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W-5-051 - Pine Marten 

.. Impacts: Paragraph 1: Please refer to comments under 
section 3.7{c)(i)- Aquatic Species: Impacts of the 
above. The last two sentences are contradictory; there is 
some inconsistency with the last line of the second paragraph 
which otherwise appears to be an accidental repetition of 
paragraph 1 under this section. 

Rc:;ponse 

There was a typographical error in the section on 
impacts to pine marten (Section 3. 7.3(d)) in which part 
of the paragraph was repeated twice. This has been 
corrected. The text has a 1 so been c 1 ari fi ed to avoid 
the appearance of contradiction. 

W-5-052 Paragraph 2: Again, quantification should be given to 
t is trapping pressure and success relative to other area 
furbearers. 

Response 

Harvest information of lynx in GMU 13 has been provided 
in Chapter 5. 

W-5-053 - Fox: Please refer to our comment under Section 3.7(c){i) 
- Lynx, above. Consideration should also be given to project 
impacts on fox, as they may relate to the fox trapper (also 
see our comments under Chapter 3, Section 4.3(a)(xii)). 

Response 

Information on the magnitude of impacts to fox and 
coyote populations can be found in Chapter 3 and in the 
response to comments on Chapter 3, Section 4.3(a)(xii). 

W-5-054 - Secondary Industries: In order to fully assess project 
impacts on secondary industries, the "relatively small percen­
tage of Alaskan trappers who operate in the impact area 11 

should be here. 

W-5-055 

Response 

Trappers in the project area represent approximately 0.5 
percent of the total ntmber of trappers in the state. 
This infonnation was added to Section 3.7.3(g). 

(ii) Recreational: Inadequacy of data base is identified. 
ion on th1 s user group should be ace IJTJUl a ted, impacts 

analyzed, mitigation proposed and then re-evaluated to assess 
effectiveness and impacts in the Exhibit E. The impact due to 
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the 1 oss of access across the upper Susitna River resulting 
from the probable loss of 'IJinter ice cover requires excrnina­
tion in this section. 

We suggest addition of· a paragraph Jj i i) Subsistence to com­
plete th·is section. Infonnation ·under Paragraph 3, Page 
E-5-84 woulci apply, see canment under that section (Section 
3.7(c)(i) Pine Marten- Impacts). 

4 - MITIGATION 

ResE_Qnse 

The section now contains no distinc'\.:ion between 11 Commer­
cial11 and 11 noncommercial 11 trappers, since part-time 
trappers will often sell the furs they obain, and since 
there ar~ no data to support such a distinction. 

Surveys of wildlife users in the project area will be 
considered in future study plans. This would help to 
explore further the implications for trappers of the 
expected ice-free condition of the Susitna River. 

W-5-056 Para9raph 1: The definition should reflect that established 
ln- tne AVA Mitigation Policy docl.l11ent and the NEPA defini­
tion • 

. Parag_rapt!.__1:_: Without proper coordination between Susi tna 
study canponents, actions designed to minimize one component • s 
adverse impacts can unwittingly adversely effect the ability 
of another component to mitigate. The major mitigation pro­
posals offered here are often in ~onfl ict with the mitigation 
goals of the fish and wildlife resources components. Greater 
communication, coordination must result in an open process to 
exa:1ine the tradeoffs when mitigat·ion proposals are offered 
which may pose impacts to other components. Please refer to 
our comments concerning Section 3. 7(c} (i) Aquatic Species 
which appears to indicate a lack of component coordination. 

_p_ara91"5tpl1. __ 5_: Appropriate 1 ocal, state, and federal agencies 
nee""d to have input to this process~ Continued monitor·ing of 
changing mitigation needs in regard to compatabil ity with 
mitigation goals of other components is very important. 

4.2 - Mitigation Alternatives: How the goal of mitigation as 
expressed in this section conforms to the goals of mitigation 
in the APA Mitigation Pol icy docWJent and the NEPA definition 
of mitigation should be explained. 
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{a) Tools that Influence the Ma nitude and Geo ra hie Distri­
~ o ProJect-In uced Changes 

Paragra'}h 3: Scheduling constraints need to be reassessed in 
light o the latest power needs forecasts. We recommend that 
the extent to which impacts could be mitigated in each study 
component be examined through a tradeoff analysis of the 
timing constraints which have been imposed. 

Paragraph 4: Impacts to fish and wildlife resources, and thus 
indirectly to users of these resources, are related to the 
type of construction camp established, access provided (route 
and mode), and the administration of these facilities. We 
perceive 1 ittle coordination designed to minimize impacts to 
fish and wildlife resources as a part of the socioeconomic 
analysis. 

Par·agraph 5: It appears as if management of the construction 
site is to be passive.. That is, workers can come and go with­
out restrictions. This appears to be in conflict with the 
statement on Page E-5-91, 11 For this project, there will be no 
daily commuting ... Also, the assl.lllption that workers will 
maintain their existing residences would follow only if the 
asst.II1ption that the workers would come almost entirely f~·om 
the local and regional areas households. This was strongly 
questioned in the previously referenced letter dated May 27, 
1982, from ADCRA, and on Page E-5-94, "There are at 1 east a 
couple of reasons to believe that local labor might have a 
difficult time obtaining construction jobs." 

Paragraph 8: This paragraph suffers from internal 
tencies concerning daily commuting and use of 
vehicles. Please clarify the discussion. 

inc~nsi s­
personal 

Paragraph 9: This section is supposed to be the mitigation 
plan .. 

P~ragr~ph 12: Th.e r~ferenced studies should be co?r~ in a~ed 
w1th r1sh and w1ldl1fe resources analyses and m1t1gat1on 
planning. Please refer to Section 4: Paragraphs 4 and 5 for 
additional comments. 

(b) Tools that Help Cormwnities and Other Bodies Cope with 
Disruptions ~nd Budget Deficits 

Paragraph 2: In accordance with the APA r~itigation Pol icy 
docunent, a monitoring panel would need to be established, at 
project expense, consisting of representatives of appropriate 
1 ocal, state, and federal agencies to carry out the function 
of assessing the extent of actual impacts and recommending 
modifications to the mitigation program. Modification of the 
mitigation plan in the 1 icense would be through 1 icense amend­
ment. 
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Paragraph 10: Please refer to the comments immediately above 
(Section 4.2{b): Paragraph 2). 

Paragraphs 13 and 14: The question of whether or not the 
Tatior needs of the project could be fulfilled largely through 
local hire (Page E-5-44) or not obvious'ly is going to substan­
tially effect socioeconomic impacts. In that uncertainty 
exists, as expressed in these paragraphs and in the May 27, 
1982, ADCRA 1 etter to APA, we recommend a re-ev al uati on be 
-:arried out as indicated in Section 4.3 (on Page E-5-95) and 
incorporated into the Exhibit E. 

4.3 - Im act Management Pro ram: I tern 1: In 
many respects, t e ase ase, as 1scusse 10 this docl.lllent, 
is a minimum project impacts scenario; this opinion is clearly 
expressed in our Chapter 5 • General Comments. We believe 
that substantial uncertainty exists in key--a-5slJllptions and 
that a multiple scenario model is in order. The study should 
be updated to reflect current state economic and popul atioin 
forecasts. 

Item 2: Please refer to our comments on Section 4.2{b)~ 
Paragraph 2. 

Item 3: Pl t~ase refer to 
Paragraph 2. 

our comments on Section 4.2(b): 

Item 4: Please refer to our comments on Section 4.2{b): 
Paragraph 2. 

Paragraph 5: Please refer to our ccmments on Section 4 .. 2(b): 
Paragraph 2. 

Table E-5-42: We recommend the addition of pop·ulation esti­
mates and any changes in permit regulations fr·om 1970 to 1981. 
The nunber of hunters in 1980 is attributed to 1981 on Page 
E-5-79. 

Response 

Thank you for these canments. Section 4, Mitigation, 
has been revised in response • 
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COMMENTS CONTAINED IN U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE 
SERVICE LETTER OF JANUARY 14, 1983 

GENERAL COMMENTS - RECREATIONAL RESOURCES 

Cormtent 1 

Primary objectives of the Recreation Plan should be: a) to identify 
and mitigate the project related adverse impacts to the existing uses 
of fish and wildlife and other resources and, b) to maximize additional 
recreational opportunities that are not in conflict with existing uses 
and the resources they are based upon.. Th'i s should be accompli shed in 
the context of projected demand during the construction and operation 
phases of the project. 

