be included in the February 15th FERC license 
application. The r.Jode1, however, will not be available for use until June 
1983, and we expect that useful analysis will begin to be available in the 
fall of 1983. 

With respect to the specific aquatic analytic~l goals mentioned in 
your letters please refer t0 the following: 

"a. Quantify the relationship between maintream disGharge and the 
availabflity of fish habitat by life stage (passage, milling, 
spawning, rearing), in the sloughs, side channels, and rna~nstrean.:~ 1

' 

Determination of fisheries habitat requirements, av~ilability of ~aid 
habitats, quantification, and incremental changes in habitat quantity re
sponsive to discharge will be accomplished in the basic steps. The first is 
development of relationships that describe habitat suitability in terms of 
physical parameters. This first step is underway! and we expect those re
lationships to be available by June 19B3 in the ADF&G habit51t analysis 
report. The second step will be to use the aquatic habitat model to pre
dict the changes in habitat availability with respect to various project 
operating scenarios. 

"b. Assess the interrelationship of the Susitna River to its tri
butaries in regard to fishery habitat requirements vs. life stage." 

We recognize the significance of the mainst~m Susitna River to provide 
for migration and rearing of tributary bound or spawned fish. Efforts are 
underway to further refine our understanding of mainstem utilization. 

"c. Quantify the relationshp between an array of flow regimes and 
fish habitat downstream of Talkeetna throughout the year." 

vJe have not embarked on a program to estab)ish the relationship of 
flow regimes and habitat availability below Talkeetna~ although physical 
data has been collected below Talkeetna. Impact assessment has been con
ducted on an area pr·iority basis. The highest priority areas are those 
within the impoundmen~ ~one. The second priority area is that between Devil 
Canyon and Talkeetna. The lowest priority area is that below Talkeetna. To 
date~ investigations related to the area up river of Talkeetna have not in
dicated a need to rigorously assess aquatic impacts below Talkeetna. If, 
however, it becomes apparent that impacts below Talkeetna may be signific3nt, 
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that area too will be rigorously investigated. 
11 d. Identify the source, flo\'.J, chemical and temperature chat~acter

istics of upwelling water in the sloughs and their relationship 
to ma·fnstreamconditions throughout the year. This should include 
an evaluation of the influence of ice cover on the relationship 
bet\veen the mainstream and the sloughs." 

The relat·ionships between mainstream conditions and slough upwelling 
waters have always been recognized as being potentially significant. To 
define that relationship, ground w·:.ter studies have been initiated in rep
resentative sloughs. Ground water observation wells indicate that the up
welling in the sloughs, which is necessary for ·egg .incubation, is caused by 
ground water flow from the upland~ and from the mainsteam Susitna. The 
higher penneabi 1 i ty of the va 11 ey bottom sediments (sand-grave 1-cobb 1 e
alluvium) compared with the till m~ntle and bedrock of the valley sides 
indicates that the mainstem Susitna River is the major source of ground water 
inflow in the sloughs. Preliminary ,~stimates of the travel time of the 
ground water from the mainstem to the sloughs indicate a time on the order of 
about six months. 

We also recognize that ice cover on the mainstem will influence ground 
water hydraulics, for example, when ther·e is an increased stage due to ice 
cover .. 

In addition, ground water wells have been equipped with thennistor 
str·ings and piezometers to monitor temperature and pressure. The dissolved 
oxygen content of these ground waters is also periodically determined. 

"e. Baseline surface at)d intergravel temperature data sufficient to 
describe the annua 1 therma 1 regimes of the rna i ntream river, side 
channels, and sloughs above Talkeetna. The relationship of these 
three river components must be established to allow realistic 
assessment of potentia 1 project impacts. 11 

Temperature data, especially as it relates to salmonid habitat, is 
being gathered. Surface and intergravel water temperatures will be monitored 
both instantaneously and continuously. 

"f. The relationship between ambient and potential project-caused 
temperature conditions and salmon embryo survival and rate of 
development. 11 

This relationship is currently being investigation by U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Serv·ices at the Anchorage research facilities. Chum and sockeye 
salmon eggs from Susitna River slough are bein9 incubated at four thermal 
regimes including one that mimics a re~resentative slough. Development rates 
are followed, noted, and compared to the in situ development. 

11 g. The viability of slough modifications to increase fishery habitat 
needs to be demonstrated." 

•. - -~ - ... ~ .i0M... -
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There are plans to conduct a slough modification demonstration project 
this year. This program will help ascertain whether the types of slough 
modification that have been proposed to date ar8 viable. 

11 h. The long range implications of proposed project flows vs. natural 
flows and potential habitat maintenance flows in terms of possible 
slow loss of sloughs, and loss of flushing flows. This should 
take into consideration long term one dam and two dam configur
ations. il 

The Power Authority has partially funded the U.S. Geological Survey to 
conduct sediment transport studies on the Susitna, Chulitna, and Talkeetna 
Rivers. The study will be entering its third year this year. We envision 
that the data from the study will enable us to n1odel bedload and sedi
mentation processes, none of which may impact slough habitats. However, 
since most of the sediment contribution to the sloughs is from sources 
ethel'\ than the Susitna, emphasis will be placed on developing flushing cri
teria. This criteria will be based on known physical relationships related 
to water borne transport of sediments and other pertinent data specific to 
the project. 

11 i. Salmon enhancement potential above Devil Canyon without the Susitna 
project, with the Susitna project, and the impacts of any program 
to establish salmon in the upper river on existing fisheries, 
particularly grayling. Consideration should be given to potential 
conflicts between mitigation options to offset project-caused 
losses to grayling vs. salmon. 11 

The Alaska Department of Fish and Game's Fisheries Enhancement, 
Rehabilitation and Development (FRED) Division is, at the direction of the 
State Legislature, preparing a study which addresses this issue. We under
stood a draft study has been completed and will be finalized by Feuruary 1983. 
The study concludes that there is a potential for salmon enhancement in the 
upper Susitna drainage by either construction of a fish pass to provide f-Ol"' 
migration to the upper basin or by establishment of a hatchery. While techni
cally feasible, the fishpass scheme is not cost effective. 

The hatchery scenario envisions propagation of sockeye, chum, king, and 
coho salmon for release into Lake Louise or Susitna. 

The study also addresses the impact of this program on existing resident 
fisheries resources. Apparently, the preliminary study indication is that 
the impact may not be sign~ficant. 

"j. The pot1~nti a 1 to estab 1 ish/ expand the salmon fishery between the 
Devil Canyon and \~atan? dam sites in the absence of a Devil Canyon 
development." 

There is the potential for increase of the salmon escapement above 
Devil Canyon with a Watana only project. ADF&G has observed that king 
salmon have successfully negotiated Devil Canyon during periods of lower 
flows in 1982, chinook salmon spawned at the mouth of Cheechako Creek (RM 
152R5), and in an unnamed creek (RM 156.8), both of which are above Devil 
Canyon. 
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"k. Within and out-of-basin opportunities to offset lo es to fisheries 
such as stream stockinq, lake fertilization, extens n of existing 
fisheries, and increasing public fishing access and portunities ... 

Ideally, the Power Authority will try to ·confine mitigation .for 
fisheries 1osses to within the basino One measure that has been proposed is 
the stocking of barren lakes within the project a-rea with grayling to offset 
losses that may be realized when tributary spawning habitat in the reservoir 
is inundatede 

11 1. Extent of dewatering between the Devil Canyon dam and its pow~r
house and associated fishery impacts, and mitigation options ... 

No flow supplementation will be provided immediately below the dam. 
Depending on backwater effects, this wi'll result in a dry channel for 
approximately 3,300 feet below Devil Canyon dam. The gradient below the dam 
is quite steep and the bed is composed of coarse substrates. To provide a 
flow will result in insignificant fisheries habitat at a substantial capital 
cost. 

"m. Pre- and post-project nitrogen levels in Devil Canyon and impacts ... 

Nitrogen supersaturation is a naturally occurring phenomenon on the 
Susitna River$ Since 1981, the Power Authority's contractors have been 
collecting data on gas saturation in the Devil Canyon area. Preliminary 
relationships have been developed that relate dissolved gas saturation to 
discharge and decay rates to the distance downstream from Devil Canyon. 

Gas supersaturation resultant of the project will be minimized by 
virtually eliminating spills through reservoir management. Only significant 
flood events (greater than a once in 50-year occurrence) would necessitate 
spilling over spillways. It is proposed that all other releases be through 
fixed cone valves, which have been shown to be effective in preventing gas 
supersaturation. 

11 n. Behavioral impacts related to changes in flows, temperature, and 
chemical composition of the Susjtna River due to the proposed 
pr.oj ect." 

Behavioral response to changes in the aquatic environment will be in
vestigated in conjunction with the fisheries modeling effort. 

"o. The impact of changes in winter flows, turbidity, chemical 
composition, salinity levels, and timing and extent of ice 
fonnation and break-up on the estuary." 

To date, the most intensive impact investigations have been focused on 
the area above Talkeetna realizing that project impacts are substantially 
attenuated at the estuary. However, from these investigations, a preliminary 
assessment of estuarine impacts have been made and are discussed in the 
license application. If it becomes apparent that there may be significant 
impacts in the estuary5 these will be investigated. 
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"p. The viability of a reservoir fishery needs to be evaluated through 
an assessment of: predicted reservoir temperatures, turbidity, 
chemical composition and anticipated primary productivity, avail
able spawning habitat, potential for establishing spawning habitat, 
potential for establishing spawning habitat, and the relationship 
of a reservoir fishery to established tributary fisheries. 11 

Reservoir modeling, with respect to temperature and wateT surface 
fluctuation, is currently underway. Sedimentation processes, as they relate 
to reservoir turbidity, have also been investigated. Current assessment in
dicates that tributary spawning habitat subject to inundation by the Watana 
reservoir may be lost for that purpose. There may be changes in species 
composition. The Devil Canyon reservoir does appear suitable for suppor""~ng 
a r·eser·voi r fishery$ The reservoir areas presently support grayling wh ~te'"" 
fish, longnose sucker, burbot, and Dolly Varden. 

"q. The timing, extent, and seasonal vari·aaility of dcily peaking 
which would occur with either a one or two dam system and the 
associated aquatic impacts. 11 

It is currently proposed that Watana a 1 one wou ., d be base 1 oaded. With 
the two dam scenario, Watana would be peaked and Devil Canyon base loaded. 
However, consideration of peaking with Watana only should not be ruled out. 
To date, there has not been an assessment of aquatic impacts associated with 
daily peaking, we expett th-at, if necessary, the impacts of peaking scenarios 
could be investigate~.~ by means of the aquatic modeling effort. 

11 r. Hydraulic turbine configurations with both a one and two dam 
configuration related to maximizing flow release options vs. more 
flexible turbine system alternatives." 

The Watana plant output may vary from zei"O!i ·vith the units at stand
still or at spinning reserve, to approximately l,t:uO MW when all six units 
are operating under maximum output at maximum head. The load following re
requirements of the plant results in widely varying loading but because of 
the multiple unit installation, the total plant efficiency varies only 
slightly. 

The Devil Canyon plant output may vary from zero to 700 t·1~J with a1! 
four units operating at maximum output. The combined plant efficiency 
varies with output and number of units operating. As with Watana, the plant 
efficiency varies only slightly with loading due to the load following 
capabilities of multiple units. 

"s. The impacts of a~ticipated operation flow release schedules on 
the aquatic system during a critical low water period.•• 

It is anticipated that the project will always be oper~ted to provide 
a minimum flow for fisheries. It is currently envisioned the releases will 
maintain Gold Creek flow at 12,000 cfs during the month of August. This is 
a preliminary figure and may be adjusted, along with other monthly flows, 
during the course of design and licensing. 
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Ierrestrial Studies 

