











24 () The Susitna Fault, although close to the project, does not have the
~ probability of creating as violent an earthguake at the reservoir sites
as does the more distant Denali Fault. For this reason, an 8.5 Richter
Maximum Credible Earthquake (MCE) at the Denali Fault {40 miles distant)
was selected for design purposes rather than the 6.0 Richter MCE event
which could result from the Susitna Fault (2.5 miles distant). The
fault system of the entire area would be thoroughly studied prior to
final project design and construction.

_241Aga1’n the statement concerning the possibility of the occurrence of ice-
fog conditions below Devil Canyon Dam dur1ng periods of extreme cold
weather is factual as written. As noted in the comment, this is hardly
a critical point given the remote location of the damsite.

24 % The EIS already recognizes growth as an inevitable occurrence in the
Southcentral Region, unless an anti-growth policy is established to
prevent it, The projected energy demand upon which justification for
the project is based is clearly explained in the EIS and illustrated in
Figure 9. A medium growth rate, as projected by the Alaska Power Adminis-
tration, contains no provision for energy needs which would be required
of Targe industrial development. The question of industrial development
is more fully addressed in response number 255.

243 The temporary impact of construction workers upon small communities is
discussed in the EIS (Section 5.0). The fact that the impact is temporary
is one of the primary reasons that it may be particularly adverse. The
total period of construction is expected to take 10 years. Approximately
4 years will be required for preconstruction planning. Construction
workers will not be present during this period. As stated previously,
Talkeetna is over 110 miles by road from Devil Canyon Dam and nearly 150
miles by road from the Watana damsite.

244 Nitrogen supersaturation in the Columbia River is caused by the depth of
the plunge pools immediately downstream of the various dam projects.
The Corps of Engineers, through extensive research conducted jointly
with State and Federal environmental agencies, has developed a "flip
1ip" that is being incorporated into the Columbia River spillway section
of hydropower projects to prevent flows from plunging into deep pools.
Although nitrogen supersaturation is still present in the Columbia
River, the concerned agencies are optimistic that with the installation
of "flip 1ips" into the spillway of critical projects, the level of
nitrogen supersaturation in the Columbia River system will be reduced to
noncritical levels. Other factors influencing nitrogen supersaturation
include water depth in the river, stream turbulence, distance, etc.

245 The sentence quoted from the EIS states that, along with energy conservation
and conservation of nonrenewable resources, environmental protection
will be attached increasing importance by the nation. The EIS clearly
indicates the trade-offs between these different values which would be
required by hydroelectric development. The nation, as represented by
the actions of Congress, will in effect determine whether or not the
costs of the trade-off are justified by the benefits. The EIS does not
state or imply that dams constitute a renewable resource. Only water is
indicated as having this characteristic.

255




246A1terna.t1'v_es related to gas, 0il, and coal are sufficiently discussed in
the EIS to explain the justification of their rejection as alternatives to
hydropower.

247 Comment noted.

248 The sentence from which the phase is quoted refers to all tidal flow hydro-
electric proposals. Tidal power is seldom if ever proposed in areas where.
it is not "suitable." Cook Inlet may be one of the best areas for.such
development; nevertheless, the "extreme costs and environmental effects"

are' the basis for not recommending it for tidal flow hydroelectric. develop-
ment.

94 G The basis for the rejection of nuclear power, solid waste burhing, and oil
and gas alternatives are explained in the EIS. Some of the alternatives
were rejected on the basis of providing either excess or insufficient

energy to meet a reasonable amount of the needs of moderately projected
growth. o . o 4

250 The statement is factual and has not been deleted from the EIS. Scientific
studies of the radiation effects of high voltage power lines indicate that
there are no harmful human effects from lines transmitting less than .500 kv.
The maximum power transmitted on the proposed system would be 345 kv.
Farming practices, furthermore, generally do not expose humans to sustained,
close-range contact with transmission lines. For reference to an authori-
tative study concerning the health hazards of transmission line radiation,
see response number 196.

2 51 Comments noted.

‘ 252 Prices at the actual time of construction will undoubtedly be higher than
January 1975 prices. Similarly, the price of energy will also be higher,
and since the project produces energy long after the great majority of
project costs are.paid, incorporation of a general price level escalator
would have the effect of amplifying benefits to a greater degree than
costs. Assuming inflation would, therefore, cause the project to appear
more economically favorable. Inflation is not assumed because assumptions
about future price levels are deemed too speculative. Future values,
cost, and benefits will be equally affected by inflation. Long-range
projections are not made based simply on historical rates of growth.

They are often included in a discussion for purposes of comparison.

2 & 3 Comment noted.

254 The-study reveals that the hydro project will produce the required energy
at a low economic and environmental cost.
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:LE;E;Stimulation of significant heavy industrial development is not expected to

result from the Susitna Project for the following reasons:

1. The projected energy load growth upon which the marketability as-
sumptions are based, does not incorporate significant heavy industrial:
development. Rather, the projection assumes a gradual expansion of industry
based only on already planned expansions to existing facilities and on readily
identifiable new industry closely tied to proven resource capabilities and
economic realities; this development is expected with or without the project.

2. The hydro project is designed to provide additional power incrementally
through phased construction. From 1986 to about 1995, the Susitna power will
meet both increased load and displace otherwise produced by more costly stream-
fired plants. The less efficient and obsolete steam-fired plants will be ‘
inactivated or retired.

3. There will be some secondary energy associated with the proposed
plan. Such energy is not designed into the plan, but is a result of defining
the "firm" energy as that which can be produced in the worst water year
(drought). Thus, in most years, there is additional water available to produce
"secondary" energy which, because it cannot be quaranteed to the user, is
usually sold at a discount on a when-available basis.

The secondary capability of the proposed plan is seasonal, occuring during
the summer months of June through September, and amounts to about 12 percent of
the firm energy output. Of the 25 years of stream flows utilized for the
operational studies, secondary energy would be available during the summer
months of 16 of the years. It is estimated that secondary energy would be

-marketed at about 10 mills per KWH or approximately 50 percent of the estimated

cost of firm energy. Neither firm nor secondary energy generated from the
Susitna Basin projects will be what is commonly termed "cheap" power even
though it is attractive when compared to the thermal generated alternatives
available for satisfying future Railbelt energy needs. Marketability analysis
has determined that the required pay-back .usage : rate for firm energy from
the Susitna Project, is 21.2 mills per KWH. 1In comparison, present rates for
firm energy marketed by Bonneville Power Administration in the Pacific North-
west during the winter months is 4.1 mills and less in the summer. In general,
energy by the hydro project will be somewhat less expensive than energy provided
from alternative sources. It is for this and envirommental reasons, that the
hydro project is the selected plan. The resulting energy cost savings will
accrue to all Railbelt area electricty users. This lower cost energy will
provide a slight locational advantage to the Railbelt area in comparison to
conditions without the plan. Significant stimulation of heavy industry is

not expected to result, however, because as noted above, the project is
designed such that available capacity as closely as possible approximates

the projected demand. Further, the cheaper secondary energy will be available
on too irregular a basis to serve as an important determinant in industrial
locational decision-making.

256 Coment noted.
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SALMON MEDICAL CENTER
BAX 1110
EALMON, IDAHD 83487

W. L. BLACKADAR, M.D. BOYD K, BIMMIONE M,D.
766~3633 - . " PEG-2GIR

October 16, 1975

| Alééka District Corps of Engineers
Anghorage, Alaska

Rez Draft environmental impact statement on
the Upper Susitna Basin - Hydroelectrlc
power development

' Dear Sir:

I have reviewed carefully your 95 page statement and am
alarmed that you dismiss the adverse changes in Devil's Canyon in
- a two line insert on page 93. The loss of Devil's Canyon for white
water kayaking deserves much more impact than you have given it.
This section of canyon has only been paddled a few times but it is
. paddleable and it is destined to becomé extremely well used and
- extremely popular. ‘

Ten years ago, almost no one had run the Grand Canyon
in kayaks. Now, thousands are traversing this famous gorge. As
these thousands look for new horizons, Devil's Canyon looms as
the only challenge which is technically feasible to do without
undue risk. I paddled Devil's Canyon in 1972, plan tc return with
a large group this next summer and I know of another group that
will go independently. To lose the Devil's Canyon section of white
water would be a tragic loss to America and it's future generations
"because there is no other place like it in North America, or for that
matter the world as far as I know.

You dismiss the anadromous fish capscity of the Susitna
by stating that fish do not now traverse Devil's Canyon. This to
my knowledge is true and yet it would be a very simple project to
pass fish successfully through Devil's Canyon since the bottleneck,
I believe, is only in two drops. These could easily be altered with
short tunnels to permit this passage or some sort ofladder operatlon
so actually the loss to fisheries of Devil's Canyon is thoroughly as
great as that loss would be at Rampart over a five hundred year period.
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Alaska District Corps of Engineers
October 16, 1975
Page Two

While you have listed many proposals for the Susitna
all of them include a dam in Devils Canyon. Certainly some alter-
native thought should be given towards having only the upstream
dams built allewing future generations to make the decision 1n
.Devils Canyon. :

Please enter this statement in the hearing record and

,have it show that there is.strong opposition to the Devil's Canyon
dam and that this loss will be irretrievable.

Sincpr ly subm:.t ted, /
/ o 14 Lt

WLB :ke W. L. Blackad.ar, M.D.,
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS BY
W. L. BLACKADAR, M.D.

257Conments contained. in Dr. Blackadar's Tletter of 16 October 1975

are noted. Drawings and notations made by Dr. Blackadar on
1 October 1972 (not an inclosure with Dr. Blackadar's letter of

16 October 1975) are also inclosed, since they contain additional
information related to the navigability of the whitewater section
of Devil Canyon. Comparing the possible loss to theoretical salmon
introduction into the upper Susitna basin to the huge :area covered

~ by the Yukon R1ver drainage above Rampart appears to be, somewhat
exaggerated
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS BY
ERIC BOEMER

258The growing populations of the Anchorage and Fairbanks areas will
generate an increased demand for energy. Hydroelectric power is
considered to be the most desirable method of supp1y1ng projected
energy needs at this time.

259’|‘he alternatives are listed and discussed in Section 6.0 of the EIS.

2 6 See response number 240.

261 The possible impacts of the impoundments on the Nelchina herd have
been discussed in the EIS. Additional studies concerning the wildlife
within the region will be conducted during the preconstruction planning

phase of the project.
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_ ‘Octobsr 19, 1975
426 Skarland Hell
U.of A.‘ coll.g.' 'Ak. ‘

99701

SOuthcnntrll R;ilholt Tvak Term
Alanks nintriet, nﬂﬁrph of Engiasor-
Box 7002,

Anchorsge, Ak., 99510

Dnnr Sirs,

We've boan dincourarod by p'lt propoanll mado by the Corp-. pnrticulnrly
the Ramport Dam prppoual. Wb'g? morc’oncouragnd by the Sunmitne D-m prnjuct. vhlcﬁ
d;monutfat§u'mofo.thorough resesrch snd mors ottentinn fo -nvifonmontui imp-ct-‘th-a
the preceding ltudies. Rowovor, wa o find some woakncnaon in the utudy, and we

)

find we can't accept the proposal for = numbor of ranaons.

Thia tastinony conuidars only the Devil Canyon/Wa;nna damn propoaal. Thnnc
two dann will have Bome aignificant impact-. which we found Were 1nadequate1y |
conaidered. or not conaidarad ot all. in your study. | . B

Font import-nt sre tha ponzible 1mpscta on the Nelshinas cnribou herd. This
is the moxt importrnt herd in Alsska in terms of snnual aport-hunter hprveat:
it des#*vnn mucﬁ conuidnr’tiuﬁ. Colonel Dnbolius montionai ;urinpkhis;preaoﬁt:tioﬁ’
-t th- Fhirbrnkn havring on tha lhmff EIS thet tha herd con-intont]y cromaen
th-'river ;n JuJy,_-nd thet the muJer imp-ct qr the demm on the herd you]d be an
occasional mortelity due to ice’-helving in the remervoirs. .

We;ve done‘nom; further research, and fesl that » for greater impggt on
the ﬁerd i= likelv. In midd]n Fny, the herd cn‘v-: -long tho south bsnks of ,
the Susitna River, bebide the propo-ed Viatsnas ranervoir. Tho ‘herd nornnlly
croas-a to tho summer rroundu north of the river in 1-te hay snd early Juno.

s,

Mizration times fluctunta more widely th‘n your report inﬁicntan. (Moat of this
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{nformation comes from an Alaska Dopartmﬁnt_of Figh and Come report entit%ed,
"Nelc¢ 1ina Clrihougﬂeport",‘b; Gregory N. .Bos, publi?had in April 1§73 bi the
| Departmoﬁt) } | | | |

It is likely that the herd would frequontly cross tho resarvoir bcforo the .
ice i- out. Coribou are excellent uwimmer- -nd low mortality would be arpected ‘

aveﬂ when large hum%eru or very young celvas croxs on ice-free, turbulent rivor. f

However, hoofed nnimalc can't cope with fnlls through dce: thoy ;ru not ablo to _'
climb 'out »gsin, At Lake Louiane, biologints have obzerved caribou breakinP through
thin ica, and ¥l tho animela subsequontly drowned. .
We wonder about the stsbility of the ice on Vatsna Rezervoir with expacted water
level :luptuhfion;‘of'125 fest.” Tce developing on fluctuating witerhsuffidén‘ |
. could So axpcctedltb Se ptrticu)afly unstable, Ve wnuld expact unatable ico on’
the reservoirs to huvn aerious sffects on calf numbers.‘: ' |
The proposed sccess rond i- likuly to draw 5. numbar of huntoru, nnowmochiner-
and ssrorted members of the public to the area, further incresaing mortality.
The srea pran-ntly actz ae » recharge urna for wildlife: o aumber oI diffarent
'glmo populationg onjoy -tnbility of: numbor- and socurity in the dnm nrea. due mo-tly
to difficult sccess. If the dam- are built, we atrongly recommend kceping the.sccens
road clo:ed to the public, und ve' recommend not planning campsitos and recrentiony
sress around the reservoir-." | |
We locked- ut the Alszks Power Commi-aion report on which your energv demund .
curve is baned. We question itn -ccuracy. -inca it predicts future nnerﬂy need partly
on increaaed ensrgy use stemming from the 0il pipeline impsct: »n 1mpact we don't
expect to continue, Energy need- may well be much IJ:- than’ tho energ~ ngedz you
have projected. o ‘ | |
The Corps' Publlc Brochure statad " A particulrrly 1mport:nt consldaration ‘
of cirtain hydropow1r projncts in thn potontial to provide far more powor than damandOJ
ot the time operut;on begins. Plvnuiful power at rrlativ-ly low co:tu can ntimulato ‘ |

-growth and d-velopmont "(pr. 11).
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Wa don't went tn mee incraswsed induatrislizution im the statee-we faml thet this
is » very r;nl‘d-npar from this hydroalectrie projeat, Pﬁimariiy fnrithiu reason,
we would r:thor sac, ' for tho immcdiato fnturc. utilization of natural grs from the
proposed natur:l gen pipaline, rapluch in tha more distant future by gooth»rmnl “
power. : | .
_ We don't waﬁt Oﬁorgy ﬁroductirn above that noéo:uary for the imn;diatﬁ future,
fince nxcda:‘;norgy cbgld stimulste, fot only industrializstion, buf;ﬂlnfnful enexzy
use--s bad habit for the public to develop. We feel that it is poor planniug to
decide to build a dam before knowing where the gaa pipoline will go. j' i
We question Colonel Dabelius' atatement, made at the Fairbsnks “hearing, thlt
.ths life expectancy of the dam would be 500 yoara. This meems 1mprob§b1o, since |
we know of no dah Qith a projected iif;timo of over 100 yesrs. Hoover dnm wa-:
also predicted to hava 2 low siltation rate, and it begnn rilting up before con-truction
" wez completed. What would the boncfit/co:t analysis look like if the projected
.1lifetime wes 100 years or less, rather than 500 yearz? We foel this would be a more
realistic ostimato. oo | . '
-The Sunitn- i- one of tho mont importent rivorn in the state in tormn of its
besuty and in terma of the sbundemce of wildlife in its drhinago arsa, We place
‘a‘vpry high v-lup on #n undammed Susitna River, ot only for-tho above reasons,

but for its value as a wilderness. If oﬁnrgy ia really necezsary, ve approve of

hydropower projacts om smaller scales. e fesl that the Susitni River is the wrong
Fhyer 1o deme

nincoroiy,

Mary Eﬁans

wildlife mansgement major. U.‘of A;
262 /). %ff— -

Dsn Huttunan
wildlife menagement mnjor. U. of A.

‘ESO{?';EtWL

qu Fox
TVCC inatructor
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS BY
MARY EVANS, DAN HUTTUNEN, AND BOB FOX

262 Comments are noted.

In reference to comments on the Nelchina caribou herd ‘The 1nf0rmat1on
on caribou (Sections 2.01.3.1 and 4.03 of the EIS) was taken from
several sources including the Alaska Regional Profiles--Southcentral
Region, July 1974 and the State of Alaska, Department of Fish and
Game's Alaska's Wildlife and Habitat, January 1973. As stated in

the EIS: "Warmer weather and a rapidly filling reservoir should
eliminate any adverse ice conditions during the month of May." The.
major calving area for the Nelchina herd is on the upper reaches of
Kasina Creek, Oshetna River, and Little Nelchina River drainages with
calving generally taking place between mid-May and mid-June. Migra-
tion to the surrounding summer ranges usually begins in the latter
part of June with the major movement taking place in July.

As stated in Section 4.15 of the EIS: Even though the project-life
is computed on a 100-year period for economic reasons, with adequate
maintenance, the useful 1ife of the proposed projects due to sedi-
mentation is estimated to be excess of 500 years. The benefit-cost
ratio is based on a project-life of 100. years and is a fixed standard
for all Federal hydropower project évaluation.
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SEA AIRMOTIVE, INC.
‘ Mr. Challman, Ladies & Gentlemen:

kMynaneisWardI.Gay. WeoperateSeaAirmtive.Inc atLakeHood, -

an air taxi operation ’; have nved in Aml‘nf-age for the past 40 years

and have seen a lot of changes here,

;'TWe have needed the Devil Canyon Dam on the Upper Susitna River for
' 20 years and in fact, I flew personnel on survey trips of t.his dam site
: f,n-oxe ‘than 25 years ago, before any gas or oil was disoovered in Alaska

S0 remmber when the Exlutna hydroelectr:.c plan was fi.rst proposed

u (before erld War II) The orJ.ginal estmate was shghtly over six
‘ m:.llJ.on dollars. When we fmally got amund to doing it, the cost was in

' excess of 32 mllion dolla.rs. The big delay was because we aid not need

t

that much power. Then gas I.vas dlscovered at Kas:.lof The people in

Anchorage wanted gas, SO we voted a 20 year franchlse to a company and

built a pipeline from Kas:.lof to Anchorage that we are still paymg for,

- even though we have natural gas r:.ght across the inlet from us that there

is no use for. Chugach Electric has built a power plant at Beiuga, that

should have been in Anchorage, but the gas was cheaper at Beluga even with:

’building‘ 2 power lines to transmit it to Anchorage. It seems they can

brinq the power in but not the gas. Maybe because of the franchise.

Anyway, the people have to pay for it no matter how it is done so :Lnstead
of makmg more mistakes, lets build the .Devil Canyon Dam on 'the VSu‘\sitna |
and furnish power to the whole railbelt. This will be utilizing a natural |

. resource. that is not expendable. Then the natural resources that are' .
'expendable, such as natural gas, oil and ooal can be sold to other states '

and countries that are not as fortunate as we are in havn.ng an abunda.nce
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SEA AIRMOTIVE,.INC.

It has been said that this dam would destroy wild game habitat and
calving grounds for caribou. I took my first hunting party to the Fog
xakes'inth‘efan of 1947 and have hunted thereeveryyéar'since. X
haveseentmusandsofcarihougodmmﬂ'lebarﬂcandswﬁnﬂwemOya:ds
of river and go up the other ‘'side, seldom stoppi.ng in the snall spruce
tinberbecausetheylcmmeyarevulmrabletomlvgsandbearinﬂE‘
tinber, and there is very little for them to eat there. I have never
seen a cow have her calf down in the canyon. They like the hills above
timber where they can see and run. ' This also applies to moose. With
thedambuilt, the caribou would only have .to swimacmss a 1/4 mile
lake. That is nothing for them or moose either, or a grizzly bear for
that matter There has never been any.fish in the Susitna dramage
abovethedarns1te. Eventhe&a}:mncammotbuckthewhitewaterinthe
‘canyon. Thelake could be stocked with flshandnadeawonderful,
accessable recreation area that the people of the railbelt are already
:Lnneedof. 'l‘hegamannmlsarenearlygonemtmsareamw,mahﬂy
becausewehavepmtectedthemlves for the last‘iyears. This can be
changedinafewyears. Itmnktheproperpeoplehavenmleamedthat
man c’:anmt allow ﬂ'ne other predators to J.ncrease, unlmuted, and still
have the wonderful game paradise that he desires to view.