In general we find this chapter suffers from a lack of necessary infor­
mation which would achieve these objectives. In particular~ 1) the 
chapter fails to outline alternative recreation options; 2) evaluate 
the recommended plan and alternatives over the entire economic project 
life; 3) distinguish between specific recreation users; 4) recognize 
and identify specific responsibilities with regard to implementation 
and operation of the plan; and 5) lacks specificity necessary to influ­
ence project development for the betterment of recreational opportuni­
ties. 

Response 

1. Section 5.5 outlines various conceptual recreation alter­
natives including the no-build alternativr::. These alter­
natives provided the parameters for the elements consi­
dered in the proposed recreation plan. In addition, a 
phasing system has been applied in order to provide f1exi= 
bil ity in the evolution of the recreation plan. 

2. Sections 2.1.3, 2.1.4, 2.1.5, 2.1.6 are provided to demon­
strate the background and composition of the current 
recreation users. Figures E.7.6, E .. 7.7, and E.7 .. 8 indi­
cate existing recreation use patterns. 

3. 

Section 2.2.2 describes existing recreation use within the 
study area including user descriptions. Section 3.2.3 
discusses estimated recr _ation demand as related to spe­
cific user categories. 

Section 4.3 outlines the financial responsibility of the 
Alaska Power .Authority. Section 6. 0 outlines the impl e­
mentation of the recreation plan. Future work includes 
the negotiation and formalizdtion of the agreements be­
tween the Alaska Power Authority and managing agencies and 
the private corporations holding land. 

-



Co1Rl1ent 2 

\: 

4. Specific responsibilities of all parties regarding imple­
mentation of the recreation plan are discussed in Sections 
4 and 6 of Chapter 7, Exhibit E. The responsibilities of 
all parties will be formalized and documented prior to 
implementation of the recr·eation plan. 

To allow the maximum flexibility for meeting recreational demands, it 
is important that an array of alternative options be evaluated. This 
is emphasized by the lack of definitive danand projections and poten­
tial for access during the construction periods. Furthermore, we view 
the tremendous influx of people during the construction period as a 
major consideration for a recreation plan. Specific measures must be 
identified which will not only satisfy demand but also act as controls 
on overuse. The plan must also recognize the limited recreational 
carrying capacity of the area and deal with the fact that all demand 
may not be satisfied. 

CoiTITlent 3 

Response 

1. Sections 5.1, 5. 2, 5. 3, and 5. 4 discuss the study method 
within which a maximum flexibility could occur, as based 
upon the best demand 'information available from several 
different sources. The phasing concept, related to con­
struction and operation, is intended to provide not only 
flexibility, but for the possibility of change in demand 
or need over the extended construction period. 

2. Section 5.4.6 describes the recreation plan for the con­
struction camp. These are specifically intended as alter­
natives to the normal recreation opportunity. 

3. The study methodology recognizes not all recreation de~ 
mands can be met. There has not been an emphasis upon 
that concept. Instead carrying capacity, Section 5.3.4, 
is intended to evaluate each site on the basis of fitness 
of usea. 

Identi fi cation of s pee i fi c respon sib il i ties for implementation and 
operation of the Recreation Plan should be included. It does not 
suffice to place the responsib i1 ity on the ''management agencies/' with­
out a detailed coordinated effort with the agencies prior to issuance 
of the license. The plan must clearly identify the applicant's re­
sponsibility, the agencies• responsibility, and clearly outline the 
procedures to be followed. The plan must recognize the inherent 
restraints placed on the agencies and include as a project cost compen­
sations of them as appropriate for mitigation of project-induced 
impacts. 

-



I 
,J I 

J 

Conment 4 

-:; 

. >:.( ,; .:'•- '.::.;.~.·~~; ·~,~ _.·;rt;~\\. ~ ,~ 

Response 

In addition to Sections 2. 2. 2 and 3o 2. 3, 
this necessary work as discussed above. 
of recreation areas are indicated in 
E. 7. 20. 

v 
\.'-, ,f1·"~,~~ ·. :'?,·')~~~ ·: 

future work includes 
Costs for management 
Figures E.7.19 and 

The plan clearly fails to recognize the differences between sport 2 

trophy, and sub si st(mce use of particular \IIi 1 dl i fe resources. The ten­
dency has been to lump these users as hunters with a major objective o1 
bagging game. We submit these are clearly distinct groups and shoulc 
be so recognized. ~ultural differences regarding recreational pursuit~, 
have also been totally ignored in the plan. 

Respo~se 

Refer to Chapter·s 3 and 5. 

Corrment 5 

Lastly, the plan appears to have been written in a clearly reactive 
mode. There is no recognition of any recreational planning initiative 
that has precluded develollJlent of recreational opportunities which 
could have avoided some impacts while maintaining a higher aesthet•c 
quality to the recreational experience. 

Response 

We disagree with the comment. Refer to Sections 1.0, 1.1, 
1. 3, 5.1, 5. 3, and 5. 5, which describe the conceptual fonrat 
of the recreation study. 
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS - RECREATIONAL RESOURCES 

3 - PROJECT IMPACTS ON EXISTING RECREATION 

3.1 - Watana Develoeme~ 

(a) Reservoir 

W-7-001 i The discussion in this s~ction needs to be 
expan e to ad ress non-consumptive and subsistence recrea­
tional users as well as sport and trophy hunters. Further­
more, the section needs to address the eminent competition 
between existing recreational users and construction workers. 

Response 

Refer to Chapters 3 and 5. Competition between workers 
and existing users is discussed in Section 35 

W-7-002 iii) Operations: Discussions should be provided to address a 
new recr-eational opportunity, i.e., boating on the reservoir, 
primarily for access to other areas. 

Response 

The potential for boating on the reservoir·s was consi­
dered, as described in se·ction 3.1.1; it was concluded 
that the operational and physical character of the reser­
voirs created little recreation opportunity. 

W-7-003 (b) Talkeetna to Devil Canyon Fishery 

{ii) Construction: Since a plan for flow releases during the 
construct1on and filling period has not been finalized:. we do 
not know what effect flow will have on fishing opportunity. 
f~itigation mE:::asures will be aimed at maintaining existing 
fishing opportunities. 

Response 

Refer to Chapter 3, Exhibit E. 

W-7 -004 Si nee the proposed operation a 1 flow regime 
1 e y re uce water quantity in the sloughs, we antici­

a reduction in fishing opportunity that must be mitiga-
ted, the potential for this adverse impact and appropriate 
mitigation should be addressed. 
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Response, 

Refer to Chapter 3, Exhibit E. In addition, new fisheries 
will be more accessible because of the recreation plan to 
replace the abovementioned restrictions in opportunity. 
The recreation plan is mitigation for lost opportunities. 

W-7-005 (d} Other-Land Related Recreation 

Construction: Para ra h 2: Please expand and clarify the 
1scuss1on. It 1s our un erstanding that the area will be 

open to the recreating public. 

Paragraph 3: The discussion fails to address whether or not 
existing use shifts to other areas is dependent upon several 
factors; e.g., species involved~ availability of and restric­
tions on use of those species elsewhere, existing demand 
already present in other areas, and cultural association with 
those species. 

Response 

Refer to Chapters 3 and 5 of Exhibit E. 

W-7-006 11 0 erations: It is the responsibility of the project 
sponsor to 1 entify specific mitigation measures and develop a 
comprehensive plan which wi 11 address this impact. 11 Proper 
control by landowners and' managers, .. is not a mitigation 
measure without appropriate compensation to implement and 
operate the recreation plans. This cost should be identified 
and evaluated over the economic project 1 ife and included as a 
project cost. 

Rer;ponse 

Tables E.7.17, E.7.18, E.7.19, and E.7.20 speak to direct 
recreation dev el opnent and operations. Further neg oti a­
t ions will occur between the Alaska Power Authority and 
Division of State Parks (managing agency) for this pro­
ject. 

W-7-007 3~3 - Access (3.1.3} 

(a) Watana Access Road 

.~i) Construction: Paragraph 2: Estimated recreational ve-
icl e traffic boffi prior to and after 1993 should be presen­

ted. 

Response 

Refer to Chapters 5 and 9. 
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W-7-008 i~~evil Canyon Access Road 

(i )_Construction: Paragra~h 2: Mitigation for excavation of 
tlie borrow areas could inc ude ths future use of these areas 
for recreation development. These measures should be specifi­
cally identified and incorporated as part of the Recreation 
Plan. 