Where possible, wildlife impact assessments at mitigation will be based 
~~~ habitat requirements for the species in questions. 

In response to your point related to mitigation planning based on the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) guidelines, please find enclosed 
The Susitna Hydroelectric Project Fish and Wildlife Policy (1982). The 
policy is consistent with th~ NEPA hierarchic approach to mitigation of pro
ject impacts. 

Your specific points related to additional terrestrial impacts and 
mitigation are addressed, as follows: 

"1. Disposal of material excavated at the Devil Canyon saddledam." 

Material excavated at the Devil Canyon saddledam will be disposed of in 
depleted Borrow Site G. During operations, Borrow Site G will be approxi
mately 450 feet below the pool elevation. 

"4. Procedures and evaluation of the potential and practicality of 
disturbed area rehabilitation." 

Initial procedures to rehabilitate disturbed areas are based on past 
experience on similar prujects in Alaska and primarily confined to replace
ment of topsoil, grading, fertilization, scarification, and seeding (if 
necessary). It is envisioned that site specific rehabilitation effort will 
continue for three growing seasons. Within that period of time, there should 
be ample time to assess the practi ca 1 i ty of the effor·t and effect necessary 
rr:od i fi cation. 

11 3. Viability of pt"·escribed burning in the upper Susitna basin to 
compensate for moose habitat losses evaluated through an examin
ation of Burueau of Land Management (BLM) burns, historic burns, 
and enclosure studies. Potential areas of low habitat value could 
be enhanced through burning should be identified. Areas of interest 
should include sites which presently have low o~ declining numbers 
of moose and good public access, and it can be established that 
habitat manipulation, such as prescribed burning, would increase 
habitat value(? 11 

Efforts to assess past burns, studies, and the proposed BLM Alphabet 
Hills burn are underway as ;s the identification of sites and quantification 
of acre~ge required. 

11 4. Anticipated project-related changes to the riparian vegetation 
from Devil Canyon to Talkeetna and downstream from Talkeetna 
should be evaluated with consideration being given to the benefits 
or drawbacks of accelerating, decelerating, or maintaining the 
existing conditions ... 

These effects have been evaluated and are discussed in Chapter 3 of the 
license applications 

-
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11 5. Temporal use of the Jay Creek Dall sheep mineral lick should be 
documented. The chemical composition of the mineral lick would 
need to be determined and identical artificial blocks set out 
experimentally if inundation of the mineral lick would be unavoid
able at the time it is normally used ... 

Studies currently being conducted by ADF&G will determine both temporal 
and spatial use of the lick. Soil samples will be collected and analyzed in 
1983. This information will be utilized in future mitigation planning. 

Aquatic and Terrestrial Studies 

11 We recognize that on a large project such as the Susitna hydro
electric project, study components are usually compartmentalized. 
By ttds method, a complex problem becomes manageable. However, by 
compartmentalizing, a large burden is placed on coordination. The 
piece5 of the puzzle must be constantly monitored to assure that 
they will fit together at the end of the process. We are concerned 
that the present system of hav.ing separate subcontractors writing 
the aquatic and terrestrial components of the FERC license appli
cation Exhibit E and the scheduling constraints placed upon these 
subcontractors will not allow for a thorough analysis of the inter
relationship of the aquatic and terrestrial studies." 

Extensive coordination activities have occurred between all contractors 
during preparation of the FERC license application. 

"Additional aquatic and terrestrial impacts and mitigation consider
ations should be examined. 

1. Changes in the existing ice patterns and reliable predications 
of what these patterns would be with the project must be pro
vided to allow a full asseesment of potential impacts to the 
f~sh and wildlife resources. The following information would 
aid in an evaluation of project ice-related reservoir impacts. 

a. The timing of formation, extent, thickness, and time of 
breakup of reservoir ice. This would need to be related 
to potential wildlife reservoir crossing sites, such as 
Watana Creek for caribou. 

b. The composition and physical characteristics of the reser
voir shoreline and drawdown zones and expectations for ice 
shelving. 

·The following information would aid in an evaluation of project 
i ce-re 1 a ted impacts downstream from Dev·l 1 Canyon: 

a. The timing of formation, extent, thickness, and time of 
breakup of ice vs. a range of water relea!=s and winter 
conditions. Evaluation of this information should then be 
directed toward: what would be the impact on beaver, 
moose, salmon utilization of the mainstream, grayling and 
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other resident fishery use of the mainstream, the extent 
and impact of ice fog conditions on riparian vegetation. 

b. The extent to which ice functions in channel formation and 
modification and predicted changes in this role. 

c. The pre-project importance of ice as an influence in 
habitat changes and anticipated post-project conditions. 11 

The Power Authority's contractors have used state-of-the-art methodology 
in ice modeling studies. It 15 not possible~ utilizing currently available 
technology, to supply all of the information requested. As much 1nfonnation 
as possible to predict is included in the license application. This infor
mation has been related to changes in habitat and resulting impacts to 
fisheries and wildlifeo 

'
12. Impacts of the project on users of fish and wildlife resources, 

such as: 

a. comlllercial fishery use; 
b. big game and fishing professional guides; 
c. subsistence use; 
d. trappers; 
e. river guides; 
f. winter access across the Susitna River; and 
gD increased fish and wildlife user population in the railbelt. 11 

Information on b, c, d, e, and g are discussed in Chapter 5 of the 
license application concernind socioeconomic impacts on fish and wildlife 
resource users. Effects on the commercial fishery are discussed in Chapter 3; 
effects on winter access across the Susitna River are discussed in Chapter 2. 

11 3. The interrelationship between potential impacts to and miti
gation options for salmon and wildlife species dependent upon 
aquatic habitats, such as beaver, moose, shorebirds, and black 
and brown bears. 11 

These interrelationships have been addressed in both the i~~acts and 
mitigation sections of Chapter 3. 

11 4. Adjustments to the Watana reservoir filling schedule to 
minimize impacts to fish and wildlife resources such as salmon, 
grayling, caribou, and moose. 11 

Filling of the Watana reservoir has been scheduled to provide power by 
1993. Clearing of the reservoir will be conducted in a manner and within a 
schedule to minimize impacts to fish and wildlife. 

11 5~ Quantification of aquatic and terrestrial habitat to be inun
dated due to the proposed dam height and \-Jhat an array of lower 
dam heights would mean in tenns of lessening habitat losses. 

I! 

6. Magnitude, duration, and frequency of occurrence of dai'ly 
fluctuations and their impacts on fish and wildlife resources 
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with both a one a.nd two dam system. 11 

The above two subjects are discussed in Chapter 10 of the Exhibit E in 
the license application. They were also in the Development Selection Report. 

"7. Disposal of material excavated from tailrace and power tunne1s9 
saddledam and general dam construction, and potential uses. 

8. Impacts of the construction village, pennanent village, and 
alternatives to the proposed system to minimize adverse fish 
and wildlife resources. 

9. Timing restrictions tr minimize adverse impacts due to access 
road transmission lines, and dam construction ... 

These subjects are all discussed in Chapter 3 of Exhibit E of the 
license application. 

11 10. The impacts due to construction and maintenance of the trans
mission lines and access road need to be fully evaluated. This 
shouid include a complete Fish and wildlife impact assessment 
of borrow areas ctnd access to these sites. 11 

These issues have been co~sidered and addressed in the license appli~ 
cation. Further consideration will be given to fish and wildlife impacts 
during final alignment of the transmission lines and access road. Restora
tion of those borrow areas above the reservoir pool will occur. 

11 11. Minimizing fish and wildlife impacts through proper timing of 
\'Joody material removal in the impoundment areas. Consideration 
needs to be given to acceptable methods of disposal of this 
material. 

12. Handling of hazardous materials to and at the construction 
sites and safet.}' precautions ... 

These issues are addressed in the mitigation plan of Chapter 3 of 
Ex hi bit E. 

111-\lthough we are providing information which would facilitate 
your project objective of submitting a license application in 
February 1983, we continue to urge you to defer license sub
mittal at least until the 1982 field data can be fully evalu
ated. Communications between my staff and those involved in 
gathering data indicate that we should expect to un1erstand 
much more thoroughly the resources of the Susitna study area 
after this year. Mitigation planning should go forth based 
upon this more complete understanding of the resource~ and the 
resultant assessment of project impacts .. " 

Mitigation planning will continue. 



Mr. Claudio Arenas 
Planning Director 
Matanuska-Susitna Borough 
Box B 
Palmer, Alaska 99645 

Dtar Mr. Arenas: 

September 2, 1982 

Susitna HYdJ:!le~lectric Project -· . -· _-.......--

During the sectind quarter of this year, the Alaska Power Authority 
circulated the draft Feasibility Report on the Susitna Hydroelectric 
Project and numerous supporting doc~nts to State, Feder~1 and local 
agencies with interest in the project. This c1reulat1on included 
virtua~1y all of the datil and ana.1ys1r done to that date during the 
study. Currently, efforts are proceeding towards cm=plet1ng the first 
phase of planning efforts 1nd submttting a license application t9 the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Co.mission in the first quarter of 1983. 

Dur1ng the ~~a1ning t1~ before f1ling, the Sus1tna $tudy team 
will be refining the plans preiented earlier th1s year and continuing to 
evolve proposed ~1t1gat1on plans for project impacts. This effort w111 
include request·ing another rev1ar of the projcct 1 s Environmental Report, 
which is the draft of the F'ERC 1 icense app11cat1op Exhibit E. by your 
agency. We will be ci~u1ating the draft 1n mid-November of this ye~r. 
After filing w1th and act~eptanc:.J of the application by FERC, there will 
be another opportunity to comment on the application, including Exh1~1t 
E. 

At this time we would apprec1ate any input into the continued plan 
development you could provide. In particular, we request your guidance 
~ith regard to project impa.ct.:: and the mitigation opportunities your 
agency would recommend. Th~~e ccma~nts w111 be helpful both 1n 1denti
fy1flg and addressing the most important areas of concern in the next 
draft Exhibit E and in documenting agency comments and recommendations 
before FERC. !n order to address these comments in the draft, it would 
btJ most helpf~ul to have them by the first of October. 

As you know, the planning process 1s dynamic. CUrrent efforts are 
focused on project access, transmission corridors and project operation 
alternatives. Although this information has not yet been distributed 
for commentf it wi11 be included in the Exhibit E draft. 
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Septeliber 2. 19"" 
Mr .. Claudie Arenas 
Page 2 

We welcome your comment on all areas of the project, buti 1n 
accordance with Section 4.41 of the FERC regulations, we are particular
ly interested in your comments w1th regard to land use and soc1o
economi~ issues. In these areas, we would like to address your 
concerns on potential impacts and mitigation measure~ which can be 
included in project plans. 

Your continued support and participation in the development of the 
Susitna project license application 1s greatly appreciatea. 

EPY:IIb 

cc: Mr. J. Hayden 

----

Ve~ t~Jly yours, 

S\GN£0 
Eric Po Yould 
Executive Director 



Director of Plann1~g 
Fa~f1»anks...florth Star Borough 
520 5th AYenue 
P.O. Box 1267 
Fairbanks. Alaska 99701 

Dear Sir: 

.,.<!" .,. '•,-' 

September 2. 1982 

Susitna Mydroelectr1c Project 

During the second quarter of this year. the A1aska Power Authority 
circulated the draft ~e.,s1b111ty Report on the Sus1tna Hydroelectric 
Project and numeroqs supporting documents to State. federal and local 
agencies with 1nterest 1n the project. This circulation included 
virtually all of the data and analysis done to that date during the 
stu~. Currently, efforts are proceeding towards completing the first 
phase of planning efforts and submitting a license app11cat1on to the 
Federal Energy Regulato~ Commission in the first q~3r+~r of 1983. 

During the remaining till! bafo·re f111ngi the Sus1tna study tea• 
will be refining the plans presented earlier ~his year and continuing to 
evolve proposed mitigation plans for project_1mpacts. This effort w111 
include request1ng another rev1~ of the project's Environmental Report, 
wh1ch 1s the draft of the FERC license application Exhibit E, by your 
agency. We w111 be circulating the draft in mid-November of this year. 
AFter filing with and acceptance of the application by FERC, there w111 
be another opportunity to connerrt on the application~ including Exhibit 
E. 

At this time we would appreciate any 1nput into the continued plan 
development you could provide. In particular. we request your guidance 
with regard to project impacts and the m1t1gat1on oppnrtun1t1es your 
agency would recommend. These comments w111 be helpful both in identi
fying and addressing the snost important areas of concern 1n the next 
draft £xh1b1t E ind in documenting ogency comments and recommendat1o~s 
before FERC. In order to address these correents in the draft, it would 
be most he 1 pful to ha\•e them by the f1 rst of October. 

As you know, the planning proce·ss is dyna~~ic. Current efforts are 
focused on project acces~. transmission corridors and project operation 
alternatives. Although this information has not yet been distributed 
for comment, it w111 be included in the Exhibit E draft. 
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Septe!Der 2~ ls' 
D1rector of Planningp Fatroanls-Horth Borough 
Page 2 

We welcome your comment on all area~ of the project, but. in 
accordance with Secti~n 4.41 of the fER.C regulations, we are particular
ly interested in your cgmments with rfyard to socioeconomic issue~ In 
these areas 9 ~ WQ~ld like to address your concerns on potential impacts 
and mitigation measures which tan b~ included in project plans. 

Your continued support and participation in the development of the 
Susitna project license application is greitly apprec1ateda 

Yer.y truly yo~rs, 

EPY:IIb I 

/ 
cc: Mr. J. Hayden 

--



Mr. John E. Cook 
Reg1 ona 1 01 rector 
Alaska Region 
National Park Service 
450 West 5th Avenue 
Ancborage, Alask1 99501 

Dear Mr. Coot: 

Septetrmer 2. 1982 

Susftna Hydroelectric Projec! 

During the second quarter of this year~ the Alaska Power Authority 
circulated the draft Feasibility Report on the Sus1tna Hydroelectric 
Project and numerous supporting documents to Stite, Federal and local 
agEncies with interest 1n the project. This c1rcu1at1on included 
virtually all of the data and analysis done to that date ~ur1ng the 
study. Currently. efforts are proceeding towards comp1et1ng the first 
phase of planning efforts &nd subMitting a 11cense application to the 
Federal Energy Regulate~ Commission 1n the first quarter of 1983. 

During the remaining t1~ before filing, the Susitna study team 
w11J be refining the plans presented earlier th1s year and continuing to 
evolve proposed mitigation plar~ for project impacts. Th1s effort w111 
include requesting another revi-ew of the project's Environmental Report, 
which is the draft of the FERC license application Exhibit E, by your 
agency. We will be circu1at1ng the draft 1n mid-NoveMber of this year. 
After filing with and acceptance of the app11cat1~n by FERC, there will 
be another opportunity to comment on the application, including Exhibit 
E .. 

At this time we would appreciate any input into the continued plan 
development you could provide. In particular. we r~uest your guidance 
with regard to project impacts and the m1t1gat1on opportunities your 
~gency would recommend. These comments will be helpful both 1n 1dent1-
fy1ng and add~ss1ng the most important areas of concern 1n the next 
draft Exh1b1t E and 1n documenting agency comments and recommendations 
before FERC. In order to address these comments 1n the draft, it would 
be most helpful to have them by the first of October. 

As you know, the planning process 1s dynamic. Current efforts are 
focused Qn project access~ transm.1ssion corridors and project operation 
alternatives. Although th1s 1nfonmat1on has not yet been distributed 
for comment~ it w111 be included in the Exhibit E draft. 
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- ' Septtl'ber 2, lS, 
Mr. John E. took 
Page 2 

We welcome your coanent on all areas of the project, but, in 
accordance with Section 4.41 of the FERC regulations, we are particular
ly interested in yeur ccmwnents with regard to historical and 
archeological, recreat1on, aesthetics, and resources. In these areas, 
we would like to address your concerns on potential impacts and 
mitigation measures which can be included in project plans. 

Your continued support and participation in the development of the 
SUs1tna project license app11cat1on is greatly appreciated. 

EPY:d.\ 

cc: Mr. J$ Hayden 
Mr. Larry Wr1ght 

-
=:tmnr!::l'lif1• 

Very truly yours, 

S.- ... ····-
j\;:"-...; -·~ 

Eric P. Yould 
Executive Director 



Colonel Neil E. Saling 
Diztrict Engineer 
U.S. A~ Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 700~ 
Anchorage. Alaska 99510 

Dear Colonel Sa11ng: 

Septeiltber 2, 1982 

Susitna Hydroelectric ProJect 

During the second quarter of t::·~is year. the Alaska Power Authority 
circulated the draft Feasibility Report on the Sus1tna Hydroelectric 
Project and numerous supporting do~.uments to State, Federal and 'local 
~gencies with interest in the project. This circulation included. 
virtually all of the data and analysis done to that date during the 
study. Currently, efforts are proceeding towards completing the first 
phase of planning efforts and submitting a license application to the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Com1ss1on in tt:e first quarter of 1983. 

During the remaining time before filing, the Sus1tna study team 
will be refining the plans presented earlier this year and continuing to 
evolve proposed mitigation plans for project impacts. This effort will 
include requesting another re~1ew of the project's Environmental Report,. 
which is the draft of the FERC license application Exhibit E, by your 
agency. We w111 be c1rculat1ng the draft in mid-November of this year. 
AFter fi11ng with and acceptance of the application by FERC, there w111 
be another opportunity to comment on the application, includ1ng Exhibit 
E. 

At this time we would appreciate any input into the continued plan 
development you could provide. In particular, we request your guidance 
with regard to project impacts and the mitigation opportunities your 
agency 'iiuu~!f recoomend. These corrments w111 ~e helpful both 1n identi
fying and addressing the most important areas of concern in the next 
draft Exhibit E and in documenting agency comments and recommendations 
before FERC. In order to addre~s these comments in ~~e draft. 1t would 
be most helpful to have th~ by the first of October. 

As you know~ the planning process is dynamic. Current effort$ are 
focused on project access~ transmission corridors and project operation 
alternatives. Although th1s hrformat~on has net yet been d·Jstr1buted 
for c~r.t, 1t will be inc1uded in the E~h1bit £draft~ 
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Septellber 2. 1) .. 
Colonel Neil Saling 
Page 2 

· We welca.e your comment on all areas of the project, but, in 
accordance with Section 4.41 of the FERC regulations, we are particular
ly 1nterested in your connents with regard to water quality • In these 
are~s, we would like to address your concerns on potential impacts and 
mitigation measures which can be 1hc1uded in project plans. 

Your continued support and participation 1n the development of the 
Sus1tna project license application 1s greatly appreciated. 

EPY:IIb 

cc: Mr. J~ Hayden 

-· 

Very truly yllUrs, 

SIGNED 
Eric P. Yould 
Executive Director 



District Chief 
U.S. Geological Survey 
1515 E. 13th Avenue 
Anchoraga. Alaska 99501 

Dear Sir: 

September 2, 1982 

Sus1tna Hdyroe1ectr1c Project 

Dur1ng the second quarter of this year, the Alaska Power Authority 
circulated the draft Feas1b111ty Report an the Sus1tna Hyrdoe1ectr1c 
Project and supporting documents to State. Federal and local agencies 
with interest in the project. This circulation includad virtually all 
of the date and analysis done to that date during the study. Currently~ 
efforts are proceeding towards completing the f1rst pha~e of planning 
efforts and suba1tt1ng a license application to the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission in the first quarter of 1983. 

During the remaining time before f111ng, the Sus1tna study team 
will be ref1n1ng the pl~ns presented earlier th1s year and continuing to 
evolve proposed mitigation ptans for the project impacts. This effort 
will include requesting another review of the project*s Environmental 
Report, which 1s the draft of the FERC license application Exh1b1t E, by 
your agency. We w111 be c1rculat1ng the draft in mid-November of tb1s 
year. After filing with and acceptance of the application by FERC, 
there w111 be another opportunity to comment on the application, includ
ing Exh1bit E. 

At this time we would appreciate any input into the continued plan 
developMent you could prov1de based on the materials which you have 
received. These comments will be helpful both 1n identifying and 
addressing the most important areas of concern in the next draft Exhibit 
E. Your continued support and participation in the development of the 
Sus1tna project license app11cat1on is greatly apprec· ~d. 

ec: John ~ayden 

Vert truly yours, 

SIG~iED 
Eric P. Yould 
Executive Director 
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Sept~er 2i 1982 

Ms. Wendy Wolt 
Office of Coastal Management 
Division of Policy De~elopment and Planning 
Pouch AP 
Juneau. Alaska 99811 

Dear Ms. Wolt: Sus1tn& Hdy~1ectr1e Project 

During the second quarter of this year9 the Alaska Power Authority 
circulated the draft Feasibility Report on the Susitna Hyrdoelectric 
Project and supporting documents to State, Federal and local agencies 
with interest in the project. This circulation included virtually all 
of the date and analysis done to that date during the study& Currently. 
efforts are proceeding towards completing ttte first phase of planning 
efforts and submitting a license application to the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Comm1ss1on in the f1rst quarter of 1983. 

During the remaining time before f111ng. the Sus1tna study teaau 
w111 be re·f1ning the plans presented earlier this year and continuing to 
evolve proposed m1t1gat1on plans for the project impacts. This effort 
w111 1nclude requesting another review of the project's Environmental 
Report, which 1s the draft of the FERC license application Exhibit E, by 
your agency. We w111 be circulating the draft 1n mid-November of this 
year. After filing with and acceptance of the appl1cat·ion by FERCt 
there w11l be another opportunity to comment on the application, includ
ing Exh1b1t E. 

At this time we would appreciate any input into the continued plan 
development you could provide based on the materials which you have 
received. These comments will be helpful both in identifying and 
addressing the most important areas of concern in the next draft Ex~ib1t 
E. Your continued support ar.d participation 1n the development of the 
Susitna project license application 1s greatly appreciated. 

cc: John Hayden 

-
-

Very truly yours, 

SlGt~ED· 
Eric P. 'fould 
Executi·:~ Director 

: ~ . . . ~· : "' ' . :0 ~. . 



Mr. David Haas 
State-Federal Assistance Coordinator 
State of Alaska 
Office of the Governor 

Septemer 2. 1982 

D1vis1on of Policy Development and Planning 
Pouch AW 
Juneau, Alaska 99811 

Dear Mr. Haas: Sus1tna Hdyroe1ectr1c Proj~ct 

During the second quarter of.tbis year, the Al~:ska Power Authority 
circulated the dr~aft Feasibility Report on th~ Susitna Hyrdoelectric 
Proj~ct and supporting documents to State, Federal and local agencies 
with interest in the project~ This circulation included virtually all 
of the date and analysis done to that date during the study. CUrrently~ 
efforts are proceeding tow~rds completing the first phas~ of planning 
efforts and submitting 1 license application to th~ Federal Energy 
Regulatory C011111ission tn the f1rst quarter of 1983. 

During the remaining t1rae before f111ng, the Sus.itna 1tudy team 
·will be refining the plans presented earlier this year and continuing to 
evolve proposed m1t1gat1on plans for the project impact~. This effort . 
w111 include requesting another reviev of the project 4s Environmental 
Report. which is the draft of the FERC 11cense application Exh1b1t E, by 
your agency. We will be circulating the draft in mid-November of this 
year. After filing with and acceptance of the application by FERC, 
there w111 be another opportunity to comment on the application, 1nc1ud= 
ing Exh1b1t E. 

At th1s ti~ we would appreciate any input into the continued plan 
development you could provide based on the materials which you have 
received. These ~o~nts w111 be helpful both in identifying and 
addressing the 1110st important areas of COi1Cem 1n the next draft Exhibit 
E. Your continued support and participation in the development of the 
Sus1tna project 11cense application is greatly appreciated. 

cc: John Hayden 

Ver,y truly yours~ 

~iGi,lED 
Er1e Pc Youlrl 
Executive D1V"ector 

.. · ) -,J 
~-~~'~ 
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Mr. R1t-;hard J. Vern1men 
Acting D1strict Manager 
U.S. Bureau of Land Manag~nt 
4700 E. 72nd Avenue 
Anchorage, Al~ska 99507 

Dear Mi"., Vern1men: 

September 2e 1982 

Sus1tna Hydroelectric Project 

During the second quarter of this year, the Alaska Power Authority 
circulated the draft Feasibility Report on the Sus1tna Hydroelectric 
Project and numerous supporting documents to State, Federal and local 
ag~ncies with int4!rest in the project. This circulation include.d 
vi·rtu~11y all of the data and analysis done to. that da·te during the 
study. Currently, efforts are proceeding towards completing the first 
phase of planning efforts and submitting i license application to the 
Federal Energy Regulate~ Commission 1n the first quarter of 1983. 

During the remaining time before filing, the Susitni study team 
will be refining the plans presented earlier this year and continuing to 
ev·olve proposed mitigation plans for project impacts~ Th1s effort will 
include requesting another review of the projec:t•s Environmental Report, 
~h1ch 1s the draft of the FERC licensa application Exhibit E, by your 
agency. We wi11 be c1rcul~t1ng the draft in Mid-November of this year. 
After filing with and acceptance of the app11tat1on by FERC, there will 
be another opportunity to comment on the app11c~t1on, including Exhibit 
E. 

At this time wa would appreciate any input into the continued plan 
development you could provide. In particular, we request your guidance 
with regard to project impacts· and the mitigation opportunities your 
agency wu 1 d reconmend. These coar.ents w.i 11 be he 1 pfu 1 both 1 n 1 dent 1-
fying and addressing the most important areas of concern in the next 
draft Exhibit E and in documenting agency cormnents and reconnendat1ons 
before FERC. In order to address these cooments in the draft, it would 
be most helpful to have them by the first of October. 

As you know, the planning process is dyn6m1co Current efforts are 
focused on project access, transmission corridors and project operation 
alternat1veso Although this information has not yet been distributed 
fo~ comment, it will be included in the Exhibit E draft. 

,_ 
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Septel!ber 2 , l!. . 
Jllr. Richard J. Vern1ill!n 
Page 2 

We welcome your comment on all areas of the project, but, in 
~ccordbnce ~th Section 4.41 of the FERC regulations, we are particu1ar-
1Y interested 1n your comments with regard to land use and aesthetics. 
In these areas, we would like to address your concerns ~n potential 
impacts and a1t1gat1on measures which can be included in project plans~ 

~i'our cont1nued support and participation in the development of the 
Susitna project license application is greatly appreciated. 

EPY:mb 

cc: Mr. J. Hayden 
Mr. John Rego 

Very truly yours, 

SIGNED 
Eric PC> Yould 
Executive Director 
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Mr. John R. Spencer 
Regional ~1n1strator 
Region X 
U.S. Env1ror~~~ent-a1 ProtKtion Agency 
1200 6th Avenue 
Se1ttl~. Washington 98101 

Dear Mr. Spencer: 

September 2, 1982 

Susitna Hydroelectric Project 

During the second quarter of this year, the Alaska Power Authority 
circulated the draft Feasib111ty Report on the Sus1tna Hydroelectric 
Project and numerous supporting documents to State. Federal and local 
agencies with interest 1n the project. This circulation i~cluded 
virtually all of the data and analysis done to that d~t~ during the 
study. Currently. efforts are proceeding towards completing the first 
phase of p 1 anni ng efforts and subm1 tt 1 ng a 11 cense ap;.·1 1 eat 1 on to the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Comeissinn in the first quarter of 1983. 

During the remaining time before filing. the Susitraa study team 
will be refining the plans presented earlier this year and continuing to 
evolve proposed mitigation plans for-project impacts. This effort will 
include requesting another review of the project•s Environmental Report, 
which 1s the draft of the FERC license application Exhibit E. by your 
agency. We will be circulating the draft in mid-November of this year. 
AFter f111ng with and acceptance of the application by FERC, theTe will 
be another opportunity to eomment on the application. 1nc1ud1ng Exhibit 
E. 

At this time we would appreciate any irlput into the continued plan 
developwent you could provide. In part1cu6ar, we request your guidance 
with regard to project impacts and the m1tigat1on opportunities your 
agency would recommend. These comments w111 be helpful both in identi
fying and ad~~ss1ng the most important areas of concern 1n the next 
draft Exh1b1t E and in documenting agency comments and recommendations 
before FERC. In order to address these comments in the draft, 1t ~auld 
be most helpful to have them by the first of October. 

As you know, the. planning process is dynamic. Current efforts are 
focused on project access, transmission corridors and project operation 
alternatives. Although this information has not yet been distributed 
for conment, it will be included in the Exhibit E draft. 



September 2, 1~-& 
Mr. John R. Spencer 
P1ge 2 

We welcome your comment on all areas of the project, but, 1n 
accot~ance with Section 4~~1 of th~ FERC regulations~ we are particular
ly interested in your comments with regard to water qualityo In these 
areas, we would like to address your concerns on potential impacts and 
mitigation a~asures which can be included 1n proj•act plans. · 

Your continued support and participation in the development oft~~ 
Susitna project license application 1s greatly appreciated. 

EPY:IIb 

cc: Mr. J. Hayden 
Mr. W1111a. Riley 
Mr~ William Lawrence 

-

Ver,y truly yours, 

SlGi~ED 
Eric Pe Yould 
Execut·~ve D1 rector 
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September 2. 1982 

Mr. Ernest w. Mueller, Coma1ss1oner 
Department of Environmen~1 tonservat1on 
Pouch 0 
Juneau. Alaska 99811 

Dear Coas1ss1oner Mueller: Susitna Hydroelectric Project 

During the second quarter of th1s year. the Alaska Power Authority 
circulated the draft Feasibility Report on the Susitna Hydroelectric 
Project and nUMrous supporting documents to Statet Federal and local 
agencies with interest in the project. This c1rculat1on included 
virtually all of the data and ana~ys1s done to that date during the 
study. Currently, efforts are p~)ceeding towards completing the first 
phase of planning efforts and sublntt1ng a license application to the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 1n the first quarter of 1983. 

During the remaining t1me before fi11ngo the Sus1tna study team 
w111 be refining ~he plans presented earlier this year and continuing to 
evolve proposed m1t1gat1on plans for project 111Pacts. This effcn-t will 
include requesting another review of the project•s Environmental Report, 
which is the draft of the FERC license app11cation Exhibit E, by your 
agency. We will be circulating the draft in mid-November of this year. 
AFter filing with and acceptance of the application by FERC, there will 
~~ another opportunity to comment on· the application, including Exhibit 
E. 

At th1s time ~ would appreciate any 1nput into the continued plaP 
develop1~nt you could provide~ In particular, we request your guidance 
with regBrd to project impacts and the m1t1gation opportunities your 
agency would recommend. These comments will be helpful both in identi
fying and addressing the most important areas of concern in the next 
draft Exhibit E and 1n documenting agency cOOIDl!n'ts and recounendat1ons 
before FERC. In or-der to~ address these cQI'IDents in the draft, it would 
be most helpful to have them by the first of October. 

As you know, the planning prucess 1s dynamic. Current efforts are 
focused on project tccess, transmission corridors and project operation 
alternatives. Although this 1nformat1on has not yet been distributed 
for comment~ it will be 1nc1uded in the E~hibit E ~~aft. 

"! ............... 

. I 

_] -, 



Septeaber 2. 1~&. 
Coa.1ss1oner Ernest W. Mueller 
Pag~ 2 , 

Ve welca.2 your ca.ment on all areas of the project, but, 1n 
accordanc~ with Section 4.41 of the FERC regulations, we are particular
ly interested in your comments with regard to fish, w11d11fe and 
habitat. In these areas, we would 11ke to address your concerns on 
potential impacts and •it1gation measures which can be included in 
project planso 

Y~r cont1n~ed support and participation 1n the development of the 
Sus1tna project license application 1s greatly appreci~teds 

EPY:JIIb 

cc: Mr. J. Hayden 
Mr. Robert Martin 

Yery tru'&y·youn. 

SIGNED 
Er1e P. Yould 
Executive Director 
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Mr. Michael Meq,Mn, Director 
Planning De~~ .. nt 
..,.n1 cipa 11 ty Of Anchorage 
Pouch 6-650 
Anchroage. Alaska 99502 

;~ .. 

September 2. 1982 

Dear Mre Meehan: Sus1tn_a Hydroelectr1.!! !r'fJject 

During the second quarter of this year, the Alaska Power Authority 
circulated the draft feasibility Report on the Sus1tna Hydroelectric 
Project and n&Werous supporting doCUMnts to Ztate. Federa 1 and 1 oca 1 
agencies with interest 1n the projecto This circulation included 
virtut11y all of the data and ana1ys1s done to that date during the 
study. Currently, efforts ~re proceeding towards completing the first 
phase of planning efforts and submitting a 11cense application to the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 1n the first quarter of 1983. 

During the remaining ti .. before filing, the ~Jsitna study team 
w111 be refining the plans presented earlier this year and continuing to 
evolv~ proposed •it1gat1on plans far project impacts. This effort wfll 
include requesting another review of the project•s Environmental Report, 
which is the draft of ~ FERC license application Exhibit E, by your 
agency. We will be c1rtu1at1ng the draft in mid-November of this year. 
AFter fi11ng with and acceptance of the application by FERC, there will 
be another opportunity to comment on the application. including Exhibit 
E. 

At this time we would apprec1ate any input into the continued plan 
development you could provide. !~ particular. we request your guidance 
with regard to project impacts a'ld the mitigation opportunities your 
agency would recommend. These comments will be helpful both in identi
fying and addressing the most important areas of concem 1n the· next 
draft Exhibit E and 1n documenting agency comments and recommendations 
before FERC. In order to address these comments in the draft. it would 
be .est helpful to have the. by the first of October. 

As you know. the planning process is dynamic.. Current efforts are 
focused on project access, transmission corridors and project operation 
alternatives. Although this information has not yet been distributed 
for comment~ 1t will be included in the Exhibit E draft. 

-



September 2, 1982 
Mr. Michael Meehan 
Page 2 

We welcome your comment on all areas of the project, but, in 
accordance with Section 4.41 of the FERC regulations, we are particular
ly interested 1n· your COIIDents with ngard to soc1o-acona.1c issues. In 
these areas" we would like to address your concerns on potent111 impacts 
and m1t1gat1on aeasures wh~ch can be included 1n proJect plans. 

' 

Your. ecnt1nued ~upport and participation 1n tbe deYel~nt of the 
Sus1tna p-roject license application is greatly appreci&tedo · 

EPY:IIb 

ce: Mr. J. Hayden 

-

Very truly yours. 

·slGNED 
£r1c P. Yould 
Executive Director 

,,\"'. 
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September 10, 1982 

Dr. Robin Sener 

I • 

' ' . . . 
1 

~ ~ . 
} . . . 

: ... ~. ' .. .. 1o • 

l . l j • · .. '. 

cc..: S. FA~e.:r : 
f<.Eve.e \ T\/ESSA 

JAYS. HAMM01101 GOVER/lOR 

333 RASPBE!JRY ROAD 
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99502 

344-0541 

1: .. ELL-a so~ f\JE.t-u-r 

1?\~:f_~!{]~~- RE C E I Y E D 

LGL, Alaska Research Associates 
1577 C Street 

SEP 1 3 1982 
LG l ALASKA 

Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dea:r Robin, 

Sin~e I was one of the more vocal participauts at the recent Adaptive 
Environmental Assessment workshop and was respon~ible for deviationG 
from the original agenda, I thought it would be useful if I summarize4 
my impressions of the wo~kshop. Some background on my experience and 
the history of the Susitna Project wildlife studies nLay be helpful in 
under~tanding my perceptions. 

I have been involved in a number of impact assessment prcgro:ms in 
Alaska. Some of these such as the nuclear testing at Amchitka Island, 
the Trans-Alaska Pipeline and the Outer Continental Shelf Environ
mental Assessment Program were fairly large programs. In most cases 
interdisciplinary coordination Q."Wong field studies was poor at' after 
the fact. Impact statements were prepared by people who had no input 
into the field studies and either didn 1 t understand the studies or 
received the results too late or in a form they couldn't use. The 
result was that decisions were made 1-1ith ino.dequate environmental in
put, even though hugt: amounts of money were spent. 

I became involved in the Susitna Project when tbc Corps of £ngin~~rs 

t'(::-activated the project in 1974. Planning was poor and funding inad
equate. As a result, irJ 1977, ADF&G unilaterally drew up a plan of 
study listing a nund.>t.~r of ::.pecific proj<:.:ct:~ and pointing out the n~c:d 
for in t<:.:rdisciplini.!Xy c0ord~ua. tion, pn r c.icula rl~ bE. Lwl:!t:m fish, wild
life, vegetation, hydrology, recreation, and soc·~-economic studies. 
t1any of the specific projects listed were incorporated in Acres' POS 
in fall of 1979. Huwever much of the :i.nt~rdisciplinary coordination 
failed to materialize. I repeatedly asked 'fES to provide this coordi
nation and develop an overall st.udy riE!sign that would integrate wild
life and vegetation studies and ~nsure collection of adequate hydro
logy and climate information. When no concrete act1on was taken, we 
made a number of requests for changes in plant ecology and climate 

-
-
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studies, more or less guessing what would ultimately be needed. We 
asked that a workshop of outside experts be held to review the plant 
ecology studies. We were told that these things w~uld be taken care 
of in Phase II. We started holding meetings on our own to try to re
solve these problems and even attempted to design vegetation and snow 
sampling schemes that we could implement ourselves. Most of these 
efforts failed due to lack of money, manpower and expertise. 

In spite of these problems, I believe the program has been more suc
cessful in identifying impacts and providing environmental input into 
the decision making process than any other. program of similar size in 
which I have been involved. However I felt we'could do much better. 

ThingB began to improve as we got into Phase II planning, but the 
planning {;'rocess wasn't well organized and a number of aspects, espe
cially those related to habit:at, had not been fully resolved. It was 
at this point that LGL joined the project and proposed use of the AEA 
simulation modelling process. The wot·kshop was the first major step 
in that process. While the sts.ted objective of the AE]., workshop was 
to develop a working model, I viewed it as a potential good first step 
in a systematic planning process that was badly needed. regardless of 
whether simulation modelling is used. The model itself helped to fo
cus the workshop, but I had some deep concerns about the modelling 
pre- "!ess as it 'Was outlined. 

The following is a partial list of issues I hoped would be addressed 
du..ring the workshop and subsequent meetings .• 

1. Design a coordinated, interdisciplinary approach to assessing 
impacts on wildlife.. This would provide a framework for identi
fying information needs and help ensure that all the pieces of 
information needed for a comprehensive impact c;lssessn.ent are col
lected in a form that is useable~ 

2. Initiate a process for reviewing the design and methodology of 
the plant ecology studies. The plant ecology peopte have re
~:ived ;inadequate input · from individuals condu~ting wildlife 
studies and the wildlife i~pact assessment. There have been· con
ce~ns about the usefulness of some of the information collected 
in Phase I. We need to clarify what we want. 

3. Select a habitat based approach for measuring impacts. rtany of 
\.:\s have feserva.tfons about HEP. We needed to dev·elop a better 
approach that achieved the same objectives. 

4. Review on methods of handlins data. We had discussed the value 
of using a ge•.::procc~ser for analyzing data. l-Ie needed to decide 
how certain types of data would be used before we could weigh 
costs against benefits. 

5. Identify products and a timeta~ar ,A.DF&G 1 s l?hase II contract. 
The reporting schedule in our cont~act became obsolete with the 
submission of our Phase 1 I.'eport. 

--... -
.,.. 
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Dr. Robin Sener 3 September 10, 1982 

6. 

7. 

Provide fresh viewpoints from individuals outside of the project. 
We have always been at our best when we had outside people chal
lenging our ideas and injecting new lines of thinking. 

Develop good working relationships. There has been a tremendous 
turnover in personnel in several of the participating groups. It 
is essential that good communications and cooperation be main
tained. We had already had one counterproductive incident. 

It has been my experience that workshops are good forums for peo
ple to develop good working relationships.. People develop re
spect for each other and an appre.ciation for the points of view. 

The following are some of the concerns I had about the planned model
ling process .. 

1 .. 

2. 

The quality of the model could be poor. With the short tim~ 

frame, the lack of f&miliarity of the project by the modellers 
and many vther workshop participants, the geographic remoteness 
of the mr,dellers f.rom the investigators after the workshop, and 
the lack of a specific commitment for follow up workshops, the 
model could end up poorly designed and filled with inadequately 
scrutinized data. This could lead to serious errors that would 
never be corrected. I felt the project warranted a more deliber
ate, thoughtful approach. 

Use of a canned modelling process could result: in fitting the 
project to the model, rather than vice versa. Any process de
signed to be quickly applied. to a wide variety of situations is 
likely to be less desirable than one t:ailored specifically to the 
objectives of a single project. 

3. The model could be misused. Models can be useful tools for test
ing ideas and~examining potential relationships. However, what 
comes out of them is no better than what goes into them. Our 
knowledge of natural systems is inadequate for developing models 
that can n~ke accurate predictions. The outputs need to be care
fully scrut.inized with full consideration of the assumptions and 
potential biases and errors that went into the model. I am awat:e 
of numerous cases where predictions have been blindly accepted, 
even by people who developed the model and should kuow better. I 
telt .that the superficial treatment a model would receive in 8. 

one week workshop, combined with the tight FERC license applica
tion schedule, could lead to improper use of a very poor model. 

5. The rush to have a running model by the end of a week could waste 
time that should be spent on planning and coordination. The 
schedule of the workshop dictated that people spend time digging 
out data. I felt this time should be spent on designing the 
model and interactions between people from different disciplines. 
It is unusual to get such a broad spectrum of expertise together 
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and I didn't want to waste the time.· Digging out data can be 
better handled in small groups back at their offices. 

6. The modelling process could d~vert attention from important im
pact issues. Modelling can. be a very seductive process. Even 
skeptics can become so involved that chey fail to step back and 
look at the entire picture. The model wiJl address only sotrte 
impact. mechanisms for some species.. There are many issues that 
the model will not address or will address only indirectly. I~ 
the model consumes too much attention these issues could be ig
nored. 

The work shop addressed all of the issued I listed above. Some of 
the islStles were treated only indirectly and superficially, but this 
was to be expected from such a large, diverse group. Overall the 
workshop was a very good first step. Substantial progress was made in 
designing an interdisciplinary approach to impact assessment. Plans 
were made for a subsequent meeting to review plant ecology studies. 
The models seem to provide a basis for a habitat based assessment 
while avoiding some of the problems with HEP. Once decisions are made 
on how habitat data will be used, we should be able to evaluate 
geoprocessing as a tool. I came out of the workshop with a ~learer 

idea of what produets LGL wants from ADF&G and plans were mad.~ tc fi'rm 
things up over the next couple of weeks. The infusion ~f fresh view
points was excellent and I think a good basis for future working rela
tionships was formed. 

My concerns about the modelling process itself remain. They were 
somewhat alleviated fo~ the time being by the fact that LGL personnel 
seem to share some of my concerns. If we develop the models care
fully, and use them properly they can be usef~l tools. However if we 
fail to document and continually remind ourselves of the assumptions 
and biases built into the models, if we allow ourselves to think of 
the model as an accurate representation of the real world, or if we 
fail to address impact issues not covered by the model, then the model 
could do more harm than good. It would be helpful if we drew up a 
complete list of potential impact mechanisms fer each species. We 
should get input on this list from as many people as possible to en
sure that ell the issues are on the ta.bJe.. Then we can identify an 
approach to assessing each impact mechpnism. Some issues can be ad
dressed by the model and some may ~equire a unique study design. This 
list would help keep us on t:rack and put the model in prop~r perspec
tive. 

-
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Dr. Robin Sener 5 September 10, 1982 

In sutmnary, I was very satisfied with the workshop as a first step in 
a planning process. The canned AEA modelling process was tempered by 
LGl,' s awareness that the workshop had broade·r value than simply con
s eructing a working model. If we continue the pzJcess with smaller 
more specialized meetings and lots of communication between groups, as 
you outlined in your closing statement, we should end up with a good 
impact assessment and a useful basis for mitigations planning. 

Sincerely, 

~/ 
Karl/ Schneider 

cc: Richard Flemming, APA 



United States Department of the Interi9r 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 

WAES 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
lOll£. TUDOR RD. 

ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99503 
{907) 276-3800 

£ric P. Yould, Executive Dir~ctor 
Alaska Power Authority 
334 West 5th Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Dear Mr. You~~: 

2.4 JAN 1983 

The fish and Wildlife Service {FWS),.as part of our overall participation in 
planning for and evaluating the f~asibility of the Susitna hydroelectric 
project, has determined ~oject area Resource cate2ories and corresponding 
mitigation goals. Thisas beenaone, 1n t'ccordance with the f'WS Mitigation 
Policy {fR Vol. 46, No. 15, 23 January 1981~ and in consultation and 
coordination with the National Narine Fisheries Service, the Environmental 
Protection Agency and the Alaska Department of Fish and Game. Both agencies 
agree that it is appropriate and timely that guidance be provided for 
mitigation planning for the Susitna Hydr~etectric Project. 

The Alaska Department of fish and Game had specific comments that have been 
addressed. They did point out that from the state or ecoregion basis, theJ 
habitat of all evaluation· species is abundanto We agree, but have concluded 
that the habitat for those species listed in Resource Category 2 is scarce or 
becoming scarce, considering its historical quantity and quality from the 
national perspective. 

Principles of the FWS Mitigation Policy 

Four Resource Categories are described in the FWS Mitigation Policy, with 
corresponding mitigation planning goals of decreasing stringency. Designation 
of project area fish and wildlife habitat in Resource Categories serves as a 
guide to insure that the level of mitigation recommended by FWS will be 
consistent with the fish and wildlife resource values involved. It is within 
this framework that the FWS will evaluate project impact and formulate 
mitigation recommendations. Table 1 su~nmarizes FWS MitigatiQn Policy Resource 
categories and their g~~ls. 
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Table 1. Resource Categories and 
Mitigation Planning Goals 

Resource Designation Mitigation planning 
__ c_a_t_e~g_or~y~--------------------c~r_it_e~r~i~a-------------~~~ goal 

1 Habitat to be impacted is of No loss of exi~ting 
high value for evaluation habitat yalue. 

2 

3 

4 

species and is unique and 
irreplac~able on a national 
basis or in the ecoregion 
section. 

Habitat to be impacted is of 
high value for evaluation 
species and is relatively 
scarce or becoming scarce on 
a national basis or in the 
ecoregion section. 

Habitat to be impacted is of 
high to medium value for 
evaluation apecies and is 
relatively abundant on a 
national basis. 

Habitat to be impacted is of 
mediumJ to low value for 

No net loss of in
kind habitat 
value" 

No net loss of 
habitat value 
while minimizing 
loss of in-kind 
habitat value. 

Minimize loss of 
habitat value. 

evaluation soeci~ ~. 
~-----------------------------

Taken from FWS Mitigation Policy (FR Vol. 46, No. 15, Z3 January 1981). 

Focus of the FWS Policy on Habitat Value 

Specific guidance the FWS wishes to provtde is in mitigating losses of habitat 
value. Predicted carrying capacity or population data by thems~lve$ are often 
unreliable indicators for evaluating project impacts upon fish and wildlife 
r~sources. Causes include ~ampling errors, cyclic fluctuations, and poorly 
defined life requis~ces tor the species involved. Therefore, the FWS feels 
that habitat value, based upon predicted carrying capacity, current and 
historical use, and consideration of the influence of disturbance on 
capability of the habitat to support fish and wildlife populations, is the 
appropriate concept to be used in determining mitigation requirements. 

Although the primary focus is on fish and wildlife habitat value losses, the 
policy covers impacts to fish and wildlife populations and the human uses 
thereof. In many cases, compensation of habitat value losses should result in 
replacement of fish and wildlife populations and human "ses. But where it 
-does not, ·t-he Servi-ce will reconvnend appropriate additional means and measures. 
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Resource 
category 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Table 1. Resource Categories and 
Mitigation Planning Go~ls 

Designation 
criteria 

Habitat to be impacted is of 
high value for evaluation 
species and is unique and 
irreplac~able on a national 
basis or in the ecoregion 
section .. 

Habitat to be impacted is of 
high value for evaluation 
species and is rel~tively 
scarce or becomina scarce on 
a national basis or ir. the 
ecoregion section. 

Habitat to be impacted is of 
high tc medium value for 
evaluation species and is 
relatively abundant on a 
national basis. 

Habitat to be impacted is of 
mediurni to low ~alue for 
evaluation species. 

Mitigation pfann1ng 
goal 

No loss of existing 
habitat yalue. 

No net loss of in
kind habitat 
value .. 

No net loss of 
habitat value 
while minimizing 
loss of in-kind 
habitat value. 

Minimize loss of 
habitat value. 

Taken from FWS Mitigation Policy (FR Vol. 46, No. 15, 23 January 1981). 

focus of the FWS Policy on Habitat Value 

Specific guidance the FWS wishes to provide is in mitigating losses of habitat 
value. Predicted carrying capacity or population data by themselve$ are often 
unreliable indicators for evaluating project impacts upon fish and wildlife 
resources. Causes include sampling errors, cyclic fluctuations, and poorly 
defined life requisites for the species involved. Therefore, the FWS feels 
that habitat value, based upon predicted carrying capacity, current and 
historical use, and consideration of the influence of disturbaflce on 
capability of the habitat to support fish and wildlife populations, is the 
appropriate concept to be used in determining mitigation requirements" 

Although the primary focus is on fish and wildlife habitat value losses, the 
policy covers impacts to fish and wildlife populations and the human uses 
thereof~ In many cases, compensation of tiabitat value losses should result in 
replacement of fish and wildlife populations and human uses. But where it 
-does not, ·the Servi-ce will recommend appropriate additional means and measures. 

-



as stated in the FWS Mitigation Policy, specific ways to achieve the 
mitigation goal when loss of habitat value is unavoidable include, •(1) 
physical modification of replacement habitat· to convert it to the same type 
lost; (2) restoration or rehabilitation of previously altered habitat; (3) 
increased management of similar replacement habitat so that the in-kind value 
of lost hahitat is replaced, or (4) a combination of these measures.. By 
r~plac1ng habitat value tosses with similar habitat values, populations of 
species associated with that habitat may remain relatively stable in the area 
.over time.• 

The mitigation goal of in-kind replacement of ·lost habitat is not always 
achievable. ~urther, opposition to a project on that basis alone may not be 
warranted. In ~uch cases there are two instances when deviation from this goal 
is appropriate. These ar-e: 01 When {1) different habitats and species 
available for replacement are determined to be of greater value than those 
l~st, or (2) in-kind replacement is not physically or biologically attainable 
in the~oregion section. In either casa, replacement involving different 
habitat kinds may be recommended provided that the total value of the habitat 
lost is reconmended for r.epl acement. • 

Evaluation Species 

Determination of Resource tategori~s is based upon the habitat value and 
retative abundance of species selected for evaluation. The cho1Ce of 
evaluation species will, ultimately, have a prominent role in determining the 
~tent and type of mitigation achiev~d in a project. 

Two basic approach-es to selecting .pro.)ect impa<:t evaluation species -can be 
taken. first, species with high pub 1 i<: interest, subsistence or economic 
value may be 5elected. The second approach would entail the selection of 
species which would provide a broader ecological perspective of an area. In 
actual practice, ~pecies are selected to represent social, economic, 
subsistence and broad ecological aspects. 

It should be recognized that the evaluation species will, to a large extent, 
define the geographic scope of both the direct and indirect fish and wildlife 
resource impacts resulting from a project. Direct impacts to species such as 
chinook salmon, brown bear, and caribou can have indirect impacts to others 
with which they have an interdependent relationshipQ 

Nineteen species have been selected by the fWS to determine the habitat 
mitigation Resource Categories for the Susitna Hydroelectric Project (Table 
2). We consider these species as having high oublic interest, economic and/or 
subsistence value, and ecological significance!!. Brief descriptions of 
these species as they relate to the project are provided in the Appendix. 

The species selected to establish the habitat mitigaticn Resou~e tategories 
need not -completely correspond to the list of species .chosen to quantify 
project impacts and mitigation. The species s~lected for impact assessment 
and miti~ation planning by the APA, through its ~onsultants, and coordinated 
with 

11 The Bald Eagle meets several of these tests but was not included as an 
evaluation species for mitigation purposes because it is specifically 
protecteci by the federal Eald Eagle Protection Act. 
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the resource agencies, includes all of the FWS evaluation species Study of 
those species other than the FWS evaluation species should continue since they 
provide confidence fn predictions of project impacts and potential mitigation 
alternatives. For examplep cons-iderat-ion of· high public interest and economic 
value led to the selection of the golden eagle and the pine marten as 
evaluation species. However, our ability to directly monitor project impacts 
through these speci~s is questionable. Monitoring of small mammal and 
songbird populations dependent upon forested habitat9 lends additional 
confidence to predictions of ~~P.act on the ~valuation species. 

Resource ~ategory Determination 

The resource category determinat·ion was made by the ·fWS in consideration of 
the relative abundance on a national basis of the evaluation species habitat 
and the value of their habitat to be impacted in the pre-project status. 

for purposes of ~his document the area of direct project impact is defined as 
the ar.ea to be disturbed or inundated by project features such as the dams, 
reservoirs, ac~ess roads and ~ransmission line; the fiood pta in of the Susitna 
River from the lower~am t~ Talkeetna; and the riparian area beiow Ta1keetna4 
Species using each area are directly impacted. Species dependent on directly 
impacted species ar~ indirectly impacted. 

The criteria used for determining evaluation species habitat relative scarcity 
or abundance from~he national perspective are: (a) the histori~al range and 
habitat quality of the evaiuation species, and {b) the status of that habitat 
today. If a significant reduction in extent or quality cf habitat has 
occurred for an evaluation species, that habitat is considered scarce or 
becoming scarce. If that is not ·the case, -the habitat is considered abundant. 

The lack of ecosystem diversity in arctic and subarctic environments is widely 
recognized (Kormandy 1969, Whittaker 1975). Losses to one species will 
quickly reverberate through the ecosystem due to lower stability found in less 
diverse ecosystems (Korrnandy T969)o Buffering of adverse impacts upon one 
species by others does not occur to the extent found, for instance, in the 
tropical and temperate zones. for example, losses to moose will lead to 
incre&sed predation pressure on caribou eventually leading to reductions in 
populations of caribou, wolves, black bears, and brown bears. 

Most of the evaluation species (e.g., moose, caribou, wolf, Dall sheep, brown 
bear, black bear, and the five salmon species) are dependent upon large 
habitat areas as well as upon spe~ific habitat types which receive seasonal 
use. This necessitates long term monitoring and causes difficulty in clearly 
evaluating impacts and formulating mitigation measures. As a result, 
seemingly minimal habitat losses could severely impact a population throughout 
the upper Susitna basine 
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'The FWS has placed the habitat of the evaluation species in the following 
resource category designations g/: 

Resource Category 2 

- Caribou 
_,. Brown bear 

Gray wolf 
'-..Chinook salmon 
''Coho salmon 
' Chum salmon 

Resource Category 3 

Moose 
Da11 sheep 
Arctic grayling 
Black bear 
Beaver 
~, i ne marten 
Golden eagle 
Trumpeter swan 
Sockeye salmon 
Pink salmon 
Rainbow trout 
Bur bot 

Resource Category 4 

Dolly Varden 

f! Once the vegetative c~ver types have been delineated and evaluated 
~5 habitat·for these evaluation speci~s, r~source category determinations 
can be made by~over type. In instances where evaluation species habitat 
overlap, the most conservation (highest) Resource Category will determine 
fWS mitigation goal for that area. -

lhe FWS provides this analysis to further Susitna Hydroelectric Project 
planning. By establishing project and species habitat specific 
mitigation goals the·FWS intends to protect and conserve the ~ost 
important and vatuable fish and wildlife resources while facilitating 
balanced development of the Nation's natural resources. 

Sincerely, 

Assistant 
Acting 

onal Director 
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Table 2. Fish and Wildlife Service Mitigation Evaluation Species for the 
Susitna Hydroielectric Project. 

Connon Name 

Moose 
Caribou 
Brown bear 
Black bear 
'Gray wolf 
Dall sheep 
Beaver 
Pine marten 
Golden eagle 
Trumpeter swan 
Chinook salmon 
Coho salmon 
Sockeye sa 1 mon 
Chum salmon 
Pink salmon 
Arctic grayling 
Rainbow trout 
Dolly Varden 
Burbot 

Scientific Name 

Alces alces 
nangifer tarandus 
lJrsus arctos 
U. amer1canus 
Canis ll~~s 
Uvis aa 1 
Castor canadensis 
t1artes amer1cana 
Aquila chr saetos 
gyg uh ucc1nator 
.. ynchus tshawytscha 
0. kisutch 
rr. nerka 
'tf. keta 
u. gorbuscha 
Thymallus arcticus 
Salmo sairdneri 
Sa1vellnus malma 
[ota tota 
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A endix. Susitna Hydroelectric Pro·ect EvaluationS ecies 

Terrestrial Species 
1. Moose (Alces alces). In terms of hunting pressure, moose are probably th£ 

most important big game species in Alaska. Historically, moose were an 
important source of food, clothing, and implements along the major 
rivers. On a local, regional, and state-wide basis, this species 
continues to be an important source of food and recreation.---The monetary 
value of moose is compounded by the number of non-resident hunters which 
are attracted to the state.. Spending by hunters results in benefits 
throughout the State's economy. Moose also have a high non-consumptive 
value. They are easily observed and thus provide high photographic value. 

In terms of suseeptability to project impacts moose provide a good 
evaluation subject. Commonly associated with riparian zones, especially 
during harsh winters, moose will be adversely impacted by the project. 
Yet, because rnoose are generally responsive to habitat rnodifi~ations, 
post-project habitat manipulations could po-tentiallY benefit moose. 

Information on moose, both in t~rms of general life history and project 
area specific data is comparatively good. With continued 
project-sponsored monitoring of the area populations, adequate information 
will, eventually, be available for mitigative planning. 

Moose play an important ecological role in -the project area. fhey are ~~ 
important prey species for \tolf (Canis lupus), black bear (Ursus 
ameri~anus), and brown bear (U. arctos). In addition, predation on moose 
maY provide caribou (Rangifer-taranaus) with some relief from pr~dation. 

The moose population and habitat quality downstream of the impoundment 
areas is relatively high (~1odafferi 1982). Upstream of the Devil Canyon 
dam site the population level could be described as low to moderate 
(Ball~rd et al. 1982a). It has been suggested that predation is 
restricting population growth in the upstream area {Ballard et al. 1982). 
Moose habitat, relative to its historical range, is considered abundant 
from a national and ecoregion section basis. · 

2a Caribou (Rangifer tarandus). Caribou have traditionall~ been and still 
are an important food source for humans on a local, reg1onal, and state 
basis. As a favored game animal, caribou attract many resident and 
non-resident hunters. Benefits accrue throughout the State's economy as a 
result of these hunters .. 

The project area is within the range of the Nelchina herd. The herd 
contains approximately 20,000 animals and js of very high value to 
resident hunters because of its size and proxi~ity to population centers. 
The herd contained ~0,000+ animals during the 1960's. ~aribou habitat, 
from the national perspective, has not been significantly reduced from its 
historical range, However disturbances such as highways, pipelines, North 
Slope Oil field activities and human/equipment presence have cumulatively 
threatened the quality of caribou habitat statewide. Accordingly, we 
consider caribou habitat of historical quality is becoming scarce. 
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The herd has been continuously studied since around 1948 (Pitcher 1982). 
Intensified investigations, through radio-tracking, are being carried out 
as a component of the Susitna Hydro Big Game Studies undertaken by Alaska 
Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G} (Pitcher 1982). Management of the 
caribou herds is aimed at balancing population levels with their habitat 
and avoiding the sharp fluctuations in numbers that have previously 
characterized the herds. 

Migratory· behavior by caribou limits this prey speci~s to an ephemeral 
role to its somewhat more sedentary predatory species; wolf, and black and 
brown bear. Caribou do not provide a dependable year-round food source. 
Just as caribou would provide relief from predators for moose, the reverse 
would also be true. · · 

Disturbances would be the principal mechanism by which the project could 
adversely impact t-he Nelchina caribou herd. Additionally, the impoundment 