I Smce.rely, '

Wc}p%'

263 // Ward I. Gay
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS BY
WARD I. GAY
SEA AIRMOTIVE, INC.

263 Comments noted.
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Alfachment L

WETLANDS

of the UNITED STATES

" THEIR EXTENT AND THEIR VALUE
TO WATERFOWL AND OTHER WILDLIFE

By Samuel P. Shaw and C. Gordon Fredine
Office of River Basin Studies .

CIRCULAR 39
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERICR
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THE PROBLEM OF

SAVING WETLANDS

The great natural wealth that originally made
possible the growth and development of the United
States included a generous endowment of shallow-
water and waterlogged lands. The original inhab-
itants of the New World had utilized the animals
living among these wet places for food and cloth-
ing, but they permitted the land to remain essen-
tially unchanged.

The advent of European settlers brought great

changes in the land, and aquatic habitats were
particularly vulnerable to the settlers’ activities.

Kenney and McAtee wrote in 1938:

e

Among the assg.ti of mankind, wildlife receives its true|’

appraisal _only in advanced stages of civilization, when,
owing to the heedless destruction of earlier times, 1t has

conditions the rules for the treatment of wﬂdhfe are imme-
diate exploitation of the useful.and drastic destruction of the
useless, and these rules tend to remain in effect long after
the original motives are gone.
settlement no one thinks of allotting any land for the use of
wildlife; the effort is to wrest every possible acre from
nature and make it yield an income. There is no vision to
see, there is no time to learn, that land units with their

natural occupants, as exemplified by a beaver meadow aly

muskrat marsh, a duck lake, a deer forest, or an antelope
mesa, are productive entities that under certain circum-
stances may be worth far more than anything man can put

in their place and that once destroyed may never be re-

estabhshed [y

THE NATURE OF WETLANDS

The term ‘‘wetlands,” as used in this report and
in the wildlife field generally, refers to lowlands

covered with shallow and sometimes temporary
They are referred to by
" such names as marshes, swamps, bogs, wet mead-

or intermittent waters.’

ows, potholes, sloughs, and river-overflow lands.

Shallow lakes and ponds, usually with emergent.

vegetation as a conspicuous feature, are included
in the definition, but the permanent waters of

streams, reservoirs, and deep lakes are not in-

1 Italic numbers In brackets refer Lo items in the List of References on |

page 47,

In the earlier stages.of’

cluded. Neither are water areas that are.so tem-
porary as to have little or no effect on the develop-
ment of moist-soil vegetation. Usually these very
temporary areas are of no appreciable value to the

. species of wildlife considered in this report.

Most, wetlands can be drained or filled to create
suitable land for agricultural, industrial, or resi-
dential expansion. (thers lie 'in potential im-
poundment sites where permanent deep-water en-
vironments can be developed. If either type of
project is carried out, however, the food and cover
plants required by waterfowl and other wetland
wildlife no longer grow in abundance. These
aquatic plants need waterlogged or shallow-water
soils in order to thrive.

Apparently, a great many people still think that
until one of these two courses is followed, any wet-
land area is just so much wasteland—an unfortu-
nate occurrence in the land-economist’s classifica-
tion of productive land uses. So long as this belief

" prevails, wetlands will continue to be drained,

filled, diked, impounded, or otherwise altered, and
thus will lose their identity as wetlands and their
value as wildlife habitat.

'COGPERATIVE PLANNING

State and Federal agencies engag8d in conflicting
programs of wetland destruction and wetland pres-
ervation must work together to develop unified
wetland-use programs that are both acceptable to
the landowner and beneficial to the Nation.

It is one-sided planning, for example, if a flood-

control agency neglects wildlife walues as it plans
for the elimination of river-overflow areas, when
these areas are used by millions of ducks during the
winter season.

In land-use planning, an agency dealing with
drainage projects would be subject to criticism if
its plans to remove water from extensive marsh-
lands or scattered potholes were developed without

‘regard for the fact that, individually or collec-

tively, they provide essential habitat for thousands
3
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SUMMARY OF CHAPTERS

The problem of saving wetlands is to prevent
marshes, swamps, open shallow waters, and sea-
sonally flooded lands from being drained, flooded,
or filled, hence losing their value as wildlife habitat.
These types of aquatic environments, collectively
identified in this report as wetlands, furnish essen-
tial habitat for all waterfowl, most species of fur
animals, and many species of farm game, forest
game, and warm-water fish. Coordinated advance
planning by all resource interests is. the keynote
to solving the problem. As an aid in such plan-
ning, the Fish and Wildlife Service, with the coop-
eration of State game agencies, conducted a wet-
lands inventory with emphasis on present useful-
ness of the lands as waterfowl] habitat.

A\“c_e;_l_ligl;!w(.)f wetland " exploitation has taught

many lessons in_the use and misuse of wetlands.
The Swamp Land Acts of 1849, 1850, and 1860

Wetland soils have physical and chemical prop-
erties that are derived from the environment in
which the soils originate. Climate, landform, and
native vegetation largely govern the nature of this -
environment, hence also the mature of the soils
and their potential uses. Most wetlands aré °
underlain .by orgdnie soils known as peat and
muck,. or by recently deposited, water-carried
alluvial soils. In general, alluvial soils have higher

“agricultural potentials than peat and muck. -

paved the way for transferring nearly 65 million

acres of wetlands in 15 States from Federal to
State administration for the purpose of expediting
their drainage. Nearly all these lands are now in
private ownership, and their use by wildlife is usu-
ally only a minor consideration. Although evi-
dences of wetland. losses as revealed by previous
inventories are not completely reliable because
they represent different types of coverage, it
appears that'at least 45 million of the original 127
million acres of natural wetlands have been drained
or otherwise destroyed. Agricultural drainage
(102 million acres now in organized enterprises)
and flood control are the forces primarily respon-
sible, but other activities such as canal construc-
tion, drainage for mosquito control, industrial ex-
pansion, and highway building have greatly re-
duced the wildlife values of some wetlands, partic-
ularly along the coasts. -

44

[
P

Many peat and muck soils have proved unproduc-
tive for agriculture after drainage; others are in-
herently fertile. In many areas, there appears to .
"be a direct relation between potentially good agri-
cultural wetlands and presently good waterfowl
wetlands, suggesting that competition between
agricultural and wildlife interests will become
more intense in. the years ahead.

The wetlands inventory revesls -the location,
classification, and evaluation of 74,439,300 acres
of wetlands as waterfow]l hakitat. At least 90
percent of all wetlands of importance to waterfowl].
are included. From the standpoint of waterfow]l -
value, the total acreage covered by the inventory
is distributed as follows (in millions of acres): 8.9,
high; 13.6, moderate; 24.0, low; and 27.9, negli-
gible. Values are based on relative waterfow! use
in the State where the wetlands are located. By
wetland categories, the eight inland fresh types
comprise 63,491,000 acres, the three inland saline
types comprise 1,618,000 acres, the three coastal
fresh types comprise 4,041,000 acres, and the six
coastal saline types comprise 5,290,000 acres.

The 20 wetland types are ecological classifica-

tions designed to help recognize the relative im-
portance to waterfowl of the many different kinds
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS BY
STEPHEN KURTH

2 6 4 Comment noted. Practically no "wetlands" for waterfowl are located
within the proposed Devil Canyon and Watana reservoir areas.

2 65 comment noted.

266 The 6-1/8 percent interest rate is provided by Water Resource Council,
and is based on the current cost to the Federal Government of borrowing
money .

2?7 Reduction of flooding and erosion could result in subclimax growth

of vegetation in the braided channel system and would provide browse
for moose.

2 65 Project power will be marketable by existing power marketing agencies,
at rates to be established by normal rate-setting procedures and
after public hearings have been held. Use of power by industries
can be regulated by means of power rates. Also see response number 255.
269 Growth projections in Alaska are not based primarily on past growth
statistics, but rather on demographic, economic, and other factors
which will control future growth.
270 The no action alternative is covered in Section 6.02.1 of the EIS.
2' 1 Statement regarding nuclear power providing 50 percent of the electrical
power by the year 2000 refers to the nation as a whole. Nuclear
power does not represent the most feasible alternative power source
for Alaska, as stated in Section 6.02.4 of the EIS,.
2 2 Comments noted.
27 3 Comments noted.
27 4 Comments noted.
2% 5 Comments noted.

2 ¥ @ Comments noted.
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RESPONSE TO COMMEMTS BY
DAN MAWHINNEY

2'7'7 The proposed Susitna project would change the areas where project
facilities such as dams, reservoirs, roads, transmission lines, and
recreation areas would be built, but we would design and construct these
facilities using the highest standards to Tessen the adverse impacts and
to .maximize the beneficial impacts.

278 Alaska is and will continue to be a great state where people can live,
work, play and enjoy the wonderful natural resources that are found
here, but those of us who moved here from other places or were born here
will have to consider that others will come here in the future for much
the same reasons that motivated the present residents to 1ive here. To
somedth1s might not necessarily mean progress, but it is the "real
world."

With good planning we hope to help provide a good place to 1ive and work
and still retain much of Alaska's great wealth in the natural environment.
True, some people will be more directly affected by our proposals for
hydroelectric power than others, but we believe that what we do propose
will adversely affect fewer people than any other viable alternative
which would provide equivalent electrical energy. Also, we believe that
the proposed project is economically and engineeringly feasible and less
environmentally damaging than any other alternative which could meet
e1e¢trica1 energy needs of the future.

279 In° ‘the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act more than 80 million acres of
Alaska's 356 million acres are proposed to be retained in the 4 Federal
systems including parks, wildlife refuges, wild and scenic rivers and
natural forests. The State has also proposed millions of acres for park
and recreation lands. It is also reasonable to assume that much of the
over 40 millions of acres of native lands, 106 millions of acres of
State lands and the balance of lands left in other private and Federal
control will be left in its natural state or developed to encourage
recreation but it is obvious that some development will also take place.

280 As noted in Section 9.0 of the Environmental Impact Statement, we have
had three sets of Public Meetings in both Anchorage and Fairbanks where
all the public has been invited to attend and to express their feelings
and concerns on this proposed project. People from the Talkeetna area
and from the areas that would be directly affected by project facilities
attended the meetings; the people listened to the proceedings and some
made comment, both for and against the proposed project.
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THOMAS E. MEACHAM -
ATTORNEY AT LAW
' SUITE 403
310 K" STREET
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 98501

PR—

(907)278.1322
1007 )278-1443

October 9, 1975

Colonel Charles Debellus
District Engineer

Alaska District

U.S. Army Corps of Englneers
Box 7002

Anchorage, AK - 99510

Re: Written Testimony Concerning Draft = -
Env1ronmental _Impact Statement ‘

Dear Colonel Debellus-

I am enclosing w1th this letter a copy of my comments
concerning your Draft Environmental Impact Statement on hydro-
electric power development on the Upper Susitna River Basin,
Alaska. I delivered this testimony orally at your public hear-
ing on Qctober 7, 1975, and would request that my written tes-
timony be included in your hearing record.

I would also request that this letter of transmittal
be included in your hearing record, since additional facts con-
cerning the production of your Draft Environmental Impact State-
ment became evident during the course of the hearing. Tuesday
night. From the testimony given by the Alaska Department of
Fish and Game, it is apparent that your Draft Environmental
Statement was issued prior to completion of studies by the
Alaska Department of Fish and Game, which had been on contract
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to conduct wildlife
studies in the affected area, and for the specific purpose of
your environmental analysis of the proposed project. By accel-
erating the completion and issuance of the Draft Impact State-
ment, your office has totally excluded a body of knowledge
which, if available to the general public, would have permitted
a much more thorough analysis of the effects of your proposed
project. 1In addition, I would assume that availability of the
results of this study would have aided your own planners in
evaluating the proposed project.

Not only is this deliberate omission very detrimental
from the standpoint of an adequate environmental statement, but




Colonel Charles Debelius
Alaska District

- Corps of Engineers
October 9, 1975

Page two.

I learned at the hearing that the Corps of Engineers had also

. excluded an additional contracted study which was intended to .
explore in depth some aspects of the project, for purposes of
your Environmental Impact Statement. I believe that the firm
of Jones & Jones, Consultants, was engaged to study certain
aspects of the project. I have seen their report, entitled
Upper Susitna River: Inventory and Evaluation of the Environ-
mental, Aesthetic and Recreational Resources. This firm was:
also contracted to analyze specific aspects of the proposal,
but the last-minute acceleration of the deadline date for the
Impact Statement precluded any analysis of the voluminous

- results of their study in your Draft Environmental Statement.

I believe that the deliberate exclusion of these two
relevant source nlaterials, and the lack of public knowledge
of their conclusions, has dealt a very strong blow against your
Draft Environmental Statement. I would expect that, at the
least, full consideration of these documents will be given in
your Final Environmental Impact Statement, and that these doc-
uments will be available for evaluation by the interested
public.

Thank you very much for your even-handed treatment of
the hearing itself, and for the efficient manner in Whlch it
was organlzed and conducted.

Yours sincerely,

Thomas E. Meacham

TEM/bja : ‘
Enclosure '
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS BY
THOMAS E. MEACHAM
-~ LETTER DATED 9 OCTOBER 1975

281 A concerted, continuing effort has been made throughout the study
process to acquire all data possible from all concerned sources
with special emphasis on fishery and wildlife data so vital for a
valid assessment of project effects on major ecosystems and the
total environment. We have worked through the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (FWS), as the lead agency, to coordinate our study with
Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G). We had, prior to the
Public Meeting, a preliminary report of ‘FWS (containing the ADF&G
contribution). This report, prepared in accordance with the Fish
and Wildlife Coordination Act, was formally published on 10 October
1975.  In addition, we had informal contacts on a nearly daily basis
with FWS personnel to be as sure as possible that no new or important
information relative to their area of responsibility was being omitted
from consideration. The fact that the Jones and Jones inventory and
evaluation (prepared under contract to the Corps of Engineers) is not
contained in toto in either the DEIS or feasibility report does not
mean that it has been excluded, omitted, or ignored in our evaluations.
Quite the contrary, it has been of much value to us, and has been
in our hands for over six months prior to completion of the DEIS.
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COMMENTS REGARDING DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT:
HYDROELECTRIC POWER DEVELOPMENT ON THE UPPER
SUSITNA RIVER BASIN) ALASKA

October 7, 1975

. Gentlemen:

, My name is Tom Meacham. I am a resident of Anchorage,
Alaska and am conservation chairman of the Mountaineering Club
of Alaska. I am testifying as an individual.

I believe that your Draft Environmental Impact Statement
regarding hydroelectric power development on the Upper Susitna
River is subject to criticism both in concept and in detail. I
will deal with the criticisms I have regarding the concept first.

Your Draft Impact Statement was issued on September 22,
1975. This hearing comes exactly two weeks after that date,
offering no realistic opportunity for public input based on the
assertions of fact and assumptions made in your Impact Statement.
Instead, this hurried consideration of the Impact Statement seems
designed to nullify or eliminate any meaningful criticish from
persons or organizations] which may have some doubts about your
project. This certainly is not the “atmosphere of public under-
standing, trust, mutual cooperative, and in a manner responsive
to the public lnterest" as your regulations require.

The Draft Impact Statement itself is much too narrow,

given the scope of the prpblem. The Draft Statement purports

to analyze the feasibility of hydroelectric power in the Upper
Susitna Basin, in relation to other alternative power squrces
which may be available. We are told that more extensive studies
will be made of the various factors required under the National .
Environmental Policy Act, if the project is approved. However,
I have found nothing in the Draft Statement which could be termed
a feasibility report, 'in relation to other alternative power
gsources and the projected needs of the rail belt area in future
years. Because the questlon of feasibility and of future need
will receive only the present environmental analysis, that anal-
ysls must be 'as complete as any requlred under NEPA for any spe-

,cific aspeot of actual hydroelectrlc plant constructxon. The
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‘which they have left unanswered are the following:

1

Comments to Draft EIS

- October 7, 1975

Page two.

writers of this Impact Statement have, with no Btatutory authority

and very little actual authority, determined that hydroelectric
power is the "most feasible” means to meet the area’s presumed

future needs, and have, without further analysis, proceeded to 28

present the details of the proposed dam construction. Questiona

1, Wwhat is the source &f any assumptions regarding
. population growth and growth in electrical de-
mand in the rail belt area? Are there variations 2
among sources in these projections; and if so,
‘which progectlons did the Corps examine and adopt?

2. . Has any comprehensxve economic, social or environ-
| mental analysis been done of other alternatives to
the hydroelectric project, including purchase of
power from Canada, coal gasification, coal burning,
use of natural gas, geothermal resources, or any
other available or projected source in Alaska? If
studies have been examined regarding these factors,
what is the source of these studies?

area discourage use and development of alternative
sources? ' Will other sources develop despite con-

3. Wlll hydroelectric development in the rail belt
structxon of hydroelectric projects? l

These questions, and others which I am sure other persons will raise,-
go to the very premise upon which your Environmental Impact Statement

~was based: | the "feasibility" of hydroelectric power development in

the rail belt region. Until these issues are addressed, there is no
point in discussing specific construction proposals for various dams.
However, the tone of your Impact Statement indicates quite clearly

that "feasibility" to your agency is merely a question of receiving

the requisite amount of dollars from Congress, and that once that

grant is assured, the Corps-of Engineers will very quickly demonstrate
that hydroelectric power in' the rail belt region is phy51ca11y feasible.
The real questlon of the propr1ety of hydroelectric power, in the ¢on-
text of this region's needs and in contrast with other available
sources, will never be answered.

Because the majority. of your Draft Impact Statement deals
with the reality of a two-dam construction proposal I have some.
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Comments to Draft EIS

October 7,
Page three,

287

1975

questions to raise: concernlng that proposal. I feel that there

are several very serious inconsistencies or unwarranted ‘assumptions
made in that Impact Statement, and I feel confident that satisfac-
Jtory answers will be provided at the time the final impact statement

ig written.

1.

288

Among my questions are the follow1ng

Is the capacity of the Devil Canyon-Watana
project excessive? The projected electrical
output is approximately six times the present

‘need for the entire state, yet it is only one=-

fourth of your projection of the rail belt
area's needs in 1985,

What entity will manage the proposed. project?
Will it be a TVA-type authority, which has dem- '
onstrated little responsiveness to the public
interest? Will the authority operating the
project be subject to jurisdiction of the Alaska
Public Utilities Commission? -

What will be the policy on sale of "secondary
energy"? What is the purpose for providing a
capacity to produce secondary energy? Will sale
of secondary energy be subject to regulation by
the Alaska Public Utilities Comm1551on°

Will rate structures favor sale of large-blocks
of power, at low unit cost, to major industrial
users? If so, will the availability of cheap
power induce basic industries to locate in the
rail belt region? Would this location for basic
industries be desirable, from the social, econ-
omic and environmental standpoint of the ex1st1ng
rail belt community? :

You have stated that the pLoject area contains
some discontinuous permafrost. Is any permafrost
located beneath the impoundment areas of the two
dams? If so, will the extreme yearly drawdown be-
hind Watana Dam lead to continuous melting of
permafrost and erosion of resevoir banks?

What will be the effects upon fish, wildlifé and
human activities downstream from the dam sites

298




Comments to Draft EIS

October 7,
Page four.

10.

11.

12.

*13.

14,

15.

_ tions of the

1975

during the twelve years of construction? Will
the Susitna River be entirely impounded by
Watana Dam while Devil Canyon Dam is belng
constructed?

What effect will the loss of low, clear flbws of

~the Susitna River in wintertime have upon the

fish which migrate from the tributaries to the
main stem during wintertime to avoid freezing?

' What effect will the increased wintertime volume,

more than eight times the existing uncontrolled

‘winter flow, have upon fish and wildlife in the

Lower Susitna? What effect will this increased
winter flow have upon erosion potential?

Will multi-level releases of‘wéter from behind

- the dams lead. to increased siltation during re-

leases, whenTwater and silt from the bottom por-
resevolr are released?

What will be the peak monthly flows anticipated
on the river after construction? - The Impact

- Statement lists only average monthly flows, not

peak flows.

What measures will be taken to control the problem
of "frazzle ice" ‘under cold’winter conditions?

What is the present consumption of the rail belt
area, in terms of barrels of oil?

Has the total energy cost of twelve years.pf dam
construction been debited against the eventual

' 'productlon of the project, in terms of barrels

of 0il?

How much o0il would the total first costs of the
project buy at today's prices?

What will be the actual amount of dellvered power

to Fairbanks, Anchorage, and other rail belt points?