Response 

This is included as part of Phase 5 recreation planning. 
Also it is included as a mitigating measure in Chapter 3 
and Chapter 8. 

W-7-009 0 erations: These "careful plans" should be a part of 
t 1 s ocLment, if not, \JJho will develop these plans and when? 
The associated costs should also be d·iscussed and displayed as 
project costs.. Also, managanent responsibilities during 
construction should be identified and discussed along with 
associated costs. 

Response 

Detailed planning and design is the purpose of Phase II 
engineering.. Tables E.7.17, E .. 7.18, E.7,19, E.7.20 are 
costs specific to the recreation plan. 

W-7-010 {d) Other Land-Related Recreation 

(ii} Oeeration: We feel this will be a significant impact and 
specif1c plans should be identified and discussed in this 
doc liT1 en t • 

Response 

Other recreation study e.g., transmission line corridors, 
will be included. 

W-7-011 3.5 - Indirect Impacts -- Project-Induced Recreation Demand 

J.b) Assumptions: Paragraph 1: This paragraph is very confus­
ing and needs to be clarified. In particular, that part deal­
ing with mitigation. We would suggest, 11 The proposed recrea­
tion plan is designed as mitigation for recreation opportuni­
ties lost due to project development ...... ... 

Response 

Agreed. 
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W-7-012 Paragraph 3: Assumption 6: We would suggest that a 1 ikely 
scenat··io associated with this develop11ent will be a road 
access provided to the area without the project. This scen­
ario could drastically affect your evaluation. 

Respon~ 

We doubt the 1 ikel iness of similar road access to the 
Susitna area without the project. 

W-7 -013 (c) Estim,\~ ted Recreation Demand 

(i) Per Capita Participation Method: Paragraph 8: This para­
graph needs to tiP-eXpanded to discuss how subunits were con­
sidered, since you rely on the "managanent agency 11 to control 
project demand, and this will be done on a unit and subunit 
basis. 

Paragraph 17: The simplification of your methodology also 
does not consider that other recreation opportunities may 
become saturated, hence areas of 1 ow use (project area) may 
become much more important for future use and receive an 
increase in demand. 

Response 

Although possible, the obvious capacity and capture rate 
of 11 0ther" offsite recreation sites within the same travel 
time and distance zones, pius the attractiveness of other 
places, limits this scenario in its significance. These 
are described in Sect ion 3. 2. 3, Estimated Recreation 
Demand. 
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COMMENTS CONTAINED IN U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE 
SERVH~E LETIER OF JANUARY 14, 1983 

GENERAL COMMENTS - AESTHETIC RESOURCES 

Coi1111ent 1 

We find the chapter deficient in the following areas: 1) ·it lacks the 
detail necessary to distinguish the various user groups within the 
category "hunters and fishermen, .. e.g., the chapter characterized this 
group as only subsistence users; 2) avoidance has not been acknowledged 
as a mitigation measure, which could significantly reduce potential 
impacts; and 3) the chapter does not reference the incorporation of any 
mitigation measures into the project plans. 

Response 

1. Refer to Chapters 3 and 5 for user group discussions. See 
response to specific canment W-8-001. 

2. Avoidance wi 11 be used, and has been used, in proposed 
facility design. 

3. Refer to Sections 9 and .10, and the appendices for this 
inclusion. 
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS - AESTHETIC RESOURCES 

3 - EXISTING ENVIRONMENT (STEP 3) 

3.2 - Viewer Sensitivity jStep 4) 

~es of Viewers 

W-8-001 A Hunters and Fishermen: Your categorization of hunters and 
1s ermen acks t e necessary depth to allow meaningful analy­

sis. There are three distinct groups which must be identified 
and discussed, i.e., sport, subsistence, and trophy users. We 
submit that they are unique in their appreciation of aesthetic 
quality. 

Response 

Base 1 ine soc i o 1 og ical data about the c haracteri st i c s of 
any normative recreation users do not exist.. Other than 
generalizations about people, the types of viewers were 
not as critical as was their location and what they were 
seeing. This section has been changed to reflect this 
distinction. All people have unique appreciation of 
aesthetic quality. 

W-8-002 ~D) Nonresident Outdoor Recreation Enthusiasts: Trophy hunt~ 
ing and fishing are readily. identifiable user groups, espe­
cially in Stephan Lake area. This should be identified and 
evaluated. 

Response 

Refer to Chapter 5. 

W-8-003 Expectation of Views (Jll: The prime concern of some users is 
not bagging their game or catching their 1 imits. This dis-

W-8-004 

tinction should be made. 

Response 

Section 6 has been changed to emphasize principal views 
and observation points. We agree with the above comment. 

5 - PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES Stepa· 9): The mitigation 
measures you have i ent1 1ed are commen abTe. However, there 
is no indication in this section that these measures have been 
addressed and incorporated into the project plans. Pertinent 
sections of the 1 icense application should be cited to show 
where these measures are addressed and/or reasons why they 
were not addressed. We are also concerned that 11 avoidance, 11 

as a mitigation measure has not been addressed. We refer 

-



!Specifically to project features which could be located else .. 
where as a mitigation measure or be more easily mitigable in 
another 1 ocati on. Access routes and town sites would fa 11 
into this category. 

Response 

Sections 8, 9 and 10 include incorporated mitigation 
measures, including avoidance. Future supplemental work 
will include more aesthetic measures, and Phase II project 
engineering design will consider the proposed mitigation 
measures .. 
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COMMENTS CONTAINED IN U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE 
SERVICE LETTER OF JANUARY 14, 1983 

GENERAL COMMENTS - LAND USE 

Comment 1 --==---
With regard to Section 2.2(d) (i), we find the chapter suffers from a 
lack of definitive information regardi'ng wetlands and floodplains .. 
These areas should be graphically displayed by type in the document. 
Furthermore, the chapter should discuss the specific values of these 
areas, their relationship with othf~r vegetative types, and specifically 
address the effects of the projects on wetland and floodplains~ 

Mitigation measures recommended to minimize impacts to wetland flood­
plains should be discussed including alternative site locations • 

This analysis is extremely important to avoid any delay necessitated to 
insure comp1 iance with federal requirements with Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act as amended (86 Stat. 884, u.s~c. 1344), associated reg­
ulations, guidelines, and Executive Orders (11988, 11990}~ 

Comment 2 

Response 

These comments have been addressed in Section 2.2.4 - Special 
Lands - (a) Wetlands and (b) Fl oodl ands. Wetland maps are 
included ir. Chapter 3. Floodplain maps are included in 
Chapter 2. 

Specific measures to mitigate impacts from the transmission line should 
also be addressed including the right-of-way management techniques. 

Response 

These comments have been addressed in Section 3.5.1 - Trans­
mission- Proposed Facilities and 3.5c3- Transmission- Miti­
gation. 

Note: No specific comments were supplied on Chapter 9, Land Use. 
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GENERAL COMMENT - ALTERNATIVE LOCATIONS, DESIGNS, AND ENERGY SOURCES 

Comment 1 

Mr. John Lawrence of Acres American, by 1 etters dated November 1981~ 
requested th3t the FWS review the Development Selection Report and the 
Transmission Corridor Report. These requests were m~de for the purpose 
of fulfilling the FERC requirements of formal pre-license application 
coordination. We responded to the first review request by letter dated 
December 17, 1981 and to the second by letter dated January 5, 1982. 
In that these letters were requested as part of the formal coordination 
process, they should be responded to at this time. 

Canment 2 

_Response 

The letter of December 17, 1981 and our response appear 
in Chapter 11. 

ihe letter referred to, dated January 5, 1982, was 
responded to on April 14, 1982. Copies of each appear 
in Chapter 11. 

We have been requested to review the draft Exhibit E without benefit of 
the other draft 1 i cense ex hi bits. Jn Chapter 10, numerous references 
are made to other Exhibits (pp. E-10-1, E-10-1, E-10-14, f:-10-16, 
E-10-23, E-10 ... 28, E-10-32, E-10-38, E>·10-62, E-10-81).. Since we are 
unable to examine the other Exhibit~, we view this.pre-license coordi­
nation as unsatisfactory. Addition!llly, in our examination of the 
Ex hi bit E chapters, we have seen nlJllerous examples of i nsuffi ci ent 
internal coord1nation and/or communication~ In that this appears to be 
a problem within the Exhibit E, we can only assl.llle that this problem 
occurs between Exhibit E and the other Exhibits. 