behind Wa·tana dam may interfere with caribou .migration to and from the 
calving groundsc Utilization of access from the Denali Highway south to 
Watana dam would be expected ·to have adverse impacts on a sub-herd ~alving 
ground {Pitcher 1982). Also, if the main herd reacts ·to the Watana 
impoundment by seeking a ~alving area north of the reservoir, ~he presence 
of an access road in this area would compound the potential impacts 
problem. The potential adv~rse eff~cts of the project on caribou relate 
more ~o habitat quality than quantity. Project impacts to the herd could 
be negligible to substantial. Thus, although population levels are 
approaching •optimal", drastic project impacts could result in this 
species becoming scarce in the basin. 

3. Brown bear (Ursus arctos). This species is considened to be a valu&ble 
big game animal and attracts numerous resident and non-resident hunters. 
The non-consumptive value of brown bears is exemplified by the state
operated McNeil River Sanctuary. Hundreds of people yearly submit 
applications to obtain an opportunity to observe brown bears in this 
sanctuarya A lottery system limits the number of observers at the 
sanctuary to minimize disturbance to the bears. 

Although not considered threatened or endangered in Alaska, the brown bear 
is listed as threatened under the Endangered Species Act fn the 48 con
terminous states. As such, it can be considered a species of particular 
national interest and one whose habitat has been significantly reduced in 
extent and quality from the national perspective. Accordingly, it is 
considered scarce on that basis. 

Project~specific and scientific information on this species is relatively 
good. Studies funded by the Susitna project have been on-going since 
1980. Information on movement patterns, population levels, and location 
of denning sites is providing a basis for analyzing project impacts. 

The project would be expected to result in a high degree of direct and 
indirect disturbance. Although some disturbance impact is unavoidable, 
the degree to which it can be controlled is large. The type and design of 
construction camps, mode and route of access, and timing of construction 
are factors which will dramatically influence the extent of disturbance 
resulting from this project. Neither direct habitat nor denning sites 
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losses appear to be major proJect-related impacts (Miller 1982). Prey 
reduction, however, is expected to result in adverse impacts to brown 
bear. Losses due to prey reductions may be masked by the reductions due 
to disturbance. 

Project-caused losses to a variety of habitats and spec·fes will impact the 
brown bear. Project impacts to the berry-rich shrublands, salmon fishery, 
areas of early green-up, prey species such as moose and caribou, will all 
ultimately affect brown bear. 

According to the ongoing ADF&G studies, Min comparison with other North 
Ameri~an brown bear populations, the study area population appeared highly 
productive and moderately dense.N (Miller 1982). Even though the 
population is consider~d to be moderately dense in the project area, 
actual numbers are not very high in even the best habitat. A rough 
estimate of the study areas population is 1 bear/41-62 km2 {Miller and 
McAllister 1982}. 

4. Black bear (Ursus americanus). This speci~s is widespread in Alaska as 
well as in the 48 conterm1nous stateso Black bear habitat is considered 
abundant on a national and ecoregion basis. 

Seasonal availability of foods strongly determine the occurrence of black 
bears in a particular area. ~tovement will occur from spring green-up 
areas, to salmon streams in summer, and then to berry-producing shrubland 
in summer/early'fall. In the project area, brown bear appear to restrict 
black bears to the forested habitat along the Susitna River and the 
adja4;ent shrublands to which the forested ar.eas serve as escape cover 
(Hiller an~ McAllister 1982). Because of this habitat restriction, black 
bear will b'e strongly impacted through direct habitat losses due to the 
project. 

Black bear habitat value in the inundation area and downstream from the 
dam sites appears to be relatively high. In the ADF&G Big Game Studies 
report (Miller and McAllister 1982) is was noted that, "In comparison with 
other North American black bear populations, black bears in the study area 
appeared to be productive although possibly having an older age of 
reproductive maturity and higher rate of cub mortality than an intensively 
studied popu~ation on the Kenai Peninsula. No good density ~stirnate was 
obtained for the study area although a rough estimate of 1 bear/4.1 km2 
was obtained in one relatively open area based on aerial observations of 
marked and unmarked bears.M 

Black bear would appear to be highly susceptible to impacts from the 
project. Indications are that upwards of 90% of the black bear habitat 
could be lost through inundation. Avoidance of significant losses to this 
species through project modifications does not appear to be possible. The 
following is a summary of expected project impacts on the black bear: 
•1. Inundation of scarce denning habitats {especially in the upper 
impoundr.~nt area), 2. Habitat eiimination through inundation, 3. 
Increased human disturbance and hunting resulting from project con
struction, cperation, and improved access, 4. Increased predation by brown 
bears resulting from decreased availability of berry-rich shrublands which 
are also adjacent to forested escape habitat, 6. Reduction of prey items 
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(downstream salmon, moose calves and, perhaps, caribou), 7. Impoundment 
r~lated climatic changes which alter the availability or abundance of food 
resources." (t~ilier and McAllister 1982). 

Black bear are being examined as a component of the project's environ
mental studies program. Information will continue to be gathered on this 
species through the project-funded studies and should provide an adequate 
data base for asst~sing project impacts. General scientific knowl~dge of 
this species is good and thus would facilitate the evaluation of project 
impacts to b~ack bear. 

5. Gray wolf {Canus 1upuj}. Interest in the wolf is relatively high on a 
statewide and nat1ona basis. However, concern for managing wolves to 
maximize population levels is mixed. Due to its status as an endangered/ 
threatened ~pecies in the conterminous 48 states there is high national 
interest in protecting this species. ~rom the national perspective, the 
quantity of wolf habitat has been significantly r~duced, thereby placing 
it in a scarce status. On ecoregion basis, wolf habitat is abundant and 
state game management has frequently been directed at reducing wolf 
populations in selected ar~as. 

Information on wolves in the project area has been accumulated over more 
than 30 years (Ballard et at. i982b). Studies specific to the Susitna 
project have been carried out for the last two years. The scientific data 
base is relatively good and it is anticipated that continued project
related studies will r~ult in sufficient information for mitigation 
planning. 

The wolf packs residing in the Susitna study area largely depend upon 
moose and caribou. A minor proportion of their diet is composed of small 
mammals (Ballard et al. l982b). Because they are highly dependent upon 
the availability of moose and caribou, losses to those species due to 
project impacts would directly impact the wolf popu~ations. 

The \{•olf is susceptible to project-related impacts. Impacts to wolves 
would primarily occur through reductions in prey density, particularly 
moose:. Initially, the project may lead to an incr~~~ase in wolf numbers due 
to increased vulnerability of prey which have been displaced from the 
impoundment areas {Ballard et al. 1982b). Disruptions in moose and 
caribou movements could adversely impact wolves quite distant from the 
impoundments. Indirect adverse impacts could also be anticipated from 
increased access resulting from the project. 

6. Dall sheep {Ovis dalli). In the United States, Dall sheep are unique to 
Alaska. Interest on a national basis is high. The importance of this 
species as big game and an observation subject also creates high interest 
from a state and local perspective. On a national and ecoregion basis, 
Dall sheep habitat has not significantly changed from its historical 
status and ·is therefore considered abundant. 

Consurilptive/nonconsur.1ptive use of Dall sheep is high. Numerous hunters 
are attracted to the state to sheep hunt. The value of this species for 
nonconsumptive purposes is exemplified by the state having a prohibition 
on hunting in areas where sheep can be readily observed. 

-
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Three distinct ~~eep populations, Portage-Tsusena C:eeks, Mt. Watana, and 
Watana Hills, were identified in the upper Susitna basin study area 
(Ballard et al. 1982c). In that the range of these bands correspond to 
different portic:ns of ·the project ·area, ·the type and extent of project
related impacts vary. The Portage-Tsusena band would be impacted 
primarily through disturbance. However, placement of borrow pits with 
associated roads, and project-access roads could result in a significant 
shift in sheep distribution and a loss of critical winter range (nallard 
et al. 1982c). Although the project c~uld have a. severe adverse impact on 
the sheep, the impacts are, if not unavoidable, substantially controllable. 

Information on the thre:e populations of Dall sheep will continue to be 
acquired through project-related studies. The studies will be designed to 
assess potential impacts of the project. Additional scientific 
information on this species is available, being relatively qualitative in 
nature. Project-specific data are extremel) important with this species 
due to its fidelity to traditional use areas, which makes assessments of 
habitat value very difficult in absence of project area-specific 
infonnation. 

The Ht. Watana band has not been clearly defined. Apparent use of range 
adjacent to the Watana reservoir would indicate that project-caused 
irr~acts would inc1ude disturbance and possible loss of habitat (Ballard et 
al. l982c). 

Impacts to the Watana Hills band could be severe due to its proximity to 
the proposed Watana reservoir. Potential project-caused impacts would be 
related to disturbance: alter-ed behavior, decreased lambing success, and 
abandonment of the apparently important Jaytreek mineral lick (Ballard et 
al. 1982c). · 

Project impacts to the Mt. Uatana and Portage-Tsusena Creeks populations 
would be related primarily to disturbance rather than loss of~habitat. if 
long-term, this would result in a decrease in habitat value. Principal 
concern re$ts with the Watana Hills band which could lose the use of what 
is apparently a highly valuable mineral lick at Jay Creek. If the Jay 
Creek mineral lick proves to be critical to the band and irreplaceable, 
the value of this habitat would obviously be very high. Studies to 
ascertain the nature of this sheep population's dependence on the mineral 
lick are being undertaken as part of the project. 

7. Beaver {Castor canadensis). This species plays an important ecological 
and econo~1c role in Alaska. Trapping beaver continues to be an important 
component of traditional lifestyles. Beaver trapping is pursued on a 
recreational basis as welt as being an important source of revenue for 
bush residents. Beaver habitat is neither unique to Alaska nor scarce in 
the United States or Alaska. They do, however, play an important 
ecological role. Actions by this species results in habitat modifications 
which benefit other wildlife species that are also of high interest (e.g~ 
waterfowl and moose). 

Beaver are dependent upon both aquatic and riparian habitats. Projects 
impacts to these habitats would impact beaver distribution and population 

........ 

-

I 
l 
I 
J 

r 
r 

I 

I 

I 
l 

I 

I 

l 

r 



levels. Although beaver are scarce in the Susitna system above the 
proposed Devil Canyon dam site, from that point downstream existing 
population levels gradually increase. At the present time, it has not 
been clearly established how the project would physically modify the 
Susitna River downstream of its confluence with the Talkeetna and Chulitna 
Rivers. Impact questions which are presently outstanding include: 

1. What is the potential for beaver-caused fish passage blockages which 
may be associated with stabilized flows?. 

2. What would be the effects of relatively stable water levels on beaver 
and their habitats? 

3. How would the alter.ed ice conditions impact beaver and their habitats? 

4. What are the plant species that beaver are dependent upon and how 
woul~ these plants be effected by the proposed project? {~ipson et 
al. 1982). 

5. To what extent are moose dependent upon beaver for habitat creation? 

As a component ~f project furbearer studies, aeaver are being examined. 
t.ocation of habitations was comp~eted during the early phase of work. 
During the second stage of the study potential impacts will be assessed 
for t~ purpose of mitiga-tion planning. Baseline scientifi-c inforr.1ation 
is reiativ~ly ~omprehensive and should lend a high degree of certainty to 
ir.1pact predi~ti~ns for this speci~s, if post-project water regimes can be 
adequately identified. 

Existing conditions in the proposed impoundment areas are not favorable 
for beaver. Aquatic habitat created by the reservoirs potentially could 
benefit beaver, however, water level fluctuations could negate this area 
as habitat. Below Devil Canyon the value of the habitat increases with 
distance from the dam site. Below Talkeetna beaver populations exist in 
quantities that can sustain a high and continuous harvest (Gipson et al. 
1982) •. 

8. Pine marten (Martes americana). The pine marten is restricted-to 
coniferous forests and, in.the United States, is abundant relative to its 
historical range in Alaska, the Rocky Mountains, and the northern areas of 
the Hidwest and the Northeast. Lo\., population densities are 
characteristic of this species. Marten are locally abundant in the 
vicinity of the proposed impoundment area which corresponds to the 
forested areas in the upper Susitna valley (Gipson et al. 1982). This 
furbear~r has, Wistorically, been highly important to trappers. 
Economically, the pine marten is considered the most important furbearer 
to trappers in the vicinity of the impoundments (Gipson et al. 1982). 

In that pine marten inhabit coniferovs and mixed coniferous-deciduous 
forests, inundations would eliminate much of the habitat of highest value 
for this species. Sus-ceptibility of this species to project-related 
impacts can thus be considered high. In addition, as this species is 
associated with older age vegetation, mitigation modification for other 
spe'~'ies, such as moose, may be in conflict with the pine marten. 
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As a component of project furbearer studies, information on this species 
is being accumulated. Although the present level of detail is not 
considered high, additional studies are being undertaken. 

9.. Golden eagle {Aquila chrysaetos). As with the ba'ld eagle, nonconsumptive 
interest in thTs species is high. Although protection is a'fso offered to 
the golden eagle by the Bald Eagle Act of 1940, as amended, this 
iegislation is less restrictive for the golden eagle in that their nests 
may be taken when they interfere with resource development. A permit from 
the Department of Interior is required in those instances • 

Susceptibility of the golden eagle to project impacts would be similar to 
that indicated for the bald eagle. Disturbance type impact~;, loss of 
i~portant habitats, particularly nesting cliffs, and loss of~ important 
prey species would all be project-related negative effects \'trhich could 
occur to this species. 

Habitat to be impaeted by the project is not of h·igh value for the golden 
eagle. Ten active nest sites were identified during the last two years of 
studies undertaken for the proposed project (Kessel et al .. 1982),. This 
concentration of active golden eagle nests is similar to the highest 
populations noted for Alaska {Kessel et al. 1982). However, in a 1974 
study C.~1. White (1974) did not locate any a\ctive golden eag',le nests in 
the proposed impoundment areas. This suggests that re·~ating changes in 
nesting density to project actions could be difficult. 

10. Trumpeter swan (Cy~nus buccinator). Interest in this species, on a 
nonconsumptive bas1s, is hirJh. Recently close to extinction, the 
;rumpeter swan is still very rare in the conterminous 48 states. Although 
restricted to breeding in western Wyoming and t~ontana the trumpeter swan 
has recently shown substantial population increases {Robbins et al. 1966). 

Swan populations in Alaska are associhted during nesting and rearing with 
wetlands and ponds found, primarily, along the major river syste~s in the 
southern half of the state. Information on habitat use iz concentrated on 
coastal areas such as the Kenai Peninsula and Copper River {Konkel et aT. 
1980). Specific habitat to be impacted by the proposed project is not of 
high value for trumpeter swans. 

Project-related tracking of trumpeter swans has focused on tne impoundment 
areas. Swans are now considered co~mon in the eastern section of the 
Susitna study area from the NacLaren River to the Oshetna River. In the 
last five years the population there has more than doubled {Terrestrial 
Environmental Specialists, Inc. 1982). 

Trumpeter swans are susceptib.fe to dist~Jrbance type impacts during nesting 
and rearing of cygnets. Lacustrine waters are utilized by this species 
for nesting and rearingo 

Aquatic Species 

Five-year studies are being conducted by the ADF&G, Woodward/Clyde 
Consultants, and the Arctic Environmental Information and Data Center for the 
purposes of: 
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(1) providing fish population estimates; 

(2) identifying valuable aquatic habitats; 

{3) evaluating project impacts; 

(4) assessing potential mitigation; and 

{5) eva.luating the potential for salmon enhancement abo~1e the dam site. 

Water ·quality, quantity, and other instream flow parameters are to be analyzed 
to a]low an evaluation of project-caused changes vs. fishery resource 
requirements. Project impacts to salmon habitat will be most apparent in the 
reach from the Devil Canyon dam site downstream to the confluence of the 
Susitna, thulitna, and Talkeetna Rivers. Except for a small run of chinook, 
salmtln do not go above the dam site. 

1. Chinook salmon {Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) .. Development of hydroelectric 
potentia 1 in the northwestern Uni.ted States has resulted in the loss of a 
significant portiuri of the salmon spawning habitat. On a national basis, 
·ii1terest is very high in minimizing l<>sses to chinook salmon, and, if 
possible, expanding existing stocks. State, and local interest is very 
high in maximizing populations of this highly prized comercial, 
recreational, and subsistence species. 

fhe Susitna River is considered the major contributor of chinook salmon to 
Cook Inlet (ADF&G/Su Hydro 1981). Although chinook salmon of the Susitna 
River are not managed at present for commercia~ harvest, they provide 
important sport and subsistence fisheries. In 1982, approximately 10,000 
chinook salmon were taken by sports fishermen with a fishery effort of 
28,000 man~days. 

The primary Susitna River habitats which could be lost between the Devil 
Canyon dam site and the tri-rivers confluence are the side channels and 
sloughs. Chinook salmon juveniles rear· year-round in the mainstt•eam 
Susitna River and associated side channels, sloughs, mouths of tributaries 
and lateral tributaries. Because studies to determine the importance of 
this reach of the Susitna Ri'ler to salmonids are still ongoing, project 
impacts to this species have not been adequately ~stablished nor have 
potential mitigation alternatives been evaluated. 

2. Coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch). Hydroelectric development in the 
Northwest United States fi~s resulted in a significant depletion of coho 
salmon stocks. 

The coho salmon is an ·~mportaot cotilfilercial resource and a highly prized 
sport fish in Alaska. The 1981 commercial harvest of cohos for the Upper 
Cook Inlet was just under 500,000 (ADF&G/Su Hydro 1982) .. The contribution 
of the Susitna River to this fishery has been estimated as 50 percent. 
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Coho salmon ~re also an important sport fish in the Susitna River system. 
In 1981, sport fisherman harvested over 13,500 coho from the Susitna River 
syste~. The comQercial harvest of coho in 1982 attributable to Upper Cook 
Inlet was 777,000 fish. 

For spawning, cohos predo~inantly depend upon clear water tributaries with 
limited use of the side channels and sloughs. The sloughs also provide 
i~portant rearing habitat (Schmidt and Trihey 1982). Because the side 
channels and sloughs will probably be affected, cohos are susceptible to 
project impacts above Talkeetna. The potential of the project to_ 
adversely impact important coho sal~on habitat below the tri-river 
confluence has not been clearly established. 

3. Sockeye salmon (Oncorhynchus nerka). Past depletion of sockeye salmon 
stocks in the Pacific Northwest as well as in Alaska has resulted in major 
interest in this speci~s. Restoration programs have been ongoing in 
Alaska for several years. Thus there is considerable national, statet and 
local interest in avoiding adv.erse impa-cts to sockeye, the most 
commer~ially important of the Pacifi~ salmo~. The 1982 Upp~r Cook Inlet 
sockeye -commercial -catch was 3.2 million (ADF&G/Su Hydro) .. Cohtribut~on 
fro~ the Susitna River to this ~atch is estimated to be perhaps 1/2 
million. Sockeye salmon is also considered an important species to sport 
and subsistence fishing inter.ests. 

Spawning ~abitat for sockeye salmon above Talkeetna appears to be limited 
to the sloughs. Although a small proportion of the Susitna sockeye runi 
those using habitat above Talkeetna will be highly 5usceptible to project 
impacts because the sloughs would be prone to pt·oject-caused changes 
{Terrestrial Environmental Specialists, Inc. 1982). Below Talkeetna, thr 
extent of project-related i~pacts to sockeye salmon has not been 
adequately established. 

4. Chum salmon (Oncorhynchus keta). Corrnm .. ~rcia·ny, chum salmon are second in 
value to sockeye salmon in the upper Ccok Inlet; the average commercial 
catch being just over 700,000 during the last ten years (ADF&G/Su Hydro 
1982). The commercial harvest of chum salmon in Upper Cook Inlet in 1982 
was 1.4 million. Sport and subsistence fishing for chum sa1mon is 
important, however, it can be considered the salmon species of least value 
to these interests. 

Based on the 1981 fisheries studi~s data, chum salmon is the predominant 
salmon species found in the Susitna reach between Talkeetna and the Devil 
Canyon dam site (Terrestrial Environmental Specialists, Inc. 1982). 
Predominant use of the sloughs is by spawning chums and as such severe 
adverse impacts can be predicted to this species if the project results in 
the elimination of access to the sloughs. Without mitigating flows, the 
loss of the slough habitats is predicte~~ Mainstream spawning by chum 
salmon was noted at ten sites in the Talkeetna to Devil Canyon segment of 
the Susitna (Terrestrial Environmental Speciaiists, Inc. 1982). The 
contribution of the mainstream beds to overall chu~ spawning is not 
considered to be substantial. Potential project-related impacts 
downstream of the confluence of the Susitna, Talkeetna, and Chulitna 
Rivers has not yet been clearly established. 
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Chum salmon habitat historically extended south to the coastal streams of 
Washington and Oregon. The quality of its habitat in that area has been 
significantly reduced. Accordinyly, fro~ the national perspective, we 
consider it becoming scarce& 

5 .. Pink salmon (Oncorhynchus gorbuseha). Pink salmon exhibit a two year run 
cycle. During even years the Susitna River pinks contribute more than any 
other sal~n species to the commercial catch attributable to the Susitna 
River. The. cor.111ercial value of this species ,is considered high and the 
Susitna River is considered the major contributor to the upper Coo.~ Inlet 
commercial catch. Pink salmon are important to sport and subsistence 
fishing interests. 

Information from the 1981 field season provided insight as to habitats of 
ililportance.. Spawning pink salmon were found in the sloughs as \'!ell as the 
tributaries to the Susitna River {Terrestrial Environmental Specialists 
1982). Data must be obtained from a peak run of pinks to allow a complete 
assessment of valuable habitats. Data on odd-year runs may not be 
indicative of habitats which receive the heaviest use. 

Pink salmon was historically limited in range to coastal strear.1s of 
north-west t~ashington and north. No significant reduction to that habitat 
has occurred. Accordingly pink salmon habitat is considered abundant on 
the national and ecoregion basis. 

6. Arctic grayling {Thymallus arcticus). Native arctic grayling are found in 
~Uchigan, the heaawaters of the t·11ssouri River, and in Alaska {Eddy 1969). 
Due to its re1atively rare status in the conterminous states, this sport 
fish is of high national interest. In Alaska, grayling are a popular 
sport fish. The gr·ayling population within the upper Susitna River basin 
is rather large, due principally to lack of exploitation. In that it 
comprises a very healthy population of a popular sport fish, interest on a 
state and local basis is high. 

Arctic grayling is the predominant fish species in the Susitna above Devil 
Canyon. The lower Susitna river smaller populations are found and 
~;,pawning appears to be restricted to the clear water tributaries 
(Terrestrial Environmental Specialists, Inc. 1982). 

Based upon data from the 1981 Susitna project field studies the upper 
Susitna River impoundment areas presently supports a population of 
approximately 10,000 {Terrestrial Environmental Specialists, Inc. 1982)~ 
Since grayling inhabit Susitna River and tributary reaches which would be 
inundated, this species will be severely impacted. Downstream from the 
impounqments, project impacts have not yet ~een adequately evaluated. 

1. Rainbow trout {Salmo gairdneri) fit all the necessary criteria for a 
mitigation evaluat1on species and are well suited to represent fish 
species in the Cook Inlet to Devil Canyon reach. They are considered 
a~~~ndant within their historical range. Habitat to be impacted is of 
medium value for this species. 

8. Burbot (Lota lota) are relatively abundant in the Susitna River year-round 
~nd are sensit1ve to project impacts. They are considered abundant within 
their historical range. Habitat to be impacted is of medium value for 
this species. 
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9. Dolly Varden (Salvelinus malma) are an important sport fish and should be 
considered as an evaauation species as well. They are considered abundant 
within their historical range. Habitat to be impc·cted is of medium value 
for this species. 
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February 3, 1983 

COMMENTS ON: U S Fish & Wildlife letter of January 24, 1983, project 
area resource categories ' 

The Alaska Power Authority concurs with the m~tigation goals out

line for species in the project area. These goals were incorporated into 

the Power Authority's Mitigation Policy November 1981, and r·evised April 

1982~ The mitigation plans presented in Exhibit E are designed to 

achieve these goa1so 

The Power Authority does, however, feel that the process that iden

tifietl habitat resources in the project area as Resource Category Il in-

vites comment. The procedures outlined in CFR 46, No. 15 of ,January 23~ 

1981, seem to ind.~ate that if a resource is abundant on a national 

seale but scarce in a particular region, then based upon regional scar-

city, in that region, it may be identified as R.esource Category II. To 

work in the other direct·ion, where the resource is abundant on a region-

al basis~ but not on a national basis does not seem to warrant a finding 

of resource scarcitye 

The Notice of Final Policy outlines a procedure for determining 

Resource Categories. The Alaska Department of Fish and Game, which i'S 

the Resource Manager in the project area, does not consider the re

sources in question as being scarce in either the eco-region or the 

state. Formal comments from the Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
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Comnents/USFWS 
Project Area Resources 
February 1, 1983 
Page 2 

state. Formal comments from 'the Alaska Department of Fish and Game 

should have been included and commented upon to reflect "consultation 

and coordination with the state agency responsible for Fish and Wildlife 

Resources ... 

The technical rationale for designation should also .. discuss and 

contrast the relative scarcity of the fish and wildife resources on a 

national and eco-region basis ... 

To the best of our knowledge, no area in the eco region {M1310 

Alaska Range province) has been identified as an Important Resuurce 

Prflblem area nor has the project area been identified as such. If it 

has been so designated, a copy of the designation document from the 

Director of the Fish and Wildlife Service is requested. 

Finally, the Power Authority is concerned that the designation Of 

resource values in the Project area as Resource Category II is Jnconsis

tent in the context of 1 and management activity in South centra 1 A 1 ask a. 

There seems to be little or no basis, when reviewing past and present 

state and federal resource agency actions in the Project vicinity, to 

substantiate Resource Category II classification. 
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While we take strong exception to the desjgnation, it should be re-

iter·atgd that Resource Category II goals are consistent with the 

Authority's goals and mitigation plans for the project. Mitigation 

planne·rs for the Project would profit by the experience gajned in 

mitigating in Resource Category II habitat and would appreciate being 

informed of such activity as may be pr:esently on-going in Alaska. 
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APPENDIX EllF 

CORRESPONDENCE RELATING TO 
FEASIBILITY ASSESSMENT 
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APPENDIX ll.F 

ASSESSMENT OP FEASIBILITY 

On t4arch 15~ 1982, the Susitna Feasibility Report was distributed to federal, 
state, and local agencies for review and comment. It was also made available 
for general public review. During April and May 1982, all background and 
support documents were distributed. This appendix contains the list of 
agencies to whom the report was distributed. Also 'included are agency comments 
and testimony concerning the Feasibility Report. 
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April 16, 1982 

DEPAAnlENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES'S 
TESTIMONY TO THE ALASKA POWER AUTHORITY BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

I appreciate the opportunity to provide comments to.the Power Authority 
Board of Directors on the Susitna Hydroelect:ic project. I regret that~ 
because of oth~~r commitments in Juneau, I am unable to personally deliver 
these comments: 

At the ~nvitation of the Alaska Power Authority, the Depar~men~ of 
Natural Resources has been working informally vith ~he Authority over 
the last tuo years to help fo~ulace and carry out studies designed to 
ansver the questions uhich ultimacely vill de~ermine whether the Susitna 
Dam ~roposals are feasible. The purpose of this testimony today is 
twofold: First, to identify Susitna Hydroelectric issues that are 
vithin the sphere of DNR's authority; and second, ~o make recommenda
tions to the Board of Direccors on the continuation of project develop
meru:, as reques~ed in the January 26 letcer from Hr. Convay. 

SUSITNA, HYDROELECTRIC RELATED ISSUES ~ITKIN THE PURVIE\~ OF THE DEPARTMENT 
OF NATUP...-U RESOURCES 

The Department of Natural Resour~es Yill be required to make decisions 
.. on. t~p _major facets of the Susitna Hydroelectric: Proje~t. These are: 

.. ....},...~.. J,. .. 

1. DNR responsibilities for 't:ater appropx:-iatiott (and .possibly instream 
flov reservations) fro~ the Susitna River. 

2. Rights-of-Yay per.Qits for access into the dam sites and transmission 
line routes. Other land use permits for access to construction sites, 
gravel for construction, and other land use related needs as they occur 
on state o~ed lands. 

The role of the Departmen& of Nat~~al Resources in vater rights ap~ro
priation vill be an adjudicatory one. According co Alaska Statute 
~6.15.080 (b), the impacts of Yater appropriation on the public interesc 
shall be considered during adjudication. Areas of public interest are 
dcfin~d in che Statute as follovs: 

1. The benefit to the applicant resulting froa the proposed 
appropriation. 

2. The effect iif the ~eonomic aeti'Jity resulting from the proposed 
appropriation., 

J. The effect on fish and game resources and on public recreational 
opportunities. 

4. The effect on public hcalt.h. 
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5. The effect of loss of alternate uses of vater that might be 
made vithin reasonable time if not precluded or hindered by the 
proposec appropriation. 

6. HarQ to othe~ persons resulting from the proposed appropriation. 

7. The intent and ability o£ the applicant to complete the appro
priation. 

8. The effect upon access ~o navigable ~aters. 

The DNR ~ill be looking to the Feasibility Study data and information co 
describe th~ relationship between various streamflo~ levels and ho~ they 
vill impact fisheries.and aquatic habi:at downstr~am. Thus, from this 
Depar~ent' s perspec~ive, inscr~am flo\J st.udies and the ·relationship of 
various flo~ levels to aquatic habitats and fisheries resources are 
vital. The studies admini~tered by the APA ~ill be the fundamen~al 
source of data and infomation used by DNR to make the public intern~st 
findings described above. ~e are eager to review and commen~ upon the. 
present and iu:ure plans for inscream flow scudies. To dace, Ye have 
not been provided an opportunity to r~vieY or comment upon the instream 
floY study approaehu 

The access to the dam sites and t:he .poli-cy surrounding the extent of 
access •!&er construction ~ill lead to one of the most ~ignificant 
i:mpacts oi the· project. The Pover Authority bas stated tha:: the permit. 
for use of a "pioneer road" is needed in 1982 (before a F.E.,R.C. permit 
is issued) ii the power is to be oc line elev~n years later. One signifi
<an~ issue is che possibility of the eonstruction of ~ road to the 
proposed daw sites ana a subsequent decision by the' ~~a~e not ·to construct 
the ds~s. It Youl~ appear to be in the best interest of the Pover 
Authority, the land managin& agencies, and the public to identify other 
alternacives ~hich will allo~ the necessary access co the proposed dam 
sites in a manner uhich prevents irreversible impac-ts.. In order to 
prevent this issue from beins a potential delay in progr~ss, we ~ecomm~nd 
th~t the APA take ~he lead in convening a multi-agency, multi-discipl!nary 
effort to accomplish the goal stated above. 

The second issue is the long term land use fmplications of access to che 
proposed d~~ sites. The provision of access to the dam sites should not 
unwittinsly determine the types and e~:ent of land use impact on the 
surrounding lands in the upper Susitna Valleyo Carefully determit~d 
access route dccisi~ns could result in a multiple purpose route vhich 
could facilitate and enhance oth~r uses of the surrounding l3nds. ln 
order to acc~mplish this, tn~ ~affi access route decision should be made 
in conjunction ~ith surrounding land owners, land ~anagers. and the 
general public. As on the other-issue above, the DNR is villing to 
participate cooperatively ~ith the Alaska Paver Authority, other agencies, 
and the public to r~soive this ~ntt~: so th~L ic does not beco~e a 
poten:i3l delayin£ factor !or the proposed project or a future manage
m~nt problem for land o,.:nc::-s ~nd rna:lagers .. 
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s;u~~..ft.RY AtlD RECO~ENDATIONS 

!n sum::aary. the D.:partment of ~atural Resources has e,hree recommenda
tions: 

1. The Department supports continued studies in the socio-economic, 
technical, ana environmencal areas. The preliminary work accomplished 
so far indicates that the project is technically feasible. Further 
work is needed to establish ~he information and daca fo~ water 
appropriation and fishery mitigation. Additionally, ve recommend 
further vork on the ctming, route and c~ndition~ of access eo the 
proposed dam sites. 

2. ~ith respecc to the ques~ion of whether it is desirable to 
submit an application to the f.E.R.C. on Sepcember 30, 1982, ve 
offer the following co~ents. The APA Board of Direc~ors and the 
staff should carefully veigh the advantages and disadvancages of 
submiLting the formal application on September 30 0 1982. If tbac 
course of a·ction You!d result in the APA acquiring a F .E.R.C. 
permit to construct in the most timely and economical vay, then 
tba~ course of action makes sense. However, if on the ocher hand, 
a formal application would r~sulc in delays, increased pcc~atials 
for litigation, and a hardening of adversarial i:'oles becveea the 
APA, other agencies, and other in~~r~sted parties, ~hen cbe possibility 
of these delavs should be consider~. ~e believe that ~he APA . . 

Board and the S~af£ are in the best posicion to evaluaee pros 
and cons and to determine Yhether a F.£~R.Ce 3pplication Qn 
Sepcember 30, 1982.,, is des~rable or aot:~ Fror: our mol,"\ narrov 
ag~ncy standpoint, DNR i~ not oppoJba to a F.E.R.C •. application so 
lont as our agency concerns and reJponsibilicies ~an be fully and 
openly decer~ine~ tbrougb the traditional intervenor process. 

J. We co~pliment the APA Board of Directors and s~aff for encour
aging inter-agency interdisciplinary approach ~o idencify ~ays co 
improve che coordination and ultimacely the results of the feasibility 
studies. We believe that. screngtheo:tns this 3pproac:b vill fa(!il:ltate 
a more cooperative and constructive role for chos~ ag~ncies Yhicll 
have responsibilicies that require them to cake action on the 
Susitna Hydroelectric Project. Specifically~ we recommend strength
ening and enhancing the role of a group similar to che Susitna 
Hydroelectric Steering Committee vhich b~s been providing informal 
agency commenc.s tc the APA on this project for the last. two years. 
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2. 

3. 

, 

Inadequacies of population estimates of: 1) moose and other large 

animals in the downstream Susitna below Devil Canyon; 2) caribou 

subherds in Talkeetna River, Chulitna Hills, and Upper 

Susitna-Nenana drainages; 3) wolves in the Keg Craek, Porta9e 

Creek, Stephan Lake, and upper Talkeetna River; 4) wolverine 

throughout the study area; 5) black and brown bear with the entire 

study areas; 6) marine mammals such as Beluga Whales in the lower 

downstream estuarine area; 7) even year numbers of pink salmon. 

Major data gaps exist concerning the use of specific types of 

habitat of certain species during various seasonsm Amoria these .., 

are: 1) use of downstream vegetative by moose and bear; 2) use of 

the main stream reservoir area of vegetation by moose dur·ing severe 
. 

winters; 3) use of the impoundment area in spring by black and 

bt'Own bears; 4) home ranges of black bears; 5) use of sloughs in 

the lower Susitna by fur bearers and water fowl;~ use of the 

mainstream Susitna and other sloughs below Talkeetna by salmon and 

other fish species; and 7) significance of the mainstream/clea~ 
- ~ 

water confluence areas for chum and coho salmon spawning and 

distribution of juvenile salmon all resident f-;\~h throughout the 

main stream Susitna, especially in winter months. 

Much additional study is needed to address complex issue of 

interrelationships between species wi!hin th study area. Specific 

infonnation needs are: 1) seasonal predation lev.els upon moose and 

caribou by black and brown bear and wolves; 2) -importance of moose 

and caribou c&rion to species of wolverine, red fox, and other 
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small mammal; 3) use of salmon population by black and brown bear; 

and 4) potential conflicts between black bear and brown bear 

populations caused by displacement during project construction. 

4a Report fails to project any estimates of potential numbers of 

species that would be actually gained or lost as a result of 

project construction. Specifically: 1·) loses of moose through 

starvation resulting from displacement; 2) moose losses through 

increased predation by wolves and bear~on displaced population; 

3) loss of moose, caribou, bear, wolf,~ther other species thro_;gh 
\o~~ ~ 

road strikes; 4)ftof moose, caribou, bear, etc. through attempts to 

cross the reservoirs; 5) effects of increased predation upon 

caribou by wolves as moose populations decline; 6) losses to black 

and brown bear through unavailability of Prairie Creek and lower 

Susitna Salmon populations; 7) loises of brown beans through 

interspecies conflict caused by human disturbances, disp1~cements, 

·and reduces food sources; and 8) losses of black bears through 

intraspecies conflict with brown bears. 

5. Report deficient in fisheries. Specifically: 1) loss of potential 

enhancement pos~ibilities for salmon upstream of Devil Canyon; 2) 

losses or gains associated with potential alteration of habitat 

below DeviJ Canyon to Cook Inlet; 3) losses to anadromnus and 

resident fish downstream from Devil Canyon during the filling of 

the reservoirs; 4) losses or gains associated with artificial 

manipulation of fish habitat recommended as mitigation for salmon 
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losses; 5) losses associated with increased fishing, both 1ega1 and 

illegal, due to increased access. 

6~ Althouyh report addresses all species and potential impacts, it 

fai1s completely in almost all cases to identify specific los~'::es on 

any rea 1 means to offset even the very generally i denti fi ed impacts 

to fish and wildlife .. 

Examples: 1) Upper basin moose,..-/eport r-ecomnends only 

compensation by prescribed burning and also states method is 

experimental and needs more study; 2) black bear - report 

recommends literatur:e review to identify management techniques 

or compensation with other species; 3j brown bear - no 

mitigation recommended other than aiding other local species; 

4) woJf - unless moose mitigation works no other 

recommendation made; 5) wolverine - no recommendation other 

than aid to other species; 6) salmon - habitat loss through 

fluw reduction will be mitigated by modifications of the 

existing stream or by adding gravel build spawning areas, 

artificial spawning channels and hatcheries are mentioned but 

no discussion of the hig~~xperimental nature of these types 

of projects in Arctic environments; at and 7) salmon - no 

discussion of potential impact of mixing hatchery stocks with 

wild stocks; 8} salmon - temperature problems downstream of 

Devil Canyon will be mitigated via mylti-intake flow system 
..-

although no evidence i s presented to substantiate this claim; ..__, 

9) resident fish ... no information is presented to support 
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claim that a viable recreation fishery could be maintained in 

7. Current demarld projection~ are not weighted to consider the last ~ 
,--

several years when pri~e - induced conservation has dramatically ...__ 

reduced the demand for elettricity .. 

Be Acres• report did not address S!litoon ePhancemeot ,possibilities in 

upper Susitna basin. 

9o Acres' downplayed devastating impacts of the project on the 
~ 
yelchina caribou nerd du~ to increased hunting pressures and 

interruption of traditional migrating ground. 

10. Moose habitat along the River would be greatly diminished by the 

decrease in the willow growth. 

..s 
11. The Watana studies state that in 100 yea~ the reservoir will fill 

some 5% of its)-'"total volume with sediment ••• All estimates for 

sediment load are based on the river carrying ~t 10% or 5%, or 
- " 

even 1% sediment load by volume, but .04% as the sediment load ••• 

What this estimate says to me is that research is long or watered 
• 

down data and short on practical judgement. 

• 

12. The way it is designed now the Watana. reservoir would become silted 

in 25 to 35 years. This is at a 5% sediment bearing rate - for 

below the 30% which is possible for glacial rivers to run at. 
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13. I question the amount of mixing Acres• suggests sediment will be 

undergoing in the reservoir~ and I question the entrapment rate or 

the rate at which the silt falls out. of the water and settles in 

the reservoir. Despite abundant research which would indicate 

entrapment rates substantially high, Acres American advances 70% as 

the lower end of their entrapment studies, or entrapment estimates. 

It disturbs me that probabiy the simplest measure of sediment load, 

the ratio of sediment to water, in never plainly stated. 

14. Scanning Acres American's research~~~ I question thP. lakes that 

they draw for comparison. There are substantial differences 

tletween natural lakes in _southern British eolumbia~d the Watana 

The one in British Cglumbia is about a nfnth the size 

of the Watana reservoir. 

15. Our particular eonee:rn is the destruction of salmon spawniflg area 

in the Susitna sloughs ••• before we go or with this project I 

believe that they (Acres} should have figured out how salmon can 
~e.t"') dt\.t '":., 

spawn successfully jtA how the sloughs can be prevented from A up, 

" • 
how the fish will have clear water, and the sufficient amount of 

water with the dams being raised and lowered. 

16. 1 have real problems with this base case plan, in that it is 

predicated entirely upon the development of the Beluga coal fields 

anq to a world class exporting coa1 complex withi~ the next ten 

years ••• I feel that the base case plan, with all of its critical 

assumptions regarding massive coal production withi.~ ten years from 
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what is currently only a potential prospect, and further 

restricting this potential to the whims of the foreign coal market 
• ~· ..&.. • .... • • • • k 1s a T1C~1~1ous eeonom1e measur1ng st1c ~ 

17. What bothers me most about the proposed Susi tna pro,iect is the 1 ack 
J 

of a complete picture of information •• g The Acres' report seriously 

down-played the uncertainties and fail~d to show all impacts and 

methods of mitigations. The uncertainties include whether the 

project is truly, economically feasible.. A cost over-run of 20S 

mak~s the project uneconomical. 

18. I have found that we can~ot adequately evaluated the potential 

environmental impacts of the proposed Susitna Dam ••• with the first 

year of extensive fishe~ and wildlife studies now comp1eteg I feel 

that it is impassible to determine whether the project is 

environmentally sound. Similarly, I feel it is also impossible to 

compare the environmental impacts of alternatives because of lack 

of information. 

19. • •• if we build one dam, the Watana dam, and then the power needs do 

not live up to what we think they are going to be, we can just 

build one dam. However, it does not actually come out and say it 

in th~ Acres' Report, but their figur~s show that 70% of the cost 

of this project is in the first dam. However, tha'' first dam is 

only projecting 50% of the pow·er output and gigawatts, which is the . 
actual power that we a.re paying for per kilowatt. If we did build 

one dam, with the cost estimates in the project of the 20%, 17 to 
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20% overrun, making it unfeasible economically, than building one 

dam - the Acres• Report says that in building one dam will not be 

economically feasible, we have to build both dams to make it 

economically. feasiblea 

. 20 e •• I would like to address the proposed road access to the dam 

21. 

site... I feel that it would be a lot more economically viable to 

use the old cat trail that goes across the top of the ledge over to_ 

Portage Creek and build one bridge across Portage Creek and then go 

on up to where the dam sites are ••• If they go ahead and use the 

road access that they are talking about at this time and put the 

bridge acr~ss theJusitna dO\·'In below Indian River next to the --rai~road trestle, that is going to mean enlarging the staging area 

at Gold Creek and there is going to be a lot of activity going on 

in that area; in a real remote situation. 

The Acres' report also states that this completed project would 

result in the shutting down of alt other generation facilities in 

the Railbelt ••• In case of a failure of any sort on the facility, 

power generation or transmission wquld cease or seriously be 

impaired. It seems more feasible to have numerous smaller hydro, 

natural gas, wind, solar, and geothermal-thermal facilities to 

distribute the stress providing the electrical powere 

22. Why is the preferred or chosen access route a road Tram the Park 

Highway?: which would, according to the Vice President of Acres 

~"e" American, be double wide and paved, wb.e-re the \)Verwhelming majority 
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-of th:: ~~ole in this area favored and all rail route to the site 

of th~ p~Posed project. 

23. The projec::t itself would add a serious blow to ridding the state of 

its boom/bust economy. A recent report by the Army Corps of 

Engineers;.: entitled "Rainbow or Opportunities" states that 70S of 

the labor ~force for this project would be made up of skilled trades 

from out5t~~e Alaska. 
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RESOURCE AGENCY'S COMMENTS 

lo There is been a failure to quantify the habitat types present, a 

failure to anticipate impacts, and to identify the required 

mitiaation ••• Some of the followinq deficiencies have been noted: ~ . -
~C-

1) Terrestrial studies have focused on the impoundments and their 

immediate vicinities, neglecting in larga part the downstream 

areas, transmission and access corridors of secondary or indirect 

impact; 2) inadequate data to describe the data between various 

stream flows and the projective of the fisheries and the aquatic 

habitat downstream from Devil Canyon dam site; 3) anticipated water 
~L?b iJ·'~ . 

temperature and l\ levels~in the reservoirs and downstream of Devil 

Canyon have not been satisfactorily investigated, especially 

important to determine fisheries impacts; 4) terrestrial impact 

assessment and mitigation options are quite general and 

insufficient to provide adequate basis for full discussion of the 

project; 5) public access and mode and route of construction access 

need to be more fully addressed within the context of mitigation; 

and 6} insufficient look into the alternative;of the Susitna 

pro5ect. 

2. Access is the topic being discussed. We also have some concerns of 

the environmental impacts. Those routes are: 1} the one south of 

the Susitna River between Devil's Canyon and \olatana; 2) the 

corridor paralleling the Indian River; and 3) the route proposed 

so~th of the Denali Highway. The impact here (Denali} is somewhat 

mitigated by the western route as opposed t the route via Butte 
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Lake. It is still unclear as to the relative magnitude of the 

impact on caribou posed by the western route south of the Denali 

Highway. While we are concerned as to the impact on that caribou 

herd, we feel that the environmental trade off in question is one 

of the impacts - the caribou herd versus th.e impacts of more 

projective habitats in the ar~a of Indian River or the Fog Lakes 

area. From an environmental standpoint, the route southerly from . . 
the Denali seems preferable from the aspects of minimizing 

disturbanc~ of pr~jective habitat. The route form the Denali, 

however, poses a second~~ impact; that of human access to the 

project area after construction. 

31J Gonera1 corrment that both the Acres' and Battelle studies were 

"ultra conservative." I would like to point out just a few of the 

numerous items that led me to the conclusion previously mentioned. 

For instance, the coal alternative anticipates an operating coal 

mine at Beluga supplying a major export market. This may o·r'" may 

not be a reasonable assumptH:;n; however, the manner in which it is 

applied in the study certainly places the coal alternative in the 

best possible situation. In addition, the coal alternati~e did not 

anticipate worst case environmental restrictions over and Jbove 

those now on the books. The worst may be yet to come relati~~ to 

burning coal and the added cost ••• One other item, as I understand 

the environmental assessment, all the moose at Watana over a two 

and a half year period are considered de~d moose. I believe this 

assumption to be an unduly harsh evaluation and not realistic. 
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Downstream water quality changes are certainly going to exist as a 

result of. the r:r~,.j~tt~. D•\fv'hat we do not know at this point is what 

do these t.eharges mt.~an or what they imply in terms of downstream 

biologican effect~ or downstl'·eam mor~:)hological effects on the 

actua 1 s'brt!am bed i tse 1 f. ~ •. ., 1'he s~cond group of concerns •• ., are 

downstrearm flow volumes a.nd water levels ...... Apparently the project 

envisions as lllJCh as a foot and a half of 1 ower water level in the 

sunner •••• ~w does this effect side channel situation, the habitat --
areas, wt1at about sediment transport? How does it effect the 

recreational use of certain reaches of tha downstre~m area, what 
c.l~-~ 

about r·iver travel, aesthetics r etc ... ~ Another l\ of \~oncerns would 

be :onstruction camp impa_cts ...... Where are you going to discharg·e 

sewage, haw are you going to treat sewage, where are you going t~ 

get your water supply, what about power? ••• Another conc~~n~ 

auestion, I have relates to what are going to be the recreational 

impacts of a town of say 4,000 or so located in the wil~erness? ••• 

They are going to want to hunt, tg fi~h.o •• To what degree is· that 

going to be controlled or managed? What are those impacts; how 

serious ar they?.~. The final class of specific questions that I 

raise relate to the access issue on transportation issue to the dam 

sites themselves. First, I am still exploring my view of the 

feasibility work in reasoning behind the model question in why we 

are going road transportation as opposed to rail. Are there some 

gains to be had in going with the rail transportation or a rail 

•t t. ? access s1 ua 1on •••• I am not saying rail is the best way to go, I 

am just saying that it seems like we eliminated that possibility 

po~sibly out of hand. 
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Charles Conway Jr., Chairman 
Alaska Power Authority Beard 
334 West 5th Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Dear Mr. Conway: 

SRA Box 1628 
Ancho~age Alaska 99507 
April 16, 1982 

The thirty day r·eview peri~d allowed for public comment is way too shor.t of 
time to review a..-1d rormulat" comments on such a ·1olume data being presented 
by AC~ES on the Susitna Hydr0electric Project Feasibility Report~ A minimum 
of 60-90 day:s should have been allowed. Because of this short time element, 
only the aqce~s route to the D,\m site is being addres~ed since this is 
probably the most controver~ial environmental issue. The Dam projects 
themselves have only minor ~~~ironmental impact on both the biological and 
social environmento 

In reviewing ACRES "Selection of Access Plan" found in Volume 1 Engineering 
and Economic Aspects, Section g .... 19 Final Draft, and its relation to the 
Environmental Assessment Report, Fe:~.aibill ty Report Volume 2 E:n·1ironmental 
RepQ~t Sections 1-4 and 5-11 Final Dr.aft, there is not sufficient data 
available to verify or uphold t~heir reasons for .selecting one route-over 
another. 

A good example of this i:s the Upper Susitna-Nenana subher.-d which is also 
called by anothe~ name elsewhere in the report. The Denali route (Plans 6 
and 1i) was disregarded because of the environmental impact the ~cad would 
have on this sub herd. Yet in tht' ma.i.n environmental assessment on caribou t 
only two sentence£S where dedicated to this herd. How can anyone make a 
sound judgement based on this absc..,lute minimum information. Any comments 
referr-ed to this subherd in the selecti.on of the access p.la.n can only be 
accepted as unconfirmed assumption~. One can also assume from the lack of 
data presented in the main environmental assessment that someone is blowing 
out of proport.ion the impact the Denali route will have on the subherd. 

Th~~ rollowing are .specific comments to the various statements. made 
concerning the recommended se~ection of the access route • 

. 
Page 11-4 11.4(a) Corridor 1: In listing the major environmental 
constraints the Hurricane-Gold Creek furbearer habitat was left out. 
This was a major concern in the evaluation portion of selecting the 
recommended route. 

Page 11-13 11.8 (e)(i) Effects on,Bi~ Game: 

(1) 1st Sentence: What is the potential effec~ the selection of an 
access plan will have on the Nelchina Cariboq herd ~ specifically 
the ~ubpopulation? The main environmental assessment only had t~o 
sentences on this particular h~·rd so the importance cannot be too 
gr'eat. 
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(2) 3rd Sentenpe: It states impacts on hunting for moos~ and bear can 
be greatly lessened by selecting a route other than the Denali 
Highway. 

@Page 

( 1) 

(2) 

No matter what route is selected the bunting will impact any game. 
Also under major environmental constraints identified with each 
corridor, moose is not ment~ioned in Corridor 3 (Denali route) yet 
it is mentioned in Corridor• 1. Bear is not mentioned in any of the 

, 1-13 11.a (e)(ii) Effect3 on Fisheries: 

1st Par-3graph - What about the angling preasure upon the resicl~nt 
fisheries of Miami Lake and the streams of Indian River, Portage 
Creek and other streams feeding into Susitna River along the Parks 
Highway ~ute? In actuality this shouldn't be consern for any 
route since through good fishery management the lakes and streams 

_can be stocked thus improving the fishing. potential. 

2nd Paragraph - The impacts on the salmon fishery in Indian River, 
Portage Creek and the Susitna River below Protage Creek could be 
avoided completly using the Denali access route. Instead the 
solution for reducing the impact was to avoid r-oad access 
paralleling the Indian River'. But on all road location maps, the 
road is shown paralleling the river and crossing the Susitna River 
at Gold Creek. Even if the road doesn't parallel the River, it 
will increase the fishing presure both up and dowq stream for 
several miles where the road will cross the River. In this case, 
the distance could be gre&ter because of the excellent trail 
provided by the railroad bed which parallels Indian River. 

~ Page 11-14 1 1 • 8 (e) (·iii) Effects on Furbearers: 

{1) What type of potential negative impact will the access road 
crossing have on the n1rbearers? It is questionalble that the road 
traffi~ will effect the fox dening areas t~At a~e !ocated one mile 
rrom it. Through proper hunting and trapping regulations the 
ru~bear impact can be reduced ~o a nomimal impact for any of the 
routes selected. As to loss of habitat, the Denali route ~ill have 
the les:~ disturbanc~.! according to 11.5 (d)(iv) which states nTh~ 
terrain is r-elative;ly flat with few wetlands involved." 

(2) Last seThtance- This is a misleading statement.· By indirectly 
indicatj,ng the Gold Creek - Devil Canyo?ll has the least impact on 
furbearc:~r·s by selecting this access, it leads the reader to believe 
this is the prefered route ove-r Denali Highway. There is still the 
wetlands between Parks Highway and Gold Creek which are important 
to furbea~ers that has to be addressed further. 8 Page 11-14 11.8 (e)(v·) Effects on Wilderness Setting: 

This is a mute quest:!.ono There is no ·~y to maintain the status 
quo to the maximlml extent possiable due to the type of project 
being developed and land ownership envoled. By creating a 

2 

·~·' 

~
:'. \< 

. . 
' 

~ 
~~-: 

r 
r 
~~ 

f 
! 

I I ~ -
I I. 

l. 

I 
!' 

l 
l 



~6)Page 
(,) 

ePage 

~ 1 ) 

11&~ 
~ reservoi~ of this magnitude will cause an outc~y of ~he general 

public to develoo the recreation Dotential of the area. This will . . . 

be compounded by tte private landowners seek~ng to tap this desire 
for economical gains. The access will also allo~ the private 
landowner~ to exploit the land which is now in a wilderness state. 

There are three ways to retain the impact into the area. The first. 
is cancel the whole project. Tne second is by railroad access 
only, both during and after construction. This still would allow 
the private landowners to exploit their lande It is queationable 
if the majcrity of the public would buy this type of access. The 
third way would be a road in from Denali Highway. The route is the 
furthest away from the major population'center of Alaska. This 
would have the tendancy to reduce the recreational traffic. There 
would be no road access to the south side of the Susitna. River 
which would retain it in a wi.ldern.ess 'catagory unle~s the private 
landowner~ wants to build a bridge accross the River at their 
expense. 

A short spur ~oad from Wantana Dam site down stream to the head 
waters of the Devil Canyon Dam Reservoir ~ould allow boating 
recreationist to use the reservoir. Thi~ would allow for 
restricting road traffic bet1ween the two dams to only project 
maintance work. This would preserve the semi-wilderness· 
characteri~tics of the area surounding the Devil Canyon Dam Site. 

11-19 i1.8 (h) Transmission: 

2nd Paragraph - It states that if the Denali acce~s route is 
selected, one ?f the reason for not constructing the transmission 
line in the same corridor was the adver~e visual impact.. Yet no 
mention was made· to the visual impact it would have on the, Parks 
Highway route which ~ould be even greater due to the development in 
the Oold Creek - Indian River area, the Alaska Railroad and the 
access road itself. 

, , -, 9 11.9 Evaluation of Access Plans: 

;~nd Paragraph - When ever a new access is open up in to an area it 
creat.s an impact upon the natural resources if left unchecked. 
This is where proper resources and land use management planning 
comes into being. Prior to creating a new road, in fact for the 
whole project, a management plan should be developed to offset or 
reduce the overall environmental impaQts to an acceptable levels. 
The plan should include hunting, fishing, and trapping regulations! 
a desirable animal-habitat ratio, A.TV closures to protect the 
fragil vegetation or animal disturbance, determine which 
archaeological sites are valuable to preserve and excuvate, what 
recrea t:ional and other development is needed to s,l!rve the public, 
land use allocation, etc. 
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Pa.ge 11-20 ~ 21 11.9 (a){iii) Biological: 
. 

( 1) 2nd Pa~~- a ph - According to 1 1 • 5 (d) ( i v) the Denali route ·,;ill 
distur: ~·~e lease amount of ~etland habitat so this can not oe a 
signif~~~~t concern when compa~ing one route ~ith another. It is 
questi~~~le if the fox denning complex (18 dens) would be effected 
by a ~~d one mile away. 

( 2) Just hC'lli !.mportrant is the calving and summer r·ange for the 
northwe~t~rn subgroup of the Nelchina caribou herd? As ·previous 
stated on~y two sentances were devoted to this particular herd in 
the maLo e.nvi~onmental assessment. Even the map which outlined the 
caribou calving areas didn't show the loctaion of this su~herd 
calving area. '!he location was first mentioned under l 1 .~ r~ Corr•idor 
Selecti.on and Evaluation where it stated it was near Su·~te Lake. 
Accord~g to plate 11.2, th~ calving ground would be 8-12 miles 
from the ~ad so its queationable lf ~ither the road constructiofi 
or tra~!ie would have any errect on. the cow~ during the calving 
period. 

Through proper management, the construction period of the road near 
the ~alving area cguld o& restricted until after the calving period 
takes place.. This could also apply to the migratian period. After 
construction, ro~d t~afrie could be reduced to the minimum for the 
sam~ (?-~iods. 

(3) 3rd Parag.raph - The consern on opening up the area to core ATV use 
can be stopped through l~nd use mat~gement regulations or game 
regulations. The &rea can be closed to ATV use. The USDA-Forest 
Service has done this quite effiGently on the Kenai Peninsula and 
the Copper River Delta (which encompess approx. 300,000 acre~)o 
The ADF&G has also carried thi:s out. through their walk in hunt 
areas through out' the State. Therefore, this is not a valid 
cons ern .. 

(4) 4th Paragraph - Who are the particular resource agencies that are 
apprehesnsive about the success of any mitigation plana for the 
Denali route? Are they a one resource agency or a m~ltiple use 
agency who deals with these problems on a everday basis? · 

(9 Page 1 1 -24 11 • 9 (c)( iii) : 

1st·Paragraph- The same discus~ion as stated in comment 8 pertains 
to this discussion on the caribou herd. 

( 1 ) 

,- -. _·100 Page 
-...:...-· 

( 1) 

11-26 & 27 11.10 (b) Social vs BiolQgical Considerations: 

1st Paragraph - As stated in previous discussions, proper and 
timely development of land use tllld resource management plans can 
resol 'le or reduce to a minimum the conflicts discussed for the 
Denali ac~ess route. 
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These same conflicts mentioned with the exception of the caribou ,------
apply to the ?arks High~~y. P~ohably more so after reading the 
varius environmental assessments on wildlife and fisheries for the 
area. Therefore, the only conflict is to the caribou herd. As 
stated, through ATV closures and road traffic restrictions this 
conflict can be r~solved. A few ATV users will be displaeed, but 
th~re are other areas to the east or the Susitna River they can use 
instead .. 

(2) 2nd Paragraph - Any routes selected could result in unacceptable 
delay~ in licence approval especially if Federal land or wetlands 
are envolved$ Since the project is a majo~ environmental is3ue, a 
Environmental Impact Statement will have to be riled. '!'his ~~ . .lone 
can take up to two years or more to p~epare and be approved. 

{!!)Page 11-28 11~J1 (d): 

(1} 1st Paraaraph - Thi:s is not a valid statement since through proper 
and t~~· land use manasement planning the ATV tratric can be 
cont~~d· through ATV closures. 

(2) 2nd Paragraph - On what oases is the statement made that biological 
persp~tive, the Parks High~y is a pretered to a Denali Highway 
.acces~ I! land use management planning is done before hand, the 
overall biological perspective would be equal. 

(3) 3rd Paragraph - Even though the add~tional 52 miles of haul 
distance is involved, the cost of constructing and maintaining the 
talked about ~ioneer road plus ware and tear on the vehicles will 
far ou~ weigh. the additional cost envolved to haul the supplies an 
extra 52 miles over an all weather road. In order to haul the type 
and tonage of equipment needed for the dam project, the temporary 
haul road will require extensive con$truction. 

Environmentally, construction of two roads in the same area is not 