The Impact Statement lists only the projected power

productlon at the dam smte, and does not calculate

299

| 295
| 294
295
| 206
| 297

I_Eﬂlﬂ
I 299

300

| 301

] o




Comments to Draft EI§
October 7, 1975
Page five.

power losses.

.16, What factors were used to calculate a benefit-
cost ratio of 1.4? Why was an artificially low
o o interest rate of six and one-eighth per cent
3()3 used? Does the nature of this project, on a
: glacial river with no presently known technique
for dredging resevoirs filled by sedlment, jus=-
tify a 100-year life projection?

17. Upon what factors was the 100fyear project life
. calculated? Does the Corps of Engineers have
3(]4 any available data from other hydroelectric pro-
; jects constructed on glacial rivers with stream
» flows comparable to the Susitna River?

’

velocity and abrasion of the released water below
Devil Canyon Dam upon the Lower Susitna ‘River, "
and upon the- turbidity of the river?

;.‘Ilﬂ. ‘What will be the effect of increased energy,

B19. Is "flood control” a planned benefit of the
'resevolrs, as mentioned on page 71 of your draft?
"'What is the historical incidence: of Su51tna River
.floods?

20. Why has the proposed pro;ect been stressed for a-
‘"maximum credible earthquake with an epicenter
forty miles distant, since the Susitna fault is

367 .only 2.5 miles from the site of the dams? Upon

2l "what assumptions is the 'turbidity rate during
‘winter flows of 15 to 35 parts per million calcu-

* . lated?  This assumption seems excessively low,
‘when measured against the:river's increased abra-
-sion potential, the multi-level releases, and the

- -significantly increased winter volumes.

Your Draft Impact Statement has seriously neglected to place Devil

Canyon in the context of present and future recreation potential

in Alaska and in North America. You state that it is one of three

major white water rivers in Alaska. However, you neglected to point
.Jout that, among white water experts, it is considered the premier

stretch of white water in North America, if not in the world. Of
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Comments to Draft EIS
October 7, 1975
Page six. '

the three Alaskan rivers mentioned, the Alsek and the Bremner are
inaccessible by boaters at eilther their origin or their terminwus.
By contrast, Devil Canyon can be reached on the Denali Highway

for departure, and its terminus lies on 'the Parks Highway. Recre-
ational white water boatiig is one of the fastest-growing sports
in the nation, and particularly in Alaska, yet we have no analysis
of this increase in popularity in your Impact Statement.: On the
contrary, your only statements concerning outdoor recreationists,
or to white water boaters in particular, are repeated references
to "a few hardy souls" with veiled implications that anyone who
tries to Xyak any portion of Devil Canyon has a death wish. Your
impact statement fails to analyze the tremendous growth of self-
propelled sports, such as mountaineering, hiking, backpacking,

and white water boating. Instead, it assumes without basis in
fact that the Devil Canyon area has no present or future poten-
tial  for these sports, and can only be made available for recrea~-
tion users by creating some sort of artificial access, such as
resevoirs and roads. The Draft Impact Statement does not discuss
the proposed Talkeetna Mountains State Park and the effect such a
resevoir might have on that proposal. Nor does it discuss the
federal lands surrounding the resevoir proposal which may be se-
lected by Cook Inlet Native Regional Corporation, or may be traded
to the State of Alaska as an addition to the Talkeetna Mountains
State Park propcosal. With increased mechanized access being one
of the prime features of the project, it will almost certainly have
some type of impact upon a State Park proposal. What value was
added to your benefit-cost ratio for the recreation opportunities
which you foresee as a résult of construction of the pro;ect, and
upon what factors were these values based? :
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, Slmply stated, I feel that the value of Devil Canyon of
the Susitna River, as the freest, wildest, most violent and most
impressive free-flowing river on the continent,'has been entirely
overlooked. The river, to my knowledge, is still eligible for ‘ 3 "
wild river status under federal law, and any decision by the Interior {}8
Department. not to recommend the river in 1973 was based on the fact
that a hydroelectric pro;ect was proposed, and not on any inherent
characteristic of the river itself. Based upon the content of your’
Draft Environmental Statement, I have found no compelling reason why
Devil Cahyon should not remain free and uncontrolled, a monument to
nature and not.to man, or particularly to the Corps of Engineers or
our Congressional delegatlon.

Please include my statement in your record of oral testimony
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Comments to Draft EIS
October 7, 1975
Page seven.

concerning this proposed project. I am also submitting a written
statement which I would like included in your hearing record. I
will expect to receive copies of any further public correspondence
which you may issue as consideration of the feasibility of this
proposed project continues. In addition, I would expect to re-
ceive your Final Environmental Impact Statement’ concerning hydro-
electric project feasibility in Southcentral Alaska.

Drurt

Thomas E. Meacham
1410 “H" Street
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Thank you very much.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
OF |

THOMAS E. MEACHAM
DATED 7 OCTOBER 1975

2 82 The timing of the issuance of the DEIS (22 September) and the scheduling

of the Public Meeting(s) (7 and 8 October in Anchorage and Fairbanks)
were responsive to CEQ guidelines. Guidelines for agency compliance

- with NEPA are promulgated by the President's Council on Environmental

Quality. These guidelines stipulate a 45-day review period for the DEIS
following the announcement of its availability in the Federal Register.
Such announcement was made in the Federal Register printed on 3 October
1975. Thus, the period for public review and comment on the document
does not expire until 17 November 1975. With regard to public hearings,
CEQ guidelines stipulate that a DEIS be made available at least 15 days
prior to the time of such hearings. This requirement was met in scheduling
the Public Meeting in Anchorage on 7 October 1975. Opportunity for
public input into the DEIS in this instance is 57 days--from 22 September
to 17 November 1975. Actually, comments received by 3 December 1975 are
included in the EIS. ‘

Public Meetings (hearings) are designed to involve public participation
in a continuous two-way communication process which involves keeping the
public fully informed on the status and progress of studies and findings
of plan formulation and evaluation activities. It is a means of actively
soliciting from agencies, groups, and individuals their opinions and
perceptions of objectives and needs. And, finally, it is one tool for
determining public preferences regarding resource use and alternatives
thereto. Two previous sets of meetings had been conducted prior to the
October meetings.  The first informed the public that the study was
underway and solicited their views as to the direction it should take
and as to what specific concerns, wishes, or inputs they had relative to
the study subject matter, the study area, and any other allied fields
they cared to address. The second set of meetings reported to them the
study progress, especially a number of possible alternative means of
accomplishing (and even the option of foregoing accomplishing) the basic
study purpose of providing electrical energy to supply projected area
needs. Once again the comments, desires, and inputs (both factual and
intangible) of the public were solicited. The latest meetings continued
the previous progress from general to specific by presenting the end
results of the preceeding studies, expressed public opinions and wishes,
and weighing of the many technical, environmental, and economic aspects

of the alternatives.
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Related to the above misunderstanding of the public review period

of the DEIS, there appears to be some confusion as to the purpose

and scope of this document. Simply stated, under NEPA (Public Law
97-190), a summary document {EIS) must be prepared outlining for
public scrutiny (and review by Federal, State, and local agencies)
the significant impacts {both adverse and favorable) which can be
reasonably foreseen to result from a specific course of action
proposed by a Federal agency. The content of the document is out-
Tined to include five major areas of discussion. They are: the
environmental impact of the proposed action; and adverse environmental

effects which cannot be avoided should the proposal be implemented;

alternatives to the proposed action; the relationship between local
short-term uses of man's environment and the maintenance and
enhancement of long-term productivity; and any irreversible and
irretrievable commitments of resources which would be involved in
the proposed action should it be implemented. A great body of
interpretations, regulations, legal decisions, and policies have
subsequently evolved to more specifically define the procedures,
formats, detailed contents, and processing of the various and -
sundry versions of EIS's. The feasibility report is a separate

and distinct document which examines in detail many of the questions
you raise. This document, as well as the DEIS, contains data

" which were summarized at the Public Meeting. Because the report

could not be finalized until the public views on its general

B content especially on the conclusion and recommendations to

be conta1ned therein, it could not, of course, be pub11ahed
prior to the meetings set to obtain those views. It is now being

‘given final revisions as a result of the meetings and of review -

- by higher authority.
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The growth rate proaect1ons for energy demand are by the A]aska‘[
Power Administration (APA). They reflect a 1975 revision of the
figures from the 1974 Alaska Power Survey. The major compet1t1ve

- projections are those published by OBERS (0ffice of Business -

285

Economics--now renamed Bureau of Economic Analysis--and Economic |
Research Service). These projections are based almost solely
on population trends and have to date consistently badly under-

_est1mated all varieties of growth in Alaska.

The alternatives mentioned have been considered as a part of the

_feasibility study. Data from all available sources have been

286

utilized. ACoa] is found to be the major alternative to hydropower.
Hydrodevelopment may or may not supplant development of alterna-
tive power sources. The proposed prOJect will supply the area

power deficit only to about the mid-1990's when either additional hydropower
or other alternative sources will have to be deve]oped

/«m@aﬁ
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287 Comment noted.

288 The capac1ty of the two-dam project is not excessive. The electrical

output is less than three times the present Railbelt need (not six t1mes
the present State need, as you state). As such, in conjunction with

~ present systems (and any others developed to meet the demand growth

prior to hydropower availability), the proposed system will satisfy the
mid-range demand curve until the 1990's when additional power will be
needed. _

289 A]aska Power Administration (APA); a Department of Interior agency, will

manage the project much in the way Bonneville Power Administration

-~ ‘manages the Federal hydro system in the Pacific Northwest. They are not

subject to APUC regulation, but work closely with them.

290 Yes. However, there is very little secondary energy associated with the

proposed plan. Such energy is not designed into a plan, but is a

-result of defining the "firm" energy as that which can be produced in

the worst water year (drought). Thus, in most years, there is additional
water available to produce "secondary" energy which, because it cannot
be guaranteed to the user, is usually sold at a discount on a when-
available basis. The secondary capability of the proposed plan is only
about 12 percent of the firm energy output. Again, APA is not subject
to APUC regulation, per se, but cooperates closely with them,

- The proposed project is not intended to be developmental, but to meet a

projected, conservative growth projection. If the projection is correct,
there should be little in.the way of large blocks of power available to.
induce extraordinary industrialization. For further response to this

'~ comment, see response number 255.

Yes, some permafrost is Tocated beneath the Watana reservoir and may be -
also within a portion of the Devil Canyon reservoir. We foresee both
melting of this permafrost and some erosion as a result. However, the
overburden subject to erosion is shallow over a majority of the steep,
rocky canyons, and the net effects on either storage capacity or the
shoreline should be minor.

293 The downstream effects during construction should be minimal inasmuch as

. the entire natural river flows will be passed by diversion tunnels until

completion of the Watana Dam about 1986. At that time, a reguiated flow
consistent with the needs of downstream fishery management will be passed
until completion of Devil Canyon about 1990. Again the river flows will
be diverted through a tunnel around the Devil Canyon damsite during the
construction period at that site. After that, full regulated flow, as

309




described at the Meeting, will be released. It is now standard procedure
to minimize construction inputs of turbidity-pollutants to the river
during construction to the extent that all construction waters w111 be
cycled through sett11ng basins, etc., if such need is found

2 4 The Tow 1eve1 (Tess than 35 ppm) of glacial "flour" which we’ expect to
be passed downstream year-round (in Tieu of highly turbid summer flows
and very clear winter flows) is similar to the natural conditions at
Kasilof River-Tustumena Lake where fish thrive very well. We foresee no
noticeable adverse impact from this source. However, a final determi-
nation of these effects will not be made until deta11ed stud1es, some of
which are currently underway, are completed.

295 The wintertime flow volume, even though substantially greater than that
of minimum natural flows, is still quite moderate and should have Tittle
adverse impact on downstream fish and/or wildlife. The equalization of
the summer and winter flows and the elimination of most of the sediment
load will tend to change the dimensions at the river and will increase
its erosive potential, but not necessarily actual erosion. The rocky
nature of much of the canyon below the damsite will resist any regime
change for centuries. Only in areas of alluvial deposits would the
tendencies for concentrated flow in a narrower, deeper, possibly meandering
channel manifest themselves. Furthermore, they would only be noticeable
in that portion of the Susitna River upstream of the Chulitna River
confluence. In the past, estimates of erosion downstream of damsites
have been too great. In these estimates, the phenomenon of channel
armoring (i.e., the small size material is swept away and not replaced,
leaving a uniformly Targe stone bottom highly resistant to further
erosion) was not considered. With the present state of the art, most of
the above-mentioned morphological processes are calculable, and any
potentially adverse effects can be minimized.

296 The purpose of the multilevel intake structures is to allow selection of
the water released to preclude just such downstream quality problems.
No releases will be made from the reservoir bottom, but only from the
active power poo]--say about the upper one-third to one-half the reser-
-voir depth. .

297 The peak monthly flow would occur during a major flood and would be much
less than the natural peak flow since the reservoirs offer storage to
allow a spreading of the total flood volume over a period of days rather
than a few hours under unregulated conditions. During non-flood periods

~ the combined Devil Canyon and Watana system would be operated so that
" Devil Canyon would reregulate the Watana reservoir discharge to provide
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nearly constant hour]_y streamflow below Devil Canyon. Devil Canyon, in
effect, will be serving a component of the baseload of the system and
Watana would be utilized to. serve peaking requirements. The composite
effect of this operat1on would provide a nearly constant hourly hydro-
graph for the river reach be]ow Devil Canyon.

298 Frazil ice is a short-term early winter phenomenon involving a specific
set of meteorological conditions in association with shallow, clear
rapidly flowing water, and the absence of ice cover. The very deep,

" milky, relatively p1ac1’d waters of the reservoirs are totally opposite
to the conditions favorable to frazil ice formation. Be that as it may,
if such ice did form, the capability of selective withdrawal of deeper-
lying, warmer waters provided by the multilevel intake system wou]d
offer a simple, 1mmed1ate, built-in solution to the problem.

294 The estimated Railbelt energy demand for 1975 is 2.4 billion kilowatt-
hours, the ‘equivalent to consumption of 5.2 million barrels of oil.

300 In terms of construction costs, yes; in terms of energy consumed, no.

3 () 1 The answer depends on what value is assigned to today's oil. At a price =
of $13 per barrel for oil from OPEC nations, the project's first cost is
equivalent to approximately 115 million barrels of crude oil. It should
be noted that the energy provided by the project over its 100-year
economic 1ife will result in non-use of over 1.5 billion barrels of oil
or its energy equivalent of over 11 trillion cubic feet of natural gas.
It is a]so 1ikely that future o0il prices could increase substantially.

3 ()2 The quoted 6.1 billion kilowatt-hours reflect the net annual power
delivered to the two distribution centers, Pt. Mackenzie for Anchorage
and Ester-Gold Hi1l for Fairbanks, after deduction of transmission
losses estimated at 0.7 percent of prime energy. The approximate split
of delivered energy is 25 percent to Fairbanks and 75 percent to Anchorage.

303 The basic benefits are shown on page 106 of the EIS. The interest rate
is that set by regulation of the Water Resource Council for use in
economic evaluation of Federal projects, and reflects the government's
cost in borrowing money. Sedimentation is calculated to reduce the
system storage capacity by 4.2 percent in 100 years. Most of the lost
storage is in the "dead storage” zone, not available for power production
in any case. The system power output reflects the storage lost to

sedimentation over the 100-year project 1ife. Also see response number
121. ‘ '

307




34 The 100-year Tife is a Corps of Engineers standard for this type of
project, used in computation of project economics. This policy is
accepted by the Water Resources Council and by Congress. The actual
useful Tife of the structures should exceed the 100 years by a large

- margin. The Corps has data from projects located on many types of
rivers. It is from this data that a standard methodology of calculating
‘sedimentation rates has been developed. To attempt correlation of
sedimentation of the upper Susitna River with other rivers only on the
basis of flow or storage of water is meaningless. Many factors, including
but not Timited to geology of the basins, river gradients, precipitation '
patterns, runoff characteristics, and topography, influence sedimentation
and must be considered to determine any valid correlation. ' '

3 ()5 Increased kinetic energy in the form of high water velocities due to the
large head of water behind the dam is dissipated at the dam, Most of
the energy is absorbed by the power station turbines. Spillway and
outlet works releases spend their energy in the discharge pool below the-
dam. Thus, the discharge velocity ratios in the canyon downstream of
the dam are the same after project completion as under natural conditions.

3(]6 Flood control is a project benefit. The present adverse effect of ,
floods on humanity is limited to damages to the Alaska Railroad. Pre-
vention of ‘these damages is the sole claimed flood control benefit. As
the downstream area develops, there will be a growth in population and
property which could be adversely affected by unregulated flows; however,
no estimate of this future benefit is claimed. Flood control benefits
are about 0.03 of 1 percent of average annual project benefits,

3()'{ The Susitna Fault, although close to the project, does not have the
probability of creating as violet (high magnitude) an earthquake as the:
more distant Denali Fault. It is for this reason that an 8.5 Richter
Maximum Credible Earthquake (MCE) at the Denali Fault (40 miles distant)
was selected for design purposes over the 6.0 Richter MCE event at
Susitna Fault (2.5 miles distant).

The turbidity level is predicted on the basis of all settleable solids
being trapped by the two reservoirs with only the suspended solids
(glacial flour), 15-35 ppm being released at Devil Canyon Dam. The
present summer sediment load of the river is attributable to easily
erodable soils in the upper basin and is not an indication that signi-
ficant material is being picked up downstream of the canyons. In fact,
the lower riverbed is relatively stable under all but extremely high
flows because of the gravel-cobble nature of the bed materials.
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The DEIS and feasibility study do not slight the recreational potential
of the whitewater river. Factually, the area is isolated, has little
access, no supply-subsistence facilities, and the Devil Canyon portion
of the river is so violent as to discourage.all but the most skillful
kayakers. As best as we have been able to determine, less than a dozen
attempts have been made to run portions of the rapids in the last 50

- years. Its classification as a Class 6 river, a threat- to ‘the 1ife of

even the most skillful boatsman, and the awe of its violence exhibited
in written accounts of some who have challenged the rapids guarantee
that its recreational use would be limited to a very few people. The
reservoirs could and would, however, provide recreational opportunity to
broader sections of the public, while about three miles of the rapids
would remain to challenge the whitewater enthusiasts. As to ignoring
the area potential for "self-propelled sports," our view is that these
are the most Tikely recreational uses for the lands surrounding the
reservoirs. As such, we have estimated only a limited recreational
development based on camping-hiking-boating, rather than a heavy day-use
type of development.

The DEIS does not discuss the conceptual Talkeetna Mountains State Park
inasmuch as the State Division of Parks has not indicated any plan that
the project area:should be a part thereof when or if the park becomes a
reality. Rather, they have discouraged association of the project too
closely with the existing Denali State Park, preferring that the area be
considered a separate State Recreation Area if the State becomes the
project recreational sponsor. The fact that the lands for many miles to
the south of reservoir sites are presently set aside for native selection
under the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act would appear to argue
heavily against the probability that the proposed park and project would
be in any way closely associated, at least for the foreseeable future.

43 Comment noted.

-3 X{J jComment noted.




philip n. osborn o geoldgic consultant

21-92N0 AVE. N.E. ® BELLEVUE, WA 98004 ®(206) 45f—3568

17 October 1975

Col. Gharles As Debelius, District Engineer
Department of the Army ‘
Alaska District, Corps of Engineers

P.0. Box 7002 - 4

Anchorage, Alaska 99510

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statement: Hydroelectric Power Develop-
ment, Upper Susitna River Basin, Southcentral Railbelt Area, Alaska

Gentlemen:

The following material is submitted for inclusion in the records of the publie
meeting of 7 October 1975, RE: Southcentral Railbelt Area, Hydroelectric
Power Study, and as specific comment in reply to the Draft Environmental
impact Statement recently issued by the Corps in relation to this study.
Within my capacity as a geologic consultant I have had previous imput to this
study; specifically, in preparing a reconnaissance geologic study of the
Upper Susitna River watershed for the report to the Corps by Jones and Jones;
Upper Susitna River, Alaska: An Inventory and Evaluation of the Environmental,
Aesthetic, and,Recreatlonal Resources. My comments are restricted to the
geologic aspects of the proposed project and within this discipline to the
inherent seismic dangers of the site and the geomorphological adjustments
which may ensue construction of the project. I have thoroughly reviewed the
Draft EIS and have personally communicated with Mr, Yould and Mr. Chandlekr.

Respectfully submitted,

Geolo c Consultant

Enc.

pacific northwest and alaska
geolog_y s ground water resources
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The Draft Environmental Impact Statement for hydroelectric power develqpment
1n the Upper Susitna River basin contains insufficient date within the geologic
didciplina. This data is essential to a complete and adaquate evaluation!of
the proposed project - - its merits, benefits, and‘costs; Specifically:

1) Tho'geologie map on page 16 is incomplete; faults which transect th;
Susitna Basin are not shown, Major faults intersect the,Suaitna-River“down-
stream from Tsueena Creek (Susitna Fault), at Vee Canyon, upstream from the
confluence of the Susitna and Maclaren Rivers, and near Denali. Several
smaller faults are located in the Valdez Creek area and at other areas
iithin the site. Undoubtably, other faults exist within the study region;:
they may be preseﬁtly inferredfor unmapped due to the immense area and the
"lack of detailed geologic surveillance.