Examples of lack of coordination and/or colll11unication between Chapter 
10 and Chapters 2 and 3 are apparent in the discussion concerning mini­
mllll flow releases ·{pp .. E-10-28, E-20-30), temperature modgl ing {pp. 
E-10-30, E-10-31)~ and socioeconomic considerations between this 
Chapter and Chapt~r 5 (pp. E-10-138). These conncerns are discussed 
within the text of our specific comments. 

Response 

The same material present in the Exhibits not received 
is present in the Feasibility Report material issued in 
March 1982. With the exception of the operating scena­
rio, access road, and the transmission line, the project 
description, maps, etc., have not changed. With the 
numerous meetings held previous to this request for com­
ments and the presentation of the project by Dr. John 
Hayden of Acres on November 29, 1982~ adequate informa­
+ ion was avai 1 ab 1 e to revi e\\• Ex hi bit E. An updated set 
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COflll1ent 3 

-

of all exhibits is now filed with FERC and will be dis­
tributed to agencies on acceptance by FERCa 

Any inconsistencies have been corrected. 

Since publication of the draft license application, fur­
ther temperature studies have been conducted. The re­
sults of these studies are discussed in Chapters 2 and 3 
of Exhibit E. 

There is essentially no attempt in this Ghapter to assess the possi­
bility of no Susitna project or how the Railbelt should contend with 
time delays of various lengths. Just listing various types of alterna­
tive energy sources does not a 11 ow an eva 1 uat ion of what would, or 
should coccur in the event that Susitna is delayed for a period of 
years, or is never built. We recoimJend that this type of p 1 anni ng 
effort be carried out to examine the effects of short-term delays and 
to examine 1 ong-tenn alternatives. 

Comment 4 

Response 

Section 5 discusses the ramifications of the Susitna 
Project not being built. The effects or possibility of 
Susitna delays is not required in the FERC regulations. 
The need to bui 1 d the. project and the project schedule 
are discussed in Exhibits C and D, respectively. ~~de­
quate float time is incorporated into the schedule to 
allow for foreseeable delays. 

My assessment of a1 ternati ves, needs to take into account the most 
current power needs projections. It is our understanding that the 
power projections which are being used in the license application are 
generally agreed to be high and are being reevaluated for submittal to 
FERC after the license application is submitted (Acres American Deputy 
Project Manager John Hayden, personal communication). The environmen­
tal implications are rather evident# Alternatives to Susitna should be 
examined on the basis of fulfilling future power needs rather than 
matching the power production of Susitn~. Under previous projected 
power needs, it probably would have taken a combination of a greater 
number of individual power generating stations than under the latest 
projections. Several smaller individual generating facilities should 
lead to greater flexibility in potential combinations and fewer adverse 
en vi ronmenta 1 impacts. We recorrmend that this be ex ami ned. 

Response 

The power projections used were the best available and 
deemed to be the most accurate at the time of license 
application. The need to reevaluate these forecasts is 
being assessed by Alaska Power Authority. The Susitna 
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Comment 5 
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Project was designed to most economically meet projected 
future power needs.. In comparing alternatives, it was 
most logical to compare the Susitna Project with others 
having the same power output~ This permitted a compari­
son of the environmental impacts. We also question that 
several smaller individual generating facilities (with 
associated access and transmission) should lead to fewer 
adverse environmental impacts. 

In the assessments provided on hydropower alternatives, Susitna as pro­
posed and alternative basin developments are not evaluated on an equit­
able basis. 

Tables are displayed which contrast the weak and strong points of these 
alternatives yet we never see how the Susitna project ranks. This is 
particularly unfortunate since Susitna would leave one with the initial 
impression (which is the level to which the alternatives are examined) 
that it would have significant adverse impacts to many of the environ­
mental criteria (page E-10-4), including: {1) big game, (2) anadromous 
fish, (3) de facto wilderness, (4) cultural (subsistence), (5) recrea­
tion (existing), (6) restricted land use, and (7) access. 

Comment 6 

Response 

The Susitna Project .s the proposed project. The tables 
and analyses referred to are not for the purpose of 
evaluating the Susitna project but to evaluate alterna­
tives. Much more detailed analysis of the Susitna Proj­
ect is appropriate and occurs in the remainder of Exhi­
bit E. From an initial review, the Susitna Project 
would be extremely favorable from an environmental per­
spective compared to the other large hydro si~es evalua­
ted. 

Ther·e is no attempt in this chapter to examine the environmental trade 
offs of the different power generation alternatives, including Susitna. 
Therefore, an assessment as to what would be the 11 best" power develop­
ment for the Railbelt is not possible. Additionally, in that no single 
alternative source of power is contemplated to provide the same level 
of power as Susitna (assuming the updated futur;; power demand projec­
tions assert that this power generation capability is needed) various 
power generation mixes should be examined. These alternative combina­
tion plans should then be compared to Susitna in a tradeoff analysis. 

Response 

An identification of the "best .. alternative power devel­
opment in the absence of Susitna is made in Exhibit D. 
This alternative consists of significant development of 
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Comment 7 

coal resources supplemented by gas power or peaking 
energy. The environmental impact of this plan would 
basically be that as described under Section 4. Without 
a specific mining/generating plant, it is not possible 
to provide specific environmental impacts. 

One obvious alternative power generation mix (which is further discus­
sed in our Specific Coll111ents) should center on the power generating· 
capabi 1 i ty of the \~est Cook In 1 et a rea. In close proximity to e'ach 
other and existing transmission lines, we have Chakachamna hydropower, 
Beluga Coal fie1ds, Mount Spurr geothermal, and the West Cook Inlet 
natural gas fields. 

Comment 8 

Response 

Further to the previous response, the 11 best 11 non-Su si tna 
plan is a mixture of the West Cook Inlet alternatives 
with emphasis on Beluga coal. This plan and the asso­
ciated economic comparison is supplied in Exhibit 0, as 
specified in the FERC regulations. The Chakachamna pro­
ject is addressed as part of the non-Susitna plan sensi­
tivity analysis. 

Natural ga.s is consider·ed by many to be a highly attractive alternative 
to Susitna 18/, 19/. Yet the coverage devoted to this subject was 
di sap pointing~ particularly when compared to other a 1 ternat ive power 
generating techno1ogies. Three times as much space is devoted to 
nuclear power which is not generally considered as a socially accept­
able alternative to Susitna. Biomass, as an energy source, received 
twice the coverage of natu ra1 gas, and wind power received mor·e than 
four times the coverage devoted to natural gas. This confirms what we 
perceive as misappropriation of emphasis. Numerous reports have been 
issued over the last three years on the natural gas alternative, in­
cluding the two footnoted below. Few reports are referenced in Section 
10.3(c) {i) giving the impression that a very limited effort was expen­
ded in researching this section. 

Comment 9 

Response 

Natural gas was only one of the alternatives considered. 
Adequate coverage is devoted to this subject in Section 
4. 

Section 10.3(f) fails to recognize the most attractive geothermal al­
ternative, Mount Spurr. Further discussion on this alternative is fur­
nished in our Section 10.3{f) specific comments. 
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Comment 10 

Response 
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Additional information on this subject has been added to 
Sections 4. It should be noted that the Alaska Depart­
ment of Natural Resources, in its comments to this 
Chapter stated 11Until exploration of the geothermal 
potential of Mt. Spurr has occurred, the viability of 
geothermal power for the railbelt region is unknown ... 

Apparently no attempt has been made to assess alternatives to the pro­
posed construction camp/village such as siting, type of camp, and 
administration of the camp. Alternatives to those proposed in the 
draft application obviously exist and need to be openly examined. 
These implicit decfsions have large implications for the fish and wild­
life resources and users. Considerations of a Prudhoe Bay type camp 
should be given. Construction camp alternatives should be discussed in 

·terms of minimizing adverse impacts to fish and wildlife resources and 
their use. We are concerned that not only were the resource agencies 
not consul ted previously on these actions but that communication and 
cooodination between those responsible for this chapter and those in­
volved in the socioeconomic, and the fish and wildlife components did 
not occur to a satisfactory 1 eve 1. 