w~se. ·rt will double the disturbance to the environment and the 
finally abandoned road uill attract ATV use on ~n unmaintained road 
~hich evantally will cause e~osion problems. 

(4) 5th Paragraph - Allowing the acces3 route and tran~mission line to 
use tne same ~orridor would cause a visual impact. Since the 
Denali route ror the tran~mission line was dropped because of high 
cost and visual impact, tne line must go west paralleling the 
proposed Park.s H~ghway rooute. Thus from a visual stand point, the 
Denali acce~s route ha~ the advantage over th~=cther routes. This 
was never brought out in the write up. 

(5) 7th Paragraph - Inst~ad of c~eating a major railroad head at Gold 
Creek, construct the ~ailhead six mile~ up stream from Gold Creek 
on the large alluvial flat located there. Thi.s would reduce the 
social impact en the commUQity except for the additianal train 
traffic during the construction and several switchmen station there. 

(6) 9tb Paragraph - This is not a valid assumption. ?lan 6 would not 
increase tbe S(.;~ial change at Gold Cre~1!.. other than the short 
period of constructi~'lg tbe railroad and the increase train t!"'affie 
during the Devil Canyon Dam construction period • 
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(7) 10th ?a~agraph - This assu~ption applies to the other routes. 
Because of the major issues involved conbined ~ith Federal land, an 
::nvironmental Impact Statement will be required. 

{8) 11th Paragraph - Cant~ell will be the only co~munity effected and 
they are infavor of t.he socioeconomic ber1efi ts ~he cons~ruction 
will bring theme Therefore, the mitigations would be nominal 
incomparison to Talkeetna and Trappe!- Creek. 

(9} 1Zth Paragraph - This is invalid state~ent. As stated before, ATV 
closures and hunting and trapping regulations can control this 
activity. In th~ lc~g run~ an effective management plan using ATV 
closures •.Jould reduce the harassment of the animals in the area, 
preserva the delicat~, shallow soil and vegetation from being torn 
up oy the present unrestricted ATV use, ~nd would allow a fair game 
hunt of the caribou by walk in hunters only. 

(10) 

®Page 

{ 1 ) 

This has been a vary effective tool on the Copper River Delta ATV 
c1Q3ure that was once open to unre5tricted ATV traffic. The Denali 
route and the Copper Rive~ Delta area are similar in nature. This 
has al~o been efrective in the ADF&G walk in hunt areas. 

13th Paragraph - The foregoing considerations as presented by ACRES 
are not valid for eliminating. the Denali route based upon the 
comment~ under this section. For some reason or another, someone 
~' affraid of having a good land use and resourse management plan 
developed and approv~d for :he area and car~ying it out. 

11-30 & 31 11.12 Recommended Access Plan: 

2 & 3rd. Pa1,agraph - No con-struction of any pioneer road should. be 
~~'ilt until an rEnC license is aproved. If one is put in from Gold 
Creek amd the license deniad, the Native Corporatins will press 
leg!slators to retain the road for the development of their lands 
at no cost to them. This means public funds would be used to 
benefit a private corporation. 

(2} 4th Paragraph 

(3) 

a. What type of special construction ~echniques will be utilized 
to minimize the impact to rurbearers and fisheries? This is a 
broad statement and has no real meaning. It should be more 
specifi~ as to the type. Is this additional cost figured :nto 
the overall cost to the project? 

b. Uncier 11.8 (e)(i~) Effects of Fisheries it was recommended the 
road access avoid parallelinG Indian River. This 
recommendation was ignored. Why? 

5th Paragraph 

a. The first sentance percludes to the fact that the highly 
recreation value of the project will be denied to the public. 
If thi~ is the case them, a whole new evaluation or the variu3 
road a~cess routes be made conserning the overall recreation · 
potential vs not allowing recreation potential be developed. 

6 
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b. The second sentance creats a two face situat~on conse~n~ng ATV 
use and hunting. It can be assumed that ATV and hunting 
restrictions can be imposed and controled for the Parks 
Highway route but not on· the Denali route. 

(4) 6th Paragraph - What about the impact the road will have on Indian 
River Remote Parcel and Gold Creek? Mitigation measures suggested 
for the other communities but ignored for Indian River and Gold 
Creek. 

{5) 7th Paragraph - This is a peer as~umptivn and ~robably invaled. An 
Environmental Impact Statement will have,to be filed since it is a 
major issue and Federal land is invoJ~cl~ The preservation groups 
will push this. Even though the road doesn't tie into an exsisting 
road, it does tie to a public transportation system - the Al~ska 
Railroad. The US Borax qase in Southeastern Alaska is a good 
example. Thei.r ~quest for a temporary r-oad acces~ is still tied 
up in court·even wi~h a EIS filed. 

The second assur.4tion is wron~ also. The Native Corporation will 
bear pre3sure to use the road f~r access and development of their 
land. 

(6) 8th Paragraph - This assumtion is correct. ~:-1e .:ativas \·:ill :-eap 
from the ben&fit of public tuna~ spent en the ~evelopwent of the 
~cad. It is assumed their not putting up any funds for the 
construction therefore their desires should hale no bearing on what 
route is selected. 

@Page 

( 1 ) 

(2) 

11-32 Recomme~jed Access Plan: 

1st ?arag~ph, 2nd Sentance - Again this is a invalid assumption . 
. Plan 11, the Denali route, offers the b~st control over public 
access during the construction phase since their are no active 
private inholdings involved~ 

3rd Paragraph - This is a positive assumption and it would ~e 
advantageous to apply for the necessary permits for either Plan 6 
or 11 immediately to allow for the length of time involved to 
obtain the necessary permits and still meet the time schedual. 

~Page 11-32 & 32 11.13 Mitigation Recommendation: 

{ 1) Only four of the seven mitigation re¢-~mmendations pertai.n to• 
socioeccmonic. Two pertain to road restrictions and the last one to 
putting the pioneer road to bed~ None deals with biological or 
cultural resources. 

No attempt was made to develop mitigation reccmme!1dations f"or the 
Indian River Remote Par~el or Gold Creek. Th{s sbould be addressed. 

No attempt 'Has made to mitigate the real problem ialkeetna and 
Trapper Creek are consern about - the papulation increase. Putting
funds into the community for the additional services needed to 
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~~~d~ ~he !nf~ux of people.does not answer ~he!r conserns. It 
a:~~&e-~:y increases it since the more services being offered will 
requ~~ a larger !ocal ~ork force. 

(2} T!:.e r"":irst mitigation measure would restr-ict access to the people 
t!-..at :~ave inholding land along the route. !hey were denied the 
se~~ilderness of the area by the recommended selection of this 
~ut~ now their ~eing denied the use of th~ road which was paid for 
by pu.Cli c funds. 

( 3) TI:e second mitigation measure precludes the develc:.pment of the 
recre~tion potential the area has to offer. 

( 4} TI!e last mi tigatiori mea~ure is fine but through past experiences on 
puttiog a road to bed, the general public still finds ways to use 
it with ATV's or motorcycles thus cr-eating serious erosion ;>roblems 
in the future a 

( 5) The 1 ~ a.nd 3rd-6 th mi tiga t.ion measures could be avoided by 
selecting the ~enali HighW&y route. 

The second mi ti.gation m~asure still has to addressed if the 
recreation potcmtial .should be developed or not. 

-
(6) The dollar fi~~re mectioned ror mitigation measures seams quite low 

in coz:parison to the figures being prepared by th1e New Capitol Site 
Planning Commision for capital improvement cost. To build just a 
new school to handle the in!'lux of new students w'ould cost mc:.,re 
tham the figure given. 

~Page 11-33 & 34 11.i4 (b)(i) Engineering: 

. 

(1) 1st concession made discussed a cPmplete loop connecting Parks 
Highway with Denali Highway. No where in the var·ius access plans 
mentioned connecting the two highways vi.a the dazu sites. So no 
cocessions were made. 

(2) 3rd concession made is also invaled because of the pressure the 
Native Corporations will bring to bear to keep th1e road open. 

(3) 2nd objective retained is que~tionalble. As stated, an 
environmental Impact Statement will probably ha\rre to be fi.led for 
the ro~d· 

~Page 11-34 & 35 11"14 (b)(ii) Biological: 

( 1) The concession made is untl""Ue as to providing parcial public access 
to the upper basin. The road from either Parks or Denali Highways 
~ill open up the lower portion of the basin to the public for 
recrea tiona! purposes.. There is a difference b•::tween the two 
routes which has been neglected. An all Denali route will open up 
only the portion north on the Susi tna River which is alrea.dy being 
used ~Y AT1/' s. Whereas, the Parks High'Nay route will open up both 
the northern and southern side of the lower basin to public traffic 
and st!.ll retain the ATV use to the north. Overall, from a 
biological and wilderness retention standpoint, the all Denali 
route ~ould ~e preferable. 
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(2) 

(3) 

6l'al!e 

( 1 ) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

The ~ourth objective ~etained is vage, misleading and ignoring the 
recreational value the res~rvoirs offer. It is vage because it 
really doesn't state any pertinent facts. It is misleading since 
terrain is not a factor in controlling vehicle traffic. The 
traffic is on the road not over cr.oss country terrain. As to ATV 
use between Parks Highway and Devil Canyon Dam site, the soil and 
vegetation is highly suseptible to environmental damage by the off 
road vehicles; probably even more so than the highlands found on 
the Denali route because of the deeper and more moist soil 
characteristicso 

r:~~ 

As to the recreation potential, by mentioning control access beyon 
the Devil Canyon Dam site, it presents a strong indication that the 
~ecreation values are not being considered in the overall project. 

The last paragraph - The statement "Road management will reduce the 
adverse biological impacts associated with an ~eeess connection to 
a major highway to a minimum" would apply to any route selected 
including the Denali access. Yet it is assumed the re~ource 
agencies are willing to apply it for the Parks Highway route but 
not to the Denali Highway route. Why? 

11-35 11~14 (b)(iii) ·social: 

The fir~t concession made i~ not true. Any of the road acces~ 
rliscussed to the dam sites will provide access to the lower portion 
o.f the upper Su~itna Easin. See comments under ite~ 17 {1). 

The ~econd concession shguld be expandeQ tg read Gold Creek and to 
the expected population increase in the Trapper Creek area. A~ 

previously stated under item 14 (1), ~hy hasn't any mitigation 
measures been taken to reduce the impact to Indian River and ~old 
C:-eek area.? · 

The first objective retained would apply for any ~oute selected. 
By taking the sam~ attityge for the Denali route combined with a 
good land use and resource management plan the biological impacts 
'nould be reduce to a minimurd. At the same time it will releive 
Trapper Creek and Talk .. ·etna of the social-economical impacts .. 

The second objactive retatined 
consern of Talkeetna - Trapper 
increase. See comment 14 (1). 

does not really address the main 
Creek area ~hich !s the population 

It~ i:;I agreed that th.e all-rail plan would have a greater impact on 
Talkeetna since this would be the main jumping off spot for the 
const~uction workers. 

Next t ~st paragraph. 

a. If ~ good lan~ use and resource management plan is developed 
and applied correctl~ !'or the area, the Denali route ~ould 
actually have a better biological advantage over the Parks 
Highway route. See comment 11 {9). 
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( 1 ) 

-b. As previously stated under comment 12 (6), the preference of 
the Native lando~wrs should not be conside~ed unless they are 
willing to pay for their share of the cost for the 
corlstruction4 Public funds should not be used to develop a 
private corporations land especially since no access between 
communities are involvede 

11.2 Identification of Conflicts: 

The minimized cost criteria for Plan 11 should be changed to '2' 
~ting since it is within the $50MM variance. 

(2) Minimize Biological Impacts for Plans 6 and 11 sht lld be changed tg 
a '2' rating on the bases proper land use and resources management 
plans can be developed and acc~pted which will actually improve the 
envioronment over the pre~~nt condition. 

(3) The preference for native landowners should be dropped completely 
unless they are willing to pay their share of the cost for 
constructing and maintaining the road. 

(4) Accommodate local community preference. 

a~ Plan 2 should be ~~anged to a '1' rating since an all railroad 
route will have a greater impact to Talkeetna area. 

b. Plan 3 should be ~~anged to a '1' rating since three 
communities will be impacted. 

c. Plan 7 should be changed! to a ' 1 f rating since three 
commumities will be impacted. 

d. Plan 8 should be changed to a '1' rating since an all rail 
route to Gold Creek will have a greater impact on Talkeetnae 

e. Plan 9 should be c~anged to a '1' rating for the same reasons 
as 'a ' and 'd' • 

f. Plan 10 should be changed to a '1' rating for the same reasons 
a.s 1 a 1 and ' d ' • 

g. Plan 11 should be changed to a '3' rating since it satist"is 
all local commumities. 
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Not mentioned is the assumption the Devil Canyon Dam may never be 
built. This ~as been mentioned as a possibility during several 
public hearingsG If tnis could be true, them it should be one of 
the major factors in deciding whish route is selected. w"hat ·"ould 
oe the varius cost per ~ccess routes if this happens? How would 
this change the social and biological impacts, etc.? All tnese 
items ~ust be addressed before selecting the perferred rou~e. 

bj Summary: 

From all indications, the report in its decision making i~ slanted 
one way. There are numerous assumptions made that apply to all 
routes yet they were directed to a particular route and ignored on 
the others This has a tendancy to ~islead a person not fully 
knowledgable in dealing with the whole parameter of land use 
management in making a 9election of on~ land use item over another. 

Land use and resource management planning was not injected into the 
process of selecting a preferred route other than road management 
for the Parks. Highway. In all projects of this size and nature, it 
i3 probably the most important function to be carried out prior to 
making a decision along with the safety of the structual 
~ngineer~ng design and economical feasibility study of the project. 

The report lacks sufficient detail in.t'ormation for making a rounded 
out conclusion on the.varius items discussed in the selection 
~rocess. 

~ore ~ildlife data could be gathered aQd analyzed but it is 
questionable the additional funding is worth the effort. Ove~all, 
the environmental conserns on the wildlife and fisheries are not 
tr4t great either for the route acces~, the impoundment areas, or 
the .wildlife and fishery down stream from the dam sites. Any 
additional funding should be directed toward a land use and 
resource management plan instead. The plan should be develope~ by 
a field oriented multJ.-resource pla.nning team with representation 
!"rom the private landowner~ being effected .. and not by an·one 
resource oriented group or desk personnel.. As a minimum, two years 
would be needed to develop and approves the plan. The plan could 
be incorporated into an Environmental Impact Statement~ 

3ased upon the environmental data presented by ACRES, using proper 
assumptions for all routes, injecting the comments made on the 
varius items including a good land use and resource management 
P.ractices, and the possibility of the Devil Canyon Dam not being 
built~ the Denali access route (plan 11) would be the preferred 
route. 

Plan 6 would be the preferred route if there is an quarantee that 
the Devil Canyon Dam will be built. 
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IJNJT 1:0 STAT£;~ DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
NatianCJ~ Oeoilnic and Atmospheric Administ.ratior 

:.;;Txn=·~·;r FOR 
~SM ?<:l>f&R AG!HORIT"l 

OOARD CF D1PECIDF.s 

~.nc::horage , . ..Uaska 
; , 1,; 1~82 A.cr.,lo.'.... .. , :~ · 

RJBERI' N. l"C-!F:f 
R!GIC't'OO. DrnEC!OR 

NATION1\L Mrum~ FISHERIES S.ZR'IICE 
Jur.eau, Alasr..a · 

T!le Naticr.al Marine Fisheries Se.tvice (r~!FS) , wit..:.u.n the Oe~at"t're.nt. of 
Carrre:ce, has Fede....-al. r~ibUity for ma..rine, estuarine, and 
a.~ fisheries. Several laws, L""lcltld.Lig ~~e Fish and Nildlife 
Ccordir.aticn Act:, require our. age.,-,cy to assess t..'1e i..'npact of ~ater 
res...""'tl:"ce develocre.."lts on fisher1 resources. ?.e::u!at.:ons of t.~e Federal 
E:'lercv ~.eGU!.a~i:v Cc:mnissicn (~) scecificall,; :-eauire at=:Jlicants !:$!: 

~- - "" .. - .. .. -
lica~se of a ~jor hyC.~lec-~ic project to consul~ wi~~ 

~=·!FS anc resp::nd to t:..:,Ose concerns or re·.:.::m:eneat:icns cur age..11cy :eels 
are necessa-.-.l to protec: fishery resources. OUr ::es;cr.sibi.li ties for 
an.aC:::arous !isherJ resources have resulted in ~~e cevelc;:rrent of 
ccnsidera.ble t-~!FS e..~..ise in aceressi..11g t.L:,e ;:ote.n t.:.al i:r:;acts of 
~·drcelec--=ic facilities on ~~e saL~., rescurces of ~~e no~~~~stern 
U.S... T!"'.e ~l-!FS ar.d its pr~....ecessor ager:r::J, the 3u=eac of Ccmre:-cial 
fisheries, has been a~-i vely involved in efforts to stuc.y ar.d preser.re 
sal.Jron t"'.J....,s to t.~.e Col~ia River basin over t:.ltree cer--aces.. Nhile t.'1e 
Cl.!....~e..'1t: scope of cur invol verent with hydropo.-.;er cevelct=rren t. L, Alaska 
is conside!:'abl v less ti't.an in the nort.~st states, •,;e e.~t to draw . . ~ 

~ cu= ":'::::::: · • c: >?Ve=a ll e..x-pert.ise and invol verre.'11:. wi t...1 such 
eevelo;:me..f'lts curi.:'lg cur review of the Susi t."":a dam p:-q::osal. . 

I 
\·3~ reCCCJni::e the requi:'erent placed upon the Alaska Pow-er Authority 
(APA) to s\ll::rrtit rec-am-enCations to the Governor and ~.e legislat\lre en a 
future course of acticn rega...~q the Susitna project. ~.ccordingly, w-e 
appreciate t.~ r.eed for APt; eo have resource age.."lcies ' opinions 
available fer consideration at t.."lis tim=. We feel, ~-ever t.ha.t it is M " 
p:::e:rature for NNFS to give a definitive evaluation on the acceptability 
of the project wit..'"l respect to e..'1ert:.f t<e.'1efits verS'US fish losses~ It 
is rrore apprc~ria:te t::.e..~.fore, that we eescrilie our basic e..~tions 
wit..~ t.~.e coorCi.11atiqn process and our ge.11eral envL.-o:nrre..'1tal concems • 
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First, ! "-C"..:.ld li.'ce t.o er::.hasize t.~ ncsc .::or a c~rehensi" .. ~ 
ur.,Cersta."ldi.~g of t.~ i.ri:lort~'1ce of f!.she::v ::-escurces •..:it.~ir.. :..~e :;roject. 
a..-ea. The Susitna River c!ra.i."'lilge is a.."'l e.~:t=ere1y ?ro:iuc-::i.ve sys~em \vit."l 
an annual sa!ucn r~ :;,reducing a larce ::erc:e.'ltage of :..~e c=mrercial Ccok 
Inlet catc."l. 'nlese fLsh are. very Lrr.ior1:-:mt to bot.~ t.~e catm~rcial 
fishing industry and the sport fishirtg sec-...or. Sa.l.ron a.~ ·several 
resident st=eeies such as rair..bcw t..~t, Colly va_.-ce..'1 a."ld g-rayling are 
sought by sport fisherrren. Tile fish of the Susit.""'.a Rive:- also 
cont::ibute to t.'le ecosvstem of the at'f!ll bv ::rovidina fo:::d to ot..t.~r f:.sh, 
birds, and wildlife. Here in Alaska ;ur fisheries :-ec::ese!'lt cart of a 
lifestyle which, whi~e diffiC'.J.lt to descril:e anc· .i.n;:ossilile ~ place 
value on, is no less rea!o 

~ - --~ ... - sa.l . , l . ~ -. ... . f!\.~, 11 -.~..le l .. ;wv-~ •. ~m p~ WJ._ l.lt':'pact t! .ese :J.s, .erl.es. ,~, ...:._e not a _ or 
those fish utilizing the systen will ~e cirec-.:ly L-r;:a~ed~ • ... e arg 
cgocer.ned about any loss cf fishe=ies :eso~ces. 

Only '-" +-h• !lii'i in .-~.;ar-.~1"~ ur~ .... ,.s .. ~,....2.: ... ~ ,...; -~o .:; s~ !!lf"c· !SP'\+-.: _,. .... ~ -:::v: ~ -::~-~ 
,...... ~~ ... ~- - ~ ~~·J ...,./..... "-"• ...... -- '• c;-... ~·- ... '-"--~---....0 ....... ~ ..... ~, 

can we fully weigh t..~ costs asscciat-0.:: ·..vit..~ hj"Ci..""'' dev~lcp::re.Y'lt:, ~d 
pe_~pse f~i.d ways to ac~te ::Ct.~. It is- 1.-r;:o=-~t, -:..~eretcre t-~..at 
fisheries researc."'! and stur::ies :10t cnl., ice.'1t:i.fv t.:,e soecies o£ fish . . - .. 
c::c:::'.Jpying t:.~ Susitna drainac;e anc cesc:-il:e t..~eir ~logical 
c:r..ara.cteris-...ics and ~..s, but also ice.."l-:.ify areas of !...-r;:act and ::-ea.Sl:.":e 
to avoid cr mitigate t:.."lose iJ;;=acts. 

The necessitv of ~"'l..L"la canc:ehe.""!si•.;e e.."lviror~Te&;t.al data is also 
:Cecognized bY the Fm: in .. the.ii- requi.rete."lt that such i..,Zo:cra t.icn be 
specific, accurate, , a."ld $1£ficie.'1~ly qua."lti!ied to convey .J. ;:recise 
pictu...'"'e of t.h.e project. ~A its probable ef:ec-~. 

This leads us to my second ::oint L"'l which r ~lcl 1.:..:,e to disc..:.ss 
5e""e-'Cti ~s of t.~e Susitl"la earn project :.hat are o: conce=:-: <::::> our 
qcncy. 

The Susi tna Hydrcelec-..:ic Project Feasibility P.eport r.as i::ee."l prepared 
to assist decision makers bv deS\..-::ibi."1c the eccnanic, sccial and 

d 4 

e.-rrucr.a"Te.;'"lta.l conce::r.s asscciat-ae 'N"it., :.he project.. L~ t..~s regard :..~ 
doo.Jme."lt per.forms well. Hc" ••• ~ver, :..~e :easiliili ~ Rer;ort is .!lso /_- t,., 

inte.."'lded to provide the basis !or applica:cion for licer.se ':o t.'1e ::..'C. -F-- I 
The regulations of the ~ are clear L"l cesc:::.bing t.:,e L-r;;:cr-...ar:.ce of 
includ:inq adequate envi::onzrer."tal data in tr.e lic~..se a;:?lic:tti~. 
FU.rt."ler, they rea.W-~ t..'U.s i:'lfor.ration to be provided on a le'lel 
catrnensurat:l! with. t...~ sccce of tr..e oro~ec-:.. 1\.t this ~i.~ •.-.-e co :-.ot feel 
t."li.s lev~f or detail has bee."i- reached. ~vit.:,6ut t.~ results ~f 

-
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acCi -:icr~l st-..:Cy i., seve~al areas, Vilr.i.Gu~ asce~-:s of :..~ =rc::csal ·;~il.!. - .. - . 
::e cccrlv C.esc=i!:ed or uncerst.ccci. These &:!ficiencies co :10t i:olv t.~t. . . . -
t.:ie Feas~ilie'.' :\erort '.¥as i.rrorcce::lv ore~-=ed o:: ~res~ted. ?.at..~e.r, 
t-" .. e" -ca-;1.=.,--. en '-~e limitea• ,~ff"\~'!lt~,..n~ :=!;,.""; 1 ~"ie ~s of t-h.l's ear.:: - .l ------.-.-~- ..... .... --·- ........... &;i Clil~ • ..,,_.._ ... ~.. '- -· --· 

Cne :.rea of l.i.":lited i.."lfc~tion in t..~e :easi.bilit:t ?.e;:o~ deals ·.vi-:!t t..~e 
ef!ects of c:ost. ?reject. flews en the fisheries rescu::-ces.. The 
Feasibilitv F.ecort discusses t.he i.I:::crtance of sice c."lannels and slouci"'&S 
Cet:W"ee.."l Tai"':eetna and Cevil Canyon$· Thesa areas a=e heavily utilized-bi 
s:-wawn:ir~g an.d reari."lg saL'TOn. The .impact of project flo.-tS to t..~ese 
areas will dete..~"'le , to a lar<;e e."'Ctent, the fishery ~-r.pact at~ibuted 
to ~"le proj~. Tl'~se sloughs therefore raprese..,t an area reqoll:irinq 
consiceraticn of. FQte."ltial mitigation and/or e."i!"'.ancere..'lt ireasures. To 
date, less tr~ one eighth of the side channel and slcugh areas have ~ y 
l:ee."l su.,....,eyed. Futther 1 the impacts of various flew regL""es on t..t,e 
r..abitat are ur~o..,n ber-ause t."'.e hyd..~lcgical and ecolcgical 
=-elaticnships bet'.vee."'l the rrainstem Sus:it.'"la a."ld these areas have r.ot been 
ade~tely st"~ed.. An in-c1ept.!: stucy of projected flcr.v regiire~ is 
r.ccCeci. ~e reSUlts of a c:crr.orehe..'1sive In-St=eam flew Stt!d·1 · .... "O'..t!.d allcw· 
a balar.c~g of fish r?bitat losses agaL"lst power ge..,eration~ ~.,d o~~~ 
mitigati.cn ;;ossibilities ~"lat could b.-1 evaluated. 

Te:;:erature c.~ges '"'it.,.,..i."'l the Susit:".a River are e:-q;:ec-:.ed to :-esul~ f~:m 
cons't:..-,.:ction and cperat.ion of t.~e .~::ar:i.S. '!"hese chan<ies could prese . .r1c 
bet.~ ?=>Sit.ive and negative c.~ges t.o :ish FX=pulaticns. T~e .;.?A !"-.as 
used a o:::u~ut=.,. rrr.:del to p=edi~ a.11d desc=J.Z.e t.,."lese changes. C'l.!!.-er:tl!, 

~ . - - ......... , . h . . . , 1 - -. . . . ..~.. . . c:w4 
w"e CO net ~-.leve a ugn .1.eve o: conr~ae.r:ce e.'Cl.Sts 1.'1 ...... e f)rOJ~-..... jc )' 
~st ?roj ect. t:.em;:e::atl:.re •..;i t.~:L., t.~e t' . .;o :-esarv·oi.:'s , the Susi =..-...:. 
rr.~i.."'ls!:e."!l, ~""lei t.~e side .c!'lar.r:els ar..C. slcu.ghs. Therr:-al changes rray 
presa~t signi~ica~t ~rcblems to saL~n, and acditior~l st~y will be 
necessary Qefcre possible L¥3-C""..s can be at!equately c!~fir..ed. 

'!:-:e feasl.O·· .l._,_;:_, Fo...,...,......., s ... -=tes t-"""e c~"~-:r.:v" .. ;~.e o;: .. ;.,e """'us.l· .... _, ..,; .. .oc~ ... .:c:-1 .. 4'\1;;:-'-'- ........ ......1 iJ.;-----J- ~ '-'• .:J ._.,"""" ------ ... ..,:~_...., .. 

efio~ is to achieve no net loss. To achieve t:!-Ai.s gcal, s;ec.:..::.c 
studies ~st occur wi1i~~ will develop ~~tiaation coticns ica"lti!ied Li 
... ~...e :-e.as.;h.;,;~; t)a'I"V"!- r,'l'e c·o ·r.c1'" 1.v.!.1ia.·e'".,.,._:a .... a ;..; ... .;,..'2_.;0!"'1 - 1 ~n l"'':ln !•,e '--• • ,..._,--~-.1 •:..t;;~~l. \..e •~ • .._ ..... ~_......,-.:;;;:,4 .,..,_,..., •• ...._ _.,..w._.._.._ 4• fllll!ll .... ..._. ~. _ 

develop.."'ci, l\.1ocd upon av~illlblc inform'lticn , .. '"hich • ... ouid !i.ltinfy th~ /c! 
requirere..~ts of t.."le FD=C. Basic to any mitigation plan is a 
c:o:tl!?rehensive ur.derstanding of the rescurco and the ;otenti.ll ~:let tl"e 
project. will prese.."'lt t!'J the resource. Again, •,;e co not oolie':e t...:..Us 
level of uneers~,g has ~~ reached. 

The PERC regulations ccncernL,g lica~se applic~ticn require a :-~po~ 
t.~t desc=ibes the fish, -w'ildlife, and ::Ot!nical re$...-u=ces. ::::'.fo~t!.o 'l ~ 't 
i."l tbis reoox:t. is to include ~ral'" ~,ci scatical dist::ibut:.icr..s of F J 
cer~ fiSh species. As sam saL~., wit:!-.ilt the Susit.-,a ?.i'."er have lifn 
C"JCles of five or rrore years 1 it ~C. seem reasonable to allcw at:. leas1 ~ 

• :;::s: 
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We feel it is l.l.!i...r~...scnable to disc..:ss ~iti.gati.c.1n C.e~ils before adeq:u.ate 
kncw1 a..~,..,. c~ •'"'e ;:~ sh-e""'\' -e~-, ... -os· ~ ...,.;·s ... - 'l"l"'c'" ~ ,_,.. '\,,-.~o ... ; ..... , h:~~s t.-:.a.<:Sn 

·---~~ ..., '--• ,...,_ -J -. ...,._,'-Wa'-'- t;!;1!t._ '"-~• ·~·~ 1:\-W~~ r\"-i~o"-• --'-_; ,...,.. ..,..;1;;-;;;.. 

infortred of t.~ese ccnca..~ a.nd dat.J. c:aos, and c,e t.~a st:ecs r!ecessar-r t:J 
cor=ect t.."lem.. Our ace..'"lC"'./ has orevictisiv stated that the- envi.=oz:::e.~tal 
data available from Phase I stUdies wili ~ot sJ:oort ~.., adecuate 
evaluation of proje...--t ir.;=ac-t.. \"Je continue to ~~~d t.."'.at ~:,e 
anticipated date :or submitting the lic~'"lse applic~tion :e celay~j :o 
allcw aCciit.!.ona.l data ccllec---ion. 

!t is cu: ~~r.e ... standL~g t..~t ~~ era:~ l~ce~se =~plic~tion for ~~e 
St..'ISi.t.-..a ?:"Oject will seen ::e available :c~ re't~e . .,. ~-le are c~r.ee~ed 
t.."'lat t.!'!e a;:plicaticn ·--~11 :;eflect ~e se~icu~ d~fi.c:..~!~Ci:s •,·e ~ve jc l 
"'1"'101"\ ... ,;0"'ed _if 0,,,.. --e"pl'cwr_, .• sh,... ...... lo,~,.. !-~ -r-~ ---~ --=-==.=. ··e -.:::.~1 ............ ;:-p ... r-1 .l.liNiioee......... •• • - ~ fl ... ' wrA~~ '-- -~~ .... ~ ..... _ ._. ·- ......... __ , .., ' - __ ...,. ...,'-- -~- .. .._. .. 

will have ::o alte.--:".ative but; to =~~es"C t.l;.e : ~'.C to =cj~~ :..~e 
applicatim or c; ""ec:. t.~t t.~e de=ic:.enc:..es ::e ::cr::cc:.e.c. ~;e ·;e~! rr::.ch 
eesi=e to avoid t:l"'.is sit~tio."l. 

:e;"' 2 1 iy I ·-~uld , ;l ......... o cloee ~· s .. ~ ... o,.,..,.,"t ·-·l.·~oo·., a ,c_~, •-.--,..:;~ """-e .., ..._...,,...., ... I ",._,' ....... ~ ~ _, &l•! ~ '-~t.A.;:;. • .v \..,. • J.. \..t4''- ._.__ • .._c.-~ '-'-' 

=uture and a. ·~rd of e."!cou=ag~t. T!ie Uw~cc:.--=.::k.:..-:c; of an env:...=~-:rnental 
S- • ...;.. &.or a -r,...~- such as c::usl.· ..... '!ll :e! :a.., o31"',...._...u'"" -~s~~ '"c ........ -,.,.; .... g 1 ,, '-lo.WJ .lo ~ -J~'- • '"' .... _... _.,. •-·• _,._...&.oll..i ;.;) ....:.0 "-• ."'\ _...,.,...,_, .I.• I 

t.~ Po~ Au~'"!ori't'y has L"litiated a ':er-t cam:::e!-.ensiv·e se.r:ies of s"Cu.ciies . -
whic..:O,. wi".e."l ~leted •..;ill prc1.lide us •,..rit.~ a tetter ~.,ce:::star:dL-:g of the 
fulJ range of project related. ef=ec-..s. Indeed., it rray be ;:ossible to 
cons"t:-"'1.!~ ar.d c-...e.rate t.~ dairs i:: sc:::h a •.vav .3.S ~o achieve t.he 
Aut:.l"..crity' s no net loss goal by mitic;at.L'1g fisr.ery .irr.?)c..-._s, a:..d/or ~y 
enbancinq fishery hao.:.t...at L"l certai..'1 areas. 

! kr1cW the Ec(;u-d of Dirctors \1pprccl.1tn!i thtt i..r.r-or.t.,r:c:c oE r:.ur :i.'3hcri!i. 
I hope I have conveyed to you t.~ l:enefi ts of detailed studies to cbtain 
essential infOl:lration. In formulat:L"lq its rec:::mteneaticns to t.'1e 
legislature, I since..""ely e...,ccurage t.~ 3oard to consic!er the c=itical 
need for this infonration and t."le implications of prcc~"lg in its 
abse."lce. 

-
;#·""r'l,lifllll*ilf"lll'l'r~ ··;~~~-'-.. 
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April 16, 1982 

DEP AB.'lli.ENT OF NAI'UR.AL RESOU'R.CES Is 
TESTIMONY !0 mE AL\SKA. POWER. AUl'HORITY BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

I appreciate the opporeuniey to provide comments to the Power Authority 
Board of Directors ~n the Sus~na Hydroelactric·projecc. I regret that, 
because. of other comm.itmenes in Juneau, I am unable to personally deliver 
these commenes. 

At: the invir:ad.cn of the Alaska Po~er Auchority, the Department of 
Natural Resources has been varking iafor.:ally vith the Authority over 
th~ last ewe years to help for.:ulate and carry ouc studies designed eo 
ansver the questions t~hich u.ltimately W'ill det:erm.i.ne wether t:he Susit:na. 
Dam proposals are feasible. Ihe: purpos;e of this t:e.st:imony t:od.a.y is 
~fold: F~rst, to identify Susit:na aydroalecc~:ic issues that ar~ 
rit:hin the sphere of DN'B.' s auchoril:y; and. second, to make recomm.enda
tions c:o r:he Board of D:irectars on the coucinua.t:ion of pt:ojecr: develotJ
ment, as requested in the January 26 letter from Mr. Conway. 

SUSI:i'NA HYDROEtECl'lUC R.EI..An:D ISSUES W'I'IHIN TID: PURVIEW OF 'mE DE!-AR~..EN'r 
OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

Ihe Depart:ment of NaturaL Resources rlll be reqtdred t:o ma.k.e decisions 
on ~~o major facets of the Sus~tna Hydroalece:ic Projecc. These are: 

1. DUR. responsibillt:ies far ~acer appropti.ation (and possibly inst:ream 
flow reservations) from the·Susitna River. 

2. Rigb.cs-of-Way permi.ts for ac:cess into the dam sites and t:ransmission 
line routes. Other land use·per.:its for access to construction sites, 
gravel for·consc:uction, and ocher land use related needs as they o~' 
on state owned lands. 

!he role of t:he Deparcnent of. Natural Resources in t~ater rights appro
priation Yill be an adjudicatory one. According co Alaska St:acute 
46.15.080 (b), the impacts of Yater app~op~iar:ion on the public i~cerest 
shaLl be considered during adjudication. Areas of public interest are 
defined in the Stacur:e as follous: 

l. !he benefit to the applicanc resulting from the proposed 
appropria~ion. 

2. !he effecr of the economic activity ~esulting from the proposed 
a.ppropri.ar:ion. 

~~ The effec~ ott fish and game resources and on public recreational 
opportuni.ties. 

4. the effec1: on p~blic bealt:h. 

-



5. !he effecc of loss of alcernace uses of water char: =ighc be 
made ~ichin reasonable cime if not precluded or hindered by the 
proposed appropriation. 

6. Harm co other persons resul.ting f=am. the proposed appropriacion. 

r. '!he incant ~ ability of the a.pplicanc co compleca the a.ppro
pr:laticn~ 

8. !he effect upon access eo navigable wacers. 

!he DNR ~ill be looking co the Feasibility Study data aad infor-macion co 
describe the relationship be~een various streamilo~ levels and hov they 
101il.l i::tpace fishe-cies aa.d aquad.c habicac downstream. Thus, from chis 
Deparcmenc's perspective, ·inscream flow studies and the relationship of 
var~ous flo~ levels to aquatic habitat~ and fisher~es resources are 
vica..l.. !he studies adm.it.U.st:ert~d by the. A2A wil.l be the fua.damea.cal. 
source of data and info1:ma.t:ion 'kSed by DNR. to make. the. public interest 
£~dings described above. We are eager co revieY and comment upon the 
present: and fucure pl.atl.S for insr::·eam. flo'(.l' scudi.es. To dace., we have. 
not: been provided an opportunity co re':lfiev or comment. upon the illscream. 
flov scudy approach. 

!he access to the dam s:i.tes and the pollc.y surrounding the e..ooct:ent of 
access a.ft.er coust:rucd..on vil.l lead to one of the most: signj.fica.nt. 
impacts of che project.. !he Fo~er Auchor:i.~ has seated that: che pe~c 
for use of a. "pioneer road." is needed· iJl. 1982. (before a. F .E • .R.C. permit 
is issued) U che pot:er is co· be on. line eleven years lacer. One signi.f:i.
cant issue is the possibil.ity of the ~onstruc.tion of a road to the 
proposed dam sites and a subsequent decision by che stace not co construct 
the dams. It would appear to be in the bes c interest of the Power 
Autnoricy, the land managing agencies, and the public co idencify othe~ ~_r 
alternac:i.ves vhich vi~ allov che necessary access to the pr~posed dam r-T 
sites in a manner vhich prevencs irreversible tmpaccs. In order to 
prevenc this issue fr~ being a potential delay in progress, ~e recc ]ad 
chat che A'2A cake the lead in conv~.ning· a mu.lti-agenc:.y, mt.t.lc1-<i.iscipl1nary 
effort to accomplish the goal stated above. 

!he second issue is the long ce~ land use implications of access to the 
proposed dam sites. The provis~on of access co che dmn s~tes should aoc 
unwi~t:ingly decen:dne the types and e:ocr:ent: o£ land us~ impact. on the f:., '1 
surrounding lands in the upper Susicna Valley. Carefully dete~ned 
access rouce decisions could result in a. mu.l.t:iple. , '.1rpose route ~lU.ch 
could fac.i.litate and enhance other· uses of t:he surrotJ.ndi.ng lands.. In 
order co accomplish this, the dam access route decision should be made 
in conjunction with surrounding land ovners9 land managers, and the 
general publ~c. As on the other issue above, the DNR is ~~ing co 
part:i~pace cooperat~vely v~th che Alaska Paver Authoricy, other agencies, 
and the public to resolve chis macce: so thac· it does noc become a . 
pc1tentia.l delaying factor for the p:-~posed pt;oj ecc or a. future manage-
m.enc problem ft~r land owners and managers. 
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

In summary, the Deparc~enc or Natural Resou:ces has three recom:enda
tions: 

l. !he Deparc:euc suppor~s continued studies in the socio-economic, 
t:ecluU.ca.l, tmd ec.vironmen.ca.1 areas. The preliminary vork accomplished 
so far indicates thac the project is technically f~asible. Fur~er 
vork is needed to escablish. t:he 1nfot:':la.tiou alld dat:a fo~ ~ater 
appropriation and fishery mitigation. Additionally, ve recommend 
fur.~her work on ehe timing. rcuce and conditions of accass co cha 
proposed da~ sites. 

2. With respecc to the ques~ion of whether it is desirabl~ eo 
submit an application to the F.E.R.C. on Sepc~ber 30, 1982, ve 
offer the follolodng commeut:so The A2A Board of Directors and the 
seaff should carefully veigh cne advantages and disadvantages of 
submitting the fo~~l application on September 30, 1982. If thac 
course of action vould result in the AiA acquiring ~ F.E.a.c. 
permit to construct in the atost c:!.mely and economical -w1ay, then 
thac course of action ~kes sense. However~ if on the ocher hand, 
a formal application ~ould result ~ delays, increas~d potentials 
for litigation, and a hardening of adversarial roles be~Jaen the 
APA, other agenc~es, and ocher interested parties, then' tha possibil~tj 
of these dela.ys should be consj.dared. We bel=:.eve t:hac .the AP.~ 
Board and the Scaff are in the b~st position to evaluaee ~ros 
and cons and ~o dece~e whe~er a F.E.&~C. application on 
September 30, 1982, is desirable or aoc. From our atore narro~ 
agency standpo~c, DNR is noc opposed t:o a F.E.R.C. application so 
long as our agency concerns and responsib~ities can be fully and 
openly determined through the traditional intervenor process. 

3. W·e com;?limenc the A2A 3oard of Directors and staff for encour
aging inter-agency interdisciplinary approach to idencify ~ays to 
improve the coordination and ultimately the results of ehe feasibility 
studies. We believe thac strengthening this approach ~l fac~itace 
a more cooperac~ve and couseruccive role for ehose ageucia~ ~ich 
have respousibillt:ies thac require them. to take a.ecion ou the 
Susicna Kydroelect:ric Projece. Specifically, we recommend serengt:h
ening and enhancing the role of a. group similar co the Susicna 
Hydroelect:=ic Steering Committ:ee which r~s been providing infor.:al 
agency commen=s to the -~A on this project: for the ~~~~ ~~a years. 

\' 



Testimony presenced to the Alaska PoYer &ttho~icy Board by Deputy 
Reg~gn~l Director LeRoy SoYl, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, on April 
16; l982w concerning the Susitna Hydroelectric Project. 

'Ihe mi.ssioa. of the U.s. Fish and YUdlife Service is to: 

Prcntide the federal. leadership to conserve, 1procec:t:, :md 
euhanc:e fish .md. v:f..ldlife. aaci their habieac for the c:oa.cinuing 
beaef.1t.of people. 

You might: aslty therefore;, ~y is the Fish a.a.d lrlildl.ife Service cotlcern
illg itsel..f Yieli a Stace energy project:! 

The Sus:itna. Hydra Proj ecr: must be licensed by F!ltC before coa.st:l:Uct:ion 
begins. 'I'he Fi.sh and ~ildl.if e Ccordi.nat:ion Act: requires that: 
f:Lsh and vUdl.Ue amservat::Loa. be given equal. consid~aeioa. vit:h ocher 
features of a proposal. throughout. t:he pla:ming a:ad decision prcx~esses. 
FE:lC is further r-equil:'ed. tc causulc vith st:at:e and federal fish and 
vUdl.ife resource ageud.es to det:er.:r.ine vhet:her there: ~ be proj eet: 
related. losses of fish and.. 'iri.J.dl.ife resau.rees. 

Ihe Caordiuat:iaa. Act and. Secd..Ml 102(2) (3) of the Na.1:1ona.J. En.vironme.a.ca.l. 
Po.U.Cy Act: both requi.:e: 

(l) A desc:ripc:ica. and quancificatioa of the e.xist:ing fish and 
v.lldlife aDd ch&ir habitac ~thin Che· ar~ of project impac:s; 

(2) A descripc:ic~ and ~tificaeion cf ~eicipaced project: 
impacu on these ruources; and 

(3) DeJ..ineaciou of specific udt:i.gat::Lon a.ece~sary t:o avoid, mitz.il::d:e, 
or ccmpensace for these impacts. 

The Fish and U"UcUife Service has revie..wed t:he draft fea.s:i.bUit:y report: 
vi.th respect: to its area of erpert:ise. Deficiencies are readily apparent 
vich respect to all three requirement:s. There ha.s been a f allure t:o 
quantify the habitat: types present:,. a.xu:icipa.ce the impacts or t:a identify 
required rdtigation. All of these. deficiencies are directly real.ted to 
the. tll':lre.alistic time ·cc-w;t:raints placed on data c.olleeeicn.. 

Some ,.,f ehe StJee.i£ic. deficiencies we. have noted are., ~$ fellows: 

(:l.) 'l'erre:fuial. s1:Udies. have fo=sed ou thra im'pouudm~~s a.:a.d t:heir 
immed:i.at:e v"ic:ini.e:f.es. The asses~ent: of ~ildl..tf e ~d f i..c;hery f1 G 
resources mwse be. ex~e11ded. eo dO'mst:re.am areas, transmission 
and aceess <:orridors., and a;reas uf secoadary or indirect: 
impacts. 

---
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Th.e terrestrial studies have been qu;:p.~itat:ive... ·Quanti£ ic3tion, 
through an acceptable methodology, is essential to the evaluation 
of ~~bitat valuesD the probable i:pact:s and the selection of 
appropriace m:itigat:ion.. APA has seated its obj e.ctive as "no /\) ;)a....t_ 
nee loss." Wi.t:houc methodology to quantify eithe..~ losses or 
mitigation there is no ~ay to assess vhen this goal has been 
a.c:hi.e.ved. 

F.isheries s0.1d.ies have. been conduct:ed for ottl.y ane year. A 
st:udy of this scope is sufficie.ue only for a preliminary 
eval.uacioa. of the impacc.s and t:o provide for refinemenc and 
foc:usiag of laager te:::!l scud.ias. One year !s aat enough. t:.:i:me. 
t:a provide the daca nac:essary to fully de.Kribe the. resource. fl• '<-
!».y· ac-s:empt to assess mpaet:s or plan m.it:l.ga.t:ioa. within the · 
c:ca.cexc of the. l.il:enae appl.icaciaa. would be :i.nad.eqwu:e.. 

There are inadequate daea to de!Sc:rtbe the re.l.ad.oaship becveen 
'-·~.DUS stream f~ovs and tha praduc:t::lviey af fisheries and 
a.qu.ad.c babit:a.t da~ustrea.m. from the propo~ed Devil Canyon Dam. 
A full.y thought:-ou.t in.sttesm. flov fl1:Udy "ii~Gt provide the 
qwmeifica.tj,oa. 11ec:essary far any i:pact:s evalu.at:ioa. and /c. / 
trl.tigac:ioa. pl ann:.f..ng. ~it:hcuc. chis informat:ioa. any eva~ua.t:ioa. 
of proj eec i=pac.t: ou fishery resource. is missing an esse.nt:ia.l 
campcnent:, and effective mit:igat:ica. p~ing is seriously 
hampered. 

Antic:ipat:ed 'i.lat:el: t:emperat:u~es and t:urbi.Glity le.ve.l.s in ehe 
reservoi.rs and dCI\ltl.Stteam from De.rU Can:,·ou have not been f., v) 
sa-s:isf4V:t:orUy invest::!.gat:ed. An adverse t:empua.cure. regime E-
tas severe il:lplic:.at:ious fe~r t:be fi.sher:ies; dow.stteam from 
De.v:U Ca.nyon as w•!.ll as· any pat:e..utial. fishery Ui. the reservoirs. 

The cerrestri.a.l i:npact:s assessment: and mit:iga.ciou. opd.ons puc 
fotth by the cousu~t:ant:s are. CiUit:e general. 1, not suffic:ient:ly 
thought: t:hrough, a:!ld provide an illadeqwu:e basis for a full ~ ).}PL..J-. 

di.scussicm of the. l?roj ect:.. !hi.s is direc:cly related to the 
lack of an acc:epcab~e mecbodology for quantification .. 

Public access and the mode and route of consr.rueeion access 
need co be. fully ad1iressed rlthin ehe cout:exe of mitigat:iou. 
'rne environmental. consu.lt:ants have recognized that: public. 
access poses ehe gr~~~ese th~~c co the terrestrial resources, 
principally through discurbance. It is compl~tely incongruous 
given chis assessment: and A:2A:t s gou of "no net loss" that: the 

·coasul.ta.nt: shoul.d at1:e:m.pc to divor.ce access from consideration 
o£ miciga~ion as they have done. 

~ Jioneer road construc:~ed prior to FERC licensing. is proposed. 
'!..t .. e. sole purpose. of this road is to fac:!.llUte project const::uct:ion .. 
Ye d~ nee expec~ F£RC approval for this pzoposa~. FERC cannot 
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give its app~oval Yithout an enviro~encal ~pace stac~ent. 
In addition, h.abitac losses sustained I:NSt be just:ified by the 
need for a. project:. The ne.ed is .·proven ~hen, 1n the c.ase of a 
paver facil.icy, the license is issued. Prior to that point:, 
the~e is D.Q project and there is uo habitat: degradation that 
call be just:i.fied. 

lle bel.ieve. that: alt:exnacives to Susit:na must: also continue to be st:udied.. 
Comparison of tradeoffs for fish and Yildl.ife!. resources at:t:endent: to · t:he 
North Slope a.at:ur;U gas, Cook In.lec .~tural. t,as., Beluga. co.aJ.., o~.her 
hydroe.l.ecttj~c: generac±ng alternatives, conseJ:vat:ion., ;md other options . 
have not: been evalwu:ed to i1D. ac.cepeable levc!.l.. Continued studies Youlci 
alJ.oq for a fuJ.l e"lm 1 nacica. of the enviromrU!Jlca.l. C.OSt:.s. 

The A2A proposes to submit: a. li.ceace appllc:al::ioa. to FEXC on Septe:.1ber 
30, 1982.. The appllc:a.d.aa. Yill be. based on 1:he- feasib:U.icy report:. 
C1ven t.'le numerous deficie.nc:es I have just: nc:ated a submission ou the. · 
proposed date ~ be premature. 

The Fish and ViJdlife Servic~ bas b.1.d minimal, illvolve':lent: 'filith the 
Susitna. project: during t:he last:. 2 azul l/2 years. 'ile believe ve have 
cousidel:ab.le. expetti.se to offer APA in devel.oping <..n adequate license 
application far submission to FERC. 

One part:icu.Lar area in. Yh:i.r.:h 'file be.l..ieve we. cotJtld add subst:atlti.a.lly to 
che srudy is in qu.anci.fying t:he fi.sh and 1irl.ldli.fe dat:a for evaluat:ing 
impac:t:s and foClUlaC:ing mi.tigaticm plans. I'he S~i.c:e' s Rabit:at: Eva.luatiDn 
Procedures voul.d provide a framevark 'Ol'ithin 'ilh:tch ha.bit:a:c value c:.a.n be 
evalu.a.t: e.d.. !h.i.s met:hodology vas used in bbt:h t:he l'er=Qr Lake. and the 
Bradley Laee Hydroelectric Projeccs. Our Inc=e~ental Inst:re~ Flov 
Met:b,odolo~r al.lovs for tha quanc:U.iat;:;toa. of th1e a.nc:ic:ipated :i.mpac:r:s of 
pno posed fl.o'W' re.gim~ oa. aquatic hab.it:at... HodiJ:ic.at:i011. ~d need to 
oo:ur to t:b.is met:b.odology but va fully believe t·.h.a.t it pr:ovides ~he 
gi.-oundvork 'lpon vh.ich to build. It \las util..i:ed in the 'fe.."'"ror Lake 
Project to '!.valuate impacts and foxmul.a.te mit:iga1t:ion ceasures to protect: 
the fisheri~s resources. 

The Board should rea.l.ize that the very decj.sion to fil.e the applic:at:ion 
~ith FERC Yould aueomat~cally change the relaeio~ship be~een APA, its 
consultant:s, and the Fish and YUd.l.i.fe Service. ~Tith tbe decision t:o 
fi.le, our at:t=.t::ion must~ imm.ediat:el.y foc:us on the licensing process. We 
no longer ~ould have. s·;.r.fficl.e.ut time and manpower to assist and provide 
expert:.ise to A:2A cmd il.'.S consultants. ~e would expect: that: other 
federal. agenties vou.ld be similarly Ciffeer:ed. 

Ye recommend t:h.at: the decision whether or aot to submit au application 
to FF.!.C shouJ.d be deferred uncll daca gathered this year has be.e.n 
evalu.aced. We musr. have a be.ct:er understanding of the fishery-h.abitat: 
relat:ianshi.ps; a.. more· t:hcrough u.nder.u:anding of the re.J..a.e;.ouship of the 
aqt,tacic babit:a.c to flovs and temperacures; an undersr:anding of Yha.t the 
terrestrial tradeoffs are.7 and a greater comprehension of the reservoirs' 
t~perature and turbidity regimes. 
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We greatly appreciate the oppor~uaity co present this test~ony and look 
forward to a cont:inued '.Jorld.ng re.latie>nship.. 
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U nired Slates Departmenr of the 1nter1or 
8URS:AU CF !..ANO MANAGEME:Ni 

A~chor~;e Distric: Office 
· -oo - -, · ~~ ~~s: '-nc Avenue 

2920/0lJ 

Anchor~ge, Alas~a 9950i 
APR 1 ::; 1982 

Alaska Paver Aut:hority 
Board of Directors 
334 tlest Fifeh Av~~nue 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Gentlemen: 

!he Bureau of Land Managemenc appreciates ehe opporeuniey co address and 
comment co chis board on che proposed Susiena Hydroelectric Project. 
Curt McVee, Alaska a~~ State Director regrets that he is unable to 
attend and comment today due co ache~ commitments. I am Dick Vernimen, 
Associate Distr~ct Manager, B~~ Anchorage District. 

Since the An~~orage District will be the office ~~ng che :eco~en
dations on ehe projecc ! ~ill be speaking from that posicion. 

!he 3~~·s charge as a mu.l.tiple-use agency is to allow che use of ~he 
public lands co its highest capacity and values and to i:ttieigate l:pacts 
where possible. In ~he case of this project ~e are involved with a 
~~ed land pattern requiring us to act as interim land managers in 
regards to unconveyed Native and Stace selected lands. Our charge is 
che same but the land scatus requires more concurrence conce~ing decisions 
on ~hat is allowed co happen on these lands. 

Based on what we know aoouc the project today from reviewing documents 
and ~eetings with both ACRES and APA ~e do not forsee any reason ~hy che 
continuation oi project development should not proceed. we offer the 
following informacion for your use: 

1. Pioneer Road Routes. 
As we understand the situation, for those routes that or~ginate 
either on the.Alaska Railroad or the Parks Kighway, the 
l'ionee·r Road would have to be consc:ructad during the years 
1983~1984 in order to arrive at improved access during 1985 
and early 1986' •.Jhich would then provj,de for a state of 
continuous access from the middle of 1986 onwards. !he 
?ioneer Road concept requires road rights-of-way and :elated 
permits duriog the year of 1982 which is prior to the =~~C 
licensing process. There are obviously several problems 
with the Piqneer Road concept. As we now understand the 
situation, they are as follo~s: 
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l. Early construction of the Pioneer Ro~d would have to be 
permitted by a 3~1 right-vi-~ay chat ~ould require an 
environmental imDact statement seoarace from chose . . 
documents now being prepared for the project. . .. pproach.., 
ing the Pioneer Road ?reject in ~ separate E!S w~chouc 
e~aluating the entire Susit~a ?roject may lead to a 
legal challenge of piec~ealing a bigger project. In 
ocher words, we could be challenged that the road is 
merely a par~ of a larger overall hydroelectric project 
wh~ch should be analyzed ac. one time. 

2. !he Pioneer Road ~ould deviate from the location of 
the f,inal access road particularly on the rouce south 
of the Susit.na Rive1: bet:Yeen Devil' s Canyon and the 
Wat:ana ~ite. 

3. !he Pioneer Road concept requires decision making by 
the Cook Inlet Nacive Corporation, State of Alaska, and 
che Bureau of Land Manag~enc., prior to licensing by 
FERC. ~e are very much concerned that a decis~on on 
the pioneer road may lead to serious environ=ental and 
economic consequences prior co the ac:ual lic~sing 
of the project. While it is not likely a =~~C license 
will be denied after the feasibility of the ?reject has 
been establ.ished, ci!ne has a way of changing che values 
set: by many of our past decisions and we as separate 

~ ~ 

agencies cannot cake che Pioneer Road concepc lightly. 
!her~ ~re three ocher aspects of che Pioneer Road 
c.oncepc we should cention. Those are: l) ir: is very 
likely a Section 10 perm:it will be requ.ired for c::ossi:lg 
navigable waters (Susicna River), 2) a Se~tion 404 
pe~t for wetlands ~ill be required free the Corp of 
Eo~ineers, and 3) the decision on the ?ioneer Road 
concepe will be elavac.ed to che level of ~~e Secretary 
of the Interior. All of the oeotioned problem areas 
t~te cime and, as time is of the essence, it is ext:r~ely 
important: chat, if a route is chosen chat requires · 
P:Lont!er Road cons·eruction, r:hac. the decision be :::a.de 
as early as possible and that the appli~ation f.or right·· 
o£-~ay and other permits be C3de to che Deparc:enc of 

·. ·Int:erior and Department of Defense age~cies ac. t:he 
earliest possible moment. 

Environmental Impacts: 
We are concerned abouc the relative enviroomencal cradeoffs 
chat: muse :,e made if this project is co be const:ucced. We 
cannot at: $i.:: time recommend co you a preie.rred access route 
and ~ode. There are obviously some rouces hoYever that 
pose relacively higher environmenc.al costs. Those routes 
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are the cne south of che Susicna Ri~er b~twe~n ~~vil's Canyon 
and tJacana and secondly, the corridor p·arallt!l.ling the 
Indian River. Also of signific3nt environmental concern is 
the route proposed south from che Denali Highway. the impact 
hera is someYhat mitigated by che western route 4S opposed 
co the route via Butte Lake. It is still uncll!ar as co the 
relative magnitude of the impact on caribou posed by the 
weseern route south from t:he. Denali Highway. ~·toile we are 
concerned as to the impact on that caribou herd, we feel that 
the environmental c:adeoff in question is one of ~paces 
on the caribou herd versus the impaces of more produceive 
habitats in the area of Indian River or Fog Lakes area. 
From an environmental standpoint, the rouce southerly from 
che Denali aighvay s~ems preferrable from the aspect of 
minjmjzing disturbance of productive habitae. !he route 
from che Denali, however, poses a secondary iMpact, that of 
human access to the project area after construction. Public 
access co the project area is a ~a-edged svord. We recognize 
chac the Watana Prcjec~ may provide a valuable recreacion 
$ouree for people of ~he southcencral Alaska. Ic is also 
recognized houever, chac public recreation can be a very 
descructive accivity. We submit: that control of the access, 
the State Game Laws, and the project management, after 
conscruct:i.on, eire cools that: can be usad to manage the adverse 
effects of inc~:eased recreation opport:~ties. The ques·r.ion 
of public access to the project: area is a spinoff of the type 
of access thac is developed for project cpnst:ruc~ion. wnile 
Qany problems a4e presen~ we submit to you the following 
conclusions: 

a. Boch rail and read access will be required for construc
tion. We feel chis concept provides adequate flexibility 
and logistics during construction phases. 

b. It is improbable the Stat~ of Alaska can construct: a 
project. of thi,s magnitude without some form. of readily 
available pubLic access as a residual product. 

c. The .enti.re Susitna project is surrounded by primarily 
·t:Yo ki,nds of land ownership, appro~....ma.cely 215,000 acres 
of private Lu.tds, in Nacive ownerships, and a very 
large acreage of State La~d. The Cock ~nlet Region 
Corporation has indicated they prefer developmenc of 
cheir lauds as a means of generaeing revenue. We can 
deduce thac the Scaee Df Alaska like~ise is commit~ed 
co che;developmeut of the highest and best use of its 
land. '!his land ownership paetern and the respec~ive 
management philosaphies lead one co beli:eve thac road 
access wi,ll be support:ed by these eve very impor1:anc 
landowne:.:s in the area: of the. project. .. 
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It. is our posicion t.o '.Jork. with yr:-u on c:he p rQj ec.: proposal in ::he. most 
expedianr: manner we c:1n whi ~. · t.~orking Yithin c.he l.:n.;s and regula!:ions 
placed upon us. If there a~e further questions concerning our ~omments 
please c:onca.cr: ille at (907) 267-1246. Thank you. 



United States Department of the Interior 
BUAEAU OF LANO MANAGEMENT 

Anchorage Dis~=!c: of:ice 
4700 East i2nd Av~nue 

AD.c:horage, lla.t!~t_...,_ 99507 

Mr.. Ed.c: Yould., Emcut:ive Dire~-er 
Alaska p~ Aurhority 
334 TJ 4th Ave., 2nd ncar 
:&..ncborage' Al..uka 99501 

De.a:r Mr. Yould: 

2920 (013) 

JAN 1 1982. 

!be BL..'i bas been cmr.acud by Acres .fm:!..""'ic.an requesd.I:!g fotma.l ccorrHnat:i.on 
a:cd rev.i.s.r en f:Lve StJSitna. Iiydtoe.lec:ric Project: doo:me:nts. Coments en these 

. dooome:nt:s cm:moc l:e act:at:pl .; shed noder t:b.e gtrl dance of the AOF.S Coordica.t::Lcrn 
Plan urrd1 a coord1:cat:ed i:l.~gency a:ppx:cad:l is developed for revie"M" and 
c.cmrenr:s. Such a process. has beea ree sme'icled by tbe St~ic~ Ste.e::-"~ Can
mic-~ a:cd is· Q¥Clidrg ycur a7pproval. 

Your rec.em: let-~ a:cd briefings have brought: into fo~ seve:..-al aspeC"'....s crf 
t!:le access s'OJ.dy that: I ~ l.ila! to <'..t.xment: en.. These subject: a:reas are 
land st:a.CJ.S·, P:!.oreer Read o=:oe2pt:, envi.::oume.tlt:al i:Jpa~--s, and t;be P.iecsmal 
effee::. al t:b.e project:_ 

Br.i e:Ely, the land srae,s oo t:b.e project: ares. has oot: changed signi fi canrly 
with"' n t:be last: year; ~, tbe:re .. a::'!':e several problems conce.~ lac.d 
stan's ~ feel s.bould be brcught: OJ yt:!l'IZ at:t:enl:ion. These problems a:ress are 
as f ol.J.ct.;a : 

'. 'Dle CJ.ickaloon Na.t:ive Coroorat:icn' s aC.::rrb:ti..st=ative a:coea.l to BL.'1 
!.nt:erim Conveyance ~. 2.85, ·.itio c.cnveyeci lm.ds c:O · Cock I.olet: 
Reg:!. ca. Inc.. (CIRI) , cm~e£-f-le No. vi...S -8 0-1 , has ooeo m srrri ssed by dle 
A.Laaka Nad. ve ClMitns Appeal Board (ANCAB) • . 

2. Anadle:r acd m filed by tbe Clickalocn ~lat:.ive Co1:porat:i.on Ls a d.vil 
suit: f11 ei in U.S. Dist::ict: Ccw:c (c.asefile rn:mber A-80-2.07). !b."l.s 
court: suit ~ filed on vill4ge. c!e.ficiency lacds Q:] i ch enc:at~paSs tb.e 
end=re pmjec.t: ~ Then~ ~ al3.o lmds tp..ri.t:hin 01s area. that: 
have been selec.'Ud. bv d:le St:.a:te of Alaska and CIRI .. Mr • Dennis 
H.cpe.ie.ll af the 0 .S." ~ cf !nl:e:r'....ar Regicnal Solicitor r s 
Offt ce is the At:'l:al:ney en t:b.e above case for tile Deparr.:n!nc af 
Io:t:e::iar. 'lbe civil coutt case 'W'ill be a ccnsiderad..on in the 
grandng of ar:.r rigb.t:-af~ by the De~t of !c.tarlor far 
access t:c the project. Qtile the ~ may grattt: right:-of-w:r.r:y 
pe.l:tait:s on lands ,'mder litigad.oc, t:b.e st:anda:rd 0epa.rt::tent: prac:t:i.ce 
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icclt:.des nod..fi~t:i.....,'"i:l of ::-be g i ;d_n~ f i (C:tickalocn) of ~ oroocsed 
issuance oi. ::f.ghr:··cf ~. rills practice allcw-s t.be ? labc.ff CJ 
file far a. t:est:=ai~irg orcie= tbac ~Jld st:cp ~ LsS'tlal:lce c€ the 
r-'...ghc-cf~. We =ecar.<re!'..d th..at: O.e APA io:ves r:i2at:e fu.::"~, ",.,;ich. 
t±le Bil1 cod t!le. RegiDI:!a.l Soli.cii:J.:: 's Offie2, t:be-ques t:!.or-..s a£ land 
and litigad on Sf;a.tllS ... 

3 ~ 1lJ.e end:::e a:re.a ~thiT" the. Cock Inlet agreeoenr bouoda:.t::r is 1and 
com:~ed en as ~mx A. 1 ands. 

!he se.1:CO.d concept: ';;e ~d l,i.l(e eo disc..:s~ is tbe pione£' read as proposed by 
~~ ~..II2:ican dtn.-'-.I:g tb.e OC""..:obe.r 20t!.'l. brief-: ~g thi.s year. r\.;S ·~ _,.....,derseand 
the sit:ua.ti.on, for Q.cse rcur;es Qat: o:r:.:i.gim.te eit.f;le:r oc. cll.e Ce.!"..a i; E'; gh"..:ay, 
Alaska Rail::o<tef.; or tb.e: Pa--ks ~. t"b.e ~.....cnee!7 Road. ".-culd ha've to be 
cctlSt::::'.JC""..ed drrr'; ;;g t±.e ye.a:rs 19 83-1984- i.':l: orC.er t:o mi.ve. at: tmroved ar: .... ess 
cjr:rf.;:xg 1985 aod e.arl7 1986, "'*'i cb ~~ ""':en p:r;o~...de fer a. st:.at:a· of ~ 
access f::cm the mi drffe af 1986 ~. ~...e ?iccef!r ~ad c_~t re.<rtlL~s 
mad ~....gi:lt:-af-~ aod relat:ed pe:::rl t:.!! ~-t:g rhe ~ ot ;.gaz -;..;Oici:t is ·p::-4--D!: 
t:o rte ERe 1 i censirlg p:oc.e.ss • 1he:e axe. cbviC"~l y s~al prcb le:::3 ..... i. 0. tb.e 
p.; cneer Road c::::c.cs;rc:_ as. ~ o.t:.W t-::de:rstaod tbe siCJ.a.t:icn ,. t:!e.se a::e sgre of 
tile prcb 1eJ::s 0 

1.. Early o:DSC;.uc::..J en of t:he P!c::oeer Read .. ~d have to be pe:::nit:"'"'~ by 
a.. BIM. rl.gb.t:-of~ ~c!l· ~d. reqc:L-e. an al"..Ti-.-ot:c:eo.t..a.l. ~"iC:C. 
st:ararern: separare fran. t±.ose cloc::r •. :men:c:s rx:w ':el=.g prepared foL tba 
~ Susit::.a projec:.. d.pproa.C:ling ce ?4....ort..eer Road P=oj ~ in. a 
sepa:rat:e ;o:;s ~ eval.ua~"lg t:b.e enM-e Susio:.a ~jec:: rmy lead 
t:o a 1 ega 1 C:,a 11 ,..,~ c:E p~a 1 i ng a bigge::" pro j ec!:. Ill o't'b.e!:
~' 'a!' c:ould be c=..al.let!.ged c±at: t±:e road is ·i!Erely a. pa:r-, af a 
la:t:ger ~ ~....c projec=: -.;h;Lo should be ana.ln:ed at: et:2 
t::im!. 

2. 'llle Pioneer Read ~d de?i..at:e. .f:'o::n t:::le locat:!.cn c£ t:!'le f·h .. aJ. acc~s 
mad par::::: c:,larly en t±1e t"'U:e sou:C:l of. t:::h.e Sus ir-a .Ri'-'-e:" ber:-..:eeo. 
Devil ' s C&myoo. and t:ho ~ t.m14 3 it: a • 

3. 'llle P1 onee r Road c:::zocept r~es decisi.cn ~ lry* the Cook Inlet: 
Nati-ve Car.~., State of Ala.ska, and the eu=e.m1 of L:md ~ge
rrenc::'P" prl.....r.ir to tile J-f con:sitl.g by FERC. r,.;e are C...~CP~.ed. :hat: a 
deci.siac. en t!::e ?!.aoeer Road rr:a.y leed to envl-=E:mmt:.al and eccrx:mic 
coos~ pi:!..or to 0e ar:t.'tUll Uc~.s~ af tb..e project. r.Jrl.le it: 
is JX)t: li..tcely a F.ER.C 1.: cewe will be denied af-cer the fe.:'l.Sibillt:y of 
the pmj ec: has be:!n established, tilie has a "i::J.Y of cbar:gir.g t:be 
values se.t: by tiBII1 of ocr p;ast &:!d..si.oos and ~..;e c:n'Il:X)t: take the 
Pioneer Road coru:ept: l.ight:l y; 'lhe:re. are t:b:ree ot±..er a.spec~ af tb.e 
Piocee:r R.oqd ~t: ~ should treDd on. 'lllose are: 1) it: is. ve:rJ 
1 i k:P~y a S~...;~n 1 Q permit. ¥rl1.1 be rcqu:i:red fer c::'OSSing o.avigab le 
wa1:el:3 (S~i~ R.:Lcer) 2) a Sect:icc. 4IJ4 pe't!'!'lir; for -:.;eel ~nds will be 
nqui:r.ed f!.cm tile ~s af Engineers, and 3) t~ decision on the 
Piocee.r Read C:Ot'leept: Yi.J.J. lil<:ea..ly te elec1aCP.d to t:.be le're.l of t.b.e 
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Sec:et."i::r7 of t!:le bt:e....""'ior. All c.r: t.::c aforC!!'.e."!r.: ·'""t:cd m:cb lao. areas 
t:2ke t::me aod., as ~ i.s of t:.t....e e.Ssence, it: is e.."t:-~l.:r itq;o::r:mt: 
t'!!ac if a. rcut:e is 6os en Oa.t: reat.ri:ed ?-' ~""'.eer ~cad cons t... uc::tim 
~ deci3icn be made as errrl7 as pO'ssible cmd t.."lac r:..~ applic.ar.::..co. 
l:Or r" ... gtu:-oi~ am ot:b.e.!: per:crfts be ZlCe C.:1 Oe Dep~J: of tb.e 
Io:c.e.r'.m: and Depa_~or· C!f. [}:a..ie.cse ag,.,c,. e.s ar t..~e ea.rllesc. possible 
m=nenr=. 

3 

'!he tb:L~ m.jor S""Ybj ect: · brcugb.t: :.., car a.t:-~t:ioo. is awi:!:comnea 1 
in;pac:--..s. As 2_ge=:M es •.-e are all ~~ abaat: t::ba re.lat:!.~ en
vi:l:r ;x *M' 1t:a I ~.s tba1: mJSt: be tmt.e if Ois proj ec= is tc be 
coost:ttu::r.ed. W!! ca' n nt:, ~, at: t:b:is t::i:a:e, :-ec.::mnecd to you. a. 
prefe:c:ed access =cux:.e. acd ~. 'Ille::e are cbviCtJSly sc::a2 rout=es 
tba.1: pest: :relat:ively hi gber ~t:a.l cos e,, • Those rout:e:s are, 
the Clle south of the Susitria. Ri~.Te.!." be~ Devil' s Canyon a:cd 
-;Jar;ma ~ acd seccc.rllyp a signi ficanr area. af envi.~.U cooearn is 
tbe con:i.dox: pa:ctll el 1-ng ~ Indj an River.. Also , a significant 
env:L.."'"C&OlJ•·!flt3I ·eoi'1cert1 is posed by tbe rcm:e sou:t:b.. f;:c:m t:b.e Denali 
Hjghswry.. !be in;wct: b.c:!re i3 sc:xmrNhat: mi.tiga.ted by d:.e. ~srem :out:e 
ccrJ c:tef~ as ooCXF'"3ed. t:o t:e t'OT..'U:e. V'"'...a 3t:u::ce Lake. !r: is sd 1 J 
nnc1 riar as to the nu2t:tve. rragni !",de af. re ~act: en ~.J:x:ru.. posed 
b i · the. ~ :D1lt:e. south Lcm Oe. Dena 1 -r ru gtr',;ay. t;.hile ~ a.re 
great:.ly cmcen:ed aOOut: t:b.e ~t ca t:bat czri.,"x;u racd, ·..;e. fe.ca....l 
tb;:Jx; t:be:. ettvil;owe:lt:al ·c.:adeoff in aoe.st::'-c:n is. cog af imact:s c::1. tile 
c:;rdhou -he:ti ~ tbe ilnpa.C"'..!t of ·mre pr~d"re h.ab:i.:..acs in. the 
area of Indfm Ri~ ar Fog Laks.s. Fran m eo.vi;.ox)IP!1t'-a 1 .ttand
pailll:r the :a;ttt.e. ~.e:dy- f::r::m. r:~ Denali Fti:gt:r'.-ay seem preft?c:,:able 
ucm. t±e: ~ aE. minimf.,..tng d:!.sc:::::!;.:rnce af prJ.Xdncf""!.7e r;lhttat:. 
!he ".C"'l1:e ftcm tile Dena 1; ~ ~, poses a sec:r~ impacT:, tbat 
af b:cnan access. t:o ~ project: area Ji;~cr con.s~tico.. Ptililic 
access to the projec: a:r:es.. is a. t.·.-'"O~....geci ~d. rk rec..,""'gtti.=e t:b.a.t: 
the ~x=ana l'::'Qjec: ma:r provide: a ·.;alu.a.ble ::ec::::eati.cn sou::c.e for 
~"~le -:: ::.= c~~t:al Alask:;t. It is also recogrri.zed,. ~: 
d.ltiC. public: ~d m can be a Cest:=".JC.t:i~ a.cti."'litj. We submit: 
e.1.at: ~1 af dla acces~, d"~ St..Llce G.m:e ~~, .. 'ir.d :he r:ojec:: 
mrms~~lt a.ft:r!i: o:.10a~, a:rc tools thn.i! can be. U!Jed. to roonnge 
~ all!?erSE, effects of inc::e.ased ~t:ion cpl,?Ottlmit:ie.s • '!lla 
·qoesdm af. pobliL:. accfi!"JS· t:o tbe project: area is a. spioaf£ of tile 
~ at: .. access. t:ba;r. is ~ for project: coo:e::ct:!..oc. .. _~e 
1'lE.tlf p1.1:10lers an ~gse:n: ~ submit:. to ycu t:h.~! tol!.C'ioTing o::cclu-
siQDs: . 

a. Bott;t,. rail ~ toad access ~J:o be reqa.L...-m. fer CO,CSt.r..u:t:icnl> 
We fe·el ~ ~t: ~~ ~~-a~e flexibility ani legis-· 
tier dm=!~ o:J:1S~'ia:1 phases .. 

b. It is iiqn;obable the State af lla:Jka can COtlSt:..~ a project: of 
t1.rl.s- a:aggit:c.de withoai: scm fo~ of ~..ly a.vailable public. 
access as a re..s:idtl8l ~. 

c.. 1he. endr-e Susima proje~ is s~ by pr-t~ily t:'~ ldnns 
of land ~~, ~ely 2l.S,OOO .1e=es cf private lands 
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in Nat::.'\-e cr..m.e:rsro.ps, ar.d a ve-::7 large ac=eage c:f Sc:.aca 1an~ .. 
1be Cock Inlet: Regim Corpo-raC::.Cn has ;~rii c.:at:ed r:!ley p::efer 
de"VP-lcptiEOt: of the;- la:o.ds as a. o.Ea.CS c£ ger...e-:-ae.; ,.,5 :;e"JP!'!!1e
~ cm1 dednz:a dJa.t: the State of Alasia 1 i.'<e'Ni.!le is crmrri t:t:ed t:o 
the cievelc;me:t: c:i. tbe hi~esc a:cci best: use of its :and. 1ll.i.s 
lacd. ~~p pac--em aod. dJe respec::ive rmnagen=nr: pbilo
sqmi es- le..ad · ore t:o bt-J....ie9e tbat: read access. ~l be scppo:c O:.'<i 
by these; t:.10: vexy il:;:crt:an:e ~ in the a:rea af t!le 
projec:. 

1'1"'-e 1993 dr!e fr;mw.. fnT" ~-an--l!r.e de.sdli.!:e has bee.!l. a highly ccnt:::ro'Q'er.!ia.l 
subject: aod i·t: i3 CCC. well ,mder.n:ood b.cw tfJi:3 •.-a.g e.stabli sbed. ~ would 
appredat:e clnif:cadcn af t::le jusdficad.cn for est:abllihing 1Sl93 as a 
p 1 :;nni ng obj ecd :9e. ' 

It: is hoped t±Ja.t: this let:"'..:er clm:ifies BL.'! r s posi. den C%1 land status ' E:IS ' aCd 
RrJ.,; gx:aw ing, E:..RC'., axxt c:xttdfnad en- Sbcu.ld jOl. have fr.:Ir:her quest:i.ocs t:hat: 
r:eqt.ti_""'e ~lahoodon a:ad e..!t"Mc..aHcn feel f=ee t:o a:cract:. n::e. 

Sincerel:r :your:s .. 
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DEPT. OF ENVIRONltiENT:\.L CONSERVATION 
(907) 465-2600 

Mr. Char.les Conway 
Chairman,. Board of Directors 
The Alaska Power Authority 
821 N Stre·et, Suite 201 
A.11c:horaqe,, AK 99501 

Dear .Mra Conway: 
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.!A Y S. HA!riMOND, GOVERNOR 

; 1-'40CH 0- JUNEAU IJIII . . 
April 21, 1982 

Subject: Decisions on the Proposed 
Susitna River Hydroelectrie Project 

As we are all aware by now, a decision on further work 6n the 
proposed Susitna hydroelectric project will not be an easy one, 
especiaily considering the legal constraints we are u.:n.der. There 
are a number of alternatives which the Authority should consider, 
not only those recommended by Executive Director Eric Yould, but 
several intermediate ones. In order to understand this situation 
be·tter 7 I would l'ike to share with you my ideas on several of 
the factors we are required to consider when making our decisions: 

A. Economi"c feasibility and financial considerations. The 
Acres feasibility study and the Battelle Susitna alternative 
study deter:mine economj.c feasibility using different mechanisms .. 
Acres derives a "net economic benefit" formula which derives a 
present worth for the difference between the cost of the Susitna 
project over its projected economic life and the cost of the 
"best thermal alternativeo" Battelle derives a "levelized cost 
of power 15 which demonstrates the per killowatt-ahour costs ·Of 
several alternatives, one of which is Susitna. Although both 
studies predict that the Susitna project is "feasible," in that 
it presents a positive "ne.t economic· benefit;' and a lower 
"levelized cost of power," the actual figures are quite close to 
those of the thermal alternatives, and are quite sensitive to a 
number of exogenous factors such as demand rates, cost of fossil 
fuel, discount rates, cost of borrowed money, inflation, cost 
escalation, and unknown technical factorsG Further, the differen
tial in costs between Susitna and its alternatives may be less 
thaA the inherent error in the calculations. 

Acres indicates in its analysis that the Susitna project will 
suffer an "inflationary financing deficit" for at least the first 
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Mr. Charles Conway 2 April 21, 1982 

twelve years of its existence. This facto~ res~ts in a projected 
p.r:oduction cost of t..lte Susitna project of 30 cents fJer kilowatt
hour and of the base case thermal plan of 14 cents per kilowatt.
how:. The "inflationary financing deficit" would begin to be 
repaid a.fter the first ~welve years of life of the Susitna 
~reject, but Acres does not speculate as to when it would be 

zeroed out." Acres goes on to recommend that the State essen
tially pay for the "inflationary financing deficit" in advance so 
that the project can be "competitive" with the base case thermal 
option--that is, that it will generate power at, or cheaper than, 
thermally generated power. This analysis is sensitive to the 
same factors as the "net economic benefit" analysis--the thermal 
option costs are especially sensitive to price escalation of fuel. 
~so, Acres compares a subsidized Susitna project with an unsub
sidized base case.. It would be of value ··:;, see the projected 
energy costs from a variety of equally-subsidized comparisons 
of Susitna and the base case. 

All this indicates that the economic feasibility of the Susitna 
project has not been demonstrated, at least to my satisfaction. 
Of equal· concern are the financial considerations. In a very rea~ 
sense, Susitna's financing is tied to the price of crude oil. 
If the price of crude oil is high, Susitna looks inviting when 
compared to the base case thermal option, and the State may have 
the oil revenues to provide the front-end stwsidy Acres recom
mends, albeit not without sacrificing other capital projects. 
At present, however, the real price of crude oil is low, thermal 
generation may be more economically efficient than Susitna, and 
the State treasury cannot fund the ninflationary financing 
deficit" without severe sacrifice to the State's general fund 
budget. Also, revenue bond interest rates are so high as to 
potentially adversely affect the econoinic feasibilit:y of this 