2) The geologic map shows no indication of structural features, particu~
larly in Devil Canyon. A larger scale map should be included showing faults,
Joints, shear zones, and lithology of the Upper Susitna Basin at the proposed
dam sites. Specifically, at Devil Canyon, a master joint set'striking
N.'25° W. and dipping 80° east, a minor joint set striking east - west and
dipping north, a shear zone with strike and dip similar to the master joint
set, and the massive phyllite 1lithology striking east - west and dipping
, approximately 50 - 60° south are not shown (Kachadoorian, 1974, Osborn, 19743
Jones and Jones, 1975).

3) There is no‘mention of actual movement along the major faults within the
study area and those outside but which could have significant effect on a

dam and reservoir system; in particular, but not limited to, these faults

and offsets should be mentioned: Denali Fault <4 - post-Fleistocene
displacement of 120m measured and 200m from aerial photograph interpretation;
Totchunda Fault - - post-Wiséonsan displacement of 270m (Pagé. 1972),

Susitna Fault - - 11 km of displacement inferred from morphological expression
(vsborn, 1974)
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4) The possibility of an increase in seismic activity as a‘fesulé of feservoir
impoundment and fluctuatioﬁ is not mentioned. Noting the 1mmediate proximity

" of the Watana reservoir "to the Susitna Fault, this possibility shoult be =
considered, This phenomenon has been widely recognized and is well documented,
e.8.y intrease in earthquake activity fbllow;ng the impoundmant of Lake Mead
behind Hoover Dam (Richter, 1958). ‘

5) There is no mentibh of the recurrence periodicity of great earihquakés"”"
(greater than 8. O)'within Southcentral Alaska. A great earthquake may ve

. expected approximately once every 30 years (Sykes, 1971) or 16.7 times

during the reasonable lifespan of the dam structure.

6) Large portions of the Upper Copper River basin subsided during'the March;
1964 earthquake (Plafker, 1965). The implications of further subsidence
during future earthquakes and the possibility, however remote,.of a changewin
drainage patterns whereby the Watana reservoir might invade the Upper Copper
River besin should be analyzed. - It should be noted there is only 162 feet
of elevation gain from the Watana full pool level to Lake Louise. ~There is "
a high probability that the Copper River'sysiem‘has been the outlet for the
Upper Susitna drainage at least once and possibly 'several times during the
geologic history of the Upper Susitna River {(Usborn, 1974). ‘

7) 1t is absolutely imparative that the possibility of a seiéhe generated
by seismic activity or landslide within either reservoir be considered.
These standing waves can have devastating effects, as evidenced ailLituya
Bay (Miller, 1960), and have been responsible for several overtoppings and "
dam failures in historic times. ' ‘

In addition, the following geomorphological problems and questions ghould -
be addressed.

8) How will the accumulation of sediment at the bedload "dumping. ground"

at the upper end of the Watana reservoir effect the river morphology?
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9) What changes will occur in delta building at the mouth of the Susitna
River and what are the effecte on sedimentation in Turnagain Arm as a result
of lower sediment lcads in the Susitna? (The principal source area of

- sediment in Turnagain ‘Arm is the Susitna drainage.)

10) All existing sediment load study samples are instantaneous; there are no
continuous samples. Due to the tremendous sediment load in the 30 day period‘
following breakup (perhape 60 - 80% of total) when discharges may exceed

- 90,000 cfs, the existing data is inadaquate to allow volumetric extrapolation
for'a 100 year period, ' '

11) What'effects will fluctuations of the Watana reservoir have on solifluction
mass wasting and will there be a substantial inecrease in shoreline erosion?

12) What effects will the transmission corridor have on permafrost in the
area of traverse? How will the transmission towers be anchored to prevent

dislocation by heaving. of the disturbed surface?

These and many other questions, problems, and inadaquacies suggest that the
document should be returned to the Southcentral Railbelt Task Team for
additional studies and voluminous additions to the Draft Environmental

. lmpact Statement.,

A Q}/_'Wl 311

» Osdborn,
Geologic Consultant
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS BY
PHILIP N. OSBORN

3:1:1:,The EIS recognizes the most important and major geologic aspects .

of the project area. The Corps of Engineers will study all of the
areas of geologic concern expressed in Mr. Osborn's letter and
many more geologic conditions as the Southcentral Railbelt study
continues. To this end, the Corps has already retained two con-
sultants specialized in the field of tectonics and seismicity~of
the area. The United States Geological Survey has been asked to
do the geological mapping of the river and reservoirs. This would
include tectonics of the area, land slides into the reservoir,
seiches in the reservoir, as well as the required geologic data as
outlined in Corps of Engineers' regulations and manuals.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS BY
CHRISTOPHER PEARSON

3 12 Comments noted.
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, Pofe Box 171
" Anchorage, AK 99510
October 11, 1975

Col, Charles A. Debelius

District Engincer '
Alaska Distriet, Corps of Engineers
P,0, Box 7002

Anichorage, AK 99510

Dear Col, Debelius:‘

‘I am writing in general reference to the Upper Susitna Rivér Project.

Althouh I am against the project for environmental and social impact
reasons, I would like to focus my comments on a specific part of the
study. The following conmments, therefore, have to do with the trans-
mission corridor, called alternative "Susitna=-1" in the September 1975

- draft of the Environmental Assessment of the Susitna Transmission System,
* “which parallels the Alacgka Railroad between Talkectna and Gold Creek,

A3 a part-yéar rcsident of Lane Creek, located near mile 241.7 of the

Alaska Rallroad, I am decply concerned about this part of the project.

I am not alone; there are hundreds of peeple who o wn or lease land and

who have recreation or residence cabins in the arca affected by "Susitna=1"
between Talkeetna and Gold Creck, Access roads wlll ruln this area,

bringing in large numbcrs of pecople and all the attendant problems, which

is preecisely what mest people who bullt in this area wanted to get away from,
In addition to the roads, the transmission towers, lines, and cleared areas
will be unsightly and an impalrment of the uilderneas environment,

In reading the above mentioned draft, I was surprised and distressed at

the incomplete and misleading information which it contained, I am refering
here to the matrices and supporting text for the Envirornmental Assessment '
and Environmental Impact sections. Although the draft scoms to have been
intended as a superficial study, the errors I will note are so glaring that
they require comment and correctlon before the draft is used as a basis

for any deci sions,

The matrix for this segment. of "Susitna-1* under Existing Developments
indicate several railroad stops, of which.Lane is one, Lane 1s not even
a flag stop, and hnsn't been for many yeara., The current flag stops are mile
232, 233.5, 236, 238.4, 239.5, 241.7, 24%,6, and others north to Gold Creek,.
Each of ithese stops represent small communi*ies of a scattered three to
ten eabins which people use for reecreation or residence, moctly the latter,
The locations of the cabins range up to three miles, and occaisionally
further, from the railroad tracks., The matrix for Impacts under Existing
Developenentis indicales no impact in this area, although lower down on the
page the Stephan Lake cabins are mentloned, The text is equally incemplete,
Infact, the “Impacts of Preferred Corridor Susifna=1" (pg. 38) scarcely
mentions the Talkeetina~Gold Creek segmernt at all.
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The rather significant oversignt of lgnoring this large block of people
and the impact the "Susitna-l" corridor will have on them, indlcates a
very superficlal and almest irresponsible analysls, I note that the
matices can be casily updated. In light of the imformation contained
herein, I hope that the draft, matrices and text, will be corrected
before being submitted 4e decision makers,

A wilderness 1ife for mysclf and a large number of people. will be destroyed

if the transmission lines are bullt in this corridor, I would therefore

like to see the "Susitna-1" alternative between Talkeceina and Gold Creek
abandoned, If this cannot be done, then at least study it carefully to
minimize the impact, Therefore, 1 cexrtainly hope you will consider helicopter

construction in thils area and choogce a voute which will avold privately
leased or owned land, '

S;ncerely.

3 1 3 ’/f? ;} .’./'_" ,\/71" y {(’7_‘_

L A

R, John Strasenburgh

ce, . Senators Cravel and Stevens
Representative Young
Rob Nrron, Mlesrzz Tower Administratlion
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS BY
R. John Strasenburgh

The study is currently in the feasibility stage, thus detailed

design and routing of the transmission line has not yet been
accomplished. For this reason, the present routing of the line is
designated as-a relatively broad strip of land constituting a
“corridor." As stated in the Environmental Assessment for Trans-.
mission Systems (APA): "To avoid presumption of private lands, the
final route will be flexible enough to circumvent small blocks of
private land." The assessment goes on at some length describing

the actions which will be taken to lessen the obtrusiveness of the
transmission line with care given to proper design and locations.

The section of the assessment dealing with impacts on scenic quality
and recreation ends with the following statement: "Whenever possible,
existing rights-of-way should be shared or paralleled to avoid the
problems associated with pioneering a corridor in inaccessible areas.
Trails in these "inaccessible" areas should, however, be avoided;
preserving wilderness quality entails sharing or paralleling all
rights-of-way except trails, and from these, Tines should be shielded
as much as possible." Thus, preservation of the wilderness setting

- will be a major consideration in transmission line location and

construction.
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STILLWATER CLINIC
acx 8
COLUMBUS, MONTANA

October 21, 1975

Alaska District Corp of Engineers
Anchorage, Alaska
99500

Re: Upper Susitna Basin Hydro-Electric P0wer'Devélopment,
" Dear Sirs:

It comes to my attention that a power development
including a dam or several dams in the upper Susitna
and Devil's Canyon is still being proposed. It is my
feeling that very little thought has been given to the
' environmental impact that such a project would have, and
the permanent loss of some tremendous river floating and -
boating in the future years. This particular stretch of
river is as magnificent, as far as rivers go, as McKinley
is when one considers its relationship to other mountains.
I feel that any measure to change or deface this river
should be as carefully considered as would a pr0posal to
change or deface Mount Mc Kinley.

I wish you would enter this statement in the hearing
record as evidence that there is strong opposition to the
Devil's Canyon Dam that will permanently destroy the marvels
of this canyon.

Slncerely yours

| Gz s

-C.H. Swanson Jr..M.D.

'CHS/ch
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS BY
C. H. SWANSON, JR. M.D.

314 Comments noted.
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45 Comments noted.

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS BY
JOHN R. SWANSON




410 Skarland Hall
University of Alaska
. Fairbanks, Alas:a 99701
Oct 7, 1975

Alaska: District

Corps of Enrineers

P.0. Box 7002

Anchorare, Alaska 99510

Dear Sir:

I attended your hecarings held here in Fairbanws in October, with
great interest and concern for the future development of the proposed
dams on the Bip Susitna River.

I was somewhat surprised when Colonel chclius mcntioned that there
might still be a possibility of additional dam construction such
as the Rampart. ‘/hen the Corps tries to resurrect such slcletons
of thils magnitude of blological blunder, it makes onec wonder about
somo of the recasoning behind prescnt studies

Althou"h I wonld be the first to admit that the Devil's Canvon area
would bc ggf probablv,thn best location for a dam site in the State, I
"feel that 1 nccessary to evaluate all of Alaska's resources,
and vise land usc planning, with the best and wisest use of resources
instead of developing in a plece meal style.

I feel that the question should be ralsed as to the neccsuity of

a dam for hydro=electric powezht this tine, There are presently
many cnerpy resources being wasted in Alaska;_ Flaring of natural
~as has becen carried out for over a decade in Coolt Inlet. As a
student' on comnus at the University of Alaska at Collcge, I wiiness
" entire floors unnccossarily burnins clectricity 24 hours a day, and
concumntion is at a maximum.

The fact that the Corps of Engincers is nlanninu this nroject at
this time, prior to knowledre of the route the gas pipeline will
‘take, indicates an attitude of "development for development's sake"
to pcrhap’ quote a well Pnoun Alaskan inverscly. . o

If infact the North Slomc gas ripeline does ro throu ~h Alaska, it
would appear to me to be cytrcncly short s:rhted at this time to

co ahcad with construction vlans, as well as ecncouraging more uaste
of Alaska's rencwable and non rcncuablc ‘resources. .

" Yours s lncnlnly,

Barbara Wlnkley

.ccs Governor Hammond
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS BY
BARBARA WINKLEY




LETTERS RECEIVED BY THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS
“AS A RESULT OF COORDINATION
OF THE
REVISED DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT
| AND RESPONSES THERETO
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UNITED STATES DEPAATMENT OF COMIMERCE

The Assistant Secretary for Science and Technology
Washington, D.C. 20230

October 4, 1976

Lieutenant General J. W. Morris
Office of the Chief of Engineers
Departzent of the Army

* Washington, D. C. 20314

Dear General. Morris:

This i¢ in reference to your revised draft environmental
impact statcment entitled "Upper Susitna River Basin,
Southcentral Railbelt Area, Alaska." The enclosed comments
from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
are forwarded for your consideratim.

‘-Thank you for giving us an opportunity to provide these

comments, which we hope will be of assistance to you. We

would appreciate' receiving eight copies of the final
statement.

Sincerely,'

Sidm ller g

Deputy Assistant Secretary
for Environmental Affairs

Enclogure: Memo from Mr. Harry L. Rietze
: Director, Alaska Region’
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U.Ss. DEPARTIMEN. OF COMIVIERCE ‘
Rlational Ocoanic and Atmosphoric Administeration

National Marine Fisheries Service
P. 0. Box 1668, Juneau, Alaska 99802

DATE: September 15, 1976 | ' | FAK21/J8B
TO: EE, ‘Offire of Ecology and Environmental ConSerVation
P 4o Q&QMQ SEP 29 1976 - SEP 29 197_.5

~ THRU: YW\.F3 Associate Director for Resource Management

[\,7\ Cpﬁf« SV RN WA

FROM: é 5, CHarry L. Rietze
¢ Director, Alaska. Region

-SUBJECT: | Review of Revised DEIS #7607.37, Hydroelectric Power Development,
Upper Susitna River Basin, Southcentra] Railbelt Area,
Alaska Corps of Eng1neers

The revised draft env1ronmental impact statement for Hydroelectr1c
Power Development, Upper Susitna River Basin, Southcentral Railbelt:
Area, Alaska, that accompanied your memorandum of July 21, 1976, has

been received by the National Marine Fisheries Serv1ce and we offerﬂ
the fo11pw1ng comments.

Comments

4.0 Environmenta] Impacts of the Proposed Action -

This section made severa] references to changes in various
parameters of water quality and fish habitat. However, the
problem of streambed erosion and channel change and its effect |
on fish spawning and rearing habitat in the Susitna River ‘
system should be discussed in greater detail.

-~

317 '} We believe that if the channel pattern changes from a braided
stream pattern to a single, deep or incised watercourse during
winter months, as indicated, ' there-could .be a significant
reduction of groundwater head with resultant dewatering of
sloughs used as spawning and rearing areas. Of twenty-eight
sloughs identified in 1974 and 1975, at least 22 were utilized
by salmon for spawning and/or rearing areas.Z2 ' Reduction of
intra-gravel flows could seriously affect mortality of eggs
and alevins.

5.0 Environmental Effects Which Cannot Be Avoided
Page 6/, paragraph 3

Elevated water temperatures during the first few weeks of
development of saimon eggs can create-abnormalities and

1332




inc"reascd‘mortality.3 ‘Higher than normal temperature regimes

‘can also affect the degree-day requirements of developing eggs

and fry so that earlier emergence from the substrate can occur. 318
This could take place at a time when food sources are not
available or during a period of adverse environmental conditions.

Both could affect survival of fry. We belleve that the DEIS should
address these effects.

1 llydroclectric Power Developmenf, Upper Susitna River Basin,
Southcentral Railbelt Area, Alaska Corps of Engineers,
Interim Feasibility Report, page 67, paragraph 5.

Z Precauthorization Assessment of Anadromous Fish Population
- of Upper Susitna River Watershed in the Vicinity of the

Proposcd Devil Canyon Hydroelectric Project. Alaska Department
of Fish and Game, 1975.

3 The Low-Temperature Threshold for Pink Salmon Eggs in
Relation to a Proposed Hydroelectric Installation. Bailey,

Jack L., and Evans, Dale R., Flshery Bulletin: Vol. 69,
No. 3, 1971.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS BY
U. S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMCSPHORIC ADMINISTRATION
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE ’

Further environmental studies are required to adequately address
the problem of streambed erosion and channel change and resulting
effects on fish spawning and rearing habitat. The preliminary data
presented in the DEIS are a basis for identifying areas that need
further analysis. Detailed biological and hydrological studies will
be made to obtain data necessary to assess the impact of altered
stream flow on the relationship between the main stream channel and
existing sloughs and tributaries downstream from the project.

As stated in the DEIS, temperatures of the water released from Devil
Canyon Dam would be adjusted to approach the natural river water
temperatures. This would be made possible by the proposed incorpo-
ration of selective withdrawal outlets into the dam structures. The
design necessary to provide optimum temperatures, as well as dis-
solved oxygen and nitrogen levels and other critical water quality
control, will be determined by detailed modeling studies.
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U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
O ST REGION X '

} 1200 SIXTH AVEMNUE

SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98101
4LPRO‘£G

z\,\ﬂom/\”a.
O

T\

REPLYTO  1OFA - M/S 623
OCT 1 5 1975

Colonel George R. Robertson
District Engineer

Alaska District, Corps of Engineers
Department of the Army

P. O. Box 7002

Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Dear Colonel Robertson:

We have completed reviewing the Revised Draft Environ-
mental Impact Statement issued by your office on “Hydro-
electric Power Development, Upper Susitna River Basin."
We believe that this wversion of the DEIS is, like its
predecessor, premature in that the Corps has not yet
collected enough current water quality data to adequately}- 319
describe that portion of the existing environment and to
allow a thorough review. We feel there should also be an
attempt to model the reservoirs and their discharges in’
an effort to estimate their effects on downstream water
quality and aguatic biota.

In particular, for our review the environmental statement
should contain data which shows the current values for
turbidity (as well as suspended and dissolved sediments),
dissolved oxygen, dissolved nitrogen and temperature for .
points in the river upstream of the proposed reservoir 320
sites, at these reservoir sites and downstream of the

proposed project. We do not believe that water quality

data which is largely twenty years old can always be used

to represent current conditiors in the river.

This additional data should be used to model the reservoirs
and the effects of project discharges on downstream water
quality so that a supportable assessment can be made, in
the statement, of the project's effects on downstream
turbidity, dissolved oxygen concentrations and water

temperatures. We believe that such an effort is essential
T
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Page Two

in order to ensure that the proposed mitigating measure
(multi-level reservoir outlets)} is adequate to ensure
compliance with Alaska's Water Quality Standards.

Because of this information gap we must continue to rate

the proposed action and the environmental statement ER-2
(environmental reservations, inadequate information). .
This rating and the date of our comments will be published
in the Federal Register in accordance with our responsibility
to inform the public of our views on proposed Federal actions
under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, as amended.

We appreciate this opportunity to review your Revised
Draft Environmental Impact Statement and would be glad
to discuss our concerns with you at your convenience.
For additional information contact Dan Creventsen in our
Anchorage office (907) 265-4881 and/or Dan Steinborn in
the Seattle Regional Office  (206) 442-1595.

Sincerely,

A A
ﬁﬂ}ﬁaujibq <

Alexandra B. Smith
Director
Office of Federal Affairs
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS BY
U. S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION X

We agree that further water quality studies, both for Tine data

and impact analysis, are required to thoroughly describe the existing
environment and to assess project impacts. During the preconstruction
phase, detailed biological and hydrological studies, including
reservoir modeling, will be made to obtain this information.

Detailed water quality studies to determine present baseline levels

of a variety of parameters, including those Tisted above, will be made.
As preconstruction studies proceed, or supplements to this

statement will be prepared and coordinated as appropriate.

During preconstruction stages, reservoir modeling will be

accomplished to allow simulation of reservoir and downstream changes

of a number of parameters which affect the ecological cycle. This

will require an extensive base 1line data acquisition program to properly
calibrate the model. This analytical model will then be used to
adequately determine environmental impact and to ensure that proper
mitigating measures are incorporated in the design of the project.

Comments noted.
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 2020t

15 Srep_tevmberﬂ,,1976

Lieutenant General J. W. Morris
Chief of Engineers

Department of the Army
Washington, D. C. 20314

Dear General Morris:

This Department has reviewed the draft environmental
impact statement concerning the Upper Susitna River
Basin, Southcentral Railbelt Area, Alaska.