ResJ!onse 

Considerable study was done to determine the best sit­
; ng, type of camp and admi ni strati ve policies for camp 
operation. During the development of a camp plan, con­
sideration was given to recent experience in Alaska on 
projects like the Trans-Alaska Oil Pipeline as well as 
1 arge hydroe 1 ectri c projects in northern Canada. In 
addition, the environmental concerns were taken into 
account. 

Selection of camp siting was made after studying pos­
sible locations on both river banks and giving consider­
ation to access, work areas and environmental impacts. 
The type of camp with a ba 1 ance between family and 
single status personnel with emphasis on community and 
recreational facilities~ was the result of an in-depth 
study of successful construction comlllJnities on other 
large scale, long-duration hydroelectric projects. The 
type of camp was selected to compliment the hours of 
work and the poljcies of time-off for personnel to visit 
families. The overall objective has been to provide a 
community that would attract the skilled worker required 

-
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Comment 11 

for the project~ while at the same time controlling 
costs to a reasonab 1 e leve 1 and keeping envi ronmenta 1 
impacts to a minimum. Mitigation measures discussed in 
Chapter 3 include those specifically addressed to the 
camp construction and operation. 

Due to the nlJllerous inadequacies mentioned above the 11 concl udi ng" 
Section 10.4 should not be expected to provide enlightenment regarding 
the consequences of license denial. It does not. Additional inadequa­
cies are discussed in the Specific Comments which follow. 

Response 

The section on consequences of 1 i cense deni a 1 has been 
expanded. See Section 5. 

----
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS - ALTERNATIVE LOCATIONS, DESIGNS, AND ENERGY SOURCES 

~1-10-001 

(i) Screening of Candidate Sites: Paragraph 1: Reference 
is made to Exhibit B, which has not been furnished, although 
we requested it. 

- Second Iteration: Paragraph 2: The criteria should re­
flect that: (1) just because salmon migrate above a site 
doesn't mean losses to anadrornous fish are unavoidable (e.g., 
Chakachamna); and (2) just because anadromous fish are not 
found above a potential site, adverse impacts are avoidable 
{e.g. Susitna). 

R.esponse 

The methodology for analysis of alternative sites for 
non-Susitna hydropower development was discussed in 
Section 1.4 of Volume I of the Feasibility Report, which 
was issued to all agencies in March 1982. The plan 
formulation and selection methodologies in Exhibit B 
discusses the engineering and economic considerations of 
the analysis; the environmental analysis methodology is 
explained in full in Chapter 10 of Exhibit E. 

The 91 potential sites were a result of reviewing pre­
vious studies. It is not necessary nor desirable to 
increase the length of Chapter 10 by expanding on the 
~ources of information. They are 1iscussed in detail in 
the Development Selection Repor·t issued to all agencies 
in November 1981. This report is referenced in Chapter 
10. 

This paragraph has been revised. It is felt that pre­
sence of anadromous fish makes the area more sensitive 
to environmental disturbances. 

W-10-002 11 Basis of Evaluation: It would appear appropriate to 
1nclu e Susitna and within Susitna basin alternatives in the 
evaluation matrices. 

Response 

The purpose of the analysis was to compare the various 
alternatives in order to select those for which develop­
ment would have the least environmental impact and still 
meet economic and engineering constraints. 
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W-10-003 111 Rank Weighting and Scoring: Paragraph 1: The inter­
re at1ons 1ps o the env1ronmenta criteria should be recog­
nized and assessed.. Dramatic changes in any one item would 
have repercussions to all others~ 

W-J.0 ... 004 

Response 

The evaluation methodology utilized considers ranks and 
weights the most important environmental criteria. 
Attempting to include interrelationships would compli­
cate the evaluation scheme, confuse the reader, and most 
likely not affect the outcome~ 

(iv) Evaluation Results: We recommend that ail evaluation 
matrices include Susitna and within Susitna basin alterna-
tives. 

Plan Formulation and Evaluation: We recommend that all 
eva uat1on matr1ces include Susitna and within Susitna basin 
alternatives. 

This evaluation should be reassessed in terms of current pro­
jections for future power needs. The present examination 
apparently is g~ared toward looking at various power genera­
tion alternative:s (which are not specifically described) on 
the basis of providing an equal amount of generating capacity" 
to what Susitna waul d provide.. \~e recommend that these 
alternative plans be reassessed in light of cur·rent power 
projections. 

Response 

See response to comment W-10-002. 

W-10-005 (c) Up!~r Susitna Basin Hydroelectric Alternatives: Paragraph 
3: Reference is made to Exhibit B, which has not been fur:­
ni shed, although we requested it .. 

Response 

The selection process in Exhibit B which is referred to 
is described in Section 1.4 of Volume 1 at the Feasi­
bility Report which was sent to the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service in March 1982. Figure E.10.4 depicts 
the role of environmental concerns in the selection 
process. 

W-10-006 (ii) Site Screening 

- Energy Contribution: Reference is made to Exhibit B, which 
has not been furnished, although we requested ita 

4WW 
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Response 

Information on load forecasts ~5 included in the Feasi­
bility Report which 't'las distributed to the USFWS in 
March 1982. The information pertinent to the discussion 
in Chapter 10 is included; it is not necessary to go 
into more detail. 

r 
I 

W-10-007 (v) Comparison of Plans 

W-10-008 

\. 

4 

il .. 

- Energy Contribution: Paragraph 2: Reference is made to 
Exhibit B, whir.h has not beenfurnished, although we have 
requested it. 

Respon~ 

The reference to Exhibit B 
technical considerations. 
which are the subject of 
Chapter 10. 

is in regard to economic and 
Environmental comparisons s. 

Exhibit E, are included in 

It is stated that, l•Tables B.61 and B.62 of Exhibit B show 
the minimum flow releases from the Nat ana and De vi 1 Canyon 
dams required to maintain an adeq,:ate flow at Gold Creek. 
These release 'levels have been e<)tablished to avoid adverse 
affects on the Salmon (SIC) fishery downstream... Perhaps a 
more accurate appraisal can be found in Chapter 4 (page 
E-4-3), 11 The imp.act of ••• upriver and downriver changes in 
hydrology ••• cannot be assessed at this time due to the lack 
of i nfonnati on concerning the amount, type and 1 ocati on of 
disturbances associated with these activities. 11 In Chapters 
2 and 3 it is stated that the reduced flows could impair fish 
migration, dewater spawning and rearing habitat, prevent 
access to slough and side channel habitats and lower or eli­
minate intragravel flows to slough and side channel spawning 
grounds. The minimum flows proposed were not developed using 
any recognized instream flow methodologies, and lack any 
bi ol ogica 1 basis other than the most rudimentary. In fact, 
no explanation is offered in the Exhibit E as to how the 
·12,000 cfs minimum operating flows for August and into 
September were arrived at. 

_Response 

The referenced tables in Exhibit B are included in 
Chapter 2 of Exhibit E. The impacts referred to in 
Chapter 3 are all potential impacts; it is expected 
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mitigation wi 11 reduce or e 1 imi nate many of these. The 
12,000 cfs minimum operating flows for August were 
arrived at as a compromise between avoidance flows (Case 
D) which would be 19,000 cfs in August and make the 
project economically unattractive and optimum power 
flows (Case A) which would be 6000 cfs in August and 
result in severe impacts. It is believed the selected 
operating scenario (Case C) will result in impacts which 
can be mitigated. Further studies, as part of the fish 
and wildlife mitigation effort, are continuing. 

W-10-009 111 Power Intake and Water Passages: Pa ragra h 2: The 
statement 1s rna e t at a mu t1-1nta e structure would be 
used,. 11 

••• i o order to control the downstream river tempera­
tures within acceptable limits ... The Watana and Devil Canyon 
dams will cause changes to the existing water temperature of 
the Susitna River, generally releasing cooler water during 
summer months and warmer water in winter. This, in turn, may 
present significant impact to the downstream riverine en vi­
ronment. Temperature variations may affect the ability of 
fish to migrate, spawn, feed, and develop in the Susitna 
system. Ice formation may be delayed or possibly not occur 
above Talkeetna, This issue is discussed at length in 
Chapters 2 and 3 although an accurate description of post­
project temperature impacts is not presented. The model 
which was developed to describe reservoir outflow tempera­
tures contains input data from only five months (June through 
October) of one year (11}81j. The Devil Canyon Reservoir was 
not modeled, but in Chapter 2 it is stated that the location 
of ice formation (above Talkeetna) wi~l depend on the outflow 
temperature from Devil Canyon Dam (page E-2-83). 