project. 

O~der the economic and financial analysis performed by Acres, 
the "net economic benefit" of the Susitna project does not inure 
to t~e ~aska Power Authority or the State treasury, it goes to 
individual ratepayers. In view of the fact that curren.t legisla
tion requires neither a repayment nor a rate of return ~on the · 
State 1 s cash -investment in this project, regardless of ·the size 
of th.a.t "benefit," the State treasury wi~l actua~l~· lose its 
investment in the power project, and~ ~e long-term opportuni·ty 
costs associated with that loss. 

The alternative to partial, .or total, State financing of the 
Susitna project is to use revenue bonds; with perhaps some form 
of guarantee by the State, or some other form of bonding. If, 
however, the project were to be requJ..red to repay the entire 
costs, including in~erest,.of the project, the "inflationary 
~.financing deficit" ·may result in early-year costs of power which ... 

~ ... ~· . 



Mr. Charles Conway 3 April 21, 1982 

are twice those of the base case. It would be necessary, under 
this scenario, to require participating utilities to purchase 
power from the project on a "take or pay" basis where each 
utility must guarantee it will either purchase a minimum amount 
of power at the project's cost, or pay the equivalent amount to 
the project if it doesnft need that ~ower. In this way, the 
Authority can assure it will recover sufficient revenues to pay 
the bond payments. The willingness of the pertinent utilities to 
enter into such agreements, knowing they may be able to generate 
less expensive power at least in the early years, is speculative. 

B. Enviro1u~ental and technical considerations. It waul~ 
appear that, by and large, the Acres feasibility study adequately 
addresses most of the technical aspects of engineering design and 
construc~ion. It also would appear that, with the possible 
exception of relict river channels, that sufficient information 
has been generated from field investigations to begin detailed 
design. It may be that new field information needs will emerge 
over the next few years of work on the p~oject. However, it is 
not likely that this would res~lt in sufficiently radical design 
changes to increase the project cost substantially. 

On the other hand, there appears to be substantial question on 
the amount and quality of environmental information and the type 
and extent of mitigat~ng·measures, if any, that would be 
associated with this project. Virtually all federal and State 
resource agencies were critical of the level of information 
gathered to date, and several suggested that· at least an addi
tional year of data is required to unders~and the biological 
populations and physical environment. · Further analysis was also 
indicated for an adequate understanding of the effects of this 
project on the living r.esources and other environmental factors. 

The mitigating measures incorporated into this proposed project 
have a direct bearing on its costs and economic feasibility. In 
my view, both the capital and operating costs of the mitigating 
measures, be they fish hatcheries or other means, is a legitimate 
project cost and should not be left to the whims of the Legisla
ture•s appropriation process. It is not certain to what extent 
these measures were incorporated into the Acres and Ebasco cost 
estimates of this project. However, of even more impor·cance is 
the impact of controlled flows on fisheries, and the in-stream 
flow needs of tha resid~nt aquatic populations. If the Susitna 
River discharge is managed to protect fishery habitat, a concomi
tant decrease in potential power generation may result~ At 
pres~nt, there is no agreement between the staff of the Power 
Authority and the resource agencies on what the stream flow should 
be, however, a substantial deviation from the Acres optimal needs 
may result in the project becoming economically infeasible. 
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~tt. Charles Conway 4 April 21, 1982 

C. Alternatives to Susitna. I don't think anyone would be 
surprised by a characterization of the -Battelle study as 
"disappointing." Although Batte~le did review some traditional 
sources of ~lectric power which might be alternatives to the 
Susitn.a project, but did not review in depth some options which, 
in my opinion, seem viable and quite possibly economically co~
petitive with Susi~ae In addition, Battelle did not review 
possible non-cdst means of subsidizing public power in the.rail
belt area. Further, Battelle apparently considered at least some 
options as tJ.avinq substantial environmental objections which, at 
least in my opinion, are not all justified. Battelle did not 
adequately treat the options of using gas to generate power at 
Prudhoe Bay ~md transmi ttinq it to Fairbanks and Anchorage, or 
of building c/·. gas pipe~ine, independent of ANGTS, t~ Fairbanks 
and AnchoragE·!, and using gas for hom,e heati.nq and electrical 
generation of the railbelt. Battel~e did not thoroughly ~.onsider. 
using Healy coal to fire a series of 200mw steam-electric power 
plants. The coal option was apparently criticized as causing 
air pollution problems and contributing to the "greenhouse effect" 
and "acid rain." Although the .increase in ambient atmospheric G02 is not to be scoffed at, the contribution of six 200mw coal-fired 
plants to ambient co2 is probably negligible. As to local air 
pollution, that depends substantially on the location of the· 
plants, but considering the type of coal involved and the type 
of technology available today, it is not likely that a perceiv
able Lmpact on visibility would eve~ result from a properly 
designed and operated plant. In add~tion, the low sulfur content 
of the Alaska coal available would argue against a potentia1 
decrease in the pH of precipitationo · 

.Battelle also did not look at the possibility of the State using 
its natural resources, rather than cash, to subsidize an energy 
project. For example, the State could dedicate a portion of its 
North Slope royalty natural gas to the ~aska Power Authority at 
no charge: the Power A~~nority could then build a gas-fired power. 
plant and the necessary transmission lines to carry power from 
the North Slope to the railbelt. Likewise, the State could 
dedicate some of its coal. reserves to the Authority for use in 
coal-fired generating plants. Although I am sure there wou~d be 
legal and technical problems associated with this approach, it 
is at least worthy of investigation. 

D. The Federa~ Energy Regulatory Commission license process. 
The Susitna project may well be one a£ the largest non-federal 
power projects ever constructed. As a result, FERC will doubt
less have a large number of intervenors \!.rho object to ·part, or 
all, of the State ' s application. I ful~y· expect that a number 
of national environmental organizations, as well as their Alaska 
counterparts, will intervene in the FERC proceedings and contest 
the Susi~~ project as the "pork barrel" water resoux~ce project 
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Mr. Charles Conway 5 April 21, 1982 

of the 80s. Their success in intervention and/or contesting the 
required Environmental Impact Statement will depend upon the 
quality of the application before the Commission, the reaction of 
State and federal agencies to the project, and the environmental 
organrzations' own resources and objectives. APA and the State 
have no influence aver the latter factor, but we do control the 
quality of the application, and can work directly with affected 
agencies to address their consensus. At present, however, the 
reaction of resource agencies seems to range from ignorance of 
the project to something akin to opposition. Most agree, however, 
that more information and more planning is needed before an 
application is submitted to FERC. Submission of an application 
before these concerns are completely addressed will likely cause 
delay in the project because of the very adversarial na ·t:ure of 
the FERC process, and will provide substantial and effective 
ammunition to project opponents. 

The alternative· of submitting a preliminary application for a 
FERC license has not been recent~y discussed by the Board. A 
number of witnesses suggested ~uch an action, and indicated that 
it might be a way of involving the federaJ_ agencies, including 
FERC, in the project so that the Board might know more about what 
would be required to submit a satisfactory, complete FERC applica
tion. In addition, the preliminary application might well cause 
potential intervenors to identify themselves, and their concerns 
discussed. 

E. Recommendations. Regardless of the decision by the 
Alaska. Power Authority regarding Susitna, substantial new electric 
power generation facilities will be needed in the railbelt area, 
both to replace facilities being retired and to meet new demand. 
In the normal course of events, thc.1se .fac._ ili ties would be con
structed by the utilities involved, however, the prospect of 
Susitna's construction has led to a hiatus in planning by public 
utilities for long-term, base load needs. Further, there nay be 
substantial economic and resource efficiencies gained by central 
construction of generating facilities to serve all railbelt 
uti~ities. At present, the only institution that can construct 
central facilities is APA. To allow utilities time tc plan for 
their needs, ~t is ~ssential that APA make a firm decision and 
commitment within the next 2-5 years. Because of the economic 
unc~rtainties in~olving the Susitna project, and their sensitivity 
te timing of decisi~ns, it may not be possible to meet the needs 
of the utilities and also make a firm commitment or.t Susitna at 
its most opportune time. 

Considering all of the unknowns arising out of the Acres feasi
bility study and the Battelle report, I suggest that the Power 
Authority take the following action: 
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Mr. Charles Conway 6 April 21, 1982 

(1) Defer deciding upon submission of a formal 
application to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
for at least one year. 

(2) Investigate the possibility of filing a 
preliminary application and, if it is found to be to 
the Authority's advantage to do so, file such an 
application at the earliest opportunity .. 

(3) Continue studies of fi~h and wildlife and 
accelerate, when possible, design of mitigating 
measures. 

(4) Continue work toward design of the project 
and any further associated field data collection. 

(5) Inve~tigate the possibility of entering into 
formal memoranda of agreement with resource agencies, 
especially the federal agencies,. so that they can be 
provided with a formal avenue of communications with 
the Authority, and the fun.ds necessary ts properly 
evaluate this project. 

(6) Inaugurate a new study of alternatives so 
that the analysis of alternatives required by the 
FERC EIS process wi~l be adequate, and so that APA 
and the State can be assured of selection of that 
alternative which is optimal in economic efficiency, 
environmental, socio-cultural Lmpacts, and other 
relevant factors. This study may be conducted by 
others, but it should be understood that the funda
mental responsibility for its adequacy lies with the 
Authority. 

(7) Recommend to the Governor t-.hat he formaily 
designate, through an adm1nistrati.ve order, an 
organization repr~lsenti.nq the affected State agencies, 
to work directly with the APA Board and staff. This 
group would hel.p assure that the co~nsensus of these 
agencies are addressed in same organized manner, rather 
than bei'nq revealed in the FERC intervenor process, as 
was suggested by the Department of Natural Resources. 

Of course, al~ of the above is predicated upon the Authority 
receiving sufficient fundinq from the 1982 Session of the Legis
lature. Although that is, at this point, yet unknown, I have 
ev·ery confidence that our Susitna. budget request will be honored. 
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Mr. Charles Conway 7 April 21 11 1982 

I would be pleased to discuss these proposals in detail at the 
Board of Directors • meeting April 22, ·and trust the Board will 
award them every considerati~o~~-------

Vice 

cc: APA Board Members 
Sue Greene, Office of 

the Governor 
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APPENDIX EllG 

CORRESPONDENCE RtLATING TO 
ADDITIONAL STUDIES A~D PROJECT REFINEMENT 
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APPENDIX ll.G 

AiJDifiONAL STUDIES AND PROJECT REFINEMENT 

In responst: to agency concerns and in recognition that furthe}" studies, 
especially in the area of fisheries, were warranted prior to submitting a 
FERC license appli-cation, the decision was made by tt.Je Alaska ?ower Authority 
to delgy the license application date. Studies and project refinements that 
received ag~ney review included the wildlife/habitat issue, water quality 
and flow modeling, access plans, and downstream flow release schedule. Agency 
consultation took the form of Steering Committee meetings, modeling workshop, 
Fis~ and Wildlife Mitigation Review Group meetings, and request for written 
comment on the revised access plan. Correspondence, minutes of meetings, 
and meeting schedules ar·e contained in the fo 11 owing pages. 

Correspondence is presented primarily in chronological order. However, in 
some cases, a response to a letter directly follows the letter to facilitate 
an understanding of the flow of communication. This results in an interruption 

in the chronological sequence. 
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Ms. lee McAnerney 
Department of Community and 
P.egional Affairs 

Pouch B 
Juneau, Alaska 98111 

Dear Hs. f~Anerney: 

Februc:ry 25, 19B2 
P57CC.l1.9~ 

T .1533 

Susitna Hydroelectric ?roject 
Agency Coordination Meetings 

.'\s an agency representative of the Historical and Archeological Gr·,up 
reviewing the Susftna Hydroelectric Project you are invited to a meeting 
on the morning of ~arch 15, 1982 fn the offices of Acres A~er1can Inc., 
1577 uc• Street, Suite 305, Anchorage, Alaska. The purpose of this meeting 
will be to review the results of the Phase I archeological studies, assess 
m1t1gat1on options and discuss future study programs. 

If you have any quest1ons relating to these meetings, please contact 
Mr. Vern Smith of Acres.at (907) 276-4833. 

KRY/ljr 

S1ncere1y, 

John D. Lawrence 
Project f·1anager 

i 
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ftr. Roy Huhndorf 
?re:;1dent 
Cook Inlet Region, Incorporated 
P.O. nrawer 4n 
~nchorage~ Alas~a 99509 

Dear Mr. Hufindorf: 

~e~ru!ry 25, 19~2 
P5700 .. 11.5D 

T .1537 

Sus1tna Hydroelectric Project 
A~Jencx __ Coord1nation 1-!eetings 

As a member of the Aesthetics and land Use Group reviewing the Susftna 
Hy~roe1cctric Project you are 1nv1ted to a meeting on the afternoon of 
~~arch 15, 19g2 1n the offices of ,,cres American Inc., 1577 "C" Street. 
Sufte 305, Anchorage, Alaska. The purpose of thf~ ~~et1ng will be to 
d1scuss the results of the ?hase I studies and to review the alt!!rnative 
and proposed recreation plans. 

If you have any quest1 ons rel atfng to these :'leetfngs, p1 ease contact 
Mr. Vern S~1th of Acres at (907) 276-4338. 

KRY/lJr 

Sincerely, 

John D. lawrence 
Project r~ana ~er 
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~r. ~e1th Schreiner 
flogfonal Director, Re~fon 7 
U .. S. r1sh ilnd Hfld11fe Service 
lOll E~ Tudor ~oad 
Anchorage, Alaska 99503 

Dear r.r. Schreiner: 

Feb~ary 25, !~~2 
PS700.11.71 

T .1537 

Susitna ~ydroe1actr1c Project 
Agency Coordinat1'on F"eet1nos 

r~:; a man:,cr of the Aet t~~ti cs/li!nd Use an:f ~?.cr~a tion Crou;>s r~v'f cwfng the 
Sus1tna J.!ydroelectrfc ?roject you ~re 1nv1ted to a m~etinq on the afternoon 
of ~arch 15, 1932 1n the offices of Acres American Inc., 1577 "Cn Street, 
S:Jite 305, '\nchoraae, .o\lctSka. The purpose of this meeting \·fill be to di~cuss 
the results of the Phase I stu~ies and to review the alternativ~ and pro
posed recreation plans. 

If you h~ve ~ny questions relatfn~ to these meetings. please contact 
1ir. '!er:1 Smith of Acres .at (907) 276-4338. 

KRY/ljr 

---
-

Sincerely, 

John 0. lawrence 
rroject ~unager 

r-. 
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Mr. Ronald 0. Skoog 
Commissioner 
State of A1~ska · 
Department of Fish and Game 

Subpart Building 
Juneau. Alaska 99801 

Dear Mr. Skoog: 

February 25, 1982 
P5700.11.92 

T.153l 

Sus1tna Hydroelectric Project 
Agency Coordfnatfpn Meeting~. 

As an agency representative of the Hfstor1ca1 and Archeo1og1ca1 Group 
reviewing the Susitna Hydroelectric Project you are invited to a meeting 
on the morning of Harch 15, 1982 1n the offices of Acres American Inc., 
1577 "Cu Street, Suite 305, Anchorage. A1aska. The purpose of this meeting 
w111 be to review the results of the Phase I art:heo1og1ca1 studies, assess 
mitigation options and discuss future study programs. 

As a member of the Recreation and Aesthetics/Land Use Groups you are also 
invited to a meeting at the same location on the afternoon of March 15, 1982 
to discuss the results of the Phase I studies and to review the alternative 
and proposed recreation plans. • 

If you have any questions relating to these rneet~ngs, please contact 
Mr. Vern Smith of Acres at (907) 276-4888. 

K.'H'/ljr 

cc: Mr. Thomas Trent 
State of Alaska 
Department of Fish and Game 
2201 S penard Ro~d 
Anchorage, Alaska 99502 

Sincerely. 

John D. lawrence 
Project Manager 

.r '·~~ 
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Mr. Robert McVey 
Director, A1aska Region 
tlat1ona1 l"'.arine Fisheries Service 
NOAA 
P.Oa Sax 1668 
Juneau. Alaska 99802 

rebruary 25, 1982 
P5700.11 .. 92 

T .1535 

Dear Mr. HeVey: Susitna Hydroelectric Project 
Age~cy Coord1na~1on M~et1ngs 

. .. 

As a representative o·f the Recreation Group revfewfng the Susitna Hydro
electric Project you are invited to a meating on the afternoon of t·1arch 15, 
l9B2 in the offices of Acres American Inc., 1577 "c• Street, Suite 305, 
,.\nchorago, Alaska. The purpose of this meeting will be to discuss the 
r~sults of the Phase I studit:s and to r'evie\"1 the alternative and proposed 
ret:reation plans. 

I~' you have any questions relating to these meetings, please contact 
Mr. Vern So1th ~f Acres at (907) 276-4883. 

KRV/ljr 

cc: Mr. Ron Morris 

Sincerely. 

John D. lawr~mce 
Project Manager 

Director. Anchorage Field Office 
~lat1on41 Har1 ne Fi sherf es Service 
701 "c• Street 
Box 43 
Anchorage, Alaska 99513 

-
\.\ ·r 
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Mr. John E. Cook 
Acting Re~ional Oire~ctar 
Alaska Office 
~at1ona1 Park Service 
540 West Fifth Avenue 
Anchorage. Alaska 99501 

Dear M'r. Cook: 

February 25. 1932 
P5700.11.92 

T.1532 

Susftna Hydroelectric Project 
Aqency Coordination Meetings 

As an agency representative of the Historical and ilrcheo1og1ca1 Group 
reviewing the Sus1tna Hydroelectric Project you are invited to a meeting 
on the morning of harch 15~ 1982 1n the offices of Acres ~~erican Inc., 
1577 rc~ Str~et, Suite 305, Anchoruge, Alaska. The purpose of this meeting 
will be to review the results of the Phase I archeological studies, assess 
miti~ation options and discuss future study programs. 

As a member of the Recre~t1on and Aesthetics/Land Use Groups you are also 
invited to a meeting at the same location on the afternoon of l".arch 15, 19822 
to dtscuss the results df the Phase I studies and to review the a1ternat1ve 
and propos~d recreation plans. 

If you have any questions relat1n~ to these meetings, please contact 
Hro Vern Smith of Acres at (907) 276-4888. 

KRY/ljr 

cc ~ hr. larry \·!right 
National Park Service 
lOll E. Yudor Road, Suite 297 
Anchorage, A1aska 99503 

Sincerely. 

John D. Lawrence 
Project Hanager 
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!~r. Tv ~i111olane 
State-~istoric Preservation Off1cer 
Ala~kn Oep&rtr.cnt of Natural Resources 
Division of Parks 
619 ~arehouse Avenue9 Suite 210 
Anchorage. Alaska 99501 

-) ;; 

~~rch 2~ lCJB2 
7-'~iOG.11 .. 92 

T.1534 

Dear nr. Shaw: Sus1tna Hydroelectric ?roject 
Aaency C~rd1nat1on :-ie~tinQs 

ft~ an agency representative of the Historical and Archeological Group 
reviewing the Susitna HyJroelectric Project you are 1nv1ted to a me~ting 
on the morning of i:~arch 15, 1982 in the off~ces of 1'cres P~wnerican Inc., 
1577 "C" Street~ Suite 2-~5., .~nchorage, A1nska. The nurnose of this 
meeting ~ill be to review the results of the Ph~se I archeo1o~1ca1 
studies. ass;ss i.:itiqatic:'l options and discuss future stud_y rroorar.s. 

If you have any questions relating to these r:·eetinos. r1ea~~ contaet 
Mr. Vern Smith of ~ere~ ~t (907) 276-l~~n. 

KRY:d1p 

•• "1 r CC: 1·.r. ,, ilil '""ti rr.on 

Sincerely, 

John n. ln~Jrenc~ 
Project ~~anaf'!P.r 

nivi sion of l'ies~:h rch :! ~:r''Je 1 O::'rr.ont 
De~artntt:nt of :;atural R~so~rccs 
Do""'"' 7- ~1t"l~ • .......... ,.,.,J 

Anchorage, Alas~a 9~5~1 
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OIV!Si()N OF RESEARCH & DEVELCPMeNr 

March 5 , 19 8 2 

Eri.c Yot.Ud 
Exe~utive Direccor 
Alaska Paver Auchor~cy 
3J4 ~1est. 5c:h Avenue 
Allchoragep AJ.ask:.a 99501 

Dear Mr. Yould:. 
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~CHORAGE. A~SKA~995J 

AEcr:1 v~ . 
·-~o. 

·.1AR 9 1982 
Alaska 0 S ept. ot Fish 

Parr Fish .1s . &. Ga . . , , us,tna H ma 
Ydro 

In the. past: 18 r.1onchs? the Susicna Rydroeleccric. Steeri.o.g Coa:r:mict:ee 
(SHSC) has revit~Yed many a.spect:s of the Susitna Hydroele·cr.ric. Feasibility 
Plao of Study. We have been briefed by, and have consulted ~ch many of 
che Acres American, Inc., conz:racr.ors and subconcra~r.ors. On Nov~ber 21, 
1.930, the SHSC cransmitt:ed to AEA a comprehensive revie-:.r of t:he e:lt:ire 
!ask 7 (environmeucal and socio-ecouo~-c.) Plan of Scudy for ~he proposed 
Susit:na aydroelec~ric. Project:. Dur~g the suc=er of 1981~ QOS~ of the 
SHSC members par~~cipaced in a field trip to the proposed dam sites and 
to some of t:he f.ield camps Yhere iil'Tes t:igacions vez::e ongoing. 

As a. resu.lt: of these and ot:her Su:sit::1a I:lydroel.ect:ric related meer.ings 
and discussions, the m~bers of the Steering Cocmict:ee are probably the 
best info~ed representat:ives of those agencies ~o uill par~icipace in 
the decision making and pe:::tit:ting process. The SHSC members believe it: 
is desirable co idencify the most: import:anb issues prior to t:he issuance 
of the draft: ieasibilicy study for revieY and comment. ~e hope chis 
Yill achieve t:hree things: (1) provide a basis for agreeQenc bet~e~n 
SRSC and che Alaska Pouer Authorit:y on the status of ~port:ant !ask i 
issues and eoncerus; (2) provide the vit9-l infor:nat:iou co those ooc uell 
informed so they can be auare Yhen they revieY t:he findings provided ~ 
the draft: feasib~ic.y scudy; {3) uhere appropriabe, co identify potencial 
remedial actions to the APA to minicize if ~oc resolve t:he conce~s ~har. 

are!. raised. 

The process that: the SHSC \Jenc through. in creacing chis let!:e!" \:as to 
requesc al~ the SHSC members to compile a list: of issues a~d concerns 
that merited act.encion of the APA. This lis: \Jas then draft:ed, re
viewed, ~nd approved by the SHSC members. 

Ibe issues identified belov have been placed in t~o categories. The 
first: eneit:..l.ed "Overall Study Approach" deals \Jit:h those issues and 
co~cerns uhich transcend specific. st:udiesw These conc~rns are not 

• enc.irely in the scope of t:he feasibility study conc:-act: or necessarily 
the sole. responsibility of the ?over Auchorit:y. Houever, the decisions 
the A2A and Legisla.r.ure may ma.ke uith respect. to the Susit:ta project: in 
the next. 60 days could obviaz:e these concerns. The other category is 
ent.itled "Study Specific Issues" attd is self-explanatory. 

··=· 
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E::ic: Y.ould 2 !13rch 5, 1982 

Ihe follo~~g are the overall scudy approac~ probleos identified: 

OVERALL S'!UDY A.P!_)RQACH 

1. !he most: urgent: and most: im~or~anc issue is the re.la.t:ionship bec·.o1een 
the timing of findings from s~udies conducted by Ac:es American and its 
subcontractors and ~hen ~~e Stace of Alaska vill decide Yhecher co build 
Susittia. '!'he preble: is that: e.,"(ist:ing lav may resul.t in a decision by 
the sr:aee as to Yhether the dams should be built before the socio
economic aud environment.a.l. costs, impa.ct:s, and t:rade--offs are k:ao~. 
Alchough ~he March 15, 1982, s~~it:na Hydroelecc:ie Feas~bility Study may 
assist: in deter.:sining if the dams c:ato. be built in a narro~1 r:echnic:al 
(engineering and ~~ascructability) sense, it cannot speak to significant 
public. policy quest:ions such as: 

a. is it. in r.he best: int:ereses of Alaskans to use thai.r t:10ney r.o 
build t:he dams·? 

b. Yhac are ~he e.nvi:onQen~a~ and socio-econo~c icpac:s and 
trade-offs that: have co be made if it is decided to build the daas? 

In decer.:ining aOSYers to such ques:ionst there are accepted ~e:hods 
~hich should be rigorously applied. No one Yould consider building the 
Susitna d~ Yi.thout an~ering all quesc~ons about soils scabi~ity and 
ear~hquake hazards. The same level of assured kno...:ledge needs to be 
acquired to ansuer quescions about e.nvi=o~e~cal and soc~o-ecoao~c 
effeccs of the ciams. 

This issue may be out:side the scope of the Acres c:ouc::a.c: and the. sole 
purvie.v of the PoYer Authorit.y. A combined effot"~ of the ?oYer Author:.r.y 
and the Governor's Office may be needed to cocprehensively frame the 
issu~ and devise methods co deal ~ith them. 

2. There appears eo ba a lack of necessary coordinac~on be~een the 
various study casks. UnJ.ess ext:raordinary correccive efforts are made, 
it is unlikely chat an in~egraced, relevant:, and complete envi:on=encal 
assesscenc vhich i~ acceptable to s~are and federal agencies and to cbe 
Federal Energy Regulatory Cocmission (!ERG) vill be produced. !his need 
uas idenciiied early by the SHSC. the Nove=oer 21, 1980, reviev of the 
Plan of Study says: "The St:ee.r:i.ng Committ:ee me.:We=s b·~lieve the i:lOSt 

coopelling need is for a well conceived process co ~pro~e the linkage 
and c.oordinar:ion of r:he various scudies." As an example of this, I 
refer you to point: number l belou. 

The follouing are studies specif~c issues: 

SPECifiC !.SSUC:S 

1. A coherent: an.d coordinat.t.'\d Fish and Wilcili.fe ;ir:igation pc.,.lic.y and 
plan needs t:o be esca.blished i.l::::ftediate.ly. It is O\ur understandi:'lg thac, 
unlike the ~ildlife mitigacicn options, the fisheries mitigacio~ options 
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Eri.c Yould 3 Ma::ch 5, 1982 

and r.he overall Susir:na H.ydroelecr:ric Pr~j~~t: fish and ~ldli.fe mj,ciga
cion policy have yet: c:o produce an agr~·~d upo·.1 produce. The follouing 
issues s:~ requ~re resolu~ion: agreement: on mitigat:ion pol~cj, agree
ment: Qn t:he ro~es definition of the .A2A., the agencies ~1:11 fish and 
~ildlife authority and expert:ise, che Federal Energy Regulacory Com
mission (FE.~C), and those agencies ~th land and ~acer. management: 
authority. Un:il these issues have been resolved, det:erminat:ion of the 
full costs and impac.cs of che proposed Susic:u~ Hydroelect:ric project: are 
nee possible. Failure co set:cle these issues ~ll dramat:ic:a~y increase 
t:.he probabi..U.t:y of delay ill act::ion by the FERC, unnecessary con.froncacion 
be.OJeen che UA and goverDmenr: mao.age!llenc and regulatory agencies and 
litigaeion ~ t:.he courts~ Once resolution of the ident~fied issues 
occurs, the FERC applic:a~ion process may b~ the appropr~ace fo1~ co 
resolve specil~c micigarion issues. 

2. There is a lack of informacion co describe the relat.ion.ship betYeen 
various scream flo~ levels a~i th~ producr.ivir.y of fisheries and aqu~t~~ 
ha.bit:.at: dovuscre.a.m from r:he p·roposed Devil Canyon Dam. Exhibit: E of the 
FERC applicar.ion for license requ~res quancificacion of the anr.icipar.ed 
doYnstream impac:s. 

3. !he fisheries studies have nee been going on long enough to acqui=e 
.:he comprehensive dat.a and knovledge oeedeC: to assess p:r.'oj e.c:.t: impac.t:s. 
This, coupled ~th inadequate inst:ream flcu st.udies) provides for a 
less-r:han-sar.isfac~ory ar~ver to questions on the i=pacr. of t:he proposed 
hydroelect::i.c proj ec: on £ishery popula.ti.ons. 

4. Wildlife studies and vildlife mitigation appear much further developed 
t:.ha.n the fisheries issues desc:ibed above.. HO'tlever, t:here are issues 
yet ::.o be resolved in r:he vildli£e area. I refer you co the February 16, 
1982, let::er from r.he Depar~:me:1t: of Fish and Game to Robert. Mohn of AEA. 
It appears t:.har. additional uork is needed co idenr.:lfy realistic mitigat:ion 
measures for los~ ~ildlife habitat: and on relating ~~ldlife use of an 
area to habitat. the cha:acceristic.s. 

5. Public revie~ of the Phase I environmeutal reports and of most: 
cir.igacio~ options discussion papers is noY scheduled t:.o occur separa~ely 
from the dist:ribucion and p\.tblic: revie 1 of the draft: fea.sibilit:y report:. 
we do unde~stand that the decision to delay for 90 days the application 
for a l~cense to FERC (assuming t:.har. that is the decision from che State 
of Alaska), t:he public and agencies vill be provided the.~ppor~unity to 
revieY t:.he detailed s::udy results and data repor~s for a period of 60 days 
before fina~ agency c.ommencs on ::he feasibili::y scudy are due. 

6. !he Fairbanks-co-Anchorage Inr.ercie study and t:he Susitna feasibil~t:.y 
study shou.ld be incegraced. We SlJggesc that. the L·u:.ertie a:ssessmenc be 
included in t:he Susitna feasibilit:.y s't;:udy reviev package. 

7e !he decision on access to :he d~ sites and the policies surrounding 
their use after construction ~ill be one of ~he mosc significant. i=paccs 
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E:ic '{ould ~arch 5, 1982 

of t:he project.. The Y'akon River co Prudhoe 3ay liau1 Road built: in con
junction ~~ch the cons~=uc:!on of the Trans-Alaskan oil pipeline is a 
comparable situa.cion. 1',1ere is no need to res~at:e the con:c.en:s made by 
the SHSC and their parent: agencies to the APA on chis cac~er. Ho~ever, 

it is appropriat:e! to identify eve of the ma.j or issues ~ch respec: to 
che access questi~n. First:, APA's need to begin ~onst:=uc:ion of a · 
pionee~ ~oad prior to :ERC licensing of the dams raises some serious 
public pol~cy issues. Second, the decision as to the mode of access 
('rail versus conventional road) may well be. che d.ecermining factor for 
the excenc and cype of public access Qnce const:ruceion is complecec. 

8. the socio-e~onomJ:c icplicacions of the availability of 1600 megaYatts 
of electrical paYer in the railbelc region of Alaska need to be fully 
described and discussed in a public forum~ It vould appear ~hat this 
amount: of eleccrical energy could result in indus~=~alizaeion and socio
economic. i:npact:s on the same order of magnitude as t.roul,d pec:rochem.ical 
development:. Because the State of Alaska is sponsoring this hydroelec~:ic. 
proposal, it: is incumbent: upon t·he state to provide and present in a 
public foruc~ inforMation regarding ~he end use of the ?OYer and advan
cage.s and d:isadvancages of the soc.io-ec.onoaic i:pac.:.s of this end.. use. 
!he SHSC reco~ends c.onsiderat:ion of an approach si~~lar to chat Yhich 
~as done for :he Oov-Shell pet=oc.hemic.al proposal. 

!he SHSC vill be advising cheir respect:ive parent age~cies of the 
contents of thi.s letter in order to insure chat: for::lal a.ge~cy col:l:llen:s 
:o the proposed Susicna feasibility s~udy fully address the issues· and 
concerns detailed above. In order to alleviate che problecs ident:i!ied 
above, the SHSC rec.om=ends the folloYing: (1) The APA should cake an 
interdisciplinary inb~ragency approach in ident~fying ~ays co icp~ove 
coordination of the environmental and socio-economic studies to insure 
that the scope of and the methodology used in the s~udies are acceptable 
and ge:t':lane. !his approach should be funded and s~affed appropriacaly 
and shou.ld have the responsibility, authori.cy and independence to 
ac~omplish chis objeccive. (2) !he d~afe inst:re.am flo~ scudy plan 
should be updated and made public to provide oppor~unicy for agencies 
and othe::: groups co part.ic.ipate in the development of the necessary 
instream flo~ studies. (3) Comp~ehensively evaluace all potancial and 
secondary impac:s to fish and Yildlife both above and beloY ~h~ Devil 
Canyon and Wa~ana Dam sites. (4) Provide public. par:i.cipat:ion oppor-
cun~=~es to: infor= :he public of the feasibility study and the socio-
economic icpaccs of this project and co provide an oppor;unity for the 
public. to give comments and advice co t~e Po't.1er Authority Board of 
Directors beiore the state determines vhac course Gf action i~ should 
t~~~ on this project. 

aee~use of che nat:ure. of smile of chese suggest:ions as \:ell as the e..~~ent 

of discussion ve anticipate vill be required before APA and its 

-·--
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Eric Yould 5 Marc:, 5, 1982 

' contractors fully comprehend our concerns, :he SHSC is prepared co meec 
~ith you, your scaff and contrac~ors ~henevcr you uish. 

Sincerely, 

Al Carson, Chairman 
Susitna Hydroelectric Steering Committee 

cc: SHSC Membe:s 
Cnarles Conuay, Chairman, ~~A 
Ernesc Mueiler, Commissioner, Dept of Environmental Conserva~ion 
Ronald Skoog, Commissioner, Dept of Fish & Game 
John Kacz, Comm.issioner, Dept of Nat:.ural Resources 
Lee McAnerney, Commissioner, Dept of Community & Regional Affairs 
Curtis Hcvee, Scate Director, Bureau of Land ~~nage~ent 
Rober~ McVey, Regional Direc:or, ·Nati0nal Marine Fisheries 
Keith M. Schrai~er, Regional Direc'or, US Fish & ~ildliie Se~rice 
Reed Stoops, Director, Division of Research & Development 
S. Leopold 
Quentin Edson, FERC 
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Mr. Robert Shaw 
State H1stor1c Preservation Officer 
State of Alaska 
Department of Natura 1 Resources 
Division of Parks 
619 warehouse Avenue 
A;lcborage, AK 99501 

Diar Mr. Shaw: 

May 4, 1981 
P5700.11.74 

T.868 

Sus1tna HYdroelectric Project 
Cultural Resources Invest1~at1on 

In response to your request during our· meeting of April 7, 1981, ! am 
forwarding a copy of the Sus1tna Procedures Manual for the Cultural 
Resources Inv.estigat1ons. In addition, I have enclosed a copy of the 
Cultural Resources section from our Plan of Study. 

I trust this will aid in your continued review of our program. Any 
specific questions on this canponent of our study should be referred to 
~r. lewis M. Cutler of Terrestrial Environmental Spec1a11sts, RD .sox 388, 
Phoenix, NY 14135. 

KY:adh 
Enclosures 

Yours truly, 

KeYin Young 
Environmental Coordinator 

_] 
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MEMORANDUM 
.:..~ 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL ~UI:CE~ 
TO: 

FROM: 

ERIC XOULD 
Executive Direetor 
Alaaka. Pave:r Authorl ty 

jl~v 
~ S'l'OOPS 
Director 

State of Alaska 
DIVISION OF RESEARCH AN1> DEVELOPKEftT 

nAYJ:= ..... ~ ...... 

FILE NO: 

TELEPHONE NO: 

SUBJECt': 

Oc:.tober 11, ~982 

Proposed Suaitaa 
lb"«tto ProJect 

The Dep.a.rtgent -ot Hatural. .Resources appl"'eeia.t.e;:; t&'la opponunity to ~ommeut 
on proJ eet impacts on tbe proposed Susitna. l(ydropover ProJect and to 
recoJ~Dend rdt1gation strategies. The department bas cooperated vith Ata.aka. 
Pover Authority (APA) on this proposed proJect during the last tvo years and 
rerers the APA to earlier co~nts, speci!iea.Jly DNR' s testi1:10ny on Apri~ 
16~ 1982, to APA'rs Board ot Directors (attached).. The issu.es li&ted in 
DHR 's testiJ:JODY • \later appropriAtion~,. instream ~leN reservations, and 
access to the project. continue to be major concerns. Addit.1onal co~tc 
ar-e listed bel.ov. In some ca:sc:s e::n~cen'ts ~ re~t earlier Dlm. c:.ommerxts. 

As yol.l e.r.e aw.re •. tlu; depart=-.~ !~ ~ ~ tb~ p;"'C~sa o~ preparing & 

regional land use .plan in cooperation vith tbe Ma.tanusk&-Suaitna. Borough 
vhich includes the la.ndH surrounding the b;ydro proJect. This plan., vhicb 
vill be eocp.leted in 1983,. vill reSUlt 1n land use de!l1gN\t;.1ons a.Qd, land 
management policies tor state and borough lands throUghout the areo.. 

To .ds.te 
9 

the planning tesJ:ll responsible for deyelopigg this land use plAn bas 
conscious]J' avoided au,y direct inTOl.ve:want in s-u~d.tue. IJJ'd.xy f ii~~ ~ ~elyir.g . 
instead on the nore detailed vork being doae by other individuals vithin Dmf 
and DF&G.. The planning process is nov at a point -where it makes J:JOre· sense 
that there be closer coordination betveen the tvo proj ec.ts , specifically in 
the tvo areas out~1ned bel.ov. 

l.) 'Xhe planaiag tea;~. ~ reri.~ and eo~rxt on into!'"ltlatioo regarding 
regional.0 indirect impacts of the plan (e.g. popuh.tiQn grovtb, 
changes in resource tle1:1and, etc.) .. 
\ 

2) Tbe plan cali be used o.s a. too~ to guide use ot' public la.nd:s to 
mitigate or control secondar,y iA~cts or the pro~ed proJect. 

I suggest that you designate a starr perspn to coordi~te these tvo 
projects vith Chris !Seck (Susitna Plan project :JB.l'Ulger). 

As stated in DUR's recent eo~rtt!J Oil recreation planning,. we are concerned 
that recree.tiona.l fll.\:ilities planned in conjunction vith the hy'dropover 
project ~ be under-ut11ized. A related concern is the high cost to the 
stute of maintaining potentially over-developed, under-used public 
recreation ~acilities. 
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Suaitna ~dro Project October 11-e 1982 

The Di rleioa ot Guol.ogical. and Geopb.Taica.l BvLrYey hu completed a detailad 
rerlov ot the ~oils and geo.log compooenta ot the touibility atud;y·. ~ee 
comment• (a~te.Jued) are 1ntende4 to be 1D1"onwil and tor tb.e cona14era.t1oa ot 
APA and ita contraetora. Other geological. &ad ge~1c!\l. cODcenua are 
11etec1 belov. 

1) Existing int'or•ticxa 1ncU.ca.tee th&t slaciera 1n the proJect a..~ 
are retreat1Dg; th1is ancl their aeucaal. nature mq at'tect V..ter 
&n.Uab111t7. 

2) The tw large bodiea ot vater created to- tbe propoaed pro.;fe::t m&7 
. ~teet. the Jdcro-cliiZILte or thtt area. 

3) ':he dams. b:f bloc.k1Dg se4.~at traftl., aa:r iDcrea.e eroaiOf& 
dovnatres.m. 

Ia) Thera 'fllfl.7 be a au.batantial change bl the an:a between the tvo dams 
OYer a periOd or time 1D reapa~uu~ to c-b&ns=• 1n !lr:M !"!!gt_ .. y ~ 
amouat or r:ed1ment introduced. &Jrl tra.DapQrted. and the hydraulic 
geometr;r of the 'Y&llq (gradieat. vidth." de'pth. dis-charge,. and 
nlocity o~ the channel). · 

The department request• tba.t ~ trees :felled in the proJe-ct ba m.de 
a.vd.labl.e to the public and tba.t eozr.~"ereial. quantities ot torest products be 
ttade a.Yldlabl.e tg the commercial. eomt'Wli'Q-' ~or ba.r'reat ~ ut111liation. 

Attachment a 

cct Cbria Beck. DRD 
Le11a Wise- • DBD 
Al. Carsou. DRD 

RSzLW.cllD 
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Dear ct: 

April 2, -1982 

Susitna Hydroelectric Project 
Proposal Phase II Wildlife/ 
Vegetation Studies 

Enclosed for your review are·the proposed Phase II Susitna Hydroelectric 
project study plans in the disciplines of vegetation, vegetation/habitat, 
birds, furbearers, and non-game mammals. Studies for big game will be 
submitted directly to the Power Authc~ity by ADF&Ga 

The enclosed study plans, as well as the big game study plans, were devel
oped based on Phase I study results, input from the Fish and Wildlife Miti
gation Review Group on March 10, 1982, and the discussions of the Wildlife 
Core Group on March 11 - 12, 1982. Please review these studies to determine 
if they accurate1y reflect the re~ults of our meetings. ?lease note bird 
and small mammal studies in the Upper Basin have been a.dded. 

Because of the necessity to begin spring studies, please review these items 
as soon as possible and notify me in writing of your agreement or of any 
discrepancies. These study plans will then be forwarded to the Power 
Authority for their consideration. Thank you. 

MG:jk 
Enclosures 

cc: Ed Reed 
E. Yould 

-

Sincerely, 

Michael Grubb 
Senior Scientist 

<.." ' .,.;- e '-
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Preceeding Letter Sent To: 

Dr. A.WoF. Banfield 
Rangifer Associates, Ltd. 
37 Yates Street 
St. Catherines, Ontario L2R 5R3 
Canada 

Dr. Richard Taber 
2024 23rd Avenue, East 
Seattle~ WA 98112 

Dr. Philip Gipson 
Alaska Cooperative Wildlife 

Research Unit 
209 Fairbanks Building 
University of Alaska 
Fairbanks, AK 99701 

Or. Jay McKendrick 
Agriculatural Experiment 

Station 
Bo" AE 
Palmer, AK 99645 

Dr. Brina Kessel 
Box 80211 
College, AK 99708 

Mr, Karl Schneider 
Division of Game 
Alaska Department of Fish 

Game 
333 Raspberry Road 
Anchorage, AK 99502 

and 
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DEPART~IENTOF FISII AND GA.ltiE 

April 27, 1982 

¥~chael Grubb 
The Liberty Bank Bldg., 
Main at Court 
Buffalo, New York 14202 

Dear Mike; 

JAYS. HAMMOND. GOYERM0/1 

333 RASPBERRY ROAD 
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99502 

We had an informal meeting in Juneau to discuss the best approach for a 
habitat based analysis of the effects of the Susitna Hydroelectric Project 
on big game5 In addition to members of my staff, the meeting was attended 
by Drs. Richard Taber and Ken Raedeke from the University of Washington 
and Wayne Reglin, who recently transferred from USFWS to ADF&G. Jay 
HcKendrick attended the first part of the meeting. 

l!y main objective for the meeting was to identify major components of a 
study approach for budgeting purposes. I feel we need to give the Alaska 
Power Authority a ball park estimate of cost as soon as possible, even 
though detail$ of design will have to be worked out later. 

Everyone would like some quantification of the "value" of lost habitat. 
This would facilitate ~easurement 9f imp~cts and comparisons of mitigation 
options. Most of us associated with big game studies favor expressing 
value in terms of carrying capacity rather than some sort of arbitrary 
index. We can design a system to produce either, but both are attempts 
to express complicated dynamic processes in simple static terms. There 
is a very real danger that we may oversimplify things to the point where 
serious errors in judgement will be made. We should not waste time and 
money on a study approach that will yield results we can't trust. 

We used Dr. Taber's Toward 2 Program of Habitat Analysis as a basis of 
our discussion. This program focuses on cow moose in th~ upstream area 
during late winter and spring. This approach has considerable merit as 
it focuses on critical time periods and segments of the population. How
ever, there are some basic problems that may limit the effectiveness of 
this and other similar approaches. 

We believe that the proposed impoundment areas may be critical for moose 
for only a few weeks each year and environmental conditions may greatly 
influence the area's importance from year to year. Even if we obtain 
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Michael Grubb (2) April 27, 1982 

accurate estimates of forage production we will have trouble interpreting 
the data. If we estimate 1000 moose days of forage we need to know if it 
is used by 10 moose for 100 days or 100 moose for 10 days~ The latter 
situation would be quite difficult to accurately assess. In spring, timing 
of availabilty might be more important than quantity produced. During 
severe winters availability might be more a function of sno~ depths than 
bro~se productiun. 

Dr. Taber's and similar approaches are likely to underestimate the value 
of the habitat to be lost unless the actual conditions we wish to evalu
ate occur during the study and the intensity of sampling is adequate to 
quantitatively measure habitat selectivity at that time. 

We.concluded that our knowledge of the mechanisms determining moose 
carrying capacity in the impoundments is inadequate and it may be beyond 
our ability to d~sign a study approach that will provide nice neat, yet 
reliable, estimates of value of habitat that will be innundated .. 

We concluded that it is more important to gain a better understanding of 
the mechanisms of impact. How well we can quantify them will depend on 
the nature of these mechanisms. Specifically we are recommending expanded 
studies to determine what moo~e are using during late winter and spring 
and determine the availability of those habitat characteristics inside 
and outside the areas to be impacted. Phenology, particularly timing of 
snow melt and emergence of vegetation are important concerns. The key 
question is whether higher quality food becomes available significantly 
sooner in areas to be impacted, thereby improving a moose's ability to 
recover more co;&pletely from the nutritional stress of winter before 
calving. 

We have not attempted to design this study but it would probably consist 
of determining moose food habits: through fecal analysis and by tracking 
moose and observing plant use. Snow characteristics and ~mergence of 
plant species used by moose would be correlated with time, elevation~ 
slope, aspect, vegetation type etc. We should be able to address spring 
use of impoundments by bears at the same time~ 

This study should be the primary responsibility of the plant ecology groups 
but I feel it is important that I designate an indi,ridual from the big game 
studies to work with the plant people to ensure a coordinated effort. I 
bel: ve we should plan on two field seasons. If Jay McKendrick can get in 
the field immediately he might be able to learn enough this year to design 
a sampling procedure for next year. However, it may already be to late. 

I found the plant ecology plans of study difficult to evaluate because of 
a lack of detail. We can discuss this at our meeting during the week of 
May 17. 

Sincerely, 

"'.~/ ,/"v--rf"~ 
"' 

Y~rl Schneider 
Rese~rch Coordinator 

cc: Ed Reed - TES 



.k. Gary Stackhouse 
U.S. Fish and Wtldlffe Serv1ce 
1011 East Tudof Roa~ 
Anchorage, ~K 99503 

Dear Gary: 

April 27, 1982 
P5700.11.71 

T.l685 

Sus,tna Hydroelectric Project 
.fish arid Wildlife M1t1gat1on 
Review Group Meeting 

You are invited to attend the next meeting of the Susitna HYdroelectric 
Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Revte~ Group to be held at 8:30a.m., ~ 17, 
in Room C121 at the Federal Building, 6th and C Street, Anchorage. The 
purpose of this mee.ttng will be to discuss the Draft W11dlffe M1t1gatton. 
Options Paper mailed to you on April 21, 1982. Please review thts document 
prior t~ this meeting~ 

The issue c•f quantification of habitat loss w111 be discussed at a work
shop on ~~ 18th. Th1s workshop ~11 be attended by mambers of the Susitna 
Hydroelectric Project Wildlife Core ~roup, ADF&G, and USFWS. I have asked 
Lenny Oor1n to determine who the USFWS attendees will be and ask you to 
contact him for further details. The objective of the meeting on the 18th 
will be to reach concensus on: 

1. Th~ objectives of the habitat evaluation system we w111 develop. 
2. A general description of the system. 

In keeping ~th past procedures, the Sus1tna W11d11fe Core Group w11] then 
develop the technical specifics of the system. 

I am enclosing a Phase I Habitat Evaluation Report written by TES which 
applies a modified Konkel et al system (as discussed 1n the Environmental 
Analysis of Alternative Access Plans Report) to the impoundment and. 
surround1ng areas. I will, hop~ful1~. also forward to you before the 
me~t1ng a general system developed by Dr. Taber which ~ be specifically 
applied to moose. 

It is my intention to discuss these two systems, as well as HEP, at the 
workshop. I am asking all attendees to come with an open· mind so that we 
may have a constructive session and work towards the common goal of 
obtaining satisfactory mitigation for w11d11fe/vegetat1on impacts 
associated with the Susitna Project. 

• p--
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Mr. Gary Stackhouse 
u.s. Fish and W11dl1fe Service 

&prtl 27. 1982 
- 2 

I look forward to your attendance on the 17th. 

•l;:ccv 
Enclosure 

cc: D. Wozniak - APA 
E. Reed • TES 

Sincerely. 

Micllael Grubb 
Senior Sctentfst 
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Mr. Lenny Corfn 
u.s. Fish and W11d11fe Service 
733 West Fourth Avenue 
Suite 101 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Dear Lenny: 

April 27, 1982 
P5700.11.71 

T.1686 

Susitna HYdroelectric Project 
Ffsh and W11d11fe Mitigation 
Review Group Meeting 

Y~u are invited to attend the next meeting of the Susitna MYdroelectr1c 
Fish and Wildlife M1t1g1atfon Revf~r Group to be held at 8:30 a.m., May 17thj 
in Room C121 at the Federal Building. 6th and C Street, Anchorage. The 
purpose of this meeting will be to discuss the Draft W11d11fe M1tfgat1on 
Options Paper mailed to you on April 21, 1982. 

The issue of quantification of habitat loss w111 be discussed at a work
shop on f1ay 18th. Thfs workshop wi11 be attended by rnanbers of the 
Susitna Hydroelectric Project W11d11fe Core Group, including Karl Schneider, 
who may bring other representatives of ADF&G with him. In order to keep 
the workshop s1ze to a reasonable number, I have asked Karl to bring no 
more than two other people. I am inviting you to attend th1s workshop on 
the 18th and, 1f you desire, bring two other US~IS representPt1ves w1th 
you. We suggest and Wt)uld appreciate if Mr. Greg Konkel could attend. 
This meeting w111 be held in Room C109. 

The objectives of the meeting on the 18th w111 be to raach concensus on: 

1. The objectives of the habitat evaluation system we will develop. 
2. A general approach to developing th1~ syttem. 

In keeping with past p·ractice, the Core Group w111 then develop the 
technical specifics of the system or systems. 

I am enclosing a Phase I Habitat Eva1ua~1an Report written by TES which 
applies a modified Konkel el al system (as discussed 1n the Environmental 
Analysis of Alternative Access Plans Report) to the impoundment and 
surrounding areas. I will, hopefully, also forward to you before the 
meeting. a general systen developed by Dr. Taber which may be specifically 
appl·fed to moose. 

It is my intention to discuss these two systems, as well as NEP, at the 
workshope I am asking all attendees to come with an open mind so that we 

_j 
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Mil- Lenny Corin 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

April 27, 19S2 
- 2 

m~ have a constructive session and work towards the common goal of 
obtaining s,atisfactory mitigation fur w11d11fe/vegetat1on impacts 
associated ~th the Sus1tne Project. 

I look fowward to your attendance on the 17th and 18th. 

MG:ccv 
Enclosure 

cc: Dv Wozniak - APA 
E. Reed - TES 

\,~ . -
-

Sincerely, 

Michael Grubb 
Sen1or Scientist 



Mr. Karl Schneider 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
333 Raspberr.y Road 
Anchorage, AK 99502 

Dear Karl: 

April 28, 1982 
P5700. 11.70 

T.1687 

Sus1:tna .Hydroelectric Project 
M1t1gat1on Workshop 

As discussed, the workshop to discuss a habitat evaluation JYStem 1s 
scheduled for H~ 18th. at 8:30a.m., 1n room C109 of the Fedeaal Building, 
6th and C Street, Anchurage~ The workshop w11~ be attended by members of 
th~ Sus1tna W11d11fe Core Group and, for the first day, the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service and ADF&G en1ployees whom you select. The purpose of this 
workshop will be to reach consensus on: 

1. Objectives of the habitat evaluation system~ 
2. A general approach to this systemo 

Following this meeting, the Core Grnup w111 develop the technical details 
of the sys tan. 

I am enclosing a Phase I Habitat ~valuation Report prepared by TES which 
applies a modified Konkel et al system to the impoundment zone and 
surrounding areas. I will. hopefully, also forward to you prior to the 
meeting a general system developed by Dr. Taber which mqy be specifically 
applied to moose. 

It 1s nw intention to discuss these two systems. as well as HEP, at the 
workshop. I am asking all attendees to come with an open mind so that we 
may have a constructive session anc works to\'lards the corrrnon goal of 
obtaining satisfactory mitigation for w11d11fe/vegetat1on impacts associated 
with the Susftna Project. The Core Group w111 continue meeting on the 19th. 
20th, and 21st (if necessary); please be available 1f at all possible~ 

Thank you for your help. 

MG:ccv 
Enclosure 

-

Sincerely, 

~11 chae1 Grubb 
Senior Scientist 

_j 
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Susi t....:::: Hyoroelectric ProJect 
Habit::r: Iva1 uation Meeting 
Date: "'1ay i19, 198i~ 
Atten~s: See Attached List 
Held ~ federal Building, Anchorage 

May 25, 1982 

The pu..tr?DSe of the meeting was to proceed with planning for habitat eval,~ 
uatiorri s.:cherr.es. 

Karl ~zr.~neicfer expla·ined more fully the Delphi approach. It involves a 
group nf experts- assigning values to parcels of land with the value repre
sentiri;J t.heir opinion on the quality of the habitat for a particular species~ 
This fs a more straight-forward and quicker process than the formal HEP 
proce~s. A similar exercise is conducted for mitigation lands. Karl 
Schnef:ler, Phil Gipson, and Brian Kessel will provide names to LGL on who 
they f~el should be on the various panels. 

The cc·~cept of digitizing data was again discussed. This would be done by 
digitfzing the vegetation mapping and utilizing ADF&G digitized moose and 
bear c~llar locations and then correlating the results. Karl Schneider 
and Steve Fancy will meet with USFWS to discuss the practicality of this 
approach. 

An alternative method would be to use a cell approach. The study area 
would be divided by a grid system, with each cell being approximately 40 
acres in size. The slope, elevation, grid, aspect, cover type and number 
of moose and bear sightings would be calculated for eat.~. grid and correla~ 
tions developed. 

Karl Schneider, Dr. laber and Jay have suggested a phenology study to better 
understand impact mechanism and to determine what foods and habitat charac
teristics moose are using during late winter and spring and determine the 
availability of those habitat characteristics inside and outside the area 
to be impacted. This study would involve determining moose food habits 
{through fecal analysis), measuring snow characteristics and emergence of 
vegetation and correlating it with elevation, slope and aspect. McKendrick 
is proceeding to set up transects in the field and equipment. He and Karl 
will be preparing a scope of work and budget for this. The study will be 
repeated next spring. Seven transects in the Watana area and two in the 
Devil Canyon area will be established, with three points along each transect. 

Vegetation mapping may have to be expanded at the 1" = 1 mile scale because 
current mapping does not include the home range of all moose in the area. 

Karl will develop a winter contingency budget to study moose distribution 
in case of a severe winter. 

Three impact zones need to be delineated; these are the primary impact zone, 
secondary or temporary impact zone and disturbance impact zone. The with 
and without project scenario must include the project area assuming no change 



Page 2 

and also assuming what reasonable 'land use developments (mining, etc.) may 
occur. The future land items shoul ~ be expressed to correlate with pro
posed dates for present study activities, construction!) fillin9, operation. 

The browsg studies to be conducted in the upper basin will begin in mid
July and end in mid-September. 

The BLM burn vegetation study will include base mapping at a 1:24,000 scale. 
Vegetation species list, composition and annual production studies will 
col1ll1ence in July. ADF&G will plot baseline moose sighting information on 
the vegetation maps. 

The Jay Creek lick study by McKendrick will include soil analysis inside 
and outside the lick. Acres should attempt to determine what erosion · 
patterns may occur. 

The species list of May 18 was studied and revised. Moose, black bear and 
brown bear were included as big game species as they best fit the estab
lished criteria. The other big game species did not. Birds chosen were 
the yellow-winged warbler, tree sparrow, golden eagle, and furbear.ers, the 
marten and beaver. 

MMG:dlp 

Wti_ 
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Jay McKendrick 

Phil Gipson 

Brian Kessel 

Kenneth Raedeke 
Ri char·d Fleming 

Michael Grubb 
Richard Taber 
Katrl Schneider 
Joe Me Mull en 
Ed Reed 

Dot Helm 

ATTENDEES 

REPRESENTING 

University of Alaska 
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Susitna Hydroelectric Project 
Wildlife Mitigation Meeting 
Date: May 18, 1982 
Attendees: See Attached List 
Held at Federal Building~ Anchorage 

May 25, 1982 

The purpose of this meeting was to discuss general objectives and general 
approach for a habitat evaluation ~ystem. 

A list of objectives for the system was develop~u (qttachment 1). Ann 
Rappoport of USFWS presented an approach based on HEP. After much di~
cussion it was decided the approach taken would be to: 

. . 
1. Develop criteria for selection of species for which habit~t 

evaluation would be conducted. 
2. Develop species list. 
3. Develop habitat evaluation procedures for each species which will 

include field work or a Delphi session or both. 
4. Test the procedures on a pilot program tr:s summer, on small areas 

in and outside of impact area. 

Existing data would be utilized whenever possible. The habitat evaluation 
procedures would begin with the U of A subs and K. Schneider and LGL con
ducting Delphi sessions, reviewing the HEP models and determining what 
parameters and criteria should be utilized. Documentation was stressed. 

The Terror Lake situation was discussed as an example. The technical as
pects of this study for mitigation involved three afternoon sessions and 
2-3 months of effort to obtain quantitative comparison of land for mitiga
tion. 

Official HEP models were discussed. Mucb concern'was expressed about their 
accuracy, applicability, validity and assumptions which must be used in 
their application. It was decided the TES report on habitat evaluation 
would not be suitable for mitigation purposes. 

Digitizing o.: data was discussed. Because of the large amount of time re
quired, it was fP.lt it may not be cost effective for this project. Deci
sion would be based on development of habitat procedures. Available sources 
of infonmation include: 

1. Feasibility Report and Phase I Final Report. 
2. TES/U of A prepared vegetative cover map, which are 1:24,000 in 

impoundment zone. 
3. Digital Terrain model from USGS. 
4. USFS-SCS vegetatio~ data {digitized?) for Susitna Basin .. 
5. DNR land use plan for Talkeetna sub-basin and Willow sub-basin 

The criteria for species selection were developed (attachment 2) and the 
species list (attachment 3). The species list would be refined following 
closer examination of the criteria.· It was decided indicator bird soecies 

. . were more appropriate than guilds. 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

Objectives of Habitat Evaluation System 

1. Integrate habitat characteristics with animal use 

2. Quiflntify value of habitat lost 

3. Utilize existi~g data, if possible 

4. Determine mechanisms affecting wildlife 

5.. Quantify differential· habitat values 

6. Determine appropriate mitigation 
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ATTACHMENT 2 

Criteria for Selecting Wildlife Species 

1. Consumptive use 

2. Non-consumptive use 

3. Ecological importance 

4. Vulnerability to project disturbance 

5. Responsiveness to mitigation 

6. Species susceptible to habitat loss 

7a Data availability and predictability of response 
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ATTACHMENT 3 

Species for Consideration 

Moose 8. Wilson's warbler 

Black bear 0 Tree or Savannah sparrow .,. 

B rcwr- bear 10. Dipper 

Beaver 11. Golden Eagle 

Red fox 12 .. Spruce grouse 

Pine Marten 13. Meadow vole 

Yellow rumped warbler 14." Mink 

l 
• 



NAME 

Michael Grubb 
Kenneth J. Raedeke 
Richard Fleming 
Brina Kessel 
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Dot Helm 
Jay N. McKendrick 
Ed Reed 
Leonard P. Corin 
Greg Konkel 
Ann Rappoport 
Dick Taber 
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17 July 1982 

Michael Grubb 
Acres American, Inc. 
The Liberty Bank Bldg. 
Main at Court 
Buffalo, NY 1420 

Dear Michael: 

,, '>.'"f'c!'., "·,,_, ;,.·. 
', 

P.O. Box 80607. Fairbanks, Alask1 99708 (907) 479·6519/479·2669 
Telex 35-355 

LGL Alaska recently became involved with the terrestrial environmental 
studies being conducted for the Susitna Hydroelectric Project. We are 
responsible for assessing the impacts of the project on vegetation and 
wildlife, using data collected by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
and our University of Alaska subc9ntractor$i LGL is also responsible 
for developing a plan to mitigate any adverse impacts on terrestrial 
wildlife and vegetation. 

We will use systems analysis as a means for organ:f.zing the terrestrial 
environmental program~ The attached document explains the reasons for 
using the approach and the steps involved in the proc~ss. We would like 
to invite you to a one-week workshop scheduled for 23-27 August 1982, to 
be held in the Ketchikan Room of the Anchorage Holiday Inn, beginning at 
8:30 AM on the 23rd. The workshop will be intensively focused and will 
require long days from all. We have reserved a room for you at the Holiday Inn 
for Sunday through Friday nights, but you will need to make your own 
travel arrangements.. Following the initial wo:,rkshop, the mo.del will be 
refined during one or two technical meetings \lasting 1 or 2 days each} 
with each subgroup in the fall, and during future modeling workshops to 
be held once or twice each year. 

LGL' s Program Manager is Dr.. Robin Sener, who is located at our 
Anchorage office (271•-5725). Dr. Joe Truett of LGL will be the workshop 
facilitator. The modeling team will be composed of modelers from LGL, 
Environmental and Social Systems Analysts (ESSA), and the Western Energy 
Land Use Team (USFWS) of Boulder, Colorado. 

We will be contacting you in person or by telephone to provide you with 
additional details. on the workshop. We look forward to having you 
participate in the pre~ject, and hope you will find the approach to be a 
useful and realistic means for impact quantification and mitigation plan 
development. Please feel free to call me if you have any questions 
about the workshop. 

Sincerely, 

Robin Sener 
Program Manager 
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SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC.PROJECT 

SI~tulATION MlDELING WORKSHOP 

FOR 
TERRESTRIAL WILDLIFE AND HABITAT 

Anchorage, Alaska August 23 - 27, 1982 

WORKSHOP OBJECTIVES 

1. Develop a preliminary simulation model of hydrology, vegetation, 
and wildlife interactions in the Susitna Basin. 

-- and through future refinements --

2. Use the model to help predict and quantify project impacts to 
wildlife and habitato 

3. Use the model to help assess the probable effectiveness of 
proposed mitigation alternatives. 

WORKSHOP AGENDA 

Monday, August 23: 8:30AM ""' 5:00 PM 

INTRODUCTION 

BOUNDING THE MODEL o Project Actions 
o Indicators 
o Spatial Boundaries 
o Temporal Boundaries 

LOOKING OUTWARD 

-- ... ----~---
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TuesdaL_ August 24: 8: 30 AM - 5 :-00 PM 

LOOKING OUTWARD (Conti~ued} 

SUB-HODEL DEVELOPMENT 

7:30 - 9:30 PM: DISCUSSION OF EVALUATION PROCf.DURES 

---------""".,.~ 

W!.dnesdal, August 2~: 8:30 AM - 5:00 Pt-t 

SUB-MODEL DE~iELOPMENT (Continued) 

--··---- .... --
Th~sda,yt A't!9!f5t 26: 8:30 AM - 5:00 PM 

PRESEN1ATIIK OF SUB-MODELS 

DEVELOPMENT OF HYPOTHETICAL MITIGATION STRATEGIES 
__ , ____ -----

Friday, Augus:t 26: 8:30 AM - 5:00 PM 

GAMING OF THE MODEL 

FUTURE DIRECTIONS (Discussion} 

2 

, r-...,. 

-

- -. 



11 

lJ 

f 

1 
' 

Robert Mohn 
Dave Yozniak 
Eric Yould 
Richard Fleming 
George Gleason 

* 1\ob Weeden 
* Keith Bayha 

Gary Stackhouse 
Lenny c·ori:n 
Ann Rappoport 
A1 Carson 
Reed Stoops 
Marjorie Willits 
Keith Quintavell 

*Carl Yanagawa 
Karl Schneider 
Ron Modafferi 
Sterling Miller 
Warren Ballard 
\Jayne RC3!gelin 
Tom Trent 
13ob 'Uartin 
Bc,b Lamke 
Larry Wright 
Brad Smith 
Bill Lawrence 
Bill Riley 
John Rego 
Mike Scott 
Jay McKendrick 
Brina Kessel 
Phil ~ipson 
Ed Murphy 
John Hayden 
Mike Grubb 
Bob Butera 

*Bruce Apple 
Dave Cline 
'Roland Shanks 
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TERRESTRIAL ENVIRONMENTAL WORKSHOP 

lnvit.ed Participants 

Alaska Power Aut:l1ority 
Alaska Power Authority 
Alaska Power Authority 
Alaska Power Authority 
Alaska Power Authority 
Alaska Power Authority/University of Alaska 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
U.S. Fish and \.Jildlife S-ervice 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
\L. s. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Alaska Department of Natural Resources 
Alaska Department of Natural Resources 
Alaska Department of Natural Resources 
Alaska Departtnent of Natural Resources 
Alaska Deyartment of Fish and Game 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation 
U.S. Geological Survey 
National Park Service 
Na~ional Marine Fisheries Service 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Bureau of Land Management 
Bureau of Land Management 
Univ2rsity of Alaska 
University of Alaska 
University of Alaska 
University of Alaska 
Acres Ame-rican 
Acres American 
R&M Consultants 
National Wildlife Federation 
National Audubon Society 
Cook Inlet Region, Inc. 

* 'iii 11 not be ab 1 e to attend 
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SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT 

TERRESTRIAL ENVIRONMENTAL WORKSHOP 

23-27 August 1982 

INTRODUCTION 

o_ .··- ;~ 
.. "' . ,,., ~ 

The technical feasibility, economic viability, and environmental 

impacts of a hydroelectric development in the Susitna River Basin are 

being studied by Acres American, Inc. (Acres) on behalf of the Alaska 

Power Authority. As part of these stu die~, Acres recently contracted 

LGL Alaska Research Associates, Inc. (LGL) to coordinate the 

terrestrial environmental studies being performed by the Alaska 

Department of Fish and Game and, as subcpntractors to LGL, several 

University of Alaska research groups.. LGL is responsible for further 

quantifying the potential impacts of the prolect on terrestrial wildlife 

and vegetation, and for developing a plan to mitigate adverse impacts 

on the terrestrial enVironment. The impact assessment a.nd mitigation 

plan will be included as part of a license application to the Federal 

Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) scheduled for the first quarter 

of 1983. 

The quantification of impacts, mitigation planning, and design of 

future research is being organized using a computer simulatlon 

modelling approach. Through a series of workshops attended by 

researchers, resource managers, and policy-makers, a computer model 

is being developed and refined. This model will assist project 

persDnnel in identifying impacts on terrestrial wildlife and vegetation 

and in evaluating different mitigation measures such as habitat 

enhancement and the designation of replacement lands to be managed as 

wildlife habitat. The simulation modelling approach is being used for 

the following reasons: 

1.. It provides a means to incorporate and coordinate the 
professional judgments of scientists Sl resource managers, 
and policy-makers. Mitigation planning will include many 
subjective evaluations, and therefore all parties must 
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maintain continuing communication throughout the 
program. 

2. It utilizes existing data to focus future research in areas 
that ar.e decided by the workshop participants to be the 
most important. The approach will also insure that the 
data are collected in the proper units, sampling schemes, 
and time-frames to promote integration of data from the 
different disciplines (e .. g. , hydrology, fur bearers·, 
vegetation) .. 

3. It allows great flexibility. · The selected indicators 