While the proposed project does not appear to signifi-
cantly impact on the remote Alaskan area in which it

373 is located, the DEIS does not address plans for pro-
viding health services to construction workers, many
of whom may well be Alaskan natives. This matter
should be addressed in the final EIS.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the document.

Sincerely,

(/&W

Charles Custard
Director
Office of Environmental Affairs
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS BY
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

Because of the remoteness of the site, complete health services
will be provided throughout the construction phase of the project.
Thank you for the comment recognizing the need for pians for pro-
visions of these services.
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United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

PEP ER-76/692 S 29 October 1976

Dear General Morris:

Your letter of July 9, 1876, transmitted your proposed report
and revised draft environmental impact statement on Hydro-
electric Power Development in the Upper Susitna River Basin,
Alaska. Your letter requested the comments and recommenda-
tions of this Department on the report and comments on the
draft environmental impact statement. We are pleased to
respond with the views and comments as set forth in the body
of this letter.

Chief of Engineers' Report

We have no objection to your recommendation for authorization
of the phase I design memorandum stage of advanced engineering.
and design for the project. We agree that additional detailed
studies will be required to determine the potential impacts

of a project of this magnitude and complexity on the Alaskan
environment and economy. The wilderness characteristics of
this remote area with its fish, wildlife, and recreational
resources will have to be fully investigated prior to con-
sideration of authorization for project construction.

Many of the necessary studies will involve this Department by
tradition, expertise, and legal responsibility. We would
expect to work closely with you in determining the scope of
project studies to be undertaken and in developing a schedule
and budget to support this work.

Areas of specific concern include evaluation of impacts on
fish, wildlife, and recreational resources, including impacts
on whitewater boating; land management; mineral resources; and
the Department's responsibilities with respect to transmitting
and marketing power from Corps of Engineers' projects.

The report of the Fish and Wildlife Service makes several
specific recommendations which we believe should be adopted

le\O\—UT"D/V
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‘Settlement Act.

as part of the phase I planning effort. Among other things,
the Fish and Wildlife Service recommends that the preserva-
tion, propagation, and management of fish and wildlife °
resources be among the purposes for which the project will

be authorized for construction. We believe that phase I ‘
work should include detailed studies of the fish and wildlife
resources of the project area and potential project effects
on these resources. We direct your attention to coordinated.
studies recommended in November 20 and December 15, 1975,
letters from the Area Director, Fish and Wildlife Service,

- to the District Engineer and to a November 18, 1975, report
entitled, "Biological Study Proposals Relating to Hydroelectric

Development of the Upper Susitna River Basin" prepared by the-
Alaska Department of Fish and Game.

The Fish and Wildlife Service provided funding estimates in
those letters for the detailed fish and wildlife studies
covering a five-year study period. We understand that the
phase I study period may cover only three years; consequently,
the fish and wildlife studies would have to be condensed into
the three-year period. This would not affect budget require-
ments. The recommended studies reflect concerns that the
baseline hydrology and fishery data are inadequate to predict
even primary project impacts.

Range and effects of turbidity and temperature changes are
speculative, as is the extent of dewatering of sloughs. The
proposed fish and wildlife studies would be aimed at a de-
tailed understanding of these project impacts and the formu-
lation of measures to mltlgate or compensate for fish and
wildlife losses. It is not apparent from your proposed
report or from the Conference Report on S$.3823, the Water
Resources Development Act of 1976, whether the recommended
fish and wildlife studies are to be included in the phase I
funding. We strongly recommend that the proposed fish and
wildlife studies be recommended in your final report for
funding and implementation. :

We recommend that the detailed location studies of facilities

-and power transmission lines include clarification of land

status and consultations with land managing entities. We
urge close coordination with the State Director, Bureau of
Land Management, 555 Cordova Street, Anchorage, Alaska 99501.
This office can assist you in such complex areas as right-of-
way permits and compliance with the Alaska Native Claims
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Essentially all project costs would be allocated to power
purposes to be repaid, with interest, from revenues from -
power and energy sales. The crlterla for repayment are:
somewhat different than the criteria for economic evaluation
with respect to period for analysis and interest rates. ‘This
is reflected in the marketability analysis furnished by the
Alaska Power Administration (letter of December 10, 1875).

From the viewpoint of the Interior Department responsibilities
for transmitting and marketing power under Section 5 of the.
1844 Flood Control Act, the project as proposed in the Dis-
trict Engineer's report appears to be a feasible undertaking.
However, this finding must be qualified to the extent that
any substantial changes in the plan may adversely affect
project feasibility.

In some study areas we cannot fully agree that the available
~data and studies are not adequate for the purpose of seeking
an authorization to construct. We believe the finding ignores
a large portion of the data in the studies relevant to Susitna
Basin that have been compiled over a period of more than ,
20 years since the project was first given serious considera-
tion. To the extent that these data are appllcable and sound
they should be utlllzed

We recognize that the project would involve a very large in-
vestment. However, the indicated costs do not appear out of
line with other power alternatives available to the State and
the Nation. . The indicated costs appear quite favorable in
compariscon with current experience with large coal-fired -or
‘nuclear power plants and substantially. lower than expected
costs for more exotic -future alternatives.

We obtained from the District Engineer, Alaska, an indication
that ithe phase I studies would probably require approximately
three years and would cover the full range of data and studies
concerning environmental, socio-economic, and engineering
studies. The District Engineer also advised that the phase I
studies would not include constructing a road to the Watana
damsite, but that a pioneer road to Watana would likely be

included in the advanced englneerlng and de31gn studies (Section .

1(b) provisions). This point concerns us since Section 1¢(b)
specifically excludes construction and land acquisition. It
appears that this should be resolved in your final report ewven

though the Conference Report on S.3823 did not adopt the
Sectlon 1(b) recommendation.
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We believe the data from the marketability analysis should
be included in your report to Congress since that analysis:
is directly relevant to impact of the proposed project on
power system rates, revenue requirements, and costs to the
consumer. a

Your report notes that the power is to be marketed by the
Alaska Power Administration of the Interior Department and
the District Engineer's report makes the recommendation that
the marketing agency also operate and maintain the project.
These provisions are consistent with the March 14, 1962,
Memorandum of Agreement, between our two departments con-
cerning water development in Alaska, the Columbia River Basin,
and the Missouri River Basin.

Technical Appéndixes

There are two changes in the technical appendixes furnished

by the Alaska Power Administration. Appendix I, Part 2,

Page G-90, revise the last sentence to read: "They indicated
that on the basis of normal utility requirements, an intertie
to Glennallen could probably not be justified until after 1990,
thus a line to Glennallen is not included in the plans and
costs for the initial development proposal."

Appendix I, Part 2, Page H-39, last paragraph, delete sentence:
"Thermal constraints necessitate larger conductors with larger
kV systems." The conductor size needed to meet current
carrying capacity is generally smaller than the conductor

size needed to reduce interference (TVI, RI, audible noise) to
acceptable levels. This interference is a result of corcna
which is a function of voltage level and conductor diameter.

Page H-44, Table 8. A total figure for losses for each plan
should be given.

We have some questions on Appendix I, Part 1, principally
concerning the Corps' modification of the Bureau of Reclamation's
feasibility design for the Devil Canyon Dam. The questions are
of a technical nature and are being discussed with the District
Engineer. We will furnish supplementary comments after these
discussions are completed.
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Revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement

General Comments

We suggest the statement be revised to show that the proposed
Federal action is authorization and implementation of the

%24 § phase I design memorandum work. A brief description of the
work contemplated under this action should be included. -~

The revised draft statement appears to include essentially. -

all items that would actually be impacted by the hydroelectric
project and the transmission lines. Thus it appears adequate

' for the purposes of phase I studies even though data is e

lacking to make detailed analyses of impacts.

We note that previous comments by several Interior Department
bureaus are acknowledged in the Revised Draft Statement, and
that the indication of Corps commitments made in response to
the comments should somewhat mitigate potential adverse impacts.

Detailed Comments

325 §Summary page, paragraph 3(a). The paragraph should refer to
the capacity and number of powerplants involved.

BPage 7, Section 1.03. Description of Action. Along with
statements about ongoing studies and studies that will be
326 §conducted during the preconstruction planning stage, a state-

ment should be included to the effect that minerals assess-
ment surveys will also be conducted during preconstruction
planning stage. This same statement should be included in
the final Chief of Engineers' report before transmittal to
Congress for funding of the necessary studies. Mineral re-
sources should be given the same treatment as other resources
present in the proposed project area.

- PPage 43, 3.01. Since title to Native corporations or the
397 State of Alaska has not been issued to land at this date along
the proposed transmission corridor, the status remains un-
settled. The final statement should indicate coordination
with the BLM State office in this matter.

Page 43, 3.02. The land status here remains unclear since
298 the proposed exchanges have not been fully implemented or
concurred by all parties. Development impacts on adjacent
lands cannot be assessed until ownership is finally deter-

ined. The State and Native corporations could have different
development philosophies.
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Page 50, paragraph 2. There is an important apparent con-
tradiction between the feasibility report and the draft
statement concerning winter flows. Page 67, paragraph 5 of
the report states that the river will channellze into a - : 3729
51ng1e deep watercourse between Devil Canyon dam and Talkeetna
in winter; page 50, paragraph 2 of the draft states that"
higher winter flows may increase egg survival in the- sloughs.
We believe there is a good chanice that if the river does form
a single deep channel in winter, the sloughs may drain into

it and markedly reduce egg survival. This possibility should
be treated at length in the final statement.

The regulated flows will have the additional adverse effect o
of l1limiting natural streambank and bar erosion and deposition
downstream from the dam. These natural processes presently 330
create large areas of floodplain willow and alder and support
sizeable numbers of moose. Regulated flows will reduce the

extent of disturbed area and consequently the amount of flood-
plain habitat and the number of moose supported by it.

In view of these serious problems, the release regime for the

dam will have to maintain the integrity of present aquatlc

and floodplain habitat. Regulation of flow as proposed in 331
the draft statement may therefore not be possible.

impacts from powerplants and switchyards. The statement should
discuss these impacts or lack of impacts as applicable.

Summarz

The Department of the Interior concurs in the Army recommenda-

tion and recent Congressional action calling for authorization

of the phase I design memorandum stage of advanced engineering

and design including necessary detailed environmental studies, 333
subject to the comments stated above. With above noted excep-
tions, we further believe the revised draft environmental

impact statement is generally adequate for its purpose.

Pages 67-70, Section 5.0. The section does not describe any I 23
D

Sincgyrely yours,

be .
Joputy Assistam Secretary of the Interior

Lt. General J. W. Morris

Chief of Engineers

Department of the Army

Washington, D. C. 20314
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RESPONSE TGO COMMENTS BY '
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Based on current guidelines established by Executive Order 11514,

the Council on Environmental Quality and Corps of Engineers Reguiations,
we interpret the proposed Federal action to consist of the ultimate
project proposal. This is necessary to insure that decision makers

have sufficient information concerning a given proposal to determine

its justification in Tight of environmental consequences. Studies

~made during phase I design memorandum work are necessary to determine

the impacts of the recommended proposal, and the EIS will subsequently

be supplemented as appropriate to reflect impacts in detail. Some
impacts related to phase I studies are inevitable due to the remoteness
and inaccessibility of the proposed project area. These will be

related primarily to physical explorations in the vicinity of the dam
sites and along an access route which would be developed if the project
is authorized for construction. This will require use of heavy equipment
which is proposed to be hauled to the work site by all-terrain vehicles
during the winter to avoid damage to tundra and other vegetation and
delicate soils. Thus physical disturbance will be limited to relatively
small areas and will, in so far as practicable, be contained within
proposed impoundment areas, or along the access trail developed by the
Department of Interior when it made geological studies of the area in
years past. Should the project not be authorized for construction,

some rehabilitation measures may be necessary. Overall, the physical
impacts related to phase I field investigations are expected to be -
relatively insignificant. A major objective of phase I studies is to
identify avoidable adverse impacts associated with the project should

it be implemented, and to incorporate mitigative measures where necessary.

The summary page has been held to a very brief, general description
of the proposed action and the major impacts associated with it. A
discussion of specific features would be so Tengthy as to negate
the usefulness of the summary. The capacity and number of power
plants involved are described in section 1.03.

During phase I studies the mineral resource of the proposed impoundment

areas will be assessed. The need for such a study has been acknowledged
in the final EIS.

The referenced paragraph clearly states that the status of Tand

occupied by alternative transmission corridors is presently -un-

settled and that existing jurisdictions are subject to change as
determinations are made for ultimate disposal. The State BLM
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office has been kept informed of potential real estate requirements
throughout the initial study phase. These efforts will be intensified
during the detailed study phase not only with BLM, but with all

other concerned agencies, organizations and individuals.

Comments noted.

As stated on page 47, paragraph 2,and page 49, paragraph 4,of the
DEIS, there is expected to be a period of channel stabilization of
the Susitna River with some changes in the relationship between the
regulated river and existing salmon rearing and spawning sloughs
and tributaries. The extent of channel degradation and the effects
of this phenomenon on important fisheries habitat will be the focus
of extensive biological and hydrological studies throughout the
preconstruction planning stage.

The expected short-term result of regulated flow downstream of the
project is the enlargement of areas supporting pioneering species,
such as willow and alder, as this vegetation overtakes the areas

previously dominated by flood disturbances. But as the vegetation

- of these areas matures, climatic species may take over and result

in reduced moose habitat. The significance of this phenomenon will.
be the subject of detailed baseline data accumulation and analysis
during the detailed study phase. _

Although detailed baseline hydrologic data are presently not avail-
able on which to base conclusions, preliminary findings indicate

that the release regime of the project may cause an unavoidable
change in the present aquatic and floodplain habitat of the

Susitna River. It is possible that the river, through flood stage
reduction and flow regulation, may become a single meandering channel,

‘Wwith increased flow and turbidity expected downstream from the project

during the winter and decreased flows and turbidity during the summer.
Therefore floodplain and aquatic habitat may be modified. The magnitude
and extent of this change is speculative until further studies are
conducted during the detailed study phase.

Upon completion of installations there should be no appreciable
impacts resulting from the location and operation of the power-
plants since they will be located underground and will not release
gaseous or solid pollutants. Switchyards will occupy open space
which must be altered for this purpose. However, this will be
infinitesimal compared to lands inundated by reservoirs. Impacts

of these facilities will be addressed in a supplement to the EIS upon
completion of detailed studies required to determine their design and
specific location.

Comments noted.
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JOMTION

FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION
WASHINGTON., D.C. 20426

' i_ﬁééembe;'1?7§m

Lieutenant General J. W. Morris
Chief of Engineers

Department of the Army.
Washington, D.C. 20314

Reference: DAEN-CWP-A
Deér General Morris:

This is in reply to your letter of July 9, 1976, inviting comments
by the Commission relative to your proposed report, and to the reports
of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors and of the DPistrict and
Division Engineers, on the Southcentral Railbelt Area, Alaska (Hydroelectric
Power) Upper Susitna River Basin. A revised draft envirommental impact
statement accompanied the reports.

The cited reports cover studies of the feasibility of providing
electric power for the Anchorage-Fairbanks Railbelt area through hydro-
electric development in the Upper Susitna River Basin. After consideration
of alternative plans, the plan selected would consist of developments at
the Watana and Devil Canyon sites. Because of the magnitude and complexity
of the projects, a phased approach to the final decision on construction
was recommended. Initiation of the phase I design memorandum stage was
authorized in Public Law 94-587, approved October 22, 1976.

As proposed, the development would consist of the 810-foot high
Watana Dam with an installed capacity of 708,000 kilowatts and the 635-foot
high Devil Canyon Dam with an installed capacity of 684,000 kilowatts. The
total estimated cost of construction, based on January 1975 price levels,
is $1,531,800,000.

The proposed hydroelectric development 1s designed to supply most of
the increased power demands between 1985 and 2000 of the Anchorage and
Fairbanks areas, as well as other small communities in the Railbelt regiom.
The Alaska Power Administration has made several projections of the combined
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Lieutenant General J. W. Morris -2-

loads of these areas. The various projections are generally consistent
with information supplied to the Federal Power Commission by the advisory
commnittees involved in the Commission’s forthcoming Alaska Power Survey.
The mid-range projection, which was selected by your Department for use
in its evaluations, assumes a utility load growth rate of 12.4 percent

" annually between 1974 and 1980, 7 percent between 1980 and 1990, and 6

percent between 1990 and 2000. Total peak demands would increase from
451 megawatts in 1974, to 870 megawatts in 1980, to 1,670 megawatts in
1990, and to 3,170 megawatts in 2000. The mid-range projection appears
to be a reasonable estimate of power loads that can be anticipated to
occur within the Railbelt area.

Power values developed by the Commission staff were based on the
estimated costs, using January 1975 price levels, of coal-fired steam~
electric plants constructed in the Fairbanks and the Anchorage-Kenai areas.
A combination of REA and municipal financing was assumed. On the basis of
Coumission staff assumptions as to the utilization of the hydro system
power between the two areas, composite power values of $89.93 per kilowatt-
year for dependable capacity and 5.98 mills per kilowatt-hour for energy
were derived.

Using these values, and applying appropriate discounts to reflect a
time-lag before the power installation would be fully usable to meet the
area loads, the total annual power benefits as computed by your Department
are $128,153,000, including a nominal economic value for the interconnection
between Fairbanks and Anchorage. Independent calculations by the Commission
staff agree very closely with that amount. The staff alsc notes that, in
addition to the economic benefits, the proposed interconnection between
Anchorage and Fairbanks power systems should have a definite beneficial
effect on the reliability of both systems. Including your Department's
estimated benefits for recreation, flood control, and area redevelopment,

. the total annual benefits would be about $138,000,000, compared to your

Department's estimates of annual costs of about $104,000,000. Consequently,
the proposed development appears to be economically justified.

The staff suggests that further studies be made during the phase I
design memorandum stage to determine the optimum development of the Upper
Susitna Basin. Although the basic Watana-Devil Canyon development appears

to be well justified, variations in power load growth could warrant con- 33q

sideration of additional projects in the basin or deferral of constructionf
of the Devil Canyon project. Further studies could also lead to different
conclusions concerning such factors as height of dams, size and number of
units, or provisions for future units.

Based on its consideration of the reports of your Department, the
revised draft environmental impact statement, and the studies of its own
staff, the Commission concludes that the proposed Watana and Devil Canyon
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Lieutenant General J. W. Morris -3~

hydroelectric developments appear to be economically effective means of
meeting projected power loads of the Anchorage and Fairbanks Railbelt area.
The Commission recommends that further studies be made to determine the
optimum scale and scheduling of the developments needed to meet the load
growth of the area. The Commission staff will be available to work with
your Department in resolving some of these issues.

Sincerely yours,

ik §

Richard L. Dunham
Chairman
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS BY
FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION

The Corps of Engineers acknowledges and concurs in the views
expressed by the Federal Power Commission. Detailed studies

334 will be made during the phase I design memorandum stage to
determine the best combination of features for optiumum develop~-
ment of the Upper Susitna Basin.
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TJAY S. HAMMGND
GOVERNOR

=

STATE OF ALASXKA
CFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
JUNEAUD

November 17, 1976

Lt. General J. W. Morris
Chief of Englneers
Departuent of the Army
Washington, D.C. 20314

Dear Lt. General Morris:

Reference is made to your letter of July 9, 1976, informing me that a
copy of your proposed Southcentral Railbelt Area, Alaska, Upper Susitmna
River Basin, Interim Hydroelectric Power Feasibility Report had been
submitted to the Director, Division of Water and Harbors, for review and
comment prior to transmission of the report to Congress. Subsequent to
this action, coordination has been maintained with the Alaska District
Engineer who has provided additional information defining the range and
type of studies endorsed in your report.

I coancur in the recommendation by the Board of Engineers report that
further study effort is needed for a project of this magnitude. I agree
that additional detailed studies, including those addressed by my task
force, will be required to determine the significant impacts associated
with the magnitude and complexity of the project. Our task force
recommendations will be supplied to the District Engineer.

The information obtained from the District Engineer concerning studies
proposed in the next stage coincides well with the environmental, socio-
economic and technical studies identified by the State Task Force during
review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. As these detailed
studies are addressed, coordination should be maintained with the State's
designee to assure that assessments are answering those points raised in
the task force report and to insure that the information developed will
be adequate on which to base future State recommendations.