Response 

The multi-level intake structure will be utilized as 
stated to control downstream river temperature within 
acceptable limitsQ It is not meant to imply there will 
be no changes in river temperatures ,from current opera­
tions. Revised temperature and ice modeling results, 
including for Devil Canyon, are presented in Chapters 2 
and 3. 

W-10-010 Paragraph 3: Please reference our comments on Section 
10.2(a) (i) concerning minimum flows. 

Response 

See response to comment W-10-00Bu 

W-10-011 (b) Devil Canyon Facility Design Alternatives 

..a.{_i ":"; ,_,j. )~P_o_we_r_I_n_t _ak_e_a'""!"n_d __ W_a_t_e-=r_P a:--s=-s_aJ....:o-:-~~....:r:--=-+-r----2: P 1 ease 
refer to our comments on Section concerning 
temperature modeling. 
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Response 

See response to comment W-10-008, 

W-10-012 Paragraph 3: It should be clar·ified what 11nonnally 11 and "the 
requirements of no significant da·ily variation in power flow .. 
mean, particularly in regard to fish and wildlife impacts. 

Response 

This paragraph has been rewritten for claritya 

W-10-013 lc) Access Alternatives 

i) Paragra Although input was solici-
ted rom resource agenc1es an the Susitna Hydro Steering 
Conrnittee (SHSC), the selection certainly did not reflect 
this input. Please reference the SHSC letter dated November 
5, 1981.. In addition, we wish to incorporate into our com­
ments, by reference, our letter dated August 17, 1982 to Eric 
Yould on this subject. As such, APA should respond to this 
letter as a part of our formal pre-license coordination. 

Response 

Although it may appear the access route selected did not 
reflect agency input, the selection process most cer­
tainly did. Section 2.3 more explicitly outlines the 
selection process and rationale. The Power Authority•s 
response to the August 17 letter appears in Chapter 11. 

W-10-014 ( i i) Plan Eva 1 uati on: Petragraph 1: Reference is made to 
Exhibit B, which has not been furnish~d, although we reques­
ted it. 

Response 

The plan evalutation section has been expanded to in­
clude this information. 

W-10-015 Item Number 5: Paragraph 1: It is acknowledged that a pro­
blem exists in the potential of the access road and traffic 
to affect caribou movements, population size, and productiv­
ity. Avoidance of the problem by eliminating the Denali 
Highway to Watana access segment would be consistent with the 
APA Mitigation Policy document, the recommendations of the 
resource agencies, and NEPA. As is stated in Appendix B.3 of 
the Susitna Hydroelectric Project Access Plan Recommendation 
Report (August 1982) , "From a cat''ibou conservation viewpoint, 
the Denali access route is far less desirable than proposed 
routes originating on the Alaska Railroad and Parks Highway. 
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The Denali route would most certainly have immediate detri­
mentai impacts on the resident subherd and future negative 
impacts on the main Nelchina herd although these impacts 
cann0t be quantified. 11 

Response 

Schedule constraints and logistical and financial con­
siderations resulted in the necessity of the Denali 
Highway to Watana selection. These considerations are 
now discussed. Measures to mitigate any potential 
impacts to caribou are included in the mitigation plan 
discussed in Chapter 3e Making decisions to avoid 
rather than minimize environmental impacts, while ignor­
ing significant cost and schedule ramifications, is not 
consistent with the Power Authority•s mitigation policy 
document. 

W-10-016 Item Number 7: Paragraph 5: Both the APA Mitigation Pol icy 
document and NEPA acknowledge that it is better to avoid an 
adverse impact than to try to minimize i:, 11 through proper 
engineering design and prudent managemP:"rt. 11 APA 1 s approach 
should better reflect this in their decisions concerning 
access routing. In addition, reference is made to discussion 
"in Exhibit E .. 11 This is the Exhibit E. 

Response 

All efforts have and wi 11 be made to avoid adverse 
impacts. See Section 2.4 concerning adjustments that 
were made to the access route to avoid impacts where 
possible. The statement referencing Exhibit E has been 
rewritten for clarification~ 

W-10-017 (d) Transmission Alternatives: By letter dated November 9, 
1982, Mr. John Lawrence of Acres American requested our re­
view of the Transmission Corridor Rep0rt as part of the for­
mal pre-license coordination process. We responded by letter 
dated January 5, 1982. In that it was requested as part of 
this formal pre-license coordination process and we responded 
with this understanding, the issues raised and recommenda­
tions made in that letter should be addressed at this time. 

Response 

The 1 etter referred to dated January 5, 1982, was re­
sponded to on April 14, 1982. Copies of each appear in 
Chapter 11.. 

W-10-018 iii Identification of Corridors: Paragra h 2: Reference 
is made to Ex ibit B, Whlch has not been furn1shed, although 
we requested it. 
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Response 

The three figures referred to in Exhibit B are present 
as Figures E.10.10, E.10.11, and E.10~12 in Exhibit E. 

and 
vi a South 

• Environmental: Given the APA decision to have road access 
for the Watana damsite to the Devil Canyon damsite along the 
north side of the river, we do not understand how it can be 
considered best environmentally (rating of 11 An) to have the 
transmission line along the south side of the Susitna River. 
In our January 5, 1982 letter we stated, 11 How construction -
and maintenance-related access is obtained to a great extent 
determines the project-related wildlife and socioeconomic 
impacts. Construction and maintenenace of transmission lines 
should not provide for additional public access over that 
provided by the dam access route, 11 and, "Access to the dams 
should be fully coordinated with transmission line routing. 
Access corridors which serve a dual purpose in regard to pro~ 
ject access needs would be highly desirable from several 
decision-making criteria. 11 This potential for increased 
access provided by the transmission line routing is readily 
a~knowledged elsewhere in the Exhibit E (page E-5-84}. This 
apparent inconsistency needs to be clarffied. 

Res2onse 

The transmission 1 ine, in accordance with the conmon 
corridor concept to reduce access, is now routed on the 
north side of the Susitna River. See Section 2.4 and 
Table E.10.24 which reflect this change. 

W-10-020 • Corridor Thirteen 
Sout Shore·, Dev1 

- Watana to Devil Can 
Intertie v1a North 

Susitna River 

• Environmental: Please refer to our comments above on 
Corridor One (ABCD). 

Respo~ 

P~fer to response to comment W-10-019. 

W-10-021 
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Response 

Not a11 exhibits were distributed in the initial revte•11 
phase. All exhibits will be distributed by FERC as part 
of their review process. 

W-10-022 (e) Borrow_.Site Alternatives: Unless unavoidable 5 borrow 
sites sfiouldr be restricted to within the future impoundments 
and/or to upland sites. Selection should be coordinated with 
access and transmission line routing and with resource agen­
cies. We have not previously been contacted for the purpose 
of providing input and we do not have any project plans or 
assessments upon which to provide specific inputo 

No attempt is offered to assess the environmental tradeoffs 
that would be made by selecting one borrow site a 1 ternati ve 
over another. We have assumed this is the underlying intent 
of including this type of alternatives comparison in che 
en vi ronmenta 1 Ex hi bit E. We recommend that this be under­
taken to an equal level for alternative borrow sites, access 
routes, transmission routes, and other alternative project 
features. 

Response 

The major concern in borrow site selection was locating 
sites where sufficient material of the correct type was 
present. · The environmental aspects of borrow site 
selection has been added to Section 2.5. Where poss­
ible, primary sites were selected which would be in the 
impoundment zone with secondary sites being those out­
side the future impoundment zone. This is now stated in 
Section 2. 5. 

W-10-023 10.3 - Alternative Electrical Energy Sources 

(a) Coal-Fired Generation Alternative 

~\ 

There are three main deficiencies in the discussion of Beluga 
Coal development as an alternative to the Susitna project: 

1. No quantitative estimate of the areas or resources to be 
affected by coal development are included. We reccmmend you 
include a description of: (a) C)Chedules for developnent; (b) 
area fish and wildlife populations; (c) habitat types and 

.areas to be disturbed, altered, or destroyed; (d) construc­
tion and ope rat ion work forces necessary for project develop­
ment; (e) magnitude of commercial, recreational, and subsis­
tence use of Beluga area fish and wildlife resource; and (f) 
numbers of fish and wildlife which may be impacted by project 
development. 