(environmental items of interest) can include population 
attributes (e .. g. , changes in the number of beavers with 
and without the project, and with different mitigation 
options); habitat units or important descriptive variables 
(e.g., amount of browse available in late winter); or any 
number of alternative indicators as selected by the 
workshop participants. Data on habitat, predation, 
weather, and other biophysical system components is 
incorporated into the models as needed. 

Eventually, the model will represent the best available 

understanding of the biophysical system, and as such will provide an 

'!ecological laboratory" for helping to evaluate mitigation options. 

The mitigation plan will be developed in two steps, an immediate 

effort based on existing. data, and a longer-term effort that will apply 

data yet to be gathE?:red. Some mitigation measures, such as controlling 

dust along roads, leaving clumps of trees along the reservoir margin 

for eagle nesting, minimizing aircraft disturbance, and locating 

recreation facilities away from critical wildlife areas, are rather easily 

d~fined and agreed to, and these measures will be developed prior to 

submittal of the FERC application to allow adequate time for 

incorporation into project design and the application. It is recognized, 

however, that final agreement on some mitigation measures such as 

habitat enhancement or compensation lands may require several more 

years of research and discussion, and that the mitigation plan must be 

flexible to allow changes necessitated by information from long-term 

monitoring studies., Thus the final comprehensive mitigation plan will 

not be. complete at the time of license application submittal, but the 
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modelling workshops provide a framework for development of the final 

plan by increasing communication between scientists and policy-makers e 

WORKSHOP ACTIVITIES 

The intitial simuiation model w&s constructed during the one-week 

workshop held in Anchorage 23-27 August. 1982 o The participants at 

the workshop are listed in Table 1. The workshop facilitators ... r?re 

members of LGL Alaska (Fairbanks and Anchorage), ESSA Envirol~"ngntal 

and Social Systems Analysts Ltd. (Vancouver, Canada), and U.S .. Fish 

and Wildlife Service (USFWS) personnel from the Western Energy and 

Land Use Team (WELUT) office in Fort Collins, Colorado. 

The main objective of the workshop was t~ :nitiate devalopment of 

a dynamic simulation model of the hydrology/wildlife/vegetation system 

in the Susitna Basin. The particip~ts proviued the knowledge of the 

system; the f,ecilittltors translated that knowledge first into Jl conceptual 

model and then into computer c9d~. 

!!ounding 

On the first day of the workshop, the bounds of the model were 

defined... The first step in this exercise involved defining all the 

actions to which we wanted the model to respond. In the context of 

the model, the actions were the various activitieb associat~d with 

construction and cperati~n of the impoundments and th~ C'J.rrent 

collection of mitigation activities (Table 2). 

The next step in the bounding exercise was the identification of 

the key indicators (environmental attributes of interest such as moose 

numbers; habitat quality, etc.) for which the model must be able to 

generate values over time. The predicted changes in these indicators 

are used to help determine the impacts of an action, and in turn, 

evaluate the quantity, quality and timing of appropriate mitigation 
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Table 1. Participants in Susitna Terrestrial Modelling Workshop, 23-27 
September 1982. 

NAME 

Tom Arminski 

Greg Auble 

Warren Ballard 

Bruce Bedard 

AFFILIATION 

Alaska Department of 
Fish and Game 

USFWS - WELUT 

Alaska Department of 
Fish and GamE; 

ADDRESS 

333 Raspberry Road 
Anchorage, AK 99b02 

2625 Redwing Road 
Fort Collins, CO 80526 

P.O .. Box 47 
Glennallen, AK 99588 

Alaska Power Authority 334 - 5th Avenue 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Steve Bredthauer R&M Consultants P.O. Box 6087 
5025 Cordova Street 
Anchorage, AK 99503 

Leonard Corln USFWS 605 West 4th, #G-81 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Ike Ellison 

John Ernst 

Bob "Everitt 

Steve Fancy 

Richard Fleming 

Bill Gazey 

Philip Gipson 

USFWS - WELUT 

LGL 

ESSA Ltd. 

LGL 

2625 Redwing Road 
Fort Collins, CO 80526 

1577 "C" Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

678 West Broadway 
V&ncouver, B.C. 

P .0. Box 80607 
F~rbanks, AK gg7 08 

Alaska Power Authority 334 _..,. 5th Avenue 
Ane:horage, AK 99501 

LGL 1410 Cavitt Street 
Bryan., TX 77840 

Alaska Cooperative University of Alaska 
Wildlife Research Unit Fairbanks, AK 99701 
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Table 1 (continued) 

NAME AFFILIATION ADDRESS 

Michael Grubb Acres American 900 Liberty Bank Building 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

John Hayden Acres American 157'/ "C" Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 ;"~ 

Dot Helm University of Alaska P.O. Box AE 
Agricultural Experi- Palmer, AK 99645 
ment Station 

Brina Kessel University of Alr:.~.ska P .0~ Box 80211 
Museum Fairbanks, AK 99708 

Sterling 1\Uller Alaska Department of 333 Raspberry Road 
Fish and Game Anchorage, AK 99502 

Suzanne Miller Alaska Department of 333 Raspberry Road 
Fish and Game Anchorage, AK 99502 

Carl Neufelder Bt'!.reau of Land 4700 East 72nd Avenue 
Management Anchorage, AK 99501 

Wayne Regelin. Alaska Department of 1300 College Road 
Fish and Game Fairbanks, AK 99701 

Butch Roelle USFWS - WELUT 2625 Redwing Road 
Fc.rt Collins, CO 8052~ 

David Roseneau LGL P .0. Box 80607 
Fairbanks, AK 99708 

Karl Schneider Alaska Department of 333 Raspberry Road 
Fish and Game Anchorage, AK 99502 

Robin Sener LGL 157'1 ncn Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

Nicholas Sonntag ESSA Ltd. ''i78 West Broadway 
Vancouver, B.C. 

Robert Starling NORTEC 750 West 2nd Avenue, #100 
Anchorage, AK 99501 
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Table 1 (continued) 

NAME AFFILIATION 

Bill Steigers University of A!aska 
Agricultural Experi
ment Station 

Thomas Trent Alasl~a Department of 
Fish and Gamt:, 
S U Hydro Aquatic 

Joe Truett LGI.. 

Larry Underwood AEIDC 

Jack Whitman Alaska Depar ·:rnent of 
Fish and Game 

Marjorie Willits Alaska Department of 
Nat ural Resources 

' i, 
·' 

ADDRESS 

P.O. Box AE 
Palmer, AK 99645 

2207 Spenard Roacl 
Anchorage, AK 99503 

P .0. Box 1745 
Grand Junction, CO 81502 

707 "A" Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

P.O. Box 47 
Giennallen, AK 99588 

555 Cordova Street 
Anchorage, AK 99510 
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Table 2. Actions identified at Sustina Terrestrial Modelling Workshop, 
23-27 August 1982. E:xactly how these are implemented in the 
model will be described in a later report. 

I .. 

II. 

Reservoirs 

a. Construction 

• road building 
c borrow pits 
• transmission lines 
• camp sites 
• village sites 
• temporary diversions 
• mining of -r.i:-ver bed 
• reservoir <:learing 
• disposal of spoil 
• construction of air strip 
• aircraft ust! 
• staging arr~as 

b. Operation 

• operating rule curves 

Recreation/ Access 
• reservoir recreational development (access and facilities 
.. recreational use (backbacking, hunting, fishing) 
•increased traffic on existing !'cads/railroads 

III. General 

• timber harvest 
.. changes in land use patterns (mining, oil and gas 

development) 
• increased population in surrounding communities 

IV~ Mitigation 

.. habitat enhancement 
controlled burn 
fire protection . 

- vegetation ~rushing 
• flow regulation for fish· and wildlife 
.. control of access 
• hunting/fishing regulation 
• scheduling of construction activities 
•siting of roads 
• reclamation/revegetation 
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The indicators identified at the workshop are shown in 

After establishing the actions and indicators, the next step was 

the definition of the spatial and tempor-al bounds of the model. 

Spatially the area was divided at Devil CRnyon into the upstream 

portion and downstream portion of the Susitna River (Figure 1). 

The upstream prea included all of the upper S~sitna Basin and the 
• 

Prairie Cr~ek-Stephan Lakes area. Within the upstream area the Watana 

and Devil Canyon impoundment areas were cons~j.ered separately. 

The region downstreag1 of Devil Canyon was separated into two 

units -- an area on each side of the river, paralleling it and extending 

away from the river the estimated maximum diameter of a moose's home 

range. Currently the ~rea considered by the model extends as far 

downstream as T t~.lkeetna. Because the effects of the project 

downstream of Talkeetna will be tempered by the contributions of the 

Chulitn7\ and Talkeetna rivers and other tributaries, hydrological and 

vegetation data south of that confluence ha"ire not been collected in as 

much detail as north of Talkeetna. 

Within both upstr·eam and downstream areas, the flood plain and 

upland habitats were considered separately, such that a floodpiain area 

was defined within each of the four major spatial divisions .. 

floodplain and non -flood olain ..... area. was further subdivided 

vegetation types, 01 which there are fourteen in the project 

(Table 4). 

Eo.ch 

into 

area 

The chosen time step of the model was annual, although each 

subsystem had the option of developing time dynamics on a shorter 

scale if appropriate. The time horizon for the model runs was set at 70 

to 80 years. 

:he final step in bounding the model, the "looking-·outward" 

exe~----. , invol· :~~~ first dividing the system as defined up to this point 

(i.e., the actiOl:lt.l;, indic~tQrs, space and time) into four disciplinary 

subsystems.. The subs)'~tems were: 
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Table 3. Indicators identified at Susitna Terrestrial Modelling 
Workshop, 23-27 August 1982. 

Hydrology 

• instream flows 
. 

Vegetation 

• hectares of selected vegetation types 

Wildlife 

• population levels of: moose 
black bear 
brown bear 
sheep 
wolves 

rap tors 
caribou 
wolverine 
small mammals 
selected birds 

• carrying capacity of habitat for the above populations 

• species diver~~ty of birds 

• numbers of animals harvested by hunters 

• hunter success 

• habitat quality 

Recreation 

• number of user days 

• non-consumptive uses of wildlife 
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Figure 1:· Suggested boundaries for study area and subareas for simulation modeling 
pu~poses. 
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Table 4. The vegetation types found on the Susitna Hydro Project 
Azaea. 

Conifer forest 
•woodland 
~open 

Deciduous and Mixed Forest 

Tundra 

Tall shrub - alder 

Medium Shrub 

Low shrub 
•birch 
•willow 
•mixed 

Unvegetated 
·w~ter 
•rock/ snow /ice 

Disturbed 
atemporary 
•permanent 
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Hydrology/Development/Land Use/Recreation 

Vegetation 

Furbearers/Birds 

Large Mammals 

Participants were then separated into four subgroups. Each 

subgroup, with the help of one of the workshop facilitators, began 

building a computer model of one of the subsystems.. The interactions 

between each subsystem were defined by filling in the "i.ooking-outward 

matrix" (Figure 2).. To do so the participants in each subgroup 

identified what information they required from the other subsystems in 

order to build their submodel. 

Submodel Construction 

At the conclusion of the "looking-outward" exercise, each 

subgroup had all the information required to construct and code its 

sub model independently of the rest of the participants. Where possible, 

data from the Susitna basin were incorporated. into the structure of 

each submodel. in the absence of data, the expertise of the 

participants was used to develop hypotheses to help refine the 

structure -- hypotheses that hopefully could be tested in future field 

work and/ or analysis. 

Scenario Construction 

On Thursday afternoon, the workshop participants discussed a 

number of representative· construction (action) and mitigation scenarios . . 
to be tried on the model. Three scenarios were developed. The first 

was the · no-project option to establish indicator behavior under 

undisturbed conditions. The second was the construction of the 

complete project (Watana and Devil Canyon) using the optimum flow 

regime for power generation. The third scenario considered Watana 

development only, had restricted access to the area by the public, and 
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Figure 2. Looking 0\'Jtward Hatrh 

Hydrology/Dev'Jlopment 
Recreation 

Vegetation 

Furbearers/Birds 

large Mammals 

Hydrology/Development 
Rec•·eation Vegetation, 

- 3 dCJy pe~k. f1 aws 
- loe~tions and hectares 

of d1evelopment activities 
- surface area exposed in 

floodplain 

- hectares of intensive 
beaver use by vegetation type 

- consumption (kg/ha) of forage 
species by season and type 

Furbearers/B1rds 

- date of breekup,freezeup on 
lakes, ponds, streams 

- date of first snow· cover and 
exposure c( 301 

- km of open wa·!er in river 
- km of sloughs and side channels 

with at least .5 m of unfrozen 
water 

- reservoir elevations 
• levels of human disturbance 

- areas of vegetation types (ha) 

- productivity (kg/ha) of: 
Paper birch 
Balsam poplar 
Birch shrubs 
Black spruce 
White spruce 
Willow spruce 
Aspen 

Large Hanmals 

- date of ice breakup 
- amount of ice shelving 

March 15 to June 15 
• snow depths at 150 ~ 

elevation 1nterval5~ 
monthly 

>....i-- .... _-'-

- trips/day on ac,cess road 
by season 

- train trips/day, Nov-Mar 
- recreational use d&ys 

- areas of vegetation 
types (ha) 

• ha of berrite's suitable 
for bear fctod 

• production o\f berries 
(kg/ha;) 

- standing crop (kg/ha) of 
Paper birch 
Balsam poplar 
Will ow shrub 
Aspen 
Lowbush Cranberry 
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used the flow regime con53idered best ior maintaining instream flow 

requirements of wildlife. Little experimentation with mitigation options 

was carx·ied out at this stage, largely due ·to the preliminary state of 

the model and the availa~le time. The workshop report will discuss 

these and other scenarios in more def''f.h. 

EVALUATION 

Ultimately in the development of any mitigation strategy there is a 

need to evaluate the alternatives and select the preferred option. 

However, the major difficulty is structuring the evaluation. When 

dealing with a possible change in wildlife populations or available 

habitat as a cons~quence of the project, putting value on that change is 

invariably subjective and open to criticism. In any case, such 

evaluations are necessary both in evaluating mitigation options as well 

as establishing appropriate compensation. 

Ultimately, the simulation model developed at the workshop will 

help in the evaluation of mitigation options.. Exactly how they will be 

evaluated is, at this time, not certain. Various approaches have been 

applied in the past (e.g .. , Habitat Evaluation Pl"ocedures (HEP), R-apid 

Assessment Methodology (RAM), or Delphi). some with more success 

than others. Although "evaluation" as an issu~ was not the subject of 

this first workshop, an evening discussion (facilitated by Ann 

Rappaport of the USFWS) was held on this topic to initiate development 

of some of the ideas to be pursued after the workshop. 

R.EPORT 

The W'Jrkshop report is now being prepared by the workshop 

facilitatorsimodellers. This report will summarize the workshop 

activities and gjve detailed descriptions of each of the submodels. It 

will also discuss the relationship between mitigation planning and the 
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modelling effort as well as the major research needs identified by the 

workshop participants. 
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NAME 

Bob Everitt 

Joe Truett 

David G. Roseneau 

r 
'" -~- Steve Fancy 

r Philip s. Gipson 

Ann G. Rappoport 

Larry M. Wright 

Leonard P. Corin 

Thomas W. Trent 

J"' Carl Neufelder 

Richard Fleming 

Tom Arminski 

Michael Grubb 

Bruce R. Bedard 

L., Warren Ballard 

I Nancy Tankersley 

Karl Schneider 

John Hayden 

Bill Gazey 

Greg Auble 

l Ike Eillison 
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SUSITNA TERRESTRIAL MODELING WORKSHOP 
AUGUST 23- 27, 1982 

AFFILIATION 

ESSA Ltd. 

LGL 

LGL 

LGL 

AK Coop. Wldl. Res. Unit 

ADDRESS 

678 w. Broadway, Vancouverp B.C. 
604-872-0691 

P.o. Box 1745, Grand Jet., co 81502 

P.O. Box 80607, Fbnx, AK 99708 
907-479-2669 

. 
P.O. Box 80607, Fbnx, AK 99708 
907-479-2669 

Uni. of AK, Fbnx, AK 99701 

USFWS-Western AK Ecological Serr. 605 w. 4th #G-81, Anch, AK 99501 

Nat'l Park Ser. 

USF & WS 

ADF & G, SU Hydro Aquatic 

BLM - Anch. 

AK Power Authority 

AK Dept. of ~ish & Game 

Acres American 

AK Power Authority 

AK Dept. of Fish & Game 

AK Dpet. of Fish & Game 

AK Dept. of Fish & Game 

Acres American 

LGL 

USFWS-Welut 

USFWS-W~lut 

CONTINtJLD 

540 w. 5th, Anch, AK 99501 

605 We 4th, #G-81, Anch. AK 99501 

2207 Spenard Rd. Anch, AK 99503 

4700 E. 72 Ave, Anch, AK 99507 

334 5th Ave, Anch, AK 99501 

333 Raspberry Rd. Anch, AK 99502 

900 "Liberty Bank Bldg. 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

334 5th ·~ J, Anch, AK 99501 

P.O. Box 47, Glennallen, AK 99588 

333 Raspberry Rd., Anch, AK 99502 

333 P.aspberry Rd., Anch, A.K 99502 

1577 "C" St. Anch, AK 99501 

1410 Cavitt St. Bryan, TX 77840 

2625 Redwing Rd. 
Fort Collins, co 80526 

2625 Redwing Rd. 
Fort Collins, co 80526 



__ N~-AME~~----------------------~AF~F~I~L~I~~~T:IO~N~----------------------------~ApDRESS 

Steve Bredthauer R & M Consultants 

Brina Kessel Univ. AK Museum 

Majorie Willits AK Dept. of Natural Res. 

Butch Roelle USFWS-Welut 

Wayne Rege lin AK Dept .. of Fish·& Game 

Bill Steigers Univ. AK Ag. Exp. Sta. 

Dot Helm Univ. AK.Ag. Exp. Sta. 

Robin Sener LGL 

Nicholas Sonntag ESSA Ltd. 

John Ernst LG!,. 

Suzanne Miller AK Dept. of Fish & Game 

Sterling Miller AK Dept. of Fish & Game 

Jack Whitman AK Dept of Fish & Game 

Robert N. Starling Nortec 

Larry Underwood AEIDC 

-

P.O. Box 6087, 5024 Cordova 
Anch. AK 99503 

P.O. Box 80:21.1, COlleqe, AK 99703 

555 Cordova St. Anch, AK 99510 

2625 Redwing Rd. 
Fort Collins, co 80526 

1300 College Rd. Fbnx, AK 99701 

P.O. Box AE, Palmer, AK 99645 

P.O. Box AE, Palmerr AK 99645 

1577 "C" St. Anch. , AK 99501 

678 w. Broadway, Vancouver, B.C. 

1577 "C" St. 1\nch, AK 99501 

.333 Raspberry Rd. Anch, AK 99502 

~33 Raspberry Rd. Anch, AK 99502 

P.O. Box 47, Glennallen, AK 99588 

750 W. 2nd Ave, Suite 100 
Anch, AK 99501 

707 "A" St. Anch, AK 99501 
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~..!'~-:'6-·~-·~ U.S. FISH AliD-WILD[IFE SERVICE 

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

memorandum 
~~STERN ALASKA ECOLOGICAL SERVICES 

733 W. 4th Avenue, Suite 101 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

TO: Su Hydro Files 

(907) 271-4.575 

c. e: so~ kJ 1-+PrvbEN 
S.TE~c ~~,_)e..'/ 

FROM: Ann Rappoport, Fish & Wildlife Biologist DATE: ~ 8 AUG 19BZ 

/~'v\-" 
SUBJECT: Beaver Survey, Talkeetna to Montana Creek 

On August 5 and 6, I joined Jim Durst and Dave Volsen of the University of 
Alaska, Fairbanks, on the second of their three downstream beaver surveys for 
the! proposed Susitna hydroelectric project. We surveyed 11 sample miles 
within the 24 mile stretch of the Susitna River from just below its confluence 
with Montana Creek to Talkeetna. Purpose of my p~rticipation was to 
familiarize myself with data being collected and determine the applicability 
of HEP to the Su Hydro beaver study. 

Jim, Dave, and principal. investigator, Dr. Phil Gipson, had previously 
surveyed the Takeetna to Devil's Canyon portion of the Susitna River; Phil was 
to join them the next week for the remaining survey from Montana Creek to the 
Delta Islands. Upstream areas had been briefly evaluated during the previous 
year's furbearer work. An aerial count of food caches will be undertaken this 
fall. 

Following is a brief description of the beaver survey methodology, qualitative 
study findings, data needs and applicability of HEP. 

Methodology 

Traveled upriver in University~s 20' riverboat. River miles had been marked 
nnd 1111111h(!r~cf on 1" ... t,OOO' blAck nnrl whttJl photo~ with mw numlmr fnr t:ht! tHtat 

river bank and one number for the west river bank. One river mile long sample 
sites were surveyed by boat. Sloughs and freshwater streams adjacent to those 
sample miles and within the area expected to be ~mpacted by project-caused 
flow changes were also surveyed. Where impossible to survey an a~ea by boat 
or foot~ a helicopter was to be used the following we~;·k. D&ta collected 
included: beaver sign (tr~cks, cuttings, "skidh trails, lodges, bank burrows, 
and dens), bank type (eege mud, rock, etc.), water depth, water velocity, 
dominant tree and shrub cover type~other wildlife sign, and presence or sign 
of human disturr1nce. 

R7·~ 
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QualitatiV!! re_sult.e 

Eleven sample sites were surveyed. Each site consisted of one mile stretch of 
river bank. along one side of the river and the adjacent sloughs and streams. 
River banks were typically heavily vegetated and ranged f:!"om 1 -· 3' in height 
to 40-50' with gravel rocks to 6" or bare mud at the water's edge. Occasional 
expo:sed, barren cliffs of 30-50' in height were also present. Vegetation 
along the river i& primarily deciduous. Dense alder to 30' predominated with 
some interspersed tall willow shrubs. The cottonwood and birch over$tory 
ranged from open to closed with intermixed spruce along the top a! tile banks. 
Devil'a club, ferns~ berries (high bush cranberry, elderberr~, and wild r~se), 
and grass typically .comprised the understory. Willow and poplar seedlings 
were usually scattered in the grass/sedge/equisitum cover on flats and 
vegetated islands. 

At least three beaver were observed during the survey. Beav~r sign (tracks 
along mud banks, cuttings of willow and poplar (one cut alder was found), 
"skid'' trails where cut vegetation has been dragged to the water, and beaver 
lodges and dams was common in areas of suitable habitat. Key factors 
contributing to ~uitable habitat were: 

(1) sloughs or clear-water streams of slower-moving water adjacent to the main 
river channel; apparently limiting water velocities are unknown; 

(2) availability of food - University researchers are preliminarily concluding 
that leek of willow limits beaver use along the Susitna Rivero It is 
unknown why alder is the early successional stage rather than willow in 
some locations is unknown. 

(3) banks which provide ~table substrates for burrowing; 

(4) absence of human disturbance -- a few areas of highly suitable habitat 
{i.e. willow was present, side sloughs and sand/mud banks offered suitable 
building sites) lacked any beaver sign. However in all cas~s these areas 
were easily accessible to the road and supported an enthusiastic 
population of 10-20 fisherpersons and abundant empty beer cans and other 
trash; and 

(5) at least 30" water depth in winter. 

Data Needs/Applicability of HEP 

Lack of information on both vegetation succession and the hydrologic regime 
anticipated with project development are the major limitations to determining 
project impacts to beaver. Data being col~e~ted should provide a goon 
baseline assessment of beaver populations and habitat uses downstream of the 
Devil's Canyon dam site. A baseline HEP analysis could likely be performed 
with existing data and the University of Alaska researchers' input. 

X discussed HEP ~:th Jim and Dave. They were interested to learn of the 
availability of , lor IR photos of the area (from u.s~ SCS/FS studies of the 
Susitna River Ba~~n) which c~uld help in identifying vegetation cover in areas 
not directly surveyed. We conside:red ways of modifying the beaver habitat 
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model EtS was dc:.ne for the Bradley Lake and Willow Subbasln studies, yet the 
model could be improved with the site information collected for the Susitna 
project. Model modification should involve assigning suitability index values 
on the basis of available water plus adjacent suitable vegetation cover. 

cc: l"WS-ROES 
Lenny Corin, WAES 
Phil Gipson, University of Alaska, Fairbanks 
tiobin Seuer; LGL 
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COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING NOVEMBER 1982 WORKSHOP 
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APPENDIX ll.H 

MEETING NOTES FROM NOVEMBER WORKSHOP 

On November 15, 1982, a Draft Exhibit E of the license application was 
distributed to the appropriate federal, state, and local agencies for review 
and comment. To assist agencies in reviewing the Draft Exhibit E, a four-day 
workshop was held in Anchorage from November 29 to December 2, 1982. 

This appendix contains a list of agencies that were sent the Draft Exhibit E 

and notes of the workshop meetings. 

l : 
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P5700.70.0100-00 

SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT 

FERC License Application Exhibit E Presentation and Discussion 

Anchorage, Alaska 
Holiday Inn 

Objectives 

November 29 - December 2, 1982 

1. Update Federa1, State and local agencies regarding significant 
changes in project features since the Feasibility Report was 
published in March, 1982. 

2. Use the presentations and discussions as an interactive process 
whereby Federal, State and local agency revie;~ of the draft Exhibit 
E can be facilitated. 

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

-



AGENDA 

Monday, November 29 1 : 00 P. N. 

Introduction 

Project Operational Description 

Watana Dam 

Devil Canyon Dam 

Access 

Transmission 

Schedule for Preparation of Exhibit E 

Group Definition 

Tuesday, November 30 9:00 A.M. 

Group 1 Water Use and Quality and Fishery Resources (\..J. Dyck, L. Moul tnn) 

Group 2 Wildlife and Botanical Resources (R~ Sener, M. Grubb) 

Group 3 Socioeconomic/Land Use (P. Rogers, P. Lukens, K. Young) 

Group 4 Cultural Resources (G. Smith, D. Follows) 

Wednesday, December 1 9:00 A.M. 

Group 1 Water Use and Quality and Fishery Resources 

Group 2 Wildlife and Botanical Resources 

Group 3 Recreation and Aesthetics (R. Erickson, J. Chappell) 

Thursday, December 2 9:00 A.M. 

Group 1 Water Use and Quality and Fishery Resources 

Group 2 Wildlife and Botanical Resources 

- _j 
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I LIST OF ATTENDEES 

SUSITNA HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT WORKSHOP 

I ...,,;i Holiday Inn! Anchorage, AK 

I 
Mcy .. uy, November 29i 1982 

Name Organization Telephone 

I Michael P. Storonsky Acres 276-4888 
Philip Hoover Acres II 

Thomas Lavender Acres II 

f Tony Bu·rgess Acres II 

~ti chae 1 Grubb Acres 716 - 853-7525 
Charlotte Thomas Alaska Power Authority 276-0001 

I Steve Fancy LGL Alaska 479-2669 
Martha Rayno 1 ds LGL Alaska 274-5714 
Robert Sener LGL Alask" 274-5714 

I 
Dave Tremont Dept .. Corrmuni ty 

Regional Affairs 264-2206 
Roland Shanks Cook Inlet Region, Inc. 274-8638 
Priscilla Lukens Acres 276-4888 

I Michele Urban Har,za/Ebasco 277-1561 
Tom Armi nski Alaska Power Authority 276-0001 
Leonard Corin USFWS 271-4575 

I 
Larry Moulton Woodward-Clyde 276-2335 
Jean Baldridge Woodward-Clyde 276-2335 
Keith Quintavell DNR - DLWM 276-2653 
Robert Mohn Alaska Power Authority 276-0001 

I George Gleason Alaska Power Authority II 

John Bizer Harza/Ebasco 277-1561 
Jack Robinson Harza/Ebasco II 

Randy Fairbanks Harza/Ebasco II 

f Gary Lawley Harza/Ebasco II 

George S. Smith University of AK Museum 474-7818 
E. James Dixon University of AK Museum II 

f B. Agnes Brown Tyonek Native Corp. 272-4548 
Carole A. Ellerbee Tyonek Na~ive Corp. II 

Robert M. Erickson EDAW, Inc. 274-3036 

' 
Tim Smith DNR-Parks (History and 

Archaeology) 264-2139 
Richard Fleming Alaska Power Authority 276-0001 
Bob Nadison USGS-WRD 271-4138 

f Bob Lamke USGS-WRD II 

Bob Martin ADEC 274-2533 
Don McKay ADF&G 267-2284 

f 
George Cunningham ADF&G 344-0541 
Randy Cowart ADNR-R&D 276-2653 
Al Carson ADNR 276-2653 
Paul Janke ADNR II 

f Gary Prokosch ADNR-~~ater 276-2653 
Mary Lu Harle ADNR-Water Management II 

Robin Hill Frank Orth & Associates 206-455-3507 

f 
Peter Rogers Frank Orth & Associates II 

Steve Zrake ADEC 274-2533 

l 



LIST OF ATTENDEES- cont .• 

Name 

Jan Hall 
Gary Stackhouse 
Brad Smith 
Bill lawrence 
Floyd Sharrock 
Bruce Bedard 
Ann Rappoport 
Bob Everett 
Eric Mye:rs 
Jof1n Rego 
Lee Adler 
Bill Wilson 
Chris Godfrey 
Ted Rockwell 
larry M. Wright 

Organization 

USFWS 
USFWS 
NMFS 
U.S. EPA 
NPS 
Alaska Power Authority 
USFWS-WAES 
ESSA Ltd. 
NAEC 
BU4 
AHTN.A Inc. 
AEIDC 
COE 
USCE Reg. Function 
NPS 

-
-

Telepho~e 

263-3403 
263-3475 
271-5006 
271-5083 
271-4216 
276-0001 
271-4575 
274-5714 
276-4244 
267-1273 
822-3476 
279-4523 
552-4942 

II 

271-4236 
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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS USED FOR AGENCIES 

Alaska Power Authgrity 
Alaska Department of Cooununity and Regional Affairs 
Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation 
Alaska Depai·tment of Fish and G001e 

Alaska Department of Natural Resources 
Artie Environmental Information and Data Center 

(University of Alaska) 
Cook Inlet Region, Inc. 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
National Parks Service 
Northern Alaska Environmental Center 
United States Bureau of Land Management 
United States Corps of Engineers 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

APA 
ADCRA 
ADEC 
ADF&G -

ADNR 
AEIDC 

CIRI 
NMFS 
~PS 

NAEC 
BLM ., 

";>~ \ 
T 

COE 
USEPA 
USFWS 



- Minutes of Meeting -

Subject: Susitna H~droelectric Project Workshop - FERC License Application 
Exhibit E, Presentation and Discussion 

location: Holiday Inn, Anchorage~ Alaska 

Attendees: see attached 

Date: Monday, November 29, 1982 1:00 P.M. 

Minutes recorded by: Michael P. Storonsky 

I. Introduction - Dr. Richard Fleming (APA) 

A) ~urrmary: 

Dr. Fleming provided an overview of the purpose of the workshop, the 
schedule of the license application process and introduced some of the 
atteodees. 

B) Purpose of Wor_kshop: 

To provide an informal informational session for the various agency 
attendees~ Solicit commants and concerns to improve the final license 
docurrw:nt to be suhmittcd to the FERC .. 

C) ~lication: 

- submitted draft Exhibit E to the FEJ.:~ and the various agencies 
NoY ember 15, 1982 

~ wor~shop November 29 - December 2 

- prepare and distribute a copy of the miovtes of workshop week of 
Dt!{;~ffl.b~r 6 

- inco~porating agency comments into draft as received 
- meet with FERC staff 14 December to review Engineering Exhibits 

meeting ~~ith the Ft:RC stgff December 28 to receive their· comments on 
Exhibit E of draft application 

- agency cnmments due January 15, 1983 
- submitting license application to the fERC February 15, 1983 
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- a supplementary report of 1982 fisheries information and a11alysis to 
be submitted in June 1983. 

- additional supplemental information ~s required. 

D) Introduced tepresentatives of the Harza/Ebasco/ team that will be 
handling Phase II of the Susitna Project. 

II. Project Operational Description - Dr. John Hayden (Acres) 

A) Surm~ary 

Dr. Hayden first provided a slide presentation of the major project 
features and location, and then a series of overhead viewgraphs of the 
filling and operational processes. Through the use of wall maps Dr. 
Hayden provided a description of the access routes and transmission 
lines, their locations and schedules of de'Jelopment. Following an 
intermission Dr. Hayden outlined the organization of the workshop for 
the balance of the week. 

B) Major Project Features - Watana 

- overview of the drainage basin and the relative position of the dams 
- location of the proposed damsite looking both upstream and downstream 

location of the proposed borrow areas D&E, existing field camp, 
int~ke tunnel, emergency spillway 
project features discussed including the 54 mile length of reservoir, 
upstream boundary - just above the confluence with the Oshetna River, 
site of construction camp and villager and location of access road 
construction development schedule described 
• access road construction 
• diversion tunnel excavation 
• completion of divers·ion cofferdams 
• diversion of water through 2 tunnels, to be ultimately sealed 
• plug tunnels 4 - 5 years into construction and begin filling 

reservoir 

: complete dam, power facilities and above ground structures 
operation 
• 1993 
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• 6 units x 170 MW = 1020 MW 
• 120 1 depth of intake structures rather than previous 140' depth 
• 4 intakes levels 
• outlet facilities 
• main spillway for floods > 1:50 years 
e emergency spillway for flood > 1:10,000 years. 

C) Devil Canyon Project Features 

- locati.on of the proposed site looking both upstream and downstream 
- pertineftt features 

• acce.ss routes 
• borrow area locations 
• powerhouse location on north side of river 
• long tailrace proposed to provide additional head 
• 4 units at 150 MW = 600 MW Total capacity 
• Fixed-cone values will be used to maintain instream flow during 

filling as we1i as prevent gas supersaturation during C?€:<"ation. 
o multiple level intake structure - 2 intakes within upper 50 feet of 

the reservoir. 
~ Operational Data 

. so• drawdown in August of some years 
• commissioning date 2002 

D) Filling and Operation Processes 

(i) Mimimum flow requirements at Gold Creek 
..: Filling 

• 1000 cfs in winter 
• 6000 cfs in spring 
• 'flows sp·iked to 12,000 cfs in August and through mid Sept. 

- Operation 
• 5,000 cfs in winter 
• spring and summer same as during filling 
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(ii) Filling Process for Three Filling Scenario~ Based Upon the 32 

Years of Historical Hydrologic Data 
-three year filling flow scenarios examined with 

• 90% chance of exceedence 
• 50% chance of exceedence 
• 10% chance of exceedence 

-filling begins 1991 - 1993 
- not a lot of difference between 3 scenarios 

(iii} Comparison of Monthly Average Pre-project and Filling Flows 

at Gold Creek, Sunshine and Susitna Station 
- greatest % change in the summer time 

(iv} Operational Water Levels at Watana 
- normal maximum elevation 2185' 
- surcharged to 2190' during September after the risk of floods 

diminished 
- mean drawdown 105' 

J - maximum drawdown 120' 
- maximum, minimum and mean drawdown scenarios compared 

I - very slight water level change with Devil Canyon on line 
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( v) Dev i 1 Canyon Water Leve 1 s 

(vi} 

- wet years; reservoir full all year 
-mean years; 50° drawdown in August and September with filling 

as rapidly as possible in October 
-dry years; slight drawdowns during April -May also 

Comparison of Monthly and Annual Pre-project and Post-project 

flows with Watana alone and with both projects on line 

(vii) Operation of Projects 
- Watana alone will be operated as a base-load plant 
-with Devil Canyon on line, Watana will be peaked and Devil 

Canyon will be base-load 



(viii). Temperature conditions 
- modeling taking place 
- may need to consider a low-level intake to achieve more 

desirable fall temperatures 

E) Access Roads - wall maps 

(i) Watana Route 
- railroad transfer point at Cantwell 
- use Denali Highway for 21 miles to Watana access road 
- from Denali Highway, 43 miles south to damsite 

(ii) Construction Schedule - Watana 
- begin immediately after issuance of license 
- construct a primitive access road from Denali Highway to Watana 

dams ite first. 
- within 1 - 2 years upgrade to allow for additional construction 

traffic 
following 1993 it is uncertain as to whether the access road 
will be public or private, this decision will be made at a 
later date 

(iii) Devil Canyon 
road from Watana to Dev i 1 Can yon north of ri ve·r 
railroad access from Gold Creek to damsite, south of river 

- schedule not as critical 
public vs. private road to be decided at a later date 

F) Transmission Line 

- two lines from Watana to the intertie 
two lines from Devil Canyon to the intertie 

- winter construction of a significant portion of corridor, thertfore 
cvoid need for 11 access road 11 

use existing trail from Cheechako Creek to the intertie 

I 
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G) Other 
- pursuant to a question from the audience 

• outlined project boundary 
• identified land holdings in the area: native, private and state 

- set of drawings of project reproduced from· Exhibit F provided 

INTERMISSION 

H) grganization for Balance of Work~hop 

Identified groups, group leaders, and loc.;ations. and times of meetings 
- (see attached agenda). 

MEETING ADJOURNED 

, I 
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SYNOPSIS OF WORKSHOP ON SOCIOECONOMICS 
NOVEMBER 30, 1982 

Frank Orth & Associates, lnce lead a discussion in which the following topics 
were addressed: objectives of Section 5 of Exhibit E; the methodology and 
assumptions use( In the socioeconomic analysts; the major areas of impacts; 
and the proposed m J t J gat ton process. Cop l es of the agenda and the I t st of 
parti cf pants for th t s workshop are attached. SignIfIcant Issues br·ought up 
by participants are summarized below: 

1. It was requested that clarification be provided on the reasons that 
impacts resulting from the use of the power that the project wll I 
provIde are not inc I uded In the FERC I I cense app I I cat I on.. D t scuss I on 
followed on the distinction between direct/Indirect and Induced Impacts. 

2. The possibil fty of dam faflure and the need for an alarm system for 
resfdent9 I ivlng near the rtver, downstream of the project, was 
suggested. 

3. One particfpant suggested land use restrictions in the areas that could 
be affected by flooding In case of dam failure. 

4. Several participants commented on the need for pol fetes that would 
encourage local hire at the communJty levelo Suggestions Included 
requirIng unions to enroll workers from rura I areas, use of tax 
pol fetes, and review of NANA Cor-poration's local hfre requirements at 
the Red Dog mining project. 

5. It was requested that more discussion of the possible magnitude and 
significance of people that wil I come frc~ other areas of the 
country, without finding work on the project, be provided. It was 
stressed that this could change the magnitude of Impacts significantly. 

6. A table listing the various assumptions regarding the origin and 
characteristics of the construction work force was reconnended. 

7. One participant commented that the assumption that 50 percent of the 
workers whose jobs are termInated upon comp I et I on of Watana w t II rem at n 
Jn the area may be too hlgho He cited the small economtc base and 
resultant lack of job opportunities In the smal I communities as the 
reason. 

8. One partfclpa~t asked about the po.sslble access of local planners to the 
study t~am's socioeconomic Impact model. 

9. It was asked whether cumulative Impacts that included other projects In 
the impact area were taken Into account. 

10. Several questtons ~ere asked and Issues were raised concerntQg the work 
camps/village tncl udlng: a) who pays for the c<Smp; b) whether the· 
workers would pay rent; c> the concerns of the MatDSu Borough and 
Individual communities; d) the degree of accass; and e) the lmoltcations 

' ~ 
of the camps on land use Jn the Upper Susttna Bastn. 
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11. A discussion of the objectives of the mitigation process occurred. 
Several participants emphasized the need for a continuing mitigation 
process that will anticipate Impacts and Initiate measures to mitigate 
Impacts before they occur, In which other agencies be included. 

12. One participant suggested additional clarification be put into the 
section concerning the ongoing studies on Impacts to fish and wfldlffe 
user groups. 

13. It was suggested that more research be conducted on part-time and 
subsIstence use of resources in the l mpact area. Another part i c 1 pant 
commented on the need to Include discussion of subsistence 
considerations In Section 810 of ANCSA. 

14. Additional use of resources on private land by tndlvlduals gaining 
access with the projects's access road was mentioned as a possible 
adverse impact that shou I d be mon l tored and m t ·t I gated. 

15. Addlttonal us3 of aircraft to transport workers was mentioned ~s a 
possible mitigation tool. 

16. It was commented that ranges of population influx, or some form of 
confidence levels associated with the projections, would make the 
discussion of impacts more useful to the communities. Threshold levels 
of population Influx that would spur the need for new public facilities 
were also suggested. 
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NAME 

Randy Cowart 
AI Carson 
Ron Stanek 

Kevin Young 
Robert Mohn 
Herbert Smelcer 
S. 0. Simmons 
Ed Busch 
Ken Hunt 

Bruce Bedard 
Robert M. ErJckson 
Charlotte Thomas 
Nancy Blunck 
Jim Richardson 
Peter Roge1·· s 
Rob l n Hill 

LIST OF PARTICIPANTS 
SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACT WORKSHOP 

NOVEMBER 30, 1982 

AGENCY 

ADNR, Research and Development 
Alaska Dept~ of Natura~ Resources 
Alaska Dept. of Community and Regional 
Affairs 

Acres American 
Alaska Power Authority 
Ahtna, Inc. 
Harza-Ebasco 
ADCRA Anc., Div. of Community Planning 
Alaska Dept. of Natural Resoul-ces, Water 

Mgmt. 
Alaska Power Authority 
EDAW, Inc. 
Alaska Power 
Alaska Power 
Frank Orth & 
Frank Orth & 
Frank Orth & 
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Author;ty 
Authority 
Associates, 
As~oc!ates, 
Associates, 

Inc. 
Inc. 
Inc. 
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fULTURAL RESOURCES MEETING 

Anchorage Holiday Inn 

November 30, 1982 

Subject: Mitigation Planning for Susitna 

Purpose: To review research design and methodology used in 1980-82 work. 
To review and discuss draft FERC License Application. 
To discuss cost effective means by which the initial survey may 
be completed. 
To seek approval from the SHPO on the overall mitigation approach. 

In Attendance: Beth Walton, State Archeologist3 Bureau of Land Management 
Diana Riggs, Department Natural Resources 
Tim Smith, State Office of History and Archeology 
Floyd Sharrock, Chief Archeologist, National Park Service 
George Smith, Project Leader, University of Alaska Museum 
E. James Dixon, Curator of Archeology, University of A1aska 
Museum 
Richard Fleming, Alaska Power Authority 
Don Follows, Acres American, Incorporated 

Guests: Phil Hoover, Acres American, Incorporated 
··- - Jack Lobdell , Consultant 

The Cultural Resources Program Manager~ Qgn fg11ows! opened the meeting at 
9:10 a.m. in Room 227 of the Holiday Inn, Anchorage. After the introductions, 
the point was made how critical the cultural resoul"ces are to the hydroelectric 
project schedule. Complia:1ce with Section 106 of the Historic Preservation Act 
of 1966, Executive Order llb93 and Title 36, Part 800, Code of Federal Regu
lations and related laws direct the process for Cultural Resources investiga
tion and mitigation planning. 

Dr. Dixon presented a synopsis of the field work which has been completed 
and reported on over the past three field seasons. To date, about 50 percent 
of the total project area has been surveyed. Of special interest is the 
location of four tephras which provide dating references for the artifa~ts 
recovered. It is hoped that the cultural chronology of the region can be, 
for the first time, established. 

Dr. Dixon explained that in his approach to mitigation planning the term 
"potential impacts" had been developed to address those sites outside the 
adversely effected areas. This third category allows for a more flexible 
means by which to address the large number· of s·~tes recorded (167) to date., 
many of which will not be impacted directly, and only p9tentially in the 
future. Potentially, impacted sites would not require systematic testing 
at this time, but should be monitored from time to time by the appropriate 
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CULTURAL RESOURCES - 2 

land managers to detenmioe conditions. If conditions warrant, mitigation 
would then be required. 

Dr. Sharrock (NPS) asked at what point the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation should become involved in the project. The information that 
both Acres and the Power Author·ity had received in separate meetings with 
FERC in Washington, D.C. was that FERC would not contact the council until 
the basic reconnaissance was completed. 

Serious scheduling problems could arise if FERC requires the Cultural 
Resources field survey to be completed next summer. The Alaska summer is 
only two and a half months long. The project size and remoteness introduce 
unique conditions under which a large workforce can become less efficient 
because of support logistics required. Based on his many years of Alaska 
experience, Dr. Dixon felt it would be unrealistic to expect completion 
in one year. It was the group consensus that two years would be best. 

Another significant factor in attempting to cc~plete the work in one field 
season is the Alaska Power Authority fiscal year which begins July 1. Unless 
funds are available at present time to launch the spring 1983 workforce, 
the goai will be difficult to attain because of the University's administrative 
procedural delay& in hiring employees. · 

Dr. Fleming said that a decision on whether to proceed with a one or two year 
program will be made by the end of January, 1983. 

In summary, the group consensus seemed to favor a two year survey program as 
outlined in the mitigation plan, and the early (if possible) involvement of 
the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation so that procedures can be 
established which satisfy both the FERC scheduling concerns and the Advisory 
Council. 

Ph~l Hoover will meet with FfRC the end of December to discuss the involve
ment of the Advisory Council. 
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LAND USE 

Questions & Comments 

1. CIRI and the village corporations asked that the Power Authority request 
that DNR identify lands suitable for exchange. They feel that land 
exchange with the state may offer one mechanism for the Power Authority 
to acquire project lands from them. Potential lands for exchange are 
becomming limited. DNR has not commenced such a study. 

2. Clarification was requested on the content of Section 24 of the Federal 
Power Act. 

3~ Discussion occurred regarding induced land ~se changes on Native 
corporation owned land resulting in public pressure to provide increased 
access 9 e.g.: potential of fishermen wanting improved access to Portage 
Creek. Natives are concerned that the project not lead to trespass on 
their lands. 

4. Concern was expressed about the compatability of the proposed access 
plan with the Denali Scenic Highway plan. 

- Discussion related to potential recommendations of the ongoing study. 
The report on Denali Scenic Highway will need to be adopted by the 
Land Use Council before being released. As ident·~fied by BLM, ttle 
only incompatability with the Denali scenic Highway would be tem~orary 
transmission going into the Watana site. 

5. It was suggested that an assessment should be conducted on the long term 
economics value of having a more appealing access road. 

6. A suggestion was made that a land use committee be established. The 
potential of having the Power Authority participate on the Mat Su land 
use planning team was discussed as an option. 

7. A request was made that a substation and distribution be located at 
Cantwell as part of supplying construction power to the site, and thus 
make Intertie power available to that community. 

8. It was suggested that additional assessment of land use changes at the 
community level will be undertaken, particularly with respect to 
Cant we 11. · 

9. It was mentioned that Native concerns should be presented in the FERC 
license application. 

10. ihe Native corporations will not initiate planning until definite 
project-requirements are received~ 

11. The Native corporations propose the following methods for the Power 
Authority to acquire project lands: purchase, lease or ex.change. 

12. Effects of land acquisition procedures on land use development were 
discussed. 

-- ..... I 



ATTENDANCE LIST 
Land Use Workshop 
Tuesday, 11/30/82 

Charlotte Thomas 
Robin Hill 
Ron Stanek 
Herb Smelcer 
Bruce Bedard 
Steve Sinvnons 
Nancy Blunck 
Randy Cowart 
Robert Erickson 
Dave Tremont 
Priscilla Lukens 
Kevin Young 

Alaska Power Authority 
Frank Orth & Associates 
Alaska Dept. Fish & Game 

AHT~A Inc. 
Alaska Power Authority 
Harza-Ebasco 
Alaska Power Authority 
ADNR-R&D 
EDAW, Inc. 
Alaska Dept. of Community & Regional Affairs 

Acres American 
Acres American 
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COMMENTS RECEIVED 

WORKSHOP ON RECREATION 
December 1, 1982 

-- r,.' 

1. Questions were asked regarding FERC policy on location of facilities 
off-site. When recreation resources are off-site or when there are 
problems developing the reservoir, FERC has accepted development of 
off-site facilities. State Parks concurs with this position 
agreement. 

The Power Authority stated their position is to a) take advantage of 
project facilities {roads & reser~oirs), b) be responsive to landowners 
concerns {avoid trespass), c) direct use away from sensitive fish, 
wildlife and archaeologic resources. 

2. Why is an expansion of Brushkana campground recommended? The need has 
been discussed already by BLM and it appears in their management plan. 
The project would increase demand for camping along the Denali Highway 
and this is a logical location. It would also ··~eep some auto traffic 
and camping from penetrating the project area. BLM would manage the 
area, and BLM and Power Authority would enter into a memorandum of 
understanding regarding construction, operation and maintenance. 

3. State Parks Department is pleased with the plan as presented and 
confirmed that the plan is in agreement with the state-wide recreation 
plan. DNR supports the plan. 

State Division of Parks wi 11 open a new trai 1 along Curry Ridge line, 
from Coal Creek to Troublesome Creek, in 1983. They would like the 
Power Author·~ty to consider adding three whistlestops, consisting of 
small campsites and possibly shelter cabins, at Gold Creek, Curry Ridge 
and Indian River. · 

4. Question: Is a full range of recreation facilities provided at Watana 
Village and are facilities provided for other than rugged hikers? 
Answer - Power Authority: Yes, extensive recreation facilities and 
activities are included in the plan for the village. There is a full 
range of recreation opportunities provided in the recreation plan, from 
driving and pull-offs along the road, to a visitor center with 
educational exhbits, to rugged hiking. 

5. Question: There are no improved trails in Denali National Park. Why 
does State Parks want improved trails? 
Answer - State Parks: Brushing out and hardening is done only where 
necessary (e.g., inclose-in forested areas). In further out open 
areas , rock cairns may be all that is necessary. 

6. Concern was mentioned about Caribou kills on the Watana access road. 
The reports recommends lower design speed and lower profile for that 
road (Section 8, Aesthetics). Caribou kills are not known to be a 
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COMMENTS RECEIVED 
WORKSHOP ON RECREATION - 2 

problem on the Denali Highway now. The Denali Highway presently has an 
AADT of 50 vehicles; Parks Highway, 200. The project is projecting 20 
truck trips/day. While no firm traffic projections on the Denali 
access road are available, it will be much lower than the Parks Highway 
today and lower than the Denali Highway at that time. Recreation 
traffic will be limited primarily to July, August and September. 

7. Question: Are any facilities proposed adjacent to the Watana access 
road? 
Answer: In addition to the turn-outs and trailheads shown on the 
project maps, rehabilitation of borrow areas for camping is a 11 Phase 5 11 

item. They cannot be located at this time because the loation of 
borrow areas is not know~ A note to this effect will be added to the 
map of recreation facilities. 

B. Question: Why do we assume that demand will build up over time and not 
be instantaneous when the facilities open (p E-7-42)? 
Answer: National Park Service experience has shown this to be the 
case, even in well-known recreation areas. It takes time to build a 
sustained marked. lf a new salmon fi sili ng area c 1 ose to Anchorage were 
opened, it would get immediate heavy use. Project facilities will not 
be that type of area. 

9. Demand figures were discussed and agreed with; if anything, they may be 
highu This is why some facilities have been put in Phase 5. · 

10. What is the capacity of the Susitna River Boat Launch? 6 vehicle 
places. This will be checked against DOT's Denali Highway Study. 

11. Three facilities require Native concurrence - the Chulitna trail, 
Lakes trail and campground, and Stephan Lake trail. 
Question: Is there a statement that says land acquisition costs 
be in addition? 
Answer: Yes. The plan also recognizes that additional private 
recreation deve'Jopment may take ~ 1 ace on private land. 

12. The plan should mention that snowmobiling will probably increase 
the Denali Highway. No specific areas need to be set aside. 

Fog 

wi 11 

along 

13. Page E-7-39, paragraph 3 states fishing is decreasing. The data source 
should be re-checked to confirm this. 

14. Capital investments will be part of Power Authority project financing. 
Operational costs will be partly done as part of regular operations. 
MOU's with the agency would detail arrangements. 

15. Effects on downstream recreation appear to be mixed. Water quality 
will improve but quantity will decrease during the open water season. 
See Chapter 2 - Water Quantity and Quality. 
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ATTENDANCE LIST 

WORKSHOP ON RECREATION 
nee ember 1 s 1982 

Larry Wright, USNPS 
Randy Cowart, ADNR 
Gary Stackhouse, USFWS 
Dave Dapkus, USBLM 
Mike Mills, ADF&G 
Roland Shanks, CIRI 
Jack Wiles, ADNR 
Richard Fleming, APA 
Bruce Bedard, APA 
Nancy Blunck, APA 
Gary Lawley, Harza-Ebasco 
Jack Robinson, Harza-Ebasco 
Peter Rogers, Frank Orth & Associates 
Robin Hill, Frank Orth & Associates 
Bob Erickson, EDAH, Inc. 
Jim Chappell, EDAW, Inc. 
Kevin Young, ACRES 
Priscilla Lukens, ACRES 
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COMMEMTS RECEIVED 

Workshop on Aesthetics 
December 1, 1982 

1. Be sure that discussion \iJ{ Watana access road clearly states EDAW's 
recorrmended restudy of that alignment. 

2. It was suggested that a mitigation measure be to take a film of the 
river from Tyone River to Gold Creek today, and again periodically after 
construction, in a 11 time-lapse 11 fashion. 

3. Discussions of the construction camps and the townsite took place, with 
agreement that additional location studies and rlesign studies are 
required. 

4.. Discussions of the transm·~ssion lines took place, with agreement the 
north and south stubs need additional location studies but the line from 
the powerhouses to the intertie is well located. (The alignment between 
Watana and Gold Creek which was assessed in the application and 
discussed at the workshop was subsequently relocated to provide improved 
access for construction and operation.) 
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II WORKSHOP ON AESTHETICS 

December 1, 1982 
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SYPNOSIS OF AGENCY COMMENTS 
.AND QUESTIONS 
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REVIEW OF DRAFT EXHIBIT E OF FERC LICENSE APPLICATION 

WILDLIFE AND BOTANICAL RESOURCES GROUP 

ATTENDEES 

Name 

Lee Adler (LA) 
Roseann Densmore (RD) 
Bob Everitt (BE) 
Randy Fairbanks (RF) 
Steve Fancy (SF) 
Michael Grubb (MG) 
Gary Liepitz (GL) 
Ann Rappoport (AR) 
Martha Raynolds (MR) 
Karl Schneider (KS) 
Robert Sener (RS) 
Gary Stackhouse (G$) 
Judy Zimicki (JZ) 

Tuesday, November 30~ 1982 

Room 225s Holiday Inn, Anchorage 

Organization 

Ahtna 
Envirosphere 
ESSA Ltd. 
Envirosphere 
LGL Alaska 
Acres American 
ADF&G 
FWS 
LGL Alaska 
ADF&G 
LGL Alaska 
FWS 
No. Ak. Environ. Ctr. 

Address 

Box 6 Copper Ctr. 
Anchorage 
Vancouver, B. C .. 
Seattle 
F ai rba1nks 
Buffa~lo 

Anchorage 
Anchorage 
Anchorage 
Anchorage 
Anchorage 
Anchorage 
Anchorage 

Phone No. 

822-3476 
277-1561 
604-872-0691 
206-451-4620 
479-2669 
716-853-7525 
344-0541x281 
271-4575 
274-5714 
344-0541 
274-5714 
263-3475 
277·-2134 

Discussion of Preparation of Exhibit E: Baseline Descr:_iption, Impact S~ction 
and Mitigation Section. 

KS - What will the February and June submittals ent&il? 
What data will be in which document? 

Discussion of Schedule for Submitting Documents and Agency Review Procedures. 

AR -What about after June 30? Will there be continuing studies? 
When wi11 those data be incorporated? 

Discussion of Schedule after June 1983. Discussion of Baseline Vegetation 
Description. 

LA - Is the Susitna basin key winter moose range? 

Discussion of. Areas That Might be Critical During a Severe Winter. 

AR - Is a new classification system being used to, help char·acterize moose 
habitat? 
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WILDLIFE AND BOTANICAL RESOURCES GROUP - 2 

Discussion of Viereck & Dyrness System and Relation to Moose Browse 
Identification. 

RF - Was all vegetation mapping described in Exhibit E done from 1:120,000 
1980 U2 photography? 

AR -Does Exhibit E contain all work completed up to this point, so that new 
data will go into the June 30 document? 

Discussion of Threatened or Endangered Wildlife Species, Prioritization of 
Species, Moose Baseline Description. 

KS - New census this fall showed mo~e moose on the Susitna River downstream 
of Devi 1 Canyon than have ever been measured there before. 

Discusion of Moose Calving, Food Habits and Mortality. 

KS - B 1 ack bear pred at i or~ on moose ca 1 ves is i'mportant as we 11 as brown bear 
predation. Eal"ly green-up of vegetation in the river valley may be 
important to cows that are about to calve, even if the area is not a 
true winter range. 

Discussion of the Caribou in the Area, and Dall Sheeps 

KS - Sheep sighted in the Watana Mountain - Grebe Mountain area are probably 
a sub-group of the main Talkeetna Mountains group. The number within 
the Susitna wate,rshed could vary. 

Discussion of Brown Bear Baseline Description. 

KS - Yes, one would expect brown bear population to decrease downriver due 
to poorer habitat and lower elevation. 

Discussion of Black Bear, Wolves, Coyotes, Wolverine, Be1ukha. 

KS - Belukha feed on anadromous fish. Smelt runs in Cook Inlet are also an 
important food source. Have they been studied? 

Discussion of Furbearer, Bird and Small Mammal Baseline Descriptions. 

AR - What is your perception of the completeness of the baseline 
information? 

AR - How about ·information on population increases or decreases, or the 
quality of the habitat? Are there any gaps in that type cf 
information? Are the data being gathered? When will they be 
available? 



WILDLIFE AND BOTANICAL RESOURCES GROUP - 3 

Discussion of Data Gaps and 1983 Field Season. 

KS - 1 hope we can get the 1983 field program set up this winter. All issues 
should be identified. 

AR - I'm glad to see the vegetation mapping is being re~done and that you 
(LGLJ are not just accepting the inadequacy of the earlier data. 

Will the original researchers (principal investigators) be given the new 
vegetation maps to re-work their data? 

Discussion of Importance of Early Planning, Expecially if This is a 
Severe Winter. Discussion of Impacts to Moose Due to Watana Developmento 

AR -Hunting regulations are political, and these are n~t predictable. 
Unless commitments are actually a part of the license~ they will ngt 
necessarily be followed. 

KS - Project personnel are easier io regulate than the publico Many 
different regulatory options ar·e avai·table. Permitting to restrict 
harvest is easief than closing the road. 

Discussion of License Application Approach to Issues Outside the Power 
Authority's Jurisdiction. 

LA - Has any consideration been given to regulations Natives may impose? 
They can control access - trespass -but can't directly regulate 
hunting .. 

Discussion of Moose Impacts and Moo~e Browse Studie~. 

AR - Both summer and winter vegetation sampling wi 11 be needed to accurately 
determine energy and protein content of browse. 

Discussion of Planned Moose Studies and Those in Progr~ss. 

AR - The document (Exhibit E) should clearly describe any work that is going 
to be done, and its schedule. 

Discussion of Species Prioritization and Mitigation Tradeoffs. 

KS - In many cases, compensation may be the major mitigative technique .. 

'·~ 
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Discussion of Impacts to Downstream Moose and Caribou. 

RF - How is FERC going to respond to the lack of specificity in the caribou 
impact and mitigation section? 

KS - The effects on caribou are difficult to mitigate except through the no 
project option .. Out-of-kind mitigation will be determined after impacts 
have been assessed during construction and operation. 

Discussion of Impacts to Dell Sheep. 

KS - Might be useful to do a slope stability study of Jay Creek sheep lick. 
Inundation might even enhance the lick through erosion exposing fresh 
mi nera 1 soi 1. 

Discussion of Impacts to Brown Bear and Black Bear. 

KS - Both bear species use several different, scattered food sources 9 which 
will be more or less important in different years. Pinpointing the 
factor limiting bear populations is difficult, consequently the effect 
of the dams is difficult to predict. 

Discussion of Impacts to Wolves of Watana D~elopment. 

KS .., Activity sensors on wolves showed that helicopters caused reactions~ but 
the wolves, even one in a den with pups, became habituated. Good data 
are available on the optimum time of day and season to minimize 
disturbance. 

Discussion of Impacts on Wolverine, Belukha, Beaver, Marten, Raptor, 
Waterfowl, and Small Mammals. 

AR - Looking at the project as a whole, is diversity being maintained through 
mitigation or are moose being favored to the neglect of other species? 
In same areas, different species may be more important than mcose. 

Discussion of the Tmpacts of Devil Canyon and the Access Roads. 

AR - Are there any plans to quantify the impact of different alternative 
construction methods? 

Discussion of FERC's Request to Emphasize Commitments Over Options and 
Recommendations in the License Application. 

KS - If the project is not clearly defined, with the associated impacts of 
each decision, then reviewing the project is difficult. 

~·· 
' 



~!LOLIFE AND BOTANICAL RESOURCES GROUP - 5 

AR - The construction method with the least impact should be strongly 
supported. 

GS - Are t-'1e costs of the different options included? 

A~ - Exhibit E should contain a table of project impacts and corr&~ponding 
mitigation measures. All project aspects should be presented and 
evaluated. 

GS - It is important for the groups to keep up with any changes. 

KS - Is there any mechanism to let agencies know of any changes? 

Discussion of Decision Making Process. 

AR - What was the level of communication during the engineering design? 

Discussion of Formal and Informal Interactions. 

GS - Access route has potentially severe impacts. Strong recommendaticn may 
be made to FERC to change it. The road between the dams might change, 
too, due to Native bargaining. 

Discussion of the Impact of the Access Roads. 

KS - There is not a direct relationship between caribou herd size and range 
size. Management goals for the Nelchina herd are now +20,000, but that 
could change. Changes in potential caribou habitat are important, even 
if the population is not immediately affected. 70,000 is too high a 
population for that herd caused & crash, however a higher ceiling is 
being considered, 30,000 - 40,000. You should assume an eventual 
population of 40,000. 

LA -The population is presently increasing and will continue to increase 
unless there is some regulatory change. 

KS- When access increases, hunting demand will increase~ 

Further Discussion of Access Road and Traffic Patterns. 

KS - Traffic data averaged over a year is not good enough. It is important 
to know about peak traffic flows - when they occur and what the maximum 
number of vehicles would be. The impact on animals depends on the time 
of year •. 

GS ·• We need clear traffic data to be able to estimate impacts. 

KS - The time of day of peak traffic might be more important than the time 
of year. 

I 
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AR - Suggestions aren't being followed in the Terror Lake project. Need to 
tie mitigation down, be specific. 

KS - We should request some socioeco~omic data on traffic predictions • 

Discussion of Imoacts of Railroad Traffic. 
--~--~--~--~·-~.~~~------------

KS -Trains should be scheduled to minimize moose enc~Jnters. Scheduling 
trains close together and using longer trains would also minimize 
encounters. 

GL - Have the effects of the access road mentioned earlier - roadside dust, 
ATV use - beer. quantified in terms of loss of habitat or animals? 

RF Roadside dust could actually be b~neficial, causing earlier melting and 
thus early browse. 

KS - Impacts should be ex ami ned to determ·i ne if their effects are 
significant. 

Discussion of Mitigation Measures for Borrow Sites, Access Roads, 
Transmission Corridors. 

AR - Do Exhibit E transmission corridor studies include the intertie? 
Helicopter construction was agreed to on some sections, but then 
maintenance was not going to be done by helicopter. The result was less 
he 1 i copter use. 

MG - How do these issues get dropped through the cracks? 

AR- The decisions are not written down. If it is written in the permit, 
then it happenso But if only recommendations are made, then they aren•t 
always followed. 

Discussion of Areas of Uncertainty. 

AR- Gray areas (where changes are possible) should be identified, so·that if 
things change we have some idea of the impacts of the new option. 
Construction bids should include all details to make sure the 
stip~lations don't get forgotten. 

Discussion of Actions Outside Power Authority Jurisdiction. 

LA- Ahtna has no plans to develop project area land if Susitna is built -
there is no cash incentive. 
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Discussion of Plan for Periodic Spring Floods~ 

AR - Has the plan for 30,000 cfs spring floods been discussed with the 
aquatic group? 

KS - How about the legal effect of causing destruction of property? 

Discussion of Negotiations Required for Compensatory Mitigation Measures. 

KS - Enhancement of moose habitat is possible, but some impacts cannot be 
mitigated. Quantification of impacts is perhaps not too important in 
these cases. General enhancement actions could be taken to preserve the 
quality of the area (i.e. preserve Stephan Lake area from development). 

Discussion of Monitoring Programs~ 

KS - the cost of mitigation options is difficult to estimate. There may be 
some trading of State land, and some outright purchase. 

~-.. -
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REVIEW OF DRAFT EXHIBIT E OF FERC LICENSE APPLICATION 

WILDLIFE AND BOTANICAL RESOURCES GROUP 

ATTENDEES 

Nam~ 

Lee Adler (LA) 
Roseann Densmore (RD) 
Bob Everitt (BE) 
Randy Fairbanks (RF) 
Steve Fancy (SF) 