Thank you for the opportunity pg review the document and make these
comments. ‘ :

vernor
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS BY
STATE OF ALASKA
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

335 The Corps of Engineers acknowledges and concurs in the comments
expressed by the Governor of the State of Alaska. Detailed
environmental, socioeconomic and technical studies will be made
during the phase I design memorandum stage to determine the impacts
of the project. These studies will incorporate recommendations
by the State Task Force, and coordination will be maintained
with the State's designee.
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Thomas Taggart

Box 1195

Seward, Alaska 5966l
19 December, 1976

Certified ifail

Chief of intincers
United 3tates Army Corps of Ingineers
Washinzton, D, C. 2031L

Re: DAEN-CYP-C: RTVISID DRAFT Z.VIRCHHE

{4NTAL TIiFACT STATRIZNT, HYDRCILICTRIC PCWER
DEVILOFMTT, UPPIR SUSITHA IVIR 3L

IH, 4LASEA.

r

Dear Sir:

If rou can at all comprehend the pure hatred which I attempt to convey in this letter,
rou -rill have hegun to grasp the magnitude of your crimes., I hold in utter contempt every
oreath of air vhich enters your atrophied lungs, every perverse offspring which will follew
in your shadowed corridors, I hereby dedicate the last drop of blood within me to the ne-
zation of your will.

Befor goilng further here, and ever mindful of my own lack of eloquence, I rededicate the
following execerpts of a poem to you and your fellow conspirators againest life.

MASTERS OF ¥AR by Bob Dylan

Come you masters of war, 7ou that build the big guns

Tou tnat build the death ‘planes, you that build all the bombs
Tou that hide behind walls, you that hide behind desks

I just rant ou to know that I can see through jyour masks

Yeu that nover done nothin' but build to destroy

You play with myr world like it's your 2ittle to¥e..
fou've throwm the worst lear that can evsr be hurled
Fear to bring chilldren- into the world...

Zow much do I know to tzlk out of turm

Tou might say that I'm young, you mizht say I'm unlearned
“ut there's one thing I know, though I'm younger than you
Taat even Jesus would never forgive vhat you do

Let me ask you one auestion, is ;our money that good
Will it bur you forsiveness, do you think that it eould
I tuink you 2ill Mnd when your death takes its toll
All the money you made =will never buy back your soul

And I hopz that you die and your death!'ll come soon

I A1l follo:r your casket in the pale afternoon

And I'11 wateh while -rour lowered down %o your deathbed

And I'11 stand o'er wour srave 'til I'm sure that you're dead

Concerning the matter at hand, I was informed on December 6th, 1976 by lMr. Steve Wilsen,
rank unknovm, wy Corps of Zngineers, Alaska District that comments on the zbove~mentioned
cubject could still be submitted for inclusion in the Pinal Tnvironmental Imvact 3tatement.

I herewlth submit my corments, &ome - . of which are in the attached letter of March %th,
1976 to the Qhalrman of the Soard of Hngineers for Fivers and Hapbors. I ask for that letier
pertaining to.the Intarim Teasibility Report to b= included with this cne in the FII3; since
it relates to basically the same izsues and will save me the necessiiy of duplication of
sfforta .
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parge four
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72) 3z@. 2.01.he5;, pars b, cen. 1: This is a vazue statement, Just how many mining claims
arn up there armriar? And in how large an area of acres/hectares?

23) Sec. 2.01.4.5, par, L, sen, B: If "many" of these claims are above the proposed reservoir,
can e rafely assume that likewise "many" are within the area of the proposed reservoir?

2L) 3ec. 2.02.1.1, par. 2, sen. 3¢ With 2 little help “rom lnmans salmon could probably be -
nasved through Devil Canvon, thus the statement Munable to ascend" should be followed by the
erda May nresent, in the FIIS, .

._), J¢Ce Ze03s1, par. 1: Despite all the pipeline related Tisures cited here, the population
£ Alaska (1/S the land area of the remain® ng L7 states combmnd) remains SMALLER THAN the
'Opulafion of anr one of America's 8% largest citieal . . ;

26) 3ec. 2.03.2, par 3, sen. L: To zay that Alaska's current growth rade can partly be ab-
tributed to the trans-ilaska pipeline is a very misl-ading state=eont, unless fIzires are
riven to substantiate.it. I would guess that perhans 90-55% of the current rrro'rth rate is
direetly at-tributable‘:c TAPS, and ylaska will subsequently have a large decline in population
«when the pipeline is comnleted, . C

27Y Zme. 2.03.2, paT. 12: This is a truly incredible statemsnt, wWhy not consider reducing
consumption 15 one means of solving the energy rproblem? Our growth has become malignant,
and must be ireated as a malignancy,

28) Jee. 2.03.3. 2, par. 1: The spur mentioned here is in actuality the Seward Highway, the-
main rgad o the Kenal Penincula. The segment referred to is 38 mJﬂes long, not 27.

29) 3ac. 2.03.442, par. 1, Sen S: This sentence should be entirely deleted from the FIIz,
It has no rclnvance, but rathe=r is intended to show the majesty of machines ovsr nature,
wiich 1s an inacurate and immature nosition, and typical of the insemsitive thinking of the
Corps of Togincers which Is prebably made up of people who are totally estranged from their
nntura.1 onvira-mant, )

30} 3e¢. L.O!, par. L: The anticipated susvended sediment lavels (15-35pom) at the provosed
Tevil Canyon Dam ~ould not conform to TPA regulations. This fact zlone has caused ithe &
to elasrily this -roject as IR=2 (Environmental Reservations)e. This is a asricus consideraw-
tion, and should be zreatly expanded upon in the FIIS.

21) ‘ec. L.O1, par. Wiz It is stated that "some winter moose range in the river bottomY would
%e londed. I refer here to Acnendix 2 of the IFR, page 13 of the USFLWS revort, the chart
=nich Indicates that 33,920 acres of preferred or cr:.tica.l moose habitat will be lost to the
jatana Reseryvoir, 'fcml!I the "‘oms care 70 coment?

32) Zee. 1,02, para 18 &19: Here it is concluded that fish would have a difficult (if not
Lposribla) time of cstablishing themsalves in elther of the croposed reservoirs: 3o what
reercavicnal potantial would be available twithout” fishing? Péwerboating? 3Swimming?

33) Sec. 4,02, par. 2: this paragrach tells us that Devil Canyon has few areas of big-game
btk The U3F4iS in the chart quoted in item #31 above tells us that Devil Canyon hzs
5,760 zcrﬁs of preferred or critical hobitat. lor moose.

3k) See. h 03, par. 10: Why was this paragraph deleted “rom the Rewised Inten'n peaal.ulit/
Report (RIFR)?

35) 3ec. L1713, par. h: nThe proposed transidssion line corridor would cross no exisding or
presently pronosed scenic, wild, or recreational rivers, nor would it cross any existing or
n*edentlj proposed wilderness areas...! The Susitna River itself is proposed as a wild &
sconic river, and all of theé land in the Upwer Susitna River 3asin Hyrould- probably qualify
for wrilderness classification. under most definitions of the term® (3ec. k.13, par.i)e
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pagze five

36) 3ec. 4.07, par. 2, sen 2: It is stated that temporary rcads would need to be con-
structed in "other areas" to implement c¢lear cutting for the reservoirs. How tem‘_:orary
is a temporary road and how is it to be "removedn?

37) sec. LeO7, par 3: What is the cormercial potential of the timber to be c¢lear cut
within the reservoir areas and tramsmission corridors?

38) 3ee. 5,0, par. 2: On two occasions in this paragraph the 3usitna River is feferred
to as & stream. That is tantamount <o referring to the Himalaras as '"hills", and by
using such phraseclogy it is aprarent that the Corps is attempting to mr*lemnt in our-
mind3 the imape of the Susitna being somewhat insignificant in the regicnal context. .
Purthermore, the last sentence in this prrasraph should be deleted, since it does not
refar to an "adverse effect'. o

39) Sec. 5.0, par. bz "Aprroximately 9 miles of the existing 11-mile whiiewater reach
through Devil Daryon would De lost through inundaticn.” Does the Corovs imtend to dis-
miss the significance of this adverse effect with one brief sentence? I refer the Corps
here to the Jones & Jones Aeereational Report which in no less than five seperate instances
cites the importance of the recreational and aesthetic value of Devil Canvon i3 its srine
ltive sta*e. 0n pages B & 210 of that report, Jones & Jones recommend moving Lhe lo wer,
i entireiy out of Hevil Can‘ron. This in fact i3 3 vild & scsnie river, and will® uUI'elj

be d2sienited as such by tEv U Je Congress,

koY See. 5.0, par. 6: The "some" mcose habitat *‘Ffer“ed to nere is in actuality 39,680

acres of critical or nreferred habitat as per the USF&45. Although the USF&WS did enter
Sne BITOr ON. page 13 of their report in apvendix 2 of the feasibility report, this does

in no way indicate that all their figures are inaccurate. Conversely, rather than ques<
tisning the credivility of the U375, the Corps whould acgspt the professionialism of.

thelr work, which is documented with photographs.

L1Y-3ee. 5.0, Par. 9, sen. 1: To say that the resicent fish porvlation could be adversely -
¢ "ected it an lneredible understatements Cross reference here {o section [,02, par. 19
"hich, in the Corps own words, states that conditions will "gemerally te detrimental” to
rosident fish. Another instance of the unbounded hypocrisy inherent in the Corps oasition
23 it attempts to "sell" this provesal to the American penule. :

L2) 3ee. 5.0, var. 15, sentsnce 5 should be deleted from the FZI5 since it has no relevange
to this sectien (adverse enviren-mntal impacts). .

L3) zee. 6.01, Par. 6, Could the Corps define what is memnt by “politicai ’nasibili.ty"?

Lh) “ee. 6.02,1: Toting that this alternative’action has nst been dismissed as 1ac<1ng
feasibility, it should ve r«atﬂy elaborat=d upon in the F713,
15} 3ec. 6.02.2, par.2: The first sontence here has absolutely no relevance to Alaska's

¢oal resource and bou’d e 'Aslﬁued in the P13,

L&) Sec. 6.02.2, par, 5, cen. 2 thru L: The quality and ~ua i:.t,,z' of the land Temporarily
Mterad by strip mining for coal would not begin to approach the irreparazble and permanent
Jamage to be done ta 35,580 acres of critical/pmferred moose habitat by the hydro proposal.
The final EIS should r:Zlect that fact. . :

47) See. 6,02.2, par 7t This paragraph depicts the inane and hypoeritical position of the
Corps to the extreme. The Corps atiempts to offset the econoric superiority of the coal
alternative (Many more jobs & greater kilowatt output) by saying thap the coal alternative
would not provide recreaticnal or flood contrcl benefits. Yot on poge 96 of the RIFR, the
Corms - states that the significance of recreational & flood control tosether soual legs than
3/10ths of one per cent of the total project cost. How badly the Corps wanis to Justify
its prssrvmel ) . o
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page 2

I do have additiomal comments however, To the north of the Upper Susitna River Basin
"1ies Prudhoe Bay with verhaps 10 billion or mere bariels of oil, and triilions of cubiec fect
~2 natural gas, To the west are the 3eluga and Healy coallfieds (low-sulphur) which are es-
timated to contain the equivalent of 24 billion barrels of oil, To the south is Cook Inlst
oil and gas, probatle gxtensive 0. C. 3. reservoirs, and the rotential of harnessinz Cook
Inlatt: 30 foot tides. Ab all times in Alaska there are tremendous winds waiting to generate
elactiicity, in surmer months we have up to 24 hours per day of unrestricted solar energy,
and geothermal potemtial such as exist:s in Sonoma County, California is abundant here.

Jespite this wealth of resources, in your blundering incompetence and maze of bureaucratie
rermlations you can [ind no other way to r~rovide pover for Alaska's miniscule population than
to con:itruct dams on the Susitna River, Instead of allowing North Slote oil to go to Japan
a5 ig provosed {less oil compamy taxes to U, 3, Treasury), why don!t you enerzetically work
Lo 3ee that Alaska got just the small trickle of oil which she needs? It would hardly be
miszed by the rluttonous consumers of the “lower LB' in their headlons rush into oblivion,
Convarsely, it irould save billions of tax dollars by preventing the Susitna Dam boondocgle.

Please relrain {rom quoting to mz Public Law 93-577 dertaining to conzzrvation of nonre-
newable resources, I understand it gerfectly, and I also understand hov ludierous the appli-
cation of the letter of that law is to this situation., WE ARE SURRCUNDID MERE IN ALASHKA 3Y
A TIDITATLE WEALTH UF JATURAL 223CURCES CF UNLIMITID PROMISE. We in Alaska could not use
thee rescurces in 2000 years, ALLCW US THE INSIGHIFICANT FRACTICY OF THCSE RISOURCEZS NEEDED
TC SUTTAIN CUNSTLVIS and still maintain the integrity of our natural environment, Most
Alaskcans are Alaskans precisely because of the lack of dams, freewzys and other insidisus,.
denoaning‘;lcroachments of your society.

The following sketchy comments nertain to the revised DEIS or revised IFR, as noted.
1) I believe that +the FTIS should include metric conversions follewing all mmerals where
applicable, The fact that this -—asn't done in the draft statement indicates that the Corps
itsnlf 15 unresvonsive to the changing values of our society,

2) It would be appropriate for the FEIS to be expediently brought to the public's attention
via the nublic libraries of the following communitiss: All Southcentral Alaskan commnities,
Juneau (the 5°ate capitol), the public libraries of the capitol cities of each state and
territory, and the District of Coluwbia, Furthermore, there should be no dollar value placed
~n such rocuments which -puld inhibit the publie's ability to ootain such, Please note ryy
comments in the attached letter -ertaining to the Corps dulious methods of disseminating

i ormation on the -iraft »roposals for this projzct. :

1) Section 2.0%1.us5, varagraph 1, page 17 states that Wost of the Susitna basin above Devil
famvon is eonsidered to be highly faverable for deposits of copper or molrbdsnum..m

3e9. La08, p. 60 of the same document (RDIIS) states that "..the area has never been mavred
zpologically." Desnite these two stalemznts, the Corps is apparently not soliciting comments
From the U, 5, Buresau of ines, and this fact casts a pall on the integrity of the Corps.
since the area has not been extensively checked “or minerals, let us assume for the moment
that vast deposits of uranium, zold, plutonium, cte. exist there.

L) Throughout the RDZIS and the RIFR the Corps ref:rs simply to moose habitat or good moocse
nabitat. However in Ap-endix 2 of tue IFR, the USP&LWS rzfers to the same areas as preferred
or critical moose habitat. The Corps is azain caught being less than candid about important
facts which are 6f concern 'to all ilaslkans. : N

S) oOn the Surmary page, sec. 3b, the Corps refers to winerszased turbidity doxmstream_ :“x"om
Jevil Canvon' as an adverse enviromtental impact. The same phenonemon{increased turbidity)
ig cited on p. 63 of the RITR as a reason for not opting for the alternative of a coal fired
gourcs »° onercy. Does the Corns possibly consider the potential damage to the Susibdnz (a

~ajor riv:r) to oe of lecs significance than’\da:-,a:e to streams around BEluga or Healy where
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page three ‘

-inlng wctivitr already is in prozress?

%) 1In the same parazraph as cited abave, the Corps rafers to the "possible" iphibition of -
zaribm mevements, War not Yprobable" or "aighly probablet considering that rou wropose
to Lluocate the atarna Resservoir directly on the path of the lelichina herd? Ainoiher case of
the Corps ineclination to ~ive us viciosus half-truths perhaps?

'T) Jec. 1,01, senternce 2 is a highly accurate appraisal of the situation, and as a sclutionm,
WY T RIDUCE CCMSULPTION?

8) 3ec. 1.01, sen. 3 mentions "...at the reguest of local interests..." AsS a concerned cit-
izen, I herebys demand that the Corps elaborate on that stztemsnt in tae ¥=I3, -

9) Sec. 1.01...This Resolution mandates that the Corvs review "“any competitive alternatives”
to the Susitna Hdro Proposals, and it is apparent from the EDEIS and the RIFR that the Corps
has fatled to extensively review the alternatives. )

10} 3ec. 1.02, para. 1, sen. 3: It is implied that Alaska's major power resources exist in
tiie Southcentral Railb-lt irea. Does the Corns tonsider Prudhoe ..,53.,' and Petroleum Feserve
#li to be minor resources?

11} Sec. 1.03, par. 3, sen, 1: In light of the recent Idaho disaster, is it wrise to con=-
ctmict an sarthfill Jam of this magnitude? If the Watana Dam bursts, what effect would it
~ave on the Devil Camm Dam? If they both go, what would be the effect on Willow {the new
3tabte capitol) and lesser villages of the Lower 3usitna River?

12) Sec. 1.03, par 6: The Tizures here do not correspond with those ziven on page 92 of the
073, !low can the Corps publish a hlunder of this magritude and expect to maintain its
credibility?

13) fig. 2,3,5¢8,11,12:' : The maps are in error by projecting the Copper River Hizhway to
carnsct ab Clmtina, rather than at Thompsen Pass north of Valdez.
1) jee. 1,03, par. 113 These figures should te urdated in the FIIS to 1977 estimates.

17) iee. 1.03, par 12: The benefit to cost ratioc ziven here (1.4) is in conflict with the
mue given in the RIFR (1.3). Who are we to believe? How does Senator Gravel's bond proe-
~osal affect the 6. 1/8% intorest rate?

16) 3ac. 1.03, par. 15, szn. L: To what Congressional Commi‘tee does the Cor:s submit its

findinrs?

"17) “ee. 1.03, par. 15, sen. 5: Wouldn't these asditicnal studies referved to here be 2

3520\

caste of tax moneyr if Congress should decide to shooct dowm the rroposal?

18) Sec. 1.03, par. 15. sen 7:. This sentence is worded as though it %3 a foregene conclusion
“hat Congress will authorize advvancoment to Tinal projact design and construction. Cn what
does the Copr:s basze such a oresumption?

19) See. 2,71,1, bar, 2, sen. 3: The adjectives usad nhere (cold, swift, silt-laden, unin-
habited) mary be accurate, but are obviously intended to project an image of a harshn, unrelenting
river and land which OO.:Slblj "decorves" to be tamed. ‘hy not deseribe the river as wwild
and cceniev, the land as unlnha.b:l.t.ed, btut not uninhabitable?, “hy not indeed,. '

20) vig, L This map is untitled.

21) Bec. 2,01.2, par. 2 &3: Althouzh the Susitna was not recomrended as a wild % scenic river
by the “acretary of Interior, it has indeed beer redormeonded as auch by sther legi slation
(32918 & .111 356h), and that fact deserves mention in the ¥IIS, as does the river's nic ‘mame
OTHS LCINT TUTRTIT OF KAMAKIUGY,

iR P
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page six

18) 2ce. 7.0t o many 530 rear old dams are there in exisiance at :his point in iime? i 3 8 3
[z many 100 car old dams?

L4?) 32e. 9402, par. 5: "in infowmal poll of geople ati~nding the late stage public meet-

Lags indicated surport for ihe projectsese™ This is a hizghly unprofessicnal. stabement by 3 8 4
the Corps and should be deleted in the FZIS. Doex the Corps belleve ti 't the public is

~ullilzle enough to lend creedence to an informal podl conductzd oy the Corps itself?

50) 3sc. 5.0: This scctie should 1list the huge mudflats to be crezted by the Watana 3 85
resqarvolr drawdovm as an adverse envircnmenial effegt

The follo'.-ring statements pertain to the Interim Feasibility Report and the revised IFR.

Pra 23: i was the source Alaska Regional Population and Imnloiment by G, W. fogers
;-lethd © on the RIFR? '

Paro 35 thra 38:  Concerning the methodlogy used by the Alaska Power 4 .m*nL_,trz‘*on Zor
projecting powsr requirements, is it wise to project that Alaskats growth rate in the next
15-20 rears will be similiar to the national average of the 1960's and carly 19701s?

This can be a cold amnd inhospitable land at *imes, =nd oeople are not going to wigrate here
23 readily as ther would in the "lower L8". This ~uesiionable methed of estimating ilaska's
growth rate casts doubt on the justification for this hydroelectite troject.

Page L4O: In this table the hizher range estimate ziven Tor the decade 199072000 is actually
lower than tie lower ranze! Another indlcaiion that “he Corss threw this report togetaar
411 Yittle thousht. Footnote 1/on this page indicates that the figures in ‘the "tablé were
arrived at oy a highly specula:ive way of raagourg, and indicates that the whole series of
fivures i3 little more th2n a Pabrication.

Page L5, last paragrazh: “Who is the Corps of Engineers to assay that we here in Alaska
do not have *renerally accepted growth goalst? E\T}TO ARE YOU PECFLE WHC “CULD ATTEMPT TO
CHANTEL CUR LIVES TC APPRCYTNATE YCUR CWH MORBID, PERVIRSE AND RWGTMINTED TIISTENCES?
Fage 59: lational Seonomic Develo-ment Criteria: "Tangible benetits must sxeceed econcmie
cuits," I o not belisve that this critzria will bz met. Considsr the Zollowing items..
A) By nesoting the coal alternative in fawor of hydropower, a vast amount of jobs will be
lost to ilassans. The TEI3 should spell out hov many jobs will be lost because of this.
R) This is ihe construetion of a first-time-aver dam sysiem under ilasan canditions.
Cost ovarrides due to the harsh ehviron ent could rnake a shamoles of the B/C ratio, Look
at the current oricetag on the Trans ilasika Piveline System Tor an iddieator...38,000,000,0C0.
Up 1000% from the orizinal sstimatzs, largely due to inlation, but likewise largely due to
‘he unpredictatle elements,

t is possible that the Devil Canyan Dam would not meet the requirement snacified under
item 2 of the 12D 8riteria on this psgn. Item 3 of the NED guidslines may not be met if
the potential loss #n the economr of the coal related jobs is figured in, as it should be.