-



We realize that such information is still very tentative for 
the Beluga project and project impacts have barely been eval-

- .. 

uated. However, recent field studies should allow you to ,, 
approximate the magnitude of the resources involved and po-
tential for impacts to them. 

Response 

Without a specific proposal to mine Beluga coal, it is 
not possible to supply this information. The enviroi'l­
mental assessment of project alternatives is not re­
quired to be as detailed as for the proposed project. 
The Power Authority will consider this recommendation. 

W-10-024 ~. A direct comparison with Susitna developnent plans and 
anticipated impacts is lacking. Comparison of the informa­
tion identified in 1., above, with similar infonnation for 
the Susitna project should be provided. For example, the 
commercial, recreational, and subsistence harvests and pres­
sures for use of the Beluga area should be compared to 
Susitna area resources. Acreages and habitat types that 
would be impacted by alternative development scenarios should 
be compared. The magnitudes of project impacts relative to 
fish and wildlife needs to be analyzed. Also, the work force 
and time frame which would be required for. Susitna should be 
compared to Beluga developments, for the same power needs. 

Response 

See response to comment W-10-034. 

W-10-025 3. Reasons for rejecting Beluga coal-fired generation or 
Beluga coal in combination with smaller hydroelectric pro­
jects or other energy sources, as an alternative to develop­
ment of Susitna hydropower are not given. 

W-10-026 

Response 

These reasons are included in Section 5 and Exhibit D. 

Paragraph 1: Since we were not provided with a copy of Exhi­
bit B, we cannot comment on the adequacy of the referenced 
analysis of the economic feasibility of Beluga Coal.. We 
would hope the analysis includes discussion of private finan­
cial backing for Beluga Coal development as compared to State 
financing involved with the Susitna project. Further discus­
sion of the feasibility of alternative Beluga development 
schemes may be found in a State report by Gene Rut1 edge, 
Darlene Lane, and Greg Edblem, 1980, Alaska Regional Energy 
Resources Planning Project, Phase 2, Coal, Hydroelectric, and 
Energy Alternatives, Volume 1, Beluga Coal District Analy­
sis. 
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Current soft foreign market conditions are exemp1ified by 
recent slow downs of the most active Beluga coal lease­
holders in completing ongoing environmental studies necessary 
for permitting. It would be helpful to know to what extent 
the State is working with the private leaseholders to consi­
der State use of any port·ion of Beluga Coal production. We 
understand that the lease holders do not expect to complete 
financial feasibility studies before the second half of 1983. 

Response 

Economic feasibility analysis is not a subject appro­
priate for Exhibit E according to the FERC regulations. 
See Exhibit B. 

W-10-027 Paragraph 2: Although specifics of plant design and location 
are not yet available, more detailed information can be pro­
vided on the magnitude, and probable initial development 
alternatives, including export of Beluga coal to Pacific Rim 
countries. We recommend the addition of an area map with 
locations of existing leases, potential camps and development 
facitlities, and alternative transportation and transmission 
corridors. 

Response 

Until a specific plan is proposed, this information is 
not available. It is not felt this 1 evel of detail is 
necessary to compare alternativeso 

W-1 0-028 Paragraph 3: We recorrmend expanding this paragraph to consi­
der the availability and probability of coal development in 
Southcentral Alaska. According to current industry plans, 
B~1uga coal resources are suff~Jcient to allow mining for 
exp,rt of 5 million tons per year {with possible expansion to 
10 million tons) on Beluga Coal Company leases and 6 to 13 
million tons per year from the 20,500 acre Diamond Alaska 
Co a 1 Company 1 ease for at 1 east 30 years. The avai labi 1 ity 
of this or other developments as an energy source for Alaska 
has been increased with recent state promotions of additional 
coal exploration. The state has proposed a competitive coal 
1 arge sale during the first half of 1983 for 25,000 acres 
near Beluga Lake. Also under consideration is a non­
competitive coal right disposal west of the Susitna River. 
Moreover, Bering River coal development has been the subject 
of recent proposals for exploration and environmental 
studies. 

Response 

This paragraph explains the assumptions for the alterna­
tive analysis. The information suggested to be added is 
not relevent .. 
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W-10~029 i As described earlier, 
t e qua 1tat1ve 1scuss1on prov1ded here allows no comparison 
with the Susi tna project. We recon.mend describing detai 1 ed 
U.S. Forest Service and Soil Conservation Service data for 
the area and ongoing studies which should r·esul t in a more 
detailed classification of area vegetation. 

The predominance of wet1 ands, particularly near the coast, 
are discernable on FWS' National Wetland Inventory maps 
available for the area. Those wetlands are particularly 
important habitats for the diverse bird life described in 
later paragraphso 

Response 

The detail of the information suggested is not deemed to 
be necessary for alternative compariso~. 

W-10-030 • Fauna, Pararat 1: Clarification is necessary regarding 
the reference II elVOn fishery 11

• 

Response 

"Selvon 11 has been corrected to salmon. 

W-10-031 Paragraph 2: We recommend describing numbers of bald eagle 
and trumpeter ·swan nests r.elative to numbers in the Susitna 
project area .. 

. Response 

This level of information is not required for assessing 
alternatives. 

W-10-032 - Aquatic Ecosystem: Additional infonnation should be pro­
vided on the quant1ty and quality of this system (e.g., the 
extent to which spawning, rearing, and overwintering areas 
have been i denti fi ed within and downstream of the 1 ease 
areas). 

Response 

This level of information is not necessary to assess 
alternatives. 

W-10-033 · - Marine Ecos stem: Although species presence is described, 
t ere 1s no quantitative information on their relative abun­
dance, or habitat quality. Figures cited for the referenc~d 
Cook Inlet fishf~ry is dependent upon Beluga, Susitna., and 
other area systems. An assessment of the proportion of that 
fishery which depends on the Beluga system compared to the 
Susitna system should be provided • 

-
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Response 

This information is not available. 

W-10-034 - Socioeconomic Conditions: The discussion should be ex­
panded to cover current Tevels of commercial, subsistence, 
and recreational fish and wildlife use. 

W-10-035 

Response 

This information is not necessary to assess alter·­
natives. 

Response 

for mitigating the air pollu­
discussed .. 

The figures for fly ash include the use of precipi-
~ tators, which is a mitigation device. The point of the 

discussion is that burning coal, even with mitigation, 
will result in some degradation of air quality. 

W-10-036 Terrestrial Ecosystems: The range of terrestrial habitat to 
be annually impacted should be quantified and compared with 
Susitna development plans •. In addition to habitats disturbed 
by mining, project features such as roads and transmission 
corridors which could bE! expected with coal development 
should be described. While the road system required for coal 
development should be substantially less than that for the 
Susitna project~ the potential for restoring mined lands to 
original habitat values is untested for the area. 

Paragraph 2: ADF&G harvest data should be included here • 
. c~ correlation between hunting pressure and current access 
should also be discussed in quantifying roads and human popu­
lation increases anticipated from Beluga Coal development. 
Human/wildlife conflicts (e.g., bears shot in defense of life 
or property, wildlife mortality from additional vehicle 
traffic and roads) is another critical impact not mentioned 
here. 

Response 

The amount of 1 and to be impacted would depend on the 
quantity of coal to be mined, thickness of seam and 
other information; a meaningful figure could not be cal­
culated w·ithout a specific mining plan. Mining would 
result in continuous and increasing disturbance of wild-
1 i fe habitat; the Susitna Project would not. 
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Quantification of the relationship between hunting 
pressure and access is not possible. A sentence 
discussing the impacts from human/wildlife conflicts has 
been added to this paragraph. 

W-10-037 A9uatic and Marine Ecosystems: Some quantification of anti­
Cl pated impacts can be made and should be included here. 
Development of both Beluga Coal Company's and Diamond Alaska 
Coal Company•s lea~~ holdings could eliminate nine stream­
miles of existing anadromous and resident fish habitat. 
Stream restoration to original habitat quality will be diffi­
cult, to impossible, to attain. According to preliminary 
flow information, nearly half the total flow in the Chuitna 
River originates in or flows through the proposed mine pits. 
Assuming that half the anadromous fish production is 1 ost 
from the Chuitna systems ADF&G estimates the annual loss of 
fish available to Cook Inlet fisheries will be within the 
fo·nowing ranges: 

Pink Sa lrnon 

Coho Salmon 

King Salmon 

Chum Salmon 

Total Salmon 

70,000 - 650,000 
mean = 275,000 

5,250 - 48,750 
mean = 20,625 

2,100 - 19,500 
mean = 8,250 

700 - 6,500 
mean = 2,750 

78,050 - 724,750 
mean = 306,625 

We recommend contrasting this information with preliminary 
impact assessments for Susitna and other alternative project 
developnents in the license application. The comparison 
should also cover harvest levels, and areas and types of 
habitats to be a 1 tered or destroyed. Data gaps and uncer­
tainties should be clarified in an accompanying discussion. 