t~ichae 1 Grubb Oy1G) 
Gary Liepitz (GL) 
Ann Rappoport (AR) 
Martha Raynolds (MR) 
Karl Schneider CKS) 
RQ9ert Sener (RS) 
Gary Stackhouse (G£) 
Judy Zimicki (JZ) 

Tuesday, November 30, 1982 

Room 225, Holiday Inn, Anchorage 

Organtzat ion 

Ahtna 
Envirosphere 
ESSA Ltd. 
Envirosphere 
LGL Alaska 
Acres American 
ADF&G 
FWS 
LGL Alaska 
ADF&G 
LGL Alaska 
FWS 
No. Ak. EnviroR. Ctr. 

Address 

Box 6 Copper Ctr. 
Anchorage 
Vancouver, B.C. 
Seattle 
Fairbanks 
Buffalo 
Anchorage 
Anchorage 
Anchorage 
Anchorage 
Anchorage 
Anchorage 
Anchorage 

Phone No. 

822-3476 
277-1561 
604-872-0691 
206-451-4620 
479-2669 
716-853-7525 
344-0541x281 
271-4575 
274-5714 
344-0541 
274-5714 
263-3475 
277-2134 

RS began the meeting with a description of the preparation of the Wildlife 
and Botanical Resources sections of Exhibit E. Research reports from ADF&G 
and the University of Alaska provided much or the data for the baseline 
description. The~e data were substantially supplemented with a thorough 
literature review. The impact s~~~ion was prepared in a manner consistent 
with the Susitna Project F.~h and Wildlife Mitigation Policy. Impacts were 
prioritized by: 

1} percent of population affected; 
2) certainty of impact occurring; arid 
3) sgverity of impact. 

The mitigation section is still in progress. 

SF - Following fERC 1 s request, the impact section assumed normal engineering 
practices with no special mitigation measures. 

RS - Continued his description of the mitigation section. 

KS - What do the February and June submittals entail? 

John Hayden (JH) entered, and the question was deferred to him. 

JH -We expect feedback from FERC on December 28, which will result in 
correction of the document before the February submittal. FERC wi11 
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have a 60-day review period, then any further requirements can be 
addressed by June 30. We have 90 days to respond to FERC's request for 
improvements. The June 30 document will be a response to FERC's 
evaluation, not a total re-write of Exhibit E. 

AR- How about after June 30? Will there be continuing studies? 

JH - After June 30, FERC hopes to have enough data to be able to start an 
EIS. FERC will then incorporate 1983 data as they come in from 
fisheries, wildlife~ and archeological studies. Approval could be 
contingent on certain aspects of 1983 field datao Not until the ErS is 
prepared will the agencies have an official comment time, probably in 
fa 11 1983. 

SF began the presentation of the baseline descri~tions. He emphasized the 
draft nature of the document, particularly the literature cited, the tables 
and figures, and the mitigation section. An effort was made to be 
comprehensive and supply all the background material that the reviewing 
agencies would need. 

No endangered plant species were found. Vegeta~ion maps are inaccurate, and 
will be re-done with a more detailed classification system (still Viereck and 
Dyrness) and large scale imagery. 

LA - Is the Susitna Basin key winter moose range? 

SF - Yes, particularly when the snow is deep. Sampling revealed 20% 
utilization of browse. This winter might reveal browsing patterns in 
severe winters. 

AR - Is a new classification system being used to help characterize moose 
habitat? 

SF - No, still Viereck and Dyrness, but past Level 3 to subcategories. The 
goal is to stratify browse so that heavy and light browse areas can be 
separated. 

RF - Was all vegetation mapping described in Exhibit E done 7rom 1:120,000 
1980 U2 photography? 

SF - Yes. 

AR - Does Exhibit E contain all work completed up to this point, so that new 
data will go into the June 30 document? 

RS - Yes. We wi 11 indicate work in progress if it ·is not complete. 
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WILDLIFE AND BOTANICAL RESOURCES GROUP - 3 

SF Described the ground truth data available. No endangered wildlife species 
were found except 2 transient peregrine falcons sighted in 1974. 
Prioritization of species: 1) moose, 2) caribou, 3) brown bear, 4) black 
bear, 5) other big game, 6) furbearers, 7} raptors, 8} waterfowl, and 9} 
other birds and small mammals. Moose in the middle basin were studied 
separately from moose along the downstream floodplain. 

KS -New census this full showed more moose in the Susitna River downstream 
of Devil Canyon than have ever been measured there before. 

SF described moose calving areas, food habits, and mortality. A strong 
relationship was found between calf mortality an~ snow depth. Brown bear 
predation was also important. 

KS - Black bear predation is important as well. Early green-up of vegetation 
in the river valley may be important to cows that are about to calve, 
even if the area is not a true winter range. 

SF discussed the Nelchina Caribou Herd, its present and historical size and 
range, traditional calving areas, and its subgroups. He then described Dall 
sheep in the project area. 

KS - Sheep sighted in the Watana Mountain - Grebe Mountain area are probably 
a subgroup of the main Talkeetna Mountains group. The number within the 
Susitna watershed could vary. 

SF discussed brown bear, their denning habits, food sources, density 
estimates for the impoundment areas and downstream. 

KS - Yes, one would expect brown bear populations to decr~ase downstream due 
to poorer habitat and lower elevation. 

SF di~~Jssed brown bear productivity and hunter harvest. He then discussed 
black bears, their distribution, denning habits, food sources, and mortality. 
He f~Jrther described the wolf packs of the middle Susitna basin, the ·lack of 
coyotes, the ranges and densities of wolverine, and the studies of be:·•khas 
in Cook Inlet. 

KS - Belukhas feed on anadromous fish. Smelt runs in Cook Inlet are also an 
important food sour·ce. Have they been studied? 

15 Minute Break 

SF continued his·presentation with the baseline descriptions of beaver, 
muskrat, marten, red fox, lynx, coyote, and weasels. He then described the 
field work that has been done to characterize birds in the project area 
135 species were recorded in the middle basin, including, in 1981, active 
nests of 6 golden eagles, 5 bald eagles, 1 gyrfalcon, 2 goshawks, and many 
raven. Relatively low numbers of waterfowl were found in the middle basin. 
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The data from these years of small mammal trapping were used to characterize 
these species. 

AR - What is your perception of the completeness of the baseline information? 
How about information on population increases or decreases, or the 
quality of the hab·itat? 

SF - Much of that information is included in Exhibit E. 

AR - Are there any gaps in that type of information? Are the data being 
gathered? When will they be available? 

SF - Yes, some gaps have been identified. 

RS - We are still trying to determine which gaps are most important and 
design the 1983 field season around these data needs. We have made 
preliminary recommendations to the Power Authority, but the actual 
program is still being worked out. 

SF - We are expecting input from USFWS and other investigators. 

RS - Technical meetings between now and December 6 should also provide some 
input. 

SF - Ann, do you have any particular data gaps in mind? 

AR - No, since I haven't had time to read Chapter 3 yet, I don't know what's 
already covered~ 

KS - I hope we can get the 1983 field program set up this winter. All issues 
should be identified. 

AR I'm glad to see the vegetation mapping is being re-done and that you are 
not just accepting the inadequacy of the earlier data" 

SF -The new vegetation maps will change some of the wildlife population 
estimates that are based on densities. 

AR - Will the original researchers (principal investigators) be given the new 
vegetation maps to rework their data? 

SF -All the data will be reworked, but not necessarily by the original 
researchers. The new vegetation maps will b~ digitized. 

RS - Early planning for field studies will be important, especially if this 
is the severe winter we have all been waiting for. We need a 
contingency plan to see where the moose are dt~ring a severe winter, and 
to conduct early spring vegetation studies to check the importance of 
green-up for moose. 
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AR - Are there any bear studies being planned? 

SF - Yes, but those studies will be done in August, so there•s more time for 
planning. 

SF then began a description of the impacts of Watana development on moose. 
Priol'·itized impacts included: 1) permanent loss of habitat, 2) blockage of 
movement, 3) disturbance, 4) accidental mortality, 5) alteration of habitat, 
and 6) increased hunting mortality. 

. 
AR -Hunting regulations are political, and thus are not predictable. Unless 

recommendations are actually part of the license, they will not 
necessarily be followed. 

KS - Project personnel are easier to regulate than the public. Many 
different regulatory options are available. Permitting to restrict 
harvest is easier than closing the road: 

RS- The license application can state what the Power Authority wil1 do, but 
can only state options for issues under ADF&G jurisdiction. 

LA- Has any consideration been given to regulations that Native corporations 
may impose? They can control access - trespass -but can•t directly 
regulate hunting. 

RS - This is another issue that is not directly under Power Authority 
jurisdiction. We are not presently planning to discuss options open to 
private landowners~ 

SF resumed the discussion of moose impact. Two approaches are being used to 
predict impacts to moose: a population based assessment, and a habitat based 
energetics model. To determine the quality of moose habitat, energy and 
protein content of browse must be known. Vertical distribution of browse, 
and cousequently the amount available at different snow depths, is also 
important. In order to get this data, trial moose browse sampling studies 
will be conducted in the field next summer and the vegetation of the area 
will be re-mapped to identify variation in moose browse potential. 

AR - Both summer and winter vegetation sampling will be necessary to 
accurately determine energy and protein content of browse. 

SF agreed, though most work would have to be done in the summer when the 
whole plant was available for sampling; some sampling would have to be done 
in the winter. Brown bear predation and critical winters are probably two 
factors limiting moose population. A large browse sampling program is 
plan ned for the summer of 1984, the data wi 11 be wot'ked up that fa 11, then 
modelling will be done the next spring (1985). 

==uaz 
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AR -The cf~cument (Exhibit E) should clearly describe any work that is going 
to be done, and its schedules 

SF - We are also working on mitigation and enhancement techniques, and 
identifying candidate areas. 

KS - Canpensation may be the main mitigative technique for moose. 

SF described impacts to downstream moose. Changes in vegetation succession 
should favor moose during the license period. Frozen condensation on 
vegetation due to open water could reduce browse availability. Open water 
could cause changes in plant phenology and will act as a barrier to moose 
movements. 

Although caribou are excellent swimmers, the impoundment may influence their 
movements, as may ice shelving and drifted snow. Long-term monitoring 
programs will be necessary to determine impacts. 

RF - How is FERC g?ing to respond to this lack of specificity with respect to 
caribou? 

KS -These types of impacts are difficult to mitigate except through the no 
project option. Out-of-kind mitigation wi,l be discussed after the 
impacts have been assessed during construction and operation. 

RS - FERC realizes the limitations of biological prediction and would prefer 
no number'S to unreliable nunbers. Indicating that further 
investigations will be done is acceptable, if sufficient detail is 
provided. 

SF discussed the impact of borrow areas on caribou, then went on to Dall 
sheep. The two major impacts on Dall sheep are: 1) aircraft disturbance, 
and 2) inundation of 20-40% of Jay Creek mineral lick. The consequences of 
the inundation of the lick are not certain. 

KS - It might be useful to do some slope stability studies of the lick. 
Inundation might even enhance it through er;sion exposing fresh mineral 
soil. 

30 Minute Lunch Break 

SF continued the description of impacts likely to result from Watana 
development. Tnere will be no poplation effects on brown bear due to 
facilities or borrow areas .. Howevers. the impoundment might alter movement 
patterns. Any mitigation measures to enhance brown bear populations will 
conflict with moose mitigation since br~wn bears are their predators. 

The resident bear b 1 ack bear popl• -
eliminated due to the inundation , 

\\ 

.r·· in the Watana area could be 
uL. sites. The transient black bear 
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population might be affected by decreases in salmon runs. 

KS - Both bear species use several different, scattered food sources which 
will be more or less important in different years. Pinpointing the 
factor limiting bear p~pulations is difficult, consequently the effect 
of the dam is difficult to predict. 

SF - No known wolf dens or rendezvous sites wi 11 be flooded. Disturbance 
during the denning season could cause increased pup mortality. 

KS - Activity sensors on wolves showed that heli~opters caused reactions, but 
the wolves, even one in a den with pups, become habituated. Good data 
are available on the optimum time of day and season to minimize 
disturbance. 

SF - Human harvest of wolves seems to be the limiting factor, not food 
supply. The same is true of wolverines. 

1Jl1)acts on belukha whales could occur through changes in water temperature on 
fish runs, as has been shown for the St. Lawrence River. Neither is expected 
to change detectably at the Susitna mouth ~s a result of the project. Bears 
are expected to benefit from downstream flow regulation. Marten will lose 
habitat and are also expected to suffer from increased trapping pressure. 

More precise data on the altitude of raptor nests is necessary to quantify 
impacts. Possible mitigation methods include: 1) building new nest 
structures, 2) moving nests, 3) exposing new nesting rock by blasting, 4) 
building artificial cliffs, or 5) topping trees to improve their nesting 
potential. 

Waterfowl shou)d benefit from the increased open water. Other birds and 
small mammals will suffer from habitat loss. Some species will benefit from 
the mitigation measures proposed for moose. 

AR - Looking at the project as a whole, is wildlife diversity being 
maintained or are moose being favored to the neglect of other species? 
In some areas different species may be more important than moose. 

SF - Other species are being considered, but there has to be some 
pr·ioritization of species. 

Impac.ts due to Devil Canyon are similar to those expected to resu1.t from 
Watand development, but generally less severe because of the smaller size of 
the impoundment and the steeper slopes of i nunda ted terrain. 

Transmission line impacts will be minimized by constructing in the winter 
time or using helicopter support. Some trees will be cut, but brush will be 
left - no clear cutting. 

-
-
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AR - Do you have any plans to quantify the impacts of different alternative 
construction methods? 

RS - No, Chapter 3 is not supposed to review options, but rather to present 
the impacts of the chosen option. 

KS - If the project is not clearly defined, with the associated impacts of 
each decision, then reviewing the project is difficult. 

AR - The construction method with the least impact should be strongly 
supported. 

GS - Are the costs of different options inc1uded? 

AR - Exhibit E should contain a table of project impacts and corresponding 
mitigation measures. All project aspects should be presented and 
evaluated. 

GS - It is important for the reviewing groups to keep up with any changes. 

KS - Is there any mechanism to let agencies know of any change? 

RS - The Power Authority would do that. Decisions such as the access road 
design speed have been changed due to environmental involvement, and we 
have written Chapter 3 according to the new decision, but we haven't 
seen the maps from R&M incorporating that decision yet. 

AR - What was the leve·l of communication during the engineering design? 

R~ - We have had formal interaction by memorandum (RS passed around several 
examples), and also much informal communication in meetings with project 
engineers. 

GS - The access road has potentially severe impacts~ A strong recommendation 
may be made to FERC to change it. The road between the dams might 
change also, due to Native bargaining. 

RS -That would not be surprising, since the environmental issues really 
haven't changed. However, we are writing Exhibit E as if the decision 
on access was firm~ and including mitigative measures relevant to the 
route in question~ 

SF described the impacts of the access road including increassed hunting 
pressure, increased road mortality$ increased disturbance~ increased ATV 
u '),~. 

KS - There is not a direct relationship between caribou herd size and range 
size. Management goals for the Nelchina her·d are now .!_20,000~ but that 
could change. Changes in potential caribou habitat are important, even 
if the population is not immediately affected. 70,000 is too high a 
population for that herd, and historically caused a population crash. 
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However, a higher ceiling of 30,000 - 40,000 is being considered and 
should be used for your planning • 

LA- The population is presently increasing and will continue to increase 
unless there is some regulatory change~ 

KS- When access increases, hunting demand will increase. 

SF described the potential effects of the access roads on caribou. Predicted 
road traffic levels are low: 20-30 trucks/day. 

KS - Traffic data averaged over a year is not good enough. It is important 
to know about peak traffic flows: when they occur and what the maximum 
number of vehicles would be. The impact on animals depends on the time 
of year. 

GS - We need clean traffic data to be abl9 to estimate impacts. 

KS - The time of day of peak traffic might be more important than the time of 
year .. 

AR - Suggestions are not being followed in t~e Terror Lake projecte We need 
to t·ie mitigation down, to be specific. 

KS - We should request some socioeconomic data on traffic predictions. 

AR -The access plan includes a railroad which will also have an effect on 
moose. 

SF - In Canada, plowing railroad tracks with a wide plow that left no berm 
did not decrease moose mortality. Eighty additional train cars per week 
wi 11 be trave 11 i ng as a result of the project. 

KS -The trains should be scheduled to minimize moose encounters. Scheduling 
trains close together a.ld using longer trains would also minimize 
encounters. 

GL - Have the effects of the access route mentioned earlier - roadside dust 
and ATV use - been quantified in terms of loss of habitat on animals? 

RF -Roadside dust could actually be beneficial, causing earlier melting, and 
thus early browse. 

KS - Impacts si;ould be examined to see if they're significant. 

RS described in-kind mitigation. Borrow sites will be upland areas 
preferentially. First level terraces will be mined using draglines. 
Guidelines to minimize impacts of borrow areas were described. Locations of 
borrow sites for Watana and Devil Canyon dams were also described. 
Guidelines for camp faci1ities, access roads, and transmission lines were 
reviewed. 
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AA - Do Exhibit E transmission corridor studies include the intertie? 

RS Yes, but most of the data is from the Environmental Assessment Report 
prepared by Commonwealth Associates. 

AR - Helicopter construction was agreed to on some sections of the intertie, 
but then maintenance wasn't going to be done by helicopter. The result 
was less helicopter use. 

MG How do these things get dropped through the cracks? 

AR - The decisions are not written down. 

JZ.- It is not clear exactly whe~ the decisions are made. 

AR - If a decision is written into the permit, then it will happen. But if 
only recomendations are made, they often aren't followed. 

RS - The scope of work for subcontractors has to be very detailed. Salary 
and schedule provisions should be established in the design consultants• 
contracts to facilitate their working as a team with the project 
environmental specialists. At present, a few gray areas still exist -
the regulation of access by workers during construction, extent of 
clearing and helicopter support for building and maintaining the 
transmission corridor. But these are basically policy decisions. 

AR -These gray areas should be identified, so that if things change, we have 
some idea of the impacts of the new option. Construction bids should 
include all details to make sure the stipulations don't get forgotten. 

RS - So far we have gnly prepared guidelines, but our portion of the 
application assumes that they will be followed. There is an important 
need for consistency, to make sur·e the commitments are really acceptable 
to all parties, and are reflected in all sections of the license 
application. 

RS went over the list of environmental guidelines, which are included ·as an 
appendix of Chapter 3 in Exhibit E. Management decisions by some 
organizations other than the Power Authority will have an effect on 
mitigation plans: ADF&G, USFWS, BLM, etc. 

LA - Ahtna has no plans to develop land if Susitna is buiit - there is no 
cash incentive. 

RS discussed the recreation plan developed by EDAW, which includes phased 
implementation, with interagency review and concurrence between phases. He 
described biological input to that plan. 

SF discussed ~sing periodic flood releases (30,000 cfs) to mitigate for 
maturation of downtream floodplain vegetation. 

--
_j 
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WILDLIFE AND BOTANICAL RESOURCES GROUP - 11 

AR - Have these plans been discussed with the aquatic group? 

KS - How ab.out the legal impacts of causing property destruction? 

SF - These questions and others such as candidate areas and alternative 
methods for habitat enhancement will all take lots of negotiation. 
Ideas such as controlled burning, irregular selective logging, 
vegetation crushing are all being considerede 

KS - Enhancement of moose habitat is possible, but some impacts cannot be 
mitigated. Quantification of impacts is perhap.s not too important in 
these cases. General enhancement actions could be taken to preseve the 
quality of the area, such as proserving Stephan Lake from development. 

RS - FERC is interested in the mitigation process that is being set up, 
including long-term monitoring studies. They \'Jant a description of the 
program, expected products, and the schedule~ 

RF - I'm interested to learn specifics of what will be in the FERC license 
application, and FERC's response to non-specificity. 

RS - FERC wants a mitigation plan, not a plan for a plan. However, FERC 
realizes that some aspects of planning may be beyond the Power 
Autho~ity•s jurisdiction. They are also interested in cos~ estimates 
for the mitigation plan. 

KS - The cost of mitigation options is difficult to estimate. There may be 
some trading Jf State land, and some outright purchase of compensation 
lands. 

RS - Some measures are easier to assign a cost to, such as engineering design 
modifications, incinerators, and other points mentioned in the 
environmental guidelines= The cost of long-term compensatory measures 
is much more difficult to ascertain~ especially since some decisions 
won•t be made until later in the project. 

i 
I 
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RS introduced the meeting. He discussed the ambiguity of the wetlands 
classification system used in previous mapping. The goal of this meeting was 
to com{;: up with a practica·: method of defining and mappin~ wetlands to 
facilitate USFWS review and Army Corps of Engineers (USCE) permitting under 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and possibly Section 10 of the Rivers and 
Harbors Act of 1899, and to aid facility siting. LGL is looking into the 
possibility of incorporating wetlands mapping as part of the vegetation 
re-mapping program* 

MR presented a summary of wetlands work that has been done to date. Some 
work was done to characterize aquatic vegetation of ponds in the project 
area. That work has been presented as part of Chapter 3 in Exhibit E. 
Wetlands mapping was done using the Cowardin classification system of the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Two sets of maps were produced. 
One, at a scale of 1:24,000, consists of 7 maps of the two impoundment areas. 
The other, a set of 3 maps at a scale of 1:63,000, mapped alte;'native access 
routes. Vegetation maps of the same scale were used as base maps. A system 
for converting Viereck and Dyrness vegetation classes to Co't~ardin vegetation 
classes was developed (see Table 46, Phase I Report, Plant Ecology). Using 
Cowardin's definit)on of wet·lands, all wet herbaceous, all sr·rub, and all 
forest vegetation-types were mapped as potential wetlands. A subjective 
judgw~nt of slope was made to eliminate steep, well-drained areas. No 
re-'interpretation of the imagery or ground truthing was done. 

JH, when asked how USFWS maps wetlands., replied that they use af!rial 
photography, following the Cowardin system, look for one of thr,ee 
characteristics: flooding, hydrophytes, or hydric soils. 
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WETLANDS MEETING - 2 

RF -According to Cowardin's definition then, wetlands were appropriately 
mapped for the Susitna Project. 

JH - Some plant species occur only in wetlands. Many, however, occur in both 
wetland and upland areas. Then you have to look at the other criteria. 

RS - In order to identify procedures and criteria for wetland mapping, we 
need to know ·if the Corps accepts Cowardin for Section 404 permitting. 

TR - We accept and use Cowardin, but it is not always sufficient for Section 
404 decisions. Often the USCE jurisdictional boundaries are different 
from the wetland boundaries. The National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) maps 
are at a good scale for large projects. However, we often nee~ soil 
data because all three parameters (flooding, hydrophytes, and hydric 
soil) are necessary to define USCE wetlands. The Corps also needs 
hydrologic data to know how a given wetland ties into the watershed~ 

RF - The huge scale of the project area (over 60,000 acres) makes it 
difficult to map. How much sampl~ng would be necessary? 

TR - Sampling areas can be representative of other areas. Maps ate only 
needed of impact areas: roads, borrow sites, camp sites, etc. No 
~etlands maps of the impoundment areas are needed. 

JH For USFWS, you do need wetland maps of the impoundment area. 

RF- No need for soils maps of the impoundment. 

JH - Slopes should not be arbitrarily excluded from wetland categories. 
Larger scale color infra-red photography should have been used. In the 
Tanana River basin, USFWS is using the Viereck and Oyrness 
classification system and a wetlands modifier to map the area. The 
resulting map is easy to convert to the Cowardin classification system. 
The water regime modifiers in Cowardin's system ure especially useful to 
USCE .. 

RS- Remapping of vegetation will be done to Level 3 and beyond for moose 
browse vegetation types. 

RF - For most areas, we have vegetation maps and slope is available from 
contour maps. Might need more soil work. 

TR - Once we have maps of the vegetation, hydrology, and project impacts, 
we 1 ll be able to see where more data such as soil types is necessary. 

RS - Are the soil parameters USCE needs available from engineering borings 
and soil pits? 

--
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WETLANDS MEETING - 3 

RF - Some soil maps exist, though I don•t know their stale or adequacy. 

RS - The Soil Conservation Service has not mapped all of the Susitna area .. 
Several questions still need to be answered: 

1) Appropriate level of detail of vegetation mapping to be useful for 
wetlands classification? 

2) What soil parameters are important to USCE: 

JH - Even Level 4 of the Viereck and Dyrness system doesn •t allow direct 
conversion to wetland categories. Often, other data are needed. 

TR - Ground truthing will be very usefulo The USCE personnel who will be 
responsible for permitting should go along. 

RF - What time of year is best for ground truthing? 

TR - Anytime during the growing season. 

RS -The people doing the vegetation mapping will be working on the ground 
truthing next summer. 

JH - With a group of people who are familiar with the area, we should be able 
to sit down with the USCE and a wetlands map and decide which areas need 
USCE permits and which areas are marginal and need ground-checking. 

RS - Is it proper procedure to inVolve USFWS and USCE in the preliminary 
process and ask you to review drafts? 

JH - I'd be glad to work wtth you. 

TR - Yes, certainly, we prefer it that way. 

BB - Have you di~cussed the types of permits required? They are: 

USCOE Section 404 - all waters of the U.S. 
" " Section 10 - navigable waters - below Devil Canyon. 

U.S. Coast Guard - navigable waters - south of Portage Creek. 

TR - The USCE definition of navigable waters may not be the same as other 
agencies. If Section 10 jurisdiction hasn't been taken yet by USCE, 
then it will not be. 

RS - We need to alter the approa~h to vegetation ~apping to be sure to 
distinguish wetlands. We may need to map more vegetation types beyond 
Leve 1 3. 

RF - Only in .access and transmission corridors. 

. ;~· ; \\ 
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WETLAND~ MEETING - 4 

RS - We can ~estrict the mapping to known corridors and impact zones. The 
major borro1t1 areas for the dams have also been identified. The borrow 
areas for th~ access road have mot been finalized, but some potential 
borrow ar@as have been indicated. 

RF - Those potential borrow areas aren't likely to change much4 

RS What should be included in FERC application? I ~ould suggest: 

1) Wetland maps already prepared~ 
2) Discussion of their preparation and coverageo 
3) Plans to rectify problems. 
4) Revised maps coming later. (The new maps can be submitted as 

supplements when they are done). 

JH - I would be concerned about inchJding the old maps. 

TR - Could you modify the oia maps by double-checking them with some aerial 
photography? 

RF - Might be possible, but probably not by February 15. 

JH - It would only take 3-4 days to map wetlands in the whole area 
(impoundments only). The cartographic work, however, would take awhile. 
From the slides (John Hayden•s talk on Monday), upland wetland areas 
looked fairly easy to defineo 

RS - We want to confirm to FERC that we are handling wetlands thoroughly. We 
should list soil features that will be supplied to USCE. 

TR - USCE needs soil profiles, from the litter layer down to ground water, 
depth to ground water, chroma, mottling, gleying, soil type, location of 
soil pits. Primary interest is in the root zone, the top 18 11 

- 24"o We 
would be glad to work with any field personnel for a few days to explain 
the USCE requirements and sampling methods. 

TR A few days work should give us a fairly good jurisdictional map. 

JH -The first step would be a wetiands map; regulatory wetlands will be a 
subset of that. 

TR - Final COE regulations are expected by December 15o Our jurisdiction 
could change .. 

DM - JH might be interested in talking to Dr. Talbot who did some vegetation 
sampling in the Susitna basin several years ago. 

m:a-:AN.f"'4» 
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AR - I would like to clarify the timing - the vegetation maps will be drawn 
up first, so there will be no new maps by February i5. Would the new 
wetlands map be ready by June? 

RS -The vegetation and ~~tlands mapping will take all spring. We hope to 
have the preliminary maps by June 30. Ground truthing will be done 
during the summer, then the fina• maps wi11 b~ drawn up. FERC has 
stated that they will welcome any new data or maps after the June 30 
submittal. 

RS - To summarize our agenda: 

1) Get together with Jon Hall and Ted Rockwell to identify 
appropriate level of d~t~il for vegetation mapping. 

2} Clean up previous ~rk using aerial photography& 
3) Prepare discussion of mapping, past and future, for February 15 

submitta 1 ~ 
4) Coordinate with USCE to get soils data. 
5) Summer ground truthingc 
6) Fall: final maps available. 

TR - When do you expect ta need the first USCE permit? 

RS ~ For building the access road. 

MG -Access road construction is scheduled to begin spring 1985. 

TR - After the final maps are available in late fall 1983, there will still 
be time for further field work in the summer of 1984. If construction 
begins before 1985, then all permit fieldwork has to be done next 
summer. 

RS - There may be wetlands permits required for test drilling and oth~r 
pre~construction field activities that are planned for next summer. 

TR - If so, they should be identified this winter to avoid any permitting 
delays. 

BB -There will be a major staging ~rea around Cantwell, widening the Denali 
Highway, and a transmission line from Cantwell to Watatta. These 
activities may also need permits. Will the Section 404 permits require 
socioeconomic input? 

TR - Section 404 is not strictly biological~ but must also consider the 
public interest which includes socioeconomics, etc. 

RS - How should wetlands be included in various sections of the FERC 
app 1 icat ·ion? 
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WETLANDS MEETING - 6 

MG - The whole wetlands section could be repeated verbatim in both the 
Botanical and Land Use sections. 

RS - I would suggest that permit related discussions go into the Land Use 
chapter of Exhibit £, and biological discussions into the Botanical 
Resources section of Chapter 3. 

RS - I would like to set up a project/agency group that will work together on 
a regular basis. (General agreement). 

BB - Someone should look into the Section 10 question. 

TR ~I'll do that and useRS and RF as contacts. 

AR - Any plans for future work on wetlands should be clearly laid out in the 
app 1 ication. 

-- _j 
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AGENDA 

WATER USE AND QUALITY ANO FISHERY RESOU~CES 

Monday, November 29 1:00 P.M. 

Introduction 

Project Operational Description 
Watana Dam 
Devil Canyon Dam 
Access 
Transmission 

Schedule for Preparation of Exhibit E 

Review Process and Group Definition 

Tuesday, November 30 9: 00 A.M. 

9:00 - 10:45 A.M. Baseline, Reservoir Filling and Post Project Flows 
and Water Levels 

10:45 - 11:00 A.M. Break 

11:00 - 12:00 A.M. Reservoir and Downstream Sedimentation and River 
Morphology Changes 

12:00 - 1:00 P.M. lunch 

1:00 - 2:30 P.M. Reservoir and Downstream Water Temper-atures 

2:30 - 2:45 P.M. Break 

2:45 - 4:30 P.M. Ice Processes - Existing, Construction, Reservoir 
Filling and Operation 

Wednesday, December 1 9:00 A.M. 

9:00 - 10:45 A.M. Groundwater Upwelling and Water Temperatures in 
Sloughs 

10:45 - 11:00 A.M. Break 
~ 

11:00 - 12:00 A.M. Other Water Use and Quality Concerns 

12:00 - 1:00 P.M. Lunch 

1:00 - 2:30 P .. M. Fishery Phenology of Susitna River System 
Impoundment, Devil Canyon to Talkeetna, Talkeetna 
to Cook Inlet. 

2:30 - 2:45 P.M. Break 

2:45 - 4:30 P.M. Presentation of 1982 Fishery Data 
• .......,. ...... - ... 4· ' 
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9: 00 - l 0 : 4 5 1\. M. F i s her y l111p tl c t s d n cl t"l i t i 9 <ll i on s - l: on ·; l r u c t i o 11 

10:45 - 11:00 1\.M. Break 

11:00- 12:00 A.M. Fishery Impacts and Mitigations -Reservoir 
f i l ling 

12:00 - 1:00 P.M. Lunch 

1:00 -2:30P.M. Fishery Impacts and Mitigations -Filling and 
Operation 

2:30 - 2:45 P.Mo Break 

2:45 - 4:30 P.M. Fishery Impacts and Mitigation - Operation 

Friday, December 3 9:00 A.M. 

Summary Session - Reports by Each Group Leader 



- Minutes of Meeting -

Subject: Susitna Hydroelectric Pioject Water Use and Quality and Fishery 
Resources Workshop (see attached agenda) 

Location: Holiday Inn (Anchorage Room} 
Anchorage, Alaska 

Attendees: see attached 

Date: Tuesday, November 30, 1982 9:00 A.M .. 

Minutes recorded by: Michael P. Storonsky 

I. Baseline, Filling and Operational Flows and Water Lev~ls -Wayne Dyok 
(Acres} 

A} Sunmary 

Mr. Wayne Dyok provided an overview of the existing, and the proposed 
filling and operational flows and water level conditions aided by the 
use of overhead view graphs. 

B) Baseline Flow Conditions 

(i) Flows 
- location of gaging stations 
- identified the process by which the 32 year flow scenario was 

developed from the available data 
- various Susitna River basin flow contributions to Cook Inlet 
- monthly flow duration curves 

• winter low flow provided by ground water 
• May - breakup occurs with substantial variation in flows 
• August flows > 10,000 cfs approximately 97 - 98% of the time 

- 1, 3, 7, and 14 day low flow frequency curves at Gold Creek 
for July and August 

- 1, 3, 7, and 14 day high flow frequency curves at Gold Creek 
for July and August 
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- Annual flood frequency curve at Gold Creek 
• mean annual flood 49~000 cfs 

(ii) Water Levels 
- cross-section near Sherman at River Mile (RM) 131 

• water level elevation with various discharges 
6,000 cfs MSL 604' 
52,000 cfs MSL 611" 

C) Construction - Watana 

D) 

(i) Flows 
no interruption of flow 

- a sill will be maintained during construction of the tunnels, 
then removed when the lower tunnel is complete 
lower tunnel diameter 38', between MSL elevations 1420' and 

1458' 
thalweg of river MSL 1450' 

- upper tunnel for higher flows only 

(ii) Water Levels 
- winter 

• pool maintained at elevation 1470' 
• backwater effect ~~proximately 1/2 mile 

- surwner 
• mean annuai flood increase elevation from 1468 1 to 1520'at dam 

• backwater effect 2 miles 

Filling ... Watana 

- minimum flow requirements at Gold Creek 
. November - April 1,000 cfs 

- described expected downstream flows, based upon pre-project 
conditions for the three hydrological sequences: 10%, 50% and 90% 

exceedence 
• little difference during winter 
• October significant difference during 1992 

- Gold Creek choosen as representation of Talkeetna to Watana reach 

-
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- watei"' levels at River M·ile 131 
• during August, with 22,000 cfs pre-project average vs. 12,000 cfs 

filling average, there will be a 1 l/2 foot change 
• approximately 3 foot change during ear·1y sumner 
• however, maintain at least < feet of water in river channel at all 

sunmer flows 
- compared Gold Creek, Sunshine and Susitna Station and indicated that 

differences in both flows and water levels will be moderated as you 
progress downstream 

E) Operation - Watana 

·· minimum downstream flows 5,000 cfs during winter 
- post-project flows at Watana, Gold Creek and Sunshine 
-Flow variability -Natural and Filling Conditions -Discharge at 

Gold Creek 
- Summarized operational change expected 

• substantially increase winter flows 
• substantially reduce sumter flows 

Question 

Answer 

Is there any upper limit to winter discharge and if so is 
it based upon fisheries requirements or power demand? 

-Maximum Watana powerhouse flows will be 19,000 cfs. 
- no upper limit has been established yet 
, it may be desirable in future to establish maximum winter 

flow criteria 
- Gold Creek post-project winter flows will average 10,000 
- can probably establish a maximum winter flow of 14,000 cfs 

at Gold Creek 
- Sunshine post project flow 

• still substantial winter increase from baseline 
• May and summer much closer to baseline 

- Susitna Station post-project 
e winter substantial increase 
• summer - very little difference 

-
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Question 

Answer 

Question 

Answet~ 

Answer 

~ ~~. 1~.· 
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What is the difference between winter pre- project vs. 
operational flows at Susitna? 

14,000 cfs operational flow vs. 7,000 cfs pre-project, 
therefore, winter flows will be doubled at Susitna Station 

Ho\'1 wi 11 Watana operate if Devi 1 Canyon is nevet" built? 
Hav~ impacts been assessed for Watana alone or with ~oth 
dams operational? 

Watana wi 11 r€ base-load. Most of impact 
assessment has been concentrated with both dams on line~ 

Consideration of peaking should not be ruled out.. It is 
poss ib 1e to peak if on 1y ~~a tan a is l)u i lt. May have 
sufficient attenuation of peaks downstream in a short 
distance if peaks are of short enough duration, with only 
minor impacts further downstream as a result of 
attenuation. 

F) Filling - Devil Canyon 

- 2 stage scenario 
- 1st stage 

• 76,000 ac-ft. 
• fi"Jl within a couple of ·weeks 
• maximum elevation 1,135' 

- one year at constant elevation 1,135 to plug diversion tunnel and 

complete dam 

- 2nd stage 
f "ll .. ltl "bl • 1 as qu 1C.a .y as po!.$1 e 

~ filling will take approximately 5-8 weeks depending on energy 

demand 
,a 25 foot drop in Watana water level 

; ' 



G) Operation - Watana and Devil Canyon 

Watana peak 
- Devil Canyon baseloaded 

Devil Canyon outflow similar to with Watana alone 
- Oe~i1 Canyon will experience approximately a 1 foot daily drawdown 

with Watana peaking 

H) Watana Drawdown and Flow Scenario Derivation 

{i) Minimum flow requirements 
- 7 scenarios studied 
- no difference between winter flows; all 5,000 cfs 
- different sumrr.er flows 
- August was determined the critical time frame because of the 

need for salmon to gain access to the sloughs 

{ii) Net benefit from project ($) vs. August flows 
- 10,000 cfs $1,220 x 106 
- 12,000 cfs $1,140 x 106 
- 14,000 cfs $1,050 x 106 
- selected 12,000 cfs 

• compromises economics somewhat 
• provides a starting point upon which mitigation can be based 

Question Are the economics of the project based upon the 1981 
Batelle forecast? 

Answer 

Question 

Yes 

How would the benefits vs. flow scenario change if the 
Satelle load forecast is incorrect and the load is 
reduced? 
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Not ab1e to answer without further investigation.. (Ed. note 
- shape of curve would basically remain the same. 
absolute value of benefits would decrease with lower demand 

forecast) 

II. Baseline Slough Information - Woody Trihey (Acres Consultant) 

A) Sumnary 

B) 

Mr. Woody Trihey provided a description of a side slough in the Susitna 
River including morphological characteristics (cross sectional profile, 
gradients), flows, and water profiles with various flows. 

Introduction - River System and Typical Slough 

river broken into 3 segments 
- only discuss the Watana to Talkeetna segment 

will look at flow regime only, however, quality an~ availability of 

habitat may also be affected 
several different types of habitat in the river system 

• mainstem 
• tributary 
• side channel 
• side slough 
will talk about side slough habitat only, potential for most impact 

- currently evaluating August as most important time of the year 

- typical slough and river sketch 
• interim channels have eroded from river to side sloughs 
• very often no water through the interim channels 

- flows 
• sloughs typically c4ear water, low flows 

• river turbid 
• backwat~r effect at mouth of s~oughs 

- high flows 
• he~ds of sloughs can be overtopped at high flows causing turbid 

flows 
• flows up to 1,000 • s of cfr; during flood conditions 

• flush out the fines 
• act as a side channel during flood 



C)· Slough .2_ 

(i) Longitudinal profile 

- noticeable gradient difference between upper and lower ends 

• upper 18ft/mile 
• lower 
• river 

5 ft/mi le 

11 ft/mi1e 
(ii) Flows and Stage 

- irregular nature of the sloughs causes pools to occur at low 
water 

/ 

• discharge of 3 cfs. creates three pools of approximat~)y 
0.7 feet, 1.5 feet and 3.0 feete 

- staff gage at mouth of slough 
• 11,000 cfs 590' MSL 

• 33,000 cfs 594' MSL 

~ slough profiles provided at various mainstem flows 
• 12,500 cfs 
• 16,000 cfs 
.. 18,000 cfs 
e 22,000 cfs 
• between 18,000 - 22,500 cfs remcve barrier to upstream areas 

of the slough 
• 16,000 cfs creates 0.25' depth for 140' length of slough 
• 20,000 cfs creates Oa5' depth for 30' length 

Question Where are the spawning areas in Slough 9? 

Answer Some chum salmon were nbserved during 1982 above t:~~ first 
barrier, however many were observed attempting to spawn at 
the mouth of the slough. However, August 1982 had 
unusually low flows of 11,000 - 12,000 cfs and salmon had 
difficulty atta.i'!ing access to sloughs. Normally, flows 
are in the 18,000 - 25,000 cfs and access is not usually a 

problem 

_j 
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Question 

Answer 

Question 

Answer 

Question 

Answer 

Question 

Answer 
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It looks. like 14~000 17,000 cfs is needed to obtain 

access to slough? 

Vcac:. ;f' nn 1 u 1nl'\k.; nn ~+ f 1 "'·'-
,_,...,, It VlliJ IVVn.IIC~ Qlo IUH' however utilizing engineering 

techniques, backwater effects could improve acces~. 

How did we arrive at 12,000 cfs? Don't we need flushing 
flows to clean out sloughs? 

We believe that this is a starting point and that we are 
progressing towards a set of unique flows for each month, 

not there yet. 

Isn't the backwater effect going to change with reduced 

flows? 

Yes 

What percentages of sloughs with 12,000 cfs flows will 
salmon have difficulty with access? 

Can't answer right now, but should have a better handle 

next summer e 

III. Reservoir and Downstream Sedimentation - Mra Brent Drage (Peratrovich, 

Nottingham ~nd.,.prage) 

A) Summary 

Mr. Brent.Drage provided a description of the anticipated sedimentation 
process in the reservoirs, among the major topics included were the 
mechanisms influencing sedimentation, the existing situation, and the 
expected chang~s in particle size distribution, suspended sediment 

concentrations dnd turbidity. 



B) Sed·imentation Process Factors 

- if 100% trap efficiency assumed, over· 100 years, only 5% of the 
reservoir volume lost, or 12% of active ~torage 

- factors influencing sedimentation 
• operational schemes 
• mean monthly volume 
• live storage volume 
• dead storage volume 
• c~ange in surface elevation from the previous month 
driving mechanisms 
• inf)ow 
• outflow 
• flow thru velocity 
• detention time 
• ice cover presernt 
• mean ambient temperature 
• mean reservoir temperature 
• thermal trend 
• inflow temperature 
• flow pattern 
• mixing potential 
. thermal current velocity 
. wind driven current velocity 

C) Existing Conditions at Gold Creek 

(;) Suspended sediment concentrations at Gold Creek - May - Sept. 
- minimum range 10 200 mg/1 
- average range 200 - 1,000 mg/1 
- maximum range 2,000 3,000 mg/1 

(ii) Average monthly particle size d·ist~"ibution 
- May, June, July and August 
-fine silt and clay particles less than 12 microns most 

important 
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D) Expected Conditions 

\i) Particle size range passing through 
3 - 4 micron range particles will .pass through during quiescent 

conditions 
- mixing action of wind and waves Ni 11 a·: ·row up to the 12 micron 

size range to pass through the Watana Reservoir 

( i i ) Sett 1 i ng rates ·b Sto l kes Law 
- assume quiescent conditions at 40°F 

• 5 micron ~lacial particle, 3n7 x 10 -5 ft/sec • 
• 5 micron spherical particle, 4.3 x 10 -s ft/sec. 

(iii) Depth of particle settling over time - quiescent conditions 
2 micron particle - 400 days to settle 200 ft 

... 5 micron particle - 6u days to settle 200 ft 
- 10 micron particle - 20 days to settle 200 ft 

(iv) Settling ~olumn study 
- sample taken at Watana at flows of 17,200 cfs 
- 10 foot column 
- 350 mg/1 at time 0 
- 10 - 20 mg/1 after 72 hours 

{v) Effects of wind and waves 
-wind waves will significantly effect settl·;ng within 25 1 of 

surf ace 
10 - 12 micr·on particles will be re-entrained within the top 
25 feet 

-wind waves will effect at 50' deptr signigicantly less 

{vi) Prediction of particle size distributions - using Camp's (1943) 
solution 
-gives us an idea of the size of the particles that will settle 

and amount of sediment for different settling conditions 
- results for maximum mixing, minimum mixing and quiescent 

conditions 
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(vii) Results of deposit model runs 
- maximum and average mixing 

(viii) Turbidity vs. suspended sediment concentrations 
- appears to be direct correlation 
~maximum mixing 100 - 200 mg/1 = 20 - 40 NTU 
- normal mixing 80 - 120 mg/1 = 15 - 25 NTU 
-minimum mixing 10 - 30 mgtl = 2 - 5 NTU 

(ix) Literature search 

Question 

Answer 

Question 

Answer 

- extensive search cgnducted, but not much information available 
- however Eklutna Lake appeared to have the most similar 

characteristics 

What will the difference be between pre-project vs. 
post-project turbidities during winter? 

Probably safe to say it wiJl be between 20 - 40 NTU 
post-project discharge. 

Has input from other sources been included? 

They were considered, but not included in the model. It is 
expected ·that the materia 1 contributed from other sources 
will be coarser and settle out shortly, contributions should 

not be significant. 

IV. Eklutna Lake Study - Steve Bredthauer (R&M Consultants) 

A) Surrmary 

Mr. Steve Bredthauer provided the following discussion regarding the 
Eklutna Lake turbidity studies that were conducted due to the lake's 
close similarities to the Watana Reservoir. 
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B) Information CoJJacted 

v. 

A) 

- Kamloops Lake, British Columbia, information available 
- sampling scheme at Eklutna 

results 
• April under ice 7-10 NTU 
• May isothermal 7-10 NTU 
• mid June starting to increase, 14 - 15 NTU at the lower end of 

reservoir 
• mid July thermae 1 i ne deve 1 oping, p 1 ume ~:~ .evident 1n the 10 - 30 

meter range at head of lake, down the lake-turbidity diminished 
• September - unusual turbidity at reservoir bottom - flows probably 

entering as underflow 
- sunmary - E!{lutna Lake datJ indicates the sedimentation process at 

Watana will be heavily Jictated by densities of the river and 
reservoir waters 

HiY~Y' f4or(:Lho]Qgy - Steve Bredthauer (R&M Consultants) 

Summary 

Mr. Steve Bredthauer utilized overhead view graphs to facilitate his 
River Morphology presentation which highlighted the basic morphological 
systems of the river, a breakdown of the river by morphological reaches 
concentrating on the river downstream of Devil Canyon and the expected 
morphological chaP~~s. 

B) Morphology of the River 

(i) Four basic systems 
- main channel 

side or split channel - (Sloughs) 
· braidr~ ~hannel -floodplain 1 - 2 miles wide, large bedload 

movemen\. 
-Delta Islands - - 60 miles upstream of the mouth 

--



(ii) Morphological reaches of the river 
~ upstream of Devil Canyon 

• first 20 miles braided headwaters 
• next 55 miles split channel 
• west from Tyone River· to Devi1 Canyon damsite-steep canyons 

- Below Devil Canyon 
• RM 144 - 149 - single channel 
• RM 139 - 144 - valley broadens, with split channel 
• RM 129.5 - 139 - well defined split channels, sloughs 
• RM 119 - 129.5 ~ split channel configurations, stable 

shoreline 
RM 104 - 119 - well d~fined single channel 
RM 95 - 104 - Susitna-Chulitna confluence - braided system, 

aerial photo comparison shows this section to 
be a very dynamic area of the river 

• RM 61 - 95 - braided, debris damming, very dynamic 
• RM 42 61 Delta Islands - rapid erosion evident 
• RM 0 - 42 - Yentna River confluence, major tributary, 40% 

of river flow 

(iii) Expected Changes 
- bedload movement curves 

G 10 - 30 mm size range moved with 10,000 - 20,000 cfs flow 

immediately downstream 
• armouring will allow a well defined stable channel to occur 

- tributaries 
analyzed 17 streams for degradation 

• six were found to have potential problems with either 
perching or degradation 

in summary the river will be better defined, more stable and 
more deeply extrenched 

-
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VI. Eklutna Lake Water Temperature Study - Steve Bredthauer (R&M 

Consultants) 

A) Summary 

Following lunch,-Mr. Steve Bredthauer provided a discussion of the 
results of the 1982 Ek1utna Lake water temperature montoring program and 
the Susitna River temperature data that is being and will be used to. 
calibrate the DYRESM temperature model for Watana. 

B) Results - Eklutna 

C) 

May 25 
June 18 
July 2 

July 14 

July 28 
August 10 
August 24 
Sept. 9 

Sept. 21 
Oct. 14 
Nov. 4 

isothermal 4 - 5°C 
a little surface warming to 8°C 
graduc:.l warming 
sharp thermocline in some areas, gradual temperature 

variation in others~ 12°C - 5°C 
same as above 
sharp thermocline maximum 13°C 
15°C maximum~ lessening thermocline 
cooling 
isothermal 7 - 9°C 
isothermal 6 - 8°C 
isothermal 5°C 

Susitna River Data 

average weekly temperatures at Watana gaging site 

October- April 0°C 
• May starts to climb 
• maximum of 12 - 14°C during summer 

- 1981 temperature variations at Vee Canyon, Denali and Susitna Station 

• warming with distance downstream 
1981 Denali and Watana water temperature comparison 
1982 Susitna River vs. Indian River and Portage Creek temper~tures 
• lower temperatures in tributaries than mainsteam 

• temperature varies between tributaries 

..... _] ...... ···• 
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VII. .Reservpir "J:eh'lperatures - Mr. ~!§yne Oyok (Acres Americ~n) 

A) EditQr's Summary 

Mr. Wayne Dyok provided a genetic description of expected reservoir and 
outflow temperatures during the filling and operation processes and the 
DYRESM model used to estimate the tempetatureso 

B} Fi11ing - Watana 

1st year fill ffOm 1470 1 
- 1800 ft 

• outflow temperatures will be a composite of inflow temperatures 
• low level outlet will not allow the normal temperature variation 

-from autumn of the 1st year until powerhouse is available for use, 
4°C temperature water will be discharged 
• no mechanism for mitigation at this time 

C) DYRESM Model 

investigated all available temperature models and found DYRESM to be 

as good as any 
used successfully in Australia and British Columbia 

Question 

Answer 

How close will DYRESM model the Watana temperatures? 

Currently working on it. We feel confortable with the summer 
modeling that has taken place. Ice cover subroutine has some 
bugs but we are working with the author to correct them. 

D) Temp~r-atures 

( i) Res.ervoir temperature profile June 1 - September 30 
- Eklutna Lake inflow water temperature 3QC 

• glaciers very close to head of lake 
- Watana inflow temperatures as high as l0°C 

different thermal structures between the two reservoirs 

--
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-multi-level intake structures 
• 4 intakes within upper 120' of the reservoir 

(ii) Watana outflow temperatures 
- July - mid September, we feel confortable that we can maintain 

very close to natural temperatures 
-mid-September - early winter, we will only be able to provide 

Question 

Answer 

Question 

4°C water 
~ 0°C water that naturally occurs will not be possible 
~ over the course of the winter, temperatures will drop to about 

2°C 

Where will the thermocline be during winter? 

Probably very close to surface as was observed at Eklutna. 
Within the first two meters the temperature was 3.6°C and 
virtually isothermal below. 

Are these downstream temperatures at the immediate outlet of 
the project? 

Ans~r Yes. 

Question 

Answer 

Questi~m 

Answer 

Discussed water temperatures at Williston Reservoir on the 
Peace River where a gradual winter profile varying form 0°C 
at the surface to 3°C at 300 feet existed. 

Best guess whPn ice cover on reservoir will form? 

Depends on wind conditions, ambient air temperatures, and 
when an isothermal situation occurs. 

Has the model been run for winter yet? 

No, but we are estimating that outflow temperatures will 

probably be between 2 - 4°C. 

-
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Question 

Answer 

Investigations into the expected winds on the reservoir? 
Will wind increase? 

Yes, Lake Ontai'i o has 20% higher winds than adjacent lands,. 
A lake this small may have about a 3-4% increase in winds 
over what currently exists. 

(iii) Devil Canyon Temperatures 
temperatures will largely reflect Watana temperatures 

- DYRESM model not run yet for Devil Canyon. 

VIII. Downstream Temperatures - Mr. Tom Lavender (Acres) 

A) Summary 

Mr. Tom Lavender provided a description of the Heatsim heat budget model 
that is being used to describe expected downstream temperatures during 
the various phases of the project. 

B) Heatsim - Heat Budget Model for River Reaches 

streamwise, daily heat balance, reach by reach from prescribed 
upstream boundary thermograph and inflow hydrograph 

- uses: air temperature; vapor pressure; wind speed; solar radiation; 
cloud cover; albedo; i.e., a complete heat balance 

-accounts for: heat content of rainfall and sno~rrall, insulating 
effect of ice covar on small (well mixed) reservoirs; hydraulic 
mean depth and velocity of stream in each reach 

-yields: components of heat balance; net daily heat gain or loss to 
r·iver reach; inflow and outflow temper·atures for reach; length cf 
ice-free reach (optional) 

-based on (in large measure): J.M. Raphael, ASCE Journal of the Power 
Division, VBB, No. P02, p. 157, July 1962. 
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C) Temperatures 

pre-project 
- Watana alone 
- Watana/DGvi1 Canyon 

Question 

Answer 

Question 

Answer 

Question 

Answer 

Question 

Answer 

Question 

Answer 

Question 

Answer 

Did you use th~ ice formation option of model to determine 
ice cover formation location? 

We will cover that in my f~ext discussion 

Analyzed temperature variations with mainste~ discharge 
yet? 

We have not done a sensitivity analysis yet. During sumner" 
probably not significant variation during winter could be 
more significant. 

If Watana peaks ~ill it affect temperatures? 

No not on a daily average basis. 

What flows is the model based upon? 

Normal operational flows expected, not minimum flow 
requirements. 

Need for sensitivity analysis with variou~ climatic and flow 
conditions? 

Yes 

Why multiple intakes at Devil Canyon if temperatures will not 
be altered from Watana? 

Two mm-:+h residence time will create slight variations, try 
to match outflow temperatures as close as possible to 
natur·a 1. 

_j 



Question Will there be· additional graphics in the report that further 
describe the expected minimum winter temperatures of 2°C+ 

when both projects are operating? 

Answer Yes 

IX. Ice Processes, Causes and Effects - Tom Lavender (Acres) 

A) Sunmary 

Mr .. Tom Lavender presented a description of the major factors 
influencing the ice processes, namely the hydrologic and thermal regimes 
and their impacts upon the ice front location, water levels and the ice 
cover. 

B) Hydrologic and Thermal Regimes 

- described existing variations throughout annual cycle 
- principal factor controlling the ice process is flows 
- described proposed hydraulic and thermal regimes 

• flows will be smoothed out throughout the year 
• thermal energy will be transferred from summer to winter 

C) Ice Front Formation 

(i) Natural lodgement points are a constriction in the river where 
the ice cover formation proce~s begins 
-construction of the Watana dam will not affect the ice cover 

formation process since a natural lodgement point exists 
(ii) Temperature immediately downstream 

- water temperature 
• when bulk water temperature reaches 0.1°C, ice will begin 

to for-m at surface of river 
air temperature 
• discussed ice fr·ont location with warm, average and cold 

climatic conditions and regulated discharges 

-
--
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(iii) Ex~ected ice front location 

D) Water Levels Leading Edge Stability (Froude No.) 

~ - Froude No. will be between 0.08 and 0.154 
gives the range of the change in the water surface elevation given 

~ the discharge rate 
.. 31 - 4 • increased river stage between Sherman• and Talkeetna 
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areas with an ice cover will experience increased stage levels 
- areas without the ice cover may experience slightly lower stage levels 

than normal winter conditions 

E) Ice Cover Thickness 

- effects of discharge 
• thickness dictated to a large measure by discharge at the time of 

freeze-up 

F) Effects of Varying Discharges on Ice 

- same processes govern spring break-up as govern freeze-up 
- hinging of ice occurs with raised water level 

Question 

Answer 

Question 

Answer 

Will there be an increased ice 
thickness at Susitna Station due to doubled wi r flows? 

Yes 

Will there be problems with ice breakup due to this increased 

ice thickness? 

No, due to the thermal degredation of ice in the upper 

Susitna and the regulated flows. 



Question 

Answer 

Question 

Answer 

Question 

Answer 

Question 

Answer 

Question 

Answer 

Question 

Answer 

Will increased flows and staging cause flooding of sloughs 
during winter with accompanying increased ice thickness? 

1t will depend upon the elevatiory of the upstream berm. 

Will the magnitude of breakup in the downstream reaches be 
more severe or less s~vere? 

Magnitude unknown. (Ed. note - breakup shou !d be less severe) 

Do you know if ice will form and where between Devil Canyon 
and Talkeetna? 

It will depend upon climatic conditions. 

What will the stage increases be? 

3' - 4' increase between Sherman and Talketna. 

Definitely have overtoppng of sloughs with these increases. 

Will erosion problems occur with these increased flows? 

None that don't already occur under natural flow conditions 
with ice jams. With ice jams, velocities can reach 9 - 10 
ft/sec. Normally 3 ft/sec velocity under ice is required 
before the. ice front can progress upstream. 

Will any analysis be done of impacts to sloughs from ice 
processes? 

Talk to AEIDC, who will be handling the impact qssessment. 

No comment from AEIDC. 
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Question 

Answer 

) (\'!I 

How will sloughs be affected morphologically from ice 

processes? 

Have to do a detailed analysis of existing conditions first. 
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- Minutes of Meeting -

Subject: Susitna Hydroelectric Project Water Use and Quality and Fishery 

Resources Workshop 

Location: Holiday Inn (Anchorage Room) 
Anchorage, Alaska 

Attendees: see attached 

Date: Wednesday, December 1, 1982 9:00 A.M. 

Minutes recorded by: Michael Po Storonsky 

I. Slough Access Mitigation Ideas - Woody Trihe~ 

A) Summary 

B) 

Mr. Woody Trihey presented some possible mitigation techniques that 
should be considered for maintenance of adequate slough water levels, 
namel~r increased mainstem discha~ges, amplication of backwater effects 
at th~ mouth of slough, increased flo~ through the s1oughs, or 
modification of slough channel and entrance. 

Introduction 

profile of slough discussed yesterday with flow effects on various 
barriers to up~tream movement 
pre-project August flows 
• 18,000 + cfs very common occurence 
• 10 - 12,000 cfs very rare occurence, however these flows are 

natural occurences in early September 
flows of 12,000 will provide problems for fish to gain access 
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C) Mitigation Ideas 

(i) Increase mainstem discharge 

- variability of tributary inflow 
0 Project should not have significant effect on weather patterns 

in river valley therefore, natural tributary variability would 
occur and create downstream flows of 20 - 25,000 cfs. 

o Try to quantify the occurrence and magnitude of these 
- use of controlled releases variable spikes 

• duration and magnitude of variable spikes sufficient to avoid 
attenuation and provide access 

(ii) Amplify mainstem backwater effect 
- submerge a sill downstream of mouth of slough 

construct dike to protude into mainstem and cause back water 
effect in slough 

(iii) Increase flow in slough 
- collect and concentrate local surface runoff and channeliz0 
- divert water from mainstem 
- withdraw water from a local storage pond 

• stored via natural runoff 
• pumped from river 
• pond could contribute to local groundwater upwelling 

- increase groundwater inflow 

(iv) Modify slough channel and entrance 
- deeper entrance of some sloughs 

. have to be ca\eful if deepening slough, spawning 
habitat could be degraded since most spawning is in riffle 
areas, need to maintain riffle/pool ratios 

constrict channel width, therefore deeper water levels 
- submerged weirs, create pool and drop scenario 

(v) Summary 
Mr. Trihey does not recommend any of above at this time, but 

providing them as possibilities for everybody to think about. 

; -
(} 



(,' 

; I 

d. 

I 
; I 
t -

Question 

Answer 

Question 

Answer 

Answer 

How many sloughs are we talking about? number being used? 
how many can we modify? 

Get a bettet" answer if you ask lat.er, Tom Trent • s unit more 
fami 1 i ar 
• 12 - 15 sloughs quite heavily used - similar to slough 9 
• trying to maintain the chum and sockeye fishery above 

Talkeetna 
G approximately 38 sloughs between Talkeetna and Devil Canyon 

Are there problems with ice, with the use of weirs and 
submerged sills? 

Not advocating any of these alternatives, there could be 
problems with ice. We have to look at all the various sloughs 
more closely and evaluate the alternative mitigation more 
thoroughly before deciding. Just trying to emphas.i ze that 
there are many ways to attain access to sloughs Lesides 
increasing flow. A lot of work still needed. 

Emphasized that he was only ta 1 king about access to the 
sloughs and not the quality of habitat that wi rl be 
available. 

May get variations in slough morphology due to ice processes 
and flow. Look at the gradation of material and the rainfall 
events that might alter slough morphology. 

Not a lot of change in sloughs expected, cobble size substrate 
at most slough mouths, little change anticipated. However, 
significant changes in tributary mouth morphology expected. 

_j 



Ice processes are probably the primary force causing slough 
format ion. 

Ice probably a major factor but flows can also work to form 
sloughs. 

High flows move sand and silts, but there is larger substrate 
at the slough mouths and probably will not be greatly 
altered. 

Larry Moulton's group wi1'1 be discussing these thoughts in 
further ii~tail .. 

II. Groundwater Upwelling and Water Temperature in Sloughs - Tony Burgess 
(Acres) 

A) Surrmary 

Mr. Tony Burgess presented a discussion on the various factors that 
influence slough groundwater regimes, the investigations that have 
occured 5 the modeling that has been conducted, and the conclusions that 
have been drawn. In addition, he discussed the factors that influence 
ground water temperatures and the impacts expecteds 

B) Introduction 

(i) Slough morphology 
- bar separates slough from mainstem 
- bar may be overtopped 

• as ice front passes through 
• during breakup jams 
• under op1~n water storm discharge 

(ii) Stratigraphy 
- silt/sand up to 6 feet deep 
- sand/gravel/cobbles/boulders - possibly occur with depth 
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- bedrcck at unknown depth 
• drilling to 40' has not reached bedrock 

C) Groundwater Investigation 

( i) Techniques 
- walk overs 
- test pits and installation of standpipes 

I 