Page 61, par., 2: The first half of sentence five is deleted from the RIFR. Without this
explanatory phrasa, the s2cond half of the sentence tends to be misleading,

Pace 62, Par. ¥: 1alf of this raragraph was deleted from the revissd IFR. Those sentences
contained the lacts, without which the remainder of the paragrsph appears to be conjscture.
Therr shuld ve reinstated.

Page 63, por. 2: Here we have the classic example of how the Corps of Bngzineers is attempt-
ing to negatively in“lu—énce our trinking concernine the merits of she coal alternative.

The IFR states: "Zven 'ith nolludtion eontrol devices- to restrv ct and/or remove harmful sube
stoneas, there would be soma dezradation of air quality Crom combustion products.”

In the revised IFR, the Cor-: deletss the tem "combusu.on products® in favor of thiss
t;ater vaper, carbon particles, sulfur compounds, and unbumed gases..." WHAT WE ARE MOST
COHCZRNID WITH H=RE IS & TURTLE ATTEIMPT AT BRAIIAS :ZT’G THS AMERTCAY 2ICPLE.
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page seven

Paze- 8l Pors 3z It is ciated here thai ihe coal alternative would -rovide pover equivs
lant To an othor alternative. This statemont is false. The coal altermmative would in
3¢t provide. 110,000,000 Kilowait Hodrs MC2Z Tirm energy than the h-droporer nroveesl.
ref~r here “g pace 89 of the revised ITH, »hera it is also stated that the chal altemm
tive would aave a depondabhe capacity of 106,000 “iloratts MORE than the hydrs project.
ia also mislzading on this page to say that the coal alternstive meets the crojected
demand until the 1590'z, It iz in fact a virtually unlimited resource in comparison to
'3 needs, and could keep'us 7 ing for well over 1500 rears, i

Page 65: Comraring the "igures Trom the ITR and the revised ITR, it is informative to
note that the benefit to cost ratio and net annual benefits of the hydropower project
have besn revised downuard br abeut 257 in the six montias that elapsed bet-reen these .
roorts, o7 the t1-e Lhe cost. of coping rith Alaska's adverse envifMment is added to the

as

couts, the fimures may well rellect a negative B/C ratic and no beneliis whotever, .
Page 70¢ Uo -here hers is mentioned the loss of habitat to treonsmission corridors.
Turthemd e, it is inane to 537 that thess raservoirs will provide a contribation to
sraterfowl as a "resting area". I supnose you wish to imnly that the present waterfow

ore now suffsring without a manmade 'rresting area®! THZ L0SS OF 39,680 :CHZ3 OF CRITICAL:

CR PATFITIID VOCIE ¥ BITIT TO THUIZ RIITAVCIRS IS FARLOUN
nder recr-ation, the term Padverss effect" relerring to the Devil Canyon whitewater should
be revised to read “total destructiony, :

Pace 89: Tnder NED benefits for the coal alternsiive, it should be considered that this
would ae a private ‘enterprisze endeavor which would contribmie mueh to the pervstuation of-
our frze cnirrorige system. The figures could be arrived at, if asnrone cared to sursue
‘hat 1line ol thinking, The figures gziven heve nnder the Znvirommental Guality guidaélines
are inscecurate, -Ther are in f3ct outright lles by the Jorps =f Ingincers. As stated pre-
¢isusly, Lhe proposed dams would destroy forever nearly 40,060 acres of critical or pre-
ferrnd moose habitat. To compare the 1 degnmietion of 82 miles of a major river lile
“he 3Jusitna to the pinor desradation of 110-120 miles of lecser rivers is a distortion -
which is indiecative of criminal intent by its perpetrator, the U, %, 'rmy nginzers., -

In closing, I am compelled -to say that it becomes extremely difficult to maintai'n re-
stect for one's zovernment when againest all reason and common sens~ that government
attempts to burden its peogle with an unneeded and unwanted colossus such as th's hrdroe

eldetrie oroject,

And wvhen, as in this case, that goverrment atfempts to influence opinion by putting
forth misleading and distorted facts, it is time for those people to revaluzte their -
priorites and redirect the course of their lives, A redress is in order, and shall be
forthecoming. : : :

Thomas Taggart
Seward, Alaska

2
[+ ]

District Encineer, Anchorage .

Dirision Enginesr, Portland, Cregon

Precidén ’2} Garter, Yeskwstorr Plaws, Qmesin
Govarnor Jay Hammond, Juneau

“enator Ted 3*t=vens, vashinghon

“enztor ¥ike Gravel, ‘iashington

Representative Don Toung, washington

CHawMAs Rosami PEVERSom, QEQ, WASHINGIDA
SECRETRY BESlamare CRel AshRu s, UFhl | wASKineTs N
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS BY
THOMAS TAGGART

The responses which follow are directed to the numbered comments
beginning on page 2 of Mr. Taggart's letter of 19 December 1976.
Comments previous to these reflect Mr. Taggart's personal views

of the Corps of Engineers and do not specifically address the EIS;
therefore, no response is deemed necessary or appropriate.

(1) At the present time metric figures are not well understood by
most of the reviewers. The intent of this EIS is to present infor-
mation concisely and in nontechnical terms so that it can be eaS11y
read and understood by the reviewing pub11c

(2) The FEIS will be brought to the public's attention in accord-
ance with official directives and guidelines, including thoseof

the Council on Environmental Quality. There has never been any
monetary charge for an EIS prepared by the Alaska District, nor

will there be in the future. Nevertheless, reproduction costs for
these documents are high and are included as part of finite funding
appropriated by the Congress for report preparation and dissem-
ination. It does not appear reasonable to furnish copies to librar-
ies in all other states when it is not known whether or not they

are desired or whether they will even be utilized. EIS copies are
furnished to everyone who has expressed a prior wish to receive
them. Extra copies are printed to fill anticipated additional
requests. No one has been denied access to an EIS who has expressed
an 1nterest to review one.

(3) In coordinating an EIS, the Corps provides the Department of
Interior with sufficient copies for distribution to all of the
internal agencies or bureaus within the department. The Bureau

of Mines is one of these agencies. As a result of the department's
internal distribution, a total of seven agencies responded with com-
ments on the EIS (see pages 124-165, FEIS). As no comments were
received from the Bureau of Mines, it is assumed they had no com-
ments on the EIS. However, the U. S. Geological Survey did provide
comments (see pages 137-140, FEIS). Mineral resources, as well as
a1l other applicable phys1ca1 biological, economic, social, and
technical aspects of the project will be thoroughly investigated,
inventoried, and evaluated prior to any recommendation for con-
struction of the project.

(4) The "facts" concerning moose habitat remain to be determined.

Studies currently underway and which are proposed to be continued
for several more years by the U. S. Fish & Wildlife Service will
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determine the amounts, locations, and criticality of moose habitat.
Such adjectives as "good" or "“critical” have little meaning during
the feasibility stage of a study prior to the completion of the
intensive studies required to determine the precise value of a known
resource.

(5) Increased turbidity, which is expected to occur downstream
from the project during the winter months, is discussed in the
RDEIS as an unavoidable adverse impact, the significance of which
is not wholly known at this time. At present, there is a very
high summer sediment load due to glacial outwash and a very low
winter sediment Toad. With construction of the reservoirs, there
is expected to be a low year-round sediment load consisting only
of the very fine "glacial flour” which will remain in suspension.

The post-project, downstream sediment load is estimated to approximate

concentrations found below glacier-fed natural lakes in Alaska.
Future hydrological and biological studies will further refine
these estimates and evaluate the environmental impacts.

In the Ihterim Feasibility Report, the probability of increased

- turbidity due to the introduction of sediments into the streams

and rivers in the vicinity of coal mining activities is discussed

- as an adverse environmental impact which must be addressed in the

consideration of the coal alternatives. Environmental impacts were
not the sole basis for the rejection of the coal alternative. Eco-
nomic factors played a Targe role in this determination.

(6) As stated in section 4.03 of the RDEIS, Watana Reservoir would
lie across one of the intermittent seasonal caribou migration routes
between the main calving area and some summer range of the Nelchina

caribou herd. It is not known what -barrier the reservoir will pre-.

sent in place of the turbulent river. Also the migration patterns
for this herd are continually changing. Therefore, we think the
choice of the phrase "possible inhibition of movement of caribou"
is appropriate--at least until detailed studies of caribou move-
ments are completed during the preconstruction planning phase.

(7) This is a rhetorical question the answer to which is beyond

the scope of this EIS. See response number 362 for further comment.

(8) The referenced phrase has been deleted from the FEIS. In
studies mandated by congressional resolutions, it is assumed that
the resolutions were inijtiated at the request of local constitu-
ents. Since the Senate Public Works Committee Resolution, which

is quoted in its entirety in section 1.01, does not identify the
basis for this resolution, further speculation will be omitted from

‘this EIS.
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- (23) See above response.

(24) According to the October 1975 F1sh & WI1d11fe Serv1ce report
on the Upper Susitna River Basin, the most probab]e reason that
salmon are unable to ascend Dev11 Canyon is "a hydrau11c bTlock
resulting from high water velocities for several river miles within
Devil Danyon." “The only way that man could assist the salmon past
this block is to provide alternate transportation means, such as
capturing and trucking spawning adults around the canyon or con-
structing a fish passage facility similar to that found on the
Frazer River in British Columbia. Since no such plans exist for the

- foreseeable future, wé think that the statement "unable to ascend”

is an accurate descr1pt1on of cond1t1ons for sa1mon in re]at1on
to Devil Canyon.

(25) Comment noted

(26) The growth of Anchorage and Fairbanks since 1973 has been

‘largely due to activity associated with TAPS. The Anchorage Busi-

ness Index, tabulated below, indicates the genera1 1eve1 of eco-
nomic activity in Anchorage since 1970.

~ YEAR INDEX RATE OF INCREASE
1970 100
1971 104.3 4.3%
1972 - 108.1 3.6
1973 114.9 6.3
1974 139.8 21.7 -
1975 169.9 21.5
1976 172.7 1.7

Source: Mr. Bob R1chards, A]aska Pacific Bank

There was about a five- fo1d increase in the rate of economic growth
during ‘the pipeline years over the underlying growth rate of about
4 percent. Postpipeline uncertainties and out-m1grat1on of workers
resulted 1n a less than norma1 expansion in 1976 -

Alaska population and economic growth in the future depends primarily
on development of the State's petroleum reseryes, State fiscal policy,
and the growth of other basic industries. Growth will not stop with
the completion of the pipeline. Rather, completion of the pipeline
allows the State to begin collecting large oil revenues that will be

a key determinant in continued. economic expansion, but at a lesser.
rate than exper]enced at the peak of .the p1pe11ne construction
activity. ; N R o
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-(27) Reduced comsumption is one of the various approaches to the

country's energy problem as demonstrated by President Carter's
energy proposal. However, it is not anticipated that reduced con-
sumption will be the complete solution. Therefore, the development
and utilization of renewable resources will become increasingly
important in the future. Implementation of an energy consumption
reduction program is beyond- the authority of this agency. Also
an' indepth analysis of this matter is beyond the scope of this =
EIS and would be speculative i1n nature at this time.

(28) The referenced paragraph has been corrected to reflect the
true length of the Seward_Highway.

(29) Contrary to the expressed opinion that the referenced sentence
is "not relevant and should be deleted from the FEIS," the present
use of all-terrain vehicles and the potential. for their increased
use resulting from the project is an area of major concern to the
Alaska Department of Fish and Game. They have requested that sec-
ondary impacts related to increased accessibility resulting from

the project be the subject of intensive study and evaluation during
the preconstruction study phase. Furthermore, the referenced sen-
tence discusses all-terrain vehicles with the intention of p01nt—
ing out their potent1a1 adverse impact on game herds.

(30) As discussed in response number 340, the estimates of sus-
pénded sediment are based on concentrations found in rivers below
glacier-fed natural Takes in Alaska. Additional hydrological studies
are required to adequately address the question of postproject sus-
pended sediment Tevels. Studies to be made during phase I of the
General Design Memorandum will assess this problem and possible
effects on the biota of the river. The EIS will subsequently be
supplemented as appropriate to discuss any impact in detail.

CS]) See Response Number 339.

(32) Any project-related recreational development program would
involve cooperation between the appropriate Federal, State, and
Tocal interests for sponsorship, cost sharing and maintenance of
recreational facilities. Proposed recreational facilities for the
project area include visitor centers, campgrounds, picnic areas,
trail systems, and boat launches. Therefore, recreational potential
would exist for day-use act1v1t1es, camping, h1k1ng, and boating

besides hunting and fishing in the area.

(83) See Response Number 339.

-(34) Paragraph 10 of sect1on 4.03 of the REIS i$ not deleted in

the Revised Interim Feasibility Report (1 June 1976), The same
paragraph appears as the second paragraph of page 72 of the RIFR.
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(35) See Response Number 356..

(36) The “roads" in quest1on will be the m1n1mum necessary to allow
men (to cut the plants) and vehicles (to haul the cut material to a
burning or other disposal site}. They will, to the greatest extent
poss1b1e be within the 1mpoundment area of the reservoirs Where
this is poss1b1e they will be in existence only until covered by

~ the reservoir and, thus, will require no rempyal. Where this is not

possible, the roads will be temporary in the sense that they will

not be maintained once clearing is accomplished. At a minimum, unflooded
sections of the roads will be rendered unusable and allowed to revege-
tate naturally. Complete "remoyal" of such roads would require regrad-
ing, p1ow1ng and planting to promote revegetation. Many areas of the
reservoir walls would not be cleared by use of roads; they are too
precipitous and helicopter access, both for personnel and debris

removal, would be the only pract1ca1 approach,

(37)  The commercial potential has not been quantified, but, from
observation of the types and sizes of trees found in the reservoir
area (as differentiated from those on meore nearly level surrounding
lands), the value is considered minimal.. A more explicit inventory
will be achieved during pre-construction investigations, both from
thg viewpoint of commercial value and from their value as wildlife
habitat.

(38) Accokding to the American Heritage Dictionary, 1976 New College

Edition, the definition of a stream is "a body of running water,
especially, such as a brook, rivulet, or river." Thus, the Susitna
River may correctly be termed a stream in the broad sense of the
word and the use of this word is not an attempt to play down the
significance of a mighty river. Whether the reduction of the heavy
sediment loads of the summer is an adverse effect or not is still
open to question. Future detailed environmental studies will decide
what effects this reduction will have on such processes as nutrient
transport _

(39) The Corps recognizes the value of Devil Canyon in its present
state. The recreational and/or esthetical value is discussed in
more detail in the sections of the RDEIS titled "River Character-
istics," "Recreation," and "Esthetics." The sentence referred to
on page 67 simply 1ists the inundation of the river as an adverse
environmental effect of the project whlch cannot be av01ded with
construction of the project.

(40) See Comment Number 339.
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(41) The referenced sentence has been modified to indicate that
some adverse effects would result to res1dent f1sh popu]at1ons
particularly in Watana Reservoir.

(42). We concur. The paragraph has been mod1f1ed to delete refer-
ences to benef1c1a1 effects. :

(43) Yes. "Political" feasibility is that which can reasonably be
achieved within the social (political) framework of the time and
place in question. It is usually nayrower in scope than "economic"
feasibility which depends (in our social system) on the net profit-
loss parameter and {s in turn narrower than "technical" feasibility
which is that which can {or could) be accomp11shed with present
technology without regard to either economic or po11t1ca] restraints.
Thus, political feasibility usually vepresents a compromise among
the many and varied views and goals of the public.

(44) The alternative of no action will be one of several alterna-
ives that will be examined in more detail during the preconstruc-
tion studies. As these jnvestigations proceed, supplements to this
FEIS will be prepared and coordinated as appropriate.

(45) We concur. The sentence has been deleted.

(46) The economic life of the proposed hydropower project is 100
years. In actuality, the project may function effectively for as long
as 500 years. Depending on the depth of coal veins which would be
strip-mined as an alternative source of energy, the damage to sur-

face areas could be in excess of that of the reservoir impoundment
areas. There are also enormous costs and technical} problems associ-
ated with restoration of mined areas and the preyention of erosion

and pollution, especially in the fragile environment of Interior and
Southcentral Alaska. At present, there has been no large-scale attempt
at revegetation of highly disturbed soils under the severe climatic
conditions found here,and the feasibility of such an undertaking

is not completely known at this time. During detailed studies which
will be conducted prior to a decision by Congress as to whether or
not to authorize project construction, the comparison of these two
alternatives will be more thoroughly assessed and evaluated as to
what the trade-offs actually would be.

(47) ‘Although the vecreationa] and flood control elements of the
project constitute a minor portion of the total project costs and
benefits, these are benefits that would not be obta1ned with the
coal alternat1ve

(48) We have no statistics on the number of existing 500 and/or
100 year-old dams. Since technology has changed vastly in 500
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(or even 100) years, the existence of such structures would have
little bearing on the life of the proposed structures, except to
stress that if such outmoded techniques and materials could suryive
such a time, modern methods and materials could be expected to do
even better.. There are, however quite a few historic buildings
‘using portland cement concrete (usually as a mortar but sometimes
as slabs or mass elements) that date well in excess of 100 years
and even 500 years. '

84  (49) The statement is factual as written. The poll has not been
nor will it be used to justify any future action. It merely repre-
sents the expressed views of people attending the meeting.

385 (50) We agree that the creation of mudflats in Watana Reservoir
during periods of low river flows should be discussed in this sec-
tion. This omission has been corrected in section 5.0 of the FEIS.

Further comments beginning on page 6 of Mr. Taggart's Tetter of

19 December 1976 pertain only to the Interim Feasibility Report.

Thus, no response is considered appropriate in the FEIS. Mr. Taggart's
letter of 9 March 1976, which also refers to the Interim Feasibility
Report, was inclosed with his comments on the RDEIS and has been
included here. Also included is the letter of response from the

Corps to his Jetter.
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Thomas Taggast

~al Dox 1133
Sueard, Alaska 9920l
9 March, 1976

Ci:alrman L

‘Boaxd of Mrtinlees {or Rivsrs and Harsors Co Tl 13l :
Linzman Duilaing '
Fort Uelvolr, Yirsinia 2222C

RZ:  ZUVANEN FLASIDILITY RUPCRT Oil THI UPPIR SUSITUA RIVER BASIYN, AL

PV ae oA dgme
(I3 of 3

A& copy of inis study in four velunes and including the Jones & Jones Recreational .?.e;ort.

was reciived by thz 3eward Public Libraryr on Friday, S darch, 1976, which gave the peoosle
Savrara anorordmataly three (3) days to review it and subndt corments by the deadlire of 10 r[a.rch.
Tag redort higd boen requasted approxinatel;y one month ago, which would have allowed a fairly

reasonalle Line for the rudlie to raview it had it bzen dellvnred expediently., I would like

Lo taie this epportunity o conﬂratula.te ..he Army Corps of Engineers on its excellent tirdine

ir s2iting this report into Yhe hanids of the neople who will be directly affected by the troposed
rrojecte It i3 7 estimation that the Corps m‘estlonable mathods of disseminating J_n“om:zt,,qn

b tae oaolie 2ould Yest he d:fined as Bordering On Criminality And Not Serving Tas Yalicnal
Interest, iay I ask that such future pertinent information be glven freely, cvenly and joyously
“to tane puolic librrries of those communities where the proposal{s) will have. creat effect upon:
tho populace. I further-ore ask that *his letter in its eatirety be incorporated into any lfuture
stacr o im‘_mc.. tatemant rezarding this project. :

I aave had time to trislly review the five volunss, and I would at t:us tine like to corment
urzn thome  © 2 oaslicall; in Op_DOJJ.th“I to the proposed project because ol thrzerreasons which
I 1% here elaborate uvon: :

{1} Tae proizei will irreversibly altsr a relatively pristine area of Alas {3,
(¢} There is at least one viable a_lternat:.ve to the project which seems ta have more nen.t...
(3) The Corrs of Engincers has been less than candid and perhaps overtly deceitful in pre-
senting 1its casz, vwhich leads one to believe that the project iusel.t‘ magy not be feasible or de-
siraole fron vorious standpsints.