Re,sponse 

Without a specific m1n1ng plan proposal, it is not pos­
sible to quantify impacts as suggested. The figures 
provided by the FWS have been added to the report. Sim­
ilar figures for big game, furbearers, and areas and 
types of habitats ar·e not ava i 1 ab 1 e. 

f I 
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W.,.lQ-038 - Socioeconomic Conditions: Recently published reports by 
the ADF&G dociJTient the magnitude of subsistence hunting and 
fishing by Tyonek area residents 21/ 22/ 23. We recoli111end 
that you discuss these findings inassessing fish and wild­
life resource uses which may b~ affecte·d by Beluga coal 
development. 

• 

A genera 1 discussion of the socioeconomic impacts on Tyonek 
from developing Susitna or Chakachamna hydropower projects, 
as compared to Beluga coal development is given in a recent 
report for the ADCRA 24/. Tyonek apparently supports coa 1 
development as long aSit does not inhibit theil'' ability to 
subsistence hunt and fish. Consideration should be given to 
similar local support or opposition to the Susitna project. 

Although the purpose of this section is to describe Beluga 
as an alternative to Susitna, Beluga coal development would 
undoubtedly include additional mining for export. Thus while 
the discussion appropriately describes the incremental 
workers associated with the power generation facilities only, 
the entire development will influence the permanence of the 
work force. The report is confusing in the discussion on 
whether a fly-in construction camp or permanent townsite is 
to be established (see pages E-10-8l{a) Paragraph 3, E·l0-88, 
last two paragraphs, and E-10-89!) Paragraph 1). Some dis­
cussion is needed of both alternatives, resultant impacts on 
fish and wildlife uses, and the potential for mitigation. 

Response 

Subsistence hunting and fishing by the village of Tyonek 
is discussed in this section. The Power Authority has 
conducted an extensive Public Participation Program for 
the Susitna Project. 

In addition, a report of public attitudes and sociocul­
tural conditi0ns ~nd expected impacts from the Susitn~ 
Project was prepared by Stephen Braund and Associates. 
The results of his study are presented in Chapter 5 of 
the Susitna Feasibility Report, supplied to agencies in 
March 1982. A sunmary of this information is included 
in Chapter 5 of Exhibit E. 

The question of a pennanent town site or fly-in con­
struction camp would not be resolved without further 
analysis of the mining plant, schedule, logistics, and 
cost. It is neither necessary or desirable to assess 
alternatives within alternatives to the proposed pro­
ject. 

-
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c Thermal Alternatives Other Than Coal 
1 atura Gas: In t at natura gas is considered by many 

to e the est single source alternative to Susitna 25/, 26/, 
it is disconcerting to see so minimal an effort expended 
examining this alternative. The effort should be at least 
equal to that provided to the assessment of alternative 
hydropower sites and coal. Anything less must be considered 
inadequate. No examination specific to natural gas in regard 
to potential environment impacts is provided nor is a trade­
off examination of natural gas, and other alternatives. 
Without this, one cannot determine whettier or not a proposal 
is the best of all alternatives. 

Discussion should be provided on the potential impact of the 
recent signing of natural gas supply contracts between the 
Enstar Corporation and Marathon and Shell Oil Companies. 
Discussion should focus on the impacts of these contracts, if 
approved, not only on allocated natural gas reserves, but 
also on predicting futur·e use, pricing, potential futu.re 
demand of electricity for home heating through the Matanuska­
Susitna Borough, and future availability and pricing of 
natural gas for electrica·l energy generatioi1. 

Response 

Section 5 provides ctdditiunal information on the natural 
gas a 1 tern at i ve. Inf.ormat ion on impacts on reserves, 
use, pricing, demand, and availability is not part of 
the environmental assessment and not appropriate for 
Exhibit E. Treatment of these topics is in Exhibit D. 

W-10-040 (iv) Environmental Considerations: It is unclear as to what 
this section is in refer·ence to. If it is meant to cover all 
types of fossil fuel burning power plants, it is insuffi­
cient. We do not consider the potential environmental 
impacts of burning natural gas to be the same as for diesel, 
oil, or coal. We recorrmend that environmental considerations 
be examined separately for each of these fu~l alternatives. 
Then they should be examined through a tradeoff analysis 
which would include Susitna, as proposed, other hydropower 
projects, and alternative within basin alternatives~~ and 
other alternatives to Susitna. 

Much of the section centers on the potential impact/problems 
which would occur with increased dependence on coal for power 

.generation. Given that the section is entitled (c) Thennal 
Alternatives Other Than Coal, this would seem inappropr1ate. 

Response 

The title of this section has been changed to avoid 
confusion. It does not cover impacts from burning coal, 
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W-f0-041 

as this was discussed in the invnediately preceeding 
section. Tables F~l0.27~ E~10.28, and E~10e29, as 
referenced, do not include emissions from coal-fired 
plants. The discussion of coal plants in this section 
is presented only as comparative information for the 
regula tory framework section. The tradeoff analysis 
requested is not possible without site specific plans 
and proposals. 

{f) _Geothermal: This section fails to recognize, other than 
parentheticalTy, the most attractive geothermal alternative, 
Mte Spurro We therefore, t•ecommend that APA examine the 
feasib'ility of geothermal energy development at this site as 
an alternative to Susitna.. Mt. Spurr is being considered by 
the Division of Minerals and Energy Management of the ADNR as 
their first geothermal lease sale area. They concluded it is 
the best potential geothermal develoJlllent site within their 
jurisdiction. It is being proposed because: (1) it has high 
potential; (2) it is located on State land; and (3) it is 
close to existing transmission lines (Beluga Station)... In 
addition, it is in an area already being explored for power 
development, being located between the Chakachatna River and 
the Beluga coal fields, and the area is criss-crossed by 
logging roads. It would also seem logical to explore the 
possibility of a West Cook Inlet power generation alternative 
to Susitna. This combination would be composed of Mount 
Spurr geothe rma 1 , C h akac hamr}a hydropower, Be 1 uga co a 1 , and 
West Cook Inlet natural gas. Obvious advantages would be 
found in the isolation of adverse environmental impacts to a 
relatively small area which already has transmission facili­
ties. 

Respons! 

The discussion of the Mount Spurr areas has been expan­
ded. The Alaska Deparunent of Natural Resources in its 
comnent on the draft 1 icense application has stated 
"Unti 1 exp 1 oration of the geotherma 1 properties of Mount 
Spurr has occurred, the viability of geothenna1 power 
for the rail belt region is unknown. 11 

It is not the intent of the alternative discussion to 
include all the various combinations of generation 
mixes. The reader may do this by reading the vaii ous 
sections. 

W-10-042 10.4 Environmental Consequences of License Deni a 1 : This 
section- pro vi des 1 i ttl e insight as to what might occur if 
Susitna were not bui 1 t. We hope that a greater planning 
effort is ongoing to a 11 ow the State to adequately address 
this issue. It would seem that the first approach to this 
problem would involve a tradeoff analysis, looking at envi­
ronmental as well as other i ssuess to examine appropriate 
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alternatives to the Susitna project. The analysis should be 
directed at: (1) short-term planning, in the event that 
Susitna is delayed for various lengths of time; and {2) long­
term p 1 anni ng so that we do have a fall back plan in the 
event that Susitna is not licensrd. We recommend that this 
be undertaken. 

There is no examination of socioeconomic impacts in the event 
that the Susitna project license is denied. We consider the 
potential for a boom- bust occurrence to be great 'ilith con­
s ... ruction of Susitna. Without Susitna we, therefore, would 
consider this as much less likely. In the event we do not 
have Susitna, we would expect the construction of much smal­
ler power generation units which would come onl i.ne over a 
much longer period of time. We recommend that the socioeco­
nomic implications of license denial be assessed. 

Response 

This section has been expanded! Recommendations for 
further studies will be considered in developing f.uture 
plans. 
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