- soil drilliHg and installation of piezometers and glycol tubes 
observations of surface and ground~ate~ elevations, water 
temperatures, slough discharge, seepage flux 

(ii) Slough 9 
-drill holes identified 
- continuous monitoring 
- Slough 9 overtops at approximately 20,000 cfs 
- significant ice jam last winter - bulk of river flow went 

through Slough 9 rather than through the mainstem 

(iii) Seepage flux measurements 
identified upwelling area 

- estimate flux into sloughs 
-haven't done many of these yet and haven't reduced data yet 

(iv) Slough SA 
~! - groundwater gradient approxinately the same as river gradient 

t ',, 

(v) Slough 9 
- general gradient in downstream direction 

D) Groundwater Modeling 

- geometry, boundary conditions and material properties all influence 
the constitutive relationships that in turn create a response 

- constitutive relationships 
• Laplace's equation 
• Darcy's law 

Q = K i A 
flow = (Hydrologic conductivity) (gradient) (cross section) 
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- Flow lines orthogonal to and from river 
- groundwater flows - 3 types 
- geometry 

• st.ape of area being modelled 
• 3-0, 2-0 lplan, cross section) 1-0 (along flow line}, thickness (0) 

- boundary conditions 
• values of dependent var~ · ~es (head 9 flow) along boundaries 

- material properties 
• hydraulic conductivi·ty (K) (permeability) 
• porosity (n) 
• transmissivity (T = K x 0) 

• storage coefficient (S) 
= hydraulic conducti v·ity 

• laboratory grain size analyses with empirical formula 
K = (100 to 150) x d1o2 

• field tests in drillholes 
constant head 
falling head 
purrping test 
flow net sketching and discharge measurement 

• response of aquifer to well defined boundary event 
- Grain size analysis of Slough 9 bank 

. gravel and sand 
- Slough 9 flow net 

• identified flow lines 
- Hydrographic Response 

• sudden change in mainstem water level influences the aquifer 
• looked at the response in the Slough 8 w~lls from a sudden change in 

water level. Reasonable response ort th~ increasing limb of the 
hydrograph, however higher than expected water levels occurred on 
the decreasing limb of the hydrograph. We will continue to 
investigate. 

- Summary of Results 
. grain size analysis 

K = 6 x Io-2 cm/s 
• field tests 

not yet completed 

- ......... 
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• Flow net 
T = 9000 ft-1 dm/x 
for D = 100' (assumed) 
K = 3.2 x Io-2 cm/s 

• Hydrograph response 
T = 1200 to 306000 ft2/d 
for 0 = 100' (assumed) 
K = 4.27 x lo-3 to 1.09 cm/s 

-Modelling 
• Groundwater flow 

flow net sketches and hand calculations 
finite element analyses using computer 

• Tempet~ature 
no flow thermal regime 
coupled groundwater-thermal regime 

- graphic slough model 
- contours - boundary heads 
- fluxes 
- contours 

• fixed heads in mainstem and sloughs 
• identified high bedrock and valley side slope 
• remainder of s 1 ough constant satU\"ated thickness 

- Cone 1 us ions 
• General groundwater regime can be modelled using 2-D plan 

idealization. Locally, match not so good: may be due to variation 
in saturated thickness, variation in hydraulic conductivity, or 

boundary recharge • 
• Flow is generally downstream and laterally towards slough from 

up 1 and areas. 

E) Thermal Processes and Modelling 

( i) Base 1 i ne 
Susitna mainstem 
• mid October to mid April occ 
• maximum +l0°C July 
. Annual mean approximately 3°C 
Talkeetna air temperatures 
• minimum mean monthly -l3°C 
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• maximum mean monthly +14.5°C 
• annual mean +0.5°C 

- groundwater 
• upwelling approximately +3°C 
• wells 0.05°C (May) to 6 ""8°C (Septemb0r};, locally as high 

as 11 °C 

(ii) Preliminary cohclusions 

Air temper&ture variations do not have a significant direct 
impact on groundwater 

-Upwelling t-emperatures nearly constant but shallow well 
temperatures show seasonal fluctuation lagging main st~m 

- Upwelling temperature is approximately mean annual main §tern 
temperature 

(iii) Dispersion 

- Dispersion theory developed for contaminant trans,:,ort 
- apply to thermal problems by making temperature equivalent to 

contaminant concentration 
- dispersion occurs in all porous media. The extent of dispersion 

increases as the medium becomes more heterogeneous 
• diagrams of dilution variations with different materials 
• example cited 

(iv) Conclusions 

- u~welling temperatures can be explained in terms of dispersion 
(mixing) of mainstem seasonal variations within groundwat~r flow 
path 
but why do near surface grounwater temperatures show less 
mixing? 
Possible factors: 
• p~th length shorter 
• gra(iBnt steeper 
• materials more homogeneous 

- recent deeper drilling, piezometer and glycol tube installations 
should provide important data 
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F) Project Impacts 

{i) Geometry 
May be some changes due to deposition and scour. 

(ii) Material properties 
Generally will not change except possibly due to scour/deposition 

effects. 

{iii) Boundary Conditions 
- River stage: higher in winter, lower in spring/summer with 

less variability 
-Temperature: mean annual little change, slightly higher in fall 

and lower in summer. 

{iv) Response to Stage Change 
Based on data from September hydrograph, response is quite rapid, 
in ne~r surface wells. Deeper Ne'lls may respond slower due to 

longer flow ~ath. 

(v) Effect of Stage Change on Extent of Upwelling 
C~Jld b~ modAlled but unlikely that sufficient data (spatial 
variation of K) available. Field monitoring and observation 

preferred .. 

(vi) Mitigation 

Questhm 

Answer 

Not iooked at yet 

Will river stage be higher during winter or lower? 

There could be lower water levels without an ice cover 
depending nn the particular circumstances. Ice cover will be 

variable. 
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Question 

Answer 

Question 

Answer 

Question 

Answer 

Question 

Answer 

I 
l 

Both upper and lower water levels would drop equally therefore 
the same gradients would still exist so groundwater flow will 
continue but at lower elevations. 

Does the storage of water in the g-ravel from late sumner flow 
provide winter groundwater flows? 

Some water· is stored, but not alot. There were rapid 
responses observed in the wells due to mainstem dischargese . 

During October upwelling continued with a decreased discharge. 
If there is not much storage from late summer flow, this woJld 
indicate upwelling continues at low discharge. 

A fair amount of upwelling occurred throughout February and 
March. 

Freezing near the banks cold be concentrating upwelling 
towards the middle of the slough. 

If you drop the invert elevation 3 - 4 feet would it intercept 
more grounwater? 

No, that only amounts to & small portion of the 2000 feet of 
head upstream of the slough. 

Is there a monitoring program envisioned for grounwater 
upwelling? 

Recommended continuous temperature and flow monitoring in 
wells. Half-barrel technique to quantify seasonal variation. 
So far only 1 field trip to a half-a-dozen locations. 

Isn't there variability between the sloughs? Why only slough 
9 investigated? 

Trying to understand the processes, fh,st. Now we can look at 
other sloughs and determine the variab·ility. 
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Questi.on 

Answer 

Question 

Answer 

With post-project winter flows of 10,000 cfs, will the 
location of ice formation dictate upwelling? 

Probably not change upwelling, upstream and downstream 
elevations experience equal change, therefore the gradient is 
the same. 

Will absence. of flushing flows cause disturbances to upwelling 
locations? 

Only affect near surface sediment, may move upwelling area 
slightly. 

May shift location of upstream most up we 11 i ng areas. 

IIIe Other Water Quality Concerns - Mr. Steve Bredthauer (R&M Cons~ltants) 

A) Summary 

Following an intermission, Mr. Steve Bredthauer discussed the balance of 
the major water quality concerns including nitrogen supersaturation, 
eutrophication, leaching, and dissolved oxygen. 

B) ~itrogen Supersaturation 

- caused by high plunging spills 
- measurements above and below Devil Canyon indicate supersaturation 

currently exists 
-project will employ fixed-cone valves tu avoid plunging spills that 

might create a problem 

C} Eutrophication 

- limited data available for the four nutrients, N, P., C, Si 
- phosphorous is the limiting nutrient 
-two methods available 

r r 

' r 

l 
' l 
i 
) 
i 
l 
\ 



'j····. I 

'i.<' --. ); - .• ~ 

' ", .. : ·~· . ' -

• Dillon and Rigler model - rejected duo to the limited ability to 
estimate phosphorous retention coefficient 

• Vollenweider model chosen - used at Crescent Lake, Alaska with good 
results 

- Vollenweider model used by Larry Pederson of Fairbanks 
• predicted oligotrophic situation 
• need approximately 115,000 residents dumping untreated waste into 

Watana reservoir to produce eutrophic situation 

D) Leaching 

increased concentrations of metals and other parameters immediately 
after closure of dam 
decreased leaching with time - Watana 
• buried with inorganic glacial sediment 
• most readily dissolvable materials will dissolve first 

- effects of leaching at Devil Canyon will rensafn longer 
• little sedimentation expected 
effects expected to be confined to reservoir bottom 

- no significant impacts anticipated 

E) Dissolved Oxygen 

- decreased potential for oxygen saturation with increased depth 
- COD coming into reservoir is low 
- no vegetative growth expected along shoreline during drawdown 
- no dissol~ed oxygen problems expected in the upper levels of 

reservoirs or downstream 

Question 

Answer 

If you expect the reservoir to act as a nutrient trap, how 
will this effect the productivity downstream? 

You do not see organisms taking aovantage of nutrients in the 
mainstem since the nutrients are so low. Most organisms 
taking advantage of nutrients in the system are irn the 
backwater areas and tributary mouths. 
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Question 

Answer 
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Impacts from reduced nutrient concentrations should not affect 
the rearing that is taking place in the tributary mouths. 

Most primary and secondary productivity is occurring in the 
side sloughs 5 side channels and tributary mouths. 

Very high levels of hydrogen sulfide were-observed at a hydro 
project in southern Alaska. Is a simil1ar problem expect~d? 

No 

IV. Summary of Water Quality Discussions M~. Wayne Dyok (Acres) 

A) Sunrnary 

Mr. Dyok provided a sumary of the water quality discussions of the last 
day and one half including: flows and water levels, temperatures, ice, 
suspended sediment and turbidity, and sloughs. 

B) Flows and Water Levels 

1. Construction: Impacts lir.tited to immediate area of damsites 

2. Filling: Winter flows - similar to natural regime except for 
reduction in October and November 1992 at Gold Creek. Summer flows 
- substantia 1 reduction at Gold Creek. Downstrea.'11 - reduced. 
percentage difference (maximum reduction 18 percent Susitna 
Station). Stage reduction up to four feet May through July. Stage 
reduction of about two feet dur·ing August, Talkeetna to Devil 
Canyon. 
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3. Operaticn: Winter flows increased to about 10,000 cfs at Gold Creek 
with extremes at 6,000 cfs and 13,400 cfs. Susitna Station flows 
increased by a factor of two. Summer Gold Creek flows reduced to 
12!000 cfs during August. Susitna Station monthly flows reduced by 
maximum of 13 percent. Water levels - Watana reservoir maximum 
drawdown 120 feet. Devil Canyon drawdown up to 50 feet August and 
September. Sumner water levels Talkeetna to Devil Carv}'on reduced by 

about two feet in August. Minimal water level changes downstream of 
Talkeetna during summer. 

Question 

Answer 

Where is the information on expected water level changes in 
the Report on Water Use and Quality? 

Not included, water levels changes will be addressed in final 
document. 

B) Temperature 

1. Construction: No impact. 

2. Filling: 4°C water at outlet during second year of fillingD Gold 
Creek temperatures could be as low as 6°C. 

3. Operation: By selective withdrawal Watana outlet temperatures can 
be made to approximate natural regime during summer. Fall 
temperatures will be warmer than ~atural at outlet and for some 
distance downstream. Winter outlet temperatures will ikely be 
between 2°C to 4°C. 

C) Ice 

1. Construction: No impact due to natural lodgement point near 
Watana damsite. 
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2. Filling: Minimal impact because natural flows are approximated 
during freeze up and natural temperatures are attained at Devil 
Canyon. Reduced ice jamming during spring breakup because of 
decreased flows from Devil Canyon to Watana and thermal decay. 

3. Operation: Approximately three to four foot increase in stage 
during freeze up with effects to Cook Inlet. Reduced ice jamming 
during breakup Devil Canyon to Cook Inlet~ Watana alone - ice front 
will be between Sherman and Portage Creek. Watana/Devil Canyon~ 
ice front will be between Talkeetna and Sherman8 

Question 

Answer 

Question 

Answer 

It was indicated that there will be a reduced ice breakup 
downstream nearer to Cook Inlet. Is this correct, since there 
will be an increase in ice thickness due to higher flows? 

Although there will be more ice, spring flows will be reduced 
and therefore ice jams should be fewer and less severe. 

Ice will be gone above Talkeetna before the rest of the river 
breaks up, therefore no ice going downstream from the upper 
Susitna. 

What effect will the change in flows and water levels have on 
the estuary? 

Resource Management Associates modeled the change in salinity. 
The model indicated a 1 1/2 part per thousand (npt) maximum 
change from natural conditions. The salinity range under 
project conditions is expectd to be less than which presently 
occurs. This change is not expected to be significant. 

D) Suspended Sediment 

Particle sizes of three to four microns wi 11 pass through reservoir. 
Approximately 80 percent of suspended sediment will be removed. 
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Turbidity at Watan~ outlet will be between 10 to 50 NTUQ Lower summer 
turbidity. Higher winter turbidity. Downstream channel will remain 
stable because of armoring. 

E) Sloughs 

- Backwater effects 
- Surface water runoff? 
- Groundwater upwelling - dominant flow in direction of mainstem flow -

upwelling flow l~ates basically unchanged although there is a potential 
for dewatering spawning areas in upper locations of some sloughs that 
are adjacent to ice free reaches of the mainstem Susitna. 
Groundwater upwelling temperature - function of long term average 
annual mainstem Susitna River temperature. 
Overtopping under post-project conditions where ice in mainstem is 
adjacent to sloughs" 

- Morphological changes? 

Question 

Answer 

Have navigation and recreation impacts been addressed? 

Yes, River divided into sections above and below Talkeetna. 
Numerous cross-sections studied, no problems were immediately 
identified above Talkeetna. However, one site located between 
sloughs 8 and 9 was difficult to navigate this past summer 
with natural flow conditions~ The area was navigable. During 
post-project conditions caution will be needed in this one 
section. The normal variations in river morphology that 
currently occur below Talkeetna - probably will not be as 
significant. Kayaking will be eliminated in the Devil Cany0n 
reach. Recreational boating on the reservoirs will be 
·available if the reservoirs are open to public. 
Additional information available ii the Recreation Report. 

-- I 
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Answer 

Question 

Answer 

Question 

Answer 
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Question 

Answer 

Question 

Answer 

Question 

Answer 
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Increased stage impacts to sloughs from ice? Impacts to 
sloughs from the thermal degredation of ice rather than the 
flushing out of this ice that normally occurs? Impacts to 
sloughs from lack of flushing flows to rid them of rotting 
salmon carcasses and the putrification that will result? 

If a major ice jam occurs, river flows could be directed 
through sloughs .. 

What if no ice jams occur and the ice is not flushed out? 

The ice cover will melt in place if there is no diversion from 
the mainstemv It will disappear at a later date. Look at the 
current system for ice blocks that thermally degrade to get an 
idea of what will occur~ So.ne ice blocks have been evident 
until the end of June. 

Can temperature mode1 estimate these ice conditions? 

Probably can with a combination of river temperatures and 
groundwater temperatures. 

Is there a problem for the salmon if the ice remains in the 
sloughs? 

Could be depending on the habitat and its type of use by 
• 

species involved. 

liow can we mitigate the putrification problem in sloughs? 

Possibly flush system during wet years. 

How often do we need to flush? 

Don't know, a lot of variaiblity in the different sloughs. 



V. Poss·ible Flow Variations -Dr. John Hayden (Acres) 

A) Summar_l 

Dr. Hayden provided a brief impromptu discussion about possible 
variations in river flows that might be available to benefit salmon. 

B) Selective Flow Spikes 

~ spring, 6 days at 20,000 cfs to facilitate outmigration and flush 
system 

- summer, 12 days at 20,000 cfs to facilitate entrance to sloughs 
- we have to learn more about the fishery system to determine the most 

desirable time frames for these spikes 

Statement We also have to keep in mind the other uses of the river, 
i~e., recreation, when considering spikes, 

Question 

Answer 

The impacts of increased temperatures on over-wintering fish 
is not discussed in report. Increased temperatur~s will cause 
increased metabolic rates in the over-wintering salmon without 
an available food supply. As a result these fish could go 
into the next spring in a weakened condition. 

This will be addressed in the Fisheries Presentation. 

We don't have enough information on the over-wintering 
locati~ns to assess impacts and provide mitigation at this 
point in time. 
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Water Use and Quality and Fisheries Resources Section 

Holiday Inn, Anchorage, Alaska 

December 1~ 1982 Afternoon Session 

Attendees 

Name trrganization Name Organization 

Judy Zimicki NAEC John R. Bizer Harza/Ebasco 

Woody Trihey Acres Steve Zrake ADEC 
Bill Lawrence EPA Larry Moulton Woodward-Clyde 

Brad Smith NMFS Jean Baldrige Woodward-Clyde 

Len Corin USFFJS Larry Hechart ADF&G 

Mary Lu Harle ADNR Kevin Delaney ADF&G 

Gary J. Prokosch ADNR Mike Mills ADF&G 

Chris Godfrey COE Dan Wilkerson ADF&G 

Ken Florey ADF&G Tom Trent ADF&G 

Eric Myers NAEC Dana Schmidt ADF&G 

John Wiles State Parks Bruce Barrett ADF&G 

Dave Wangaard USFWS Christopher Estes ADF&G 

John Hayden Acres Alan Bingham ADF&G 

Wayne Dyok Acres Richard Fleming APA 

Ken Voos AEIDC 

INTRODUCTION - Larry Moulton, Woodward-Clyde Consultants (WCC) 

We have focused on habitat for impact assessment and mitigation 

planning. Although we cannot presently quantify impacts or present a 

detailed mitigation plan, we can discuss 'the general types and 

magnitudes of fisheries impacts li.kely to occur. Studies to quantify 

impac.ts and determine the level of mitigation necessary are either 

ongoing or in the planning stage. 
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We hava divided the river into four general habitat types: 

o mainstem, 

o side channel, 

o slough, and 

o tributary. 

We considered three general reaches of the river: 

o Impoundments Zone, 

o Talkeetna to Devil Canyon, and 

o Cook Inlet to Talkeetna. 

Each reach will have different impacts associated with the various 

stages of the development. 

We did select evaluation species based on the criteria developed by 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife (USFWS) and Alaska Department of Fish and Gau:~ 

(ADF&G). Because of expected impacts, we focused on salmon spawning 

activities in slough habitats between Talkeetna and Devil Canyon 

(Table 1). 

1. Chum salmon are most abundant in these habitatso 

2. Sockeye salmon are not as abundant as chums but sloughs 

provide almost all spawning habitat for sockeye in this 

reach. 

3. Chinook and coho salmon do not spawn in the sloughs. So 

here we are mainly concerned about juvenile fish which rear 

in slough and mainstem habitats. 

4. Pink salmon spawn mainly in tributaries with only slight use 

of slough habitats. 

For the Impoundment Zone, we selected Arctic grayling as the 

evaluation species. 
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The different species occupy the river at slightly different times 

(presented phenology chart, Figure 1). 

Q Could some of the differences from 1981 to 1982 could be due to 

differences in catchability of fish between the h:f.gh and low flows 

experienced between 1981 and 1982. 

A ADF&G (Su hydro) staff will be here shortly to answer your 

question. 

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS 

Impacts expected during construction are expected to be similar to 

those experienced by other major construction projects. In the ca3e 

of the two dams, the impacts are expected to be fairly localized. A 

construction practices manual will be prepared to assist the 

contractor in avoiding and minimizing environmental damage. 

l1aj or Impacts 

1. Loss of habitat in mainstem due to river diversion. 

2. Diversion tunnel will have high velocities and fish losses 

are expected to result. 

3;> Short-term turbidity problems. 

4. Concrete hatching operation will produ(!e effluent requiring 

treatment. 

5. Accidental spills are a consideration. 

6. Material sites and borrow areas will be located within the 

impoundment with the exception of Borrow area E, known as 

the Tsusena Creek borrow area. This area will be 

rehabilitated to provide aquatic habitat. 
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FISHERIES BASELINE STUDIES 

Tom Trent (ADF&G Su Hydro Project Manager) 

ADF&G conducted reconnaissance during the winter of 80-81. We began 

full scale investigations in June 1981. Presently 1 we have completed 

two cycles of open-water season studies and are getting the winter 

1982-83 program underway. Our program is divided into three areas: 

o Adult anadromous, 

o Resident and juvenile anadromous, and 

o Aquatic habitat and instream flow studie~. 

Our task is mainly one of data collection but we are doing some 

analysis to describe preproject relationships. Our reporting schedule 

includes our basic data reports which will be produced by Jan. 31, 

1983. These will contain very little analysis. 

reports which will contain our analyses will 

June 30, 1983. 

Our interpretive 

be produced by 

Christopher Estes (ADF&G Su Hydro - Aquatic habitat and instream flow 

program) 

Discussed ADF&G 1981 reports and 1982 habitat report. 

During the 1982 field season, the aquatic habitat program collected 

habitat data to assess the influence of the mainstem discharge on 

other habitat types. We established study sites in slough habitat and 

collected water quality, hydraulic, and substrate data in six side 

sloughs upstream of Talkeetna: SA, 9, 11, 16, 19 and 21. 

Downstream of Talkeetna we established study sites in two areas~ Chum 

channel, a side channel and Rabideaux slough. We will evaluate the 

influence of mainstem discharge on these habitats. 

I 



The aquatic habitat program also provided support for the resident and 

juvenile anadromous studies, 

Dana Schmidt (ADF&G Su Hydro - Resident and juvenile anadromous fish 

program) 

In addition to the resident and juvenile anadromous program, I have 

also been involved in a dissolved gas study upon which I recently 

presented a paper at the American Fisheries Society meeting in Sitka. 

De'lil Canyon has la?e plunge pools which cause entrainment of air 

resulting in nitrogen supersaturation. A continuous recorder was 

installed near the mouth of the canyon to measure nitrogen 

concentrations in the canyon. Measurements were collected to 

determine the dowstream dissolved gas profile to asseas the decay 

rate of nitrogen in the system. Peak concentrations of 117% were 

recorded in the canyon. 

Resident and juvenile anadromous fish program. 

The adult anadromous program is tracking the adult salmon. We will be 

following through with the incubation of the embryos. In conjunction 

with the USFWS, we will determine development rates under various 

temperature regimes. In addition we will be evaluating: 

o Rearing habitat in sloughs and. side channels, 

o Timing of outmigration (smolt trap 6/18 to 10/10) 

o Population estimates of grayling in the impoundment zone. 

(These estimates will be stratified by age classes and may 

be available by Jan. 31.) 

We will b~ determining fish distribution and relative abundance, 

through electrofishing and minnow trapping. ~ Telemetry studies are 

being conducted on rainbow and burbot. 

We will be assessing changes in habitat in response to changes in 

flow. 
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We have begun a study of food habits and availability of invertebrate 

populations. 

Bruce Barrett (ADF&G Su Hydro - Adult Anadromous Program) 

Con.dv.cted adult anadromous investigations from the confluence of Devil 

Creek to the estuary mainly on eulacon! salmon, a~d Bering cisco. 

Eulachon studies ~ere conducted from May IS. to ~une 9 using gill nets 

and electrofishing units. Spawning activity was located from RM 4.5 

to RM 48 primarily below the Yentna River confluence. There appears 

to be two populations of eu1achon using the lower Susitna River. The 

size of the run is in millions of fish. The spawning run is mainly 

composed of 3 year old fish. The fish were spawning in riffle zones 

with unconsolidated sands and small gravel and relatively high 

velocities. 

Salmon 

5 stacions with side-sean sonar and fish wheels were established. 

Milling activity and mainstem spawning were evaluated with 

electro fishing a.nd gill nets. Spawning surveys were conducted from 

RM 100 to 160. 

Chinook Studies 

Population estimates were determined from tag and recapture. The 

escapement in 1982 was far greater than in 81. They were near the 

1976 levels. There was lots of milling in the canyon. Chinook were 

found above the Devil Canyon Dam site in Ch~echako and Chinook Creeks. 

Sockeye Salmon 

W~ had a la~ger escapement of sockeye salmon in 82 than in 81. Most 

of the sockeye were found in the sloughs. Sockeye did spawn in Chase 

Creek» a tributary to Indian River and Prairie Creek in the Talkeetna 
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Drainage. S.ockeye spawned in 9 sloughs between Talkeetna and Devil 

Canyou. We did document an early run of sockeye in the Talkeetna 

Drainage. 

Pink Salmon 

The escapement was less than average for a.n even year.. Pink salmon 

spawn mainly in the tributaries. We found pink salmon using mainstem 

spawning sites in addition to slough habitats. 

Coho Salmon 

Coho salmon spawn mainly in tri.bu·taries. One mainstem site was 

located and coho were found spawning in one slough. 

No mainstem spa~~ing areas were located below Talkeetna. 

Bering Cisco 

We had a ~uch smaller run than last year~ Fish were spawning in the 

same area (near Montana Creek) as they did last year. We had one 

repeat ~~pawner from last year and fish were 3 and 4 years old. 

QUESTIONS 

Q Kevin Delaney (ADF&G) How many sloughs are there? 

A We have located 33 sloughs, 10 are heavily utilized for 

spawning. 

Q Kevin Delaney (ADF&G) How many are mapped? 

A We have planemetric maps on 6 sloughs and will be able to 

assess access in these sloughs. 
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Q Brad Smith (NMFS) How important are mainstem spawning sites? 

A Some areas are heavily utilized. We may have 1000 fish in one 

area. The majority of the nu~instem is not used. 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Ken Florey (ADF&G) How are the chum salmon spawning densities? 

Given the flow we had, how is the habitat utilization? 

We had good utilization o:E existing habitat. We are fairly 

close to capacity with 82 populations and flow conditions. 

Ken Florey (ADF&G) Is the utilization of the sloughs dependent 

on flow levels or are they density dependent? 

Our population estimates show an increased number of salmon in 

the system this year and fish moved faster in low watero Low 

levels kept fish out of the sloughs until late. 

Ken Florey (ADF&G) With regard to pulsing the discharge in the 

spring and during the spawning season, is there any evidenc~ to 

support this concept? I realize that the studies are not 

complete enough to define pulses. 

We did observe fish passing into sloughs when flows came up in 

September, which lends some credibility to the. pulse concept. 

, However, both mainstem and slough flow increased. 

Are you going to do any winter food habitats study? 

We wi "'..1 be looking at the distribution of fish in slough .and 

water temperatures will be monitored but we are not dcing food 

habits. We will have some tnformation on growth but the small 

number of fish scattered over the large channel makes sampling 

difficult~ 
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Q Will you be able to tell turnover rate in overwintering 

habitats? 

A No. We don't have the resources to determine the relationship 

between fish overwintering in sloughs and. fish overwintering in 

the mainstem. 

Q Brad Smith (NMFS) Does the large amount of milling behavior 

mean that fish will go upstream if they have the opportunity? 

A We think they 9ill as evidenced by the movement of chinook this 

year into Devil Canyon. We see a lot of interbasin movements 

and we have a sizeable population in Portage Creek. 

Q Has anyone tak2n a look at the parent year to see what the 

flows were? 

A We only had about 50 fish upstream of Devil Canyon and no 

scales were collected. We attempted to trap juvenile fish but 

didn't find any salmon. 

Q Lenny Corin (USFWS) Will you generate a new estimates of the 

grayling population in the impoundment? 

A Yes. We expect to have a substantial increase in the 

population estimatee We will have some i.nformation on Watana 

Creek and we have divided the Oshetna River into riffle pool 

reaches to refine our estimates. 

Q Ken Florey (ADF&G) Were there any age differences relative to 

the two runs of smelt? 

A l1ost fish were 3 yr old. 
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Ken Florey (ADF&G) Any repeat spawners? 

No way to tell. Males have a longer s·pawning period than 

females probably 5 day as opposed to 1 day. The two runs 

appear to be genetically differe'll.t due to size and weight. 

Ken Florey (ADF&G) How long is incubation,? 

We could not recover eggs but it is probably 2 weeks. ADF&G 

Interpretive Report Dana Schmidt (ADF&q Su Hydro). Our June 

report will integrate data from the various programs into a 

common base to determine the relative importance of populations 

at risk and the response to changes associated with natural 

variation. The report w:tll be confined to the lower ri·rer and 

will integrate by spEHcies data on: 

1. Adult migration and spauning 

2. Embryo development 

3. Freshwater rearing 

a. habitat selection 

b. response to changes in discharge and water quality 

4. Outmigration timing 

It will address: 

o Relationship of behavioral response and changes in flow 

o Hydraulic change i.n habitat 

o Change in surface area 

o Change in availability of cover and substrate 

o Response of chum and sockeye salmon embryos to thermal 

variation which presently exists in the habitat 

END OF SESSION 
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MEE'l'ING SUMMARY 

EXHIBIT E WORKSHOP 

Water Use and Quality and Fishery Resources Section 

Holiday Inn • Anchorage • Alaska. 

December 2, 1982 

ATTENDEES 

Name Organization Name Organization 

Jean Baldrige Woodwarrl-Clyde Larry Rundquist Woodward-Clyde 
Larry Moulton Wtlodward-Clyde Eric Myers NAEC 
Brad Smith NMFS Bill Lawrence EPA 
Garry Stackhouse USFWS Dan Wilkerson ADEC 
Kevin Delaney ADF&G Paul Krasnowski ADF&G 
Uichael D.. Kelly AEIDC Bill Wilson AEIDC 
Mike Prewitt AEIDC Kevin Young Acres Amer:ILcan 
Kayne Dyok Acres American Tony Burgess Acres American 
Dave Wangaard USFWS Gary Lawley Harza/Ebasco 
John Bizer Harza/Ebasco Paul Janke ADNR 

Tom Trent ADF&G Kevin Florey ADF&G 

Gary Prokosch ADNR Steve Zrake ADEC 

Nancy Blunck APA Tom Arminski APA 

Mary r.u Harle ADNR Dave McGillivary USFWS 

Patric.ia Lukens Acres American 

MITIGATION FRAMEWORK - Larry Moulton (Woodward-Clyde Consultants) 

Approach to mitigation was based on the USFWS and ADF&G mitigation policies 

which present the criteria and categories contained in Figure E 3 .. 1 

(Exhibit E). Keeping these criteria in mind let's rev:f.ew the impacts. 
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IMPOUh'IDMENT 

Impoundment Impacts: 

r .. otic habitat will be innundated as a result of filling Watana 

Reservoir. Figure 2 shows the portions of the mainstem and tributaries 

innundat.ed by v1atana Reservoir.. We believe that much of the grayling 

population presently occupying this habitat will be lost. The summer 
.-

habitat :r.n the stre!ams seem to be fairly well occupied so few additional 

grayling could probably be accomodated in adjacent habitats. Grayling are 

not generally found in turbid lakes. In addition grayling may encounter 

difficulties 1.n sucessfully incubating embryos spawned d.uring reservoir 

operatione Spawning under reservoir operation will be difficult for most 

species. As the reservoir fills, sediments carried by the tributaries will 

settle out over the spawning areas, suffocating the eggs. Figure 3 

illustrates how reservoir operation and biological activities overlap. The 

portion of the streams near the reservoir will be innunda.ted by the 

reservoir filling schedule before the embryos hatch. The portion of the 

grayling population spawninf in habitats above the 2135 ft level will not 

be affected by the reservoir filling schedule as these embryos would hatch 

before the habitat would be inundated. Table 1 indicated the miles of 

tributary innundated by the. reservoir during the grayling spawning and 

in<!ubation period. The amount of overwintering habitat is expected to 

increase a 

A population of Lake trout may develop jn the_ reservoir but again 

production is expected to be limited. Figure 3 shows that most of the 

available spawning habitat will be dewatered during the winter before the 

lake trout embryos have completed their development. The spawning depths 

for lake trout, whitefish and burbot were taken from Morrow's Fresh~ater 

Fishes of Alaska. Some deep spawing lake trout may survive. The 

probablility of sucessful whitefish or burbot production appears slight. 

If these fish spawn in tributary channels the embryos may survive. 

We expect a little different situation in Devil Canyon Reservoir. 

The reservoir will iunundate riverine habitat and the grayling populations 



occupying those habitats may be lost. However s grayling popu1atio•ns in 

these streams do not appear to be as large as those in the Watana Rest!rvoir 

streams. The streams in Devil Canyon Reservoir are fairly steep and many 

appear to have migration barriers which will not be innundated by the 

reservoir .. 

Q Silt load covering deposited eggs interfering with success. Also, 

what will the fish be feeding on? 

A Upwelling may clear some of the gravels. Loss of r:fverine habitat 

in impoundmel!t zone with very little gained.. Do not exp~ct a 

produ.~tive littoral area and do not expect much food production .. 

Q Is there an access problem if fish overwinter in the reservoir? 

A May actually improve accessibility as some fish barriers will be 

removed, e.g. falls on Deacman Creek will be inundated. Dollys have 

the best chance of .i:urviving and may occupy reservoir habitats. 

Mitigation for the Impoundment Zones - Larry Moulton {WCC) 

Since the impacts for the reservoir can not be avoided, mimimized 

or rectified, compensation is planned for the lost resource. The best way 

to compensate these losses is with inkind replacement of grayling. We 

propose investigating the possibility of implanting grayling in barren 

lakes in the project area or possibly other lakes in southcentral Alaska if 

none are found within the vicinity of the proj ec;t. Grayling could be 

raised in a hatchery and rele:~.sed in suitable lakes. It may be effective to 

deepen some lakes to provide overwintering habitat. 

Q 

A 

Has the success of such a hatchery program been proven? 

ADF&G has a grayling program at Big Lake Hatchery 

•;.. 
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Agency Comment - I'm famtliar with the ADF&G program which is at Clear Ak. 

and it is my impression that the technology is not all that dependable. I 

don't believe it can be done on this scale. 

There were successful plantings in south~aEtern Alaska where the fish began 

reproducing on their own. 

ACCESS ROADS - Larry Moulton (WCC) 

The primary impacts to aquatic habita~ expected to occur are related 

to road crossings and borrow pits. To the extent practical borrow are~s 

for the access road have been moved to upland sites. Road crossings will 

be designed a~cording to ~nF&G fish passage criteria in accordance with the 

title 16 draft r~g~lations. If desirable, the borrow areas near lake may 

be rehabilitated to provide aquat!c habitat. 

Access to this area may result in an impact frmn thE; additiqn~l 

fishing pressures. Natural populations in streams and lakes could be 

protected if more re6trictive harvest techniques and bag limits were placed 

on areas such as Deadman Creek. The lakes that are stocked with grayling 

may provide a place for the guy who just wants to catch a lot of fish while 

the natural streams could pJ;QVide more of a quality fishing exper1~ence. 

The road has been routed as far away ft'GT!l Deadman Creek as the corridor 

allows. 

Q Do you expect people to drive 200 miles to fish in a gravel pit? 

A 

Q 

Yes, they drive that far now. We expect people to leave Anchorage or 

Fairbanks with a camper or Winnebago, pull up to one of the3e areas 

and fish for the weekend. 

Are you familiar with Copper Highway gravel pits? 

A Yes. 
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Is this access discussion only for the Denali-Watana portion? 

No both segments are discussed. 

What is the type of borrow material? Volume? 

The borrow material should be relatively easy to get. We need about 

200 surface acres for Denali-Watana and about same for Watana-Devil 

Canyon portion. We feel we can get this from upland sites and will 

not need to use any streambed material. 

Q If borrow areas are sp easy to locate, how about alignment of the 

road? 

A They have done some realignment. 

Agency Comment - We have not yet quantified loss, but we don't think that 

there is any way to ra:tse the number of fish that we are talki11g about. 

There is no compensation for unique experience that can be had today at the 

mouths of some of these streams. 

DOWNSTREAM IMPACTS- Jean Baldrige (WCC) 

Before we begin on the downstream impacts I would just like to take 

a few minutes to discuss our approach to assessing downstream iifiPacts and 

where we are in the process. Our approach is based on habitat. We looked 

at areas where the project would alter habitat conditions.. Then, we 

evaluated the changes to determine if the~ would impact the fishery 

resourceso This is basically a sequential process. First we have to know 

what t:he project area is and how the system works. Then we can overlay the 

project operating scenario and determine the project i~pacts. After 

assessing the impacto we develop a mitigation plan to address the expected 

impacts .. 
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Where are we in this process? Well, we have a good general 

understanding of how the basin works, what the processes are, the general 

distribution, and timing of the fishery resources. We know what habitats 

are important. We have identified generically, the type of impacts likoly 

to occur and we have developed a conceptual approach to mitigation and 

established some priorities. We have some concepts regarding mitigation 

features. Larry Moulton will talk more about mitigation later today. 

In reviewing the physical processes in the basin as Wayne Dyok and 

other talked about yesterday, most of the changes will occur in the 

Talkeetna to Devil Canyon section. We expect most of the changes to occur 

under the filling and operation of Watana. Devil Canyon Dam may result in 

slight increases in the types of impacts which will occur under dev~lopment 

of Watana .. 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

What is filling time for the Devil Canyon? 

About a month.. Downstream flows would be maintained at 5000 cfs. 

(Ed. nQte - actual filling time from elevation 1135 to 1455 ~ill be 

in the order of 5 to 8 weeks) 

Why stick with a 5000 cfs value? Do we know enough to say that v s 

what we need? 

That is what we have had to work with. We feel that in the 8-10 yr 

period in which Watana alone would operate, a n.ew fishery habitat 

will develop and substantially changing the established regime will 

hurt that new fishery. 

WATANA FILLING - Jean Baldrige (WCC) 

Filling Wr.ttana Reservoir is expected to take three years. This 

figure presents a comparison of streamflows expected for filling Watana 

reservoir. I h~ve combined parts of the second and third years to show the 

months of the greatest changes expected. Many of the changes expected 

-
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I during the open-water season will occur during the initial filling of the 

reservoir. We e~pect changes in: 

o Streamflows 

o Water quality 

o Water temperature 

Mainstem and Side-channel Habitat 

Mainstem and/side-channel habitats will be directed influenced by 

the project. 

o Outmigration 

Break-up will be diminished which may affect o~tmigration. Sufficient 

water will exist to transport fry downstream but both the rising water 

levels and temperatures that may stimulate outmigration may not occur under 

post project condition. 

Q Asked whsther the reduced flows are indeed sufficient for the fish 

·passage. 

A Yes, for river migration. 

o Chinook inmigration 

There should be sufficient water to pass fish upstream. ;;~'Jdies on 

navigation by the ADNR show that there will be depths of at least two feet 

in the shallowest cross-section which is located between sloughs 8 and 9. 

Chinook will also be able to gain acess to tributary habitats under filling 

flows as R & M discussed yesterday. Chinook are also expected to be able 

to ascend the canyon and utilize tributary habitats below the Watana dam • 

. 
Q These effects during filling - what about operation? 

A Similar effects. 
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Q Would you raally get a decrease in velocity through :pevil Canyon. 

A Yes, due to the rectan.guls.r shape and the confined nature of the 

canyon, we expect that when we decrease tb~ discharge, the 

velocities will be reduced. There will still be high velocities in 

the c '}yon but chinook should be able to pass .• 

o Spawning season 
A few spawning areas were located in Illllinstem and side-channel 

areas. Lower flo·ws during the spawning season may adver.sely affect some 

mainstem and side channel spawning areas. Many of these: areas are located 

on the margins of the system in areas protected from high flows. Because 

these habitats are located on the perifery of the system they are more 

susceptible to dewatering. 

o Water temperatures 
During the second year of filling we expect water temperatures in 

the range of 5 to 6 °C during the summer time. Temperatures in this range 

may deter adults form entering the system. If they do enter the system, 

the cool temperatures may retard sexual maturity and delay spawning 

activity. Low water temperatures could affect resident and juvenile 

anadromous fish by retarding growth or by caus~ng fish to move into warmer 

waters in the tributaries and sloughs. 

Slough Habitat 

Slough habitats will be slightly buffered from changes in the 

mainstem, but we expect some adverse impacts in these habitatsoin the 

spring, under the filling flows we will not have the ktnd of break-up and 

flushing action we have now. However, we will still have some increase in 

slough discharge and stage from the increase in local surface runoff as the 

snow melts and tha rains come. This may provide sufficient stimuli for the 

fry to outmigrate. 

In August under 12,000 cfs we may have some passage problems as 

Woody Trihey discussed yesterday~ This afternoon we will discuss ways to 
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rectify this situation. We may also see some reduction in the areal extent 

of upwelling and perhaps the rate of upwelling. As the back:water effacts 

from the mainstem are redu.c;ed, some of the lower spawning areas may be 

affected. A decrease in depth may reduce the amount of spawning area 

available as well as affect holding areas. 

Another result of regulated flows would come from increased beaver 

activity. Bea•1er dams have already caused some passage problems; At 

slough SA, the beaver dams precluded upstream migration until the flow 

levels i1ncreased in September. Then with the additional stage and 

backwater effects the fish were able to pass. 

Q What is the source of flow and ice formation in the slough. 

A Right now the sloughs form a thin ice cover over much of their 

length. At the slough mouths, the ice may resemble the ice cover in the 

mainstem in its thickness. At slough SA ADF&G observed that the slough was 

overtopped as the ice front proceeded upstream past the slough. The 

discharge increased to 150 cfs. In the spring, the ice melts off the 

sloughs earlier than break-up in the mianstem. In April the slough are 

open and free flowing. 

Q Is there a spawning population in these sloughs? ¥/'hat velocities 

ar~ we Lalking about? 

A We don't expect that the velocities are high enough under ice 

formation to cause scouring. 

Comment · Acres clarified the path length of the groundwater flow that 

influences upwelling on the slough picture. 

Groundwater moves along the downriver gradient and not really cross wise 

through the island. 
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Tributaries 

The only portion of the tributary which will ·be influenced by the 

project will be the tributary mouths. As in slough habitats, the mainstem 

causes a backwater to form which provides passage and rearing habitat for 

residents and juvenile anadromous species. R & M performed an analysis 

that indicates that, with an exception of three, the tributary mouth will 

not become perched. The backwater zone may be slightly reduced. Tributary 

habitat above Devil Canyon will become available to chinook salmon as we 

discussed earlier. 

Q Of those streams th~t are going to be perched, why is it that they 

will perch. 

A Size of stream bed material. 

WATANA OPERATION 

Under operation, the flows will be a bit higher in the spring and 

fallt definitely higher in the winter and about the same much of the 

summer. We will have greater control on the downstream temperatures. In 

addition we ~lill reduce the number and magnitude of floods in the system. 

Presently we have an annual flood of 50,000 cfs. Under operation that 

annual flood will be about 13,QOOo We will also have a change in the 

sediment transport in the system. Right now the system carries lots of 

sand suspended in the water. You can hear it hit your boat. The reservoir 

will remove the sand. The river will pick up some sediments below the dam 

and will carry some sediment but it will be much clearer than the existing 

conditions. 

Because of these physical changes we expect rearing conditions to 

improve in mainstem and side-channel habitats~ We e~cpect increased benthic 

production from improved light penetration and reduction of st1spended sands 

which presently sandblast the substrate. 
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Q Is there a seasonal consideration of your discussion with regard to 

increased benthic production in mainstem habitats? 

A Mainly summer. 

Winter Conditions 

Discharges will be higher in the winter. Water temperatures will 

also be increased. Upstream of Portage or Sherman, temperatures will ~e 2 
0 

to 4 C at the dam outlet thus there would be no ice on '-hat portion of the 

river.. Wanner water temperatures are expected to benefit overwintering 

fish by reducing mortalities associated with freezing.. Stable flows will 

prevent dewatering of overwintering habitat and spawning areas available 

under t:he postproject summer flows. Warmer water temperatures may alter 

the embryo development rates. Temperature increases may result :tn early 

~mergence, which has been linked to decreased survival~ If these fish move 
0 downstream, they will encounter 0 C watar in the Chulitna and may 

experience thermal shock. Chum slamon would be less susceptable as they 

select areas with upwelling, which would buffer the embryos from mainstem 

temperature changes. The suspended sediments will increase slightly during 

the winter. 

Downstream of Sherman, we will have an ice cover. Here again, 

increased ·winter discharge is not expected to adversely affect rearing 

fish. We may have some increased velocities but we expect there will be 

sufficent areas along the margins of the river and in pools for fish ·to 

overwinter. Juveniles spend much of their time in or near the substrate 

so mean column velocities may not be as important to them in the winter as 

they are in the summer. 

Sloughs 

The change in ice processes will affect slough habitats. Upstream 

of the ice front we will have open-water condition. As Tom Lavender 

discussed· yesterday we will have less stage tban under the present ice 

cover. Since winter and summer discharges are virtually the same, spawning 
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habitat available under the post ~roject summer flows should be maintained 

by the winter flows. 

Downstream of the ice front we expect an increase in stc.ge over 

pre-project conditions" This stage is expected to increase sufficiently to 

overtop the sloughs at the head end which would allow cooler mainstem water 

to enter the slough system. This would reduce ~urface temperatures in the 

sloughs and may adversely affect the quality of overwintering habitat. 

If this process causes aufeis formations in the upper portion of the 

sloughs, water temperatures in the sloughs may be reduced well into June. 

No flushing flow \~ould be available to remove the ice and it would have to 

melt. If cooler water temperatures persist through the spring it could 

adversely afffect nursey areas for emergent fry. 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

What river mile is Watana? So we are talking about 30-55 miles of 

open river under post-project winter ice conditions. 

Yes .. 

What temperature is causing this? I thought the ice front would be 

at Talkeetna. 

Under the operation of Watana we expect the ice cover to be between 

Portage Creek and Sherman. Under the operation of Devil Canyon we 

expect the ice cover to be somewhere between Sherman and Talkeetna. 

Do we have any idea of relative percentages of overwintering in 

mainstem vs. sloughs. 

Do not have percentages but both habitats are being used. 

Aren't we also seeing a lot of ~tranded river ice now? 

Yes, but they are much smaller than an aufeis field. 
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Q Juvenile fish coming out of tributaries - will there be enough ~ater 

to get back into sloughs? 

A Outmigration from tributaries occurs all summer long. 

Q What do Indian and Portage contribute to flowo 

A The contribution is relatively small. 

A (Acres) Gave some numbers. 

Q When we hear discharge at Gold Creek, that is not the discharge at 

Watana. 

A That is correct. We will have immediate feedback of Gold Creek 

streamflow data to modify releases at the dam. 

Q Trying to figure out slough access comments in FERC - Exhibit E 

(Chapter 2). What is most sloughs? 

A Access not a well-defined factor on a slough-by-slough basis. Fish 

did get into many sloughs under 12,000 cfs but access was difficult. 

Wayne Dyok (Acres) presented seme information on ice processes in sloughs. 

Reiterated that presently the ice front causes ro.ainstem water to flow 

through the slough and the mainstem ice cover progresses up the slough. 

This is probably of short duration. 

Q Ground water seeps small - Will large flows cause scour? 

A We don't expect they will but we dontt know. 

Q 

A 

Won't this have an effect on changing the upstream berm? 

They may change the height of the berm at the upstream end .. We will 

have to evaluate this. 
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DEVIL CANYON 

Filling of Devil Canyon will be a short time, 5 weeks.. We reported 

5 months in the Exhibit E. Filling will ·be accomplished in the winter. 

DtJwnstream discharges will be maintained at 5000 cfs. Under the oper.ation 

of Devil Canyon you can see that we have small increases in the percent 

change of streamflow (Figure). We do not expect these changes to result in 

new· imnacts but the magnitude of impacts discussed m1der the operat.ion of 

Watana will be slightly increased~ ~~e notable difference as we mentioned 

earlier, the ice front will be betwe~n Talkeetna and Sherman after Devil 

Canyon comes on lin2. 

DOWNSTREAM OF TALKEETNA 

Let's just take a brief look at the system below Talkeetna. You can 

see herf! at Sunshine station (Figure) that the changes are of a smaller 

magnitude. In addition we do not expect much difference in either the 

temperature regime nor the sediment transport processes. 

Moving down tc Susitna station we see even a further dampening of projec~ 

effects. The Eulachon will be in the system in May which has a decrease of 

about 10 per cent. Changes ~f this magitude are not expected to 

significantly affect the Eulachon spawners. 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Have you considered the relatively short time that the Euluchon are 

in the system and does mean monthly represent the situation? 

It may not but under peak fiows the percent reduction would be lesso 

This will be looked at when the data is available. We will be 

trying to get into daily ~nd weekly streawflow values for all fish 

and the entire system if app.::opriate. AEIDC will be looking at this 

in their quantitative impact assessment. 

Processes will remain the same as under Watana, just be more of it. 

Wayne Dyok (Acres) Yes. 
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Q During filling and operation may ther~e be large slides into 

reserv~oir affecti~g water quality downstream. 

A There will be some slumping especially under the initial filling, 

but we do no\t expect much effect down,stream. The slide would 

contain large soil particles which would probably settle out in the 

regervoir. 

Q With the loss of some sloughs can something be done to mitigate by 

making new sleughs or are they a total loss. 

A We do have some ideas on slough mitigation which we will discuss 

now. 

Q What level of turbidity do you expect dol:mstream in winter months? 

A Slightly higher than now. 

Q What is that comparable to under present conditions up- and 

downstream of Talkeetn~? 

A Similar to those experienced in September. 

Q Bow is this .all going to be compiled into a composite impact? 

A (WCC) (ADF&G-SuHydro) and (AEIDC) will be doing this in the next 

several months. 

Q Will also have to integrate the terrestrial and other studies. 

A There is coordination between the different groups. 

Agency Comment - ADF&G had a good point on cumulative impacts. 
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Q I'm not happy with the philosophy of "We have only a 10 percent 

change and therefore we don't expect alot of impact.," Many of our 

species already at the edge of a range and 10% can push it over the 

edge. 

A We are still trying to refine and define these problems. 

Wayne Dyok (Acres) made announcement regarding handout. 

Larry Moulton (WCC) announced typo changes ~n Table E34. 

MITIGATION - Larry Moulton (WCC) 

Water Temperature 

The muliple level outlet will provide some temperature control 

during operation and the last year of filling. Temperatures during the 

second year of filling are still a problem. We may be able to solve this 

problem by including a low-level intake. This would also give us more 

temerpature control during the spring and fall when we may want to provide 

warmer or cooler water. The engineers are pres.ently looking into this. 

Streamflow 

Under tbe present operating senario, we can't avoid all impacts to 

the fish, but we may be able to rectify some of these impacts through 

habitat modification. One concept is through slough modification. (Figure 

·E 3. 9). We would modify a slough using downstream control structures to 

increase the depth and allow fish passage. The upper end of the slough 

would be diked off to prevent the mainstem discharge from entering. A gate 

with a pipe would allow us to have flow through the ~lough for flushing or 

for outmigrants. 

Q 

A 

Do yoQ have a generic price to go along with the generic design? 
6 $3-$4 x 10 per 30 million ~ggs. 

-



Q How many would be built. 

A However many are required to mitigate the losa. 

Q Have you compared this to hatche~ costs. 

A Yes, It appears to be about ~ the coat. 

Q Who would operate the valve? 

A Manual operationo 

Q You are thu~p~osing to design an artificial slough? 

A We would use an existing slough. 

Q Do the flow control weirs get removed for flushing? 

A They will be dropped or l&id back but we haven't worked out the 
details yet. 

Q How would you get to these areas for maintenance? 

A Most of these areas will be near the existing railroad. 

Q Will the juvenile chinnok and coho be able to use the sloughs for 
overwintering? 

A We presently have no mechanism for them to get in but can consider 
it. 

Q When holding the chum, do the coho and chinook feed on the chum? 
A They probably would. 

Agency Comm~nt - I think they would really be able tQ chow down since the 
chum would be held in confined areas. 

-
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Q 

A 

Q 

A 

How is the t:tme of emergence span going to be accounted for on the 

release schedule. 

We don v t have that infc,tmation yet &s to when the emergence time is 

and what flows would be requi~ed. 

We tried feeding chum in Cold Bay and the fish ~ouldn;t leava~ HGW 

are you going to get the fish otit? 

We were proposing to feed th~ fry only if w~ had early em~rgence and 

downstream conditions were not suitable~ With the recent results of 

groundwater studies it looks as though we will not have to feed the 

fry • 

Project Comment - These are proposed IDitigation measures and combined with 

flow regulat:ion, we have some fle~ibi 1.ity. We will probably use a 

combination of mitigation techniques. Some sloughs may not require 

modifications, others may require a structure at the entrance to help the 

fish get in, others may require only the berm at the head end. The goal is 

to maintain as natural and passaive a set of modifications as possible. 

Agency Comment - There are no spawning cha'f!n~J.s in operation in Alaska. 

The ones at Fourth of July Creek in Seward were washed out. I think you 

will probably have a lot of problems with these. 

Agency Comment - Beaver will love these channels and will b~ hard to 

control. 

• 

Q 

A 

Are we going to talk about priorities. 

emphasis on alternative flow~~ 

We have been covering this. 

1st is flow regimes 

2nd is modification of sloughs 

3rd is hatch«.!ry ~ 

-

I'd like to see more 
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Agency CommgJ,tt - Seem~? like. these slough modifications are getting dowfl. ·to 

the bottom of the list. 

Agency Comment - We have already covered flows.. These plans are "a joke". 

I don't think they will work .. We might as well be looking at hatcheries. 

Q Do you know what the effects of time would have on these plans. 

River ohanges abandoning slough. 

A We would not (repose a mitigation that would be abandoned. 

Acres Comment - Ice scour is not a problem under projeet operation and we 

do not expect: the river to change its channel. 

Q What ie thg ~hj~~t!v~ of this slough modification program? 

Q Are you trying to create new habitat or mai~tain existing habitat? 

A We are trying to maintain the existing habitat. 

Q Is t:he information that ADF&G and AEIDC will provide going to be 

helpful in defining which are!is will need this mitigation? 

Agency Comment - That's right ~ if it is not broken, don't fix it. 

A Yes definitely, The information on habitat relationships and 

impacts will provide the basis for mitigation. This is a sequential 

processG We are going to undertake a feasibility study to determine 

if these concepts are practical. We need to understand better how 

sp~cific sloughs work and then design a specific mitigation for e~ch 

slough. 
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DEMONSTRATION SLOUGH - Jean Baldrige (WCC) 

First, I would like to review the problems in slough habitat under 

operation of the project. Through Blough modification we would attempt to 

resolve these problems: 

o Access for adult salmon 

o W'.inter thermal regime (overflow from mainstem) 

o Reduced upwelling 

o Sedimentation 

o Vegetation encroachment 

o Beaver activity 

The objective of the demonstration project is to test the feasibiliy of 

slough modification as a mitigative measure for the Susitna Project. We 

propose to modify a slough to demonstrate that we can provide access and/or. 

enhance upwelling. 

We have started a site selection procese to find a suitable area to 

use. At the end of October, Woodward-Clyde in conjunction with Fish Pnd 

Game conducted a reconnaisance t~ find some candidate sloughs. We 

established some criteria to assist us in this selection. 

o Marginal fish use 

o Ground water upwelling 

o Suitable substrate 

o Surface water source 

o Adequate water quality 

o Accessibility for heavy equipment 

We are in the process of screening the sloughs according to th:J.s 

criteria. We hope to identify likely candidates to begin a baseline data 

collection program on this next field season and we will then be able to 

actually modify a slough after that. Presently we don't understand 

[specific] slough processes well enough to be able to design a modificatiop 

progam that we know will work. 
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Acres Comment - With regard to the sloughs, we have a pretty good handle on 

the processes. The ~jor missing link is applying the processes to each of 

the sloughs individually to get the impacts. to each slough. A few sloughs 

have been studied and results will be available. We may find that no 

modification is necessary for some sloughs, minor modifications for others, 

and major modifications {artificial channels) to others. Is it worth doing 

the major channel modification? We don't know enough right now to decide. 

ADF&G (Su hydro) Comment - Exhibit E Has been prepared on one flow regime. 

Mitigation is based on one operational flow. One problem to be dealt with 

is avoidance. Flow may be available for avoidance but it may not be 

prudent to go with that flow and the flow regime will still be under 

negotiation. Our studies and AEIDC's models will help address the question 

of flows. 

Q Is slough modification a technique proposed to the agencies or is 

this the mitigation proposed in Exhibit E? 

A '!'his is a proposed mitigation for the pro:lect. 

Q We aren't going to know until we try it. If it doesn't work what 

happens since the project will be well along the way? 

A Most FERC licenses stipulate a certain acceptable limit of 

escapement or production that is monitored during construction and 

operation.. If the mitigation does not work then we can undertake 

additional mitigation. 

Agency Comment - Whenever we are mitigating, we have to mitigate whatever 

potential there is und2r natural patterns. 

Agency Comment - Mitigation policy has been established but a program is 

needed to outline a plan for monitoring. 
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A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

It's included in the .xhibit E. 

mitigation plana 

Mo!litoring is part of the 

Is the slough modification project going to look at improving an 

existing slough. 

Yes. 

Are you using the fish to see the effects of mitigation. You aren't 

doing ~:lnything about fish production to evaluate the impacts or 

effectiveness of these modifications. How is fish production being 

evaluated? 

We do not evaluate the habitat in terms of x number of coho units. 

We are constrained to use the physical parameters, we identify 

current conditions and try to maintain those conditions. The 

measure of success of those modifications would be in terms of 

escapement or fry production as gathered through a monitoring 

prog...:am. 

I didn't get the idea how conceptual are the mitigation plans that 

are proposed in the Exhibit E. Today' s presentation has cleared 

this up. No one wants to see hatcheries on the Susitna River except 

as the last alternative but why aren't hatcheries mentioned in 

Exhibit E. Don't you want to include some hatchery program to 

address what can be done if the other mitigation prove not to work. 

What would be the senario with a hatchery? 

Krammer, Chin and Mayo have just co~pleted a hatchery siting studyo 

FRED division is looking at upper basin enhancement possiblities 

without the project. 

Comment - We have already s.elected a case that allows release such that 

hatcheries are not required. 
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Q What is your perception as to how FERC looks at these mitigation 

approaches. What is your understanding of these approaches. Are 

they put in to placate the agencies? 

A We can not state what FERC will do. 

ACHS Comment - FERC has not reacted to anything proposed to them yet. That 

is the way FERC works - they will not plan the project for the Alaska Power 

Authority. 

Alaska Power Authority Comment - We are dealing with a continuous series of 

mitigation schemes and a continuous series of flow regimes to deal with 

changes in a continuous series of habitat types. 

Q 

A 

Are we where we should be on the mitigation plans for the FERC 

process? 

Regs say that a workable design drawing is required, but definition 

of a design drawing is vague. Design drawings usually not required 

except where an integral part of the dam, though schematics for 

systems usually are included. 

Agency Conment - It is a continuum; they may request more data or accept it 

as is. We may feel that we are not very far up on the continuum, but FERC . 
may 110t be concerned about this. They may require that problems .be worked 

out between the Alaska Power Authority and the agencies and return to FERC 

with resolution. Iiow is FERC going to properly review the Exhibit in the 

short time frame? 

A This is a Draft review~ 

Q What is FERC going to come back with. 

A We don't know. 
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Wayne Dyok (Acres) gav¢' .a handout. 

John Hayden (Acres) thanked everyone. 

MEETING ADJORNED 
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