Tirstly I will touch unon what I perceive as the major environmental impacts, On the iscue
of rmosse nabivst, I hers c‘aote from the main report, page 71: Ye..it is estinated that 2000 to
3207 acres, mnst. n'*_r.’" in Watana Craek, could be favorable mooSe habitat..." This siztemant by th

- Corms is quite »allid in comparison Wita che following Statement {rom the letter of the USTEWS
rusilshed in appendix 2, cage 22: "...2eSzrvoirs will inundute moose habitat ceonsisting of...

ip120 aeres of habitat which receives modarate use, and 18,500 acres of habitat winich receives

vy uses The moderate ,f.r.d heavy use areas arc considersd preferred or eritical winter habitat.n

Co.'. tue Corns i2va possible loft these facts out of the maln report oy ovaersight? It dozs not
£23n U-A:ﬂl.’ Trom vwhere I .,it. Anyone living in Alaska at this time could not help but be aware
thn mogse no **'l.t-o.; L5 oa the vans, and by rlooding 39,680 acres of critical aad/or or
Jarred moose atbitat the Corps will in fact be conunbutl 12z to what could be the permanent ucniue
0! the Alastan moose as we now kmow it. Does the Coros care?

;..e oropo;ed dams will hzve an adverSe effect upon caribou, samo-z, and the endangered
Taicon, %o it Ths mi-rstion route of tha groatly diminisned {90: ':) lielenina Caribou,
ve “rustprated by the proposed Watana Reservoir. Cn pates 206-207 of he .;ugplm:.ntal
¥ nns Teereational Rzport it Ic heavily empvhasized that the Watana Reservair could have
wimnaciiate o sevieM i“"=ct on this herd. (2) The endingered poreprine falcoen has at least
thres micn Jtl.... mules karostn the Susiina Avoar Valley. Pago 72 of the main roport steies that
wliorecdar oirdo would pousitly sullur some mortality Zrom collisions trith towers or linss...®
nany loigos a.m this andan-ored S5 ,r“'.::: ustain? (3) Concarning the Susitna River saimon
2r

LJ

mefs, 7 ohate g-t2in suote the TSTRUS labt ipsotndix 2:  “The potential loss Yo the ecorovr of
N K h : i e 2o 8s
Jeutnconbral Llacita birsusk eoastriction of ‘.: 13 »r oct couls be nany times Craatar baaa t.h"

Qo ced rlric s danictes on 38 10 and 117 Tm e Tigares are “B.9u &0d P3e02 m.l.:n.on.u

T RiaLn AIKE  Po-ac tne LorpE carait
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.paga 2

- - —~,

28 prdnosed Devil c:mr.-on< b owill remanently olindnate 90 ‘los of the 11 miles of wiite~
vazer uhich exists thore, Ii ciould be notod tnat tils particuidr streten of vhitevater is that
uhizl inspired inelusion of the Snsitna Rver in $2918 and HR13394 as a Wild River under the
Alasika Lative Claims dettlenent Act. iiz:zdless to 33y, tils is one of the most unigue siretiches
of watar witich Sod has rranted us on tais earth. In no less than five (5) instances (pages &,
139, 130=131, 192, 210) the Jones & Jones Iecreational Report cites the importance of the recre-
ational and aesthevic value of Devil uanfon in its primitive state. The river i1isell is described
as "The ilount Gvarest of kayaking" on naze 157. On pazes 8 %210 tha report sugsests moving the
lower dam entirely out of Devil Camon to arcsewad the high quality of the areas "aestihetic and
recreationil valde and its uniguensess in the regional context...? Is the Corps capable of listi-

ening to its om contracted advisors?

There does seem to be other valid reasons to abort tids project. Althongn the Corps esti-
mates the projecr. cagt to be ansroximately 31,5 billion, there are quite a few veonle in high
places who disagree. Among tnam is U.5. Senator Ted Stevens of Alaska who concludes that the
cost will be at laast 52. 5’ to 33.0 billions. If these latier figzures are more nearly accamte,
when the projact is not cconorically feasible.

The Lzhr-Xachadoorian revort (Ap». 1, exhibit D-2) says that "t is prefarabls to placa the
23 avay frum faulied and jointed areas,.m Mevartheless, the Watana Dam as proposed will be only
"2 niles east of the Susitna Fault., Has the Corps considered that there ars in tha meighborhcod
e twelve {1Z2) comrmurdibes dovmstream from Devil Canyon which could be imperiled by a precipitous
sasmie relztod disastsr? The new state capital io likewise projected to be bu:.lt near the vanks

cf ine. lower Susitna Rver.

It is concluded on pate LS of the "133..1" report that coal is "a technically feasible and eco-
nrdeally viaola aiternative..." to the hrdropoder pro opoeal. There are many facts and figures
waleh support the feasloility of utilizing coal at this itime for Alaska's needs. It is conserva~
tively estinated that a minimun of 9.3 billion tons of coal exist in the cordined Nenmana-Beluga
fields. Zour repnort states tumat this csal is of low-suiphur content which is envirommentally
apc‘éptab_le-.~ The report estimates that 5.02-5,05 million tons would be consumed anmually by. -

Jiasks. Gy rilviding 9.3 biliion tons by the ostimsted annual consumption we come up with encugh

coal to oup'JJ.r Alaska's noods for apnroxinatel, j’ 1600 years at the current rate of consumption.
gven if 957 ol this coal wasc shipped outside of The stave, there would still be enourh left to
take cars of )..L:!S{a"‘ needs for 50 years. Furtiermore, the two fields are relatively close to
tie major topulation centers whigh wou.d need them, thus eliminating the neea. for ga.n’l'i.ng trans-
nission line ’eMending all over the interior. Thsse coal fields would eres ~° nany more permanend
Jjobs for Alaskans than would i:e proposed hydropower project which could cnl;y' employ b5 workers.
it seems that tne strategic locatioh of thsse coal fields and tieir magnitude indicate.: that coal
is indeed the more sensiole way of generating power for Alaska during the next few decades, or-
until tezennol.zical advances allow us to utilize Solar, Gzothermal, Hind and Tidal resourcese

Conzerning the enviromrental impact of coal, it is stated on page 62 of the main recort that
9,_‘:)\"“0":'!.1‘"21;#'3_,' 18,250 asres of land would be .,t*n.n mined over 'the 100 year life" of the nealﬂ'
project. -{owever, on page 89 the report comiradicts itself by sayinz that the Healy project is.
ostimated at 35 years, vhich, if true, would reduce the impacted acreaze by 65%. It should be
smphasized that these 600 acros which would be stripped are far less than the 60,000 acres which
will e inwndated and/or clearcut for tae proposed reservoirs and trensmission Zorridors. Fur-
't.mmore, tne Healy area is not considered as critical hab:.ta for any wildlife speca.es as is
the vast majority of acreaze which n.ll e inundated by thz Watana Reserveir.,

In su.‘“:‘.:—:..,[ it is annarent that t .e Healy and Beluga coalfields should be u'ci.lized to the
extent that tizy are noslad to Tulfili Alaska's energy recuirenents, It would alss be wise to
conduct the much neseded research into nzm,ssing the 30 fool tides of Cook Inlet for serving tha
neads of Apchorase and tie new capital. . )

R - Py
ginearely, —~ .-\
——

v.;__.. . i

Ceese.District Znzineer, .inchoraze \‘nh l L ’\.r\_
Division Ingineer, Portland, Ore. .- ThBmas Taggart
Eonorable Jay 5. Hamond, Junsau
Hoaorzoule Mike Gravel, Washingtion, D.C.

Honoracle Ted 3tevens, Washlngton, D.C. )
Hoaosrcole monald Z. foung, ashinzton, D.C. _ ) o
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NPAEN-PR-R - : 20 April 1976

Mr. Thomas Taggart
General Delivery
Seward, Alaska 99664

Dear Mr. Taggart:

I am writing in response to your 9 March 1976 letter to the Board of
Engineers for Rivers and Harbors concerning the Upper Susitna River
Basin report which was prepared by this office.

First, let me apologize for the lateness of the report reaching the
Seward Library. This was not intentional nor was there any desire to
deny the public full opportunity to review and comment on the matter.
Rather, it was a result of our underestimation of the public desire to
be informed which caused us to print and assemble fewer of the rather
massive reports than proved to be necessary to meet the public demand.
About 200 copies of the report have been distributed when normally, a
demand of half that would put a report on our "best seller" 1list. In
general, we have made a concerted effort throughout the past two years
to foster widespread public participation in all phases of the study and
not just in the review of the end result. This is both a Corps policy
and plain common sense, inasmuch as our studies are designed to meet ‘
public needs and desires by the possible expenditure of public funds to
accomplish actions which the public will have to live with for many
years to come, '

As to your specific comments on the report and related documents, I
provide the following replies:

We are aware of the descrepancy between the acres of moose habitat which
will be lost as estimated by the Corps and by the U. S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USF&WS).  The acreages estimated by USF&WS reflect some obvious
errors. On page 13 of their report you will find a tabulation showing
that within the 7,550-acre Devil Canyon reservoir, USF&WS classifies
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Mr. Thomas Taggart

7,040 acres as being 1ightly used by moose and an additional 5,760 acres
as being moderately used. Unfortunately, we thus find the moose habitat
inundated by the reservoir is some 5,250 acres (69.5 percent) in excess
of the total acreage covered by the reservoir. Further, examination of
the topography and visual observation show that extremely steep canyon
sides, where it would be difficult for a moose to stand or walk and -
where vegetation appears to be of a type not generally favorable as
moose forage, make up about one-half to two-thirds of all terrain which
would be inundated by the proposed pool. Again, this conflicts with the
cited moose habitat acreages. The figures for the Watana reservoir,
although not summing to more than the total reservoir acres, are sim-
ilarly questionable when compared with the observable terrain {spe- -
cifically very steep canyon walls) and vegetation over much of. the
reservoir.

Regarding the effects of the proposed dams on caribou, salmon and the
peregrine falcon, I offer the general comment that we foresee the
possibility of adverse effects on the first two 1ife forms but Tittle
chance of i11 effect on the falcon. The magnitude of the adverse impacts
on caribou and salmon cannot at this time be measured. However, the
information and data we were able to acquire indicates that the magni-
tude of adverse impacts to both caribou and salmon would most probably
be moderate and, in the case of salmon, subject to correction through
management and mitigation efforts. The Jones and Jones statement raises
valid questions which will be addressed in future studies. We cannot
prove that adverse effects mentioned in the report could not result from
the profect, but find Tittle evidence that, in fact, they would. The
statement concerning migrating birds and their possible collisions with
the towers and Tines was based on the large masses of waterfowl which
migrate through the Susitna-Nenana valleys. The falcon, one of the most
keen-sighted of all creatures, should have no trouble avoiding a struc-
ture which occupies a 200-foot wide strip through a valley a mile or ‘
more in width. As to the USF&WS statement on the value of possible
salmon losses, again there is presently no supportive data to indicate
that salmon, in the numbers implied by the dollar values, inhabit the
affected waters. Quite the contrary, based on the data produced to date
by Alaska Department of Fish and Game and USF&WS, it would be difficult
to assign a dollar value loss in ‘the thousands of dollars, much less in
the:millions. The multmillion dollar figures, by the way, appear to be
based on total destruction of all salmon thought to originate anywhere
in the total Susitna River drainage, in no way consistent with any
foreseeable impacts of the proposed project.

The third major area which you addressed concerns the destruction of the
esthetic and recreational value of 9 miles of the Devil Canyon rapids.
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Mr. Thomas Taggart

This is a matter which cannot be adequately analyzed from a purely
Togical or numerical viewpoint in that it deals with the emotional
reactions of people to such matters as beauty and awesomeness, the
perceptions of which vary from person to person. We recognize the
unusual violence of these rapids and can understand how canoers and
kayakers who identify strongly with such creations of nature would
regard them as unique or "the Mount Everest of Kayaking." We also
realize that, of all the thousands of kayakers in the nation, only a
handful have, or will ever develop, the skill to actually run these
whitewaters. Thus, as a recreational asset, Devil Canyon rapids is of
1ittle value to the general public or even to the vast majority of.
kayakers. From the standpoint of esthetics, few people have the means
to view the canyon since there is, without disturbing the land and
damaging other esthetic values by construction of many miles of roads,
no convenient way for the general public to come within miles of the
area. This is not to say that we regard the destruction of this white-
water resource as meaningless or inconsequential. The question of the
trade-of f value between the rapids and electrical energy was one of the
greatest concerns throughout the study. We wish it were possible to
have both of them; however, our investigations have led us to conclude
that we can have only one and to further conclude that the best interest
of the majority of the pubiic T1ies in producing the electrical energy at
the expense of sacrificing the esthetic value of the stretch of river.

If the project costs of $2.5 to $3.0 billion which you attribute to
Senator Stevens were in fact accurate, you would be correct in conclud-
ing that the project was not viable. The figure of $1.5 billion, and
awesome amount in itself, is our best professional estimate of the
present project cost. I stress "present" because continued inflation
and thus lessened purchasing value per dollar would in time lead to a
higher project cost just as deflation would tend to reduce the cost.
Please recognize that whatever the general economic trend, the value of
the project output, electrical energy, would follow the same trend with
the probable result of 1ittle change in the benefit-to-cost ratio of the
project whatever the dollar cost of construction. This, of course, is a
very simplified economic projection which would be subject to many other
variables which could affect project viability in either direction

We concur with the Lahr-Kachadoorian view that it is best not to build
dams. on or near faults. It is unfortunately true, however, that most of
the better hydropower sites throughout the world are found in mountainous
areas which are in all probability the result of the same geologic
processes which also produce earthquakes and faulting. Thus, it is
rarely possible to have the "best," in which case the engineer is left
with the second choice which is to design his dams to withstand the
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unavoidable earthquake forces. Such is the case for this project. We
have indeed considered the threat to downstream communities and, as have
most of the numerous dam projects along the western coast of North
America, are designing to preclude a disastrous dam failure. The comment
on the Tocation of the new State capitol is difficult to address inasmuch
as no firm siting has been made. However, it does point up one thing
which should be carefully considered in the choice and development of

the capitol site, that is, locating the city outside of known or projected
flood hazard zones. We concur that coal powered generation is technically
and economically feasible and that much future use of this resource can
and probably will be made. The numerical analysis you have performed is
oversimplified but probably reflects an adequate general picture as
relates to many centuries of supply (at present use rates) being avail-
able. Please recognize that the cost of mining this coal will vary
greatly since it lies at depths up to 3000 feet below the surface. 7
Also, please note that even with the most economical mining technique at
relatively shallow depths (not to. exceed 200 feet) that electrical

energy would cost about one and one-half times as much to produce from a
coal-fired plant as form the proposed hydroelectric dams. This is why

we consider the hydro plant as economically superior in this case.

Coal, to us, is a very sensible way of generating much of the future
Alaskan demand. The proposed project, at this time and for the project-
ed near future demands, is even more sensible.

The “project 1ife" is 100 years for both coal and hydropower to make
economic comparison of the two quite different systems valid. The

actual physical life of the coal plant would be more nearly 35 years
which means in effect that the coal plant would have to be rebuilt twice
before the initial hydropower plant wore out. Because 100 years is the
comparison period, the full 18,000 acres (at a minimum) would have to be
mined. Furthermore, the Healy area, as stated, is heavily utilized by
both moose and caribou, much of it for winter range which means that in
all probability there would be more critical habitat contained in the
50,000 (not 60,000) acres of the reservoirs. I concur that future use of
Healy and Beluga coals should be utilized as practible to meet a sub-
stantial portion of the Alaskan energy demands; but not to the exclu-
sion of better alternatives where such exist. 1 also concur that re-
search might eventually allow beneficial harnessing of the Cook Inlet
tides but must honestly state that I do not foresee this occurring

in what remains of this century.

It is clearly stated in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, which

was prepared for this project in September 1975, that since the current
study is in the feasibility stage, impacts are not exhaustively evaluated.
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It is made c]ear,that if the project is authorized and funded for
‘detailed studies, environmental, social, economic and engineering
aspects of the project will be studied at length prior to a recom- . .. ~
mendation to Congress for advancement to final project design and
construction. Indeed, the State of Alaska has conditioned its endorse-
ment of the project with the stipulation that these types of studies

be made. Fish and wildlife studies alone are estimated by the State

to require 5 years for canp]etlon at an estimated cost in excess of

$4 million. The Corps is in general agreement with these study
proposals in the event the project is authorized.

For addtional information which was not 1nc1uded in the 4-volume

Interim Feasibility Report, I am inclosing a copy of the Draft

Environmental Impact Statement. We have added your name to our

mailing list, and will furnish you a copy of the final Env1ronmenta1 s
“Impact Statement when it becomes available.

Sincerely yours,

1 Incl FEE o S/ JOSEPH W. HURST
As stated. : ‘ - LT Colonel, Corps of Engineers
' Acting, District Engineer

PN ‘
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DAEN-BR .
18 March 1976

Mr. Thomas Taggart :
Postal Box 1195
Seward, Alaska 99664

Dear Mr. Taggart:

This is in response to your 9 March 1976 letter of comment on the
Interim Feasibility Report on Upper Susitha River Basin, A]aska, wh1ch
arrived JUSt after I had sent you my 15 March letter. .

I can‘certa1n1y understand your frustrat1on in trying to review a report
which was not easily available. However, I wish to assure you that it

is the policy of the Corps of Engineers to provide adequate, timely
information to facilitate public comment on planning reports. I think
the actions described in my letter of 15 March may have already convinced
you of this. I realize that you have not had sufficient time to tho-
roughly review the report, therefore, I am further extending the time
within which the Board will receive comments to 15 April 1976. .

The comments you have already provided, and any additional comments
which you may provide within the extended time period will be carefully
considered by the Board before formulating its recommendation to the
Chief of Engineers.

Your interest in this matter is appreciated.

Sincerely yours,

s/ROBERT L. BANGERT
Colonel, Corps of Engineers
Resident Member
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DAEN-BR ' 15 MAR 1976

Mr. Thomas Taggart
General Delivery
Seward, Alaska ~ 99664

Dear Mr. Taggart:

This is in response to your letter of 5 March 1976, concerning the
Interim Feasibility Report ou Upper Susitna River Basin, Alaska.

I am very sorry that there has been a delay in making the Feasibility
Report available for your review. My staff has informed me that
copies of the report were mailed to public libraries in cities of

the Railbelt Area on 1 March 1976, and should have been received at
Seward by 5 March 1976. Although the report is most certainly at

the Seward Public Library now, the Alaska District Engineer mailed

a complete set of the report directly to you om 12 March 1976.

The time for interested parties to provide comments to the Board

has been extended to 25 March 1976.

" Despite the unfortunate circumstances which resulted in delaying
the availability of this report for your review, please be assured
that the Corps of Engineers and the Board are very interested in
receiving your comments, and those of other concerned persoms.

Your interest in this matter is appreciated.

Sincerely yours,

s/ROBERT L. BANGERT
Colonel, Corps of Engineers
Resident Member
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_ Thon2s Taggart
: - Ny Genaral Dﬂl‘“erv -—=—
‘ 3eward, Alaska $36684
5 larch, 1976

Departiont of tne Arey

Board of Znginiers for Zivers and Harbors
fiingman 3uildinz

Fort 3elvoir, Virsinia 22020

RZ: Interim F22sibility Report On The Susitna River Basin, Alaska.
Dear Sivs: ' '
I was assurad by Colonel Robert L. B Bangert that the above

Ter
dz availszsble to the people of all Southcentral Railbhelt i
peoy communit
sz2id comrmunitia=s.

A3 per tiue atbvached laot
mentioned recort would be mz
via the public librarics of
v As of tnls date the library in the Comunity of Seward {Southern terminus of the Alaska
Azilroad) has not vet receivnd - copy of the revort fron the Alaska District Anginzer. I pe
sonally wrote.to the Alaska District ingineer in mid-Tebr raary citing Colonel Bangerttis letie
to me, and I'ﬂlso asked that they include a cooy of the suvplemental recraational report to

the Seward Libr-ry.so that commonts could be made before the March 10th dexdline.

Inform;hic‘ coencamming a nrojzcet of this masnitude should bz on2nly suwnliad to tha pub
wiho will be cirostls alTactad by the p“oie,t If the Corps of Engincers is not conscientioun
enough to freely susnly that sector of the public with the vertinent inlormation, than the
Corps of lnginzers is not serving the national interest

In short, I cannot corzmant on your report vecause I hiaven't scen iy, as I supoose is th
case of multitudes of other interested parscns.

5i 8;.":;17 :
t\m o éi %
Thomas Taggary— Jm
copy to....lehq-on ingineer, Porti:nd, Oregon,,_,,..,,,_g/o encl.
o uUistrict Engincar, Anchorage n
Secratzary of the Armys, Washongton, B. €, H
Honorazle Jay 3. iHa—mond, Juneou L
Honorable er Gravel, Washington, D. C. "
Honoraole Ted \unvnn>, Wasni on, B, C. "
Hono:aale Donzld i. Youny, iashingston, D. C. n
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